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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Background

The need for managers to have a consciously developed philosophy
of management has long been a bhasic tenet of organization theory. This
philospphy serves as a criterion in the choice of ends or means and
reflects one's judgement about what is desirable or undesirable. Clear-
ly in choosing ends (decision making) it would help the manager to know
(1) the likely consequences which would result from his choice and (2)
the alternative ends from which he might choose. A major function of
scientific findings and theory building is the description of consequences
of certain actions and the means of attaining prescribed ends. Accurate
description and explanation of phenomena make it possible to prédict the
consequence of action.

The scientific exploration of management with its intent to enable
greater explanation and prediction of actions has reached its "third
generation". Initially, management theory was based on the recall by man-
agers of their experience or on the basis of uncontrolled observations.
From this "first generation” exploration of management came the classic-
ist*s (Taylor, 1947; Graicunas, 1937; Fayol, 1949; Davis, 1951) univers-
al principles - job specialization, unity and chain of command, limited

span of control - which were put forward to guide management action. The



"second generation" management theorists were critical of classical theory
and viewed its propositions as either invalid (Simon, 1947) or, at best,
as hypotheses, yet to be tested by empirical research. Their efforts
(Argyris, 1957; Likert ,1961) beginning in the 1950's were mainly concern-
ed with general prescriptions which would integrate the objectives of

the organization and the individuals within it. This "second generation"
called for, and to some extent relied upon, empirical testing based on
public demonstration, and thus demanded a sounder basis for prescriptive
theory. For theory the second generation gave rise to the "human rela-
tions" school of management. However, to a large extent this generation
oversimplified the relations and interactions which exist within the bus-
iness environment. Intervening or moderating personality variables and
environmental variables were omitted in nearly all cases in an effort to
develop universal principles. A number of researchers recognized these
emissions; nevertheless, the vast majority stressed the universality of
the importance of such variables as participation, consideration, and in-
itiating structure.

In the recent past and present, "third generation" management theor-
ists have begun to delineate the circumstances under which various man-
agement philosophies and prescriptions are applicable. These theorists
are studying the effect of moderating variables on the predictive and
explanatory validity of the input-output models of the '"second genera-
tion" theorists.

The contingency model of leadership effectiveness developed by
Fiedler (1967) tgkes into account situational factors present in the
work place és well as the leader's personality. The situational compon-
ents affecting leader influence are (a) leader-subordinate personal re-

lations (b} the degree of structure in the task assigned to the group,
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and (c) the power and authority which the leader’s position provides.

Earlier research by Likert (196l1l) and his associates had indicated
that human relations-oriented supervisory attitudes increased productiv-
ity. The research results for the contingency model, Fiedler stated, made
it evident that:

The prediction of group performance on the basis of these leader

attributes is contingent upon the specific situation context

in which the leader operates (p. 154).

The type of leader attitudes required for effective group per-

formance depends upon the degree to which the group situatidn

is favorable or unfavorable to the leader (p. 164).

Woodward (1965), in the South Essex Studies of one hundred and
eleven British manufacturing firms, concluded that the classical manage-
ment principles were not universally applicable, but rather were depend-
ent upon the level of technology within the firm. For those firms where
the technology was highly complex, it dictated the anatomy and physiology
of the workers' environment and worker-management relations.

For those where the technology level was very low, (i.e. craft
technology), the prescriptions of classical management were inapplicable
due to the workers' independence. Only for a 4midd1e" technological level
were the classical management prescriptions appropriate.

Turner and Lawrence (1965) attempted a comprehensive study of the
attitudinal and behavioral responses of workers to different aspects of
theixr jobs. The original hypchteses were that workers respond favorably
(high satisfaction and low absence rates) to jobs which are more complex
and have more responsibility, authority, and variety. The hypothesis con-
cerning attendance was confirmed, but the hypothesized relationship be-
tween job scope and satisfaction was not supported. By splitting their

sample they were able to determine that workers from factories located

in smali towns responded differently from workers who came from more urban



settings. Workers from small town settingStended to respond to task at-
tributes in the manner predicted by Turner and Lawrence. Workers from
cities indicated no relationship between task and attendance. City work-
ers responded with low job satisfaction to such "undesirable" attributes
as repetition. Turner and Lawrence contended that this resulted because
urban workers would fail to develop strong group or subcultural norms

or values due to the extreme size and heterogeneity of the city popula-
tion. Thus, they would fail to respond positively to the white-collar-
oriented values attached to larger, more autonomous, more skilled jobs.
Turner and Lawrence, therefore, concluded that the unexpected results
could not be attributed tf chance, but could be attributed to differences
in cultural background.

The contributions té the "third generation" in management theory by
Fiedler, Woodward, Turner, and Lawrence are typical in that they focused
oncenvironmental or situational variables. Psychologists, such as Lewin
{1951) have long realized the importance of both environmental and per-
sonality variables in the explanation of behavior.

As indicated, the major effort of the "third generation" management
theorists has been to determine the influence of environmcantal variables
on the individual's satisfaction and performance. Very little attention
has been given to determining the interaction between personality factors
of the participant and his satisfaction and performance.

Where persconality has been looked upon as the focus of the basic
causes of behavior, it has rarely been considered in studies investigat-
ing environmental and personality determinants of behavior simultaneous-
ly. As a result, while industrial and social psychétogists know quite a
bit about the separate effects of the two types of variables, little is
known about the nature of their interaction. The need for research focus-

ing on this type of problem and for a theoretical structure capable of



dealing with both envirconment and personality wvariables is, however,
widely recognized. Katz (1955) succinctly stated the significance of
this probelm for social psychology:

In other words we have perpetuated the old dichotomy of approach-

es. Either all individuals are affected similarly by group con-

ditions or all group effects are explained as the expression of

personality mechanism. If social psychology has any unique sub-

ject area, it may well be in this neglected area of the interac-

tion effects of personality and social settings (p. 352).

The implication of this point of view for management is that the
appropriateness of :management action and practices must be evaluated
in terms of a number of other variables including the attitudes, needs,
and expectations of the followers. The most effective behavior in deal-
ing with individuals with certain personalities may be completely inef-
fective in dealing with persons with different personalities.

A similar point is made by proponents of the adaptive nature of
leadership. After Likert (1958) reviewed research on the effectiveness
of different methods of supervision in industry, he concluded:

Supervison is, therefore, always an adaptive process. A leader, to

be effective, must always adapt his behavior to fit the expectations,

values, and interpersonal skills of those with whom he is interact-

ing (p. 327).

In summary, despite fregquent speculation that understanding of the
interaction between environmental and perscnality variables would enable
more appropriate management action, empirical research involving both
classes of variables has been sparse. Research effrots are becoming more
prevalent and with them, particularly those in the area of individual per-
socnality difference, should come better understanding of the employee aid,
hencey more appropriate management prescriptions.

The major purpose of the present study is to determine whether or

not the effects of select neo-classical management practices vary with

the personality of the employee.



General Intent and Hypothesis of the sStudy

The general intent of this study is to ascertain whether or not se-
lected leader behavior and management-gpractices (independent variables),
which are currently considered predictors of performance and satisfaction,
will be related to the dependent variables of performance and satisfaction
under conditions of high and low worker independence.

The general hypothesis is that the relationship between (a) manage-
ment practices and leadership behavior, and (b) employee satisfaction
and performance will be moderated by three dimensions of subordinate inde-

pendence.

DEPENDENT VARIABLE

INDEPENDENT VARIABLE MODERATING VARTABLES SATISFACTION
MANAGEMENT THREE DIMENSIONS
PRACTICES OF
AND SUBQORDINATE
LEADER INDEPENDENCE
BEHAVIGR

DEPENDENT VARIAELE

PERFORMANCE

Rationale in Choosing Variables

The rationale behind the choice of the variables - moderating, in-
dependent, dependent - included in this study is presented in the follow-

ing paragraphs.

Moderating Variables: The Importance of Independence

As previously indicated, the development of theoretical formulations
capable of dealing with both environmental and personality variables is
quite limited. However, there is some theoretical basis for assuming that’
the éffects of independent {environmental) variables on employee satis-

Rl

faction and performance would depend on personality.
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Tannenbaum (1954}, for example, hypothesized that an attitude to-
ward an object is a multiplicative function of the strength of person-
ality trends and the relevance of the object to the expression of these
trends. The multiplicative nature of this formulation implies that the
effects of variations in the relevance of an environmental object on a
person's attitude toward the object vary with the strength of the per-
sonality trend.

Other theorists (Peak, 1955; Atkinson, 1957; Tolman, 1955; Vroom,
1960) using multiplicative modéls to describe the interation between
personality and situational or environmental variables also predicted
that the determination of employee satisfaction and performance would
depend upon this interaction. However, they do not provide much help in
choosing specific personality variables which might interact with select-
ed management practices and leader behavior. To aid in this task, other
aspects of behavioral science theory were studied and the empirical re-
search reviewed.

Need for independence and related concepts have appeared in the
writing of many theorists. Preud (1222) and other psychoanalytic theor-
ists have emphasized the conflicting needs for independence and depend-
ence in?olved in relationships with authority. The ;trong dependency
needs developed in early relationships with authority conflict with needs
for self-expression and provide the basis for ambivalent attitudes to-
ward persons in positions of authority. According to Freud, this ambiv-
alence explains why feelings of admiration for leaders often change
quickly to rejection and hostility.

Argyris (1957, 1959) has discussed the significance of need for
independence in relation to management practices and leader behavior.

In his theorétical model of organizational behavior, Argyris proposed



that the personality of an individual in our culture develops from a
state of "immaturity" and dependence upon others as an infant to a state
of relative "maturity" and independence as an adult. Thus, reguirements
of job dependence resulting from formal organization structure, leader
behavior or management practices would tend to be frustrating and, hence,
adversely affect performance. This reaction would be expected according
to Argyvris' model and would be determined by the degree of independence
or dependence desired by the individual.

One can predict therefore, that absenteeism, turnover, apathy,

etc., will be as high when "maturity directed" (independent)

people are frustrated by being required (by formal management

practices or by supervisor's) to be immature (dependent} as

when "immature" people are frustrated by being required to be

mature. (Argyris, p. 121, in Haire, 1959).

Levinson's (1963) conclusion that formal organization structure
and directive leadership would result in improved mental health of de-
pendent employees supports Argyris' contention and adds further theoret-
ical support to the importance of need for independence as a moderating
variable.

Through participation he {the employee) becomas more and more

aware of his supervisors' problems and he cobtains a genuine

satisfaction in knowing that his opinions and ideas are given

consideration in the search for solutions (p. 152).

Although McGregor regards need for independence as a general char-
acteristic, he does acknowledge individual differences in the strength
of this need.

Some subordinates seem to be content to achieve a high degree of

security without independence. Others thrive on the risks and the

dangers of being on their own (p. 152).

More specific empirical research on the moderating role of need for
independence on the relationship between management practices and leader

behavior with employee satisfaction and performance has been developed

by Vroom (1960) and Wager (1965). Vroom {1960) obtained significantly



different corrélations between psychological participation and attitudes
toward the job for persons with high and low needs for independence. Par-
ticipation has a more positive effect on the attitude of those with strong
independence needs. Differences approaching significance were found be-
tween the correlations of psychological participation with ratings of job
performance of persons with high, moderate, and low needs for independence,

Wager (1965) found that organizational status is an important mod-
erating variable on which the effects of influence are contingent. The
relevance of organization status, it is suggested, lies in the dependency
relationship between superior and subordinate. The lower the organization
status, the greater the dependency relationship. Under condtions of low
superior-subordinate dependency the effect of leader influence is negli-
gible.

The theory and empiric research reviewed above resulted in the de-
cision to utilize independence as the moderating personality variable
which, according to our general hypothesis, would determine the effects
of management practices and leader behavior on employee satisfaction and
performance.

Three kinds of workers' independence will be analyzed as moderating
variables. This is because independence may result from three major
sources: (a) the workers' task requirements; {(b) the workers' ability to
leave their present organization without significant loss; (¢} the work-
ers' predisposition to strive for self-reliance. The implications for man-
agement will differ depending on whether any or all three kinds of inde-
pendence have a moderating effect on the relationships between dependent
and iﬁdependent variables. Through knowledge of the source of the inde-
pendence as well as its moderating effect, management action aimed at en-

hancing worker performance and satisfaction can be implemented.



Independent Variables: Key Elements of Neoclassical Theory
i

The management practices and leader behavior variables utilized in
this study comprise the key elements of neoclassical theory. Neoclassi-
cal theory developed during the 1950's as a compromise between classical
and human relations theory. "It uses classical functions and principles
as hypotheses and attempts to integrate them with the empirical research
flowing from the behavioral sciences." (Massie, p. 414, in March, 1965).
Implicitly it assumes that there is no inevitable conflict between form-
alization and individual needs for satisfaction. Neoclassical theory thus
prescribes considerate employee-~orignted leadership and politics, com-
bined with a clearly defined rather mechanistic form of organization
structure with respect to degree of formalization. Moreover, it implicit-
ly asserts that these prescriptions effectively encourage people to achieve
their own goals bhest by directing their efforts toward organizational cb-
jectives,

Specifically, neoclassical theory asserts that a unit will be ef-
fective and satisfying to its members if there is adherence to the chain
of command; formalized plans, procedures and policies; control systems
to provide feedback for corrective action and work flow; clear two-way
communication networks; separation of line and staff; clear formal def-
inition of organization responsibility, authority and interrelationships:
decentralization; opportunity for broader job scopes; subordinate par-
ticipation in areas affecting his job; a reasonable limit to spans of
control; technically competent leadership; hierarchically influential
leadership; and, employee-centered leadexship and policies.

Neoclassical theory assumes that the motivation, the capacity for
assuming responsibility, and the readiness to direct behavior toward or-

ganizational goals are all present in workers and not imposed by manage-
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ment. It assumes that it is a responsibility of management to make it
possible for people to recognize and develop these human characteristics
for themselves while organizing the elements of productive enterprise

in the interest of economic ends.

According to neoclassical theory the effective and satisfying unit
will be theory Y with respect to the social climate and theory X with re-
spect to organizational form.

The specific key elements from neoclassical theory which have im-
plications for the indiwvidual and, hence, could be modexrated by the per-
sonality of the individual are those conuverned with:

Unity of Command and Adherence to Chain of Command

Leader Initiating Structure

Job Scope

Span of Control

Participation

Leader ‘'echnical Competence

Leader Hierarchical Influence

Leader Consideration

These elements represent the specific independent variables to be
investigated in this study. Each of the independent variables will be de-

fined operationally in Chapter III.

Dependent Variables: Satisfaction and Performance Variables

The dependent variables to be investigated are employee satisfaction
and employee performance. In general, the extensive empirical literature
on the relationship between these variables can be summarized by Likert's
(1961) conclusion based on his studies between 1947 and 1961 at the In-

stitute forrSocial Research at the University of Michigan:
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. ..where productivity of individuals was related to attitudes
toward the company and job a very low positive relationship has
usually been observed but the relationships are so slight as to

be negligible (p. 14).

Brayfield & Crockett's (1955) conclusion based on an exhaustive
review of the empirical research through 1955 still appears to be ap-
plicable and further indicates the desirability of considering satis-
faction and performance as separate dependent variables.

Satisfaction with one's position in a network of relationships

need not imply strong motivation for outstanding performance with-

in that system...productivity may only be peripherally related to

many of the goals toward which the industrial worker is striving

(p. 396).

Both employee satisfaction and performance are multidimensional in
nature; hence, it was decided to use several attributes of each.

There are many traits that could be used in measuring performance
but, unfortunately, there is no rule that allows one to state that a
certain list of traits can always be rated reliably and validly. The ev-
idence from factor analytic studies (Ewarf, Seashore and Tiffin, 1941;
Grant, 1955; Rush, 1953) indicates that from three to six factors are a
reascnable number.

"one rating that probaly should be included is one on guality of
job performance. This statement is based partially upon Whitlock's (19856)
series of studies on the psychological basis of performance judgement."”
(Lawler, 1966a, p. 371). Since there is considerable evidence (Vroom,
1960; Lawler, 1966c¢c) that performance is a function of ability x motiva-
tion, it would appear to be worthwhile to get ratings on effort, initia-
ﬁive, and abili£y;.f£;hdeci;;6; on what other factors to include depends
on the particular types of behavior that characterize the important de-

terminants of effective performance. Due to the diverse jobs of the em-

ployees studied, relatively general traits were chosen. The specific
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performance traits to be investigated are:

Quality of Job Performance

Quantity of Job Performance

Effort in Performing Job

Initiative in Performing Job

aAbility to do Job

Ability to do Job Without Guidance

A wide variety of individual job-relateé satisfactions were studied
because these satisfactions are not equivalent in importance from group-
to~group. Thus, in an effort to insure that the scope of the satisfaction
variable had applicable dimensions to the particular group studied, the

Job Description and Job Expectation questionnaires developed by the Per-

sonielResearch Board of the Ohio State University (Stodgill, 1960) were
used. These scales measure employvee attitude toward the company and sat-
isfaction with respect to the following classes of role expectations -
work, extrinsic factors: (advancement, pay, prestige), freedom, family

attitude and job security.

Scope and Limits of Study

The previous discussion pertaining to the choice of the wvariables
to be utilized within the study indicates the extent to which the gener-
al hypotheses -~ that there is an interaction between (a) management
practices and leader behavior, and (b) employee independence which af-
fects employee satisfaction and performance - will be studied. Table 1

summarizes the variables to be utilized.

