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I :  INTRODUCTION

Half a century ago, George Herman (Babe) Ruth used to pitch  

baseball every th ird  day or so and play the ou tfie ld  on days when 

he d id n 't. He was also expected to h it  the b a ll ,  and they say he was 

pretty good a t th a t, too.

Until not too long ago, the defensive safety was very lik e ly  to 

be the offensive quarterback as w e ll, except when the coach ordered a 

punt, in which case the same man would very often kick the b a ll. They

called 1t one-platoon fo o tb a ll, and no one seemed to mind.

In 1912, when Teddy Roosevelt tried  to prevent President T a ft's  

bid for renomination, he wrote his own speeches, arranqed most of his 

own scheduling, and acted as his own campaign manager. He even went

the en tire  campaign without the services of a makeup man.

I t  wasn't always a stigma to be a General P ractitioner 1n mede- 

d n e , e ith e r , I t  was said that the G.P. could earn a liv in g , obtain 

admitting privileges at the good hospitals, and generally command the 

respect of his peers and of the general public.

I t  used to be axiomatic that the way to succeed 1n Industry was to 

s ta rt out as a messenger, or a t the mall desk, or even on the shop 

f lo o r. A person would work very hard, and be very pers istent, and 

would advance over time through the many levels of the organizational 

hierarchy. At la s t ,  possessed of good work habits, bolstered by past 

successes, and toughened by experience, the now not-so-young man would 

be awarded a position of leadership. Even the Owner's son would travel

1
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th is route, although I t  never seemed to take him quite so long at each 

rung as I t  did everybody else.

We have witnessed some major changes 1n the las t h a lf century 1n 

knowledge, In a ttitu d es , and 1n expectations. The level of education 

of our work force has risen sharply during th is  period, and has helped 

to raise employee expectation. Advancements In technology have com- 

blned with Increased government Intervention and heightened levels of 

competition to raise the required s k ill  level of the work force as w ell. 

These forces have ushered 1n the "age of the sp e c ia lis t" , and rendered 

obsolete the Im p lic it assumptions made by the Classicists concerning 

homogeneity of the labor supply. I f  Man was ever a standardized com­

modity » he 1s surely one no longer, and th is  1s true regardless of the 

type of organization we are ta lk ing  about. The modem sports team 1s 

based upon specific spheres of competence that would make Weber t h r i l l  

with pride. We not only have a position called Kicker, we 1n fa c t have 

two of them, depending upon whether the kick Is  to be one of distance 

(the Punter) or one o f accuracy (the Field 8oal S p ec ia lis t). On only 

one of twenty-six American Pro Football teams did the same person simul­

taneously occupy both positions during the 1970-1971 season. In p o litic s  

and 1n mededne, the same emphasis upon specialization has taken place.

In Industry, too, I t  1s less possible to begin as a generalist 

In a low position, occupy a number of very d iffe re n t positions within  

the same firm , and eventually be awarded a responsible and challenging 

position. The most re lia b le  path to organizational success today Is to 

arrive with an area of specia lty , usually acquired through formal 

education. The f i r s t  job w ill therefore be one which 1s several levels  

higher than the mall desk "entry point" of f i f t y  years ago. More often
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than not* I t  1s success a t the specialized task which brings corporate 

v is ib i l i t y  and the promise of better things. 1n the fu ture . I f  such 

v is ib i l i t y  seems slow In coming, today's young worker 1s much more 

l ik e ly  than was his grandfather to consider trying his luck with 

another organization. Part of the reason fo r th is  1s that the educated 

employee has more o f a stake In his education (which may be considered 

a "sunk cost", an Investment In his fu ture) than did his grandfather, 

and less of a stake In the organization (since, he has not been required 

to put In the years of high-cost low-reward work at the shop flo o r  

le v e l). Another part of the reason fo r the Increased propensity to 

leave o f the modern worker 1s that he has been socialized to a d iffe re n t 

value system. His years of formal education have 1n many cases sec- 

ceeded 1n Indoctrinating, him with "professional values", of which more 

w ill be said la te r . At the same time, he 1s lik e ly  to hear very l i t t l e  

about the v lrtoe of being " loya l” to one firm . He 1s, 1n short, more 

l ik e ly  to be committed to his occupational specialty and less lik e ly  

to be comnltted to the employing organization.

Th4s combination of circumstances creates an uncomfortable para­

dox fo r the organization. I t  1s that the a b ili ty  to retain  employees 

fo r long periods of time 1s diminishing a t the very time that the costs 

of recruitment and tra in ing  of personnel are on the r is e , and fo r the 

same reasons. Highly educated and sk illed  personnel do not come cheap, 

a fte r  a l l .  They have Invested time and money 1n th e ir  tra in in g , and 

they expect to recoup that Investment. Then, the organization must 

s t i l l  spend further sums of money to acquaint the new employees with 

the comparatively specialized nature of his Job. After that 1s accom­

plished, the organization must continually be concerned with pleasing
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the employee, since d issatisfaction  today Is  more rap id ly  followed by 

search fo r a new firm . F in a lly , even when the organization has paid 

a l l  of these costs, 1t must s t i l l  rea lize  that 1t w ill not be able to 

obtain loyalty from many employees whose id e n tifica tio n  w il l  continue 

to be prim arily to th e ir  occupational specialty, and only secondarily 

to th e ir employing In s titu tio n .

The present study Is  an attempt to learn more about Id e n tific a tio n  

and professional commitment, and how these may suggest that changes be 

made 1n trad itio n a l belie fs about organizational reward systems, 

subordinate motivation, and leadership practices. The theoretical 

starting-point fo r the study w ill be the cosmopolitan-local lite ra tu re ,  

which deals squarely with the Issues of Iden tifica tio n  and professional 

commitment, but which has fo r the most part been unable to demonstrate 

that s ign ificant and meaningful data can be generated by u t il iz in g  the 

cosmopolitan-local construct. The lite ra tu re  on Professionalism w ill  

also be reviewed, with particu lar reference to those aspects which 

re la te  to cosmopolitanism.

This thesis w il l  therefore be comprised of four main tasks, as 

fo llow s:

1. The lite ra tu re  review described above w ill be presented (1n 

Chapter I I ) ,  to enable th is  research to begin where other studies have 

l e f t  o ff .

2. An e ffo r t  w ill be made to operationalize the most Important 

elements of cosmopolitan-local theory, 1n such a way that specific  

predictions can be made concerning employee attitudes and satisfaction . 

I t  w ill  be shown 1n Chapter 11 that previous a t te s ts  to operationalize 

the construct so as to represent a l l  pertinent dimensions have almost
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always fa ile d  to produce meaningful and Interpretable data. The 

present research w ill attenqpt also to conceptually lin k  cosmopolitan- 

local theory to a more general explanation o f motivation, Expectancy-  

Preference Theory. This operationalization w ill  comprise Chapters I I I  

and IV , and some properties o f the new measures w ill be presented In 

Chapter V I.

3. An attempt w ill be made to employ the re-operationalized  

measure as an Independent variab le, to test a number of hypotheses 

relevant to cosmopolitanism and to professionalism. This attempt w ill 

establish whether data gathered by u t il iz in g  the new measure, and 

taken from a sample from a d iffe re n t population than was researched 

previously, w ill  be consistent with cosmopolitan-local theory. The 

description of the sample w ill occupy Chapter V, and the specific  

hypotheses to be tested, along with the results of these tes ts , w ill 

comprise Chapter V I I .  B r ie fly , these hypotheses are predicated on the 

assumption that those who are Cosmopolitans (operationalized 1n th is  

research as those high 1n a b ili ty  and 1n willingness to leave th e ir  

employing organization) w ill respond s ig n ifican tly  d iffe re n tly  to 

items or scales of items lis te d  below than w ill Locals (those low 1n 

a b ility  and willingness to leave). Cosmopolitans should score s ig n if i­

cantly higher on the following items, Indicating greater agreement with 

the statement or suggesting a greater nimiber of contacts or associations:

IB : I usually do not care to know a person well unless he is  my 
equal 1n m entality , learning, and experience.

IP : The mmber o f professional or occupational groups (excluding 
those 1n the company) In which I  am active 1s . . .

2A: Too many people have to be consulted before you can do any­
thing around here.

2C: There are many d iv is ive  cliques and groups 1n the company.
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2D: Despite the CMjMny's ewphasls on eq u a lity , social contacts 
among s ta ff  members o f unequal rank are not frequent.

2E: One way to make sure that you have Job security around here 
1s to be well liked .

2F: People In th is  organization do not re a lly  tru s t each other 
enough.

2H: One Important way In which people are "kept in l in e ” 
around here is  through gossip.

3B: I f  someone asked you to describe yourself, and you could 
t e l l  only one thing about yourself, which of the following  
answers would you be most lik e ly  to give? (Cosmopolitans 
should choose, "I am a (profession or line  o f work)," while 
Locals should p refer, " I work fo r (name of company}.”

3C: Would you prefer advancing . . . (Cosmopolitans should 
choose "through promotions Into higher level functional 
specialization" while Locals should prefer "through 
promotions Into  management positions."

4A: (Do you favor) company encouragement to attend professional 
meetings?

4B: (Do you favor) company encouragement to fu rther professional 
tra in ing by attending special lectures a t academic In s t i ­
tutions?

5A: A scale of Items such as "could w rite I t  up fo r a technical 
jou rnal,"  "new breakthrough 1n theory, concept, or methods," 
and "theoretical relevance of existing knowledge."

4. I t  w ill  also be hypothesized that Cosmopolitans would score 

lower on the following Items or scales of Items, signifying lesser agree­

ment or suggesting a lower number of contacts or associations:

1A: I  lik e  to meet and get to know as many people as I can.

1C: The number o f re lig io u s , fra te rn a l, and social groups In 
which I am active 1s . . .

2B: By and large regulations In the coirpany are too len ien t.

2G: I t  would seem that we need more supervision of employee 
behavior.

3A: A scale of items asking about the amount o f Influence held 
by the respondent.

5B: A scale of Items such as "Increase my chance for a promotion"
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and "preference of my manager or superior."

A fter the measure has been u tilize d  as an Independent variable i t  

w ill be employed as a moderating variab le , to determine whether re la ­

tionships between various organizational and leadership characteristics  

and measures of satisfaction  are s ig n ifica n tly  moderated by cosmopoli­

tanism. This section should provide Information concerning the e ffec­

tiveness of trad itio n a l systems of organizing, leadership and motiva­

tion upon employees with d iffe rin g  degrees of cosmopolitanism. I t  Is  

obvious, however, from the specific hypotheses to be tested In th is  

section (Chapter VIB) that the data generated are correlational In 

mature, and cannot permit d irec t statements of cause-effect relations  

to be made.

The hypotheses to be tested In this section assume that there 

w ill be s ig n ifican tly  stronger relationships between Independent and 

dependent variables for those high In cosmopolitanism (operationalized  

as being the product of respondents' a b ili ty  and willingness to leave 

the organization scores) than for those who are low 1n cosmopolitanism. 

The variables are:

Independent
1 . Respondent job depth
2. Respondent job scope
3. Ltader Consideration
4. Leader In it ia t in g  Structure
5. Leader Upward Influence
6. Leader span of control
7. Leader technical competence

Dependent
1. Extrinsic satisfaction
2. In tr in s ic  satisfaction
3. Satisfaction with security
4. Satisfaction with autonomy
5. Satisfaction with pleasantness

The study w ill conclude by summarizing findings and drawing
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general conclusions. Changes In the design of future studies 1n th is  

area w ill also be recommended, This discussion w ill comprise Chap­

te r  IX .



I I :  REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

The purpose of th is  chapter 1s to summarize and draw conclusions 

from the lite ra tu re  on Cosmopolitan-Local theory, and also to review 

the major Issues and controversies surrounding the existence of "profes­

sionals" 1n organizations. I t  w ill be shown that there are many com­

monalities between "professionalism" and "cosmopolitan-local theory" 

which suggests that these variables be examined together. This review 

chapter w ill therefore define and d iffe re n tia te  these variables, and 

w ill then outline the general questions relevant to the area and the 

specific questions pertinent to th is study.

The changes In workers and In work requirements discussed 1n 

Chapter I have necessitated a change 1n the d e fin itio n  of the word 

"professional." O rig inally  u tilize d  as a label for certain s e lf -  

employed Individuals only, the term has recently been expanded to In ­

clude those workers who meet certain specified c r i te r ia ,  whether or not 

they are self-employed. An oft-used version of the new d e fin itio n  was 

stated by Strauss^, who lis ted  the c r ite r ia  fo r professionalism as 

Including the following:

1. The occupation requires expertise, that Is ,  specialized 

knowledge and s k ills  only obtainable through tra in in g , 

usually of a formal nature.

2. The professional claims the righ t to be autonomous, to 

decide how his function Is to be performed.

3. The professional feels a coemltment to his c a llin g , to his

9
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occupational specialty. He Is lik e ly  to be a Cosmopolitan 

rather than a Local. These terms w ill be explained shortly.

4. He feels a responsib ility  to society fo r the maintenance of 

professional standards of work.

To meet th is societal responsib ility  professionals usually 

organize within Voluntary associations, one purpose of which 1s the 

exercise of se lf-co n tro l. Blau and Scott discuss the reasons for th is :

Professional control appears to have two sources. F irs t , as 
a result of the long period of tra in ing undergone by the prac­
t it io n e r , he 1s expected to have acquired a body o f expert knowledge, 
and to have Internalized a code of ethics which governs his profes­
sional conduct. Second, th is self-contro l 1s supported by the 
external surveillance of his conduct by peers, who are 1n a posi­
tion to see his work, who have the s k ills  to judge his performance, 
and who, since they have a personal stake In the reputation of th e ir  
profession, are motivated to exercise the necessary sanctions.?

The professional thus looks to his peer group fo r evaluation of 

his competence rather than to his hierarchical superior. While denying 

to his superior the a b ili ty  and the righ t to judge his technical per­

formance, however, he continues to judge his superior's performance, 

and the professional's perceptions of his leader's technical competence 

can strongly influence his satisfaction  and performance. In fa c t,  

there 1s research to Indicate th a t, the more "professional" a person, 

or the more "Cosmopolitan" he Is ,  or the more he can be c lass ified  as 

"organizationally Independent", the more he cares about the technical 

competence of his superior, and the more such competence Is a deter-
3

mlnant of the subordinate's sa tis faction , morale, and performance.

I t  Is probably tim ely to Introduce the terms "Local" and "Cosmo­

politan" 1n a formal way, in order to show th e ir relevance to the 

concept o f professionalism. I t  was postulated by Strauss that profes­

sionals tend to be Cosmopolitans,^ and this was found to be the case 1n
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the Blau and Scott study of social workers as w e ll.5 However, I f  a l l  

professionals tend to be Cosmopolitans, 1t Is not true that a l l  Cosmo­

politans tend to be professionals. To understand the d ifferences, i t  

1s probably wise to trace the development of the Cosmopol1 tan-Local 

construct back to Its  research o rig in , the classic study by Merton.

Merton's study was based prim arily upon Interviews with eighty-six  

men and women from within the same small town. I t  was o rig in a lly  

designed to learn about patterns of influence, but . . .

In response to the same set of queries, some 1nfluent1als spoke 
wholly 1n terms of the local situation . . . whereas others man­
aged to Incorporate frequent references to matters fa r beyond 
the reaches of [the town] . . .  I t  was this characteristic . . . 
patterning of response that led to the conception of two major 
types o f In flu e n tla ls : the 'lo c a l' and the 'cosmopolitan' . . .
Such seemingly diverse matters as geographic m ob ility , p a r t ic i­
pation In networks of personal re lations and In voluntary organiza­
tions . . . a l l  these were found to be expressions of these major 
orientations toward the local conmunlty* Orientations ranging from 
v lrtM a lly  exclusive concern with the local area to central concern 
with the great world outside.”

Merton found that Locals were more lik e ly  to have lived 1n the 

town fo r a long period of time, were profoundly Interested In meeting 

and getting to know many townspeople, had no desire to move away from 

the town, and were much more Interested In local p o litic s . The Locals 

were "great p a trio ts" , and spoke of th e ir  high loyalty  to the local 

community. Cosmopolitans evidenced no such lo y a lty , with many of them 

Indicating that they had plans to leave the town 1n the fu ture. Cosmo­

politans had been more mobile In the past, and believed more than did 

the Locals In th e ir a b il i ty  to do well 1n another comnunlty. They 

were also younger than th e ir  Local counterparts, and were better edu­

cated. However, Merton believes that "educational and occupational 

differences may contribute to the differences between the two types of 

In flu e n tla ls  but they are not the source of these d ifferences.''7
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Cosmopolitans also d if fe r  In th e ir  attitudes toward making 

friends. Rather than being concerned with meeting as many people as 

possible, they are more Interested In getting together with people who 

are s im ilar In education, tra in in g , and In terests . This difference  

accounts fo r the d iffe re n t voluntary organizations which each type 

belonged to . Merton found that 1t was not so much that the Local be­

longed to more organizations, but that they tended to jo in  the secret 

societies, fra ternal organizations, and local service clubs, while the 

Cosmopolitans preferred the professional societies and hobby groups.

Probably the most Important follow-up of the Merton study was 

one conducted by Gouldner, using a university population. Gouldner 

set forth  a number of hypotheses which were consistent with the Merton 

resu lts , and employed factor analysis o f his data. He Id en tified  six  

separate groups of respondents, which he categorized Into  four types 

of Local (dedicated, true bureaucrat, e ld er, and homeguard) and two 

types of Cosmopolitan (outsiders and em pire-builders). He found gen­

e ra lly  that Cosmopolitans knew fewer facu lty  members at the college, 

were better educated, and had published more. While both types of 

Cosmopolitan were "keeping and eye out" for good outside opportunities, 

the Outsider 1n p articu lar claimed l i t t l e  Influence, no real organiza­

tional lo y a lty , and small wish to remain. The Emp1re-bu1lder also 

perceived outside alternatives to be good, but was at the same time 

jockeying for reward and status within the current organization.8

According to Gouldner, c lass ifica tio n  of respondents as e ith er  

Cosmopolitan or Local could be made by considering three major c r ite r ia  

which were suggested, 1n varying degree, by the Merton research. These 

are:
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1. Loyalty to the employing organization. Locals tend to be 

high In organizational lo y a lty , while Cosmopolitans do not.

2 . Comnltment to specialized role s k i l ls .  Cosmopolitans should 

score considerably higher on th is measure than Locals.

3. Reference group orientation . Locals tend to maintain an 

Internal reference group orientation almost exclusively. 

Cosmopolitans may or may not be oriented toward the organi­

zation, but w ill  always be oriented s ig n ifican tly  toward the 

outside world.

I t  may prove useful to compare Gouldner's c r ite r ia  fo r Cosmo­

politan-Local 1sm with Strauss's measurements o f professionalism.

McNaul did th is , and concluded that comnltment to specialized role s k ills  

may be considered as a tes t of Strauss's "expertise", while both organi­

zational loyalty  (1 f low) and reference group orientation ( I f  an 

external one) may be Included under Strauss's "conmlttment to c a llin g ." 9

The study by Gouldner 1s Important not only fo r the findings I t  

generated, but because I t  served as a model lo r a nuTiber of subsequent 

experiments In the area of Cosmopolitan-Local1sm, of of professionalism. 

Studies by Delbecq and Elfner by P lngry ,^  by Cudd,^ by R1tt1^3, 

and by Davls^4 a l l  defended for th e ir conceptual framework upon the 

Gouldner model. In addition , many other studies have been made which 

took th e ir  starting  point from Gouldner, but which fa ile d  to Include 

a ll elements of the Gouldner Cosmopol1tan-Loca1 c r ite r ia .  S t i l l  others 

did not In ten tion a lly  set out to rep licate Gouldner's study, but did 

In fac t employ most o f the same variables.

There has been a great deal of discussion 1n the lite ra tu re  

concerning the question of whether there must Inevitab ly ex is t a



14

c o n flic t between the professional or Cosmopolitan goals, on the one 

hand, and the organizational goals on the other. The great m ajority of 

opinions on th is matter is  that such c o n flic t Is  Inevitab le . The fo l-  

lowing are a few of the statements made be researchers about th is  

Issue:

Because of the motivational pattern of typical professionals 
most successful professionals are not motivated to become admlnl- 
strators . Some would refuse any administrative ro le . . . 
because of th e ir  comnltment to professional values and ties  to 
professional groups, and because they feel they would not be 
capable of performing the administrative role successfully . . .

The research s ta ff  1s lik e ly  to be divided into cosmopolitans and 
locals. The former are oriented toward success as members of 
th e ir profession, and th e ir  In terest 1n the company Is lim ited to 
i ts  adequacy as a provider of fa c i l i t ie s  fo r them to pursue th e ir  
professional work. Since they are productive, they may be Valu­
able to the company, but such value 1s an almost accidental by-pro­
duct of th e ir  w ork .'6

Success 1n most organizations 1s defined as movement Into man­
agement. This route, however, leads the professional away from 
the practice of his chosen specialty . . .  A professional Is  said 
to care l i t t l e  fo r organizational matters that do not Impinge upon 
his area of specialty. The ideology of professionalism, as stated. 
Implies a tra d e -o ff between specia lis t autononiy and power 1n the 
organization.17

‘Experts' must forego active pursuit of th e ir  specialty to ascend 
the company hierarchy because they are not Id e n tified  as 'Company 
men' ( I .e .  lo y a l) , because th e ir  complex s k ills  and long formal 
tra in ing lead them to a commitment to th e ir  job rather than to 
the organization. Also, they are more marketable, can 't easily  be 
evaluated by other organizational members, and so seek the esteem
of outsiders.'®

Sim ilar feelings have been voiced by Blau and S c o t t , 19 Komhauser,20 

Lee,2! Rothmn and P e ru cd ,22 Pelz and Andrews,23 Marcson,2*  Whyte,25 

O rth ,26 and S cott.27

One of those who takes the opposite viewpoint 1s H a ll, who con­

cluded that "an assumption of Inherent co n flic t between the profes* 

slonal or the professional group and the employing organization 

appears to be unwarranted."2® He based th is opinion on a review of
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depending upon the existing degree of bureaucratization.

In a study by Bennls et a l . ,  1t was found that the relationship  

between professionalism and organizational loyalty  was d ire c tly  

opposite to what most of the authors quoted above would have predicted. 

S p ec ifica lly , the researchers concluded that . . .

The cosmopolitans did not re fer to an external group, did 
maintain high in-group lo y a lty , and were motivated toward organl- 
zatlonal commitment. The locals , on the other hand, were Interested  
In external groups (nursing associations), showed lower loyalty  
than the cosmopolitans to the work group, and were less Interested  
1n developing professional s k i l ls .2"

Some post hoc explanations fo r these findings have been put forth  by 

Bennls e t a l . and by Blau and Scott, and these w ill be taken up 

shortly. However, speaking more generally , 1t 1s possible that the 

question of professional-organization c o n flic t In e v ita b ility  re a lly  

hinges on the type of organization and the kind of organizational 

policies and practices we are talking about. I t  1s quite lik e ly  th a t, 

given an earnest and deliberate attempt to reconcile th is co n flic t  

by a ll  parties concerned, the e ffo r t  may well be successful. In this  

connection, 1t Is probably wise to b r ie fly  review some of the recommen­

dations made by researchers for a llev ia tin g  th is c o n flic t. I t  1s plain  

that most of these recommendations have a common rationale . Thus 

Thornton suggests that the key to reconciliation 1s fo r the organiza­

tion to consciously reaffirm  the principles of professionalism, and he 

cites a number of studies which show that such tactics can be successful. 

Marcson seconds this point, and believes that v ir tu a lly  to ta l recon­

c ilia t io n  can be accomplished.31 Glaser states that the Issue hinges 

upon the firm 's  a b il i ty  to make its  goals and the professional's goals
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coincide.32 M ille r  suggests ways by which th is  can be done, and sped* 

f lc a lly  mentions the provision by the organization of more professional 

"Incentives", such as the freedom to publish the results of th e ir  

research, the awarding of funds to attend professional meetings, the 

provision of fa c i l i t ie s  and freedom to assist professionals 1n th e ir  

research, the establishment of promotion policies which are based on 

demonstrated technical competence, and the opportunity to Improve 

professional knowledge and s k ill  s .33 M ille r  also suggests loosening 

the degree of control by the organization over the professional,3* and 

th is point Is also referred to by H a ll, who states that the key to 

prevention o f professional-organizational c o n flic t may be the lessening

of bureaucratization.35

This question of how to reconcile c o n flic t Issues In this area 

1s re a lly  secondary to a much more fundamental question, one which a ll  

of the authors quoted above have Im p lic itly  addressed, but few of whom 

have overtly recognized: Can an organization, any organization, actu­

a lly  modify the attitudes of a Cosmopolitan, or a professional, or an 

organizational Independent, to any great extent, or 1s th is set of 

attitudes and predispositions substantially unalterable? Viewing the 

same question from a somewhat d iffe re n t vantage point, are these (Cos­

mopolitan) attitudes acquired a fte r  h ire , 1n which case they may be 

specific to a p articu lar set of organizational circumstances, or are 

they more the product of the Ind iv idual's  formal education and orien­

ta tio n . In which case they w ill l ik e ly  come Into play regardless of 

any set of organizational circumstances? The answers to these questions 

are c learly  of considerable Importance, as they w ill In large part 

determine the strategies to be employed by the organization. The Issue
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can be reduced 1n part to a choice between selection and tra in in g .

I t  would be advantageous, then, to b r ie f ly  review the research 

and conclusions of those authors who. whether or not e x p lic it ly ,  have 

concerned themselves with th is basic question. Let us begin by c itin g  

the opinions and reasons why many feel that the firm  has no real con­

tro l over th is  problem. The major determinant of professional, or 

Cosmopolitan values, according to most of these authors, 1s the amount 

of formal education and professional tra in in g . However, while there 

1s substantial agreement that th is  education Is the primary cause of 

Cosmopolitan a ttitu d es , there 1s less agreement concerning the actual 

e ffe c t which such education has upon the recip ients. Etz1on1, fo r  

example, feels that the education a lters  the motivational patterns of 

professionals. He states that the education creates a commitment to 

professional values and fosters ties  to professional groups.3® Marc- 

son agrees with this analysis, pointing out that the motivational pat­

terns created by education and by professional train ing Involve a 

striv ing  for research achievements and peer recognition.

M ille r agrees with the Importance o f education and professional 

tra in in g , but assigns d iffe re n t reasons fo r th e ir  Importance. He 

views the long years of tra in ing  1n terms of "sunk cost" fo r the pro­

fessional, claiming that the added length o f tra in ing  "represents a 

greater Investment on the part of the professional. I t  1s reasonable to 

assume that he w ill  expect higher rewards from the organization 1n 

return fo r his s e rv ices ."^  M ille r  Is re a lly  Introducing two conse­

quences of long formal tra in in g , sunk cost and heightened expectations. 

The potency of sunk cost as a determinant of attitudes was Illu s tra te d  

by Grusky, who found that "the greater the [organizational] obstacles
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the person has overcome In order to obtain the organization's rewards, 

the nreater his commitment I-to the orqanl2at1on].3  ̂ I t  1s therefore con­

sistent to maintain th a t, the greater the obstacles ( 1n the form of 

long and d if f ic u lt  education) the person has to overcome to become a 

professional, the qreater w ill  be his commitment to his profession.

The Importance of helqhtened expectations for freedom and for 

organizational rewards which long education creates 1s underscored by 

0 r th .4n Furthermore, 1t 1s evident that highly educated and profes­

sionally trained people tend to be more marketable, and so are more 

readily able to act upon any organizational situation which does not 

meet these high expectations.

There is s t i l l  another major consequence of possessing complex 

s k ills  and long formal tra in in g , and this is that such people cannot 

easily be evaluated from within the employing organization. Gouldner 

makes this point eloquently:

Often, with reqard to 'experts ,' administrative superiors must 
depend upon persons outside the organization to select experts or 
to judae the performance of those already employed. This, 1n turn, 
means that the technical expert himself 1s often dependent upon 
persons outside the organization to validate his position within 1t 
. . . This not only disposes the expert to res is t pressure for 
're su lts ' cominq from his superiors, but i t  also makes him less 
vulnerable to control from those within and 1n command of the 
organization.4'

Hughes4  ̂ and McNaul4-* also a ttr ib u te  considerable Importance to the In ­

a b ili ty  of organizations to In te rn a lly  evaluate th e ir  experts and pro­

fessionals. An even more serious aspect of th is  problem Is spotlighted 

by Scott, 1n his earlier-quoted contention that "professional workers 

are lik e ly  to perceive a discrepancy between the standards promulgated 

by th e ir  occuaptlonal groups and those adhered to by the host organi­

zation ."44 What he 1s re a lly  saying, then, 1s that not only are the
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organizations 1n most cases unable to Judge professional performance, 

they are also unwilling to judge professional peformance on c r ite r ia  

which the professionals would accept as va lid .

There 1s, on the other hand, considerable opinion on the side that 

the organization can have quite a lo t to do with the establishment of 

Cosmopolitan or professional a ttitu d e s , or with th e ir a lte ra tio n  I f  

they already ex is t. Gouldner, fo r example, Im p lic itly  recognized that 

education, m arketab ility , and Internal In a b ility  to evaluate were not 

completely determ inistic or a ttitu de  formation, when he d iffe ren tia ted  

the “Outsider" type of Cosmopolitan from the “Empire-Builder11 type.4^

The f i r s t  of these 1s, to be sure, someone over whom the organization 

has exerted and can exert no real Influence. However, the second type, 

although possessed of the same lonq tra ln lnq and marketabll1ty as his 

"Outsider" counterpart, 1s nonetheless concerned, a t least to a certain  

extent, with acquiring Influence and being pleased by the organization. 

His decision of whether or not to leave the organization or to stay and 

seek Internal rewards seems to be more largely  determined by the re la tiv e  

merits o f the Internal versus the external chances fo r personal goal 

attainment than by any la ten t predisposition to behave In a certain  

manner. We may ca ll th is  a kind of "market-place" o rien tation , and can 

find a good deal of support 1n the lite ra tu re  for Its  existence. In the 

previously-mentioned experiment by Rennls, fo r example, 1n which pro­

fessionalism was found to vary positive ly  with organizational coranlt- 

ment, I t  was hypothesized by Blau and Scott that the explanation for 

th is surprising finding was that commitment was not so much a function 

of la tent a ttitu d es , or of the amount of v is ib i l i t y  the job had to the 

outside community (as had been hypothesized by Rennls), but was rather
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due to the fac t th a t, In th is case, the organization offered more oppor­

tun ity  fo r advancement than did the profession.4® This b e lie f that Cos­

mopolitans or professionals do not Inherently adopt an external orien­

ta tio n , but 1n fas t undertake a comparison between opportunities a v a il­

able 1n the firm  and those available outside 1s also shared by Brown4  ̂

and by Avery.48 The essence of the b e lie f 1s that a person w ill choose 

to be a Cosmopolitan only when he perceives that chances for personal 

goal attainment are better 1n the profession than they are 1n the or­

ganization.

Research also lends support to the view th a t, rather than being 

a predetermined set of attitudes which are essentia lly  unalterable by 

the organization, Cosmopolitanism can to a large extent be Influenced 

by i t .  Dewhlrst, fo r example, made a study which found th a t, during 

the In i t ia l  five-year period a fte r employment, considerable so c ia liza ­

tion and change 1n attitudes on the part of professionals was accom­

plished by the two organizations studied.4  ̂ M ille r  found that such or­

ganizational ly-adjustable variables as type of supervisor and extent 

of company '‘encouragement" (which Included elements of professional 

Incentives mentioned e a r lie r )  to professionals had a s ign ifican t e ffe c t  

upon the degree to which work alienation  took p l a c e . F i n a l l y ,  Lee 

found th a t, while sc ientis ts  with high perceived professional prestige 

and low perceived organizational prestige claimed the lowest organiza­

tional Id e n tific a tio n , scientists with high professional prestige also 

claimed the most Id e n tifica tio n  with the organization, provided that 

they also possessed high organizational p restige .5  ̂ As a resu lt of 

th is evidence, we seemlnqly must assume that organizations can create a 

climate In which even those Individuals who would normally be considered
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to be thoroughly Cosmopolitan can adopt an Internal reference group and 

acquire an Id e n tifica tio n  with the organization. The research Indicates 

that the best way to achieve th is  Is by reducing the amount o f bureau­

c ra tiza tio n , lessening the degree of con tro l, evaluating professionals 

on the same c r ite r ia  which th e ir  peer group 1s using, and providing 

professional Incentives, such as freedom to do research and publish the 

resu lts , opportunity to attend professional meetlnqs, e tc .

To the extent that these organizational actions are successful, 

at least so fa r  as a lte ring  potential Cosmopolitan attitudes 1s con­

cerned, we must s t i l l  concern ourselves with one fin a l question, which 

1s: After the modification of attitudes has taken place, what then 1s 

the orientation or predisposition of the Cosmopolitan employee? Is 1 t, 

as some believe, that the converted Cosmopolitan w ill behave as a Local, 

or 1s 1t Instead that the conversion process w ill In fact create a new, 

hybrid orientation category. This suqqested p o s s ib ility  of hybrid cate­

gories brings up another, related question, one which has of la te  re ­

ceived a great deal of attention 1n the lite ra tu re . Should the Cosmo­

politan-Local construct be considered as a bipolar (e1ther-or) one, or 

1s 1t more useful to think 1n terms of more combinations o f categories, 

for example, Cosmopolitan, Local, Cosmopolitan and Local as simultaneous 

descriptions of the same Ind iv idu al, and neither Cosmopolitan nor Local?

The f i r s t  a lte rn a tiv e , 1nvolv1nq the conceptualization of the terns 

as being mutually exclusive and co llec tive ly  exhaustive, 1s suggested 

by the writings of those who assumed a fundamental Incom patibility be­

tween the Cosmopolitan, or professional, and the organization. Of la te ,  

however, the weight of evidence seems to have shifted 1n favor of the 

opposing b e lie f , that such labels are neither mutually exclusive nor
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co lle c tiv e ly  exhaostlve. In fa c t, I t  1s Interesting that many of those 

who c r it ic iz e  the "sim plistic" assumptions behind the e1ther-or approach 

are the same authors who continue to In s is t upon the Inherent co n flic t 

between organizational and professional goals. This seems to be an In ­

consistency on th e ir  part because, to the extent that 1t 1s possible to 

be at the same time a Cosmopolitan and a Local, there would seem to be 

no reason why an organization-professional co n flic t need Inevitably  

e x is t. I t  seems reasonable that the professional could attend to his 

"Cosmopolitan needs" by maintaining an external reference group orien­

tation and retalnlnq a commitment to s k i l ls ,  and at the same time sense 

a degree of Id e n tifica tio n  with the employing organization.