TABLE l: Variables To Be Investigated In This Study
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Independent Moderating Dependent
Variables Variables Variables

Leader Consideration Ego Independence Satisfaction with Company

Leader Hierarchical Task Independence Satisfaction with expectation
Influence for work

Organization
Leader Technical Independence Satisfaction with expectation
Competence for extrinsic work factors {pay,

prestige, advancement)
Leader Initiating

Structure Satisfaction with expectation
for freedom
Participation
Satisfaction with expecation
Job Scope for family attitude
Span of Control Performance Trait-Quality
Chain of Command Performance Trait-Ability

Performance Trait-Effort
Performance Trait-Initiative
Performance Trait-Quantity

Performance Trait-Ability
Without Guidance

Measurement of these variables will be by questionnaire responses.
The major limitation in the use of questionnaire data is that it is not
possible to ascertain the respondent's motivation when answering nor,
without considerable effort, the effect of the background experience of
the subject on his current responses. The respondent may distort his an-
swer, to reflect either what he believes should be the situation or what
he believes the researcher wants, rather than answering the question on
the basis of the actual situation. Reliability measures will at least in-~
dicate whether he consistently uses the same frame of reference. The re-

searcher tried to motivate each respondent to answer on the basis of the

actual situation by sending the respondent a letter aimed at developing
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the perception of the content of the questionnaire as relevant to
bringing about management action which would lead to increased employ-
ee satisfaction as well as the possibillity that the researcher's recom-
mendations could bring about this change.

The utilization of a multirater-multitrait technigque for measure
ing performance combines some of the advantages of objective and sub-
jective techniques and enables assessment of the criterion by determin-
ing its convergent and discriminant validity.l For those jobs where an
objective indicator would clearly reflect the essence of the job and be
within the control of the worker, this criteria would be superior to
the multirater-multitrait method.

The difficulty in attaining such objective criteria is consider-
able. Thus, it is not surprising that several studies have concludéd
that salary level in management jobs is not necessarily closely related
to merit (Lawler, 1966b; Meyer, Kay & French, 1965). Moreover, even if
it would be possible to find appropriate objective criteria, it would
take considerably more time devoted to observing the sample to identify
these criteria than was possible for the researcher.

It should alsoc be pointed out that it is possible for the multi-
rater-multitrait technigue to demonstrate convergent and discriminant
validity and still not constitute what normally would be acceptable
valid measures of the phenomena under study. For example, peer and super-
ior rankings of a group of employees may agree perfectly so that converg-
ent and discriminant validity are obtained. However, both the peer and
superior may be simply making the same incorrect inference from observ-

ing the individual's behavior.

1
See Chapter III for a discussion of discriminant and convergent valid-

ity.
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One further limitation should be noted, and that is that the firm
at which the research was performed is not necessarily representative
of all organizations. The conclusions will have to be restricted to the
firm under consideration. Implications of the findings should spur future

research in an effort to determine the generality of the findings.

Chapter Content

In Chapter II the spec¢ific hypotheses will be developed from re-
search relevant to the relationship between the independent and depend-
ent variables. The field setting in which the research was carried out
and the methods used to measure the variables will be described in Chap-
ter III. In Chapter IV the reliability and validity of the measures util-
ized will be discussed. The findingsconcerning the moderating effect of
employee independence on the relationship between the independent and
dependent variables will be reported in Chapter V and Chapter VI. Final-
ly the implications of the findings for theory and for future research

will be discussed in Chapter VII.



CHAPTER IT

HYPOTHESES

Scope and Purpose of the Chapter

The general hypothesis and the delineation of the specific var-
iables to be utilized within its framework described in Chapter I pro-
vides the basis for the specific hypotheses to be formulated in this
chapter.

Despite frequent speculations that effectiveness of the manage-
ment practice and leader behavior variables under investigation are
specific to certain perscnality types or cultures, this assumption has
been given little research attention. Substantial controversy exists
about the relationship between the independent variables and employee
satisfaction and performance. In the following paragraphs each inde-
pendent variable will be defined and the previous research relevant to
its relationship teo the dependent variables will be reviewed. The hypoth-
eses suggested by the relevant research and theory will be indicated at
the end of the chapter along with a schematic model. The hypotheses are
specific with respect to the direction and absolute nature of the re-
lationships between independent-dependent variables under conditions of

high and low independence.

Relevant Research

lLeader Consideration. This variable is defined as the-’degreetto

-17-
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which an individual's superior is pereeived as friendly, supportive,
easily approachable, concerned with group welfare, respectful of member
integrity, willing to explain his actions and to allow participation in
planning and goal setting.

Studies in many types of organizations have indicated that the
supportive, human relations-oriented leader has positive effects on at-
titudes and satisfaction of subordinates (Halpin, 1954; Halpin and
Wiener, 1957; Moore, 1953; Seeman, 1960; Comrey, Pfiffner and High,

1954; Indik, Seashore and Georgeopoulos, 1960; Patchen, 1960; Baumgart-
el, 1957; Hemphill, 1957; Danielson and Maier, 1957).

Highly considerate leaders also have work groups which display
more intragroup harmony and cooperation (Oaklander and Fleischman, 1964),
as well as lower.grievance and turnover rates (Fleischman and Harris,
1962). Likert (1962) reported that the majority of studies conducted by
the Institute of Social Research showed that superwvisors of departments
with high productivity provided more supportive leadership than did
those with departments of low productivity.

In addition to having positive effects on attitudes and satisfactions
of subordinates, supportive leader behavicor has frequently been found to
have a positive relaticnship with departmental and individual productiv-
ity (Likert, 1961; Blau and Scott, 1962; Argyle, Gardner and Cioffi, 1958;
Katz and Kahn, 1953; Katz, MacCoby and Morse, 1950).

Findings that certain types of indiwviduals or groups respond more
favorably to authoritarian leadership are also commen. Sanford, {1950)
found that authoritarian personalities prefer strong directive leader-
ship and regard the authoritarian leader as more effective than his demo-
cratic connterpart. Studies by Blau (1955); Milton (1952); French, Israel

and As (1960) further indicate that the reaction of the group to employ-
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ee-oriented leadership may have either no effect or a detrimental effect
on satisfaction and performance. It would appear that the positive effects
of employee-oriented leadership on the satisfaction and performance of the
worker are related to the worker's perception of the legitimacy of the
leadership style.

Korman (1966) in his extensive review of consideration, initiating
structure, and organizational criteria concluded that in additidén to some
lack of consistency in the findings, most researchers have made little
) attempt wither to cénceptualize situational variables which might be rel-
evant and/or measure them. Instead, the researchers have tended, usually,
to follow the two-variable design which consists simply of correlating
the test variable with the criterion variable, with little appreciation
of the possible situational variables which might be moderating these
relationships. A good example of a more satisfactory apprecach is that by
Vrxoom and Mann {(1960). They showed that the acceptability of certain
kinds of supervisory behavior varied according to the size of the organ-
izational units involwved. Thus, authoritarian (high F-~scale) leaders
were more accepted by workers in large units than were those low on this
variable, whereas the reverse was true for those in small units. This
type of "situational variable", it seems, is only one of the many situ-
ational variables which might moderate the relationship between consid-

eration and performance (or gsatisfaction) variables (Korman, p. 353).

Leader Hierarchical Influence. This variable is defined as the

extent to which the individual’s superior is viewed as having the support
of his superiors in matters affecting his work group-wages, benefits,
discipline and policy matters.

According to Likert (1961), upward hierarchical influence developed
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through the "linking pin" function is a necessary though insufficient
condition affecting group satisfaction and productivity. The importance
of hierarchical influence was discovered by Pelz (1951, 1952) in a
study of several thousand workers performed under the auspices of the
Instititute for Social Research. Pelz found that the amcunt of influe-
ence which a supervisor has with his own superior is a "conditioning-
variable" which moderates the results the superwiser will achieve from
his supervisory behavior. When the supervisor had high influence and
also engaged in supportive leader behavior, employee satisfaction was
significantly greater than when supervisors with low influence engaged
in the same kind .of supportive behavior. Pelz concluded that a éupervis-
or, to function effectively, must have sufficient influence with his own
superior to affect the superior's decisions. When a supervisor cannot
exert sufficient influence upward in the hierarchy to handie probleﬁs
affecting his subordinates, an unfavorable reaction to the supervisor,
to his superior, and to the organization is likely to occur. In addi-
tion to confirming the importance of hierarchical influence on satis-
faction, other studies indicate that the ability to exert an influence
upward affects productivity and performance vari;bles {(Katz, MacCoby
and Morse, 1950; Likert and Willits, 1940; Ronken and Lawrence, 1952).
Wager's (1965) findings were similar to Pelz's but the magnitude
of the mpderating effect of influence on the leader's supportive be-
havior was rather low, though statistically significant. He also found
that the higher the organizational status of the employee, the lower
the moderating effect of influence on employee satisfac;ion. This led
Wager to conclude that when employees are performing work that permits
them to be independent of their immediate superiors, the influence of

the superior is less relevant to the fulfillment of subordinate expect-
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ations. Thus, the concept of upward influence may be limited to con-
ditions in which employees are at least moderately dependent on their

superior for Jjob satisfaction and for personal welfare.

Leader Initiating Structure. This variable is defined as the degree

to which the leader makes specific work assignments, emphasizes deadlines,
evaluates guality of work, encourages use of uniform procedures, and es-
tablishes well-defined work patterns. This measure constitutes an over-
all assessment of the degree to which a superior is perceived as plan-
ning, organizing, directing, and controlling the work of his unit.
Leaders high in this factor have been found repeatedly to be high-
ly rated by their superiors and to have high scores on such objective
measures of leader performance as high productivity, low scrap and low
cost (Harris, 1952; Halpin and Wiener, 1957). Many other studies using
similar measures are consistent with these firidings (Stouffer, 1949;
Moore and Smith, 1952; Moore, 1953; Katz and Kahn, 1953; Katz, MacCoby
and Morse, 1950; Comrey, Pfiffner and High, 1954; Bass and Duntemann,
1963; Bass, et.al., 1963; Duntermann and Bass, 1963). This dsinot teousay
that findingsconcerning the effects of high task orientation are always
positive. For example, Fieischmann and Harris (1962) found that pro-
duction supervisors who were high in initiating structure also had high-
er rates of grievances and employee turnover than did supervisors who
were low in initiating structure. Korman (1966), in his extensive review
of the research on initiating structure, indicated several studies which
revealed no relationships between initiating structure and satisfaction
or performance. Korman (1966) concluded "that very little is now known
as to how these variables {(consideration and initiating structure) may

predict work group performance and the conditions (situational moderators)
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which affect such predictions” (p. 360).

Leader Technical Competence. This variable is defined as the extent

to which the superior is perceived by subordinatez as capable of provid-
ing advice on technical or specialized problems, and capable of antici-
pating important job-related details prior to assigning tasks.

Although a major variakbile in Scientific Management Theory (Taylor,
1947), this dimension has received little attention compared to other
dimensions of leader behavior. The studies by Comrey, Pfiffner and
High (1954) have indicated that supervisors of industrial production
workers, government empioyees, and forest workers show significant pos-
itive relationships between technical competence and measures of group
productivity and leader effectiveness. Taylor, (1247) felt that high
technical competence of superiors was a requisite condition for high
employee performance and satisfaction. Taylor believed the training by
"functional foremen" would enable a worker to produce at a higher rate.
Production at the higher rate would be rewarded by a pax_incentive which
would enahance the employee'’s satisfaction with the job.

In a factor analysis of the reasons for worker satisfaction, Kahn
(1951) isolated four independent factors, One of these was satisfaction
with the competence of supervisors and leaders.

Krech, Crutchfield and Ballachey (1962), in discussing this dimen-
sion of leader behavior, concluded:

Whenever group members are dependent upon the person with techni-

cal knowhow he may exploit this power to consolidate his role as

a leader.

The indication of dependency as a moderator of the effects of tech-

nical competence has not been researched, but appears worthy of investi-

gation.
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Participation. This variable is defined as the process of joint

decision making by two or more partieé. The amount of participation of
any individual will be the amount of influence he has on the decisions
and plans agreed upon. In the present study psychological participation
or the amount of influence an individual perceives he has on decisicn
making will be measured.

Human relations theorists for years have put forth participative
management as a means of increasing worker satisfaction and perform-
ance. Studies within many different environments tended to support this
conclusion (Lewin, Lippitt and White, 1939; Coch and French, 1948; Jacob-
son, 1951; Maier, 1950; Lawrence and Smith, 1955; Baumgartel, 1956;
Morse and Reimer, (1956). Coch and French, {1948), for example, found
that new group goals are more readily accepted when the members cf the
group participate in setting them than when they are imposed upon the
group. Morse and Reimer (1956) found that satisfaction and productivity
of employees increased when the employees were allowed to participate
in the design of a new program.

Productivity was also raised in a program designed to restrict em-
ployee participation and increase the role of upper management in the
decision making process; however, worker satisfaction decreased. Tannen-
baum (1954) iﬁvestigated the role of perscnality factors in determing
the adjustment to the two programs in Morse and Reimer's study. He found
that persons "suited" to the program in which they were placed wanted
their respective programs to last longer and were more satisfiéd than
persons who were less suited to the program structure in which they were
placed. He concluded that "social systems cannot be fully evaluated with-
out understanding of the psychological makeup of the individuals partic-

ipating in that system" (p. 222). Interestingly, the study by Lewin,
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Lippitt and White (1939) also implied that personality differences af-
fected the effectiveness of leadership style. While their general re-
sults favored participative management, they discovered two differént
types of reaction to authoritarianism. One reaction was clearly passive
and dependent in nature, while the other was characterized by consider-
able aggression toward theleader. The authors attributed these differ-
ences to the personalities of the subjects and to the order in which
they experiencedthe different management styles.

Other studies (Bailey, 1953; Blau, 1955; French, Israel and As,
1960) have also implied that there is a moderating role of personality
factors on the interaction between participation, employee satisfaction,
and performance.

French, Israel and As (1960) found that the participation in pro-
duction decisions by Norwegian factory workers did not result in greater
productivity although the participation caused greater job satisfaction.
They concluded that the positive effects of participation on the job at-
titgdes of the workers were directly related to the perceived legitimacy
of participation. Legitimacy was defined as the extent to Which partic-
ipation is considered right and proper by the parties involved.

The study which is mest revealing in indicating that the beneficial
effects of participation in group decision making may be limited by the
personality of the worker is that by Vroom (1960). Vrocom showed that the
stronger an individual's need for independence, the greater the extent to
which participation in decision making in his job will result in his de-
veloping a more positive attitude toward the job and will increase his

motivation for more effective performance on the job.

Job Scope. This wvariable is described as the extent to which the
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individual performs routine tasks on his job, sees projects through to
completion, sets objectives, goals and procedures for the job and per-’-
forms tasks not specifically assigned to him.

Classical theorists advocated job specialization and work simplifi-
cation as a means of improving productivity. To Tayvlor (1947) the train-
ing of employees to be specialists would, with his productivity-based in-
centives system, result in increased pay and, hence, increased satisfaction.

Most modern writers (Argyris, 1957; Likert, 1961; MacGregor, 1957;
Kornhauser, 1965) regard nearly all division of labor with the resulting
job simplification and specialization as leading almost inevitably to
monbtony, boredom, job dissatisfaction and maladaptive employee behavior
patterns. Morecover, the case has been made by these same writers and
numerous others (Worthy, 1950; Davis, 1957; Reif and Schroderback, 1966)
that increased job scope will result in more motivated and satisfied em-—
ployees.

Though the human relations approach has gained widespread popular
support, the data is unconvincing. MacKinney, Wernimont and Galitz
(1962) reviewed the studies relating job satisfaction and job special-
ization and concluded that the issue was not settled by the data at that
time.

Their statement clearly points out the importance of considering
individual differences:

The most compelling argument against specialization as a major

cause of job dissatisfaction lies in the fact of individual differ-

ences. This is the central fact of life in the behavioral sciences,
and yet the would-be reformers apparently believe that all people

must react in exactly the same way to the same job (p. 17).

Hulin and Blood (1968) in their rather extensive review of job en-

largement literature concur with the statement of McKinney, et.ali They

indicate by citing numerous: recent studies (Turner and Lawrence, 1965;
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Konant and Kilbridge, 1965; Kornhauser, 1965; Kendall; 1963) that the
general conclusion regarding the effects of job scope on job satisfaction
and/or motivation is overstated and may be applicable only to certain
segments of the working population. The hypothesis that job size is pos-
itively correlated in general with job satisfaction must be modified to
take into account the location of the plant and the cultural backgrounds

of the workers {(Hulin and Blcod, p. 53).

Span of Control. This variable is the number of subordinated re-

porting directly to a superior.

Classical theorists usually specified that the number of subordin-
ates reporting to a superior should be limited to five or six. In some
widely quoted statements, classical writers have seen a need for great-
er limiatien (about three) at the top and a larger span (about six) at
the lowexr levels {Massie in March, 1965}. Critics of normatively de-
fined spans have argued that the ideal span suggested by the classicists
was based on insuffieient evidence (Simon, 1957) or was much too narrow
(Worthy, 1950) and, hence, inconsistent with the idea that the number of
levels of a hierarchy should be kept to a minimum.

Considering the interest in span of p?ptrol, surprisingly little
empirical research has been conducted on the subject. Available informa-
ticn is largely the result of descriptive polls of company practices
(Dale, 1952). More recently, Woodward (1965), in a study of one hundred
and eleven British manufacturing firms, found the median span of control
to be six. However, when the firms were classified according to the
nature of their production processes (level cf technology), the spans

erences in spans were also found to be appropriate for different job
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levels.

Empirical research on the interaction of span of control with em-
ployee satisfaction and performance has essentially been non-existent.
Studies of hierarchical levels, which of necessity vary with the span
of control, have reported situations where reductions in the number of
levels were correlated with heightened morale {(Richardson and Walker,
1948; Worthy, 1950}.

Inferences have been drawn concerning the interaction of span of
control with satisfaction and performance due to the likelihood of
certain practices (i.e. close supervision) being more prevalent when
the span of control is narrow. Inferences concerning the effects of
subordinate personality on span of control have not been made, but
could eliminate some of the controversy. Massie (in March, 1965) alludes
to this in the following statement:

The concept of span of control has been refined to some extent

over the years, but remains one of the chief sourcges of contro-

versy within classical thinking and between it and other devel-
oping theories. The neoclassical theorist continues to consider

the concept as a basic guide even though he may state it in less
arbitrary terms (p. 399).

Chain of Command and Unity of Command. At the heart of the class-

" ical theovist's organization structure is the scalar principle of chain
of command principle. The principle states that authority and responsi-
bility should flow without deviation from the highest executive to the
lowest operative. Closely related to this principle is the principie of
unity of command - no member of an organization should receive orders
from more than one superior.

From an operational standpoint it became obvious that the classic-

ist's insistence on strict adherence to these principles would hamper
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proper communications and functioning within an organization. Fayol
{19249), an early classicist, perceived the possibility of difficulties
and indicated that a horizontal bridge or "gangplank” between two ex-
ecutives on the same level was important for good communications. Barn-

ard (1938), in his book The Functions &f the Executive, was the first

to view the organization as a "system of cooperation" in which the "in-
formal organization" played an important role in attitude formation,
proposal screening (before management becomes aware), and decision mak-
ing.

Simon (1947, 1960) expanded on Barnard's concepts and suggested
that the organization be considered from two standpoints if satisfactory
decisions are to be made. These are the points at which various decisions
are made and the persons from whom information will be required. This
led him to regard as less than exact the principles of unity and chain
command.

Many neoclassicists feel that the princple of unity of command is
more defensible if narrowed to the following:

No member of an organization should report to more than a single
superior on a dgiven function (Massie, in March, 1965, p. 397).

Other qualifications have beeﬁ added by necclassicists who, in general,
have considered unity and chain of command as tools which must be mod-
erated by factors existent in actual situations (Massie, in March, 1965,
p. 397). The moderating factor of independence (ego, task, organization)
has been neglected until now. Its consideration here will hopefully con-
tribute to management's proper utilization of the principles of unity

and chain of command.

Hzgotheses
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The previous research and theory indicate the substantial contro-

versy that exists as to the relationship between the independent varia-

bles and dependent variables. Although little research has been conduct-

ed on personality variables which influence these relationships, the re-

search reviewed above suggest the following hypotheses to which the pres-

ent study is addressed. The hypotheses designated by an "a" pertain to

satisfaction,

Hypothesis la

Hypothesis lb

Hypothesis 2a

Hypothesis 2b

Hypothesis 3a

Hypothesis 3b

while those designation by a "b" pertain to performance.

- Leader consideration will have a statistically signifi-
cant positive relationship to satisfaction of dependent
and independent subordinates. The relationship will be
greater for the dependent subordinates.

-~ Leader consideration will not have a statistically sig-
nificant positive relationship to performance of depend-
ent and independent subordinates. The relationship will
be greater for the dependent subordinates.

- Leader hierarchical influence will have a statistically
significant positive relationship to satisfaction of
dependent subordinates, for independent subordinates it
will have no significant positive relationship.

- Leader hierarchical influence will have a statistically
significant positive relationship to performance of de-
pendent subordinates, £ér dindependent subordinates it
will have no significant positive relationship.

- Leader initiating structure will have a statistically
significant positive relationship to satisfaction of
dependent subordinates, for independent subordinates
it will have no significant positive relationship.

~ Leader initiating structure will have a statistically



Hypothesis 4a -

Hypothesis 4b -

Hypothesis

Hypothesis

Hypothesis

Hypothesis

5a

5b

6a

6b
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significant positive relationship to performance of de-
pendernit subordinates and independent subordinates. The
relationship will be greater for the dependent subordin-
ates.

Leader technical competence will have a statistically
significant positive relationship to satisfaction of de=
pendent subordinates, for independent subordinates it
will have no significant positive relationship.

Leader technical competence will have a statistically
significant positive relationship to performance of
dependent subordinates and independent subordinates.

The relatioﬁship will be greater for the dependent sub-
ordinates.

Participative leadership will have a statistically sig-
nificant positive relationship to performance of inde-
pendent subordinates, for dependent subordinates it will
have no significant positive relationship.

Participative leadership will have a statistically sig-
nificant positive relationship to performance of inde-
pendent subordinates, for dependent subordinates it will
have no significant positive relationship.

Job scope will have a statistically significant positive
relationship to satisfaction of independent subordinates,
for dependent subordinates it:will have no significant
positive relationship.

Job scope will have a statistically significant positive
relationship to performance of independent subordinates,

for dependent subordinates it will have no significant
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positive relationship.

Hypothesis 7a - The span of control of the respondent's superior will
have a statistically significant negative relationship
to satisfaction of dependent subordinates, for independ-
ent subordinates it will have no significant relation-
ship.

Hypothesis 7b - The span of control of the respondent's superior will
have a statistically significant negative relationship
to performance of dependent subordinates, for independ-
ent subordinates it will have no significant relation-
ship.

Hypothesis 8a - Adherence to the chain of command will have a.statis-
tically significant positive relationship to satisfac-
tion of dependent subordinates, for independent subord-
inates it will have no significant positive relation-
ship.

Hypothesis 8b - Adherence to the chainof command will have a statis-
tically significant positive relationship to perform-
ance of dependent subordinates, for independent subord-
inates it will- have né mignifitant: positive réelation-
ship.

The hypotheses are summarized in Tables )] and 2.
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Table 1: Summary of Hypothesized Relationships Between Satisfaction
Variables and Environmental Variables When Moderated by Subordinate
Independence

SUBORDINATES HIGH ON SUBORDINATES LOW ON

CORRELATE SATISFACTION THE INDEPENDENCE VAR~ THE INDEPENDENCE VAR-
WITH IABLE {INDEPENDENT) IABLE (DEPENDENT)
Leader Consideration + +
Leader Hierarchical Influence ¢ +
Leader Initiating Structure 0 +
Leader Technical Competence 0 +
Psychological Participation + 0
Job Scope + 0
Narrow Span of Control 0 +
Adherence to Chain of Command 1] +
+ = Statistically significant relationship as stated in the

hypothesis

o
]

No statistically significant relationship as stated in
the hypothesis



-33-

Table 2: Summary of Hypothesized Relationships Between Performance
Variables and Environmental Variables When Moderated by Subordinate
Independence

SUBORDINATES HIGH ON SURORDINATES LOW ON

CORRELATE PERFORMANCE THE INDEPENDENCE VAR- THE INDEPENDENCE VAR-
WITH ABLE (INDEPENDENT) IABLE (DEPENDENT)
Leader Consideration 0 ¢}
Leader Hierarchical Influence 0 +
Leader Initiating Structure + +
Leader Technical Competence + +
Psycholegical Participation + 0
Job Scope ) : + 0
Narrow Span of Control o +
Adherence to Chain of Command 0 +
+ = Statistically significant relationship as stated in the

hypothesis

o
It

No statistically significant relationship as stated in
the hypothesis



CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Purpose and Scope of the Chapter

In this chapter the field setting in which the research was carried
out will be described. The various measures used to provide da&e to en-
able testing of the hypotheses developed in Chapteé 1I will then be pre-
sented. Finally, the statistical procedures used to test the hypotheses

will be summarized.

Description of the Firm Studied

This study was carried out in a medium sized company whose basic
function is the marketing of chemicals and plastics to industrial con-
sumers. The company supplies its products directly to about 500 firms
across the nation. Of the 200 products offered by the company, 60, com-
prising 50 per cent of their 40 million dellar annual sales, are manu-
factured. The other 140 are purchased from other corporations for resale.
Appfoximately 95 per cent of all preducts are produced for inventory, as
products are rarely offered on a custom order basis. The products are pro-
duced either in continuous or large scale batch plants.

Since 1862 the firm has been growing at the rate of 20 per cent per
year. Corporate‘plans indicate a continuation of this rate through 1975.
Primary growth has come from manufactured products.

Of the approximately 400 employees, 300 are salaried workers and

-34_
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100 are hourly production workers.

The corporation has three major locations. These are in the states
of New York, New Jersey and North Carolina. The New York office is the
corporate headgquarters. In New Jersey there are two sites, although one
is very small (7 employees} and was not included in the study. The mar-
keting division and producticn division personnel are primarily in the
New Jersey location. The North Carolina facility is mainilyia marketing
department headquarters although a small manufacturing plant exists

there.

Description of the Sample

The data for the study were collected from the salaried full-time
exempt personnel at the New York, North Carclina and major New Jersey
locations. The finance division {40 salaried employees) did not agree
to participate and was, therefore, exc¢luded from the study.

The 214 respondents to the guestionnaire represent an 89 per cent
response rate. The 26 individuals who did not respond include those who
only completed a small portion of the guestionnaire as well as those who
did not return their questionnaire. The breakdown of the sample by occu-

pational levels and divisions is shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Job Classification of the Sample

Job Classification Number Per Cent

Managerial 4 19
Marketing Division 24 11
Production Division 6 3
Other 1t 5

Professional 88 41
Marketing Division 53 25
Producticn i5 7
Other 20 9

Clerical, Secretarial and Technicians 85 40
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Description of the Measures

The measures (Appendix A) used to test the hypotheses are describ-
ed below. For those measures specifically developed for the present
study, construct validation tests were made. The results descrxibed in
Chapter IV indicate that all these scales meet the criteria for con-
struct validity. Tests of scale validities and scale reliabilities are

presented in Chapter IV.

l. Independence

Three guestionnaires, each designed to provide an indication
of a different form of independence, were utilized. The three forms of
independence obtained were ego, task, and organization independence.

The measure used for ego independence consists of sixteen
questions, most of which were de¥eloped by Tannenbaum and Allport
{(1956) . The questions which reflect the individual‘'s predisposition to
strive for self~reliance and to do things alone without help.are ident-
ical to those used by Vroom (196Q). Some of the items refer to the fre-
quency with which the subject regularly engages in independent behav-
ior. Others deal with the satisfaction that he gets from this behavior.
The following are sample items and response choices:

-How often do you find that you can carry out other people's sug-
gestions without changing them any?
1. almost always 2. very often 3. often 4. sometimes 5. rarely
-How much do you usually want the person who is in charge of a
group you are in to tell you what to do?
1. very much 2. quite a bi£ 3. somewhat 4. a little 5. not at all
-When you have a problem, how much do you like to think it through
yourself without help from others?

1. not at all 2. somewhat 3. quite a bit 4. very much 5. always
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The task independence scale of sixteen items was developed specif-
ically for this study. The items reflect the degree to which the respond=
ent is able to perform his job without depending upon his superior or
others for financial resources, non-financial resourses, and directions.
Moreovef, the extendi to which the subject independently schedules and
plans his activities, as well as ipnovates, is ascertained. Sample
qguestions and scale choices are as follows:

-To what extenf are you able to act independently of your superior
in performing your job function?

1. hardly ever 2. seldom 3., occasionally 4. freguently 5. almost
always

-When someone else in the company requests you to perform a task
for them, how frequently do you seek advice from your superiors?

1. almost always 2. very often 3. often 4. oceasionally 5. rarely

-To what extent are you able to schedule and plan your task re-
quirements independent of others in the organization?

1. hardly ever 2. seldom 3. occasionally 4. frequently 5. almost
always

The organization independence scale consistingof four questions
was developed specifically for this study. The scale reflects the applic-
ability of the worker's knowledge and experience gained on his present
job in obtaining an equivalent one elsewhere. Sample guestions and scale
cholices are as follows:

-How applicable is your knowledge and ability on your present job
to other firms?

1. not at all 2. slightly 3. somewhat 4. very 5. completely

-To what extent is it likely you can leave your present job and

obtain an equivalent one elsewhere?
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1. not at all 2. slight 3. some 4. large 5. very large

2. Satisfaction of Employee Role Expectations

Job Description and Job Expectation questionnaires, developed by
the Personnel Research Board of the Ohic State University (Stogdill,
1960) were utilized. The Job Description questionnaire essentially
measures employees' attitude toward the company and its management.
Factor analysis by Stogdill {(1960) of a previous satisfaction scale
yielded large loadings for the twelve items comprising the Job Descrip=
tion guestionnaire. These items concern satisfaction with company, man-
agement, and recognition. Following are two of the twelve items and
response choices:

~-This company &s a place to work.

1. very good 2. good 3. fair 4., poor 5. very poor

=Fair treatment of employees by management
1. very good 2., good 3. fair 4. poor 5. very poor

The Job Expectation questionnaire measures employee satisfaction
with role expectation with respect to (a) work, (b) advancement, (c)
the prest ige of the respondent's job as compared with jobs of others,
(d) pay, (e) freedom, (£f) family attitudes toward the respondent's job,
and (g) job security.

Respondents are asked to indicate the degree to which each char-
acteristic of the job meets his expectations. Each class of expectation
is measured by averaging the scores of four questions. In the present
study, the items pertaining to advancement, pay and prestige expectations
are combined to provide a single measure ~ extrinsic job satisfaction.
These were combined because the reliability of the individual scales was

found to be moderatély low (.616, .574, .656) and the combined reliabil-
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ity was found to be much greater (.803) than the reliability of its com-
ponents.
Exhibit 1 contains items representative of each class of expecta-

tions together with response choices.

EXHIBIT 1
Expectation Class Sample Questions Answers (Circle One)
Work (Intrinsic) -Liking for the work I am 1. Much better than ex-
doing here. pected.
Extrinsic Work -My chances of getting 2. Better than expected
ahead in the company.
=My job compared with 3. Same as expected
my friends' jobs.
~The amount of money I 4. Much.poorer than ex--
am paid. pected.
Freedom -Freedom to make de-

cisions about my work.

Pamily Attitude ~My family's pride in
my job.
Security. ~Chances of Keeping the

job as long as I want it.

3. Performance

The job performance seale used for this study is a multirater-
multitrait scale. Lawler (1967), in a review of methods for measuring
performance, indicated that the multirater-multitrait method provides
many of the advantages of both the more objective and more subjective
measures. "Moreover, with this approach it is possible to assess the cri-
terion by determining its convergent and discriminant validity, and it
is not necessary to depend on an objective indicator such as sales or
profits that may miss the essence of the job" (Lawler, 1966a, p. 370).

The raters used were the subjects' superiors and peers. The obvious

constraint in the choice of the raters is that they must be familiar
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with the aspects of the individual's performance that they are to rate.
Otherwise, the ratings tend to be more likely to be affected by the halo
tendency (Bescoe & Lawshe, 1959), To insure the choice of knowledgeable
raters, the subject was asked to indicate, prior to receiving the perform-
ance questionnaire, the name of his superior(s) and the name of two peers
who knew his performance best. The choice of which superior (if more than
one existed) and peer rated the subject was done randomly.

The rationale behind the choice of the six traits used in this
study is provided in Chapter I. The traits which the subject,the sub-
ject's superior, and the subject's peer rated for each subject are
quality, quantity, ability, ability without guidance, initiative, and
effort. For each trait they chose one of seven responses - excellent,
very good, good, average, fair, poor, or inadegquate.

The convergent and discriminant validity of the performance meas-
ures was assessed and it was found to meet the criteria for both kinds
of validity. Chapter IV describes the validity tests and presents the

validation data in detail.

4. Leader Consideration

Consideration s¢o res were obtained from twelve guestions in the

Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire (Stogdill and Shartle, 1955}

Stogdill and Coons, 1957). Subjects were asked to describe the behavior
of their superior by such items as:
-He looks ocut for the personal welfare of group members.
1. always 2. often 3. occasionally 4. seldom 5. never
-He givesadvance notice of changes.
1. always 2. often 3. occasionally 4. seldom 5. never

-He assumes responsibility for subordinate actions.
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1. always 2. often 3. occasionally 4. seldom 5. never
~He is friendly and approachable.

1. always 2. often 3. occasionally 4. seldom 5. never

5. Leader Initiating Structure

The initiating structure scale was also developed by the Personnel
Research Boa¥d of Ohio State University. It consists of ten questions

contained in the Leader Behavior Description Questionnaire. This scale

measures the degree to which the leader is perceiwved by subordinates
to structure the work environment by assigning particular tasks, spec-
ifying procedures to be followed, and clarifying expectations. Two
samplerquestions and scale choices are as follows:

-He assigns groupsmembers to particular tasks.
1. always 2. often 3. occasionally 4. seldom 5. never

-He schedules the work to be done.

1. always 2. often 3. occasionally 4. seldom 5. never

6. Leader Hierarchical Influence

This scale consists of seven questions, most of which were devel-
oped by Comrey, Pfiffner and High (1954) at Southern California Univers-
ity. It measures upward influence of the leader only with respect to
matters concerning the personnel management of the subordinates and par-
ticipation in policy decisions. It does not measure influence with re-
spect to such decisions as resource allocations, objective setting, or
organization changes. The seven items are summarized to yield a single
scale score. Typical items on this scale are:

-He has requested certain benefits fér his workers which have not
been approved.

1. frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never



wd2m

~Does he have influence with his superiors in getting certain ben-
efits for‘his subordinates?
1. none 2. é little 3. some 4. guite a bit 5. a great deal

~Does his influence with his superiors enable his subordinates to

develop faster than normal?

1. never 2. almost never 3. rarely 4. usually 5. frequently

7. Leader Technical Competence

This score was also obtained primarily from questions developed
by Comrey, Pfiffner and High (1954). This scale, consisting of six items,
essentially measures the degree to which the superior is perceived as
capable of providing advice on technical or specialized probiléms. Follow-
ing are two of the six items:

~You have found that he does not know something about the job that
he should know.
1. very often 2. often 3. sometimes 4. occasionally 5. rarely

-When a subordinate does not know how to do a job he can show him
how it is done.

1l. rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 5. always

8. Psychological Participation

This scale consists of six items, most of which were develcoped by
Vroom (1960) for his study "Some Personality Determinants of the Effects
of Participation". Each of the guestions, designed to measure the extent
to which the individual feels that he influences joint decisions made
with his superior, was answered by checking the most applicable altern-
ative on a five-point scale. The index is derived in the same way as
for all the other scales by averaging the responses to all the questions.

Sample questions and response choices are as follows:
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-In general, how much say or influence do you feel you have on
what goes on in your job? )
1. little or none 2. some 3, quite a bit 4. a great deal 5. a very
great deal

-Does your immediate superior ask your opinion when a problem comes

up which inwvolves your work?

l. never 2. seldom 3. scmetimes 4. often 5. always

9. Job Scope

This scale of five items was developed specifically for this study.
The index derived by averaging the responses to the five guestions is
designed to measure the extent to which the subject performs tasks out-
side of his normal job responsibility, sees projects through to comple-
tion and sets goals, objectives and job methods employed. Two of the
items on this scale are:

-How often are yourregquired to perform tasks which previously had
not been part of your job responsibility?
1, rarely 2. occasionally 3. sometimes 4. very often 5. often

-To what extent do you set objectives, goals, and procedures for
your job rather than following directions or established procedures?

1. almost never 2. little 3. somewhat 4. large 5. very large

10. Span of Control

The feollowing single guestion was asked to determine the number of
individuals reporting to the subject's superior:

-How many people report directly to your immediate superior?
1. one to four 2. five to seven 3. eight to ten 4. eleven to fifteen

5. more than fifteen
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11. Chain of Command and Unity of Command

The four-item gquestionnaire developed specifically for this study
measures the extent to which communications and tasks follow the chain
of command, and the number of superiors to whom the subject is account-
able. As with all but the performance scale, the scale gquestions are
scored on a five-point basis, The average of the individual question
scores provides a scale index. Two of the questionsiinithis scate and
their response choices are:

-How frequently do you receive orders from other than your super-
jox?

1. very often 2. often 3. sometimes 4. rarely 5. never

-To how many superiors are you accountable?

l. six or more 2. four or five 3. three 4. two 5. one

Administration of the Questionnaire

The respondent$,individually or in small groups, were given two
letters immediately prior to the questionnaire. A letter from the re-
searcher indicated that the aim of the study was to delineate better
those factors necessary to provide for increased worker satisfaction
and performance. It was stressed that the study was being performed at
several companies and the management for these firms recognized that
the responses to the questionnaire would remain strictly confidential.
The management at the respondent's company was to receive a general re-
port describing the organization climate and some alternative which
could possible lead to improved employee satisfaction and performance.
A letter from the Executive Committee of the firm indicated that stud-
ies like these were necessary to enable better understanding of work-

ers' needs and, hence, better management.
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When the questionnaires were distributed, the researcher requested
that each individual answer the guestions without consulting any other
individual.

Although the directions to the guestionnaires are self explanatory
and designed to be self-administered, the researcher reviewed the dir-
ections with the respondents. The researcher was present throughout to
provide any further interpretation of the directions. Respondents were
assured that all responses would be kept strictly confidential.

The guestionnaires were administered in group settings of five to
eight employees per group. Questionnaires were completed during working
hours in the firm's conference room. Because of the job demands, approx-
imately 80 employees returned to their job station immediately after re-
ceiving the questionnaire and instructions concerning how to complete it.
These employees returned the duestionnaire to the investigator the same
day as they received it.

To insure that the responses remained confidential, the question-
naires were coded rather than signed by the respondent. The coding was
needed to make it possible to correlate responses to the guestionnaire
with performance ratings completed independently by others.

After completing the guestionnaire, the respondents were requested
to rate the performance of their subordinates as well as those peers
who had indicated that the respondent knew their job performance (this
indication had been made prior to the guestionnaire administration}. In
order to preserve his anonymity, the respondent was instructed not to

identify himself on the performance rating sheet.

Description of the Statistical Procedures

The statistical procedures used can be divided into two areas,
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those pertinent to scale reliability and validity and those pertinent
to the hypotheses.

1. Statistics Pertaining to Scale Reliability and Validity

Scale reliability for all scales employed was computed using a
Spearman-Brown Formula Correction of the Kuder Richardson Formula 20.
wWhen this split test reliability was greater than .50 the scale was
felt to have met the minimum reliability criterion to enable its use
within the study.l

Scale validation for four scales developed for this study - task
independence, organization independence, job scope, chain of command -
was obtained through the use of the Mann-Whitney U test. For each scale
two samples (N's range from 1B to 33) were selected which were knownito
be significantly different from each other with respect to the wvariable
which the scale was developed to measure. The distribution cof the sam-
ples was tested for significant differences using the Mann-Whitney U
test. The criteria of a difference significant at the .05 level was
specified as the validation reqguirement. All four scales met this re-
guirement. Hence, the scales have construct validity.

Non-parametric statistics were used throughout the study as (1)
they make no assumptions concerning the distributicon of the data, and
(2) the criterion of scale continuity exists,

Validation of the span of control scale was done by comparing the

subject's responses to the organization chart. In 28 of 30 cases agree-

No hard and fast rules can be stated as to how high reliability coef-
ficients should be. For research purposes, one can tolerate much lower
reliabilities than one can for practical purposes of diagnosis and pre-
diction. As Guilford (1954) has indicated, utilizing tests with rexianai-
bilities on the order of only .5 is often better than going without the
use of the test at all.
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ment was found.

For the multirater-multitrait performance scales, convergent and
discriminant validity was computed using a Spearman rank correlation
coefficient. Convergent validity is established by agreement among rat-
ers when the same traits are rated. This criteria is met when correla-
tions between the same traits when rated by different raters is sig-
nificantly different from zero. Discriminant validity is demonstrated
by three criteria. First, the interrater agreement on a given trait
should be greater than the halo effect across different traits rated
by the same rater. Second, whenever the same trait is rated by different
raters the interrater agreement should be greater than the correlations
among different traits rated by those raters. Third, the magnitude and
direction of correlations, when based on single or different raters,

should be approximately the same.

2. Statistics Pertaining to Hypotheses

All hypotheses were tested by relating measurements on one variable
with simultaneous measurements on another. Spearman rank correlation co-
efficients were computed to determine the degree of relationships be-
tween independent and dependent variables. Inasmuch as the direction of
results has been specified in the hypotheses, one-tailed tests of signif-
icance were performed. The .05 level of confidence was established as the
basis for rrejecting the null hypothesis; results at the (05 level to .10
level of confidence will be indicated to suggest trends.

To test the hypothesis that independence moderates the relationship
between independent and dependent variables, the sample was trichotomized
into groups according tc whether they scored high, medium or low on the

independence scales. Each of the three independence scales was trichoto-
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mized and separate correlations were computed for relationships within
each of the three groups.

Trichotomization of the independence scale was done by computing
the mean scale score and assigning to the medium independence group
the one-third of the sample who scored closest tco the mean. For some
scales, it was necessary to assign slightly more than one-third of the
sample to the middle group as there were ties. 2ll subjects scoring
higher than the range of scores comprising the middle group were as-
signed to the high independence éroup. 211 subjects seoring lower than
the range of scores comprising the middle independence group were as-
signed to the low independence group.

To further test the hypothesis that independence moderated the re-
lationship between independent and dependent variables, a Z test of the
significance of the difference of the Spearman rank correlation coef-
ficients for the high and low independgnce groups for each relationship
was computed. This provides a test of each specific hypothesis stated

in Chapter II.



CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS PERTINENT TO SCALES

Purpose and Scope of the Chapter

The purpose of the chapter is to indicate the statistical findings
pertinent to the measures utilized in the study. Reliabilities for each
of the scales used in the study wergcomputed. Validations of those
scales developed specifically for this study which indicate their abil-
ity to discriminate between samples high and low on the variable meas-
ured will be described. Spparman Rank Correlations among all the vari-
ables were determined to ascertain the homogeneity of each of the meas-
ures. Means and standard deviations for each measure were alsc computed.

1
Scale Reliability

Reliabilities for each of the scales used in the study were comput-
ed using a Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula Correction of the Kuder~
Richardson Formula 20. The Kuder Richardson is a split test reliability
technique which requires that the scale scores, which ranged from 1 to
5, be dichotomized intc a high and low group. The dichotomies for each
of the scales were performed on the basis of assigning the larger scale

range {1 to 3 or 3 to 5) to the scores less likely to occur due to

1

The reliability of a test is the degree to which a test measures con-
sistently whatever it does measure. Split test reliability techniques
measure internal consistency.

-40-
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respondent bias. For example, with the job description scale it was as-
sumed that respondents would be more likely to respond positively than
negatively to the variable. Therefore, the favorable or high response
group was comprised of only two (L to 2) of the five scores possible on
a question, while the negative or low response group was comprised of
three (3,4 or 5) of the five scores.

The Spearman-Brown formula is applied to estimate the reliability
of the test of full length from the obtained reliability coefficient of
a test of less than full length.

The reliability coefficients of the sixteen scales {Table 1} rang-
ed from .498 to .911 with all but two of the scales having reliability

coefficients greater than .6.

Table 1: Scale Reliability Coefficients

Number Reliability
Scale of Ttems Coefficient
Ego Independence i6 .807
Task Independence 16 .911
Organization Independence 4 .B76
Company Satisfaction 12 .938
Satisfaction with Respect to Extrinsic 12 .803
Work Factors : 2
Satisfaction with Respect to Security 3 .593
Satisfaction with Respectioto Freedom 4 767
Satisfaction with Respect to Family 4

Attitudes -5 .701

Intrinsic Work Satisfaction 3 .675
Leader Hierarchical Influence 7 . 740
Leader Initiating Structure 10 .902
Leader Consideration 12 .857
Leader Technical Copmpetence 6 .828
Adherence to Chain of Command 4 .498
Job Scope 5 .659
Psychological Participation 6 .839

2
One item was deletend from each scale because without this item the
reliability coefficient was significantly larger.
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The minimum reliability coefficient to enable the scales inclusion
within this study is .5. Guilford {(1954) indicated a coefficient of ap-~
proximately this level was acceptable for research purposes. All the
scales far exceed this criteria except the Adherence to Chain of Command
scale. This is included because it is approximately equal to the mini-
mum reliability critericneven though it has a mnuch lower internal consist-
ency than the other scales.

3

vValidity cof Moderating and Independent Variable Scales Developed For
This Study

Construct validity of the four scales developed expressly for this
study - task independence, organization independence, job scope, and
chain of command - was ascertained through the use of the Mann-Whitney
U test. The Span of Control scale was validated by comparing respondent

answers to the firm's organization chart.

1. Task Independence. This scale was administered to a sample

{(N=33) of corporate vice presidents of two major companies (sales in ex-~
cess of 500 million dollars) as it was believed that this group shoul&
be relatively task independent. For the dependent group {(N=25), white
collar trainees and secretaries working less than three months were
guestioned. The statistical analyses of the distribution of the scores
of the two groups indicated they were not associated and the distribu-
tion of the vice presidents was significantly higher (more independent)
than the other group at a .0001 level of significance (U=801, 2=6.10).

A similar result was found when college professors with tenure (N=18)

3

In a broad sense, the "validity" of a test refers to the degree to
which the test is capable of achieving the purposes it was intended
to serve.
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were used in place of the vice presidents (p=.0001; U=421; 2-4.97).

2. Organization Independence. To test the validity of this scale,

forty employees were selected from company records who could be classi-
fied as "Cosmppdlitans" or "Locals" (Gouldner, 1957). Cosmopolitans are
defined by Gouldner as "those low on loyalty to the employing organiza-
tion, high on commitment to specialized role skills and likely to use
an outer reference group orientation" (p. 361). Therefore, they should
score high on organization independence. Locals are characterized as
"those high on loyalty to the employing organization, low on commitment
to specialized role skills and likely to use an inner reference group
orientation" (p. 361).and, thus, should score low on organization inde-
pendence.

The criteria used to classify employees as cosmopolitans were ex-
tensive education (MBA or equivalent) and employment at a minimum of
three firms over the past twelve years. Employees were classified as
locals when they held white collar jobs (excluding clerks and secre-
taries) with salaries in excess of $10,400, had little formal education
{no college degree) and had been transferred within the corporation to
at least three different jobs in the past ten years at two or more lo-
cations, with a minimum of one of these moves being lateral in the or-
ganizational hierarchy.

Mann-Whitney U test analyses of the distribution of the scores of
the two groups demonstrated that the cosmopolitans (N=20) scored higher
(more independent) than the locals {N=20) at a .0001 level of signifi-

cance (U=381; 2=5.00).

3. Job Scope. Sixty employees were selected from company records

who could be classified on the basis of organizational position and
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job descriptions into a narrow job scope group (N=30) and a wide job
scope croup (N=30). Employees were classified according to three cri-
teria: (a) the variety and level of decisions which they make, (b) the
number of subordinates with different functions reporting to them and
the level of their subordinates responsibility, and {(c) their organiz-
ation position. A ten point score was computed by assigning a four
point value to criteria (s) and (b) and a two point value to criterion
{c) . Employees determined as having jobs of wide scope scored six or
higher, with the mean: score for employees with wide job scopes being
8.2. Employees determined as having jobs of narrow scope scored five
or lower, with the meansscore for these employees being 3.8. Titles
of jobs which were determined as being of wide job scope included
Manager of Marketing Research, Director of Corporate Planning, Manager
of Corporate Planning and Marketing Manager. Typical jobs determined
as being of narrow scope included library assistant, laboratory tech-
nician, patentsearch assistant, economic analyst, and file clerk.

The Mann-Whtiney U tests of the difference of the distributions:oof
the scale scores of the two samples resulted in the wide job scope group
scoring higher than the narrow job scope grcup at a .0001 level of sig-

nificance (U=861l; Z=6.08).

4. Adherence to the Chain of Command. To test the validity of this

scdle, forty employees were interviewed and classified as having jobs
for which the adherence to the chain of command was either high or low.
The interview consisted of having the respondent answer the following
questions:

1 - Please indicate the numbér of persons other than your immediate

boss who can initiate action on your part.
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2 - Of the people other than your immediate boss, who can initiate
action on your part; How many can you tell to take it through
channels?

wWhen the number of people indicated in answer to Question 1, less
the number of people indicated in response to Question 2, was three or
more that person was placed in the group (N=18) with jobs for which
there was low adherence to the chain of command. When the difference in
the responses to Questions 1 and 2 was two or less, the person was plac-
ed in the group (N=22}) with jobs for which there was high adherence to
the chain of command.

Mann-Whitney U test analyses of the distribution of the scores of
the two groups on the Adherence to the Chain of Command scale resulted
in the high adherence to the chain of command group scoring highex
(greater adherence) than the low adherence to the chain of command
group at a .025 level of significance (U=268; 2-1.96). A similar don-
firmation of the scale's validity was found when subjects were classi-
fied into groups according to their response to Question 1. The diff-
erences in the distributions of the scale scores of the two groups re-
sulted in the high adherence group (N=186) scoring higher (greater ad-
herence) than the low adherence group {N=24) at a .001 level of signif-

icance (U=301; Z-3.01).

5. span of Control. To test the validity of this scale, a random

sample of 30 respondents to the questionnaire was chosen. Their response
as to the number of individuals reporting to their superior was compared
to the firm's organization chart. In 93 per cent of the cases (28 out of
30) there was agreement, and in the remaining cases disagreement was by

one and two subordinates.
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Validity of Performance Scale Developed For This Study

-

Convergent and discriminant validity of the multitrait-multirater
performance measure was found to exist when peers and superiors were used
as raters and guality, quantity, initiative, effort, ability, and ability
without guidance were used as the traits. Discriminant validity was not
found when self ratings were used. Self-peer and self-superior ratings
of the traits quality, initiative, effort and quantity indicated con-
vergent validity. The lack of discrimiqant validity with self ratings
caused them to be eliminated from consideration when testing the hypoth-
eses. These findings are similar to the findings of Lawler (1966a) who
reported that self-rating data in his study of middle and top level man-
agers in a manufacturing organization offered little evidence of either
convergent or discriminant validity. Lawler hypothesized that either
the ratings were totally invalid as they were generally inflated, or
perhaps they were just feflécting different views of the same traits
{p. 375). Table 2 shows that the distribution of the performance rat-

ings in this study also indicated greater leniency of self ratings.