This position 1s not Inconsistent with the original models o f Mer­

ton or Gouldner, In c id en ta lly , although several researchers (fo r example, 

Goldberg e t al . ^ )  have described these models as forcing a bipolar view 

of the construct. Merton fo r example stated that 1n his study the Cos­

mopolitan "has some In terest 1n [the town] and must of course maintain 

a minimum of relations within the conmunlty since he, too, exerts in ­

fluence there. But he Is  also oriented s ig n ifican tly  to the world out­

side . . ." 53 Gouldner, too, 1n his d iffe re n tia tio n  between the two 

types of Cosmopolitans, Indicated his awareness that 1t was 1n fact 

possible fo r an Individual to be simultaneously Interested 1n both In ­

ternal and external happenlnqs and rewards.^

The study by Goldberg et a l . ,  1f 1t did not originate the Idea 

that the bipolar Cosmopolitan-Local assumptions might be overly sim plis­

t ic ,  1s nonetheless an extremely Important one. Starting out with the 

position that "there has been . . .  a growlnq body of evidence to in d i­

cate that a blmodal d is tribu tion  of orientations may not necessarily be



23

one of the 'givens' of research laboratories and that a researcher's 

orientation toward his profession can be Independent of his orientation  

toward the organization for which he works,"55 they studied question­

naire responses to learn of factors which went Into decision-making on 

technical Ideas 1* an Industrial research and development laboratory. 

Factor analyzing the obtained data, they arrived at the following con­

clusion:

The theoretical consequence . . .  Is that a complete description  
of a person's orientation 1n th is laboratory w ill require his cate­
gorization in a two-dimensional configuration. This Implies a four­
fold typology of orientations. In addition to those who rate the 
professional c r ite r ia  considerably more Important than organiza­
tional c r ite r ia ,  and vice-versa, there are two other types: those 
who have a 'complex' orientation In the sense that they take Into  
account the relevance of an Idea fo r both th e ir  personal g r a t i f i ­
cations and the success of the company and those who seem to have 
an In d iffe ren t or disinterested orientation In the sense of not em­
phasizing consideration of e ith er professional g ra tific a tio n  or 
organizational responsib ility .

This view is also supported by Bennls,5? by Blau and S co tt,56 by Korn- 

hauser,5  ̂ by Glaser,6  ̂ by Avery ,6  ̂ by Del beg and E lfn e r,6  ̂ by Grimes 

and Berger,63 by Thornton,64 and by Relssman.65 While not a ll  of them 

would agree that the measures of organizational Id e n tifica tio n  and pro­

fessional Id e n tifica tio n  are actually Independent, a ll would nevertheless 

agree that i t  1s possible fo r the same man to be both a Cosmopolitan 

and a Local.

Goldner and R1tt1 o ffer an Interesting explanation for the lik e ly  

motivational forces which Influence a Cosmopolitan to adopt a "complex" 

orien tation . They claim that the Cosmopolitan's concern with achlevlnq 

recognition from his professional colleagues 1s not at a l l  Inconsistent 

with the organizational norm that "success" can be defined as movement 

from the technical specialty into  management. They point out that " I f  

most of the 'good' people (defined 1n terms of competence 1n the sped-
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a11ty ) do, In fa c t , move up and the 'bad* ones are le f t  behind, then 

moving up or staying behind w ill be d1fined by specia lis t qroups as 

success or fa ilu re  as they are defined by those In the rest of the or­

ganization.''®® With th is we can agree, so lonq as the c r ite r ia  chosen 

by the organization fo r selection of those who w ill move Into manaqement 

are judged to be valid by the specialist group. In summary, then, 1t 

1s possible fo r the employing organization to a lte r  the la tent predis­

position of professionals to behave as Cosmopolitans. This a lte ra tio n  

w ill not always take the form of to ta l conversion into Locals, but w ill 

usually succeed 1n establishing a "complex" o rientation . This o rien ta­

tion w ill  enable the professional to retain  those aspects o f his Cosmo­

politan attitudes which give him satis factions, but at the same time 

w ill allow the organization to establish a base of organizational loy­

a lty  and Id e n tific a tio n . This a lte ra tio n  of la tent attitudes w ill only 

take e ffe c t, however, 1n cases where the organization makes a conscious 

and s k il l fu l attempt to Integrate the professional aoals with the ones 

of the firm . To the extent that the employing organization reduces 

structure and control, provides professional Incentives, and employs 

evaluatlonal c r ite r ia  which are consonant with those employed by the 

professional peer group, such a lte ra tion  of attitudes w ill take place.

I t  1s therefore fa ir  to state th a t, based on these conclusions, there 1s 

no In e v ita b ility  to the co n flic t which typ ica lly  arises between pro­

fessional and organization, because the concept of Cosmopol1tan-Local 

(or professional-bureaucrat) 1s not a bipolar one. The aim of the 

organization, accordingly, should not be one of eradicating la ten t Cos­

mopolitan attitudes on the part of Its  professionals. Not only would 

such an attempt frequently prove unseccessful , but I t  would 1n many
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cases not be advantageous e ith e r , since organizations obtain many bene­

f i t s  from havlno Its  professionals Integrated Into external reference 

groups. The aim of the organization should Instead be one of Inducing 

the professional to adopt a "complex" set of a ttitu des , w ithin which 

a good degree of Integration of Individual and organizational goals can 

be attained.

In sunmary, then, the most Important Issues 1n the general areas 

of cosmopolitan-local theory and professionalism concern (a) whether 

the cosmopolitan-local (or professional-organization man) construct Is 

"e1ther-or" 1n nature, or whether the same person may simultaneously be 

both, or neither; (b) whether professional-cosmopolitan orientation  

makes co n flic t with the employing in s titu tio n  Inev itab le , or whether 

such c o n flic t can be prevented or resolved without removing the profes­

sional from the bureaucratic setting; and (c) whether these professional- 

cosmopolitan orientations are formed prior to entry , and are for the 

most part unalterable, or whether the la tent cosmopolitan compares 

organizational to professional opportunities and subsequently adopts 

e ith er a professional or a "Company Man" orientation .

The present study w ill attempt to shed lig h t on matters pertinent 

to the above questions, but obviously cannot deal with them a l l .  The 

1rrmed1ate focus of the present research w ill be upon the following 

questions:

1. Can the Cosmopolitan-Local construct be reoperatlonal1zed 1n 

such a way that the d iffe re n tia tin g  characteristics of cosmopolitans 

and locals noted by Merton, Gouldner, and others may be measured, but 

without resorting to the conceptual jumble of assorted variables which 

has typ ified  much of the e a r lie r  research?
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2. Can such a reoperat1ona11zat1on take Ihto  account the emerging 

consensus that 1t 1s not necessary for an Individual to be e ith er a 

cosmopolitan or a loca l; s p e c ific a lly , can a measuring Instrument be 

constructed which does not a rb itra r i ly  force respondents Into  cosmo­

politan -local categories which are mutually exclusive and c o lle c tive ly  

exhaustive?

3. Can the new measure be employed as a moderating variable 1n a 

meaningful way; s p e c ific a lly , do cosmopolitans expect and react d if fe r ­

ently to organizational and leadership practices which provide task 

complexity, autonomy, and In tr in s ic  sa tis fac tio n , than do locals? The 

lite ra tu re  described e a r lie r  has suggested that I t  w ill be necessary fo r 

organizations to provide d iffe re n t tasks and control techniques for 

persons with "professional" value systems than for those w'*o do not 

have such values. Do the data 1n this study Indicate that such things 

as job scope, job depth, leader Consideration and In it ia t in g  Structure 

are associated with d iffe re n t levels of subordinate satisfaction  for 

cosmopolitan-professionals than for locals?

These are the primary questions, suggested by the research l i t e r a ­

tu re , which the remaining chapters w ill  try  to answer.



I l l :  A REOPERATIONALIZATION OF THE CONSTRUCT

When the Merton and Gouldner studies were Inserted Into the l i t e r ­

ature 1n 1957, 1t seemed lik e ly  that the way had been paved fo r exten­

sive and meaningful research 1n the area. In fa c t, however, th is has 

not occurred. We have not seen the Cosmopolitan-Local construct devel­

oped and extended with the In tensity  applied to other potentia lly  im­

portant variables. No s ign ifican t research " tra il"  has emerged which 

1s In any way comparable to the Cons1derat1on-Structure studies, for 

example, or to the Equity Theory and Motlvator-Hyglene Theory examina­

tions, or to the Lawrence and Lorsch research. Even Merton and Gouldner 

seem to have abandoned the construct, or at least to have lost In terest 

1n Its  further development.

I t  was Indicated e a r l i e r 6 ^  that there have been a number of 

attempts to make use of the Gouldner model, and to include a ll  three 

of the elements of that model, namely organizational lo y a lty , commitment 

to specialized ro le  s k i l ls ,  and reference group orientation . A fa r  

greater number of studies, however, have chosen to use only part of 

the Gouldner model. In p a rtic u la r, a great many researchers have con­

cerned themselves with the organizational lo y a lty , or Id e n tific a tio n , 

or commitment dimension only.

Speaking generally, an Interesting dilemma seems to have arisen 

as a resu lt of the differences In approach taken by d iffe re n t researchers. 

I t  1s th a t, 1n many cases, the most s ign ificant results have been

27
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obtained by those studies which have been least fa ith fu l to the orig inal 

model. Many of those studies which worked only with organizational loy­

a lty *  f o r  example, have produced findings which were both s ign ificant 

and important. The Classic study by Blau and Scott examined comnltment 

to s k ills  and reference group orien tation , but did not d ire c tly  Include 

the organizational loyalty dimension as a defining ch arac teris tic ,

Instead considering loya lty  as a dependent variable.®8 The work of 

Abrahamson considers lo y a lty , along with commitment to s k i l l ,  but not 

external reference group.®9 F in a lly , the work of Wlgdor,70 House and 

Wlgdor,7  ̂ and House and Kerr?? establishes a measure of organizational 

Independence by concentrating upon the respondent's a b ili ty  to leave the 

organization. While th is approach 1s consistent with the notion of 

treating  Cosmopolitanism as a "market-place o rien tation ," I t  1s only 

In d irec tly  related to the Gouldner model, and does not systematically 

consider a ll  of the Merton variables e ith e r . Application of the Organi­

zational Independence scale has on several occasions, however, produced 

In teresting and s ign ifican t findings.

I f  Important results have often been obtained by studies which 

are not wholly consistent with the Merton and Gouldner models, 1t 1s also 

true th a t, fo r the most p a rt, not very much of consequence has emerged 

from those e ffo rts  which more rlgoroulsy followed the Gouldner model. 

Grimes and Berger have spoken at length of the d if f ic u lt ie s  Involved 

1n operationalizing the construct, and have been c r it ic a l of the Cos­

mopolitan -Local taxonomy I t s e l f .  They argue that the construct 1s 1n 

I ts  present form a vague, sem anticalIy-d1ff1cult content c lass ifica tio n  

scheme, and that researchers have been g u ilty  of using the labels 

fo r "operationally and conceptually d iffe re n t variab les ."7-* I t  1s
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therefore quite l ik e ly  that the lack of Impressive results which have 

accompanied many of those e ffo rts  which depended upon the entire  

Gouldner model can be explained by operational d if f ic u lt ie s ,  and that 

there 1s no potential reason why the construct could not be reoper­

ationalized so as to provide meaningful findings.

While there are many possible starting  points fo r such an e f fo r t ,  

the one chosen for th is study 1s the existing Organizational Indepen­

dence scale. This scale has consistently been found to have high r e l i ­

a b ility ,^ ^  and has been employed successfully on several occasions, as 

was mentioned e a r lie r . The four items which comprise the scale are 

presented below. I t  1s easy to see that three o f the Items are p r i­

marily concerned with the respondent's perceived m obility and marketa­

b i l i t y ,  while the fourth 1s an attempt to obtain Information about his 

reference group.

1. How applicable 1s your knowledge and a b ili ty  on your present 
Job to other firms?
(a) not at a l l ,  (b) s lig h tly , (c ) somewhat, (d) very applicable, 
(e) completely applicable

2. To what extent 1s 1t l ik e ly  that you can leave your present
job and obtain an equivalent one elsewhere?
(a) not a t a l l ,  (b) s lig h t, (c) some, (d) l ik e ly , (e) very 
l ik e ly

3. How useful Is  the knowledge you obtain on th is job to you 
1f you were to seek employment elsewhere?
(a) not a t a l l ,  (b) l i t t l e ,  (c) somewhat, (d) quite a b it ,
(e) very useful

4. To what extent 1s your social l i f e  connected with your job?
(a) very la rge , (b) large , (c) somewhat, (d) s lig h tly ,
(e) not a t a l l

I t  1s possible to c r it ic iz e  the Organizational Independence 

scale from at least two perspectives. From the standpoint of the 

Gouldner model the scale Is Inadequate, as has been pointed out by
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Grimes and Berger.75 The Items barely examine the reference group dimen­

sion, and overlook the commitment to s k ills  and organizational loyalty  

aspects e n tire ly . Furthermore, with the exception o f a single Item, 

the scale Is re a lly  not a va lid  measure of “organizational Independence" 

at a l l ,  but only of a segment of such Independence which depends upon 

the respondent's a b ili ty  to leave the organization, or more accurately 

of his perceptions of that a b i l i ty .  While 1t  1s obvious that a b ili ty  

to leave 1s an Important component of organizational Independence, I t  1s 

by no means the whole story, because 1t does not consider the respon­

dent's willingness to leave. This additional aspect must be considered 

I f  we are to be able to d iffe re n tia te  between two people, equally 

mobile, but with very d iffe re n t attitudes and ties to the organization.

What we are formally suggesting, then, 1s that by taking the 

existing Organizational Independence scale as a beginning point, we 

enlarge the instrument Into a more extensive and comprehensive form, 

so as to take Into account not only the respondent's a b ili ty  to leave the 

employing organization, but his willingness to do so as w ell. By pro­

ceeding 1n this manner, we shall be linking the existing Instrument 

to two of the better-known models 1n the current lite ra tu re , and Unking 

the two of these models to each other as w e ll. We are speaking with 

reference to the Gouldner Cosmopolitan-Local construct, previously 

described, and to the Expectancy-Preference motivation theory popular­

ized by Vroom.^ Our aim 1n taking such an approach 1s that we can 1n 

essence add a second "layer" to the existing ab ll1 ty -to -leave base, and 

can therefore come closer to dealing with the complete Gouldner model.

We are also, however, by moving slowly and adding merely a second 

"layer", attempting to guard against comm1t1ng the type o f error de-
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scribed by Grimes and Berger, that of throwing together variables which 

do not belong together. S pecifica lly  then, by adding a w11llngness-to- 

leave-the-organ1zatlon dimension we are providing a more accurate measure 

of "organizational Independence," one which Includes variables of o r­

ganizational loyalty as well as reference orientation. In so fa r as 

1t only In d irec tly  examines commitment to specialized ro le s k i l ls ,  how­

ever, 1t s t i l l  cannot be said to constitute a to ta l application of the 

Gouldner model.

In summarizing the Expectancy-Preference theory presented by 

Vroom, F llle y  and House state that "any explanation of motivated behav­

io r must take Into account not only the ends that people hope to accom­

plish but the extent to which they believe that th e ir  own actions are 

Instrumental 1n producing the outcomes they p r e f e r . V r o o m  suggests 

that the expectancy and preference variables should not be combined addl- 

t lv e ly , but rather should be considered to have a m u ltip licative  re la ­

tionship, such that the decision to perform an action 1s a function of 

the person’ s preference for the outcome m ultip lied by his expectation 

that his performing the action w ill succeed 1n causing the outcome.78

I t  1s fa ir ly  easy to reword the a b ili ty  and w1ll1ngness-to- 

leave dimensions In terms of Vroom's variables. The original Organi­

zational Independence scale, by obtaining information about perceived 

a b il i ty  to leave the otqanlzatlon, Is 1n acu ta llty  quantifying the 

Expectancy part of Vroom's theory because, to the extent that the 

respondent believes himself to be mobile and marketable, he 1s re a lly  

stating that he feels that the action (to  try  to leave) has a high 

likelihood of resulting 1n the consequence (the successful leaving).

What the existing scale fa lls  to consider 1s the Preference part of the
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equation, because 1t does not seek Information concerning the strength 

of the desire to leave. The proposed addition o f w1111ngness-to-leave 

data 1s sp ec ific a lly  designed to determine whether the Idea of leaving 

1s a positive ly  or a negatively valent one, and to measure Its  in tensity . 

The revised Organizational Independence scale w ill accordingly provide 

the required information fo r the Vroom theory, and w ill simultaneously 

bring the instrument s u ffic ie n tly  close to the Gouldner model so that 

hypotheses suggested by the model may be tested.

The revision of the Organizational Independence scale should serve 

some other purposes as w ell. One major advantage of obtaining In fo r­

mation using the revised approach 1s that the data need not be used to 

create a bipolar (e lth e r-o r) c lass ifica tio n  Into Cosmopolitans and 

Locals. I t  was mentioned e a r lie r  that the weight of research opinion 

has shifted away from such a treatment, and we therefore agree with 

Grimes and Berger that "the empirical evidence Indicates that the sim­

p lis t ic  bipolar conceptualization o f the construct should not be used."^9 

The way that th is revised Instrument helps us to overcome the bipolar 

c lass ifica tio n  1s that 1t can be linked to s t i l l  another research clas­

s if ic a tio n , the one by Goldberg et a l . I t  was mentioned e a r lie r  that the 

study by Goldberg e t a l . succeeded 1n factor an a ly tic a lly  arriv ing  at 

a four-fo ld  typology of orientations which Included, 1n addition to the 

high professional-concern low organizational-concern Cosmopolitan and the 

high organlzatlonal-concern low professional-concern Local, a Complex 

(oriented toward both organization and profession) and an Ind iffe ren t  

(oriented toward neither) o rien tation .

The way by which we can link  the revised Organizational Indepen­

dence scale to the Goldberg et a l . c lass ifica tio n  system 1s by making
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the following assumptions:

1. A person who on our scale indicates a high a b il i ty  to leave 

and a high willingness to leave can 1n Goldberg e t  a l . terms be said 

to have a Cosmopolitan orien tation .

2. A person who perceives a low a b il i ty  to leave and also claims 

to be unwilling to leave may be said to have a Local orien tation .

3. Respondents Indicating a high perceived a b il i ty  to leave, but 

who report a low willingness to leave, may be said to have a Complex 

orientation . The rationale In this case 1s that th e ir  high m arketability  

probably stems from high education le v e l, or possession of high s k i l ls ,  

or an external reference group orientation which provides the necessary 

v is ib i l i t y  fo r m ob ility , or some combination of these. At the same 

time, low willingness to leave probably can be traced to some organiza­

tional t ie  (whether economic, socia l, or psychological), or some degree 

of Id e n tifica tio n  or f e l t  loyalty  toward the organization. This simul­

taneous possession of Cosmopolitan and Local dimensions can then fa ir ly  

be said to denote a Complex orientation .

4. Those who report an eagerness to leave, but who believe that 

they cannot successfully do so, may be considered to have an Ind iffe ren t 

orientation . The assumption 1s that th e ir  in a b ility  to leave stems from 

a "low score" on such Cosmopolitan characteristics as education, s k ill  

le v e l, and external reference group support, while the high willingness 

to leave probably Indicates the lack of organizational Id en tifica tio n  

and loya lty  which would be expected from a Local.

In sum, the examination of a b il i ty  and willingness to leave the 

employing organization enables us to "plug 1n" data obtained Into the 

Gouldner model, the Vroom theory, and the Goldberg e t a l . c la ss ifica tio n
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typology, and should enable us to examine a wide range of hypotheses 

without unintentionally creating a conceptual Jumble.

A fin a l advantage which might be claimed fo r the approach Is that 

1t has a common-sense look about I t .  The previous scale tested the 

lim its  of c re d ib ility  In the sense that 1t tended to c lass ify  together 

respondents who lo g ica lly  should have been assigned to d iffe re n t cate­

gories. The revised Instrument, fo r example, would recognize that 

there Is  an Important d is tinction  to be made between two men of equal 

perceived m arketab ility , but who d if fe r  substantially 1n th e ir  attitudes  

toward and Id e n tifica tio n  with the organization. A fter a l l .  I f  a 

marketable person feels an Intense loyalty  toward his firm , and has 

th ir ty  years 1n the pension plan and Important social ties  to his 

coworkers, 1t 1s erroneous to c lass ify  him as being "organizationally  

Independent." The fac t of the matter 1s that; 1n the case of the person 

whose willingness to leave 1s zero, his a b il i ty  to leave 1s of no con­

sequence (or 1n Vroom's terms, any m u ltip lica tive  relationship which 

contains a zero element w ill have a product of zero). Conversely, the 

long-term prisoner may express a rather keen willIngness to leave the 

organization. His In a b ility  to do so, however, would again produce a 

Vroom product of near zero. This would mean then that any predispositions 

to behave as a purely Cosmopolitan type would be tempered by the condi­

tion of perceived Immobility, and the prisoner would probably come to 

have a rather " ind iffe ren t" outlook.



IV: THE NEW SCALES

The A b ility  To Leave scale was established by taking the three 

Items from the existing Organizational Independence scale which related  

to perceived m arketab ility , and adding two additional Items which re­

quested Information about the respondent's age and education. I t  1s 

reasonable that a person's age be a factor in determining his perceived 

a b ility  to leave the organization. At the higher age levels particu­

la r ly ,  I t  1s normally d if f ic u l t  to obtain an a ttrac tiv e  o ffe r from an­

other firm . The question of age Is also relevant to both the Merton 

and Gouldner models. Merton found, fo r example, that "a ll but two of 

the sixteen locals are over fo rty -f iv e  years o f age, whereas fewer than 

two-th1rds of the cosmopolitans are 1n th is older age group."80 Gould­

ner, while making no overt summary statement about age differences be­

tween the groups, did establish an "Elders" category o f Locals, which 

contained most o f the highest age-group respondents.8^

I t  Is  also evident that data concerning education are pertinent 

to a determination of perceived a b ili ty  to leave the organization. The 

1972 professional unemployment rate notwithstanding, the educated per­

son Is  s t i l l  looked upon more favorably, as a general ru le , than the 

hlgh-school dropout, and the Ph.D. sc ien tis t continues to be thought 

of as a more valuable commodity than the B.5. engineer.

There has been some opposition In the lite ra tu re  to the Inclusion 

of education data In ascertaining the level of professionalism. Plngry 

fo r example maintains that graduate tra in ing may be as much the result

35
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of commitment to professional s k ills  as the cause of such commitment, 

and he also reminds us that the la s t ten years has witnessed a dramatic 

increase 1n the number of people attending school 1n general, and gradu­

ate school 1n p articu lar. Therefore, he reasons, the education variable
A?1s not as va lid  an Indicator fo r older workers. We view this c r i t i ­

cism, however, as being more a description of a possible cause of d i f ­

ferences between the younger and older workers, rather than as a con­

demnation o f the Inclusion of education Information. In order fo r a 

valid  argument against employing education data to be sustained, I t  

would seemingly be necessary to demonstrate that older workers, through 

some a lte rn ative  mechanism or In s titu tio n , could acquire or sustain the 

commitment to s k ills  and a tta in  the level o f m arketability which formal 

education appears to give to the younger workers.

In any case, the wdlght of opinion 1n the lite ra tu re  does support 

the inclusion of the education variable. The Blau and Scott study, 

which was the specific target fo r the Plngry critic ism s, did employ a 

measure of education as an index to measure commitment to s k i l ls .  How­

ever, they chose to measure graduate train ing 1n social work (since 

th e ir population consisted o f social workers) rather than to ta l years 

of education, making the assumption that only 1n course work sp e c ifi­

ca lly  concerned with th e ir occupation could any Indoctrination to com­

mitment of s k ills  take p l a c e . G r i m e s  and Berger e x p lic it ly  state  

th e ir b e lie f 1n formal graduate train ing as a developer of such a 

commitment to s k ills ,® 4 and education was used 1n Grusky’s study as 

w e ll, to tes t his hypothesis that "less educated managers should show 

greater [organizational] commitment than managers possessing more formal 

education."85 McNaul also lends support to th is argument with the
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following statement:

The level of professionalism, as determined by our a ttitu de  
questionnaire, Is s ta t is t ic a lly  associated with the highest 
educational degree level In our sample. This Is  empirical v e ri­
fic a tio n , based on an Independent measure, that the educational 
socialization  process, p a rtic u la rly  for advanced degrees. Is  a 
prime determinate of a person’s level of professionalism.86

F in a lly , the statement that education Is one of the d iffe re n tia tin g

characteristics between Cosmopolitans and Locals 1s consistent with the

view of Merton, who found this to be the case 1n his own study,8? and

with the position taken by Gouldner, who Included education 1n his own

research index of commitment to specialized role s k i l ls .88

There has also been some opposition advanced 1n the lite ra tu re  to 

the b e lie f that the potential Cosmopolitan compares the rewards a v a il­

able to him within the organization with those outside, and only becomes 

a Cosmopolitan 1n cases where the outside opportunities are perceived 

to be superior. We discussed e a r lie r  the position taken by those opposed 

to th is view, who claimed Instead that 1t was the education, tra in in g , 

and socia lization  Incurred prior to employment which created a rig id  

Cosmopolitan o rien tation , leaving the organization no real chance for 

a lte ra tio n . In order to ju s tify  Inclusion of perceived m obility In fo r­

mation In the Cosmopolitan-Local model, then, we must maintain that 

while such p rio r education and indoctrination w ill certa in ly  create in 

a person a la tent o rien tation , there nevertheless remains fo r the organi­

zation an opportunity to a lte r  this predisposition and to supplement 1t 

with feelings of organizational loya lty  and Id e n tific a tio n . I f  th is a r­

gument 1s accepted, and the bulk of the research lite ra tu re  supports 

th is position, then 1t Is correct to be concerned with perceived d if fe r ­

ences between organizational and professional opportunities fo r personal 

goal attainment. Questions about the respondent's perceived market-
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a b il i ty  Is high that the person w ill probably f#el that opportunities 

elsewhere 1n the profession may riv a l or exceed those available In the 

organization.

The A b ility  To Leave scale 1s therefore comprised of the following

Items

1. My present age 1s . . .
Response category 1 ■ fo rty -f iv e  or over; category 2 ■ fo rty
to fo rty -fo u r; category 3 •  th1rty-f1ve to th1rty-n1ne; cate­
gory 4 ■ under th ir ty - f iv e .

2. The highest level of education I have attained 1s . . . 
Category 1 -  high school diploma or less; category 2 ■ 
some college, no degree; category 3 * bachelor's degree; 
category 4 -  master's or doctor’s degree.

3. How applicable 1s you knowledge and a b il i ty  on your present 
job to other firms?
Category 1 ■ not at a ll or s lig h tly ; category 2 ■ somewhat;
category 3 -  very; category 4 -  completely.

4. To what extent 1s 1t lik e ly  that you can leave your present
job and obtain an equivalent one elsewhere?
Category 1 * not at a ll or s lig h t; category 2 -  some; cate­
gory 3 -  l ik e ly ;  category 4 -  very l ik e ly .

5. How useful 1s the knowledge you obtain on th is Job to you 
I f  you were to seek employment elsewhere?
Category 1 « not a t a ll  or l i t t l e ;  category 2 -  somewhat;
category 3 » quite a b it ;  category 4 ■ very.

In order to derive a comprehensive Index o f Willingness To Leave 

the organization, the lite ra tu re  was reviewed to Iso late variables per­

tinent to the Cosmopolitan-Local construct which were also relevant to 

willingness to leave, and to learn to what degree the employment of each 

variable was successful. This review Iden tified  four variables which 

seemed to have a bearing on the willingness dimension. They are: organi­

zational convnltment. Id e n tific a tio n , extent of social ties  to other 

organizational members, and length of time with the organization. Each

of these 1s relevant to the Gouldner model, and 1s also 1n part a deter­

minant of willingness to leave, Each Is not, however, generally agreed
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upon to be Independent of the others. Iden tifica tio n  and comnltment are 

often treated Interchangeably, and years with the organization 1s f r e ­

quently considered to be a barometer of commitment as w ell. I t  1s hoped, 

therefore, that these Items w ill be s u ffic ie n tly  correlated with one 

another that they may be treated as a scale, and can produce an accep­

table r e l ia b i l i t y .

Many of the measures used by researchers to determine commitment 

to the organization can be seen upon close Inspection to have d e fi­

ciencies which would l im it  th e ir  usefulness 1n the present study. Some 

Indices, fo r example, have yet to demonstrate that they can contribute 

to any findings of significance. Others contain Im p lic it assumptions 

about the population studied, or appear to depend on unwarranted hypo­

theses about the Cosmopolitan-Local construct I t s e l f .  Although we 

shall not deal a t length with each of the measures not chosen fo r this  

study, we shall focus on one of these fo r purposes of I llu s tra t io n .

The studies by Abrahamson Included a questionnaire Item which took the 

following form:

A sc ie n tis t's  loyalty  should be with the organization employing
him rather than with his s c ie n tific  d isc ip lin e . 0

While th is 1s Intended to be a measure of organizational loyalty or 

comnltment, I t  contains the Im p lic it assumption, discussed e a r l ie r ,  that 

there 1s some sort of a zero-sum game Involved here, that loyalty to 

the employing organization must be at the expense of his comnltment to 

professional values. While we Indicated that th is 1s not an unconmonly 

held b e lie f , there Is s t i l l  no reason w^y such an assumption need be 

b u ilt  Into the data gathering mechanism because, to the extent that the 

assumption 1s unwarranted, how then are we to In terp re t a response of 

"strongly disagree"? Is the respondent re a lly  opting fo r professional



40

values, or 1s he questioning the mutual exclusiveness of the1two?

Because of th is problem In In te rp re ta tion , the Item was not chosen for 

use 1n the present study.

To measure commitment to the organization, then, I t  was decided 

to employ two Items which attempt to determine the respondent's propen­

s ity  to leave the organization. This approach 1s consistent with the 

findings of Merton that "the local 1nfluent1als are great local patrio ts  

and the thought of leaving [the town] seems seldom to come to mind . . . 

Not so with the cosmopoli tans. I t  1s also sim ilar to Gouldner's 

approach, 1n that he attempted to determine loya lty  by inquiring as to 

whether people would leave for a more prestigious college at the same,
Q O

higher, or lower sa laries. The same question was asked 1n the study

by C u d d , 9 -* an(j an ^ em v e r y  s i m i l a r  to 1t was Included as one of the 1n-
Q Adices of loyalty 1n the Grusky study. F in a lly , Blau and Scott con­

cluded on the basis of th e ir research that professionals were "somewhat 

more apt to be w illin g  to leave and to expect to leave . . . than were

bureaucrats."95

To measure Iden tifica tio n  with the organization, two Items were 

Included. One of these was recommended by Patchen as being among the 

best t r ie d .9® This Item has also been used successfully by Brown.9^

The other Item 1s a new one, but Is conceptually s im ilar to the Patchen 

Item.

To learn the extent of the respondent's social ties  to other organ­

izational members, two other Items were Included. One of these was 

taken from the old Organizational Independence scale, while the other 1s 

a new Item which 1s s im ilar to the Wlgdor Item. In addition to the In ­

clusion of the "social ties" variable In the Wlgdor and In the House
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and Kerr r e s e a r c h , In te r e s t  In th is variable was also evidenced by

Merton, who found that Locals were much more Interested In meeting many

townspeople and In establishing social relationships w ithin the commu- 
99n lty , and by Gouldner, who found that Cosmopolitans reported knowing 

fewer faculty members at th e ir  college, and f e l t  that there were fewer 

people around with whom they could share professional In terests .

The fin a l component of willingness to leave, length of time with 

the organization, can also be traced back to the Merton study, since 

he found that Locals were more lik e ly  to have lived 1n the town fo r 

a long period of time than were Cosmopolitans.101 tha variable has been 

used 1n studies by Grusky 10  ̂ arKj Plngry10  ̂ as an Index of organiza­

tional loya lty . I t  1s Included 1n the Willingness To Leave scale not 

only because 1t may be said to measure lo y a lty , but also because 1t 

can reveal Information about the respondent's "sunk cost" In the organi­

zation. Whether we are speaking of an economic investment In the pen­

sion plan, or a more subtle Investment 1n "goodw111,, of the organiza­

tional h1gher-ups, 1t 1s nonetheless true that a person with long ser­

vice would be expected to be somewhat less w illin g  to leave than would 

a counterpart with no such sunk cost.

The following Items w ill therefore comprise the Willingness To 

Leave scale:104

1. Which of the following circumstances express your attitude
about staying with the company?

category 1 - 1  would not consider leaving under any circum­
stances;

category 2 * I would leave fo r promotion and 20% Increase 1n 
pay;

category 3 - 1  would leave fo r same kind of jo b , 20% Increase 
In pay;

category 4 - 1  would leave fo r same kind of job, same pay, 
more challenge, or I would leave for same kind
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of Job, same pay.

2. What are your plans to stay with the company?

category 1 « I would lik e  to stay a ll  my working l i f e ;  
category 2 ■ I would leave only fo r an exceptional oppor­

tu n ity ;
category 3 ■ I w ill leave 1f something better turns up;
category 4 * I expect to leave as soon as possible.

3. How would you feel 1 f you heard (or read about) someone 
c r it ic iz in g  your Company or Company products, or comparing 
your Company unfavorably to other Companies?

category 1 — I t  would bother me quite a b it .  I am anxious 
to have people think well of the Company; 

cateqory 2 * N u ll;
category 3 « I t  would bother me a b it ;
cateqory 4 * I t  would not re a lly  bother me. I do not care

much what other people think of the Company.

4. (How high 1s) your pride in worklna fo r the Company?

Response categories are numerical, ranqlng from very low to 
very hlqh.

5. To what extent Is your social l i f e  connected with your Job?

cateqory 1 ■ very large or large; 
category 2 ■ somewhat; 
cateqory 3 * s lig h tly ;  
cateqory 4 ■ not at a l l .