Table 2; Distribution of Multitrait-Multirater Responses

Per Cent of Respondent Rating Subject As

Very
Trait Rater Excellent Good Good  Average Fair Poor Inadeqguate
Quality Self 17 62 18 "2 0 1 0
Superior 13 33 36 12 4 2 ¢
Peer 10 42 32 11 5 4] 0
Ability Self 36 48 11 3 1 0 0
Superior 18 34 33 10 4 1l 0
Peer 18 37 27 13 4 1l 0]
Initiative g1 45 37 14 2 1 0 1
Superior 19 30 29 11 7 3 0

Peer 18 39 21 13 8 1 0
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Effort

Ability
Without
Guidance

Quantity
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Very
Rater Excellent Good Good Average Fair ©Poor Inadequate
Self 36 44 16 3 1 0 0
Superior 13 30 29 14 9 4 1
Peer 18 34 23 14 9 2 0
Self 23 52 13 4 2 1 0
Superior 6 30 34 19 7 3 1
Peer 8 32 31 17 9 3 0
Self 30 44 18 4 2 1 1
Superior iz 28 34 14~ 8 4 Q
Peer 13 32 25 19 o 2 0

Percentage figqures were used rather than actual numbers as the number of
raters were different in each category. For self raters N=214; for super-
iors N=193; for peers N=180.

Convergent validity is established by agreement among raters when
the same traits are rated. This criterion is met when correlations be-
tween the same traits as rated by different raters are significantly
different from zero. A .05 level of significance w%s chosen as the cri-
teria for acceptable convergent validity. With an N of 176 (only those
subjects for which self, superior and peer ratings were obtained were
included), a Spearman rank correlation coefficient of .l124 or greater
indicates convergent validity at .05 level of significance. The data in
Table 3 indicates ratings of superior and peers on all the six traits
had intercorrelations which indicate convergent wvalidity at a .0005 level
of significance. Intercorrelations between self and peer ratings of two
traits (ability and ability without guidance} indicated lack of converg-
ent validity at .05 level of significance. Intercorrelations between
self and superior ratings were higher than those between self and peer.
The self-superior intercorrelations on all traits, except ability with-
out guidance, indicated convergent wvalidity at least at a .05 level of

significance. The intercorrelation on the ability without guidance trait
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Table 3: Intercorrelations Among Ratings

Peer Superior

TRAITS A By Cy Dy Ey Fy Ay By Ca Dy Ej Fap
Peer

) 789 ,630 .640 .697 .600

By 614

Cy

Dy

Ey

Fy
Super.

Ay 4 .507 .616 .488

By .614 .451

Ca .409 .512

Dy {.453 .413 4 .448

Ey; |.s47 .517 .432

Fp {.453 .400 .558  .535
Self

Az .167 .106 .124 .169

B3 |-.105~ -.032 -.105 ~-.006

Cs | .152. .10%™ ; 164 . .165

D3 | 077 .009 .1 064  .145

E3 | .042 -.004 .018 .194 .118

Fq { .129 .085 .184 .096 .165 .229 .l64

_Legend

Traits "

A = Quality

B = Ability v>.124; p%P.05

C = Initiative

D = Effort ».175; pw.0l

E = Ability Without Guidance

F = Quantity



——

49 .514 .514 .46b .415
313 .355 .423 .343
. 654
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indicated convergent validity at a .06 level of significance.

Table 3 also indicates that the correlations of the ratings of the
same traits by superiors and peers (circled coefficients) were general-
ly slightly lower than the correlations among different traits rated
by the same raters (triangles enclosed in heavy lines). Thus, the first
criteria for discriminant wvalidity, that interrater agreement on same
traits exceed correlations by same raters on different traits, was not
met. This is a rather stringent reguirement which, as Gunderson and
Nelson (1966) indicate and as Lawler (1966a) states, is seldom met by
behavior-trait data. However, it can also be seen that interrater
agreement on the same traits exceeded intra-rater correlations for
different traits (diagonal coefficlents exceeded other coefficients
in same matrix), thus, meeting the second test of discriminant valid-
ity for peer and superior ratings. Finally, it can be seen that the
third test of discriminant validity is met for superior and peer rat-
ings as the magnitude and direction of correlations, when based on
peers or superiors singly (the monorater triangles), was similar to
the pattern when based on combined ratings (heterorater triangles}.

The self ratings dat@ presented in Table 3 offer little evidence
of discriminant validity except for the quality performance trait. For
this reason, it was decided to use the averages of the peer plus super-

icr ratings as the measures of subject performance.

SPEARMAN RANK CCRRELATIONS AMCNG THE VARIABLES

Spearman Rank Correlations among the variables -~ independent, de-
pendent, moderator - were computed and are shown in Table 4. The corre-
lations between the moderator variables and the independent or depend-

ent variables were, for the vast majority of relationships, not signif-



-59-

icant at the .05 level, Task independence and ego independence variables
were significantly correlated, but neither variable was significantly
correlated to the organization independence variables.

Correlations among the independent variables alone and the depend-
ent variables alone, and between the independent-dependent variables
were significant for about half of the relationships. Correlations with
the independent variables, span of control, and job scope were essen~
tially not significant while thegorrelations with leader consideration
wera significant. For the other independent variables there was no con-
sistency.

Insofar as the correlations among certain variables are signifi-~
cant, the conventionally used Z test of the difference between two cor-
relations would not be applicable in all cases. This is because undexr
conditions of multiple testing of non-independent relationships it is
not possible to determine the number of differences cne would expect at
the .05 level by chance alone. To the knowledge of the author, no ade-
quate test exists for comparison of multiple pairs of non~independent
correlations. The conventional tests of the difference between two cor-
relations are the 2 test for independent correlations and Hotellings t
test for non-independent correlations. Since the correlations apply to
different sub samples of respondents, the correlations within any given
pailr are independent of each other. However, the independent variables
are not always independent of each other, nor are the dependent varia-
bles. Therefore, even though the correlations within a single pair are
independent, the correlations between any given independent and depend-
ent variable may not be. Because of this limitation, 2 tests, although
they will be applied in this study, should not be interpreted toco

strictly. The difference between correlations for the high and low groups
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Table 4: Spearman Rank Correlations Among the Variables

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 il 12 13
1 .262. .108 .08l1 -.185 .068 -.053 .127 .014 -~.055 .-.035 .21) ~-.191
2 .124 -.086 -.062 .046 .037 -.154 -,105 =~.139 -,081 ~.018 .038
3 .162 .053 .069 .110 -.144 -.101 ~,062 127 -,041 .043
4 ©.,407  .432 .433 .396 .564 .450 .302 .381 . 348
5 .354 .561 .l60 .272 .097 .162 .197 .594
6 401 .187 .358 .183 123 264 .330
7 .289 ,282 .118 .220 .378 .644
8 .556 .600 .585 .657 .153
9 .667 .471 .498 .183
10 .435 .416 .017
11 .509 .029
12 117
13
14
15
16
17 Legend
" 18 Variakles  Variables
19 Number Name
20
21 1 Task Independence
22 2 Ego Independence
23 3 Organization Independence
4 Job Description
5 Leader Initiating Structure
6 Leader Influence
7 Leader Consideration
8 Intrinsic Work Satisfaction
] Extrinsic Work Satisfaction
10 Family Attitude
11 Security
12 Freedom
13 Technical Competence
14 Psychoclogical Participation
15 Job Scope
16 Adherence to Chain of Command
17 Span of Control
18 puality of Job Performance
19 Ability in Performing Job
20 Effort in Performing Job
21 Initiative in Performing Job
22 Ability without Guidance in Performing Job

23 Quantity in Performing Job




14 15 16 17 18 182 20 21 22 23
.424 .482 .057 -.138 .133 .118 .165 .148 .098 121
.183 »155 152~ .016  .052 .080 -,005 -.,029 005 -.125
.118 .148 .092 .065 .128 .154 .078 -.019 .104 .101
. 2€8 .111 . 340 -.058 .130 .114 .205 .159 .098 .187
121 -.109 .327 «.027 .168 .137 276 .241 217 .295
. 207 .036 .376 -.051 .080 .00 .133 .110 .113 .171
.435 ,.053 .232 .016 .l122 .113 .232 .171 .204 .190
.320 ..208 .000 ~-.096 .063 .058 .221 .215 .133 .193
-259 +111 .190 -.052 .077 . 056 .240 .200 .117 .188
.133 .074 .037 ~.040 -.012 .010 .121 .111 .050 .062
.203 . 039 .039 -.062 .023 .007 .149 .127 .024 .145
.459 . 261 .048 -.083 .1l01 .06l .252 .211 .195 .247
.181 - =.117 .304 .021  .219 .211 .204 .184 .281 .243

.542 .080 -.117 .107 .126 .188 .148 .159 .074
-.093 -.073 .051 .042 .183 .111 .027 .092

- =.014 .246 .224 .262 .313 .2B4 .202

.084 .095 .084 .063 L0923 . 069

.854 .712 . 733 .801 .684

.640 .682 .806 .611

.876 .635 779

.703 731

.694
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will also be discussed in terms of their direction and monotonicity.

Means and Standard Deviations for the Variables

Means and Standard Deviations for all the wvariables used in this

study are shown in Table 5.

Table 5: Means and Standard Deviations for the Variables

Variable - Mean Standard Deviation
Task Independence 3.37 .724
Ego Independence 3.15 .472
Organization Independence 4.21 .609
Leader Consideration 2.42 .745
Leader Hierarchical Influence 3.37 .723
Leader Initiating Structure 2.07 .842
Leader Technical Competence 3.79 1.039
Psychological Participatién 3.52 .841
Job Scope 3.31 .720
Span of Control 2.41 1.363
Adherence to Chain of Command 3.70 . 765
Company Satisfaction 2.20 .708
Intrinsic Work 2.46 .857
Extrinsic Work Factors 3.03 .711
Family Attitude 2.68 .592
Freedom 2.58 .622
Security 2.71 .736
Quality 2.62 .935
Ability 2,51 .999

Effort 2.58 1.105
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Initiative 2.77 1.145
Ability Without Guidance 3.00 1.045
Quantity 2.85 1.120

Chapter Summary

1. Reliabilities of scales proposed for inclusion in the study
were computed using the Spearman-Brown Prophecy Formula Correction of
the Kuder Richardson Formula 20 and found to be sufficiently large,
ranging from .498 to .938, to enable their use in the study. For most
scales, the reliability coefficients were higher than .800, with all
but two of the scales having coefficients greater than .600.

2. Construct validity of four scales developed for this study -
task independence, organization independence, job scope, and adherence
to chain of command - was affirmed through the use of the Mann-Whitney
U Test. The span of control scale was shown to be valid by comparing
questionnaire responses to the firm's organization chart.

3. Convergent and discriminant validity of the multitrait-
multirater performance measure was found to exist when peers and super-
visors were used as raters and quality, quantity, initiative, effort,
ability, and ability without guidance were used as the traits. Of the
three criteria reguired for discriminant validity, two were met. The
requirement for discriminant validity, that interrater agreement on
same traits exceed correlations by same raters on different traits, was
not met. This is a rather stringent requirement which, as Gunderson and
Nelson (1966) and Lawler (1966a) state, is seldom met by behavior trait
data.

4, Self ratings were, in general, more lenient than superior or

peer ratings. Convergent validity was found for most traits between the
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self-ratings and the peer and superior ratings; discriminant validity
was not found. Due to the lack of discriminant validity, self-ratings
were excluded from the study.

5., Ascertainment of sufficient scale reliability and wvalidity
of scales enabled all the scales indicated in Table 1, Chapter I, to
be included.

6. Spearman rank correlations among the variables indicated
{a) correlations between the moderator variables and the independent
or dependent variables were, for the vast majority of relationships,
not significant, and (b) correlations among the independent variables
alone and for the dependent variables alone and between the independ-
ent and dependent variables were significant for about half of the re-
lationships. As some of the correlations among the variables are sig-
nificant, all variables are not independent from the other variables.
The Z test of the difference between two correlations, although not
strictly applicable, will be used. The difference between two corre-
lations will also be discussed in terms of their direction and monot-

onicity.



CHAPTER V

RESULTS PERTINENT TO EMPLOYEE SATISFACTION

Purpose and Scope of the Chapter

In this chapter, the relationships between (a) management
practices and leaderbBhip behavior, and ({b) employee satisfaction when
moderated by three measures of subordinate independence are examined.
Statistical significance of the findings and comparison of the find-
ings to the hypotheses are presented. The differences between inde-
pendent-dependent variable correlations for low and high independent
subordinates will be discussed in terms of the monotonicity, direction,
and significance.l The differences in correlations indicate the extent
of the moderating effect of independence. Major findings and trends
are summarized; discussion of possible theoretical and prescriptive

implications of these results is contained in Chapter VII.

Leadership Behavior-Employee Satisfaction Relationships

Consideration - Hypothesis la - leader consideration will have

a statistically significant positive relationship to satisfaction of de-

2

pendent2 and independent” subordinates - is supported by the data as

1

As previously discussed (Chapter IV), the Z test of the differences be-
tween two correlations is not strictly applicable in all cases as some of
the variables are not independent from other variables.

2

Dependent subordinates are those scoring low on the independence scale

in question while independent subordinates are those scoring high on the
. scale.

-64-
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shown in Table 1.

With ego independence as the moderating variable, consideration-
satisfaction relationships are slightly higher3 (as hypothesized) under
conditions of low ego independence than under conditions of high ego
independence. Further, it is shown that respondent satisfaction with
three classes of role expectation increase monotonically with decreas-
ing ego independence.

When organization independence is the moderator, correlations
are slightly higher under conditicns of high independence. However,

task independence moderated relationships are not consistent.

Hierarchical Influence ~ The data as shown in Table 2, in gen-

eral, does not support the hypothesis (2a) that leader hierarchical in-
fluence will have a statistically significant positive relationship to
satisfaction of dependent subordinates, and for independent subordinates
it will have no significant positive relationship. The hypothesis is
supported only when security is the satisfaction variable.

The relationships between leader hierarchical influence and sub-
ordinate satisfaction as indicated in Table 2, are generally significant
for both dependent and independent subordinates.

With organization independence as the moderating variable, the
influence-satisfaction correlations are higher under conditions of high
organization independence except when security is the satisfaction vari-

able. Only one of the relationships for the low organization independent

The -adjectives higher and lower will be used to describe the differences
between correlations for the high and low independence groups if a con-
sistency or pervasiveness of effect exists for multiple relations. When
the differences between the correlations are significant, the adjectives
higher and lower will be preceded by the word significantly.
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Table 1: Satisfaction -~ lLeader Consideration Relationships When
Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on High on Comparison High to
Satisfaction Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variables ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 60 N = 75 N = 76
Company Satisfaction .522% .364%* .436% +
Intrinsic Job -304%* . 247% .312% -
Extrinsic Work .342% 17 3%% .390% -
Family Attitude -1B2%* .065 .196* -
Security .288%* .108 .286* +
Freedom .488%* .348%* .389% +

EGO INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N = Bl N = 67
Company Satisfaction .430% .444% LA429% +
Intrinsic Job .318% .360%* .207%* +
Extrinsic Work L469% .274%* .203% +5
Family Attitude 167k L176%* 116 +
Security L401%* .068 .294% +
Freedom .A494% .336* .301%* +

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

N = 54 N = 70 N = 87
Company Satisfaction .255%* . 396%* .549% -8
Intrinsic Job .373% .232% .307* +
Extrinsic Work .264% .363%* .321% -
Family Attitude .126 .105 .246% -
Security .129 .268%* .273% -
Freedom . 304%* .358% . 440% -

N = Number of subordinates

* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level

**: 1 " ” " " n . 10 ”"

+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized

- = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized :

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level
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subordinates are significant at the .05 level. The differences in the
correlations for high and low organization independent employees, as
in the case when the other moderating variables are used, are not sig-
nificant.

Initiating Structure - The results shown in Table 3, in general,

do not support the hypothesis (3a) that leader initiating structure will
have a statistically significant positive relationship to satisfaction
of dependent subordinates, and for independent subordinates it will
have no sigﬁificant positive relationship. The hypothesis is only sup-
ported when ego independence is the moderating variable and security,
freedom, and intrinsic work are used as the satisfaction variable.

As shown in the table, the moderating effect of the three inde-
pendence variabhles are different. Initiating structure-satisfaction
relationships are, for the most part, significant for high task and
organization independent subordinates and low ego independent subord-
inates. Correlations with the satisfaction wvariables - company satis-
faction and extrinsic work factors - are significant for highly inde-
pendent subordinates regardless of the nature of the independence moder-
ator.

Technical Competence - Hypothesis 4a ~ leader technical compet-

ence will have a statistically significant positive relationship to de-
pendent subordinate satisfaction and for independent subordinates it
will have no significant positive relationship - is net supported by
the data as shown in Table 4.