6.  The number of people 1n the company I see soc ia lly  at least 
once a month 1s . . .

category 1 * ten or more;
cateqory 2 * six to nine;
category 3 * three to fiv e ;  
cateqory 4 ■ zero to two.

7. I have been with the company . . .

category 1 * ten years or more;
category 2 » six to nine years;
category 3 -  three to five  years; 
category 4 « two years or less.



V: THE SAMPLE

Data fo r the present study were collected by administering a ques­

tionnaire to a ll  salaried personnel 1n the Research and Development 

Division of a large Midwestern heavy equipment manufacturing company. 

Since the company strongly encouraged employee partic ipation 1n the 

study and made available space and time durlnq the work day fo r comple­

tion of the Instrument, 10015 of the employees who were 1n attendance 

during the time of the survey actually completed the Instrument. Of 

the 198 salaried personnel who completed the questionnaire, usable in ­

formation was obtained from 196. A ll of the completed Instruments were 

given d irec tly  to the researchers, who personally administered each 

administration "session." Since no person employed by the company was 

permitted to handle the questionnaires a fte r completion, and since

no respondent names were asked fo r , I t  was apparent that the pledge of

anonymity given by the researchers was respected and believed.

The respondents were sim ilar 1n background and 1n task require­

ments to many of the samples reviewed above, 1n that they formed a m1a- 

ture of people who could be c lass ified  as scientists and others who

were engineers. Twenty-two percent of the sample had earned at least a

Master's degree, and a few held a Ph.D. Most of these with advanced 

degrees had at least one degree 1n engineering or In a physical science. 

On the other hand, 23* of the respondents had less than a Bachelor's 

degree. The most contnon level of education, then was the Bachelor's 

degree and nothing more, and 55* fe l l  Into this category.
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While the organization I ts e l f  1s located 1n the midwest, I t  has 

many plants and f ie ld  offices throughout the United States and the rest 

of the world, and does a world-wide business. In addition, the company 

trad ld lonally  selects personnel from many d iffe ren t areas of the coun­

try . I t  has had until the las t few years a p articu la rly  vigorous re­

cruitment program for atta in ing employees who have Just completed grad­

uate work at the best Midwestern and Eastern colleoes, and although 

th is program has now slackened somewhat, 1t succeeded 1n placing many 

non-Midwesterners In positions with the company. The national and 

International reputation enjoyed by the company has also aided 1n this  

regard.

For a number of reasons, then, th is s ite  was considered to be 

a fine  opportunity to test the hypotheses suggested by the Cosmopol1tan- 

Local and professionalism lite ra tu re . Speaking p ra c tic a lly , the organiza­

tion provided a large number of research and development personnel, and 

th is type employee has Always been considered to he an outstanding sub­

je c t fo r this kind o f research. In addition, a l l  o f the RAD employees 

were located at the same place, which sim plified administration and also 

reduced the number of confounding variables which would have to be taken 

into account. The unusual receptiveness to the study by top management 

was also a fac to r, In that 1t provided the organizational legitimacy nec­

essary to assure an almost perfect response ra te . Then too, the high 

emphasis placed upon quality  of education by the firm  meant th a t, to the 

extent that such education In s t i l ls  certain attitudes and causes adop­

tion of latent predispositions to think and behave 1n certain ways, we 

could expect to find evidence of these among the d iv is ion 's  employees. 

F in a lly , the re la tiv e ly  broad a b ili t ie s  and backgrounds of the people
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surveyed seemed to Increase the likelihood that any meaningful findings 

obtained by the study could be more readily generalized to other popu­

lations.

Data obtained from a 30% random sample of a l l  employees 1n Pro­

duction division were also employed 1n th is study, 1n order to provide 

a comparative base with which to contrast the research and development 

data. The specific uses made of these data w ill be described 1n a la te r  

chapter. A ll of the ground rules and procedures which were true of the 

RAD data collection were also carried out for Production; that Is ,  the 

company made time and space available and strongly encoutaged p artic ip a­

tio n , and the researchers personally administered the questionnaire com­

pletion session and took a ll data away with them, so that anonymity 

could be guaranteed. Of the eighty empolyees who were selected as part 

of the random sample of Production and who were present on the day of 

the adm inistration, seventy-nine provided usable information.



VI: PROPERTIES OF THE SCALES

Following completion of the questionnaire by both the Production 

and the Research and Development personnel, r e l ia b i l i t ie s  fo r the A b ility  

To Leave and Willingness To Leave scales were calculated, using a Spear­

man-Brown Prophecy Formula C o rre c tio n ^  of the Kuder Richardson Formula 

Twenty. The scales produced the following r e l ia b i l i t ie s :

A b ility  To Leave, RAD sample .562
A b ility  To Leave, Production sample .688
W1ll1nqness To Leave, RAD sample .618
wminaness To Leave, Production sample .621

These data suggest that the two scales do link together common elements 

of dimensions which had 1n some cases been considered by the lite ra tu re  

to be d is tin c t. While not especially high, the r e l ia b i l i t ie s  are ade­

quate for the use of the scales as moderators, and also enable certain  

predictions to be made by employing them d ire c tly . Although the r e l ia ­

b i l i t y  program employed has the capab ility  of removing the weakest Item 

from the scale and recalculating r e l ia b i l i t y  based on the shortened 

scale, 1t was found that 1n neither case did this procedure produce a 

higher r e l ia b i l i t y .  The five-item  A b ility  scale and the seven-1 tern 

Willingness scale were therefore le f t  In ta c t.

A possible problem was anticipated In the area of A b ility -W illin g -  

ness scale Independence. The primary reason fo r th is anticipation was 

that the basic Expectancy-Preference model proposed by Vroom, which 

serves as a conceptual base fo r the Ab1l1ty-W1ll1nqness construct, 1s 

I t s e l f  subject to the c ritic ism  that Expectancy and Preference are not
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Independent. One possible consequence of dissonance theory 1s that 

people tend to reduce the Importance to them of positive ly  valent out­

comes which they see as unlikely to be atta ined.™ 6 In terms of Vroom’s 

model, dissonance theory would predict that a low expectancy would In ­

fluence the In tensity  of f e l t  preference for the outcome. In terms of 

the proposed model fo r th is  study, the fear was that any perceived 1na- 

b l l1ty to leave the employing organization might be reflected 1n a lower 

reported willingness to do so. This s itu a tio n , then, would cause the 

measures to vary together, and would Impair the usefulness of the two- 

by-two typology that had been proposed. To determine the extent to 

which the two scales were dependent, the product-moment correlation  

co effic ien t was calculated, and was found to be +.09. While the sign 

Indicates that the scales do vary In the expected d irec tio n , the low mag­

nitude of the correlation Indicates th a t, fo r the purposes of this study, 

the scales may be thought of as being essentia lly  Independent.

Another calculation which was believed to be of Importance con­

cerned the difference between the scores obtained by Production respon­

dents and that o f the Research and Development personnel. In ascribing 

meaning to this s ta t is t ic  we are not losing sight of Merton's warning 

that the same occupation could be occupied by e ither a Cosmopolitan 

or a Local, and would have a d iffe re n t role for each of them.™^ At 

the same time, we are 1n agreement with McNaul's ussumptlon that there 

w ill  tend to be a larger number of Individuals high on professionalism  

in research units than would be found 1n production functions.™ 6 Con­

sequently, i t  was hypothesized that there would be a s ig n ifican t d if fe r ­

ence In the scores obtained from the two samples. S p ec ifica lly , the 

prediction was made that the score of a l l  R&D respondents, on both the
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A b ility  and Willingness scales, would be s ig n ifica n tly  higher than those 

scores made by the Production respondents. The underlying rationale  

fo r th is hypothesis 1s that Research and Development w il l  probably con­

tain  a re la tiv e ly  higher number of those employees who, because o f high 

formal education and technical s k i l ls ,  perceive themselves to be very 

able to leave the organization and who also, due to professional values, 

external reference group orientation and low organizational lo y a lty , w ill  

report a high willingness to leave as w e ll.

To test the hypothesis the Mann-Wh1tney Test of sample differences 

was employed, and the following results were obtained:

For the A b ility  To Leave scale:
U ■ 5,486 7. * 3.78 level of significance, p .0001

For the Willingness To Leave scale:
II = 5,365.5 7 ■ 4.08 level of significance, p .00003

I t  can be seen that the A b ility  and Willingness measures were found to

discriminate at a high level of significance between two samples which,

on the basis of theory and some research evidence, should have scored

substantially d iffe ren t on measures of professionalism, or Cosmopol1tan-

Local1sm.



V I I :  ABILITY-WILLINGNESS AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

The original Organizational Independence scale was found by House 

and Wlgdor "to d iffe re n tia te  s ig n ifica n tly  between a sample of employees 

1n the firm  studied who, on the basis of th e ir  employment and educa­

tional h istory, cpuId be c lass ified  as Cosmopolitans and a second sample

who could be c lass ified  as L o c a l s . T h e  revised Instrument has been
\

shown (1n Chapter V I) to have moderately hlqh r e l ia b i l i t y ,  and A b ility  

To Leave has been found to be substantially Independent of Willingness 

To Leave the organization. In addition, the enlarged measure has suc­

cessfully distinguished between production and RAD samples at a hlqh 

level of significance.

The focus of th is chapter w ill be to test a number of hypotheses 

f i r s t  put forth by Merton, Gouldner, and others who have participated 1n 

the development of Cosmopol1 tan-Local theory. These early theorists  

employed the Cosmopo11 tan-Local construct as an Independent variab le , 

u tiliz in g  as dependent variables such things as perceived Influence, 

type of voluntary organizations belonged to , and attitudes toward other 

Individuals and toward the employing organization.

Several of these hypotheses stem from the research of Merton, 

described e a r lie r . For example, he found that while Locals sought to 

know as many people as possible, Cosmopolitans were much more selective. 

Making use of his Interview data, Merton claimed that "the contrast 

with the prevailing attitudes o f local 1nfluent1als 1s brouqht out 1n 

these remarks by cosmopolitan In f lu e n tla ls : I don't care to know people
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unless there 1s something to the person . . .  I  lik e  to meet people of 

equal m entality , learning, and experience.

Perhaps sterming from this difference in a ttitu d e s , Cosmopolitans 

and Locals were also found to d if fe r  1n th e ir  partic ipation  1n voluntary 

organizations. Merton discussed th is  flndlnq In the following way:

I t  1s not so much that the cosmopolitans belong to jnore organi­
zations than the locals . . . I t  1s, ra ther, that they belong to 
d iffe ren t types of organizations . . . The local In flu e n tla ls  e v i­
dently crowd Into those organizations which are larqely designed 
fo r 'making contacts,' fo r establishing personal t ie s . Thus, they 
are found largely 1n the secret societies (Masons), fra terna l organ­
izations (E lks ), and local service clubs . . . The cosmopolitans, on 
the other hand, tend to belong to those organizations in which they 
can exercise th e ir special s k ills  and knowledge. They are found 1n 
professional societies and in hobby q roups.'l'

In order to test the relevance of Merton's findings to the present
11?study, the followlnq Items were Included In the questionnaire:

I lik e  to meet and get to know as many people as I can.
(true or fa lse )

I usually do not care to know a person well unless he 1s my 
equal 1n m entality, learning, and experience.

(true or fa lse)

The number of re lig ious, fra te rn a l, and social groups 1n which 
I am active 1s (none, one, two, th ree, e tc .)

The number of occupational or professional groups (excludlnq 
those 1n the company) 1n which I am active Is (none, one, two, 
three, e tc .)

I t  was hypothesized that:

1A: Low-ab1l1ty low -w ll1ingness respondents would score s ign i­
fic a n tly  higher on the f i r s t  Item than would high-abH1ty 
h1gh-w1 lUngness respondents.

IB : High-high Individuals would score s ig n ifica n tly  higher on 
the second Item than would low-low ones.

1C: Low-low subjects would belong to s ig n ifica n tly  more socia l, 
fra te rn a l, and relig ious groups than would h1oh-h1gh subjects.

ID : High-high respondents would belong to s ig n ifica n tly  more 
occupational and professional groups than would low^low 
respondents.
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IE : The to ta l number o f groups (o f a l l  kinds) belonged to would 
not s ig n ifican tly  vary hy response on the a b ili ty -w ill in g ­
ness measures.

To test the f i r s t  four hypotheses the Mann-Wh1tney U Test was employed. 

The results showed that 1n a ll  four cases the direction of the difference  

was as predicted. That 1s, h1gh-h1gh respondents did score higher on 

hypotheses IB and ID , while low-low subjects scored higher on 1A and 1C. 

However, the results obtained fo r hypotheses 1A and 16 were not s ign i­

f ic a n t. The reported differences fo r hypothesis 1C were s ign ificant at 

the .05 le v e l, while fo r hypothesis ID the differences were s ign ifican t 

at th e .01 lev e l. Table 1 contains the relevant s ta tis tic s  concerning 

sample s ize , value of U, value of Z, and P fo r these and a ll  other Mann- 

Whltney U tests of hypotheses discussed 1n this chapter.

To tes t hypothesis IE , that low-low respondents would not belong 

to s ig n ifica n tly  more or s ig n ifica n tly  fewer organizations than would 

high-high respondents, a comparison of the arithm etic mean scores for 

each group was made. Such a comparison was made possible by the asking 

for Information In such a way that actual numbers concerning organiza­

tions belonged to was obtained. The mean score fo r the thirty-seven  

low-low respondents was 3 .OR voluntary organizations belonged to , com­

prising 2.32 so c ia l, re lig io u s , and fraternal organizations, and 0.76 

professional and occupational organizations. For high-high respondents 

the equivalent mean scores were 1.78 so c ia l, re lig iou s , and fraternal 

organizations and 1.35 professional and occupational groups. In to ta l 

the fo rty  high-high respondents belonged to 3.13 organizations, the 

difference In mean scores, 0 .05 , is  c learly  not s ig n ifica n t, thus 

bolstering Merton's contention that while the type of organizations 

belonged to w ill vary, the overall difference 1n number of organizations
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belonqed to w ill l ik e ly  be small.

Another set of hypotheses were suqqested by the research study 

conducted by Gouldner, described e a r lie r . As part of th is study he fac­

to r analyzed a larqe number of items. In order to learn more about the 

characteristic attitudes of Cosmopolitans and Locals. F1$ht of the 

Gouldner Items which discriminated between the two orouDS at a hioh level 

of slqniflcance were Incorporated Into the present study, and 1t was 

hypothesized that the hiqh-hinh respondents would reply to them as the 

Gouldner Cosmopolitans did 1n his study, with the low-low qroup answer- 

1nq in a manner consistent with Gouldner's Locals. These hypotheses, 

then, are as follows:

?A: Hiqh-hiqh resDondents should score s1qn1f1cantly hiqher on 
the following Ite m :''*

Too many people have to be consulted before you can do 
anything around here.

?B: Low-low respondents should score s iq n ifica n tly  hiqher on the 
following Item;

Ry and larqe regulations in the company are too len ient.

2C: Hiqh-hiqh respondents should score s iq n ifican tly  hiqher on 
the following Item:

There are many d iv is ive  cliques and groups 1n the company.

2 0 : Hiqh-hiqh respondents should score s iq n ifican tly  higher on 
the following item;

Respite the company's emphasis on equality , social con­
tacts among s ta ff  members of d iffe ren t ranks are not 
frequent.

2F: Hiqh-hiqh respondents should score s iq n ifica n tly  hiqher on 
the followlna item:

One way to make sure that you have lob security here 
is to be wel1 11ked.

2F: H1qh-h1qh respondents should score s ig n ifica n tly  hiqher on 
the following Item;

People In this organization do not re a lly  trust each 
other enouqh.

2G: Low-low respondents should score s ig n ifican tly  Maher on 
the following Item:
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I t  would seem that we need more supervision of employee 
behavior.

2H: H1qh-h1qh respondents should score s iqn ificantly  hiqher on 
the followlnq Item:

One Important way In which people are "kept 1n line"  
around here 1s through gossip.

Mann-Whitney U tests were again employed to determine the level of s ig ­

nificance of the resu lts, and these are also presented In Table 1. In 

qeneral, these results tend to support the theoretical contention that 

abH1 ty-w111 Inqness scores can be used as a surroqate for Cosmopolltan- 

Local measures. Only one of the eight Items yielded scores which were 

not 1n the direction predicted, and this Item (presented as hypothesis

2C) did not produce a s ignificant difference. Of the seven Items which

did y ie ld  differences 1n the expected d irection, hypotheses 2E and 2F 

were confirmed at the .01 level of significance and hypothesis 2B was 

confirmed at the .05 leve l. In addition, both hypotheses 2fl and 2D 

were confirmed at a level which approached significance (that 1s, were 

significant at the .05ft and .075 levels, respectively).

Several other Items were Included in the questionnaire as a result 

of Gouldner*s research. These Items are not Identical to any of h is, 

but are consistent with his Investigation. Two of the Items attempted 

to test Gouldner*s contention that Cosmopolitans feel that they have 

considerably less Influence within the organization than do Locals.

To measure the amount of perceived Influence a scale was constructed, 

comprised of the following two Items:

1. I don't have much say or Influence with my co-workers.
2. I don't have much say or Influence with hlnher manage­

ment. ̂ 5

Kuder-R1chardson re l ia b il i ty  for the scale was computed to be .676.

Mann-Wh1tney tests were once again u tilize d  to determine whether
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the "Influence" scale scores of the high-high group were s ig n ifica n tly  

d iffe re n t from the low-low group. Hypothesis 3A was formulated on the 

assumption that the 1ow-ab1l1ty low-wiliInqness qroup would score sig ­

n ific a n tly  lower on this scale than would the hlqh-hlgh group (since 

the scale as worded re a lly  refers to perceived lack of Influence 

achieved). While complete results of the Mann-Whitney test are Included 

In Table 1, 1n general 1t can be said that the scale did produce d i f ­

ferences which were 1n the expected d irection . Althouah technically the 

hypothesis cannot be said to be confirmed, the results were almost s1nn1- 

flean t at the .05 leve l.

Another of the Items which were suqqested by Gouldner's research 

served as the rationale fo r hypothesis 3B. Actually employed by 

Patchen, th is Item 1s supposed to be a qood measuring device of o r­

ganizational Id e n tific a tio n , As such, 1t should reasonably be expected 

to d iffe re n tia te  between Cosmopolitans and Locals, since Gouldner has de­

fined one of the three characteristics o f the Local to be organizational 

lo y a lty , as opposed to the loyalty  to the profession professed by the 

Cosmopolitan. Hypothesis 3B therefore stated that the low-low group 

would score s iq n ifica n tly  lower on the following question than would 

the hlgh-hloh group.

I f  someone asked you to describe yourself, and you could te l l  
only one thing about yourself, which of the followlnq answers 
would you be most lik e ly  to give?

Three of the five  choices Involved church a f f i l ia t io n ,  state or o rig in ,

and school graduated from. These were scored neutra lly  as a 2. A 1

was scored for those who replied "I work for (th is  company)", while a

3 was scored for the response "I am a (occupation or type o f w o r k ) ." ^

Use of the Mann-Whitney U test did 1n fact show that the low-
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a b ility  low-w1ll1ngness group were much more lik e ly  to state that they 

would give th e ir company a f f i l ia t io n ,  while those 1n the hlgh-hlqh cate­

gory claimed that they would Id en tify  themselves by referencing th e ir  

occupation of profession. The difference In response was s ig n ifican t at 

the .01 le v e l. More complete Information 1s presented 1n Table 1.

Another Item based on th is  same general theme was Included in the 

questionnaire 1n the b e lie f that I t  would produce the same type of re ­

sponse as the previous Item did. Hypothesis 3C was therefore that re­

spondents 1n the low-low group would score s ig n ifican tly  lower on the 

following 1tem :^R

Would you prefer advandnq: 1. through promotions in management 
positions, or ?. through promotions Into higher level functional 
specialization (e.g . production analysis, market research, finan­
c ia l analysts, personnel).

In fa c t, the Mann-Whitney U test revealed results contrary to those 

hypothesized. While not s ig n ific a n t, the findings Indicated that those 

who Indicated a hiqh-ab1l1ty and a h1gh-w1l1Inoness to leave the com­

pany were more interested 1n abandoning th e ir  technical specialties and 

advandnq into general management positions than were those with low-low 

scores. This flndlno seems to be c learly  at odds with Gouldner's conten­

tion that "commitment to s k ills "  Is one of the defining characteristics  

of the Cosmopolitan. However, a post hoc reexamination of the Item 

suggests that the question may not be a good one, at least so fa r as 

determining general predispositions and attitudes 1s concerned. Tt Is 

possible that th is question 1s to a greater extent than the others "com­

pany sp ec ific ."  In the firm studied, fo r example, there was no o ff ic ia l  

existence of a "dual hierarchy" or "professional ladder," where scien­

tis ts  and other technical specialists might be able to advance 1n the 

hierarchy without leaving th e ir special areas of competences^ Neither
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was I t  evident that the firm  was maklnq any e f fo r t  to employ evaluation  

c r ite r ia  which were consistent with and supportive of c r ite r ia  u t iliz e d  

by external reference qroups, such as was suqqested by S c o tt.1^0 F in a lly , 

we must keep In mind the view of Ooldner and R 1tt1, stated e a r l ie r ,  

that the professional desire to obtain colleaqeal recoqnltlon 1s In no 

was Incompatible with his wish to move Into  general manaqement.121

The research findlnqs of M ille r  served as the basis fo r two addi­

tional hypotheses. In his examination of causes o f a lienation  from work 

amonq sc ien tis ts  and engineers, he hypothesized that "alienation from 

work w il l  be . . . neqatively associated with number of professional 

1ncent1 ves. "122 His hypothesis was generally confirmed in his study and 

two of the Items which made up M ille r 's  Company Fncouraqement scale were 

u tiliz e d  in the current study. However, whereas M ille r  asked respon­

dents to Indicate to what extent the Items were true statements, the 

present study sought to inquire to what extent the respondents desired 

the statements to be t ru e .123 Hypothesis 4A was therefore th at hlqh- 

a b iH ty  h1qh-w1l 1 Innness respondents would be s iq n ific a n tly  more In te r ­

ested 1n such professional encouragements, and would therefore score 

higher on the following Item:

Company encouraqement to attend professional meetlnqs.

Hypothesis 4R stated that h1gh-h1gh respondents would score s ig n i f i ­

cantly higher on the following Item:

Company encouragement to fu rth er professional tra in in g  by 
attending special lectures at academic In s titu tio n s .

The Mann-Whitney U tests revealed that both o f the Items produced

differences that were 1n the expected d irec tio n . Hypothesis 4B was

confirmed at the .05 le v e l. While hypothesis 4 was not confirmed, the

findings can be said to approach significance (th a t 1s, they are s lq n l-
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flca n t a t the .065 le v e l) . More complete data Is presented In Table 1.

A fin a l pair of hypotheses was formulated upon the work o f Gold­

berg e t a l . ,  discussed e a r lie r . Their work included administration of 

a questionnaire which included the following Item:

When you evaluate your own Ideas, the ones you thouqht up, how 
much Importance do you usually give the following considerations 
In deciding whether or not the idea 1s a good one? ( I f  your 
job does not usually Involve originating Ideas, answer the Items 
below 1n terms of the amount of importance you give them when 
you evaluate other people’ s Ideas.)

This Item was Incorporated Into the current study, and ten of the 

possible responses provided by Goldberg et a l . were retained. Five o f 

these are choices which should appeal to a Local, and the other five  

should be preferred by Cosmopolitans. The ten possible responses were 

therefore assembled Into two scales, labelled "Cosmo 0ec1s1on Factors" 

and "Local Decision Factors." The Cosmo scale was comprised of the fo l ­

lowing 1 terns

In trin s ic  In terest I have 1n special technical fie ld

Theoretical relevance of existing knowledge

Enhance my reputation 1n a special technical f ie ld

New breakthrough in theory, concepts, or methods

Could w rite  an a r t ic le  on 1t for a technical or professional 
journal

The Kuder-R1chardson r e l ia b i l i t y  fo r the scale was .740.

The Local Decision Factors scale was made up of the following

1 terns:

In terest and approval of colleagues and co-workers

Improve or maintain company status In the eyes of its  cus­
tomers

Fits Into company product line  

Protecting existing markets
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w m  help achieve company's goal 

The Kuder-R1chardson r e l ia b i l i t y  fo r th is scale was .767.

These scales were used to form the following hypotheses:

5A: H lgh-ablH ty h1gh-w111 Ingness respondents w ill score s ign i­
f ic a n tly  higher on the "Cosmo Decision Factors" scale.

5B: Low-low respondents w ill score s ig n ifica n tly  higher on the 
"Local Decision Factors" scale.

While both scales produced results which were 1n the expected 

d irection , the Mann-Whitney U test revealed that the Cosmo Decision 

Factors scale u tiliz e d  1n hypothesis SA did not y ie ld  s ign ificant d i f ­

ferences. Hypothesis 5B, on the other hand, was confirmed at the .01 

level of significance. More complete Information Is provided 1n Table 1.

In summary, twenty hypotheses were formulated on the basis of 

existing Cosmopolitan-Local theory. Elqhteen of the twenty yielded 

results which were 1n the direction that was predicted. Of the seven­

teen hypotheses which did correctly forecast direction and which were 

tested by means of the Mann-Whitney U, five  were confirmed at the .01 

level of significance and three more at the .05 lev e l. Four other hy­

potheses may be said to have been confirmed at a level which approaches 

significance (th a t 1s, were s ig n ifican t at the .075 le v e l) . In to ta l 

then, only five  of the seventeen were not s ign ifican t at the .075 leve l.

The employment of A b ility  and Willingness To Leave data has 

therefore enabled us to make a number of observations about the d i f ­

ferences between respondents who are hlqh 1n a b ili ty  and willingness and 

those who are low. F irs t ,  we have received stronq confirmation th a t, 

while the two qroups do not qreatly d if fe r  as to the to ta l number of 

organizations th e ir members vo lun tarily  belong to , differences In per­

ceptions about a b ili ty  and willingness to leave are strongly associated
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with differences 1n the types of organizations Joined.

The current study has also enabled us to accumulate new evidence 

In support of Merton's assertion the Cosmopolitans tended to be more 

c r it ic a l of the local community than did Locals, and has substantiated 

Gouldner's results showing that Cosmopolitans were c r it ic a l  of other 

organizational members and of the excessive (as they saw 1t ) degree to 

which the organization sought to control Its  members. Gouldner's Locals, 

on the other hand, were of the opposite opinion, believing that the o r­

ganization was too lax with members, and should attempt to control ac­

t iv i t ie s  to a greater extent. In the current study, high-high respon­

dents thought that the following statements were true to a greater extent 

than did low-low subjects:

Too many people have to be consulted before you can do anything 
around here. (This was tested as hypothesis 2A, and approached 
sign ificance).

Despite the company's emphasis on eq u ality , social eontacts 
among s ta ff members of d iffe ren t ranks are not frequent. (This 
was hypothesis 2D, and results approached significance).

One way to make sure that you have job security around here is
to be well Hked. (This was hypothesis 2E, and was s ig n ifican t
at the .01 le v e l) .

People 1n this organization do not re a lly  trust each other 
enouqh. (This was hypothesis 2F, and was s lqn lfleant a t the 
.01 le v e l).

Low-low respondents, on the other hand, thouqht the following statement

to be more accurate than did hlgh-hlqh subjects:

By and large, regulations 1n the company are too len ien t. (This 
was hypothesis 2B, and was confirmed at the .05 le v e l) .

Another Interesting resu lt which emerged from the current study 

was that h1gh-ab111ty h1gh-w1l11nqness respondents claimed to be much 

more Interested 1n what M ille r  called "professional encouragements" than 

were the low-low group, Hypothesls 4A, which concerned the extent to
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which the company ought to encourage employees to attend professional 

meetings, d iffe ren tia ted  between high-high and low-low categories at a 

level which approached significance. Hypothesis 4B. which predicted 

that high-high lubjects would be more Interested In the firm  encouraging 

attendance at special lectures, was confirmed at the ,05 lev e l. Taken 

together, these findings o ffe r support fo r f i l l e r 's  contention that one 

method by which typical professional versus bureaucratic co n flic t might 

be reduced would be for the organization to provide professionals with 

the kinds of rewards they value. These results also have relevance for 

the broader Issue Introduced e a r lie r  1n the paper, which concerned the 

question of the In e v ita b ility  o f c o n flic t between the professional and

the organization

The confirmation (a t the .01 leve l) of hypothesis 5B, which pre­

dicted that low-low subjects would respond more favorably to the Local 

Decision Factors scale, also has some Interesting Implications for 

organizational theory. I t  appears from this data that perceptions about 

a b il i ty  and willingness to leave the organization are strongly associated 

with the factors individuals consider when maklnq or evaluating deci­

sions. S p e c ific a lly , low-low respondents claim to be much more in te r­

ested than do those 1n the high-high cateqory 1n such matters as com­

pany Image, products, and goals. I t  appears, then, that other costs 

besides those of selection and tra in ing may accrue to a firm  which em­

ploys h1gh-abil1ty h1qh-wni1nqness Individuals. In addition to the 

necessity to continually replace and re tra in  those highly able and w i l l ­

ing to leave employees who actually depart, the organization must also 

aparently face up to the fact that such h1gh-h1qh employees w ill make 

decisions on a day-to-day basis which may not a t a ll be 1n the organl-
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clude the company's welfare among th e ir  decision c r i te r ia ,  such employees 

underscore the tremendous d if f ic u lt ie s  which the organization must some­

how overcome, 1f 1t 1s to somehow survive and be successful at a time 

when highly able and w illin g  to leave workers comprise a substantial 

part of the work force.



V I I I :  ABILITY AND WILLINGNESS TO LEAVE 

AS A MODERATING VARIABLE

This chapter examines the relationships between a number of Inde­

pendent and dependent variables, with particu lar reference to the moder­

ating effects of a b il i ty  and willingness to leave the employing organi­

zation. Each of the Independent variables 1s described below:

Job Scope. —The fiv e  scale Items inquire about the amount of re ­

petition  1n the respondent's d a lly  work load. The specific Items are: 

How repetitious are your duties:

How sim ilar are the tasks you perform in a typical work day?

To what extent 1s the major proportion of your tasks repetitive?

What 1s the average time 1t takes fo r you to complete a typical 
assignment?

How often are you required to perform tasks which previously 
had not been part of your job responsibility?

Five response choices were offered on each Item. For example, the 

choices for the f i r s t  question Included: Very L it t le ;  Some; Quite a B1t; 

Very much; and Almost Completely. For the Kuder-R1chardson r e l ia b i l i ­

ties for th is and other scales employed, see Table 2.

Job Depth.--Seven Items comprise this scale, and are concerned

with the extent to which the respondent's job 1s Independent of other

people. The Items are as follows:

To what extent are you able to act Independently of your superi­
or 1n performing your job?

How much must you re ly on directions from others 1n performing
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routine tasks?

How much are you required to depend on your superior fo r the 
nonflnanclal resources (Inform ation, supplies, e tc .)  necessary 
for the performance of your job?

How often are you given assignments eequlrlng you to search for 
a solution without directions from your superior?

How often 1s 1t  necessary fo r you to seek Instructions from 
others prior to beginning new assignments?

To what extent do the resources (personnel, budget, e tc .)  you 
receive depend upon your superiors?

Five response choices, of a kind s im ilar to those for Job Scope, were

offered respondents

Leader Consideration. —The ten Items on th is  scale are part of the

Leader Beh1av1or Description Questionnaire (LBDO) developed for the Ohio
177State University leadership studies. Data from the LBDO are obtained 

by asking the respondents to determine whether the behavior described 

1s "always,*' "often," "sometimes," "seldom," or "never" true of th e ir  

Immediate superior. The items comprising the Leader Consideration scale 

are as follows:

He Is friend ly  and approachable.

He does l i t t l e  things to make 1t pleasant to be a member of the
group.

He puts suggestions made by the group Into operation.

He treats a l l  group members as his equals.

He gives advance notice of changes.

He keeps to himself.

He looks out fo r the personal welfare of group members.

He 1s w illin g  to make changes.

He refuses to explain his actions.

He acts without consulting the group.
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In general, I t  can be seen that the Consideration scale attempts 

to measure the extent to which the leader 1s perceived by his subordi­

nates as being considerate of th e ir feelings and respectful of th e ir  

Ideas.

Leader In it ia t in g  Structure. —This scale has ten Items also, and

re flec ts  the degree to which subordinates feel that the leader structures

th e ir  roles and tasks so as to achieve goals. The scale 1s also part

of the LBDQ, and has the following Items:

He le ts  group members know what 1s expected of them.

He encourages the use of uniform procedures.

He tr ie s  out his Ideas 1n the group.

He makes his attitudes clear to the group.

He decides what shall be done and how I t  shall be done.

He assigns group members to p articu lar tasks.

He makes sure that his part In the group 1s understood by group 
members.

He schedules the work to be done.

He maintains d e fin ite  standards of performance.

He asks that group members follow standard rules and regulations.

Leader Upward Influence.--Th is  scale contains the seven Items of

the LBDQ Superior Orientation scale that deas sp e c ific a lly  with upward

Influence. Response choices are the same as for the other LBDQ scales,

and the items are:

He gets along well with the people above him.

He keeps the group 1n good standing with higher authority .

His superiors act favorably on most of his suggestions.

He gets his superiors to act fo r the welfare of the group mem­
bers.
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His word carries weight with his superiors.

He gets what he asks fo r from his superiors.

He maintains cordial re lations with superiors.

Leader Span of Control.--A  single question was u t il iz e d , which 

asked, "How many people report d ire c tly  to your Immediate supervisor?128

Leader Technical Competence.--Respondents were asked to evaluate 

th e ir 1rrmed1ate superiors' "expertness In th e ir  particu lar f ie ld ,  know­

ledge of the projects and processes fo r which they are responsible, and 

knowledge and s k ill  1n th e ir  specia lty ."  Response choices were from 

one (not very competent) to seven (extremely competent).1^

As can be seen from Table 2, a ll of the scales employed as Inde­

pendent variables had r e l ia b i l i t ie s  of better than .63. The LBDO 

scales (Consideration, In it ia t in g  Structure, and the ten Item Superior 

Orientation scale) have been refined through factor analysis, and have 

been u tiliz e d  In a great many research studies across numerous popu­

lations. The Job Scope, Job Depth, and Leader Span of Control measures 

have been validated 1n an e a r lie r  study by W lg d o r . 1 ^ 1

The satisfaction measures employed as dependent variables 1n this  

study examine employee satisfaction  with role expectations regarding (a) 

in tr in s ic  q ua lities  of the work i t s e l f ;  (b) autonomy; (c) job security; 

(d) pleasantness of the work s ituation ; and (e) ex trinsic  sa tis faction , 

containing elements of advancement, pay, and prestige .1^1 The scales 

employed as dependent variables were as follows:

Extrinsic Satisfaction

My chances fo r a promotion to the next higher level

The pay I receive fo r my work

My chances of going as high as I would lik e  to here
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The appreciation shown fo r my work 

The existence of reward based on accomplishment 

Pay here compared to most places 

Company recognition fo r a Job well done 

Fairness of compensation

My chances fo r advancing at a reasonable rate  

The knowledge that my work 1s acceptable

The prestige of my position Inside the Company (the reqard re ­
ceived from others 1n the company).

The awareness that others have of my performance when I perform 
wel 1

In tr in s ic  Sat1sfaction

The challenge that nty job provides for me

The feeling o f being able to use one's own unique c a p a b ilitie s , 
rea liz in g  one's p o te n tia litie s

The feeling that my job 1s an important one

The feeling of self-esteem in my position

The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment of work

The fee ling  of s e lf -fu lf il lm e n t from work

The dearee to which my work 1s Interesting

Enjoyment of the work I am dolnq here

Job Security

The fee ling  o f security 1n my position

Chances of keeping th is job as lonq as I want 1t

Autonomy

The opportunity to plan ahead and carry out the plan 

The opportunity fo r Independent thouqht 

The opportunity to decide on appropriate courses of action  

The freedom to express Independent opinions about my work
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Pleasantness

The opportunity to develop friendships 1n the company 

My feeling that the company 1s a good place to work 

The pleasure of Interacting with fellow employees 

The dignity with which I am treated

The opportunity to discuss personal problems with fellow  em­
ployees

The satisfaction scales used as dependent variables have not been 

"validated" 1n the way that most of the Independent measures have. In 

fa c t, 1t has recently been noted that the many d iffe re n t operational 

defin itions of job satisfaction used by researchers "do not y ie ld  em­

p ir ic a lly  comparable measures of s a t i s f a c t i o n y ^ e  method used in 

th is study, however, has been found to be as re lia b le  as the available  

a lte rn a tives , and Is best suited to the data yielded 1n this research. 

The method of response was to provide respondents with a choice of one 

("very l i t t l e "  o f the characteristic 1s now connected with my job) to 

seven ("a great deal" 1s now connected with my job) for each of the 

1 terns. 1 ^3

Hypotheses

The hypotheses outlined below assume that the relationships be­

tween the Independent variables described previously and the dependent 

satisfaction variables are s ig n ifican tly  moderated by the respondent's 

perceived a b ili ty  and willingness to leave his employing organization. 

This assumption 1s consistent with work cited e a r lie r  which found that 

"the relationship between respondent satisfaction  and the following 

Independent variables was found to Increase monotonlcally with Increases 

1n cosmopolitanism: leader consideration, In it ia t in g  structure, (leader
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upward) Influence, (leader) technical competence, superior's span of 

control . . . Job scope . . ."134

I t  1s Interesting to note that la te r work which sought to re p li­

cate these findings was unable to do so; however, the la te r  study was 

of hourly-workers 1n a manufacturing p lant, located In a rural environ­

ment. 135 since the sample In this research more closely resembles the 

managerial, quasi-professional, c lerica l and technical group of the 

e a rlie r study, I t  1s reasonable to hypothesize that the relationships 

reported 1n that study can be replicated. The specific hypotheses to 

be tested 1n this study therefore are that there w ill be Increasingly 

strong relationships between the following Independent and dependent 

variables as the respondents' Ab1l1ty-W11l1ngness scores Increase:

1. Job Depth and five  measures of satisfaction (satisfaction  
with Security, Autonomy, and Pleasantness; Extrinsic Satis­
faction , and In trin s ic  Satisfaction).

2. Job Scope and the five  measures of satisfaction

3. Leader Consideration and the five measures of satisfaction

4. Leader In it ia tin g  Structure and the five  measures of sa tis ­
faction

5. Leader Upward Influence and the five  measures of satisfaction

6. Leader Span of Control and the five measures of satisfaction

7. Leader Technical Competence and the five  measures of sa tis ­
faction.

Methodology

A continuing problem for researchers Investigating the moderating 

effects of organizational Independence, or "cosmopolitanism," upon re ­

lationships between leader behavior measures and satisfaction variables 

1s that the leader behavior measures are themselves highly Interdepen-
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dent. When predictor variables are not Independent of each other the 

use of m ultiple significance of difference tests 1s extremely lim ited . 

In the research described here the Independent variables were not Inde­

pendent of each other, and 1n fact correlation coeffic ients o f the f o l ­

lowing magnitude were computed:

Job Depth and Consideration .25
Job Depth and Upward Influence .27
Consideration and In it ia t in g  Structure .60
Consideration and Upward Influence .61
Consideration and Technical Competence .31
In1t1at1nq Structure and Upward Influence .64
In1t1at1nq Structure and Technical Competence .29
Upward Influence and Technical Competence .38

I t  was consequently decided to employ regression analysis, and to 

u t il iz e  a variety of data for the testing of the hypotheses. The five  

ab1l1ty-w1llingness groups (described in Appendix I I I )  were therefore 

entered into separate runs of BMD02R (a stepwise regression program 1n 

the BIOMED series) and then Into separate runs of BMD03R (a non-stepw1se 

regression program in the same series). BMD02R was u tiliz e d  a to ta l of 

twenty-five times (each run examining the effects of a l l  seven Inde­

pendent variables upon one dependent variab le , for one moderating 

abi11ty-w111ingness group) and BMD03R was also run twenty-five times.

The following data were considered to be p articu la rly  Important 

to the analysis:

1. Order of Entry. From the stepwise regression program output 

i t  was possible to determine the order 1n which each of the independent 

variables entered the regression equation. The order of entry depends 

upon which of the variables not yet entered w ill e ffec t the greatest 

reduction of the error sum of squares. Equivalently, 1t 1s the v a ri­

able which has the highest p artia l correlation with the dependent v a ri-
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able, considering those variables which have already been entered. I t  

1s also the variable which would have the highest F value 1f added.

2. Mean Square Residuals. These are a measure of the varia ­

b i l i t y  which cannot be explained 1n terms of the Independent variable. 

Their square root 1s the standard error of estimate, which determines 

the width of the confidence in te rv a l. They are furnished by BIOMED 

stepwise regression program BMD02R. By comparing each mean square 

residual to that which existed before the last Independent variable  

entered the equation, 1t 1s possible to te l l  when additional variables 

decrease rather than Increase precision of estimation of the indepen­

dent variable. This occurs when the residuals begin to Increase.

3. Regression C oeffic ients. These are provided as outputs to 

BMD03R non-stepwlse regression. When divided by th e ir standard e s t i­

mates they y ie ld  t  values whose significance can be ascertained. This 

coeffic ien t gives the re la tiv e  change 1n the dependent variable as one 

Independent variable Is omitted, a l l  other independent variables 

remaining unchanged 1n the problem.

4. Graphs of Regression C oeffic ients . The regression coeffic ients  

which pertain to one Independent variable and one dependent variable can 

be graphed, so that the moderating e ffects  of each of the five  a b iH ty -  

wllHngness groups can be examined v isua lly . Each graph would contain 

five  points, each point being determined by calculating the mean of 

ab1l1ty-w1ll1ngness scores for a l l  respondents 1n that a b i l i ty -

w ili ingness group, so that the points are not equidistant.

5. P artia l r . This can be calculated by dividing the sum of 

squares explained by the to tal of sum of squares explained plus devi­

ation about regression and taking the square root. Information about
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both sum of squares explained and deviation about regression Is provided 

by BMD03R. The square of the partia l r  1s the percentage of the 

previously explained v a r ia b ility  that the Independent variable explains 

when 1t enters the problem.

The order of entry of the Independent variables to the regression 

equations for each ab i11ty -w i11ingness group 1s shown 1n Table 3. The 

point at which the mean square residuals begin to Increase 1s also 

shown 1n Table 3. Table 4 displays the regression co effic ien ts , and 

indicates which of these 1s s ign ifican t a t the .05 or .01 levels . The 

partia l r 's  and th e ir significance levels are presented 1n Table 5.

The Brown-Mood Multi-Sample Median Test was applied to determine 

whether regression coeffic ients and partia l r 's  were sim ilar or not for 

the d iffe ren t AW groups. Table 6 shows the results of these tests for 

regression co effic ien ts , and Table 7 gives results fo r partia l r 's .

Table 8 shows the results of applying Kendall's Coefficient of 

Concordance s ta tis tic  to the order o f entry of Independent variables 

into the stepwise regression runs, to determine whether differences for 

the various ab1l1ty-w i11Ingness (AW) groups were s ig n ifican t. The 

Kendall C oefficient of Concordance 1s a measure of s im ila r ity  of rank 

orderings of several groups. In th is Instance, fa ilu re  to obtain 

sign ificant coeffic ients would support the hypothesis that the AW 

groups d if fe r  with respect to order of entry.

F in a lly , graphs of regression coeffic ients are shown as Appendix

4.

Findings

In general, 1t can be said that the abll1ty-w 111Ingness measure
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served as an Important moderator of relationships between the Indepen­

dent and dependent variables. Table 8 shows, fo r example, that none 

of the Kendall Coefficients of Concordance W are s ig n ifican t. This 

means that the d iffe re n t AW groups fa ile d  to show sign ificant s im ila rity  

concerning order of entry o f Independent variables. As mentioned 

e a r lie r , order of entry depends upon which of those variables not yet 

entered w ill bring about the greatest reduction of the error sum of 

squares. The ins ign ificant coeffic ients displayed in Table 8 signify  

that the independent variables are of d iffe re n t Importance fo r the 

various AW groups.

Further evidence of the moderating e ffe c t o f AW 1s provided by 

Tables 6 and 7. These tables show results of the Brown-Mood M u lti-  

Sample Median Tests as applied to the regression coeffic ients and 

partia l r 's ,  and reveal that 1n three o f seven cases involving 

regression co effic ien ts , and 1n four of seven cases Involving partia l 

r 's ,  the d is tribu tion  of these s ta tis tic s  1s s ig n ifican tly  d iffe ren t  

for the various AW groups. In fa c t. In it ia t in g  Structure is the only 

Independent variable fo r which the Brown-Mood test is s ign ificant for 

neither regression co effic ien t nor p artia l r .

While the moderating e ffe c t of the a b ility -w i11Ingness measure 

was fo r the most part s ig n ifica n t, the nature of the e ffe c t was not 

as had been hypothesized. I t  had been predicted that relationships  

between Independent and dependent variables would Increase systema­

t ic a lly  with Increases in AW. However, 1t can be seen from Table 4 

that the regression coeffic ients fa ile d  to Increase systematically 

with Increases 1n AW, and 1n fact fa iled  to form any id e n tifia b le  

pattern whatsoever. Partia l r 's ,  shown in Table 5, evidenced a more
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consistent pattern of relationships, although these too did not form 

the hypothesized pattern. P articu la rly  with respect to the following  

independent variables: Job Scope, Job Depth, and Leader Consider­

ation; and to the dependent variables Extrinsic Satisfaction, In trin s ic  

S atisfaction, and Satisfaction with Autonomy, the consistent pattern 

found was one of curvi1 in e a r lty , ris ing  from AW1 (lowest Indepen­

dence) to AU2, to AW3 (the highest p o in t), and then fa llin g  back almost 

but not quite to the level of AW1. This curv ilinear pattern 1s 

described in more deta il below:

Job Depth and a ll  Satisfaction Measures. All partia l r 's  for 

AW2 exceed those for AW1, those of AW3 exceed AW2's, AW4's are less than 

AW3's but higher than AW5's, and a ll  partia l r 's  fo r AW1 (lowest Inde­

pendence) are within .11 o f those of AW5 (highest independence). Twelve 

of fifte e n  p artia l correlations of those intermediate 1n AW (that 1s,

AW groups 2, 3, and 4) are s ign ificant at .05 or b etter, while none of 

those 1n the extreme groups AW1 and AW5 are s ig n ifican t. Furthermore, 

for a ll  c r ite r ia  except Extrinsic Satisfaction, Job Depth was seen to 

enter la te  into the AW1 and AW5 regression equations (see Table 3 ), 

causing mean square residuals to Increase. This is further evidence 

of the re la tiv e  unimportance of the variable Job Depth for predictive  

purposes 1n the extreme AW groups, as compared to the Intermediate 

groups AW2, 3, and 4. In general, then, the partia l r 's  of groups 

AW1 and AW5 are a lik e , and are d iffe re n t from those of the intermediate 

groups.

Job Scope and a ll  Satisfaction Measures Except Security. AW2 

partia l r 's  exceed those for AW1, and AW3's are again largest, a ll four 

AW3 p artia ls  being s ign ificant a t the .01 lev e l. Partial r 's  for a ll
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AW4 and AW5 dependent variables except Security are lower than those 

for AW3.

Consideration and a ll  Satisfaction Measures. As was true fo r  

both Job Depth and Job Scope, p artia l r 's  formed an essentia lly  cu rv i­

linear pattern. That 1s, coeffic ients fo r AW? exceed those fo r AW1 

(except fo r Security), those fo r AW3 exceed AW?‘ s (except for 

Pleasantness), a ll AW3's are highest (except for Pleasantness), and 

a ll AW4 p artia l r 's  are qreater than those of AW5. Furthermore, 

eleven of the fifte e n  p artia l r 's  fo r AW nroups 2, 3, and 4 are 

s lq n lflea n t, compared to only one of ten fo r the extreme oroups AW1 

and AW5. I t  1s therefore once more evident that oroups of those 

hlqhest and lowest 1n AW are surprlslnqly s im ilar (and 1n fact th e ir  

p artia l r 's  are always w ithin .1 9 ), and are unlike those qroups 

Intermediate In AW.

As was true fo r both Job Depth and Job Scope, the Brown-Mood 

Multi-Sample Median Test for partia l r 's  of Cons1derat1on-sat1sfact1on 

relationships was s ign ifican t (see Table 7 ) , 1nd1cat1na that 

pred1ctor-criterla  relationships were s ig n ifica n tly  d iffe ren t for 

qroups with d iffe re n t AW scores (althouqh not 1n the way that had 

been hypothesized).

Upward Influence and Satisfaction Measures. While the curvi­

lin ear pattern was clearcut only fo r those p a rtia l r 's  Involving the 

satisfaction c r ite r ia  In tr in s ic  and Autonomy, correlations re la ting  

to Leader Upward Influence provide further evidence of the simi­

la r ity  of the two qroups whose AW scores are least a lik e . P artia l 

r 's  of AW1 and AW5 are always within .17 of one another,and a ll  ten 

of the AW1 and AW5 p a rtia l r 's  are negative, while eight of fifte e n
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fo r the Intermediate qroups are positive.

Leader Technical Competence and S atis faction . Nine of ten Tech­

nical -Ccmpetence-satlsfactlon relationships fo r the extreme qroups AW1 

and AW5 are positive* while eight of fifte e n  for the Intermediate qroups 

are negative.

Brown-Mood Tests fo r both regression coeffic ients and p artia l r 's  

are s ign ificant a t the .05 le v e l, and 1t 1s readily apparent that the 

ab111ty-w 1l1Ingness measure strongly moderates pred1ctor-cr1ter1a re la ­

tionships. For those lowest 1n Independence (AW1), four of five  p artia l 

r 's  are s ign ificant at the .05 level or b e tter. By contrast, only two 

of twenty p artia l r 's  fo r the other four AW groups are s ig n ifican t.

Viewed from the standpoint of the dependent variables, the f o l ­

lowing evidence for the dominant pattern of c u rv llin e a rity  can be taken 

from Table 5.

Extrinsic Satisfaction and Four Predictors. Sim ilar patterns of 

partia l r 's  were formed between Extrinsic Satisfaction and the following  

Independent variables: Depth, Scope, Consideration, and In it ia t in g  Struc­

ture. In a ll cases p artia l r 's  for AW2 exceed AMl's, those fo r AW3 exceed 

AW2's, and a ll of AWA's were greater than AWl's, hut (except for Depth) 

were less than AWT's. P artia l r 's  for AW5 were always less than AW3's, 

but (except fo r Consideration) were greater than AWl's. The pattern

formed for each of these independent variables, then, 1s a curve which Is

lowest fo r AW1, rises to AW2 and again to AW3, and then fa lls  back almost

by not quite to the level of AW1.

Fvidence of th is trend is supported by taking note of those par­

t ia l  r 's  (shown In Table 5) which are s ign ificant (one for AW1, then 

two, four, three, and one).
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In trin s ic  Satisfaction and Satisfaction with Autonomy, and Four 

Predictors. For the Independent variables Depth, Scope, Consideration 

and Upward Influence, partia l r 's  with In trins ic  Satisfaction and with 

Satisfaction with Autonomy formed patterns very sim ilar to that described 

above for Extrinsic Satisfaction. This once aqaln shows that the partia l 

r 's  for the extremely d ifferen t qroups AW1 and AW5 are much more alike  

than had been expected.

Conclusions

AW does seem to be of Importance as a moderator, but Its  e ffect 

1s certainly more complex than had been predicted. None of the re la tion ­

ships systematically Increase as AW scores ris e . The consistent pattern 

which exists 1s rather one of cu rv llin ea rity , with AW1 serving as the lowest 

point and AW3 as the hlqhest. This pattern was notlcable for re la tion ­

ships between the Independent variables Job Depth, Job Scope, and Leader 

Consideration, and the dependent variable satisfaction measures Extrinsic, 

In tr in s ic , and Autonomy. The same pattern was also evident, thouah less 

pronounced, for relationships between the Independent variables I n i t i ­

ating Structure and Leader Upward Influence and the same dependent v a ri­

ables .

Aqaln, I t  must be emphasized that such a pattern was not predicted, 

and there 1s scant theoretical support 1n the lite ra tu re  fo r the posi­

tion that respondents who are elther very hlqh or very low 1n organiza­

tional Independence w ill produce sim ilar data. I t  seems most lik e ly  

that d iffe ren t factors are responsible for the correlations In AW group 

5, as compared to AW1. For example, the fact that the AW5 group gene­

rated the fewest significant correlations altogether between independent
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variables and dependent satisfaction  measures (only four) may perhaps be 

due to the fac t that Individuals who see themselves as very "organiza­

tio n a lly  Independent," In terms of reporting hlqh a b ility  and w illin g ­

ness to leave th e ir employing organization, may be largely  nonresponslve 

to any independent variables which emanate from the organization. I t  

may well be that the Important determinants of satisfaction  fo r the true 

Cosmopolitan stem from happenings 1n th e ir  technical specialty or In 

th e ir professional asslc latlons. While to some extent they may be able 

to obtain satisfaction  from the task I ts e l f  (two AW5 correlations of ten 

which Involve Depth and Scope were s ig n ifica n t, both at the .01 le v e l) ,

1t may be fa r less lik e ly  that characteristics of th e ir leader w ill  In ­

fluence th e ir satisfaction (only two of twentv-flve correlations invol­

ving the leader behavior variables were s ig n ific a n t, neither at the .01 

le v e l).

I f  the loqic expounded above about the lack of s ign ificant re lation  

ships between Independent and dependent variables seems plausible, as 

applied to the (AW5) Cosmopolitan, the same Ionic should arnue strongly 

fo r high correlations between Independent and dependent variables for 

the (AW1) Local. However, the data do not support th is lo o lc , and 1n 

fact not a single p artia l r Is s lan lflean t between any satisfaction  

measure and any Independent variable except for Leader Technical Com­

petence. (Two regression co effic ien ts , however, are s ig n ific a n t, both at 

the .05 le v e l.)  The data are, on the other hand, consistent with those 

obtained by Kerr, House, and Wlgdor, in the rep licating  study cited ear­

l ie r .  In that study as 1n th is  one 1t was found that “Organizational 

Dependents" generated re la tiv e ly  low correlations between Independent 

variables and satis faction . The authors speculated 1n that study that
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such results might be consistent with theories of cognitive dissonance, 

and the same ra tionale  might be applied here. S p e c ific a lly , 1t was pos­

tulated th a t, to the extent that people perceive no real opportunity to 

change an unpleasant s itu a tio n , and fee l that they are unable to success­

fu l ly  leave that s itu ation  (which Is most true o f the AW1 group), they w ill  

tend to a lte r  th e ir  f e l t  despleasure toward that s itu a tio n . I t  Is pos­

s ib le , then, that the Locals 1n th is  study actua lly  prevented such In ­

dependent variables as Consideration, Upward Influence and Job Depth 

from affecting  th e ir  sa tis fa c tio n , preferring to Insensltlze  themselves 

to such matters and to reduce dissonance by responding (and bellevlnq) 

that they were sa tis fie d  even 1n cases where they perceived th e ir  jobs 

to be lacking 1n Depth, and th e ir  supervisors to be lacklnq 1n Considera­

tio n .

The preceedlnq paragraphs are obviously con jectu ra l, and seek to  

explain why the results obtained from th is  study were d iffe re n t from 

those expected, and why respondents whose AW scores were very d iffe re n t  

gave data which were 1n many cases s im ila r. However, the previous para­

graphs cannot explain the unusually stronq relationships obtained from 

the AW1 (Locals) between Leader Technical Competence and a ll  sa tis fa c ­

tion measures except fo r Security. Perceived technical competence of 

the leader 1s obviously Important to Locals in ways th at are not demon­

strated by any other AW group. (Although AW3 respondents did generate 

two s ig n ifica n t regression co effic ien ts  between Technical Competence 

and sa tis fa c tio n , neither was s ig n ifica n t at the .01 le v e l, and only 

one of the two p a rtia l r 's  was s ig n if ic a n t.)  This finding 1s a ll  the 

more surprising when we reca ll that none of the other th ir ty  p a rtia l 

r 's  were s ig n ifica n t fo r the AW1 group, and when we observe that, the
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replicating  study referred to e a r lie r  did not obtain s im ilar data.

The moderating e ffe c t of A b ility  and Willingness to Leave was 

least Important fo r the predictor Leader Span of Control, and fo r the 

c r ite r ia  Pleasantness and Security. There seems no ready answer fo r the 

fa ilu re  of these variables to be strongly affected by AW. I t  should be 

noted, however, that the repHcatlna study by House and Kerr cited ear­

l ie r  also found Span of Control to he least affected by "organizational 

Independence."

Concerning Satisfaction with Security, I t  1s possible that this  

measure more than any other 1s unable to be affected very much by leader 

behavior, no matter how considerate, technically s k ille d , e tc . "Keeping 

the job as long as the respondent wants I t "  (one of the scale items) may 

depend greatly upon o v e ra ll, p ro fits , plans, and p o litic s . I t  1s possible 

that Leader Upward Influence may be a stronger moderatlna variable be­

tween predictors and satisfaction with Security than Is  perceived A b ility  

and WIlHnqness to Leave.

I t  should also be remembered that the two dependent variables which 

are least affected by AW are the same two whose r e l ia b i l i t ie s  were ear­

l ie r  reported (Table 2) to be much lower than any of the others, and 

consequently the lack of moderating effects may signify some d if f ic u lty  

with the measuring Instrument used. Satisfaction with Security, com­

prised of but two Items, and with a Kuder-R1chardson r e l ia b i l i t y  of only 

.567, seems p a rtic u la rly  suspect in this regard.

In summary, the data from th is study appear to substantiate the 

theoretical point made e a r lie r  that A b ility  and Wllllnqness To Leave the 

employing organization are Important variables which can be operationa­

lize d , and which can then provide some fu lle r  understanding of the a tt1 -
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tudes and behavior of organizational members. So fa r as the use of 

Ab1l1ty-W111Ingness as an Independent variable Is concerned, the data 

seem to follow the lines expected as a resu lt of previous research. Em­

ploying the AW measure as a moderatlnq variable has proven to be more 

d if f ic u l t ,  and the data obtained by uslna AW 1n this way have shown fa r  

qreater complexity, and fa r  less consistency, than had been hoped fo r. 

Nevertheless, respondents with d iffe ren t AW scores have shown themselves 

to be d iffe ren t 1n th e ir response to questions about satisfaction  as w e ll, 

and consequently I t  1s f a i r  to say that the Ab1l1ty-W1ll1nqness measure, 

although doubtless 1n need of refinement, can be of use to future re ­

searchers both as an Independent and a moderatlnq variab le. As more be­

comes known about the underlying factors which co lle c tive ly  cause  ̂ respon­

dent perceptions about a b ili ty  and willingness to leave, I t  may someday 

be possible to employ AW as a dependent variable as w ell.
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IX: LIMITATIONS OF THE STUDY, SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE 

RESEARCH IN THE AREA, AND GENERAL CONCLUSIONS

There are a number of pertinent questions which cannot be answered 

by th is research. There are also a few lim itations of the present study 

which could be eliminated by re fln lnq  the methodoloqy that was employed. 

This chapter w ill  discuss these lim itations and suggested refinements, 

and w ill also summarize what the author believes to be the major co n tri­

butions of the study to the research lite ra tu re .

The Sample

When testing hypotheses re lating  to Cosmopolitans and Locals, or 

professionalism, or organizational Independence, researehers have often  

turned to samples of Industria l scientists and engineers to provide In ­

formation. Considerable discussion has emerged In the lite ra tu re  con­

cerning the necessity of examining samples made up exclusively of s c i­

entists or solely of engineers, as opposed to s o lic itin g  responses from 

Industrial work groups comprising employees of each job type, Badawy 

has summarized the relevant research through 1969:

Most of the research on s c ie n tific  and engineering personnel 1n 
Industrial research and development (R&D) laboratories tends to 
lump both groups Into a single cateqory or 'orofesslonals, '  assuming 
that they exh ib it essentia lly  the same behavioral characteristics In 
terms of th e ir work goals, needs, values, and job attitudes. A l­
though there 1s no specific answer to the question of whether In ­
dustria l scientists are s im ilar to or d iffe ren t from engineers 1n 
l ite ra tu re , the major thread common among these studies Is that both 
qroups constitute one group of ’ professionals' with the same work 
goals, aspirations, and career problems. Fewer numbers of w rite rs , 
however, tend to view scientists and engineers as being basically
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d if fe re n tJ  3®

While Badawy's statement accurately re flects  the thinking of most 

researchers p rio r to 1870, the emerging consensus 1n the la s t two or 

three years has been that the minority position 1s correct, that 1s, 

that engineers are basically quite d iffe re n t from scientists 1n th e ir  

tra in in g , commitment, and orientation toward th e ir  porfesslon, and 

that the two work types should be studied separately. In his own re ­

search Badawy found that Industrial scientists perceived themselves to 

be s ig n ifica n tly  d iffe re n t from engineers 1n terms of needs, Job a t t i ­

tudes and work g o a l s . G o l d n e r  and R1tt1 have also examined this 

question, and found that

engineers generally enter Industry with nonprofessional goals. The 
goals of recent engineering graduates are oriented toward entrance 
Into positions of power and partic ipation  1n the a ffa irs  of the o r­
ganization rather than simply the practice of th e ir orig inal spe­
c ia lt ie s . . . . Engineers 1n our sample displayed few, 1f any char­
ac teris tics  of professionals. They strongly Id e n tify  with the o r­
ganization and Its  goals. 3”

Shepherd found that engineers not only d iffered  from scientists  

in his sample concerning goals, but 1n th e ir  reference group orientations  

as w ell. He concluded that scientists were "professional" In o rien ta­

tion while engineers tended to be " b u r e a u c r a t i c . T h i s  conclusion 

1s consistent with R1tt1's finding that scientists placed considerable 

Importance on opening convnunlcation channels to the outside conmunlty, 

while engineers emphasized goals more d ire c tly  related to the business 

realm. In fa c t, based on the three Gouldner dimensions of organizational 

lo y a lty , commitment to s k i l ls ,  and reference group orien tation , R it t l  

class ified  scientists as Cosmopolitans and engineers as Locals.^®

The emerging consensus 1n favor of treating  engineers and scien­

t is ts  as d iffe re n t 1n cosmopolitan-local orientation has not negated the
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arguments against combining them for research purposes. For example, 

the gauging of amount of professionalism possessed by d iffe re n t occu­

pational groups, and the assigning of Cosmopolitan label to one pro­

fession and a Local label to another, is Inconsistent with the position 

taken by Merton that "far from occupation serving to explain the d i f ­

ferences between them, 1t appears that the same occupation has a d if fe r ­

ent role 1n interpersonal Influence according to whether 1t 1s pursued 

by a local or a cosmopolitan."!^ Grimes and Berger are also c r it ic a l  

of this approach, claiming that the "more useful question 1s: Do some 

engineers or scientists exh ib it more cosmopolitan characteristics than 

other engineers or scientists? Not: Do enqlneers exh ib it more local 

characteristics than sc ien tis ts? "!^

These objections notwithstanding, 1t appears that the studies by 

R1tt1, Perruccl, and others provide adequate evidence that engineers 

and scientists are s u ffic ie n tly  d iffe re n t In many respects, and that 

future researchers should not combine samples from the two occupational 

groups, at least not without examining each job type's data separately 

f i r s t .  The research presented 1n this thesis did not tre a t respondents 

1n the two occupational groups separately, and 1t 1s possible that the 

data may have been distorted to some extent as a re su lt. Such d is to r­

tion would be much more severe 1n a basic research laboratory than 1n 

the Industrial research and development unit studied, however, because 

graduate school tra in ing  1s believed to be a major source of these d i f ­

ferences In o rientation . In the present study only 22% had a Master's 

degree and only a handful had doctoral tra in in g , which 1s where the 

primary socia lization  and formation o f professional value systems 1s be­

lieved to occur. Consequently, while 1t 1s reconmended that future
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studies evaluate data from engineer and sc ien tis t samples separately, 

the comparatively low education levels of the scientists studied pro­

bably serve to minimize the differences between the two occupational 

types, preserving the in te g rity  of the data.

The Scales

Considerable care was taken to establish A b ility  and Willingness 

To Leave the organization scales which had conceptual meaning, and 

which captured the essential elements of Cosmopolitan-Local theory.

This attempt, however, was only p a rtia lly  successful. I t  was pointed 

out e a r lie r  the "1n so fa r as [A b ility  and Willingness To Leave] only 

Ind irec tly  examines commitment to specialized ro le s k ills  . . . 1t 

s t i l l  cannot be said to constitute a to ta l application of the Gouldner 

model."143 I t  would be desirable In future research to attempt to in ­

clude the commitment to s k ills  dimension, to determine whether an In ­

strument enlarged In th is way would enable better predictions to be 

made. Attempts should also be made to Increase the r e l ia b i l i t y  of the 

A b ility  and Willingness To Leave scales; although the r e l ia b i l i t ie s  

reported In th is research are probably high enough to permit the scales 

to be used fo r most purposes, the Inclusion of additional Items and 

the possible deletion of existing Items might prove benefic ia l.

The Method of Categorization

A b ility  and Willingness To Leave scores were multipi1cat1vely 

combined In the present research, with the product being u tiliz e d  as the 

moderating variable fo r those results reported 1n Chapter V I I I .  A l­

though this method of combination 1s consistent with the "expectency 

times preference" approach taken by Tolman, Vroom, Porter and Lawler,
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and although numerous research findings indicate that the force on an 

Individual to engage In a specific benavlor 1s a "nonlinear, monoton1- 

ca lly  Increasing product of expectations and va lences,"^* I t  would 

s t i l l  be desirable to undertake with future research an examination of 

the m u ltip licative  assumption made 1n th is study. In fa c t , the author 

plans to reanalyze the data presented in Chapter V I I I ,  with the aim of 

ascertaining whether taking the product of A b ility  and Willingness To 

Leave 1s the most useful method of combining the measures.

Additional Areas of Study

There have been a number of Important questions raised In this  

study; some of these have been addressed In the present research, but 

others can best be answered by employing d iffe ren t measures and method­

ology than were u tiliz e d  here. Some of these as yet unanswerable ques­

tions Include:

1. Is the Cosmopolitan or Local orientation of an Individual stable 

over time, or 1s 1t read ily  changeable by the employing organization?

The present study has shown that Cosmopolitan's do expect and prefer 

d iffe re n t kinds of rewards than Locals; does th is mean, however, that

by ta ilo r in g  rewards to the Individual the organization can cause the 

Cosmopolitan to feel a commitment and a loyalty  to 1 t, and generally 

adopt a Local or a Complex orientation? Available data do not enable 

the question to be answered: Lono1tud1nal studies may ultim ately be 

needed.

2.  What are the rewards and organizational practices most highly 

motivational to the Cosmopolitan-Professional? The present study

has Indicated the "professional encouragements" mean a great deal 

more to Cosmopolitans than to Locals. These have been found by the
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research described 1n this study to Include opportunities to attend pro­

fessional meetings, chances to further their professional education, 

etc. However, we s t i l l  do not know what other varieties of profes­

sional encouragements might be employed, and we do not know anything 

about the re la tive  strength of each.

3. Data generated by this study have shown that Cosmopolitans are 

c r it ic a l of the employlnq organization 1n ways that Locals are not. Are 

such feelings the cause or the result of the respondents' orientation? 

Does this finding have general1zab111ty to other organizational and 

leadership practices not Investigated here? Perhaps most Important, 

what are the consequences of such feelings? Do they simply create a 

desire on the part of Cosmopolitans to leave the organization, or might 

there be effects upon quality of work and anxiousness to Improve condi­

tions as well? In other words, do these negative attitudes held by Cos­

mopolitans have potentia lly  positive as well as negative Implications 

for the organization?

These unanswerable questions notwithstanding, and despite the 

stated lim itations of this research, the present study has helped to 

c la r ify  some of the Important Issues 1n Cosmopolitan-Local theory. A b ili­

ty and W1111 noness to Leave the employlnq organization have been shown 

to be theoretically  relevant to , and constitute a useful reoperatlon- 

allzatlon  o f, Cosmopolitan-Local theory. The two by two design, which 

permits respondents to be classified as both Cosmopolitan and Local, 

either one, or neither, has also been shown to be workable. Empolyees 

from within the same division of the same organization have been found 

to d iffe r  widely 1n perceived a b ility  and wHllnqness to find employ­

ment eslewhere; at the same time, employees from this RAD division have
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been found to have ab ility -w illIng n ess  scores which are s ig n ifica n tly  

higher than co llective  scores from production workers In the same firm .