For independent subordinates correlations of technical compet-
ence and the satisfaction variables - company satisfaction and extrin-

sic work factors - are significant.
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Table 2: Satisfaction - Leader Hierarchical Influence Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on High on Compariscn High to
Satisfaction Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variables ence ence ence Group

TASK TNDEPENDENCE -

N = 60 N = 75 N = 76
Company Satisfaction .467% .359% .497* -
Intrinsic Job .353% .102 L150%* +
Extrinsic Work .310% .241% .473% -
Family Attitude . 244% .090 .308* -
Security .317% -.024 L163%* +
Freedom .383* L173%%* .344%* +

EGO INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N = 81 N = 67
Company Satisfaction .442% .439% L434% +
Intrinsic Job .138 .286* .152 -
Extrinsic Work .238% . 305% .388% -
Pamily Attitude -.023 »373% .230% ~-58
Security . 254% .209% -.021 +58
Freedom .298% -367%* .188%%* +

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

N = 54 N =70 N = 87
Company Satisfaction .234%* ATT* .533*% -5
Intrinsic Job .173 .139 .273% -
Extrinsic Work .218%* L421% .403% -
Family Attitude .140 . 170%**% .341%* -
Security L17T7R% .128 .103 +
Freedom 204 %* .390% .272% -
N = Number of 8Subordinates
*

L1} L)

*
*

i

+

direction hypothesized
s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups

at .05 level

tr

= Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level

.10 "

bifference between correlation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized
Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups

at .10 level
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Table 3: Satisfaction - Leader Initiating Structure Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on High on Comparison High to
Satisfaction Independ- Independ- - Independ- Low Independence
variables ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 60 N =75 N =176
Company Satisfaction .363#% .406* .455% -
Intrinsic Job . 205%%* .023 .194% +
Extrinsic Work .090 L152%% L472% -5
Family Attitude -.025 .024 . 245% -5
Security .141 .003 J217* -
Freedom .368%* .075 .265%

EGO INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N = 81 N = 67
Company Satisfaction .334% .356* .459% -
Intxinsic Job .298% .047 .054 +58
Extrinsic Work .436% .071 .270%* +
Family Attitude .108 .43 .136 -
Security .363% .003 .103 +58
Freedom .351* .105 .148 +

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

N = 54 N = 70 N = 87
Company Satisfaction .165 .407* .464%* ~S
Intrinsic Job .082 L163%* .170%** -
Extrinsic Work .113 .338* . 26B* -
Family Attitude .193%% .133 .028 "

. Security -154 «295% .044 +
Freedom .071 111 .293% -58
N = Number of subordinates
* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
"R = " n ir n n n .10 n
+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction

hypothesized

- = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level ;

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level



Table 4: Satisfaction Leader Technical Competence Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on  High on Comparison High to
Satisfaction Independ~ Independ- Independ—- Low Independence
Variables ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 60 N =175 N = 76
Company Satisfaction .216% .300% L4T71* _—
Intrinsic Job .190%* .026 .365% -
Extrinsic Work -.014 .048 .460%* -8
Family Attitude -.070 .146 .294% -
Security .065 . 067 .16B** -
Ereedom . 296%% 022 . 289% +

EGO INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N = 81 N = 67
Company Satisfaction .298% . 350% .369% -
Intrinsic Job . 200*% .216%* .121 +
Extrinsic Work .205%* +155%%* . 219% -
Family Attitude -.005 .062 . 105 -
Security .125 .022 . 067 +
Freedom .300* .122 .039 +58

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

N = 54 N =70 N = 87
Company Satisfaction .087 . 356%* .428%* -5
Intrinsic Job .153 .292% .144%* +
Extrinsic Work -.082 .328% .210% -5
FPamily Attitude -.110 .100 .113 ~-58
Security -.032 .157*% 071 -
Freedom ~.053 .330* .154%% -
N = Number of subordinates
* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
**= n " n n " 1" -10 1"
+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction

hypothesized

Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level

i
|

58
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When organization or task independence is used as the moderat-
ing variable, technical competence - satisfaction correlations are, in
general, higher under conditions of high independence than under condi-
tions of low independence. The differences in the correlations for the
high and low organization or task independence groups are, in several
cases, significant at the .05 level. For the task and organization de-
pendent groups most of the technical competence-satisfaction correla-

tions are negative.

Management Practices - Employee Satisfaction Relationships

Psychological Participation — The data as shown in Table 5 only

support the hypothesis (5a) that participation will have a statistical-
ly significant positive relationship to the satisfaction of independ-
ent subordinates, and for dependent subordinates it will have no sig-
nificant positive relationship, when family attitude is the satisfac-
tion variable. All participation-satisfaction correlations are signif-
icant for independent subordinates. However, for dependent subordinates
most participation-satisfaction correlations are also significant. When
company satisfaction, security, and intrinsic work are usdd as the sat-
isfaction variables, correlations are significant for employees regard-
less of the nature or extent of their independence.

Job _Scope - Hypothesis 6a - job scope will have a statistically
significant positive relationship to satisfaction of independent sub-
ordinates, and for dependent subordinates it will have‘nowﬁignificant
positive relationship - is, in general, supported by the data as shown
in Table 6. Regardless of the extent orunature of the subordinate's
independence company satisfaction -~ job scope correlations were not

significant.
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Table 5: Satisfaction - Psychological Participation Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on  High on Comparison High to
Satisfagtion Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variables ence ence ence Group

H
I

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 60 N =75 N = 76
Company Satisfaction .328% .113 .284%* -
Intrinsic Job .328% .398%* .334% +
Extrinsic Work .244% . 266% .304%* +
Familty Attitude .155 .192% .170% +
Security .15l .254% .286% +
Freedom .525% .551% .2B81* ~SS

EGC INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N = 81 N = 67
Company Satisfaction .180*%* .343% .291* +
Intrinsic Job .310* .345%* JA21% +
Extrinsic Work .240% .363* . 240%
Family Attitude .041 .220* .226% +
Security - 262% .039 .331~* +
Freedom .579% .318%* .521* -

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

N = 54 N = 70 N = 87
Company Satisfaction .211%% .303% .261% +
Intrinsic Job L400% .218%* .374% -
Extrinsic wWork .160 .355% .278% +
Family Attitude .079 .106 .230% +
Security .109 .070 .345% +58
Freedom L523% .431* .445% -
N = Number of subordinates
* = Spearman RankK Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
**= ” " " [1] 't n . 10 n
+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction

hypothesized

Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level
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From Table 6 it can be seen that respondent satisfaction with
at least three classes of role expecaations increase monotonically with
increasing independence when each of the moderating variables are usédd.

Span of Control - The results shown in Table 7 do not support

the hypothesis 7a that the span of control of the respondent's superior
will have a statistically significant negative relationship to satis-
faction of dependent subordinates, and for independent subordinates it
will have no significant relationship.

Span of control-satisfaction correlations are not significant
for dependent subordinates and for task and ego independent subordin-
ates. For orggnization independent subordinates, the span of control-
satisfaction correlations are significant at, at least, a .10 level.
Moreover, all the correlations moderated by organization independence
decrease monotonically with decreasing independence. The span of
control-satisfaction correlations are alsco lower under conditions of
high task and ego independence.

Adherence to Chain of Command - Hypothesis Ba - adherence to the

chain of command will have a statistically significant positive relation-
ship to satisfaction of dependent subordinates, and for independent sub-
ordinates it will have no significant positive relationship - is not sup-
ported by the data as shown in Table 8.

As seen in Table 8, thé relationship between adherence to the
chain of command and satisfaction with the company is significant for
dependent and independent subordinates. For independent subordinates,
the relationship between adherence to the chain of command and satis-

faction with extrinsic work factors is also significant.

Summary of Major Findings
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Table 6: Satisfaction - Job Scope Relationships When Moderated
By Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on  High on - Comparison High to
Satisfaction Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 60 N =75 N = 76
Company Satisfaction .105 .013 .114 +
Intrinsic Job .128 . 220% .242% +
Extrinsic Work -.014 .143 . 169%* +
Family Attitude .032 L 1B1*#* .193% +
Security .1B0O** .120 .229% +
Freedom .106 .204%* .189%* +

EGO INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N - 81 N = 67
Company Satisfaction .027 .112 -119 +
Intrinsic Job .138 .149%% L431% +
Extrinsic Work -.044 .202%* . 140 +
Family Attitude .052 .105 . 16O%* +
Security 127 -.014 .312% +
Freedom L232%% .125 .413% +

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

N = 54 N =70 N = 87
Company Satisfaction .025 .104 .095 +
Intrinsic Job .024 .263% .335% +°
Extrinsic Work -.091 .158%% L170%%* +88
Family Attitude -.044 .154 .165%* +
Security -.093 -.041 .434% 4.5
Freedom - .171 .201% .353%* +

N - Number of subordinates

* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level

* A — ” n " n 1 i - 10 "

4+ = Difference between corxrrelation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized

- = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

sg= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level
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Table 7: Satisfaction - Span of Control Relationships When Moderated
by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on  High on Comparison High to
Satisfaction Independ~ Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 60 N =175 N = 76
Company Satisfaction .040 .037 .114 +
Intrinsic Job .073 .109 .132 +
Extrinsic Work .135 .219% -.058 -
Family Attitude . 080 .150%** .023 -
Security ~.049 .127 .201% 458
Freedom .003 .158%%* . 004 +

EGO INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N = Bl N = 67
Company Satisfaction-.032 .122 .133 +
Intrinsic Job .068 .119 .093 +
Extrinsic Work . 046 111 107 +
Family Attitude . 069 .059 .069 +
Security -.016 .086 .122 +
Freedom .078 .042 .128 +

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

N = 54 N = 70 N = 87
Company Satisfaction-.101 .06l L 173%% +
Intrinsic Job .071 . 045 .141%* +
Extrinsic Work ~-.126 .147 .223% +5
Family Attitude -.055 . 065 Ldap** +
Security -.077 .067 L155%* +38
Freedom .119 .115 .198* +
N = Number of subordinates
* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
**= " n " 7" " " . 10 ”
+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction

hypothesized

~ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level
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Table 8: Satisfaction = Agherence to Chain of Command Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium en High on Comparison High to
Satisfaction Independ- Independ- Independ—- ILow Indppendence
Variable ence ence ence Croup

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 60 N=75 N = 76
Company Satisfaction .219%% L152%* .508% S
Intrinsic Job -.057 .087 -.051 -
Extrinsic Work .054 .134 .310%* 88
Pamily Attitude -.159 1034 .197%* -S
Security -.073 -119 -.003 -
Freedom .031 . 087 .044 +

EGO INDEPENDENCE

N = 63 N = 81 N = 67
Company Satisfaction .368% L317* .284%* +
Intrinsic Job .114 ~-.036 .036 +
Extrinsic Work L215% .108 . 290% -
Family Attitude -.054 .057 .140 -
Security .194%*%* -.136 .034 +
Freedom .113 .079 -.056 +

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE-

N = 54 N = 70 N = 8§7
Company Satisfaction .178%% L244% .424%* -
Intrinsic Job .085 ~.15p** .062 +
Extrinsic Work .135 .110 .314* -
Family Attitude .116 -.122 .168%* -
Security .135 ~.029 .014 +
Freedom . 009 017 .103 -

N = Number of subordinates

* Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level

**: n [1] n n " " .10 u

+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized '

- = Difference between correlation for high and low grocups in opposite
direction hypothesized

5 = Significant difference hetween correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level
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The findings reported in this chapter may be summarized as fol-
lows:

1. The moderating effect of independence on the relaticnship be-
tween the dependent and independent variable is a function of the nature
of the independence. For example, the effect of ego independence as a
moderator is different in most cases than the effect of task and organ-
ization independence {(Table 9).

2. Table 9 indicates that with ego independence as the moderat-
ing variable, the relationships between the independent variables and
satisfaction variables were directicnally as specified in the hypoth-
eses. With task and organization independence as the moderating vari-
ables, relationships between leader behavior variables and employee
satisfaction were normally copposite in direction to the hypotheses.

3. The hypothesized satisfaction-independent variable rela-
tionships were, in general, confirmed only for the consideration and
job scope variables. For the other independent variables, few rela-
tionships supported the hypotheses.

4. The relationship of leader behavior and management practices
to employee satisfaction is a function of the satisfaction variable in
guestion.

5. The differences in the correlations for high and low independ-
ence groups are generally not statistically significant regardless of
the moderating variable employed.

6. Leader consideration has a statistically significant positive
relationship to employee satisfaction. The relationship is higher (more
positive) for low ego independent and high organization independent em-
ployees.

7. Leader hierarchical influence has, in general, a statistical-
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Table 9: Comparison of SatisfactionIndppendent Variable Relationships
Determined in the Study to the Hypothesized Dependent-Independent
Variable Relationships

TASK INDEPENDENCE

Direction Same Direction Opposite
as I-Iy};m)thes:Lzed:L to Hypothesized?

Leader Behavior

Variables
Consideration 3 - 3
Hierarchial Influence 3 - 3
Initiating Structure 2 - 4
Technical Competence 1 - 5
Sub-total 9 - 15
Management Practices
Variables
Psychological Participation 4 - 2
Job Scope 6 - 0
Span of Control 4 - 2
Adherence to Chain of Command 1 - 5
Sub-total 15 - 9
24

Total 24 -

1
Direction Same as Hypothesized - indicates that the satisfaction-
independent variable relationship determined in the study was higher
{(more positive) for the same independence group (high or low) as was
hypothesized as having the higher ¥elationship.

2

Direction Opposite to Hypothesized - indicates that the satisfaction-
independent variable relationship determined in the study was higher
(more positive) for the independence group which was hypothesized as
having the lower (less positive} relationship.



EGO INDEPENDENCE

Direction Same  Direction Opposite
as Hypothesized to Hypothesized

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

Pirection Same

Direction Opposite

as Hypothesized to Hypothesized

6 - 0
3 - 3
4 - 2
3 - 3

16 - 8
5 - 1
6 - 0
6 - 0

4 - 2

21 - 3

37 - 11

w lH N

'—l
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=
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ly significant positive relationship to employee satisfaction except for
low organization independent employvees. The relationships between influ-
ence and the security satisfaction variable are significant only for de-
pendent subordinates.

8. Leader initiating structure has a statistically significant
positive relationship to satisfaction (most aspects) of ego dependent,
task independent and organization independent subordinates.

9. Leader-technical competence-satisfaction relationships are
significant for independent subordinates when the satisfaction varia-
bles are company satisfaction and extrinsic work factors. In general,
the technical competence-satisfactioq relationships are higher for the
high independence groups than for the low independence groups.

10. Psychological participation has a statistically signifi-
cant ?ositive relationship to satisfaction of independent subordinates
and dependent subordinates (4 of the 6 satisfaction variables}. The
differences between the correlations of participation and satisfaction
for the high and low independence groups are not significant; they are
higher for independent subordinates for all satisfaction variables ex-
cept freedom.

1l1. Job scope has a statistically significant positive relation-
ship to satisfaction of independent subordinates except for their satis-—
faction with the company. For dependent subordinates, the job scope-
satisfaction relationships are not significant.

12, span of control of the subordinate's superior does not have
a statisticallysignificant negative relationship to satisfaction of de-
pendent subordinates and task and ego independent subordinates. For or-
ganization independent subordinates, correlations between span of con-

trol and satisfaction are significant at least at:a .10 level.
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13. Adherence to the chain of command, in general, is not sig-
nificantly related to employee satisfaction. It is significantly relat-
ed to the company satisfaction variable for all employees and to the

extrinsic work factors variable for high independence employees.



CHAPTER VI

RESULTS PERTINENT TC EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE

purpose and Scope of the Chapter

In this chapter, the relationships between (a) management prac-
tices and leadership behavior, and (b) employee performance when mod-
erated by three measures of subordinate independence are examined. Stat-
istical significance of the findings and comparison of the findings to
the hypothesés are presented. The differences between independent- de-
pendent variable correlations for low and high independent subordinates
will be discussed in terms of their monotonicity, direction, and sig-
nificance.l The differences in correlations indicate the extent of the
moderating effect of independence. Major findings and trends are summar-
ized; discussion of possible theoretical and prescriptive implications

of these results is contained in Chapter VII.

Leadership Behavior -~ Employee Performance Relationships

Consideration - Hypothesis 1lb - leader consideration will not have

a statistically significant relationship to performance of dependent and

independent2 subordinates - as shown in Table 1, is only supported when

1 .
As previously discussed (Chapter IV), the Z test of the differences be-
tween two correlations is not strictly applicable in all cases as some
of the variables are not independent from other variables.

2

Dependent subordinates are those scering low on the independent scale
in question while independent subordinates are those scoring high on
the scale.

-gl-



Table 1: Performance - Leader Consideration Relationships wWhen
Moderated by Subcrdinate Independence

Low on Medium on  High on Comparison High to
Performance Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group
TASK INDEPENDENCE
N = 44 N = 63 N = 65 s
Quality L474%* .097 -.145 +
Ability .471% ~.015 -.105 +5
Effort .610% .050 112 +
Initiative .594* ~.003 .039 +5
Ability Without .531% .270% -.136 +5
CuGuidance
Quantity .582% .148 -. 044 +5
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N = 53 N = 64 N = 55
Quality .178 . 188%* -.026 "
Ability -.134 .185** -.0l6 +
Effort .176 .321%* .189*%%* -
Initiative .167: .219%* -.109 +
Ability Without L212%% .326% .001 +
Guidance
Quantity .164 -.316* .047 +
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N - 56 N = 73
Quality .034 -.030 L 210% -
Ability .183 .001 .140 +
Effort .099 .189%*% .298% -
Initiative .055 .166 .181%%* -
Ability Without .282%* .120 .183%% +
Guidance
Quantity .145 .091 .284* -
N = Number of subordinates
* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
**= n 11 L n " u . 10 L1}
+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized
~ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized
s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at..05 level
ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups

at .10 level
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ego independence is the moderating variable.

Performancé-consideration correlations for task dependent and or-
ganization independent groups areusignificant. The task independence
moderated correlations, in general, monotonically increase in going from
high to low task independent subordinates. Moreover, differences in cor-
relations between the high and low task independence groups are signifi-~
cant at the .0l level.

With ego independence as the moderating variable, the consideration-
performance relationships, although not significant, are higher3 {(as hy-
pothesized) under conditions of low ego independence than under condi-
tions of high ego independence.