Employees high 1n a b ili ty  and willingness to leave have been 

found generally to be much less Interested In formlnq social re la tio n ­

ships and 1n joining fraternal kinds of organizations. These employees 

seem to have lower needs fo r a f f i l ia t io n ,  although this was not tested 

d ire c tly  by the present study. The high a b ili ty  and willingness employee 

Is  more Interested 1n jo in ing professional and occupational societies, 

and 1s more receptive to the Idea of the organization as a provider of 

"professional encouragements." These results Indicate that the potential 

co n flic t of professional-cosmopolitan versus bureaucracy can probably be 

prevented or mitigated by the firm 's  offering or professional-type re ­

wards. While th is research studied only such rewards as encouraging em­

ployees to attend professional meetings and to further professional 

tra in in g , there are a number of other such encouragements which the 

organization can provide; these range from upgrading the responsib ility  

and s k ill  levels of tasks performed by professionals, to provision for 

greater autonomy* to establishing supportive leadership and colleagual 

authority systems. Opportunities fo r partic ipation  and la te ra l In te r ­

action may be Increased by the organization, and the evaluation and re­

ward systems revamped so as to appear more legitim ate to Cosmopolitans, 

and more consonant with professional norms and values. Existing research 

Indicates that attempts to o ffe r such "professional encouragements" to 

a l l  employees In research laboratories are frequently unsuccessful; how­

ever, the present study suggests that employees 1n research labs and 

RSD divisions who are high In perceived a b il i ty  and willIngness to leave 

the organization should be p artic u la rly  Interested 1n such approaches,
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while workers lower on these measures might not be motivated by them.

Even the "dual hierarchy," which has for the most part fa ile d  In those 

firms which have attempted I t , 1*5 might be useful when applied s p e c ifi­

ca lly  to organizational Cosmopolitans.

The present research has shown that employees high 1n perceived 

a b il i ty  and willingness to leave are generally more c r it ic a l of th e ir  

employing organization, 1n particu lar complaining of lack of freedom 

and of an unfair reward system, one based more on personal contact than 

on a b ili ty .  Respondents low 1n perceived A b ility  and Willingness To 

Leave, on the other hand, seem to be more concerned about the lack of 

controls, that 1s, the excess of freedom permitted by the organization, 

p articu la rly  concerning the perceived leniency of company regulations.

I t  may well be that Locals (1ow-ab1l1ty low-w111Ingness respondents) 

are more suited to the structured tasks and mechanistic environment 

which characterize the "bureaucratic" segment of organizations, while 

Cosmopolitans (high-high respondents) work better a t non-prograranable 

tasks 1n an organic environment.

The present study has also shown th a t, while such things as "po­

ten tia l not p ro f it ,"  "Improve or maintain company status 1n the eyes of 

Its  customers," and "protecting existing markets" are reported by Locals 

to be Important decision c r i te r ia ,  they are much less lik e ly  to be so 

considered by Cosmopolitans. Consistent with the Cosmopolitan's low 

Id en tifica tio n  with the firm , these results portray the potential hazards 

which may befa ll an organization which employs large numbers of Cosmo­

politans, and which cannot manage to a lte r  th e ir orientations so as to 

Include consideration o f company welfare.

In summary, A b ility  and Willingness To Leave the organization have
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been shown to be th eo retica lly  Important and operationally measurable.

As has been noted, the methodology employed 1n th is study can certa in ly  

be refined and extended; as has also been noted, many of the results  

obtained by th is research have been unexpected, and have dlsconflrmed 

some of the stated hypotheses. The moderating effects of these variables 

have proved to be more complex than was expected, but th is does not 

mean that these effects are unimportant. The data rather suggest that 

additional testing 1s needed to provide a fu lle r  understanding of how 

these variables a ffe c t employee attitudes and satisfactions, and what 

the long-run consequences of these attitudes and satisfactions are for 

the survival and porsperlty of the employing organization.
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TABLE 1

MANN-WHITNEY U TEST RESULTS FOR HYPOTHESES 
UTILIZING ABILITY-WILLINGNESS DATA 

AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

Hypothesis

Low-low
Sample
Size

High-high
Sample
Size

Results 1n
Direction
Predicted?

Value 
of tJ

Value
of Z

Level 
of P

IA: I lik e  to meet 
and get to know as 
many people as I 
can. 37 40 yes 782.0 0.55 0.291

IB: I usually do 
not care to know a 
person well unless 
he 1s my equal 1n 
m entality, learn­
ing, and experience, 37 40 yes 809.5 1.22 .111

1C: The number of 
re lig iou s , f r a te r ­
n a l, and social 
qroups 1n which I 
am active Is . . . 37 40 yes 904.0 1.72 .043

ID: The nunber of 
professional or 
occupational groups 
(excluding those 1n 
the company) 1n 
which I am active  
1s . . . 37 40 yes 989.0 2.70 .004

2A: Too many people 
Have to be consul­
ted before you can 
do anything around 
here. 38 40 yes 912.5 1 .57 .058

2B: By and large 
regulations 1n the 
company are too 
len ient. 38 38 yes 896.5 1 .85 .032

2C: There are many 
3Tv1s1ve cliques 
and groups 1n the 
company. 38 37 no 749.5 0.50 .308
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TABLE 1— Continued.

Hypothesis

Low-low
Sample
Size

High-high
Sample
Size

Results In
Direction
Predicted?

Value 
of U

Value 
of Z

Level 
of P

2D: Despite the 
company*s emphasis 
on eq u ality , social 
contact among s ta ff  
members of unequal 
ranks are not f r e ­
quent. 38 37 yes 570.0 1.44 0.075

2E: One way to make 
sure that you have 
job security here 
1s to be well Hked. 38 39 yes 1049.0 3.19 .001

2F: People In this  
organization do not 
re a lly  trust each 
other enough. 38 40 yes 1085.0 3.29 .001

20: I t  would seem 
f f a t  we need more 
supervision of em­
ployee behavior. 38 39 yes 839.5 1.02 .154

2H: One Important 
way 1n which people 
are "kept 1n line"  
around here 1s 
through gossip. 37 38 yes 819.0 1.27 .102

3A: Achieve In f lu ­
ence Scale 36 39 yes 559.0 1.53 .063

3B: I f  someone asked 
you to describe your 
s e lf ,  and you could 
te l l  only one thing 
about yourself, 
which of the fo l ­
lowing answers 
would you be most 
l ik e ly  to give? 33 37 yes 858.0 3.52 .0002

3C: Would you pre- 
?er advancing 1.
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TABLE 1 — Continued.

Hypothesis

Low-low
Sample
Size

H1gh-h1gh
Sample
Size

Results In
Direction
Predicted?

Value 
of U

Value 
of 7

Level 
of P

through promotions 
1n management posi­
tions, or 2. through 
promotions Into  
higher level func­
tional specia liza­
tion? 38 38 no 627.0 1.18 .119

4A: {Do you favor) 
company encourage­
ment to attend meet­
ings? 38 40 yes 905.0 1.51 .065

4B: (Do you favor) 
company encourage­
ment to further pro­
fessional tra in ing  
by attending special 
lectures at academic 
Institutions? 37 39 yes 881.0 1.77 .038

5A: Cosmo Decision 
factors scale 38 40 yes RfiO.O 1 .00 .159

5B: Local Decision 
Factors scale 38 40 yes 1025.5 2.67 .004
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TABLE 2

KUDER-RICHARDSON RELIABILITIES FOR SCALES 
EMPLOYED AS INDEPENDENT OR DEPENDENT VARIABLES

Scale Name No. of 
Items

Rel1ab1l1ty 
C oeffic ient*

Job Depth 7 .632

Job Scope 5 .651

Leader Consideration 10 .852

Leader In it ia t in g  Structure 10 .849

Leader Upward Influence 7 .887

Extrinsic Satisfaction 12 .937

In tr in s ic  Satisfaction 8 .938

Satisfaction with Autonomy 4 .821

Satisfaction with Security 2 .567

Satisfaction with Pleasantness 5 .676

^Calculated by employing the Spearman-Brown Prophecy 
Formula Correction of the Kuder Richardson Formula 20.
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TABLE 3

ORDER OF ENTRY BETWEEN PREDICTORS 
AND EXTRINSIC SATISFACTION

Variable

Consid­ Upward Span of Technical
Group Depth Scope eration Structure In fl uence Control Competence

1 5 4 2 6. 3 7 1
2 2 4 1 . 7. 6. 3. 5.
3 5. 2 3 6. 7. 4 1
4 1 4 3 6. 5. 2 7.
5 4 7. 2 5. 3. 6. 1

In trin s ic  Satisfaction

Variable

Consid­ Upward Span of Technical
Group Depth Scope eration Structure Influence Control Competence

1 6. 3 7. 5 4 2 1
2 2 5. 4 1 6. 3 7.
3 3 2 5 6. 7. 4 1
4 2 3 1 6. 5 4 7.
5 7. 1 5 4 6 2 3

Security

Variable

Consid­ Upward Span of Technical
Group Depth Scope eration Structure Influence Control Competence

1 6. 3 1 7. 2 4. 5.
2 1 5 3 6. 7. 4 2
3 2 3 1 4 5 7. 6.
4 5. 7. 1 4. 3. 6. 2
5 6. 5. 1 7. 2 3. 4.



Group

1
2
3
4
5

Group

1
2
3
4
5

TABLE 3 — Continued

Autonomy

Variable

Consid­ Upward Span of Technical
Depth Scope eration Structure Influence Control Competence

3. 2 5. 6. 4. 7. 1
3 5. 4 1 7. 2 6.
2 4 1 7. 3 5 6
1 5. 2 6. 4 3 7.
6. 1 2 3 5. 4. 7.

Pleasantness

Variable

Consid­ Upward Span of Technical
Depth Scope eration Structure Influence Control Competence

5. 6. 4 7. 3 2 1
6. 7. 5. 1 2 3 4.
4 1 5. 3 6. 7. 2
2 5. 6. 1 7. 4. 3
7. 3 2 5. 6. 4 1

. * mean residual increases with addition of variable
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TABLE 4

Coefficient from BMD03R and S ignificant T Values

AW1 AW2 AW3 AW4 AW5

Depth and Extrinsic .49 .60 .24 .85* .31
In trin s ic .45 .77* .52 .84 .07
Security -.1 6 .93 .65 .11 .04
Autonomy .48 .67 .84** .93 .06
Pleasantness .24 .10 .31 .42 -.0 0

Scope and Extrinsic .32 .23 .57* .24 .06
In trin s ic .37 .19 .71** .54 .72
Security .31 -.39 -.28 .02 .08
Autonomy .51 .15 .31 .20 .70*
Pleasantness -.10 -.02 .49 .16 .24

Consideration & Extrinsic 1.25* .86* .26 .63 .47
In trin s ic .03 .30 .36 .52 .47
Security 1.08 .70 1.05** .70 .50
Autonomy .55 .39 .54* .87* .74*
Pleasantness .45 .18 .16 .18 .24

Structure and Extrinsic -.28 -.10 .10 .20 .30
In trin s ic .68 .44 -.24 .15 -.1 0
Security -.1 0 .42 .51 -.6 0 -.02
Autonomy .17 .54 -.06 -.15 -.33
Pleasantness .01 .37 .36 .71 .21

Upward Influence & Extrinsic -1 .34* .12 -.03 -.34 -.54
In trin s ic -.9 2 .22 .19 .37 -.46
Security -.58 -.17 -.40 .70 -.42
Autonomy -.8 6 .01 .37 -.28 -.22
Pleasantness -.67 .50 - .13 -.01 -.15

Span of Control & Extrinsic .02 -.19 -.12 -.2 7 * -.0 8
In trin s ic -.09 -.21 -.14 -.2 0 -.15
Security -.1 0 -.20 -.03 .04 .13
Autonomy -.02 -.3 3 * -.14 -.15 -.06
Pleasantness -.1 0 -.14 -.01 -.11 .06

Tech. Comp, and Extrinsic .58** -.06 .49* -.04 .22*
In trin s ic .57* -.04 .45* .02 .17
Security -.0 6 -.40 -.15 -.22 .08
Autonomy .53* .02 .23 -.02 .00
Pleasantness .33* -.11 .17 .09 .14

* -  .05 level 
* *  * .01 level
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TABLE 5 

PARTIAL Rs

AW1 AW2 AW3 AW4 AW5

Depth and Extrinsic .17 .39* .41* .55** .28
In trin s ic .06 .45** .51** .48** .15
Security -.07 .39* .50** .18 .00
Autonomy .16 .36* .68** .52** .20
Pleasantness .08 .16 .33 .35* -.0 0

Scope and Extrinsic .13 .31 .59** .19 .25
In trin s ic .14 .30 .63** .24 .52**
Security .16 -.05 -.13 .08 .06
Autonomy .24 .28 .54** .11 .52**
Pleasantness -.22 -.13 .49** .16 .30

Consideration & Extrinsic .30 .44** .49** .36* .26
In tr in s ic .14 .36* .48** .45** .13
Security .33 .18 .55** .34 .14
Autonomy .23 .41* .63** .37* .36*
Pleasantness .13 .30 .29 .48** ,29

Structure and Extrinsic -.1 8 -.02 .16 .09 .09
In tr in s ic .24 .33 -.04 .14 -.16
Security -.13 .07 .21 -.11 -.08
Autonomy .05 .34 -.18 -.17 -.28
Pleasantness .01 .33 .24 .41 .10

Upward Influence & Extrinsic

C\J•1 .00 -.23 -.17 -.09
In trin s ic -.11 .21 .28 .09 -.08
Securlty -.2 8 -.28 -.20 .19 -.17
Autonomy -.0 8 .01 .33 -.11 -.07
Pleasantness -.1 8 .16 -.00 -.00 -.05

Span of Control & Extrinsic .07 -.23 -.17 -.4 0 * -.07
In trin s ic -.22 -.27 -.20 -.23 -.16
Securlty -.11 -.24 -.04 .07 .15
Autonomy -.11 -.36 -.26 -.20 -.08
Pleasantness -.27 -.19 -.01 -.16 .14

Tech. Comp, and Extrinsic .47** -.05 .43* -.09 .37*
In tr in s ic .45* -.14 .36 .03 .26
Securl ty -.17 -.31 -.12 -.31 .10
Autonomy .38* .06 .24 -.11 .00
Pleasantness .40* -.12 .16 .19 .28

* * .05 level 
* *  * .01 level
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TABLE 6

BROWN-MOOD MULTI-SAMPLE MEDIAN TEST REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS

(Low) (High) 2
AW1 AW2 AW3 AW4 AW5 X c -l =

Above 2 4 3 3 0
Depth 6.90

Below 2 1 2 2 5

Above 4 0 4 1 2

Scope 9.18
Below 1 5 1 3 2

Above 3 2 2 4 1
Consider­ 3.26
ation Below 2 3 3 1 3

Above 2 4 2 2 2

Structure 2.30
Below 3 1 3 2 3

Above 0 4 4 3 1
Upward } 2 . 2 7 *
Influence Below 5 0 1 2 4

Above 5 0 2 1 4
Span of 12.46A
Control Below 0 5 3 3 1

Above 4 0 4 1 3
Technical 1 0 . 924
Competence Below 1 5 1 4 1

♦ S ig n i f ic a n t  a t  .05 le v e l .
♦ ♦ S ig n i f ic a n t  a t  .01 le v e l .
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TABLE 7

BROWN-MOOD MULTI-SAMPLE MEDIAN TEST PARTIAL COEFFICIENTS

(Low) (High) 2
AW1 AW2 AW3 AW4 AMS X c -l =

Above 0 4 4 4 0

Depth } 6 . Q 7 * *
Below 5 1 0 1 5

Above 0 3 4 0 4
Scope

Below 4 2 1 4 1

Above 0 2 4 4 0

Consider­ 14 .13^
ation Below 5 2 1 0 4

Above 1 3 3 3 2

Structure 3.26
Below 4 1 2 2 3

Above 0 4 3 3 2

Upward 5.93
Influence Below 4 1 2 2 2

Above 3 1 2 2 4
Span of 6.13
Control Below 2 4 3 3 0

Above 4 0 4 1 3
Technical 10.9 2 ^

Competence Below 1 5 1 4 1

♦ S ig n i f ic a n t  a t  .05  le v e l .
♦ ♦ S ig n i f ic a n t  a t  .01 le v e l .



TABLE 8

KENDALL COEFFICIENT OF CONCORDANCE: W

Satisfaction W Level of Significance

Extrinsic .34 n. s .

In trin s ic .19 n . s .

Security .37 n. s .

Autonomy .20 n.s.

Pleasantness .19 n. s .

*  .39 would be necessary for .05 level of significance 
.49 would be necessary fo r .01 level of significance



APPENDIX I :  QUESTIONNAIRE
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B A C K G R O U N D  I N F O R M A T I O N

D i f f e r e n c e s  in  b a c k g r o u n d  o f t e n  a f f e c t  the  w a y  p e o p l e  s e e  the w o r k  s i t u a t i o n  
and how  t h e y  f e e l  a b o u t  i t .  T h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  a s k e d  so t h a t  t h e s e  
d i f f e r e n c e s  c a n  be s t u d i e d .  T h e  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  not  a s k e d  to i d e n t i f y  you ;  t h e y  
a r e ,  in  f a c t ,  d e s i g n e d  to p r e s e r v e  y o u r  a n o n y m i t y .  I f  you h a v e  a n y  q u e s t i o n  
a b o u t  y o u r  a n o n y m i t y  b e i n g  p r e s e r v e d ,  p l e a s e  do not  f i l l  t h e m  out .

C D  1 -  C o l .  1 =B

C o l .  HZ
I .  M y  p r e s e n t  a g e  is

1 _____ 2 0 - 2 4
2 _____ 2 5 - 2 9
 3 _____30 - 3 4
4 _____ 3 5 - 3 9
5 _____ 4 0 - 4 4
6 _____ 4 5 - 4 9
7 50 o r  o v e r

2. T h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  o f  e d u c a t i o n  
I  h a v e  a t t a i n e d  is

1 l e s s  t h a n  h i g h  s c h o o l
2  h i g h  s c h o o l  d i p l o m a
3 s o m e  c o l l e g e ,  no d e g r e e
4 b a c h e l o r ' s  d e g r e e
5 m a s t e r ' s  d e g r e e
6  d o c t o r ' s  d e g r e e
7 o t h e r  ( s p e c i f y  b e l o w )

3. M y  m a j o r  f i e l d  o f  s t u d y  w a s
1 e n g i n e e r i n g ,  t e c h n i c a l
2 p h y s i c a l  s c i e n c e s
3 b i o l o g i c a l  s c i e n c e s
4 s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s ,  e d u c a ­

t io n ,  l i b e r a l  a r t s ,  o r  
h u m a n i t i e s

5 b u s i n e s s  o r  e c o n o m i c s
6  m a t h e m a t i c s
7 o t h e r  ( s p e c i f y  b e l o w )

4 .  I a m  p r e s e n t l y
1  m a r r i e d
2 s i n g l e
3  w i d o w e d ,  s e p a r a t e d ,

d i v o r c e d

C o l .  #6
5. T h e  n u m b e r  o f  o l d e r  b r o t h e r s

and s i s t e r s  I h a v e  is
1 none ( o n ly  c h i ld )
2 none ( o l d e s t  c h i l d )
3  one
4  tw o
5  t h r e e
6 f o u r
7  f i v e
8 m o r e  t h a n  f i v e

6 .  T h e  n u m b e r  o f  y o u n g e r  b r o t h e r s  
and s i s t e r s  I  h a v e  is

1 none
2 one
3  tw o
4 t h r e e
5 f o u r
6 f i v e
7 m o r e  th a n  f i v e

7. M y  p o s i t i o n  is  b e s t  d e s c r i b e d  as  
( c h e c k  one)

1 non - supe r  v i s o r  y , t e c h n ic s
2 n o n - s u p e r v i s o r y , n o n ­

t e c h n i c a l
3  s u p e r v i s o r y ,  t e c h n i c a l
4 s u p e r v i s o r y ,  n o n - t e c h n i c a
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8 .  I f  you  a r e  now in  a s u p e r v i s o r y  
p o s i t i o n ,  do you  s u p e r v i s e  
( e x c l u d i n g  s e c r e t a r i a l )

1 t e c h n i c a l  p e r s o n n e l
2 non -  t e c h n i c  a l  p e r s o n n e l
3 bo th  t e c h n i c a l  and n o n ­

t e c h n i c a l  p e r s o n n e l

9- I w o r k  f o r  a  s u p e r v i s o r  w h o
1 is  m a i n l y  t e c h n i c a l l y  

e d u c a t e d  a n d / o r  t r a i n e d
2 h a s  e d u c a t i o n  a n d / o r  

t r a i n i n g  th a t  is g e n e r a l l y  
non - t e c h n i c a l

3 is e d u c a t e d  a n d / o r  t r a i n e d  
t e c h n i c a l l y  and  n o n -  
t e c h n i c a l l y

C o l .  #1 1
10.  I h a v e  b e e n  w o r k i n g  f o r  m y  i m m e  

d i a t e  s u p e r v i s o r  f o r
1 l e s s  t h a n  3 m o n t h s
2 ____ 3 - 6  m o n t h s
3 7 - 1 2  m o n t h s
4 m o r e  t h a n  I 2 m o n t h s

1 1 . H o w  m a n y  p e o p le  r e p o r t  d i r e c t l y  
to y o u r  i m m e d i a t e  s u p e r v i s o r ?
1 ____ I - 4
2 ____ 5 - 7
3 ____ 8 - 1 0
4 ____ 1 1 - 1 5
5 m o r e  th a n  1 5

1 2.  1 h a v e  b e e n  w i t h  the  c o m p a n y  
] ___  l e s s  th an  1 y e a r
2 ____ 1 - 2  y e a r s
3 3 - 5  y e a r s
4 6 - 9  y e a r s
5 10 y e a r s  o r  m o r e

C o l .  #14
13,  D u r i n g  the p a s t  s e v e n  y e a r s ,  

I  h a v e  w o r k e d  f o r  ( i n c l u d i n g  
t h is  c o m p a n y )
1 ____  one c o m p a n y
2 t w o  c o m p a n i e s
3 t h r e e  c o m p a n i e s
4 ____ f o u r  c o m p a n i e s
5 f i v e  c o m p a n i e s  o r  

m o r e

14.  H o w  m a n y  l e v e l s  of  m a n a g e ­
m e n t s  a r e  b e t w e e n  you and  
th e  P r e s i d e n t ?
1 ____ none
2 one
3 ____ t w o
4 t h r e e
5 ____ f o u r
6  f i v e
7 ____ s i x
8 s e v e n

15,  I f  you  a r e  not  now in  a  s u p e r ­
v i s o r y  p o s i t i o n ,  w o u ld  you  
l i k e  to be  in  a s u p e r v i s o r y  
p o s i t i o n  in  th is  c o m p a n y 9 
Y e s  1 N o  2

1 6 .  W o u l d  you l i k e  to be in a
s u p e r v i s o r y  p o s i t i o n  in  a n o t h e r  
c o m  pa n y ?
Y e s  1 No 2

17.  W o u l d  you p r e f e r  a d v a n c i n g  
( c h e c k  one )
1 T h r o u g h  p r o m o t i o n s  in 

m a n a g e m e n t  p o s i t io n s
2 T h r o u g h  p r o m o t i o n s  in to  

h i g h e r  l e v e l  f u n c t i o n a l  
s p e c i a l i z a t i o n  (e .  g. , 
p r o d u c t i o n  a n a l y s i s ,  
m a r k e t  R e s e a r c h ,  f i n a n ­
c i a l  a n a l y s i s ,  p e r s o n  ne It
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C o l .  # 19  l w
18.  I n  w h i c h  do you see  the g r e a t e s t  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  r e c o g n i t i o n  and  f i n a n ­

c i a l  r e w a r d ?
1 A d v a n c e m e n t  t h r o u g h  m a n a g e m e n t  p o s i t i o n s
2 A d v a n c e m e n t  t h r o u g h  h i g h e r  l e v e l  f u n c t i o n a l  s p e c i a l i z a t i o n

19.  W h i c h  o f  the  f o l l o w i n g  c i r c u m s t a n c e s  e x p r e s s  y o u r  a t t i t u d e  a b o u t  s t a y ­
ing w i t h  th e  c o m p a n y ?  C h e c k  as m a n y  as a r e  a p p l i c a b l e .
1 I  w o u ld  not  c o n s i d e r  l e a v i n g  u n d e r  a n y  c i r c u m s t a n c e s
2 I  w o u l d  l e a v e  f o r  p r o m o t i o n  and  2 0%  i n c r e a s e  in  p a y
3 I  w o u l d  l e a v e  f o r  s a m e  k i n d  o f  j o b ,  2 0%  i n c r e a s e  in  p a y
4 1 w o u ld  l e a v e  f o r  s a m e  k i n d  o f  j o b .  s a m e  p a y ,  m o r e  c h a l l e n g e
5 I  w o u l d  l e a v e  f o r  s a m e  k in d  o f  j o b ,  s a m e  p a y

20 .  W h a t  a r e  y o u r  p l a n s  to s t a y  w i t h  th e  c o m p a n y ?
1 I  w o u l d  l i k e  to s ta y  a l l  m y  w o r k i n g  l i f e
2 1 w o u l d  l e a v e  o n l y  f o r  an  e x c e p t i o n a l  o p p o r t u n i t y
3 1 w i l l  l e a v e  i f  s o m e t h i n g  b e t t e r  t u r n s  up
4 I  e x p e c t  to l e a v e  as soon as p o s s i b l e

21 .  I n  the l a s t  2 y e a r s  ( o r  s i n c e  you h a v e  b e e n  w i t h  the c o m p a n y ,  i f  l e s s  
t h a n  2 y e a r  s ),
a)  H o w  m a n y  t i m e s  h a v e  you had  a j o b  c h a n g e  t h a t  you w o u l d  c o n s i d e r  

a p r o m o t i o n ?
1 N o n e
2 O n e
3  __ T w o
4 T h r e e  o r  m o r e

b) H o w  m a n y  t i m e s  h a v e  you  had a j o b  c h a n g e  th a t  you w o u l d  c o n s i d e r  
a l a t e r a l  t r a n s f e r ?

1 N o n e
2 O n e
3 T w o
4 T h r e e  o r  m o r e

C o l .  # 2 4
c) H o w  m a n y  t i m e s  h a v e  you had a jo b  c h a n g e  that  you w o u ld  c o n s i d e r  

a d e m o t i o n r>
1 N o n e
2 O n e
3 T w o
4 T h r  ee  o r  m o r e
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T h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  a s k e d  to g e t  y o u r  o p i n i o n s  r e g a r d i n g  the g e n ­
e r a l  c o m p e t e n c e  o f  m a n a g e m e n t .  P l e a s e  u s e  the  f o l l o w i n g  r a t i n g  s c a l e  in  
g i v i n g  y o u r  o p i n i o n .

N o t  v e r y  c o m p e t e n t  1 2 3 4  5 6 7 E x t r e m e l y  c o m p e t e n t

F o r  e a c h  l e v e l  o f  m a n a g e m e n t  l i s t e d  b e l o w ,  you a r e  a s k e d  to m a k e  t h r e e  
e v a l u a t i o n s :

C o l u m n  (A ) :  F u n c t i o n a l  P r o f e s s i o n a l  C o m p e t e n c e :  e x p e r t n e s s  in  t h e i r
p a r t i c u l a r  f i e l d ,  k n o w l e d g e  o f  the  p r o j e c t s  and p r o c e s s e s  f o r  w h i c h  th e y  
a r e  r e s p o n s i b l e ,  k n o w l e d g e  and s k i l l  in  t h e i r  s p e c i a l t y .

C o l u m n  (B ) :  A d m i n i  s t r  at  i v e - M a n a g e  r  i a l  C o m p e t e n c e : a b i l i t y  to p la n ,
se t  o b j e c t i v e s ,  s c h e d u l e ,  o r g a n i z e ,  d e l e g a t e ,  and  c o n t r o l  the w o r k  he  
is  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r .

C o l u m n  (C ) :  H u m a n  R e l a t i o n s  C o m p e t e n c e :  m a i n t a i n i n g  a c o o p e r a t i v e
s a t i s f i e d  w o r k  g r o u p ,  m o t i v a t i n g  and a s s i s t i n g  s u b o r d i n a t e s  t h r o u g h  
r e c o g n i t i o n  o f  good w o r k ,  c o a c h i n g  and  c o u n s e l i n g ,  and  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  
of  t h e i r  n e e d s  and p r o b l e m s .

P l e a s e  e v a l u a t e  the  f o u r  l e v e l s  o f  m a n a g e m e n t  l i s t e d  b e l o w .  E v a l u a t e  
e a c h  l e v e l  on the t h r e e  ty p e s  o f  c o m p e t e n c e  in C o l u m n s  ( A ) ,  ( B ) ,  and (C ) .  
E n t e r  the  r a t i n g  s c a l e  n u m b e r  you s e l e c t  in  the a p p r o p r i a t e  c o l u m n .

(A)
A d m i n .  -  

M a n a g e r  i a l  
C o m p e t e n c e

(C)  
H u m a n  

R e l a t  ions  
C o m p e t e n c eL e v e l s  o f  M a n a g e m e n t

F u n c t  io n a l  
P r o f e s s i o n a l  
C o m p e t e n c e

T o p  c o r p o r a t e  m a n a g e m e n t
C o l .  #25 C o l .  # 26  

2
C o l .  # 27  

3

T o p  m a n a g e m e n t  in m y  d i v i ­
s io n  ( R & F ,  m a r k e t i n g ,  p r o ­
d u c t  i o n , e t c . )

C o l .  #28  
4

C o l .  # 29  
5

C o l .  #30  
6

M i d d l e  m a n a g e m e n t  in  m y  
d i v i s i o n  ( R f c E ,  f i n a n c e ,  
m a r k e t i n g ,  p r o d u c t i o n ,  e t c . )

C o l .  #31 
7

C o l .  # 3 2  
8

C o l .  #33  

9

M y  i m m e d i a t e  s u p e r v i s o r
C o l .  #34  

10

C o l .  #35  
1 1

C o l .  #36  
1 2
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T h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  d e s ig n e d  to  ge t  y o u r  e v a l u a t i o n s  o f  y o u r  i m i n e  - 

d i a t e  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  W e  a r e  N O T  i n t e r e s t e d  in  t h e i r  n a m e s .  D e s i g n a t e  t h e m  by  
a s s i g n i n g  t h e m  n u m b e r s  1, 2,  3,  and so one u n t i l  you h a v e  a s s i g n e d  a n u m b e r  to  
e a c h  o f  y o u r  s u b o r d i n a t e s .  E n t e r  th e s e  n u m b e r s  in  the  l e f t - h a n d  C o l u m n  ( A ) .

E v a l u a t e  y o u r  s u b o r d i n a t e s  on a s c a l e  f r o m  1 (not  v e r y  c o m p e t e n t )  to 7 ( e x ­
t r e m e l y  c o m p e t e n t ) ,  as  on the  p r e v i o u s  p a g e .  F o r  e a c h  s u b o r d i n a t e ,  p l e a s e  
m a k e  t h r e e  e v a l u a t i o n s .

C o l u m n  (B ) :  T e c h n i c a l  -  P r o f e  s s i o n a l  C o m p e t e n c e : e x p e r t n e s s  i n  t h e i r  p a r ­
t i c u l a r  f i e l d ,  k n o w l e d g e  o f  the p r o j e c t s  and  p r o c e s s e s  f o r  w h i c h  t h e y  a r e  
r e s p o n s i b l e ,  t e c h n i c a l  s k i l l s ,  e tc .

C o l u m n  (C ) :  A d m i n i  st r a t j v e - M a n a g e  r i a l  C o m p e t e n c e : a b i l i t y  to p l a n ,  set
o b j e c t i v e s ,  s c h e d u l e ,  o r g a n i z e ,  d e l e g a t e ,  and  c o n t r o l  the w o r k  he is  r e ­
s p o n s i b l e  f o r .

C o l u m n  (D ) :  H u m a n  R e l a t i o n s  C o m p e t e n c e : m a i n t a i n i n g  a c o o p e r a t i v e  s a t ­
i s f i e d  w o r k  g r o u p ,  m o t i v a t i n g  and  a s s i s t i n g  s u b o r d i n a t e s  t h r o u g h  r e c o g n i t i o n  
of  good w o r k ,  c o a c h i n g  a n d  c o u n s e l i n g ,  and c o n s i d e r a t i o n  of t h e i r  n e e d s  and  
p r o b l e m s .

E v a l u a t e  e a c h  s u b o r d i n a t e  on the  t h r e e  t y p e s  of  c o m p e t e n c e .  E n t e r  the  
r a t i n g  s c a le  n u m b e r  you s e l e c t  i n  the a p p r o p r i a t e  c o l u m n .  I f  you f e e l  you  c a n ­
not r a t e  a s u b o r d i n a t e  on a p a r t i c u l a r  a r e a  of  c o m p e t e n c e ,  l e a v e  the a p p r o p r i ­
a te  sp a c e  b l a n k ,  but  be s u r e  to  e n t e r  a n u m b e r  f o r  a l l  s u b o r d i n a t e s  in  C o l u m n  (A ) .

(A )  ( B )  ( C )  (D )
S u b o r d i n a t e  T e c h n i c a l  A d m i n i s t r a t i v e  H u m a n

N u m b e r  P r o f e s s i o n a l  M a n a g e r i a l  R e l a t i o n s
(1 ,  2,  3, e t c .  ) C o m p e t e n c e  C o m p e t e n c e  C o m p e t e n c e

C o l .  # 3 7  C o l .  # 3 8  C o l .  # 3 9
1 2 3

  4   5   6______
  7   8 ______  9______

10 11 12
  13 14   1 5 ______
  16   17   1 8 ______
  19   20   21 _____

C o l .  # 5 8  C o l .  # 59  C o l .  # 6 0
22 23 24
25 26  27

  28   29    30______
  31   32   33______

34 35 36
C o l .  # 7 3  C o l .  #74  C o l .  # 7 5

  37   38 _____  39  ____
E N D  C A R D  1 # 7 b - 1D , #77=113, #78^11) ,  # 7< U 0 ,  # 8 ( ^ 1
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O n  the  f o l l o w i n g  p a g e s  a r e  l i s t e d  a n u m b e r  o f  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o r  q u a l i t i e s  
a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  y o u r  c o m p a n y  o r  y o u r  j o b .  T h e  f o l l o w i n g  is  an  e x a m p l e  o f  how  
th e y  w i l l  a p p e a r :

(A )  (B)
I s  Sh o u ld

N o w  Be

1 . T h e  f e e l i n g  of s e c u r i t y  I h a v e ___________ _______ _______________

2. T h e  p r e s t i g e  o f  m y  p o s i t i o n  _______ _______

F o r  e a c h  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  you  a r e  a s k e d  to g i v e  tw o  r a t i n g s :

C o l u m n  {A ) :  H o w  m u c h  o f  the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  IS  N O W  c o n n e c t e d  w i t h
y o u r  jo b .

C o l u m n  ( B ) ;  H o w  m u c h  o f  the  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  S H O U L D  B E  c o n n e c t e d  
w i t h  y o u r  j o b .

R a t i n g  S c a le

U s e  the f o l l o w i n g  r a t i n g  s c a l e  in  r a t i n g  e a c h  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c .  L o w  n u m b e r s  
i n d i c a t e  a  m i n i m u m  a m o u n t  ( v e r y  l i t t l e )  and h ig h  n u m b e r s  i n d i c a t e  a m a x i m u m  
a m o u n t  (a  g r e a t  d e a l ) .

V e r y  A  g r e a t
l i t t l e  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 d e a l

S i m p l y  s e l e c t  a s c a l e  n u m b e r  f o r  C o l u m n  (A )  and C o l u m n  (B )  f o r  e a c h  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  and  e n t e r  i t  in to  the b la n k  s p a c e s .
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C D  2 -  C o l .  1 =B

I s
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  N o w

C o l . C o l .

1. M y  c h a n c e s  f o r  a p r o m o t i o n  to the n e x t  h i g h e r
l e v e l 2 3

2.  T h e  c h a l l e n g e  th a t  m y  j o b  p r o v i d e s  f o r  m e 4 5
3.  T h e  f e e l i n g  o f  b e i n g  a b l e  to u s e  o n e ’ s o w n

u n i q u e  c a p a b i l i t i e s ,  r e a l i z i n g  o n e 's  p o t e n t i a l 6 7
4. T h e  f e e l i n g  o f  s e c u r i t y  in  m y  p o s i t i o n 8 9
5. T h e  p a y  I  r e c e i v e  f o r  m y  w o r k 10 1 1
6 .  T h e  f e e l i n g  th a t  m y  j o b  is  an  i m p o r t a n t  one 1 2 13
7.  M y  p r i d e  in  w o r k i n g  f o r  the  c o m p a n y 1 4 1 5
8.  M y  c h a n c e s  o f  g o in g  as h i g h  as  I w o u ld  l i k e

to h e r e 16 17
9- T h e  f e e l i n g  o f  s e l f - e s t e e m  in  m y  p o s i t i o n 18 19

10 .  T h e  f e e l i n g  o f  w o r t h w h i l e  a c c o m p l i s h m e n t  a t
w o r k 20 21

1 1 . T h e  a p p r e c i a t i o n  s h o w n  f o r  m y  w o r k 22 23
12.  T h e  e x i s t e n c e  o f  r e w a r d  b a s e d  on

a c c o m p l i s h m e n t 24 25
13.  T h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to p l a n  a h e a d  and c a r r y  out

the p l a n 26 27
14. P a y  h e r e  c o m p a r e d  to m o s t  p l a c e s 28 29
15 .  T h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to d e v e l o p  f r i e n d s h i p s  in  the

c o m p a n y 30 31
1 6 .  M y  f e e l i n g  t h a t  the c o m p a n y  is a  good p l a c e

to w o r k 32 33
17.  T h e  p l e a s u r e  o f  i n t e r a c t i n g  w i t h  f e l l o w

e m p l o y  ee s 34 35
18. T h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  in d e p e n d e n t  th o u g h t 36 37
1 9- C o m p a n y  r e c o g n i t i o n  f o r  a  jo b  w e l l  done 38 39
2 0 .  C o m p a n y  e n c o u r a g e m e n t  to a t te n d  p r o f e s s i o n a l

m e e t i n g s 40 41
21 .  C h a n c e s  o f  k e e p i n g  t h is  j o b  as lo n g  as I w a n t

it 4 2 43
22,  T h e  f e e l i n g  o f  s e l f - f u l f i l l m e n t  f r o m  w o r k 44 ___ 45
23 .  F a i r n e s s  of  c o m p e n s a t i o n 4 6 47
24 .  M y  c h a n c e s  f o r  a d v a n c i n g  a t  a r e a s o n a b l e

r a t e 48 49

S h o u ld
Be
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I s
C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  N o w

C o l .  # C o l . #

25 .  T h e  k n o w l e d g e  th a t  m y  w o r k  is  a c c e p t a b l e  50  _ 51
26 .  T h e  p r e s t i g e  of m y  p o s i t i o n  i n s i d e  the  c o m p a n y  

( the  r e g a r d  r e c e i v e d  f r o m  o t h e r s  in  the
c o m p a n y )  52    53

27 .  T h e  a w a r e n e s s  th a t  o t h e r s  h a v e  o f  m y  p e r f o r ­
m a n c e  w h e n  I p e r f o r m  w e l l  54   55

28 .  T h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to d e c i d e  on a p p r o p r i a t e
c o u r s e s  o f  a c t i o n  56   57

2 9 .  T h e  d i g n i t y  w i t h  w h i c h  I  a m  t r e a t e d  58   59
30 .  T h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to d i s c u s s  p e r s o n a l  p r o b l e m s

w i t h  f e l l o w  e m p l o y e e s  60    61
3 1 . T h e  d e g r e e  to w h i c h  m y  w o r k  is  i n t e r e s t i n g  6 2    63
32 .  T h e  f r e e d o m  to e x p r e s s  i n d e p e n d e n t  o p in io n s

a b o u t  m y  w o r k  64    65
33 .  T h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to s h a r e  p r o f e s s i o n a l  i n t e r ­

e s t s  w i t h  f e l l o w  e m p l o y e e s  66    67
34 .  C o m p a n y  e n c o u r a g e m e n t  to f u r t h e r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  

t r a i n i n g  by  a t t e n d i n g  s p e c i a l  l e c t u r e s  a t
a c a d e m i c  i n s t i t u t i o n s  68    69

35 .  T h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  to l e a r n  w h a t  M a n a g e m e n t  
t h i n k s o f m y w o r k  70   71

36 .  E n j o y m e n t  of the  w o r k  I a m  d o in g  h e r e  72    73
37 .  T h e  k n o w l e d g e  th a t  m y  w o r k  c o n t r i b u t e s  to

s a l e s  and  p r o f i t s  74    75

E N D  C A R D  2 76  - I D
77   ̂ I D
78 = I D
79 = 0 
8 0 - 2

S h o u ld
Be
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T h e  s t a t e m e n t  l i s t e d  on the  n e x t  p ag e  w i l l  d e s c r i b e  s o m e  s p e c i f i c  c h a r a c ­
t e r i s t i c s  a b o u t  y o u r  p a r t i c u l a r  j o b . T h e y  w i l l  a p p e a r  as f o l l o w s :

(A )  (B )
Job  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  H o w  T r u e  D e s i r a b i l i t y

1 . H a v i n g  e n o u g h  t i m e  to e o m p l e t e  m y  w o r k  _____  _____

2. K n o w i n g  w h a t  m y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e .    _____

F o r  e a c h  J o b  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  you a r e  a s k e d  to g i v e  tw o  r a t i n g s ; one r a t i n g  
in  C o l u m n  (A)  and one in  C o l u m n  ( B ) .  U s e  the  f o l l o w i n g  r a t i n g  s c a le s :

F o r  C o l u m n  (A ) :  R a t e  how t r u e  the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  is  of y o u r  p a r t i c u l a r
j o b .

D e f i n i t e l y  E x t r e m e l y
N o t  T r u e  T r u e
of  m y  j o b  1 2 3 4 5 6 7  o f  m y  jo b

F o r  C o l u m n  (B ) :  R a t e  w h e t h e r  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  is d e s i r a b l e  o r  u n d e s i r a b l e
one f o r  y o u r  jo b .

E x t r e m e l y  E x t r e m e l y
U n d e s i r a b l e  D e s i r a b l e

c o n d i t io n  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 c o n d i t i o n

R e a d  e a c h  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c ,  and s e l e c t  the  s c a l e  n u m b e r  t h a t  b e s t  r e f l e c t s  y o u r  
o p i n i o n .  E n t e r  the  n u m b e r  you s e l e c t  in the a p p r o p r i a t e  c o l u m n .
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12 13
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16 17

111 ( A )  ( B )
_________________ Job  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c ____________  H o w  T r u e ? D e s i r a b i l i t y ?

Col.  #2  C o l .  #3
1. C l e a r ,  p l a n n e d  g o a ls  and  o b j e c t i v e s  f o r

m y  j o b     .
4 5

2. I  h a v e  to do t h in g s  t h a t  s h o u ld  be done  
d i f f e  r e  n t ly _ _

3. I  k n o w  t h a t  I  h a v e  d i v i d e d  m y  t i m e  
p r o p e  r l y

4 .  I  r e c e i v e  an a s s i g n m e n t  w i t h o u t  the  m a n ­
p o w e r  to  c o m p l e t e  i t

5. I  k n o w  w h a t  m y  r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  a r e

6. I  h a v e  to b u c k  a r u l e  o r  p o l i c y  in  o r d e r  
to c a r r y  out an  a s s i g n m e n t

7. I  w o r k  w i t h  tw o  o r  m o r e  g r o u p s  w h o  
o p e r a t e  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t l y

8. I  k n o w  e x a c t l y  w h a t  is e x p e c t e d  of  m e

9. I  r e c e i v e  i n c o m p a t i b l e  r e q u e s t s  f r o m  
t w o  o r  m o r e  p e o p le

10. I  f e e l  c e r t a i n  a b o u t  h o w  m u c h  a u t h o r ­
i t y  I  h a v e

11. I  do t h in g s  t h a t  a r e  a p t  to be a c c e p t e d  
by one p e r s o n  and  not  by  o t h e r s

12.  I  r e c e i v e  an a s s i g n m e n t  w i t h o u t  
a d e q u a t e  r e s o u r c e s  and  m a t e r i a l s  to 
e x e c u t e  i t

13. E x p l a n a t i o n  is  c l e a r  of  w h a t  has  to be 
done

14. 1 w o r k  on u n n e c e s s a r y  t h in g s

15. 1 don't h a v e  m u c h  say or influence with 
m y  c o - w o r k e r s

16 .  I d o n ' t  h a v e  m u c h  s a y  o r  i n f l u e n c e  w i t h  
h i g h e r  m a n a g e m e n t

18 19

2 0  21

2 2  23

24 25

2 6  27

2 8  29

30 31

32 33



M a n y  p e o p le  e x p e r i e n c e  s o m e  s t r a i n  o r  i l l  h e a l t h  as a r e s u l t  o f  w o r k i n g  
h a r d  a t  t h e i r  j o b s .  T h e  f i n d i n g s  o f  s o m e  s u r v e y s  s h o w  t h a t  t h is  is  an  i m ­
p o r t a n t  f a c t o r  t o  u n d e r s t a n d  w h e n  s t u d y i n g  p e o p l e  a t  w o r k .  F o r  t h i s  r e a s o n  
th e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  h a v e  b e e n  i n c l u d e d .

R e a d  e a c h  s t a t e m e n t  and  m a r k  t h o s e  t h a t  te n d  to  b e  T R U E  o f  you  w i t h  a  
and  t h o s e  w h i c h  a r e  d e f i n i t e l y  not  t r u e  of you w i t h  an  MF "  f o r  F A L S E .

C o l .  # 3 4

1,  I  w o u ld  c o n s i d e r  m y s e l f  in  good o r  e x c e l l e n t  h e a l t h .

2 ,  I  w o u ld  c o n s i d e r  m y s e K  in  f a i r  h e a l th *

3,  I  do not  h a v e  v e r y  good h e a l t h .

4 ,  I a m  o f te n  b o t h e r e d  b y  a c i d  i n d i g e s t i o n  o r  h e a r b u r n .

5,  I  s o m e t i m e s  f e e l  w e a k  a l l  o v e r .

£,. I  w a k e  up w i t h  s t i f f n e s s  o r  a c h in g  in  j o i n t s  o r  m u s c l e s .

7 .  I  h a v e  h a d  t r o u b l e  g e t t i n g  to  s l e e p  o r  s t a y i n g  a s l e e p ,

8 .  M y  j o b  t e n d s  to d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  m y  h e a l t h .

9 .  I  w o r k  u n d e r  a g r e a t  d e a l  o f  t e n s i o n .

10 .  I  ha v e  f e l t  f i d g e t y  o r  n e r v o u s  as  a r e s u l t  of m y  j o b .

11 .  I  g e t  i r r i t a t e d  o r  a n n o y e d  o v e r  the  w a y  t h in g s  a r e  g o ing .

12 .  I f  I had  a d i f f e r e n t  j o b ,  m y  h e a l t h  w o u ld  p r o b a b l y  i m p r o v e .

13 .  I s e e m  t o  t i r e  q u i c k l y .

14 .  P r o b l e m s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  m y  jo b  h a v e  k e p t  m e  a w a k e  a t  n ig h t

1 5 .  I m a y  n o w  h a v e  an  u l c e r  b u t  I  a m  n o t  s u r e  o f  i t .

16 .   I h a v e  f e l t  n e r v o u s  b e f o r e  a t t e n d i n g  m e e t i n g s  in the  c o m p a n y .

17 .  I o f te n  " t a k e  m y  jo b  h o m e  w i t h  m e "  in the  s e n se  t h a t  I  th in k
a b o u t  i t w h e n  d o in g  o t h e r  t h i n g s .

18 .  I o f te n  w o n d e r  w h e t h e r  i t  is a l l  w o r t h  i t .
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1 . I n  y o u r  k i n d  of  w o r k ,  i f  a  p e r s o n  t r i e s  
to  c h a n g e  h i s  u s u a l  w a y  o f  d o in g  t h i n g s ,  
h o w  d o e s  it  g e n e r a l l y  t u r n  ou t?

2 .  S o m e  p e o p le  p r e f e r  d o in g  a jo b  in  p r e t t y  
m u c h  the  s a m e  w a y  b e c a u s e  t h is  w a y  
t h e y  c a n  c o u n t  on a l w a y s  d o in g  a good  
j o b .  O t h e r s  l i k e  to  go out  of t h e i r  w a y  
in  o r d e r  t o  t h in k  u p  n e w  w a y s  o f  d o in g  
t h i n g s .  H o w  is i t  w i t h  you on y o u r  
j o b ?

3. H o w  o f t e n  do y o u  t r y ,  on y o u r  o w n ,  a 
b e t t e r  o r  f a s t e r  w a y  o f  d o in g  s o m e t h i n g  
on the  j o b ?

4 .  H o w  o f t e n  d o  you  g e t  c h a n c e s  to  t r y  out  
y o u r  o w n  id e a s  on y o u r  j o b ,  e i t h e r  
b e f o r e  o r  a f t e r  c h e c k i n g  w i t h  y o u r  
supe r v i s o r  ?

5. In  m y  k i n d  of j o b ,  i t  is u s u a l l y  b e t t e r  
to  l e t  y o u r  s u p e r v i s o r  w o r r y  a b o u t  
new  o r  b e t t e r  w a y s  o f  d o in g  th in g s

6 .  H o w  m a n y  t i m s  in the p a s t  y e a r  h a v e  
y o u  s u g g e s t e d  to y o u r  s u p e r v i s o r  a 
d i f f e r e n t  o r  b e t t e r  w a y  of  d o in g  s o m e ­
th in g  in  the  jo b ?

1. U s u a l l y  t u r n s  o u t  w o r s e ;  the  
t r i e d  a n d  t r u e  m e t h o d s  w o r k  
b e s t  in  m y  w o r k

2 .  U s u a l l y  d o e s  n o t  m a k e  a n y  
d i f f e  r e n c e

3. U s u a l l y  t u r n s  o u t  b e t t e r ;  o u r  
m e t h o d s  n e e d  i m p r o v e m e n t

1. I  a l w a y s  p r e f e r  d o in g  t h in g s  
p r e t t y  m u c h  in the  s a m e  
w a y

2 .  I m o s t l y  p r e f e r  d o in g  t h in g s  
p r e t t y  m u c h  in  the  s a m e  
w a y ______________________________

3.  I  m o s t l y  p r e f e r  d o in g  t h in g s  
in n e w  and  d i f f e r e n t  w a y s

4 .  I  a l w a y s  p r e f e r  d o in g  t h in g s  
in  n e w  and  d i f f e r e n t  w a y s

1 . O n c e  a w e e k  o r  m o r e  
o f te n

2 .  T w o  o r  t h r e e  t i m e s  a 
m o n t h

3.  A b o u t  once  a m o n t h
4 .  E v e r y  f e w  m o n t h s
5 .  R a r e l y  o r  n e v e r

1. S e v e r a l  t i m e s  a w e e k  o r  
m o r e

2 .  A b o u t  once  a w e e k
3. S e v e r a l  t i m e s  a m o n t h
4 .  A b o u t  once  a m o n t h
5 .  L e s s  th a n  once a m o n t h

1 . S t r o n g l y  a g r e e
2 .  M o s t l y  a g r e e
3. M o s t l y  d i s a g r e e
4 .  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e

1 . N e v e r  h a d  o c c a s i o n  to  do  t h i s  
d u r i n g  the  p a s t  y e a r

2 .  O n c e  o r  t w i c e
3. A b o u t  t h r e e  t i m e s
4 .  A b o u t  f i v e  t i m e s
5.  S ix  to  ten  t i m e s
6 .  M o r e  th a n  10 t i m e s  had  

o c c a s i o n  to  do  t h is  d u r i n g  
the p as t  y e a r
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P l e a s e  i n d i c a t e  the  d e g r e e  o f  a p p r o v a l  o r  d i s a p p r o v a l  you  w o u l d  m o s t  
l i k e l y  r e c e i v e  f o r  th e  f o l l o w i n g  a c t i o n s  in  y o u r  c o m p a n y ,  u s in g  the  f o l l o w i n g  
r a t i n g  s c a l e :

S t r o n g  d i s a p p r o v a l  1 2  3 4  5 6 7 S t r o n g  a p p r o v a l

C o l .  #

1. S h o w in g  i m a g i n a t i v e  t h i n k i n g  62 _____

2 .  A v o i d i n g  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  63 _____

3.  C o m i n g  up w i t h  e x c e l l e n t  i d e a s  of  m a k i n g  i m p r o v e -  64  
m e n t s  o r  s o l v i n g  p r o b l e m s

4 .  M a k i n g  a r i s k y  d e c i s i o n  w h i c h  t u r n s  out  t o  be  a 65
w r o n g  d e c i s i o n

5. A c h i e v i n g  the  g o a ls  o f  y o u r  g r o u p  by t a k i n g  66
a d v a n t a g e  o f  o t h e r s  in  th e  D e p a r t m e n t

6 .  K e e p i n g  c o s ts  d o w n  t o  th e  m i n i m u m  and  s t r i v i n g  67
t o  r e d u c e  a l l  e x p e n s e s

7. E n c o u r a g i n g  o t h e r s  to  c o m e  up w i t h  n e w  i d e a s  o r  68
r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  f o r  c h a n g e s

8 .  F a i l i n g  to  f o l l o w  t h r o u g h  on a c o m m i t m e n t  69

9. H a v i n g  an  i n q u i s i t i v e  m i n d  and  c o n s t a n t l y  70
q u e s t i o n i n g  the h o w s  and  w h y s  of t h in g s
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1. H o w  a p p l i c a b l e  is  y o u r  k n o w l e d g e  an d
a b i l i t y  on y o u r  p r e s e n t  j o b  to  o t h e r  f i r m s ?

C o l .

71

2 .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  is  y o u r  s o c i a l  l i f e  c o n n e c t e d  
w i t h  y o u r  jo b ?

72

3 .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  is  i t l i k e l y  t h a t  y o u  c a n  l e a v e  
y o u r  p r e s e n t  j o b  and  o b t a in  an  e q u i v a l e n t  one 
e l s e w h e r e ?

73

4 .  H o w  u s e f u l  is  t h e  k n o w l e d g e  y o u  o b t a in  on t h i s  74  
j o b  to  y o u  i f  y o u  w e r e  t o  s e e k  e m p l o y m e n t  
e l s e w h e r e  ?

5.  T h e  n u m b e r  of p e o p le  in  th e  c o m p a n y  I  see  
s o c i a l l y  a t  l e a s t  o n c e  a m o n t h  is

75

E N D  C A R D  3 C o l . # 76
77
78
79
80

I D
I D
I D
0
3

N o t  a t  a l l  
S l i g h t l y  
S o m e w h a t  
V e r y  a p p l i c a b l e  
C o m p l e t e l y  a p p l ic ,

V e r y  l a r g e  
L a r g e  
S o m e w h a t  
S l i g h t l y  
N o t  a t  a l l

N o t  a t  a l l  
S l i g h t  
S o m e  
L i k e l y  
V e r y  l i k e l y

N o t  a t  a l l  
L i t t l e  
S o m e w h a t  
Q u i t e  a b i t  
V e r y  u s e f u l

0 -  2
3 - 5
6 - 9
10 -  15
M o r e  t h a n  15
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T h e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s  d e s c r i b e  v a r i o u s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  j o b s  o r  o r g a n i ­
z a t i o n a l  c o n d i t i o n s  t h a t  m a y  o r  m a y  n o t  e x i s t  in  t h e  c o m p a n y .  A  k n o w l e d g e  o f  
the  a c c u r a c y  ( t r u t h  o r  f a l s e n e s s )  of t h e s e  s t a t e m e n t s  w i l l  a s s i s t  us  in  d e t e r ­
m i n i n g  h o w  c o n d i t i o n s  o f  w o r k  c a n  be i m p r o v e d .

F o r  e a c h  s t a t e m e n t  y o u  a r e  a s k e d  to  g i v e  t w o  r a t i n g s .

F o r  C o l u m n  ( A ) :  R a t e  h o w  t r u e  is th e  s t a t e m e n t  N O W :

D e f i n i t e l y  E x t r e m e l y
N O T  T R U E  1 2 3 4  5 6 7 T R U E

F o r  C o l u m n  ( B ) :  R a t e  th e  d e s i r a b i l i t y  o f  the  c o n d i t io n  d e s c r i b e d :

I t  w o u ld  be  e x t r e m e l y  I t  w o u ld  be  e x t r e m e l y
U N D E S I R A B L E  i f  t h i s  D E S I R A B L E  i f  th e
s t a t e m e n t  w e r e  t r u e  1 2 3 4  5 6 7 s t a t e m e n t  w e r e  t r u e

C D  4 -  C o l .  1 = B

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c

1. I n f o r m a t i o n  is  a v a i l a b l e  as n e e d e d

2. A f t e r  a r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  u p w a r d  h as  b e e n  
m a d e ,  I  m i g h t  as  w e l l  a s  s t o p  w o r r y i n g  
a b o u t  i t  b e c a u s e  i t  is l i k e l y  to  be a long  
t i m e  b e f o r e  a d e c i s i o n  is  m a d e  on i t

3 .  I f  I m a k e  one s e r i o u s  m i s t a k e  m y  o p p o r ­
t u n i t i e s  f o r  f u t u r e  p r o m o t i o n  w o u ld  be  
s e r i o u s l y  j e o p a r d i z e d

4 .  C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  a r e  a c c u r a t e

5. M y  d u t i e s ,  a u t h o r i t y ,  and  a c c o u n t a b i l i t y  
a r e  d o c u m e n t e d  in  p o l i c i e s ,  p r o c e d u r e s ,  
o r  j o b  d e s c r i p t i o n s

6. P e o p l e  a t  m y  l e v e l  a r e  " k e p t  in  the  k n o w "  
a b o u t  c o m p a n y  a c t i v i t i e s

7. T o p  m a n a g e m e n t  is q u i c k  to  c r i t i c i z e  f o r  
p o o r  p e r f o r m a n c e  and  s e l d o m  f o r g e t s  a 
m i  s t a k e

( A )
T r u e -
F a l s e

R a t i n g

C o l .  # 

2 

4

8

10

12

14

( B )  
D e s i r  -  
a b i l i t y  
R a t i n g

C o l .  §

3 _____

5

9 

1 1

1 3

1 5
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8 .

9.

1 0 .

11 .

1 2 .

13.

14.

15.

16 .

17.

18.

19.

2 0 .

2 1 .

2 2 .

2 3 .

117

( A )  ( B )
T r u e -  D e s i r -

F a l s e  a b i l i t y
_____________________ C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s _______________________  R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  # C o l .  #

M a n a g e m e n t  " p u t s  o f f "  m a k i n g  i m p o r t a n t  16 17
dec  is  ions

T h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n  w o r k s  to  a w r i t t e n  l a w  18 19

T h e  c h a n n e l s  of  c o m m u n i c a t i o n  a r e  w e l l  20  21
u n d e r s t o o d

M i s t a k e s  a r e  c o n s i d e r e d  as  l e a r n i n g  e x p e r i e n c e s  22  23
and  s e l d o m  e n d a n g e r  o n e 's  l o n g - t e r m  c a r e e r  in  
t h e  c o m p a n y

T h o s e  a b o v e  m e  w o u ld  r a t h e r  s i t  t i g h t  th an  t a k e  24    25
a c h a n c e  on d o in g  s o m e t h i n g  w r o n g

P e r f o r m a n c e  a p p r a i s a l s  a r e  b a s e d  on w r i t t e n  2 6  27
p e r f o r m a n c e  s t a n d a r d s  o r  c r i t e r i a

I  m u s t  get  a p p r o v a l  f o r  c e r t a i n  d e c i s i o n s  w h i c h  28   2 9  ____
I  s h o u ld  be  a b l e  t o  m a k e  a l o n e

G r o u p  r u l e s  o r  g u i d e l i n e s  to  d i r e c t  e f f o r t s  a r e  30  31
v e r y  c l e a r

T o o  m a n y  p e o p le  h a v e  t o  be  c o n s u l t e d  b e f o r e  you  32 33
c a n  do a n y t h i n g  a r o u n d  h e r e

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  a r e  p r o m p t  and  t i m e l y  34  35

T o p  m a n a g e m e n t  d o e s  not  u n d e r s t a n d  o r  a p -  36  37
p r e d a t e  th e  u se  o f  q u a n t i t a t i v e  m e t h o d s  f o r  
p r o b l e m  s o l v i n g

D e c i s i o n s  a r e  m a d e  w i t h  a m i n i m u m  of d e l a y  38   39  ____

S t a n d a r d s  of  p e r f o r m a n c e  a n d  c o n t r o l  s y s t e m s  40    41 ____
h a v e  b e e n  e s t a b l i s h e d  in  w r i t i n g

Y o u  do  not  ge t  m u c h  s y m p a t h y  f r o m  h i g h e r - u p s  42    43  ____
in  t h is  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i f  you  m a k e  a m i s t a k e

1 s h o u ld  be a l l o w e d  t o  m a k e  s o m e  d e c i s i o n s  44    45
th a t  a r e  now b e in g  m a d e  a t  a h i g h e r  l e v e l

T h e  b e n e f i t s  at  t h is  c o m p a n y  a r e  good as c o m -  4 6    4 7  ____
p a r e d  w i t h  o t h e r  c o m p a n i e s
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24 .

25 .

2 6 .

2 7 .

2 8 .

2 9 .

30 .

31 .

32 .

33 .

34 .

35 .

36 .

37 .

118

( A )  ( B )
T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a l s e  a b i l i t y

____________________C h a r a c t e r i s t i c _s______________________ R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  # C o l .  #

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  d o w n w a r d  c o n s i s t  o f  d i r e c t i v e s  4 8  4 9
a n d  c o m m u n i c a t i o n s  u p w a r d  c o n s i s t  o f  a n s w e r s  
t o  q u e s t i o n s

A  g r e a t  d e a l  of p e r f e c t i o n  is  r e q u i r e d  of m e  in  50  51
m y  w o r k

W r i t t e n  p r o c e d u r e s  and  g u i d e s  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  52  53

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  a r e  c o m p l e t e  54  55

R u l e s  of  t h u m b  a n d  e d u c a t e d  g u e s s i n g  a r e  g i v e n  56 _____  57 ___
m o r e  c r e d e n c e  t h a n  a p p l i c a t i o n s  o f  the  s c i e n t i f i c  
m e t h o d s

I  h a v e  e n o u g h  a u t h o r i t y  to  h a n d le  e m e r g e n c y  58 _____  59
s i t u a t i o n s  a d e q u a t e l y

S c h e d u l e s ,  p r o g r a m s ,  o r  p r o j e c t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s  60  61
a r e  u s e d  to  g u id e  w o r k

C o m m u n i c a t i o n s  f l o w  b o th  up and d o w n  62 _____  63____ __

B y  and  l a r g e  r e g u l a t i o n s  in  the  c o m p a n y  a r e  64  65_____ __
t o o  l e n i e n t

I t  is  d i f f i c u l t  t o  g e t  p r o b l e m s  r e s o l v e d  b e c a u s e  66  _____  67  __
t h o s e  in  a u t h o r i t y  do not  r e s p o n d  to  o r  m a k e  
p r o m p t  d e c i s i o n s  on r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s

T h e r e  a r e  m a n y  d i v i s i v e  c l i q u e s  and  g r o u p s  in  68 ____  69  __
the  c o m p a n y

I  h a v e  e n o u g h  a u t h o r i t y  to  h a n d le  th e  p r o b l e m s  70 _____  71 __
t h a t  c o m e  up  in m y  g r o u p

A n a l y t i c  a p p r o a c h e s  a r e  e n c o u r a g e d  by to p  72 _____  73 __
m a n a g e m e n t

W r i t t e n  d o c u m e n t s  ( s u c h  as b u d g e t s ,  s c h e d u l e s ,  74_______  75____ __
p r o j e c t  s p e c i f i c a t i o n s ,  p r o c e d u r e s ,  o r  p r o g r a m  
p l a n s ,  j o b  d e s c r i p t i o n s ,  e t c . )  a r e  u s e d  as a n  i n ­
t e g r a l  p a r t  o f  jo b .

E N D  C A R D  4 C o l .  76 I D
77 -  I D
78 = I D

7 9 - 0  
8 0  = 4
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C D

3 8 .

3 9 .

4 0 .

4 1 .

4 2 .

4 3 .

4 4 .

4 5 .

4 6 .

4 7 .

4 8 .

4 9 .

5 0 .

5 1 .

5 2 .

5 3 .