Hierarchical Influence - The data as shown in Table 2, does not

support the hypothesis (2b) that leader hierarchical influence will
have a statistically significant positive relationship to performance
of dependent subordinates, for independent subordinates it will have
ne significant positive relationship.

The relationshipsbetween leader hierarchical influence and sub-
ordinate performance, as indicated in Table 2, are generally not sig-
nificant for both dependent and independent subordinates.

With organization independence as the moderating variable, five
of the six influence-performance correlations for high organization in-
dependent subordinates are significant at at least a .10 level. The
differences in the correlations for high and low organization independ-

ent employees, as in the c¢ase when the other moderating variables are

The adjectives higher and lower will be used to describe the differences
between correlations for the high and liow independence groups if a con-
sistency or pervasiveness of effect exists for multiple relations. When
the differences between the correlations are significant, the adjectives
higher and lower will be preceded by the word significantly.
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Table 2: Performance - Leader Hierarchical Influence Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on  High on Comparison High to
Performance Independ- Independ- Independ~ Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 44 N = 63 N = 65
Quality .093 .052 .099 -
Ability .080 —.173%% .063 +
Effort L243%F -.052 .182%* +
Initiative. . 219%*% -.102 . 204%% +
Ability Without .088 .147 .065 +
Guidance
Quantity .338%* .122 .070 +55
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N = 53 N = 64 N = 55
Quality .100 . 005 .125 -
2Ability -.012 -.086 .124 -
Effort .074 L172%% .153 -
Initiative .103 .102 .118 -
Ability Without . 067 .076 <200%% -
Guidance
Quantity .186%%* .215%* .103 +
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N - 56 N =173
Quality .127 -.112 L1731k * -
Ahility -.004 -.144 .126 -
EBffort .076 .049 .203% -
Initiative .071 .034 156%* -
Abhility Without . 099 .067 .242% -
Guidance
Quantity -176 .085 .215% -

N = Number of subordinates

* = Zpearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level

* &k n n L1 " L4 n . 10 "

+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction

hypothesized

bifference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite

direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

sg= Significant difference between correlation for high and low gourps
at .10 level

Snn

i
Il
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used, are not sifnificant.

Initiating Structure - The results shown in Table 3 do not support

the hypothesis (3b) that leader initiating structure will have a statis-
tically significant positive relationship to performance of dependent
and independent subordinates. The hypothesis is only supported when
organization independence is the moderating variable and quality and
quantity of work performed are the performance variables.

As shown in Table.3, the moderating effect of the three independ-
ence variables are different. All initiating structure-performance re-
lationships are significant for task ddpendent and organization independ-
ent employees. Several struﬁture-performance relationships are signifi-
cant for all employees except those who are highly task independent.
Differences in correlations for high and low task independent employees
are significant at the .05 level. Three of the six performance-initiat-
ing structure relationships inecrease monotonically in going from high
to low task independent subordinates.

Technical Competence - Hypothesis 4b - leader technical compet-

ence will have a statistically significant positive relationship to per-

formance of dependent and independent subordinates - is not supported

by the data as swown in Table 4.

Performance-technical competence relationships are significant

for high ego and organization independent subordinates and low task in-
dépendent subordinates. The differences in the correlations for the high
and low task or organization independent subordinates are, for the major-
ity of relationships, significant at at least a .10 level. Performance-
technical competence correlations qenerally increase monotonically with
increasing organization and ego independence and decreasing task independ-

ence.



Table 3: Performance -~ Leader Initiating Structure Relationships

When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

B

Low on Medium on  High on Comparison High to
Performance Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group
TASK INDEPENDENCE
N = 44 N = 63 N = 65 s
Quality .416* .167 .038 +
Ability .443%* .03 .034 +:
Effort L.602% .209%* .153 +
Initiative .604* .094 .180%** +5
Ability Without .491% .117 .153 +5
Guidance
Quantity .730% .203** .097 +5
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N = 53 N = 64 N = 55
Quality .152 .230% .113 +
Ability . 145 L2077 %% .093 +
Effort L 225%*% .342% .270% -
Initiative .174 . 306% W 233% -
Ability Without .234% «320% .090 +
Guidance
Quantity .270% .434% .128 +
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N - 56 N = 73
Quality .266% ~.102 .283% -
Ability . 067 -.009 .244%* -
Effort .108 L177E* .393% -S§
Initiative .058 117 .382% -S8
Ability Without L228%% 017 . 306* -
Guidance
Quantity . 303%* .082 .A43%* -
N = Number of subordinates
* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
A= " " 1] 1] " " .10 "
= Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction

hypothesized

Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite

direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

ss= Significant difference between correlaticn for high and low groups
at .10 level

1
i
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Table 4: Performance - Leader Technical Competence Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on

Medium on High on Comparison High to
Performance Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group
TASK INDEPENDENCE
N = 44 N'= 63 N = 65
Quality .333% .364% .060 +58
Ability .333% L261* 111 +
Effort .396%* .155 .179 +
Initiative .432% .192%* .107 +5
ability Without .450% .365% .141 +F
Guidance
Quantity .465% .313*% .087 +°
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N = 53 N - 64 N = 55
Odality .140 .200% .304% -
Ability .153 .168%%* .382% -
Effort .058 .353%* .188** -
Initiative .051 .243% .288%* -
Ability Without L220%% .2B7%* .342% -
Guidance
Quantity .140 .386% .163 -
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N = 56 N =73
Quality .096 .003 .409% =S
Ability .127 .115 -341%* -
Effort .066 .086 .340% 58
Initiative .110 .069 - 300%* -
Ability Without .139 .206%* .381% -~SS
Guidance
Quantity .162 .165 .331* -

N = Number of subordinates
* = Spearman Rank Correlation Ceoefficient significant at .05 level

%k n "

L1}

+ = Difference between corxrelation for high and low groups in direction

hypothesized

- = Difference between coreelation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized
s = Sifnificant difference between correlation for hign and low groups

at .05 level

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low gmpaups

at .10 level
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Management Practices - Employee Performance Relationships

psychological Participation - In general, the data as shown in

Table 5 does not support the hypothesis {Sk) that participation will
have a statistically significant positive relationship for independent
subordinates, for dependent subordinates it will have no significant
relationship. The hypothesis is only supported when ego independence is
the moderating variable andinitiative in performing work is the per-
formance variable.

The performance-participation relationships are primarily not
significant for both dependént and independent subordinates. Differ-
ences in correlations for the high and low independence groups are also
not significant.

Job Scope -~ Hypothesis 6b - job scope will have a statistically
significant positive relationship to performance of iﬁdependent subord-
inates, for dependent subordinates it will have no significant positive
relationship, is, in general, not supported by the data as shown in
Table 6. The hypothesis is supported only when effort is the perform-
ance variable.

Job scope-performance relationships are not significant except
for (a) the -job scope-effort relationship for independent subordinates,
and (b) the job scope-quantity relationship for ego independent sub-
ordinates. Job scope-performance correlations are, in general, higher
under conditions of high independence than under conditions of low in-
dependence. Most of the correlations for task and ocrganization depend-
ent subordinates are negative. The differences in the correlations for
the high and low independence groups are, however, not significant.

with task independence as the moderating variable, four of the

six job scope-~performance relationships increase monotonically with
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Table 5: Performance - Psychological Participation Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Hedium on High on Comparison High to
Performance Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 44 N = 63 M = 65
Quality .196 -.147 .091 -
Ability 171 -.Do4** .163%* +
Effort 171 .029 L170%% +
Initiative .098 . 002 L167%% +
Ability Without .158 .073 . 066 -
Guidance
Quantity .107 -023 -.009 -
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N = 53 N = 64 N = 55
Quality +125 .109 .075 -
aAbility .095 .088 .173 +
Effort L213%% .148 .225% +
Initiative .148 . 086 .239% +
Ability Without .151 L176%% .103 -
Guidance
Quantity -101 022 .158 +
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N = 56 N =73
Quality .072 .031 .125 +
Ability .276% .000 .127 -
Effort .270%* .132 .145 -
Initiative .181 .118 .094 -
Ability Without .381%* 1117 .031 - S8
Guidance
Quantity .089 .061 .058 -
N = Number of subordinates
* = gpearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
hk— L] " " " 11 " . lo L}
+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized

i
]

Difference betwasen correlation for high and low groups in opposite -

direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups

at .10 level
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Table 6: Performance - Job Scope Relationships When Moderated
by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on High on Comparisen High to
Performance Independ- Independ- Independ—- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 44 N = 63 N = 65
Quality .027 -.078 .094 +
Ability -.039 -,051 .108 +
Effort .072 .092 L242% +
Initiative -.027 . 002 J1T7TRE +
Ability Without -.061 -.009 .003 +
Guidance
Quantity -.109 .108 .136 +55
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N=53 N=64  N-=55
Quality -.017 .094 .076 +
Ability .038 .035 .025 -
Effort .186%* .134 “227% +
Initiative .158 . 006 . 160 +
Ability Without .031 . 055 . 025 -
Guidance
Quantity .019 .026 .279% +38
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N = 56 N = 73
Quality ~.101 .130 .023 +
Ability -.071 .100 .014 +
Effort .134 . 141 .198* +
Initiative .045 .137 .080 +
ability Without .145 .06l .080 -
Guidance
Quantity -.001 .142 .076 +
N = Number ©os subordinates _
*# = gpearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level
**= ” i ] 1" " {4 . 10 L1}
+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized

- = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level
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increasing subordinate task independence.

Span of Control - The results shown in Table 7 do not support the

hypothesis (7b) that the span of control of the respondent's superior
will have a statistically significant negative relationship to perform-
ance of dependent subordinates, for independent subordinates it will
have no significant relationship. The hypothesis is only supported when
effort and initiative are the performance variables and ego independ-
ence is the moderating variable.

Span of control-performance correlations are not significant for
dependent and independent subordinates. Corrélations are more negative
for task dependent, ego dependent, and organization independent sub-
ordinates. The correlations, in general, decrease monotonically with
increases in the employee's ego dependence, task dependence, or organ-—
ization independence.

Adherence to the Chain of Command - Hypothesis Bb - adherence to

the chain of command will have a statistically significant positive
relationship to performance of dependent subordinates, for independent
subordinates it will have no significant positive relationship - is
supported when task independence is the moderating variable. Differences
in the correlations for the high and low task independence groups are
significant.

With ego or organization independence as the moderating variable,
adherence to the chain of command-performance relationships are, in
general, significant for bothZdependent and independent subordinates.
The egc and organization moderatéd relationships are usually higher
under conditions of low independence than under conditions of high in-

dependence.
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Table 7: Performance - Span of Control Relationships When Moderated
by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on High on Comparison High to
Performance Independ- Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group

TASK INDEPENDENCE

N = 44 N =63  N=65
Quality -.129 -.071 -.111 +
Ability -.115 -.151 -.055 +
Effort -.278% ~-.038 -.056 +
Initiative -.264 -.044 .014 +58
Ability Without -.173 ~-.10] -.073 +
Guidance
Quantity -.120 ~.111 -.048 +
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N = 53 N = 64 N = 55
Quality —.222%% -.014 -.049 +
Ability —-.1l88%* -.096 ~-.003 +
Effort -.161 -.127 . 064 +
Initiative -.114 -.169** .118 +
Ability wWithout -.153 -.098 -.017 3
Guidance
Quantity -.216%% -.043 .035 +5%
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N = 56 N =73
Quality .001 -.103 -.086 -
Ability .012 -.086 -.142 -
Ef fort -. 001 -.133 -.075 -
Initiative -.041 -.0D55 -.068 -
Ability Without -.021 012 —.185%+* -
Guidance
Quantity -103 -.069 -.132 -

N = Number of Subordinates

* = Spearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level

& e — " I [ 1] " n n . 10 (1

+ = Difference between correlation for high and low groups in direction
hypothesized

- = Difference between correlaticn for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between coreelation for high and low groups
at .05 level

ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .10 level
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Table 8: Performance - Adherence to Chain of Command Relationships
When Moderated by Subordinate Independence

Low on Medium on  High on Comparison High to
Performance Independ= Independ- Independ- Low Independence
Variable ence ence ence Group
TASK INDEFPENDENCE
N = 44 N = 63 N = 65
Quality .439% .373% -.010 +5
Ability .435% . 300%* .001 45
Effort .553% .263% .026 +5
Initiative- .354% .320% +116 +5
Ability Without LABT* .438% .025 +5
Guidance
Quantity .602% .304% .184%* +5
EGO INDEPENDENCE
N = 53 N = 64 N #= 55
Quality .292% .284% .188%% +
Ability .229% .283% .165 +
Effort .176 .371%* . 245%* ~
Initiative .240% .479* .254% ~
Ability Without .341%* .306* L221% +
Guidance
Quantity .269% .306% . 088 +
ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE
N = 43 N = 56 N = 73
ouality .454% .032 .273% +
Ability .301%* .103 .263* +
Effort .463% .105 .239% +55
Initiative -443% .118 . 360%* +
Ability Without .453* .051 -367%* +
Guidance
Quantity .399*% .048 .196* +

N = Number of Subordinates
* = gpearman Rank Correlation Coefficient significant at .05 level

ok " "

"

" 1 . 10 "

+ = Difference between correlation for high and low grcups in direction

hypothesized
Difference between correlation for high and low groups in opposite
direction hypothesized

s = Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups
at .05 level
ss= Significant difference between correlation for high and low groups

at .10 level
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Summary of Major Findings

The findings reported in this chapter may be summarized as follows:

1. The moderating effect of independence on the relatiocnship be-
tween the dependent and independent variable is a function of the nature
of the independence. For example, the effect cof ego independence as a
moderator is different than the effect of task and organization independ-
ence (Table 9}.

2. Table 9 indicates that with task inddpendence as a moderator,
relaticnshps between independent variables and performance variables
were directionally as specified in the hypotheses. With ego independ-
ence as the moderator, independent-performance variable relationships
were directionally as specified in the hypotheses except when either
leadex hierarchical influence or leader technical competence was the
independent variable. With organization independence as the moderat-
ing variable, independent-performance variables relationships were
normally opposite in direction to the hypotheses.

3. The hypothesized performance-independent variable relation-
ships were, in general, not supported by the findings. The following
were the major relationships which confirmed the hypotheses: (a) con-
sideration-performance relationships moderated by ego independence;

(b) initiating structure-performance relationships moderated by organ-
izaticon independence; and (c) the adherence to chain of command-per-
formance relationships moderated by task independence.

4. The differences in the correlations for high and low ego
organization independent groups are almost always not statistically
significant. With task independence as the moderating variable, the
differences in the performance-independent variable correlations for

the high and low groups were significant when consideration, initiating
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Table 9: Comparison of Performance-~Independent Variable Relationships
Determined in the Study to the Hypothesized Dependent-Independent

Variable Relationships

Leader Behaviop
Variables

Consideration
Hierarchial Influence
Initiating Structure
Technical Competence

Sub-teotal

Management Practices
Variables

Psychological Participation
Job Scope

Span of Control

adherence to Chain of Command

Sub-total

Total

1

TASK INDEPENDENCE

Direction Same _ Direction Opposite
as Hypothesizedl to Hypothesized2

N

() |0\0\LFIU\
[

[ lOOI—'O

N
= Im oo W
|
AW lo Cow

Direction same as Hypothesized - indicates that the performance-
independent variable relationship determined in the study was higher
(more positive) for the same independence group (high or low) as was
hypothesized as having the higher relationship

2

Direction Opposite to Hypothesized - indicates that the performance-
independent variable relationship determined in the study was higher
(more positive) for the independence group which was hypothesized as
having the lower (less positive) relationship.



EGO INDEPENDENCE

Direction Same Direction Opposite
as Hypothesized <to Hypothesized

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

Direction Same Direction Opposite
as Hypothesized +to Hypothesized

5 - 1
1 - 5
4 - 2
0 - 6
10 - 14
4 - 2
6 - 0
4 - 2
4 - 2
18 - 6
28 - 20

2 - 4
0 - 6
0 - 6
0 - 6
2 - 22
1 - 5
5 - 1
0 - 6
- - 9
12 - 12
14 - 34
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structure, technical competence, and adherence to the chain of command
were the independent variables.

5. Leader consideration has a statistically significant posi-
tive relaﬁionship to performance of task dependent and organization inde-
pendent subowdinates. When ego independence is the moderating variable,
the relationships bketween consideration and performance are not signifi-
cant.

6. Leader Hierarchical influence is not significantly related
to employee performance except for the relationships for high organiz-
ation é&ndependent employees.

7. Leader initiating structure has a statistically significant
positive relationship to performance of task dependent and organization
independent emplovees. With ego independence as the moderating variable,
the correlations are primarily not significant for both dependent and
independent subordinates. The relationship between initiating structure
and quantity of work performed for ddpendent subordinates and the re-
lationship of initiating structure to initdiative in performing the job
for independent subordinates are significant.

8. Leader technical competence - performance relationships are
significant for task dependent, ego independent, and organization inde-
pendent subordinates.

2., Psychological participation has a statistically significant
positive:sxrélationship to the effort and initiative put forth on the job
by subordinates high on task and ego independence; although the signif-
icance level for the task independent subordinates is .10. when organ-
ization independence is the moderating variable, correlations are more
positive under conditions of low organization independence than under

conditions of high organization independence. Performance-participation
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correlations for organization dependent subordinates were significant
when effort, ability, and ability without guidance were the performance
variables.