5 C o l  1 = B 119
( A )  ( B )

T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a l s e  a b i l i t y

_____________________ C h a r a c t e r i s t i c _g______________________ R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  # C o l .  #

T o p  m a n a g e m e n t  e x p e c t s  s u p e r v i s o r s  t o  d e v e l o p  2 3
the  c a p a b i l i t i e s  of t h e i r  s u b o r d i n a t e s  a n d  t h e y  a r e  
r e w a r d e d  f o r  i t ,

I  r e c e i v e  a s s i g n m e n t s  f r o m  o u t s i d e  th e  c h a i n  of  4 5
c o m m a n d

M y  w o r k  g r o u p  r e c e i v e s  a  good d e a l  of  c o o p e r a -  6 7
t i o n  f r o m  o t h e r  g r o u p s

I  h a v e  to  p u t  in  long  h o u r s  to  c o m p l e t e  m y  w o r k  8 9

T h e r e  is  s o m e  q u e s t i o n  a b o u t  w h o  is  r e a l l y  r u n -  10 11
n in g  m y  g r o u p

E m p h a s i s  is p l a c e d  on i m p r o v i n g  p e r f o r m a n c e  by  12 13
c o a c h i n g  a n d  c o u n s e l i n g  s u b o r d i n a t e s

W o r k  is  c o m p l e t e d  o n l y  t o  f i n d  t h a t  i t  d o e s  not  f i t  14   15_____
w i t h  th e  r e q u i r e m e n t s  o f  t h e  o v e r a l l  t a s k  and  
t h e r e f o r e  m u s t  be r e d o n e

T h e r e  is c o n f l i c t  b e t w e e n  o b j e c t i v e s  t h a t  p e o p l e  16   17 ___
o r  g r o u p s  a r e  e x p e c t e d  t o  a c c o m p l i s h

M a n a g e r s  b y p a s s  l e v e l s  b e l o w  t h e m  in a s s i g n i n g  18   19 ___
w o r k

T h e r e  is i n c o n s i s t e n c y  o r  c o n t r a d i c t i o n  a m o n g  2 0  21
th e  g u i d e l i n e s  and  g r o u n d r u l e s

W o r k  p i l e s  up f a s t e r  t h a n  I  c a n  c o m p l e t e  i t  22    23  ___

S o m e o n e  in  a d d i t i o n  t o  m y  i m m e d i a t e  s u p e r v i s o r  24    25  ___
g i v e s  m e  d i r e c t  o r d e r s

T h e  c h a in  of c o m m a n d  is c l e a r  t o  e v e r y o n e  2 6  27

I n t e r r e l a t e d  j o b s  and  w o r k  a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  s e t  up  28    29  ___
so t h a t  w o r k  f l o w s  s m o o t h l y

F e e d b a c k  on how  t h in g s  a r e  g o in g  is  the r u l e  30  31
r a t h e r  t h a n  the  e x c e p t i o n

C h e c k p o i n t s  r e g a r d i n g  th e  p r o g r e s s  of w o r k  32   33 ___
a r e  c l e a r
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120 ( A )  ( B )
T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a l s e  a b i l i t y

________________  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  # C o l .  #
M y  i m m e d i a t e  s u p e r i o r  is the  o n ly  p e r s o n  w h o  3 4    35  ___
c a n  r e q u i r e  t h a t  I  r e v i s e  m y  p r i o r i t i e s

S u p e r v i s o r s  a r e  e x p e c t e d  to  i n s t r u c t  and  g u id e  36    3 7  ___
t h e i r  s u b o r d i n a t e s

S u p e r v i s o r s  a r e  r e w a r d e d  f o r  h e l p i n g  t h e i r  s u b -  38  39  ___
o r d i n a t e s  d e v e l o p  t h e i r  t a l e n t s  a n d  a b i l i t i e s

I  r e c e i v e  c o n f l i c t i n g  o r d e r s  f r o m  d i f f e r e n t  p e r s o n s  4 0  _____  41 ___

P e o p l  e k n o w  w h e n  t h e r e  is a t i e - u p  o r  a p r o b l e m  42    43____ ___

W h e n  in  t r o u b l e ,  m y  g r o u p  ge ts  s u p p o r t  a n d  a s -  4 4    45  ___
s i s t a n c e  f r o m  o t h e r  g r o u p s

M y  w o r k  g r o u p  r e s p o n d s  e f f e c t i v e l y  t o  c h a n g e s  4 6    47  ___

T a s k s  a r e  s lo w e d  d o w n  b e c a u s e  of c o n f l i c t i n g  48    4 9 ____ ___
o r d e r s  f r o m  a b o v e

T h e  c h a i n  o f  c o m m a n d  is  h a r d l y  e v e r  b y p a s s e d  50   51 ___
in  a s s i g n i n g  t a s k s

M e m b e r s  of m y  w o r k  g r o u p  a c c e p t  c h a n g e s  in  52    53  ___
d i r e c t i o n s  r e a d i l y

T h e r e  is  a l w a y s  t o o  m u c h  w o r k  and  to o  l i t t l e  54  _____ 55 ___
t i m e  o r  m a n p o w e r  to  a c c o m p l i s h  it

A s s i s t a n c e  is  a v a i l a b l e  in  k e e p i n g  t h i n g s  r u n -  56    57  ___
n in g  s m o o t h l y

T h e  t i m e  is  l o s t  in g e t t in g  a g r o u p  t o  w o r k  58   59 ___
e f f e c t i v e l y  a f t e r  a c h a n g e  in  p l a n s  o r  a  p r o j ­
e c t  c h a n g e  o c c u r s

O b j e c t i v e s  a r c  c l e a r l y  c o m m u n i c a t e d  and 6 0    61 ___
u n d e r  s tood

P e o p l e  g iv e  a s s i g n m e n t s  o r  d i r e c t i v e s  t h a t  62    63  ___
c o n f l i c t  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r

I  f r e q u e n t l y '  have  to o  l i t t l e  to  d o  and m u s t  go 64 65
f in d  j o b  a s s i g n m e n t s

F r e q u e n t  c h a n g e s  in  d i r e c t i o n s  o r  p r o j e c t s  66  67  ___
r e s u l t  in c o n f u s io n  and w a s t e d  t i m e  and e f f o r t
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121 ( A )  <B)
T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a t s e  a b i l i t y

_______________________ C h a r a c t e r i s t i c  s__________________________  R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  # C o l .  if

7 1 .  A s s i g n m e n t s  a r e  a d d e d  w i t h o u t  r e g a r d  t o  w o r k  68  69
a l r e a d y  in  p r o g r e s s

7 2 .  A  l o t  o f  t i m e  is  w a s t e d  i n  p r o v i d i n g  to p  m a n a g e -  7 0  71
m e n t  w i t h  i n f o r m a t i o n  on th e  s p u r  o f  th e  m o m e n t

7 3 .  P e o p l e  k n o w  w e l l  h o w  t h in g s  a r e  g o in g  as  jo b s  72 73
p r o g r e s s

7 4 .  O r d e r s  o r  a s s i g n m e n t s  c o n f l i c t  w i t h  e a c h  o t h e r  74  75

E N D  C A R D  5 C o l .  7 6  = I D  78 = I D  80 = 5
77  = I D  79  = 0

C D 6  C o l .  1 = B
7 5 .  M a n a g e m e n t  r e q u i r e s  a g r e a t  d e a l  of  d e t a i l e d  2 3

i n f o r m a t i o n  f r o m  p e o p l e  a t  m y  l e v e l

7 6 .  T o  s u c c e e d  i n  t h i s  c o m p a n y  i t  is  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  4 5
t o  be f r o m  t h e  r i g h t  s c h o o l  t h a n  t o  h a v e  good e x ­
p e r i e n c e  and  t o  p e r f o r m  w e l l  on y o u r  c u r r e n t  jo b

7 7 .  W h e n  s u g g e s t io n s  a r e  m a d e  t o  top  m a n a g e m e n t  6 7
t h e y  r e c e i v e  f a i r  e v a l u a t i o n

78 .  G o o d  i d e a s  do  n o t  g e t  c o m m u n i c a t e d  u p w a r d  b e -  8 9
c a u s e  to p  m a n a g e m e n t  is  n o t  v e r y  a p p r o a c h a b l e

7 9 .  I n f o r m a t i o n  is  w i t h h e l d  f r o m  m e  a n d  m y  w o r k  10   11
g r o u p ,  e v e n  th o u g h  i t  c o u ld  be m a d e  r e a d i l y
a v a i l a b l e

8 0 .  M a n a g e m e n t  e x p e c t s  m e  to be a b l e  t o  p r o v i d e  12 13
t h e m  w i t h  d e t a i l e d  i n f o r m a t i o n  on the  s p u r  of
th e  m o m e n t

8 1 .  G ood  i d e a s  ge t  s e r i o u s  c o n s i d e r a t i o n  f r o m  top 14   15____ __
m a n a g e m e n t

8 2 .  I n  o r d e r  t o  g e t  a jo b  done  i t  is  n e c e s s a r y  t o  m a k e  16 17 __
i t  a p p e a r  m o r e  u r g e n t  t h a n  it  r e a l l y  is

8 3 .  T o p  m a n a g e m e n t  t a k e s  a c t i o n  on r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  18 19
m a d e  f r o m  p e o p le  at  m y  l e v e l
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( A )  ( B )

T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a l s e  a b i l i t y

____________________C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ______________________  R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  tf CoU #

S u c c e s s  is  a m a t t e r  of  b e i n g  a t  t h e  r i g h t  p l a c e  a t  20  21
t h e  r i g h t  t i m e  r a t h e r  t h a n  b e i n g  a m a t t e r  of  good  
p e r f o r m a n c e  and  e x p e r i e n c e

W o r k  t i m e  is  lo s t  t h r o u g h  p o o r  s c h e d u l in g  a n d  22    23
p l a n n i n g

T h e  m i s s i o n  of w o r k  g r o u p s  is  c l e a r l y  d e f i n e d  2 4  25_______

I  a m  r e q u i r e d  t o  r e p o r t  d e t a i l e d  t e c h n i c a l  i n f o r -  26    27
m a t i o n  to  m y  s u p e r i o r s

T o  s u c c e e d  i t  is n e c e s s a r y  t o  ’ ’p l a y  p o l i t i c s "  a t  28  29
t h i s  c o m p a n y

1 a m  r e q u i r e d  t o  r e p o r t  d e t a i l e d  a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  30   31 ___
i n f o r m a t i o n  t o  m y  s u p e r v i s o r s

M y  s u p e r i o r s  a g r e e  on h o w  th e  m i s s i o n  of  m y  w o r k  32 33____ ___
g r o u p  s h o u ld  be i n t e r p r e t e d

J o b s  a r e  p l a n n e d  b e f o r e  t h e y  a r e  s t a r t e d  34 35 ___

I m p o r t a n t  d e t a i l s  h a v e  not  b e e n  c o n s i d e r e d  w h e n  36    37
p l a n n i n g  jo b s

M a n a g e m e n t  has  o v e r l o o k e d  c o m p e t e n t  p e o p le  w h e n  38   39  ___
f i l l i n g  p o s i t i o n s  and  h a s  b r o u g h t  in  le s s  c o m p e t e n t  
o n e s  f r o m  th e  o u t s i d e

W h e n  j o b s  a r e  a s s i g n e d ,  p l a n s  h a v e  b e e n  m a d e  t o  4 0    41
h a  ve a l l  the  n e c e s s a r y  m a t e r i a l s  on han d

I  h a v e  t o  k e e p  a w a r e  of d e t a i l s  b e c a u s e  s u p e r i o r s  42    43 ___
e x p e c t  m e  t o  a n s w e r  d e t a i l e d  q u e s t i o n s

T h e r e  a r e  t i m e s  w h e n  m y  s u p e r v i s o r s  e x p e c t  m e  to  44    45  ___
m a k e  j o b  p r o g r e s s  a p p e a r  f u r t h e r  a d v a n c e d  t h a n  i t  
r e a l l y  is

C a r e e r  s u c c e s s  is b a s e d  p r i m a r i l y  on j o b  p e r f o r -  4 6  47
m a n c e  r a t h e r  t h a n  c o n t a c t s  o r  o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  
p o l i t  i c s
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( A )  ( B )
T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a l s e  a b i l i t y

   __________  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  ______________ R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  # C o l .  #

T o p  m a n a g e m e n t  is  i n t e r e s t e d  in  id e a s  and  s u g -  48    49
g e s t i o n s  f r o m  p e o p le  a t  m y  l e v e l  in  the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n

P r o m o t i o n s  a r e  b a s e d  on a b i l i t y  r a t h e r  t h a n  p e r -  5 0  51
s o n a l i t y  o r  o t h e r  f a c t o r s  n o t  r e l a t e d  to  j o b
p e r f o r m a n c e

I m p o r t a n t  f a c t o r s  a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  o v e r l o o k e d  w h e n  52  53
p l a n s  a r e  m a d e

M a n a g e m e n t  f i l l s  j o b s  w i t h  o u t s i d e r s  w h e n  t h e r e  54  55 ____
a r e  c o m p e t e n t  p e o p le  a t  the  c o m p a n y  f o r  w h o m  
t h e s e  j o b s  w o u l d  be a p r o m o t i o n

M a n a g e m e n t  has  o v e r l o o k e d  c o m p e t e n t  p e o p le  56 57
w h e n  f i l l i n g  p o s i t io n s  and  h a s  s e l e c t e d  l e s s  
c o m p e t e n t  ones  f o r  p r o m o t i o n

D e s p i t e  the  c o m p a n y ' s  e m p h a s i s  on e q u a l i t y ,  58   59  ____
s o c i a l  c o n t a c t s  a m o n g  s t a f f  m e m b e r s  of d i f f e r ­
ent  r a n k  a r e  not  f r e q u e n t

I n f o r m a t i o n  is  d e a l t  w i t h  s e c r e t i v e l y  60    61

O n e  w a y  t o  m a k e  s u r e  t h a t  y o u  h a v e  jo b  s e c u r i t y  62    63  ____
h e r e  is  to  be  w e l l  l i k e d

T h e  p h i l o s o p h y  of o u r  m a n a g e m e n t  is t h a t  in  the  64   65 ____
lo n g  r u n  w e  ge t  a h e a d  f a s t e s t  b y  p l a y i n g  i t  s lo w ,  
s a f e ,  and s u r e

I f  a p r o j e c t  ( o r  t a s k )  is  g o in g  b a d l y  i t w o u ld  be 66    67  ____
b e t t e r  t o  k e e p  i t  q u i e t

T h e  b e s t  w a y  to  m a k e  a good i m p r e s s i o n  a r o u n d  68   69  ____
h e r e  is  to  s t e e r  c l e a r  o f  o p e n  a r g u m e n t s  and  
d i s a g r e e m e n t s

P e o p l e  in  t h is  o r g a n i z a t i o n  do not r e a l t y  t r u s t  70    71 ____
e a c h  o t h e r  e n o u g h

I  f e e l  f r e e  t o  m a k e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  t o  top  72   73 ____
m a n a g e m e n t  to c h a n g e  e x i s t i n g  p r a c t i c e s
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( A )  ( B )
T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a l s e  a b i l i t y

___________________C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s _________________________  R a t i n g  R a t i n g

C o l .  # C o l .  #

M e m b e r s  of  m y  w o r k  g r o u p  a r e  f r e q u e n t l y  in 74  75
c o n f l i c t  w i t h  one a n o t h e r

C A R D  6 C o l .  76  = I D  78 = I D  80  = 6
77 = I D  79 = 0

C o l  1 = B

W e  h a v e  a  p r o m o t i o n  s y s t e m  h e r e  t h a t  h e l p s  th e  2 3
b e s t  m a n  to  r i s e  to  the  top

I n  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  the  r e w a r d s  a n d  e n c o u r a g e -  4______  5 ___
m e n t s  y o u  u s u a l l y  g e t  o u t w e i g h  the  t h r e a t s  and  
th e  c r i t i c i s m s

O u r  b u s i n e s s  h as  b e e n  b u i l t  up by  t a k i n g  c a l c u -  6 7
l a t e d  r i s k s  a t  the  r i g h t  t i m e s

D e c i s i o n  m a k i n g  in  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  is t o o  8 9
c a u t i o u s  f o r  m a x i m u m  e f f e c t i v e n e s s

I t  w o u l d  s e e m  t h a t  w e  n e e d  m o r e  s u p e r v i s i o n  10______  11 ___
of  e m p l o y e e  b e h a v i o r

I n  t h is  o r g a n i z a t i o n  p e o p le  a r e  r e w a r d e d  in  p r o -  12   13 ___
p o r t i o n  to  the  e x c e l l e n c e  o f  t h e i r  j o b  p e r f o r m a n c e

O u r  m a n a g e m e n t  is w i l l i n g  t o  t a k e  a c h a n c e  on a 14   15 ___
good id e a

T h e  a t t i t u d e  of  o u r  m a n a g e m e n t  is t h a t  c o n f l i c t  16   17 __ _
b e t w e e n  c o m p e t i n g  u n i t s  and  i n d i v i d u a l s  c a n  be  
v e r y  h e a l t h y

T h e r e  is  a g r e a t  d e a l  o f  c r i t i c i s m  in  t h i s  18 19___ ___
o r g a n i z a t i o n

Y o u  h a v e  to  t a k e  s o m e  p r e t t y  b ig  r i s k s  oc -  2 0    21 ___
c a s i o n a l l y  to  k e e p  a h e a d  o f  t h e  c o m p e t i t i o n  in  
the  b u s i n e s s  w e  a r e  in

W e  a r e  e n c o u r a g e d  to  s p e a k  o u r  m i n d s ,  e v e n  i f  22    23 ___
i t  m e a n s  d i s a g r e e i n g  w i t h  o u r  s u p e r i o r s

T h e r e  is  no t  e n o u g h  r e w a r d  and  r e c o g n i t i o n  g i v e n  24   2 5  ___
in  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  f o r  d o in g  good w o r k
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124 .
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126 .

( A )  ( B )
T r u e -  D e s i r -
F a l s e  a b i l i t y

__________________ C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ______________________  R a t i n p  R a t i n g

C o l .  H C o l .  #

I n  m a n a g e m e n t  m e e t i n g s  th e  g o a l  is  to  a r r i v e  26  27
a t  a  d e c i s i o n  as  s m o o t h l y  a n d  q u i c k l y  as
p o s s i b l e

I f  y o u  m a k e  a m i s t a k e  in  t h i s  o r g a n i z a t i o n  you  28    29
w i l l  b e  p u n i s h e d

O ne  i m p o r t a n t  w a y  in  w h i c h  p e o p le  a r e  " k e p t  in  30  31
l i n e "  a r o u n d  h e r e  is  t h r o u g h  g o s s ip
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1. T o  w h a t  e x t e a t  a r e  y o u  a b l e  t o  a c t  
i n d e p e n d e n t l y  o f  y o u r  s u p e r i o r  in  
p e r f o r m i n g  y o u r  j o b ?

2 .  H o w  m u c h  a r e  you  r e q u i r e d  t o  d e p e n d  
on y o u r  s u p e r i o r  f o r  the  n o n f i n a n c i a l  
r e s o u r c e s  ( i n f o r m a t i o n ,  s u p p l i e s ,  
e t c .  ) n e c e s s a r y  f o r  th e  p e r f o r m a n c e  
of  y o u r  jo b ?

3 .  H o w  m u c h  m u s t  y o u  r e l y  on d i r e c t i o n s  
f r o m  o t h e r s  in  p e r f o r m i n g  r o u t i n e  
t a s k s ?

4 .  H o w  o f te n  a r e  you  g i v e n  a s s i g n m e n t s  
r e q u i r i n g  y o u  t o  s e a r c h  f o r  a s o l u ­
t i o n  w i t h o u t  d i r e c t i o n s  f r o m  y o u r  
s u p e r i o r  ?

5. H o w  m u c h  do y o u r  jo b  a c c o m p l i s h ­
m e n t s  d e p e n d  upo n  y o u r  a b i l i t y  to  
g a i n  t h e  c o o p e r a t i o n  o f  o t h e r s ?

6 .  H o w  o f t e n  m u s t  y o u  r e l y  on d i r e c t i o n s  
f r o m  o t h e r s  in p e r f o r m i n g  n o n r o u t i n e  
ta  s ks  ?

7. H o w  m u c h  d o e s  y o u r  j o b  s a t i s f a c t i o n  
d e p e n d  upon y o u r  i m m e d i a t e  
supc r  i o r  ?

Col. #32

  H a r d l y  e v e r
S e l d o m

  O c c a s i o n a l l y
F r e q u e n t l y  
A l m o s t  a l w a y s

A l m o s t  a l w a y s  
V e r y  o f t e n

 Q u i t e  a b i t
S o m e  
N o t  a t  a l l

A l m o s t  a l w a y s  
V e r y  o f te n

 Q u i t e  a b i t
 S o m e

V e r y  l i t t l e

R a r e l y
S o m e

  O f t e n
V e r y  o f t e n  
A l m o s t  a l w a y s

A l m o s t  c o m p l e t e l y  
V e r y  m u c h  
Q u i t e  a b i t  
S o m e
V e r y  l i t t l e

A l m o s t  a l w a y s  
V e r y  o f te n  
O f t e n
S o m e t i m e  s 
R a r e l y

A l m o s t  c o m p l e t e l y  
V e r y  m u c h  
Q u i t e  a b i t  
S o m e
V e r y  l i t t l e
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8 .  H o w  o f t e n  is  i t  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  you  to  
s e e k  i n s t r u c t i o n s  f r o m  o t h e r s  p r i o r  
to  b e g in n i n g  n e w  a s s i g n m e n t s ?

9- H o w  m u c h  does  y o u r  a b i l i t y  to  g e t  
i n c r e a s e s  in  p a y  d e p e n d  u p o n  y o u r  
b o s s ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  y o u r  w o r k ?

10 .  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  a r e  y o u r  c h a n c e s  f o r  
p r o m o t i o n  d e t e r m i n e d  by y o u r  s u p e r  
i o r ' s  e v a l u a t i o n  o f  y o u r  w o r k ?

1 1. H o w  m u c h  t i m e  do you  h a v e  o n  y o u r  
j o b  to  p e r f o r m  y o u r  r e g u l a r l y  a s ­
s i g n e d  f u n c t i o n s  r a t h e r  t h a n  th o s e  
s p e c i a l l y  a s s i g n e d  by y o u r  
s u p e r  i o r  s ?

12.  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  a r e  y o u  a b le  t o  s c h e d  
u le  and  p l a n  y o u r  t a s k  r e q u i r e m e n t s  
i n d e p e n d e n t l y  of  o t h e r s  in  the  
o r g a n i z a t i o n ?

13.  I n  y o u r  e f f o r t  t o  g e t  a h e a d  on y o u r  
j o b ,  t o  w h a t  e x t e n t  do y o u  a c t  as  an  
i n n o v a t o r  ?

14.  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  do th e  r e s o u r c e s  
{ p e r  s o n n e l ,  b u d g e t ,  e t c .  ) you  
r e c e i v e  d e p e n d  upo n  y o u r  
s u p e r  i o r s ?

Col.  #39

 A l m o s t  a l w a y s
V e r y  o f te n

 O f t e n
O c c a s  i o n a l l y  
R a r e l y

A l m o s t  c o m p l e t e l y
  V e r y  m u c h
  Q u i t e  a b i t

S o m e
V e r y  l i t t l e

V e r y  l i t t l e  
S o m e

 Q u i t e  a b i t
V e r y  m u c h  
A l m o s t  c o m p l e t e l y

V e r y  l i t t l e
  L i t t l e

S o m e
  Q u i t e  a b i t

V e r y  m u c h

H a r d l y  e v e r  
Se Id o m  
O c c a s  i o n a l l y  
F r e q u e n t l y  
A l m o s t  a l w a y s

H a r d l y  e v e r  
Se l d o m  
O c c a s i o n a l  ly  
F r e q u e n t l y  
A l m o s t  a l w a y s

C o l .  # 4 5

V e r y  l a r g e
L a r g e
S o m e

  S l i g h t
A l m o s t  none
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15.  W h a t  is the  a v e r a g e  t i m e  i t  t a k e s  
f o r  you  to c o m p l e t e  a t y p i c a l  
a s s i g n m e n t ?

16. H o w  o f te n  a r e  you  r e q u i r e d  to p e r f o r m  
t a s k s  w h ic h  p r e v i o u s l y  had not  b e e n  
p a r t  of  y o u r  jo b  r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ?

17. H o w  o f te n  do you  see  p r o j e c t s  t h r o u g h  
to  c o m p l e t i o n ?

18.  T o  w h a t  e x t e n t  a r e  you  ab le  to  a l ­
lo c a te  a p o r t i o n  of  y o u r  t i m e  to  
t a s k s  r e l a t e d  to  c o r p o r a t e  o b j e c ­
t i v e s  but  not s p e c i f i c a l l y  a s s ig n e d  
to  you?

19.  H o w  r e p e t i t i o u s  a r e  y o u r  d u t ie s ?

2 0 .  H o w  s i m i l a r  a r e  the  t a s k s  you  
p e r f o r m  in a t y p i c a l  w o r k  day ?

2 1 .  T o  w h a t  e x te n t  is the m a j o r  p r o ­
p o r t i o n  of y o u r  t a s k s  r e p e t i t i v e

C o l ,  # 4 6
 O n e  d a y  o r  l ess

B e t w e e n  1 and 3 da y s
  B e t w e e n  3 da y s  and  1 w e e k

B e t w e e n  1 and 2 w e e k s  
L o n g e r  th a n  2 w e e k s

V e r y  o f te n
 O f t e n

S o m e t i m e s
  S e l d o m
 R a r e l y

  R a r e l y
S e l d o m

 S o m e t i m e s
 O f t e n

V e r y  o f ten

V e r y  l a r g e  
L a r g e  
S o m e t i m e s  
L i t t l e
A l m o s t  n e v e r

V e r y  l i t t l e  
S o m e

 Q u i t e  a b i t
V e r y  m u c h  
A l m o s t  c o m p l e t e l y

 A l m o s t  a l l  the s a m e
Q u i t e  a f e w  the  s a m e  
O n ly  a f e w  the s a m e  
V e r y  f e w  the  s a m e  
A l m o s t  a l l  d i f f e r e n t

C o l .  # 5 2

V e r y  m u c h  
Q u i t e  a bi t  
S o m e  
L i t t l e  
V e r y  l i t t l e
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W h e n  you e v a lu a t e  y o u r  own i d e a s ,  the  ones  you  th o u g h t  up ,  h o w  m u c h  i m p o r ­
ta n c e  do you  u s u a l l y  g iv e  the  f o l l o w i n g  c o n s i d e r a t i o n s  in  d e c id i n g  w h e t h e r  o r  not  
the  id e a  is a good one? ( I f  y o u r  jo b  does not u s u a l l y  in v o lv e  o r i g i n a t i n g  id e a s ,
a n s w e r  th e  i t e m s  b e l o w  in  t e r m s  of th e  a m o u n t  of i m p o r t a n c e  y o u  g iv e  t h e m
w h e n  you  e v a lu a t e  o t h e r  p e o p l e 's  id e a s .  )

P l e a s e  i n d ic a t e  the  i m p o r t a n c e  o r  u n i m p o r t a n c e  as f o l l o w s :

5 -  O f  u t m o s t  i m p o r t a n c e ;  a l w a y s  c o n s i d e r e d  

4 -  U s u a l l y  i m p o r t a n t ,  o f te n  c o n s i d e r e d  

3 -  O c c a s i o n a l l y  i m p o r t a n t ,  s o m e t i m e s  c o n s i d e r e d  

2 -  R a t h e r  u n i m p o r t a n t ,  r a r e l y  c o n s i d e r e d  

1 -  N o t  i m p o r t a n t  a t  a l l ,  n e v e r  c o n s i d e r e d

C o l .  # 5 3

1. I n t e r e s t  and a p p r o v a l  of c o l l e a g u e s  and c o - w o r k e r s

2 .  I m p r o v e  r e p u t a t i o n  of  c o m p a n y  in  e y e s  of m y  p r o f e s s i o n

3. I n t r i n s i c  i n t e r e s t  I  h a v e  in s p e c i a l  t e c h n i c a l  f i e l d

4 .  O p p o r t u n i t y  to  do good w o r k

5. T h e o r e t i c a l  r e l e v a n c e  of e x i s t i n g  k n o w le d g e

6. P o t e n t i a l  net p r o f i t

7.  P r e f e r e n c e s  of m y  m a n a g e r  o r  s u p e r i o r s

8. E n h a n c e  m y  r e p u t a t i o n  in a s p e i c a l  t e c h n i c a l  f i e l d

9. C h a l l e n g e  p r e s e n t e d  to  m e  by  the idea__________________________________________

10. A m o u n t  of r i s k  in v o lv e d  _____

11. I n c r e a s e  m y  c h a n c e s  f o r  a p r o m o t i o n  _____

12. N e w  b r e a k t h r o u g h  in t h e o r y ,  c o n c e p t s ,  o r  m e t h o d s  _____

13. I m p r o v e  o r  m a i n t a i n  c o m p a n y  s ta tus  in the eye s  of i ts  c u s t o m e r s  _____

14. C o u ld  w r i t e  an a r t i c l e  on it f o r  a t e c h n i c a l  o r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  j o u r n a l  _____

15. E n j o y m e n t  I  w o u ld  ha v e  in w o r k i n g  on the idea _____

16. F i t s  in to  c o m p a n y  p r o d u c t  l ine  _____

17. L e n g t h  of t i m e  the p r o j e c t  w i l l  t a k e  _____

18. P r o t e c t i n g  e x i s t i n g  m a r k e t s  _____
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C o l .  #71

19.  O r i g i n a l i t y  ( is i t  c r e a t i v e ? )

2 0 .  S a l a b i l i t y  to  o t h e r  a r e a s  o f  the  c o m p a n y

2 1 .  W i l l  h e l p  a c h i e v e  c o m p a n y ' s  g o a l

C o l .  # 7 4

2 2 .  I m p r o v e  i m a g e  o f  the  d i v i s i o n  in  th e  c o m p a n y

E N D  C A R D  7 76  -  I D  79  = 0
77  = I D  8 0  = 7
78  = I D

L E A D E R  B E H A V I O R  D E S C R I P T I O N  Q U E S T I O N N A I R E

P U R P O S E  O F  T H E  
Q U E S T I O N N A I R E

O n  the  f o l l o w i n g  p ag e  is a l i s t  of i t e m s  t h a t  m a y  be u s e d  to  d e s c r i b e  th e  b e ­
h a v i o r  o f  y o u r  s u p e r v i s o r .  E a c h  i t e m  d e s c r i b e s  a s p e c i f i c  k in d  o f  b e h a v i o r ,
b u t  d o e s  not a s k  y o u  t o  j u d g e  w h e t h e r  t h e  b e h a v i o r  is  d e s i r a b l e  o r  u n d e s i r a b l e .  
A l t h o u g h  s o m e  i t e m s  m a y  a p p e a r  s i m i l a r ,  t h e y  e x p r e s s  d i f f e r e n c e s  t h a t  a r e  
i m p o r t a n t  in  th e  d e s c r i p t i o n  o f  l e a d e r s h i p .  E a c h  i t e m  s h o u ld  be  c o n s i d e r e d  as  
a s e p a r a t e  d e s c r i p t i o n .  T h i s  is  not a t e s t  of  a b i l i t y  o r  c o n s i s t e n c y  in  m a k i n g  
a n s w e r s .  I t s  o n ly  p u r p o s e  is  t o  m a k e  it  p o s s i b l e  f o r  you  to d e s c r i b e ,  as  a c ­
c u r a t e l y  as  y o u  c a n ,  the  b e h a v i o r  of y o u r  s u p e r v i s o r .

N o t e :  T h e  t e r m ,  " g r o u p ,  " as  e m p l o y e d  in  the  f o l l o w i n g  i t e m s ,  r e f e r s  to  a
d e p a r t m e n t ,  d i v i s i o n ,  o r  o t h e r  u n i t  of o r g a n i z a t i o n  t h a t  is  s u p e r v i s e d  by th e  
p e r s o n  b e in g  d e s c r i b e d .

T h e  t e r m  " m e m b e r s ,  " r e f e r s  to a l l  th e  p e o p le  in the  u n i t  of o r g a n i z a t i o n  
t h a t  is  s u p e r v i s e d  by the p e r s o n  b e i n g  d e s c r i b e d .
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D r a w  a c i r c l e  a r o u n d  one o f  t h e  f i v e  n u m b e r s  ((1 2 3 4 5 )  f o l l o w i n g  e a c h  i t e m  
t o  s h o w  th e  a n s w e r  yo u  h a v e  s e l e c t e d :

1 -  A l w a y s
2 -  O f t e n
3 = O c c a s i o n a l l y
4 = S e l d o m
5 = N e v e r

C D  8 C o l  1 = B

C o l .  #

1. H e  l e ts  g r o u p  m e m b e r s  k n o w  w h a t  is e x p e c t e d  o f  t h e m  2 1 2 3 4  5

2 .  H e  is f r i e n d l y  and  a p p r o a c h a b l e  3 1 2 3 4  5

3 . H e  e n c o u r a g e s  the  u s e  of u n i f o r m  p r o c e d u r e s  4 1 2 3 4  5

4 .  H e  d o e s  l i t t l e  t h in g s  t o  m a k e  it  p l e a s a n t  t o  be a m e m b e r  ^ 1 2 3 4  5
o f  th e  g r o u p

5 .  H e  t r i e s  ou t  h is  id e a s  in  the  g r o u p  6 1 2 3 4  5

6. H e  puts  s u g g e s t io n s  m a d e  b y  th e  g r o u p  in to  o p e r a t i o n s  7 1 2 3 4 5

7. H e  m a k e s  h is  a t t i t u d e s  c l e a r  to  t h e  g r o u p  8 1 2 3 4  5

8 .  H e  t r e a t s  a l l  g r o u p  m e m b e r s  as  h is  e q u a l s  9 1 2 3 4  5

9. H e  d e c i d e s  w h a t  s h a l l  b e  d o n e  a n d  h o w  it  s h a l l  be done  10 1 2 3 4  5

10 .  H e  g i v e s  a d v a n c e  n o t i c e  of c h a n g e s  11 1 2 3 4 5

11.  H e  a s s i g n s  g r o u p  m e m b e r s  to  p a r t i c u l a r  t a s k s  12 1 2 3 4  5

12 .  H e  k e e p s  t o  h i m s e l f  13 1 2 3 4  5

13. H e  m a k e s  s u r e  t h a t  h is  p a r t  in  th e  g r o u p  is  u n d e r s t o o d  14 1 2 3 4  5
b y  the  g r o u p  m e m b e r s

14.  H e  lo o ks  out  f o r  the  p e r s o n a l  w e l f a r e  of g r o u p  m e m b e r s  15 1 2 3 4 5

15. H e  s c h e d u l e s  th e  w o r k  t o  be  dono 16 1 2 3 4 5

16. H e  is w i l l i n g  to  m a k e  c h a n g e s  17 1 2 3 4 5

17.  H e  m a i n t a i n s  d e f i n i t e  s t a n d a r d s  of p e r f o r m a n c e  18 1 2 3 4 5

18. H e  r e f u s e s  t o  e x p l a i n  his  a c t i o n s  19 1 2 3 4 5

19. H e  a s k s  t h a t  g r o u p  m e m b e r s  f o l l o w  s t a n d a r d  r u l e s  and 20  1 2 3 4 5
r  e g u la t  io n s

2 0 .  H e  a c t s  w i t h o u t  c o n s u l t i n g  the  g r o u p  2 1 1 2 3 4 5

E N D  C A R D  8 76 - I D .  77 * I D .  78 I D ,  79  ̂ 0, 8(1 = 8
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A T T I T U D E  Q U E S T I O N S

D i f f e r e n c e s  in  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r s o n a l i t i e s  a n d  p e r s o n a l  v a l u e s  o f t e n  a f f e c t  th e  
w a y s  p e o p le  see  t h e  w o r k  s i t u a t i o n  a n d  r e s p o n d  to  d i f f e r e n t  m a n a g e m e n t  p r a c ­
t i c e s .  T h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  a s k e d  so t h a t  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  c a n  be  
s t u d i e d .  B y  s t u d y i n g  how  t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  a f f e c t  i n d i v i d u a l  p e r c e p t i o n s  w e  h o p e  
t o  l e a r n  h o w  w o r k  c a n  be m a d e  m o r e  s a t i s f y i n g  a n d  r e w a r d i n g .

T h i s  l a s t  s e c t i o n  of th e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w i l l  t a k e  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  15 m i n u t e s .
I f  you  f e e l  t h a t  y o u  w o u ld  r a t h e r  no t  a n s w e r  th e  q u e s t i o n s  p l e a s e  f e e l  f r e e  to  
o m i t  a n y  a n s w e r s .

Y o u r  c o o p e r a t i o n  i n  c o m p l e t i n g  t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  th e  q u e s t i o n n a i r e  w i l l  h e l p  us  
c o n t r i b u t e  t o  a b e t t e r  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  of e m p l o y e e  s a t i s f a c t i o n  an d  a d j u s t m e n t .

I n d i c a t e  y o u r  a g r e e m e n t  o r  d i s a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  th e  f o l l o w i n g  s t a t e m e n t s :

4  -  S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  

3 -  A g r e e  

2 -  D i s a g r e e  

1 -  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e

C D  9 C o l  1 = B
C o l .  #

1. T h e  m a j o r  s a t i s f a c t i o n  in  m y  l i f e  c o m e s  f r o m  m y  62  
j o b

2. T h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  t h i n g s  t h a t  h a p p e n  to  m e  i n v o l v e  63
m y  w o r k

3.  I  a m  r e a l l y  a  p e r f e c t i o n i s t  a b o u t  m y  w o r k  , 6 4

4 .  I  l i v e ,  e a t ,  and  b r e a t h e  m y  j o b  65

5. I  a m  v e r y  m u c h  i n v o l v e d  p e r s o n a l l y  in m y  w o r k  66

6. M  o s t  t h in g s  in l i f e  a r e  m o r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h a n  w o r k  67

7.  I e n jo y  w o r k  as  m u c h  as p l a y

8.  I  se t  d i f f i c u l t  g o a ls  f o r  m y s e l f  w h i c h  I a t t e m p t  to  r e a c h  68
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1. H o w  i m p o r t a n t  is  it f o r  you  to  f e e l  t h a t  
yo u  c a n  r u n  y o u r  l i f e  w i t h o u t  d e p e n d in g  
upon p e o p le  w h o  a r e  o l d e r  and  m o r e  e x ­
p e r i e n c e d  t h a n  you?  ( C h e c k  o n e )

2 . H o w  o f t e n  do y o u  f in d  t h a t  y o u  can  c a r r y  
out o t h e r  p e o p l e 's  s u g g e s t io n s  w i t h o u t  
c h a n g i n g  t h e m  a n y ?  ( C h e c k  o n e )

3 .  H o w  m u c h  h u m i l i t y  do y o u  t h i n k  you  s h o u ld  
s h o w  to  t h o s e  w h o m  y o u  r e s p e c t  and  
a d m i r e ?  ( C h e c k  one )

C o l .  # 

69

70

71

4 .  H o w  m u c h  d o  you  u s u a l l y  w a n t  the  p e r s o n  w h o  
is in  c h a r g e  of  a g r o u p  you  a r e  in  to  t e l l  you  
w h a t  to  do?  ( C h e c k  o ne )

5.  H o w  h a r d  do y o u  f in d  it  to  d i s a g r e e  w i t h  72
o t h e r s  e v e n  in y o u r  ow n t h i n k i n g ?
( C h e c k  o n e )

6. H o w  m u c h  do y o u  d i s l i k e  b e i n g  t o ld  to  do 73
s o m e t h i n g  by  a s u p e r i o r  t h a t  is  c o n t r a r y  
to  y o u r  o w n  w i s h e s ?  ( C h e c k  one )

7. H o w  o f t e n  do y o u  b a s e  y o u r  o w n  a c t i o n s  on 74  
y o u r  o w n  j u d g m e n t s  and  e v a l u a t i o n s ?
( C h e c k  o n e )

E N D  C A R D  9

76
77
78
79

I D
I D
I D
0

N o t  a t  a l l  
S l i g h t l y  
S o m e w h a t  
V e r y
E x t r e m e l y

R a r e l y  
S o m e t i m e  s 
O f t e n
V e r y  o f te n  
A l m o s t  a l w a y s

N o n e  
A  l i t t l e  
S o m e
Q u i t e  a b i t  
V e r y  m u c h

N o t  a t  a l l  
A  l i t t l e  
S o m e
Q u i t e  a b i t  
V e r y  m u c h

N o t  a t  a l l  
" S l i g h t l y  

S o m e w h a t  
Q u i t e  
V e r y

N o t  a t  a l l  
A  l i t t l e
S o m e
Q u i t e  a b i t  
V e r y  m u c h

R a r  e ly  
S o m e t i m e  s 
O f t e n
V e r y  o f te n  
A l m o s t  a tw a y s

80  = 9
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L i s t e d  b e l o w  a r e  a n u m b e r  o f  s t a t e m e n t s  c o n c e r n i n g  p e r s o n a l  a t t i t u d e s  and  
t r a i t s .  R e a d  e a c h  i t e m  a n d  d e c i d e  w h e t h e r  th e  s t a t e m e n t  is t r u e  o r  f a l s e  as  i t  
p e r t a i n s  t o  y o u  p e r s o n a l l y .

C D  10 C o l  1 = B

C o l .  # T r u e  F a l s e

B e f o r e  v o t in g  I  t h o r o u g h l y  i n v e s t i g a t e  th e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n s  2
of  a l l  t h e  c a n d i d a t e s

I  n e v e r  h e s i t a t e  to  go out  o f  m y  w a y  to  h e l p  s o m e o n e  in  3
t r o u b l e

I t  is  s o m e t i m e s  h a r d  f o r  m e  to  go on w i t h  m y  w o r k  i f  I  4
a m  not  e n c o u r a g e d

I  h a v e  n e v e r  i n t e n s e l y  d i s l i k e d  a n y o n e  5

O n  o c c a s i o n  I  h a v e  h a d  d o u b ts  a b o u t  m y  a b i l i t y  t o  s u c c e e d  6
i n  l i f e

I  s o m e t i m e s  f e e l  r e s e n t f u l  w h e n  I  d o  no t  g e t  m y  w a y  7

I  a m  a l w a y s  c a r e f u l  a b o u t  m y  m a n n e r  o f  d r e s s  8

M y  t a b l e  m a n n e r s  a t  h o m e  a r e  as  good as w h e n  I  e a t  9
o u t  in  a r e s t a u r a n t

I f  I  c o u ld  g e t  i n to  a m o v i e  w i t h o u t  p a y i n g  and be s u r e  10
I  w a s  not  s e e n  I w o u ld  p r o b a b l y  do i t

O n  a f e w  o c c a s i o n s ,  I  h a v e  g i v e n  up d o in g  s o m e t h i n g  1 1
b e c a u s e  I  t h o u g h t  too  l i t t l e  o f  m y  a b i l i t y

I  l i k e  to  g o s s i p  at  t i m e s  12

T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  t i m e s  w h e n  I  f e l t  l i k e  r e b e l l i n g  a g a i n s t  13
p e o p l e  in  a u t h o r i t y  e v e n  th o u g h  I  k n e w  t h e y  w e r e  r i g h t

N o  m a t t e r  w h o  I  a m  t a l k i n g  to,  I  a m  a l w a y s  a good 14
l i s t e n e r

I  c a n  r e m e m b e r  ’ ’p l a y i n g  s i c k "  to  g e t  out  of s o m e t h i n g  15

T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  o c c a s i o n s  w h e n  I t o o k  a d v a n t a g e  of 16
s o m e  one

I a m  a l w a y s  w i l l i n g  to  a d m i t  w h e n  I  m a k e  a m i s t a k e  17
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C o l .  # T r u e

I  a l w a y s  t r y  to  p r a c t i c e  w h a t  I  p r e a c h  18 ____

I  do  n o t  f in d  it  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i f f i c u l t  t o  g e t  a l o n g  w i t h  19 _____
lo u d  m o u t h e d ,  o b n o x io u s  p e o p le

I  s o m e t i m e s  t r y  to  g e t  e v e n  r a t h e r  t h a n  f o r g i v e  and  20  _____
f o r g e t

W h e n  I  do not  k n o w  s o m e t h i n g  I  do  not  a t  a l l  m i n d  21
a d m i t t i n g  it

I  a m  a l w a y s  c o u r t e o u s ,  e v e n  t o  p e o p le  w h o  a r e  22
d i s a g r e e a b l e

A t  t i m e s  I  h a v e  r e a l l y  i n s i s t e d  on h a v i n g  t h in g s  m y  23
o w n  w a y

T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  o c c a s i o n s  w h e n  I  f e l t  l i k e  s m a s h i n g  2 4
t h in g s

I  w o u ld  n e v e r  t h i n k  o f  l e t t i n g  s o m e o n e  e l s e  be 25
p u n i s h e d  f o r  m y  w r o n g - d o i n g s

I  n e v e r  r e s e n t  b e in g  a s k e d  to  r e t u r n  a f a v o r  26  _____

I  h a v e  n e v e r  b e e n  i r k e d  w h e n  p e o p le  e x p r e s s e d  i d e a s  27 _____
v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  f r o m  m y  ow n

I  n e v e r  m a k e  a lo n g  t r i p  w i t h o u t  c h e c k i n g  the  s a f e t y  o f  28  _____
m y  c a r

T h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  t i m e s  w h e n  I  w a s  q u i t e  j e a l o u s  of the  29___ _____
good f o r t u n e  of  o t h e r s

I  h a v e  a l m o s t  n e v e r  f e l t  th e  u r g e  to t e l l  s o m e o n e  o f f  30

I  a m  s o m e t i m e s  i r r i t a t e d  b y  p e o p le  w h o  a s k  f a v o r s  31 _____
of  m e

I  h a v e  n e v e r  f e l t  t h a t  1 w a s  p u n is h e d  w i t h o u t  c a u s e  32 _____

1 s o m e t i m e s  t h i n k  w h e n  p e o p le  ha v e  a m i s f o r t u n e  t h e y  33 _____
o n ly  got  w h a t  t h e y  d e s e r v e d

I  h a v e  n e v e r  d e l i b e r a t e l y  s a id  s o m e t h i n g  to  h u r t  s o m e -  34 _____
o n e 's  f e e l i n g s

34

F a l s e
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T h e  f o l l o w i n g  q u e s t i o n s  a r e  not  d i r e c t e d  t o w a r d  y o u r  w o r k  o r  t h e  t h in g s  y o u  
do  a t  the  c o m p a n y ,  b u t  r a t h e r  t o w a r d  l i f e  as  a w h o l e .  In  a n s w e r i n g  t h e s e  ques>  
t i o n s ,  w e  a r e  i n t e r e s t e d  in w h a t  y o u  as  a  p e r s o n  b e l i e v e  a n d  f e e l .

I n d i c a t e  y o u r  a g r e e m e n t  o r  d i s a g r e e m e n t  w i t h  e a c h  s t a t e m e n t  as  f o l l o w s ;

5 -  S t r o n g l y  a g r e e  

4 -  A g r e e

3 - 1  c a n ' t  m a k e  up m y  m i n d  

2 -  D i s a g r e e  

1 -  S t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e

C o l .  #

1. T h e  j o b  s h o u ld  c o m e  f i r r t ,  e v e n  i f  i t  m e a n s  s a c r i f i c i n g  35
t i m e  f r o m  r e c r e a t i o n

2 .  O b e d i e n c e  a n d  r e s p e c t  f o r  a u t h o r i t y  a r e  th e  m o s t  i m p o r -  36  
t a n t  v i r t u e s  c h i l d r e n  s h o u ld  l e a r n

3 .  I f  p e o p le  w o u ld  t a l k  l e s s  and  w o r k  m o r e ,  e v e r y b o d y  w o u ld  37
be b e t t e r  o f f

4 .  S c i e n c e  has  i ts  p l a c e ,  b u t  t h e r e  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  t h in g s  t h a t  38
c a n  n e v e r  p o s s i b l y  be u n d e r s t o o d  by  th e  h u m a n  m i n d

5 .  C h i l d r e n  s h o u ld  be  t a u g h t  t h a t  in  t h e s e  d a y s  a p e r s o n  does  39
not  r e a l l y  k n o w  w h o m  he c a n  c o u n t  on

6. M a k i n g  p l a n s  o n ly  b r i n g s  u n h a p p i n e s s  b e c a u s e  th e  p la n s  4 0  ____
a r e  h a r d  t o  f u l f i l l

7.  Y o u n g  p e o p le  s o m e t i m e s  g e t  r e b e l l i o u s  id e a s ,  bu t  a s  t h e y  41
g r o w  up t h e y  oug ht  to  g e t  o v e r  t h e m  and s e t t l e  d o w n

8 .  W h a t  t h is  c o u n t r y  n e e d s  m o s t ,  m o r e  t h a n  l a w s  and  p o l i t i c a l  42  ____
p r o g r a m s ,  is  a f e w  c o u r a g e o u s ,  t i r e l e s s ,  d e v o t e d  l e a d e r s
in  w h o m  the  p e o p le  c a n  p u t  t h e i r  f a i t h

9 T h e  b e s t  w a y  to  j u d g e  a m a n  is b y  h is  s u c c e s s  in  h is  43  ____
o c c u p a t  ion

10. N o  s a n e ,  n o r m a l ,  d e c e n t  p e r s o n  c o u ld  e v e r  t h in k  o f  h u r t i n g  44______ ____
a c l o s e  f r i e n d  o r  r e l a t i v e

11. I n  o u r  m o d e r n  w o r l d  k n o w l e d g e  m u s t  be p r a c t i c a l  in  o r d e r  to 45______ ____
be m e a n i n g f u l



4 6

47

48

4 9

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60
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I t  d o e s  not  m a k e  m u c h  d i f f e r e n c e  i f  the  p e o p l e  e l e c t  one  
o r  a n o t h e r  c a n d i d a t e ,  f o r  n o th in g  w i l l  c h a n g e

C h i l d r e n  s h o u ld  l e a r n  t h a t  i f  y o u  do not  l o o k  out  f o r  y o u r ­
s e l f  p e o p l e  w i l l  t a k e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  y o u

T h e r e  is  h a r d l y  a n y t h i n g  l o w e r  t h a n  a  p e r s o n  w h o  does  not  
f e e l  a g r e a t  lo v e ,  g r a t i t u d e ,  a n d  r e s p e c t  f o r  h is  p a r e n t s

T h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  q u a l i t i e s  o f  a r e a l  m a n  a r e  d e t e r m i n a t i o n  
and  d r i v i n g  a m b i t i o n

W i t h  t h i n g s  a s  t h e y  a r e  t o d a y ,  an  i n t e l l i g e n t  p e r s o n  oug ht  to  
t h i n k  o n l y  a b o u t  th e  p r e s e n t ,  w i t h o u t  w o r r y i n g  a b o u t  w h a t  is 
g o in g  t o  h a p p e n  t o m o r r o w

W h e n  a p e r s o n  h a s  a p r o b l e m  o r  w o r r y ,  i t  is b e s t  f o r  h i m  not  
t o  t h i n k  a b o u t  i t ,  but  t o  k e e p  b u s y  w i t h  m o r e  c h e e r f u l  t h in g s

W h e n  a m a n  is  no l o n g e r  a n x i o u s  to  do b e t t e r  t h a n  w e l l ,  he is 
d o n e  f o r

P e o p l e  c a n  be d i v i d e d  in to  t w o  d i s t ' n c t  c l a s s e s :  the  w e a k  a n d
th e  s t r o n g

E v e n  w h e n  t e e n - a g e r s  g e t  m a r r i e d ,  t h e i r  m a i n  l o y a l t y  s t i l l  
b e l o n g s  t o  t h e i r  f a t h e r s  and  m o t h e r s

T h e  m o s t  i m p o r t a n t  t h in g  f o r  a p a r e n t  to  do is to  h e lp  h is  
c h i l d r e n  g e t  f u r t h e r  a h e a d  in  the  w o r l d  t h a n  he d id

C h i l d r e n  s h o u ld  l e a r n  t h a t  m o s t  p e o p le  can  be  t r u s t e d

N o t h i n g  e l s e  w h i c h  l i f e  c a n  o f f e r  is a s u b s t i t u t e  f o r  g r e a t  
a c h i e v e m e n t

O n l y  a m b i t i o n  w i l l  b r i n g  a m a n ' s  m i n d  in to  f u l l  a c t i v i t y

W h e n  the  t i m e  c o m e s  f o r  a boy  to ta k e  a j o b ,  he s h o u ld  s t a y  
n e a r  h i s  p a r e n t s ,  e v e n  i f  i t  m e a n s  g i v i n g  up a good jo b

I t  is  i m p o r t a n t  to  k n o w  c l e a r l y  in a d v a n c e  y o u r  p la n s  f o r  the  
f u t u r e
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I n d ic a t e  w h e t h e r  th e s e  i t e m s  a r e  t r u e  o r  f a ls e  by c h e c k in g  the a p p r o p r i a t e  box  
to  the  r ig h t  o f  e a c h  q u e s t io n .

C o l .  # T r u e F a l s e

I  l ike  to m e e t  and get  to kn o w  as m a n y  p eo p le  as 61
I  can

I  w ou ld  not h e s i t a t e  to  s e le c t  a w o r k  p a r t n e r  who 62
I  d id  not l i k e ,  i f  I  thought  he was the r ig h t  m a n  f o r
the job

I  have the a b i l i t y  to w o r k  w e l l  even  on jobs  w h ic h  a r e 63
b o r in g

I  en joy  o p e r a t in g  m a c h i n e r y 64

I  w o u ld  be v e r y  annoyed to f in d  m y  w a t c h  has stopped 65
o r  does not run  p r o p e r l y

I  u s u a l l y  do not c a r e  to  know a p e r s o n  w e l l  u n le s s  he
is m y  equ a l  in  m e n t a l i t y ,  l e a r n i n g ,  and e x p e r ie n c e

In  g e n e r a l ,  I  have c o n s id e r a b l e  in f lu e n c e  upon o th e r 67
peo p le  in the  C o m p a n y

E v e n  though  they  a r e  c o m p e te n t ,  s o m e h o w  o r  o th e r 68
one gets v e r y  l i t t l e  i n t e l l e c t u a l  s t i m u l a t i o n  f r o m
his  c o l le a g u e s  h e r e

T h e  n u m b e r  of r e l i g i o u s ,  f r a t e r n a l ,  and s o c ia l  g roup s 69 1 None
in  w h ic h  I  a m  a c t i v e  is 2 One

3 ____ T w o
4 T h r e e
5 F o u r  o r  f ive
6 Six  o r  seven
7 E ig h t  - 1 0
8 M o r e  than 10

T h e  n u m b e r  of o c c u p a t io n a l  o r  p r o f e s s i o n a l  groups 70 1 None
(e x c lu d in g  those in the c o m p a n y )  in w h ic h  1 a m  a c t iv e 2 One
i s 3 ____ T w o

4 T h r e e
5 F o u r  o r  f ive
6 Six o r  seven
7 E ig h t  - 10
8 M o r e  than ) 0
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11. H o w  w o u ld  y o u  f e e l  i f  y o u  h e a r d  ( o r  r e a d  a b o u t )  s o m e o n e  c r i t i c i z i n g  y o u r  
C o m p a n y  o r  C o m p a n y  p r o d u c t s ,  o r  c o m p a r i n g  y o u r  C o m p a n y  u n f a v o r a b l y  
to  o t h e r  c o m p a n i e s ?

1. I t  w o u l d  no t  r e a l l y  b o t h e r  m e .  I  do no t  c a r e  m u c h  w h a t
o t h e r  p e o p le  t h i n k  o f  the  C o m p a n y . _______________________________ ___________

2.  I t  w o u l d  b o t h e r  m e  a b i t .

3. I t  w o u ld  b o t h e r  m e  q u i t e  a b i t ;  I  a m  a n x i o u s  to  hav e
p e o p le  t h i n k  w e l l  o f  th e  C o m p a n y ____________________________________________

12. I f  s o m e o n e  a s k e d  y o u  t o  d e s c r i b e  y o u r s e l f ,  and y o u  c o u ld  
t e l l  o n l y  one  t h i n g  a b o u t  y o u r s e l f ,  w h i c h  o f  the  f o l l o w i n g
a n s w e r s  w o u l d  y o u  be m o s t  l i k e l y  to  g i v e ?  ___________

1. I  c o m e  f r o m  ( m y  h o m e  s t a t e ) .  ___________

2. I  w o r k  f o r  ( th is  C o m p a n y ) .  ___________

3. I  a m  a ( o c c u p a t i o n  o r  t y p e  o f  w o r k ) .  ___________

4 .  I  a m  a ( m y  c h u r c h  m e m b e r s h i p  o r  p r e f e r e n c e ) .  ___________

5. 1 a m  a g r a d u a t e  o f  ( m y  s c h o o l ) .  ___________
E N D  C A R D  10 I D  79 -  1 80  = 0
1 3 A .  I f  y o u  a r e  an  o n l y  c h i l d ,  c h e c k  h e r e  ( ) and s k i p  P a r t  B.

1 3 B ,  I n d i c a t e  y o u r  r e l a t i v e  p o s i t i o n  a m o n g  y o u r  b r o t h e r s  and s i s t e r s ,  as  in  
th e  f o l l o w i n g  e x a m p l e ;

I  h a v e  a  s i s t e r  3 y e a r s  o l d e r  t h ; n  I ,  and  a b r o t h e r  2 y e a r s  y o u n g e r  
t h a n  I .  M y  a n s w e r  w o u l d  t h e r e !  j r e  be:

1.  5 + 3  2 .  B -  2

1. 2 .  3. 4.

5.  6 .  7.  8.

9. 10. 11. 1 2 .



APPENDIX I I :  CATEGORIZATION OF THE SAMPLE

The In i t ia l  step In the assignment of respondents to Local, Cos­

mopolitan, Complex or Ind ifferent categories was the compilation of a 

frequency d istribution of mean scale scores for both the A b ility  and the 

Willingness measures. These frequency distributions are shown 1n Tables 

I I I  and IV. The second step was the tr1chotom1zat1on of the data for 

each scale, which meant that each respondent was assigned a low, medi­

um, or high A b ility  category, based on his A b ility  score, and was then 

assigned a low, medium, or high Willingness category, based solely upon 

his Willingness score. The method chosen for these assignments was to 

f i r s t  divide respondents into three groups of s1xty-f1ve or s1xty-s1x 

persons each, and then to move respondents from the medium to the ap­

propriate extreme group as necessary so that no respondents with the 

same score would be placed 1n d iffe ren t groups.

I t  1s Interesting to note that the “mean of means** for a ll re ­

spondents* A b ility  scores 1s almost identical to the "median of means," 

and that the same 1s true regarding the equivalent mean and median 

sta tis tics  for Willingness. S pecifica lly , the numbers are:

A b ility  "mean of means" 3.13
A b ility  “median of means” 3.20

Willingness “mean of means" 2.44
Willingness "median of means" 2,40

Tfcls s im ilarity  of mean and median score data for both the A b ility  and 

the Willingness measures 1s meaningful in that I t  brlnqs about an In te r­

esting situation. An alternate method to the tr1chotoml2at1on Into
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TABLE 9

ABILITY TO LEAVE FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION 
OF MEAN SCALE SCORES

Mean Score N-

2.0 2
2.2 8
2.4 8
2.6 16
2.75* 3
2.8 27
3.0 26
3.2 26
3.4 32
3.5* 1
3.6 28
3.75* 1
3.8 14
4.0 4

TOT

♦These mean scores were possible because a decision was made to 
use data for any respondent who omitted responses for only one of the 
five A b ility  items. There were five  such respondents.
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TABLE 10

WILLINGNESS TO LEAVE FREQUENCY OESTRIBUTION 
OF MEAN SCALE SCORES

Mean Score N-

1 .3 1
1.4 2
1 .6 2
1.7 7
1.4 14
2.0 15
2.1 IB
2.2* 4
2.3 17
2.4 27
2.5* 3
2.6 24
2.7 22
2.9 14
3.0 B
3.1 9
3.2* 2
3.3 3
3.4 3
3.7 1

196

*These mean scores were possible because a decision was made to 
use data for any respondent who omitted responses fo r only one or two 
of the seven Willingness Items. Altogether, eighteen respondents ans 
wered only five  of six o f the seven Items.
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TABLE 11 

ABILITY BY WILLINGNESS

WllHnqness A b ility

Low
(-2 .8 )

Medium 
(3 .0  and 3.2)

High
(-3 .4 )

Totals

Low (-2 .3 ) 311 19 302 80

Medium (2.4 and 2.5) 11 6 13 30

High (-2 .6 ) 22 3 27 374 86

Totals 64 52 80 196

 ̂These th irty-one may be c lass ified  as Locals.

2These th ir ty  may be c lass ified  as Complex.

•*These twenty-two may be c lass ified  as In d iffe re n t. 

4These thirty-seven may be c lassified  as Cosmopolitans.
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equal thirds with assignment of ties  to extreme groups, as was employed 

1n this study, 1s the establishment of a middle th ird  about the mean as 

the medium group, with those below the middle th ird  serving as the "low" 

category, regardless of how many respondents have such a score, and the 

assignment of a ll  those with scores above the middle th ird  to the "high” 

category. When th is method has been employed 1n the lite ra tu re , i t  has 

often produced groupings which were substantially d iffe re n t from those 

which the method chosen for th is study produced. However, 1n cases 

where the median and mean of means are as closely associated as Is cur­

rently  the case, the methods do not resu lt In very d iffe re n t groupings.

In fa c t, In the present study, categorization of the groups by f i r s t  

choosing the middle th ird  about the mean and then asslgnlnq those below 

and above this middle th ird  to the low and high categories, respectively, 

would have produced categories which are identical to those resulting  

from the actual method employed.

The assignment of respondents to low, mudlum, and high A b ility  

categories and to low, medium, and high Willingness categories resulted 

In nine possible Ab1 Hty-W1l 1 ingness c e lls , and the number of respon­

dents placed 1n each ce ll is stated In Table 5. While those persons 

who were low 1n both A b ility  and W illingness, those high in both, and 

those high 1n one and low 1n the other could be d ire c tly  labelled as 

Locals, Cosmopolitans, Complex or In d iffe re n t, the remaining fiv e  ce lls  

were not so easy to c lass ify . Thus, as can be seen from Table 5, there 

were seventy-six respondents who were c lass ified  as medium 1n A b ility  

To Leave, Willingness To Leave, or both.

I t  was considered desirable to be able to f i t  as many of the sev­

enty-six as possible Into one of the four categories. On the other
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hand, 1t was not deemed wise to place respondents Into a category con­

taining people whose scores were substantially d iffe re n t. To resolve 

th is dilemma an Intermediate category was established, to serve as a 

collection point for those whose A b ility  and Willingness scores were so 

fa r  toward the center that 1t would be misleading to c lass ify  them as 

being Local, Cosmopolitan, Complex, or In d iffe re n t. The Intermediate 

label was c le arly  the logical one for the medium-Ability medlum-WlllIng- 

ness c e l l ,  fo r example, and the six respondents who were 1n that ce ll 

were c lass ified  accordingly. This s t i l l  l e f t  seventy people, shown 1n 

Table 5 as h1gh-med1um, low-medium, med1um-h1gh or medium-low, unclassi­

fied  .

I t  was decided to employ the Ab1l1ty-W1llIngness data In a m u lti­

p lica tive  way, as Vroom had recommended fo r his Expectancy-Preference 

data, but only fo r the purpose of assigning these seventy respondents 

to one of the five  categories. To do th is , 1t was f i r s t  determined that 

the maximum product (A b ility  X Willingness) which could be attained by 

a Local was 6.44^4fi while the minimum possible Cosmopolitan product was 

8.84. The A b ility  X Willingness scores of the seventy respondents were 

then calculated. Those whose products were higher than the minimum Cos­

mopolitan product, or whose products were lower than the maximum Local 

product, were assigned to the most appropriate extreme group. Those 

whose products fe l l  between 6.44 and 8.84, on the other hand, joined 

the medium-medium respondents In the Intermediate group. The assign­

ment of the seventy respondents was accordingly made as follows:

To the Cosmopolitan Category 3
To the Local Category 7
To the Complex Category 10
To the In d iffe re n t Category 7
To the Intermediate Category 43
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This resu lted  1n a f in a l  frequency d is tr ib u t io n  w ith in  the f iv e  c a te ­

gories as shown belcw:

Cosmopolitans

Locals

Complex

Indifferent

Intermediate

N-40 (37 h1gh-Ab1l1ty h1gh-W1ll1nqness,
3 med1um-Ab1l1ty Mgh-W111 ingness)

N«38 (31 low-Ab1l1ty low-WI11ingness,
5 low-AblHty med1um-W111Ingness,
2 medlum-Abllity low-Willingness)

N-40

N»29

N-49



APPENDIX I I I :  RECATEGORIZATION OF THE SAMPLE

While the separation of the respondents Into categories of Cosmo­

po litan , Local, Complex, In d iffe re n t, and Intermediate enables tests to 

be made of hypotheses suggested by Merton, Gouldner, and other develo­

pers of Cosmo-Local theory, there seemed to be less ju s tif ic a tio n  for 

combining groups 1n this way fo r testing the u t i l i t y  of A b ility  and 

Willingness To Leave the Employing Organization as a moderating v a r i­

able. For one thing, there was fa r less research evidence upon which 

hypotheses using the measure as a moderator could be based. Also, 1t 

was desirable to Include a ll  R&D subjects' data 1n these tes ts , rather 

than excluding some responses as had been done e a r lie r . For these rea­

sons the data were grouped, based upon the product of the a b i l i ty  and 

the willingness scores.

I t  has been noted e a r lie r  In th is paper that A b ility  To Leave may 

be considered to re fle c t the respondent's expectancy that an attempt to 

leave would be successful, while Willingness To Leave 1s analogous to a 

statement of the Ind iv idual's  preference fo r leaving. While the theo­

re tic a l v a lid ity  of assuming a m u ltip lica tive  relationship between 

these two measures can and should be questioned, the fac t remains that 

the Expectancy-Preference theories of Tolman, Lewln, Edwards, S e lqe l, 

Vroom, Porter and Lawler, and Atkinson a ll  depend upon such a m u ltip li­

cative combination. Since 1t seems beyond the scope o f this paper to 

test the Im p lic it assumptions underlying a ll the major theories, the 

recategorization of subjects was based upon taking the product of each

147
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respondent's A b ility  and Willingness To Leave scores, and formlnq five  

groups based upon that product. Id e a lly , the five  groups would have had 

equal numbers of subjects; however, 1t was necessary to Insure that no 

subjects with Identical scores be placed 1n d iffe ren t groups. The 

actual number of respondents 1n the five  groups, therefore, was as 

fo llow s:

Ab1l1ty-wmIngness group 1 (lowest a b ili ty  and w illingness) *37

Ab111ty-W111Ingness group 5(h1ghest a b ili ty  and w illingness) *43

Abl11ty-W111Ingness group 2 

Ab1l1ty-W111Ingness group 3 

Ab1l1ty-W111Ingnass group 4 -40

-38

-38



APPENDIX 4 : GRAPHS SHOWING PATTERNS OF REGRESSION 

COEFFICIENTS FOR INDEPENDENT AND 

DEPENDENT VARIABLES
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Graph 3 .— Regression C oeffic ien ts  fo r  ReUtloitsM ps Between Techn
Competence and S a t is fa c t io n .
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sentlnq an opinion that the statement 1s "d e fin ite ly  not true," while a 
7 Indicates that the statement Is "extremely tru e ."  For the location of 
these Items In the questionnaire, see Appendix 1, pages 16 through 24 
(Item numbers 16, 32, 3A, 103, 105, 109, 116, and 126).

^^These Items were answerable on a 1 to 7 scale, with 1 representing 
an opinion that the statement 1s "d e fin ite ly  not true ,"  while a 7 In d i­
cates that i t  1s "extremely tru e ."  For the location of these Items In the 
questionnaire, see Appendix 1 items 15 and 16 on page 10.

^ P a tc h e n , 57.

l^ F o r  the location of th is Item 1n the questionnaire see Item 12 
on page 38.

118For the location of th is item 1n the questionnaire, see item 17 
on page 2.

^ F o r  a discussion of the "professional ladder," see Goldner and 
R1tt1 , 489-99.

120Scott, 272.

12^Goldner and R l t t l ,  *99.

l22M11ler, 762.

 ̂2^These Items were answerable on a 1 to 7 scale, with 7 repre­
senting the opinion that "a great deal" of the characteris tic  should be
present and 1 Indicating that "very l i t t l e 4’ of the characteris tic  ought
to be. For the location of these Items 1n the questionnaire, see Items
20 and 34 on pages 7 and 8.

^ T h e s e  Items were answerable on a 1 to 5 scale, with a 1 Indicating  
that the factor 1s "not Important a t a l l ,  never considered." A 2 repre­
sents "rather unimportant, ra re ly  considered." A 3 Indicates "occasionally 
Important, sometimes considered." A 4 stands for "usually Important, 
often considered." F in a lly , a 5 means that the factor 1s "of utmost
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Importance, always considered." These Items appear 1n the questionnaire 
on pages 28 and 29.

l25M 1ller, 755-56.

^2®The exact wording of response choices fo r both the Job Depth and 
Job Scope Items are shown 1n Appendix 1, pages 25 throuqh 27.

^27For references to the LBDQ see Ralph M. S to g d lll, Managers, Em- 
jjlo^ees, Organizations (Columbus, Ohio, Bureau of Business Research,

12f*For available response choices see Appendix 1, paqe 2, question 11.

129For specific instructions see Appendix 1, page 4.

130W1gdor, 1969.

^J o h n  R. Rizzo, Robert J. House, and Sidney F. Llrtzman, "Role 
Conflict and Ambiguity 1n Complex Organizations," Administrative Science 
Quarterly, XV (1970), 150-63.

^32John P. Waunous and Edward E. Lawler I I I ,  "Measurement and Meaning 
of Job Satisfaction," Journal of Applied Psychology, LVI (1972), 95.

l 33For the specific Instructions see Appendix 1, page 6.

^34House and Wlgdor, 136-37.

135steven Kerr, Robert J. House, and Lawrence A. Wlgdor, "Some 
Moderating Effects of Organizational Independence," Proceedings of the 
Eastern Academy of Management, (Williamsburg, V irg in ia , 1971), 40-49.

^Mahmoud K. Badawy, "Selected Research on Scientists and Engineers 
1n Industry: A Review and Assessment," Academy of Management Journal,
X II I  (1970), 210-12.

137Mahmoud K. Badawy, "Understanding the Role Orientations of Scien­
tis ts  and Enqlneers," Personnel Journal, L (1971 ) ,  449-85.

13®Goldner and R l t t l ,  491. Similar findings have been reported by 
Richard R. R l t t l ,  The Engineer 1n the Industrial Corporation (New York, 
Columbia Press, 1971); Robert Perruccl, "Engineering," American Beha­
vioral S c ien tis t, XIV (1971), 492-506; Robert Perruccl anef J. Oerst) , 
Profession Without Community: Enqlneers In American Society (New York, 
Random House, 1969).

^3^Clov1s R. Shepherd, "Orientation of Scientists and Enqlneers," 
Pacific Sociological Review, IV (1961), 79-83.

l40R1tt1, Industrial Relations, V I I ,  118-31.

M erton, 402.
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amj B erg e r, 413.

l^^Gouldner, Administrative Science Q uarterly, I I ,  281-306.

1 ^Robert J. House, "A Path Goal Theory of Leader Effectiveness," 
Administrative Science Q uarterly, XVI (1971), 322.

^V jo ldner and R l t t l ,  American Journal of Sociology, LXXII, 489-502.

be class ified  as a Local, the person must have been categorized 
as low in both A b ility  and Willingness, This means th a t, according to 
Table 11, his A b ility  score could not have exceeded 2 .8 , while his W illin g ­
ness score could have been no hlqher than 2 .3 . By iriultlplylng 2.8 and 
2.3 we obtain a maximum possible Local product of 6.44. The minimum 
possible Cosmopolitan score can be obtained by following the same pro­
cedures .
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