10. Job scope - performance relationships are generally more
positive for independent subordinates than for dependent subordinates.
All relationships except that between job scope and effort for inde-
pendent subowdinates are not significant. With task independence as
the moderating variable, most of the relationships monotonically be-
come more positive as the employee becomes more independent.

11. sSpan of control - performance correlations are,in general,
not significant for dependent and independent subordinates. Correla-
tions are significant at the .05 level whem employees are task depend-
ent and effort and initiative are the performance variabhes. Correla-
tions, in general, decrease monotonically with increases in the employ-
ee's ego dependence, task dependence, or organization independence.

12. Adherence to the chain of command - performance relation-
ships are statistically significant for both ego and organization inde-
pendent and dependent subordinates. With task independence as thieemod-
erating variable, there is a strong moderating effect as the chain of
command-performance relationship is significant for task dependent sub-
ordinates and not significant for task independent subordinates. Diff-
erences between the correlations of the two groups are significant at

a .0l level.



CHAPTER VII

DISCUSSION OF FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS

Purpose and Scope of the Chapter

In this chapter, the findings concerning the moderating effect
of subordinate independence on the relationship between (a) management
practices and leader behavior, and {(b) employee satisfaction and.per—
formance will be discussed and an analysis of the significance of the
findings according to previous empirical research and theory will be
made. Theoretical and prescriptive implications of the findings, when
éppligable, will be reviewed. The study will be summarized and the im-

plications of the findings will be indicated.

Discussion of the Findings

Findings related to the general hypothesis and those which are
broader in significance than the moderating effect of subordinate inde-
pendence on a single independent-dependent variable relationship will
be presented first. A discussion of the findings for each of the manage-
ment practice and leader behavior-dependent variable relaticnships will

follow.

General Hypothesis

The general hypothesis that the relationship between (a) manage-

ment practices and leader behavior, and ({b) employee satisfaction and

~98-
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performance will be moderated by three dimensions of subordinate inde-
pendence is supported by the data in Chapters V and VI. The interaction
between environmental and personality determinants must be understcod
in order to evaluate the effectiveness of management practices and be-
havior on employvee satisfaction and performance. As indicated earlier
in this study, little research attention had been given to this intex-
action. The hypotheses postulatéd in this study and shown in Table 1
were based on the limited empirical research available. This study's
findings, although restricted-to the firm studiéd; indicate that approx-
imately half the relationships determined for dependent and independent
employees were different than the hypothesized relationships.

The results suggest the inadequacy of generalizations concerning
the effects of management practices and leader behavior.

Studies which ignore the interaction of environmental and person-
ality variables yield relationships which are solely average effects of
management practices and behavior for all the persons in the sample.

The net effect of this has been to yield very low predictions or wvalid-
ity coefficients in previously reported research. The statistics used
to estimate the degree of relationship underestimates the effect of the
management practices and behavior on some persons and overestimates the
effect on others.

The differences in the general mederating effect of the three in-
dependence variables can be seen from Table 1 and the data in Chapters V
and VI. Although all the relationships between the independent and depend-
ent variables are not moderated by the independence variables, most re-
lationships are. Significant (.05 level) mederating effects were partic-
ularly evident with task independence as the moderating variable. The

determination of the significance of the differences between independent-
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Table 1: Independent-Dependent Variable Relationships Determined
in the Study Compared to the Hypothesized Relationships

Management Practice and

General Hypothesized

Relationships Determined
with Task Independence as

Leader Behavior Variables Relationship the Moderating Variable
Independent Dependent Independent Dependent:
Subordinates Subordinates Subo@dinates Subordinates
SATISFACTION RELATIONSHIPS

Consideration + + + +
Hierarchical Influence 0 + + +
Initiating Structure 0 + + 0
Technical Competence 0 + + 0]
Psychological Participation + 0 + +
Job Scope + 0 + 0
Span of Control 0 + 0] 0
Chain of Command 0 + + 0

PERFORMANCE RELATIONSHIPS '
Consideration 0 0 0 +
Hierarchical Influence 0 + 0 o]
Initiating Structure + + 0 +
Technical Competence + + 0 +
Psychological Participation + 0 0 0
Job Scope + 0 0] 0
Span of Control 0 + 0 0
Chain of Command 0 + 0 +

0 - Iridicates the relationships between the independent and dependent variable.

are generally not significant.

+ - Indicates a generally statistically significant relationship between the

independent and dependent variables.

A+ -Is recorded when {a) at least three of the six independent-dependent cor-
relations are significant at a .05 level, or (b) when four or more of the
six correlations are significant at at least a .10 level.




Relationships Determined  Relationships Determined with
with Ego Independence as Crganization Independence as
the Moderating Variable the Moderating Variable

Independent Dependent Independent Dependent
Subordinates Subordinates Subordinates Subordinates

o+ +00+ +
OO+ + + 4+
O+ + + + + + +
OO0 0O 0 4+

+ 000+ OO0
+ 0000000
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dependent variable correlations for high and low independence groups
is a rather stringent requirement. This determination offers evidence
of the magnitude of the moderating effect. However, it is necessary to
recognize that a moderating effect could alsoc have important implica-
tions for management and theory when there is a consistency or perva-
siveness of effect in the differences in correlations for the high,
medium, and low independence groups. The validity of this is seen,
 for example, from the findings on the moderating effect of task inde-
pendence on the relationship between job scope and subordinate satis-
faction and performance which is discussed in a later section of this

chapter.

Satisfaction Relationships Compared to Performance Relationships

Traditional human relations theory postulates that employee
satisfaction is positively related to employee performance. Many man-
agers and consultants implicitly or explicitly accept this proposi-
tion. Yet, previocus empiric research reveals highly inconsistent re-
lationships between satisfaction and performance. fhe findings in this
study strongly suggest that the two variables are generally not relat-
ed. In the ﬁajority of cases, where there was a significant relation-
ship between satisfaction and the independent variable, there was no sig-
nificant relationship between performance and the same independent vari-
able. When satisfaction-independent variable relationships were not sig-
nificant, similar lack of conformity existed as performance-independent
variable relationships were often significant.

Only for high organization independent employees or cosmopolitans
(Gouldner, 1957) were relationships between the independent wvariables

and both subordinate satisfaction and performance similar. This similar-
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ity is restricted to the leader behavior independent variables, it does
not exist for the management practice variables.

The conclusions of Brayfield & Crockett (1955) that satisfaction
with one's position in a network of relationships need not imply strong
motivation for outstanding performance, and March & Simon (1958) that
"high satisfaction, per se, is not a particularly good predictor of high
production nor does it facilitété‘broduction in a causal sense" {(p. 51)

are consistent with the general results obtained in this study.

General Findings Concerning Independent-Dependent Variable
Relationships for High and Low Independent Subordinates

From the data in Chapters V and VI and Table 1, the general
statistical significance of the dependent-independent variable rela-
tionships for subordinates with different levels of independence can
be determined.

For low task independent subordinates there are more positve
performance-leader behavior variable relationships than there are for
high task independent subordinates. Performance-leader behavior corre-
lations for the low independent subordinate are generally significant
while for the high task independent subordinate they are not. For about
half of the performance-leader behavior relationships respondent satis-
faction increases monotonically with decreasing task independence. The
satisfaction independent variable relationships for high task independ-
ent subordinates are generally significant, the significance of these
relationships are a function of the particular independent variable and
satisfaction variable for the task dependent subordinate. Possible ex-
planations in terms of relevent theory are provided where pertinent in

the discussion of the specific, independent~dependent wvariable relation-
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ships moderated by task independence.

For ego dependent and independent subordinates the independent
variable-satisfaction relationships are generally a function of the
specific independent variable and satisfaction variable. Independent
variable-performance relationships for ego dependent and independent
subordinates are generally not significant with the exception of (a)
adherence to c¢hain of command-performance relationships, and (k) tech-
nical competence-performance relationships, for ego independent sub-
ordinates. The limited number of significant performance-independent
varialbe relationships when ego independence is the moderator compared
to the number of significant task and organization moderated relation-
ships could be the result of greater relewvance of task and organization
independence to performance on the job. The origin of task and organ-
ization independence measures is a function of the work environment.

Yor organization independence moderated relationships, subord-
inate satisfaction is generally more positively related to the leader
behavior and management practice variables (independent variables) for
cosmoplitans than it is for locals. Performance of cosmopeclitans is al-
sc more positively related to the leader behavior wvariables, chain of
command variable, and job scope variable. The findings for cosmopolitans
could possibly result from cosmopolitans (a)} expecting more of super-
-vislion and, hence, only performaing when these expectations are met and/
or (b) having jobs which coincidentally reguire the kind of work neces-
sitating that type (considerate, formalized, participative, influential,
technically competent) supervision. Directive formalized supervision
would not as likely be looked upon as threatening because the cosmopol-
itan feels he ¢ould leave the organization for at least an equivalent

job elsewhere.
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With the attainment and availability of hidher education for a
greater segment of our population and with the increasing demand and,
hence, independence of skilled workers, the proportion of cosmopolitans
in our society is increasing. The implications of this trend for man-~
agement is to make more important the answer to the question "Do cosmo-
politans expect and respond differently to managerial practices and lead-
er behavior than do locals?" From the findings in this study, it is evi-
dent that cosmopolitans perform best for influential and considerate man-
agers who are technically competent to structure the environment. Locals
perform best when management is directive and formalized, that is, when
there is adherence to the chain of command and initiating structure.
Consideration is pertinent to satisfaction of locals but not to their
performance. Leader technical competence and hierarchical influence are

not generally related to either satisfaction or performance of locals.

Consideration-Satisfaction and Performance Relationships

Consistent with previous findingsl, leader consideration is sig-
nificantly related to subordinate satisfaction. When ego independence
is the moderator, consideration has a slightly higher relationship to
satisfaction of dependent subordinates than to independent subordinates.
For organization independence moderated relationships, the opposite is
true with three of the six correlations increasing monotonically with
increases in independence. A plausible explanation for the higher corre-
lations for more ego dependent subordinates is that the need for belong-
ing should be more prevalent among these employees than for the ego inde-

pendent employees. The findings on leader behavior-satisfaction (and

1
See pages 21-22 of this study for references to the previous findings.
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performance) relationships for cosmopolitans has been previously dis-
cussed. Considerate leadership is perhaps necessary to get the cosmopol-
itan c¢ommitted to the organization.

When ego or task independence is the moderating variable, the more
dependent the subordinate the more positive is the relationship between
consideration and performance. Differences between the consideration-
performance correlations for high and low task independence groups were
statistically significant. For the task independent and ego independent
subordinates, there were several negative performance-consideration rela-
tionships. The probable reason for the strong moderating effect of task
independence on the consideration-performance relationships is that the
task {and ego) independent subordinates do not see their supervisor's
consideration as contributing to their performance while the task and
ego dependent subordinate possible, in an effort to maintain a favor-
able dependency relationship and to secure additional consideration,
responds by performing better. This explanation is consistent with the-
ories of motivation {(Vroom, 1960; Atkinson, 1957; Rotter, 1954) that a
person's aroused motivation to perform a series of acts is a joint
multiplicative function of the strength of the motive, the value of the
incentive offered in the situation, and the expectancy that the act will

lead to the attainment of the incentive.

Hierarchical Influence-Satisfaction and Performance Relationships

In general, leader hierarchical influence was shown to be signifi-
cantly related to employee satisfaction but not to employee performance.
This partially supports Likert's {(1961) conclusion that upward hierarch-
ical influence developed through the "linking pin" function is a neces-

sary, though not sufficient, condition affecting group satisfaction and
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performance. It also supports, in part, Pelz's (1951, 1952) findings. In
essence, employees derive satisfaction from reporting te an influential

supervisor. However, the incentive to the subordinate of this influence

and the expectation that this influence would foster their own goals is

not sufficient to stimulate performance.

Wager's (1965) hypothesis - when workers are performing work that
permits them to be independent of their immediate supervisor, the influ-
ence of their superior is less relevant to subordinate satisfaction and
performance - is generally not supported by the findings. Relationships
of satisfaction and performance to leader influence were similar for
both task dependent and independent subordinates, except for the rela-
tionship between influence and quantity of work performed. This rela-
tionship supports Wager's (1965) hypothesis. For task dependent subord-
inates the performance-quantity of work performed relationship was sig-
nificantly different than the relationship for task independent subord-

inates.

Initiating Structure-Satisfaction and Performance Relationships

Findings on the relationship between leader initiating structure
and employee performance demonstrate ¢learly the different moderating
effect of the three independence scales.

With task independence as the moderating variable, significant
relationships were found between (a) initiating structure and perform-
ance for the task dependent group, and (b) initiating structure and sat-
isfaction for the task independent group. Leader initiating structure ap-
pears to enable the dependent subordinates to have the needed guidelines
to perform more effectively. The structuring may, however, be looked upon

as non-supportive to the task dependent subordinate and non-contributory
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to his security and extrinsic job satisfaction insofar as it probably
exposes his dependency. The increase in task independent subordinate sat-
igfaction as a result of structuring probably occurs due to the likeli-
hood that the structuring (a) enhances the subordinate's ego due to his
opportunity to indicate his independence, and (b) provides a non-threat;
ening guideline.

The findings suggest that eqo dependent subordinates generally
respond to leader initiating structure as a positive stimulus to their
satisfaction .and performance. For ego independent subordinates there
are mixed results depending on the performance and satisfaction varia-
ble utilized.

Structure-performance and structure~satisfaction relationships
for organization independent employees {cosmopeolitans) are generally
statisgtically significant. The effect of the structuring probably either
meets the expectation of the worker on his job or is reguired in order
to perform on the type of job he has. It is probably not looked upen
as threatening as the worker could leave the organization for at least
an equivalent job elsewhere. The performance of organization dependent
employees for certain attributes of performance (guality, guantity) is
positively related to initiating structure. The structuring is probably
not viewed as supportive and, hence, there is, in general, no signifi-

cant relationship between initiating structure and satisfaction.

Technical Competence-Satisfaction and Performance Relationships

The moderating effect of the task and organization independence
scales on the relationship between leader technical competence and sub-
ordinate satisfaction and performance is similar to their moderating ef-

fect on the relationships between leader initiating structure and sub-
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ordinate satisfaction and performance. There is, however, in general, a
negative correlation between leader technical competence and satisfac-
tion of organization dependent subordinates. This could arise because
technical competence of the superior is viewed as more threatening than
initiating structure.

With ego independence as the moderating variable, significant
relationships between technical competence and performance were found
for high ego independent subordinates. In general, these relationships
increase monotonically with increasing ego independence. The signifi-
cance of the technical competence-satisfaction relationships for ego
independent subordinates were dependent upon the satisfaction variable.
The finding that some of the relationships were not significant could
result from the possibility that technically competent leaders could

use this competency to decrease the subordinate's independence.

Psychological Participation-Satisfaction and Performance Relationships

The present study corroborated previous findings (Vroom, 1960;
Maier, 1952; Coch & French, 1948) th&t participation in decision making
is positively related to employee satisfaction. It was demonstrated
further that these effectg are moderated by the nature and magnitude of
the employee's independence. The satisfaction-participation relation-
ships for all employees are statistically significant; the magnitude of
these relationships is generally more positive the more independent
(task, ego or organization) the employee. The differences between the
correlations of participation and satisfaction for the high and low in-
dependent subordinate groups are not, however, statistically significant.

The various sources of satisfaction to be derived from partici-

pation help to explain the generally significant relationship between
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participation and satisfaction. French, et.al. (1960), for example, hy-
pothesized that participation satisfies a person's need to be valued

and appreciated. Maier (1952), in pointing to several sources of satis-
faction involved in the democratic approach to leadership, indicated that
participants derive ego satisfaction and pleasure from sclving problems
and from working in cooperating groups. In addition, participation in
decision making is satisfying because it gives participants the opportun-
ity to make decisions which are consistent with their own goals. Thus,
one would expect workers to enjoy participating in decisions on wages

and working conditions not only for the social experience, but also be-
cause it gives them an opportunity to improve their work situation in
these respects. There is a good basis for assuming that some of these
sources would be more rewarding to persons who are high rather than low
op their independence needs and, hence, this would explain the more pos-~
itive relationships for the independent employees. A person who partici-
pates in making decisions with superiors has greater control over his

own actions than one who merely carries out orders, On this basis, one
would expect participation to satisfy needs for independence -~ the strong-
er the need, the larger the satisfaction. Theoretically, this would be
consistent with Vroom's (1960) motivational hypothesis that the amount

of affect attached to an object is a multiplicative function of the
strength of the motive and the instrumentality of the object for the sat-
isfaction of the motive. The instrumentality of participation toward sat-
isfaction on the job would seem to be valid where the participation is
carried out within the context of the job, is concerned with the work-
related problems and is viewed as appropriate by the participants. The
appropriateness would likely be larger for those having high independence

needs.



~110-

The findings on the relationship between satisfaction and psycho-
logical participation do not indicate as strong a moderatipg effect by
employee independence as Vrcom's (i960) findings had. Directionally, how=~
ever, the relationships support Vroom's (L960) findings, as they are more
positive the more independent the employee. A hypothesis worthy of study
is whether the moderating effect of independence on the relationship be-
tween participation and satisfactioﬁ is contingent upon the type of job
or job role involved or a combination of the organizational stress and
job role involved. This hypothesis is suggested, in part, by the fact
that Vroom {1960) used a relatively small single organizational level
sample while this study was conducted on a larger scale across organiza-
tional levels,

The findings on the relationship between participation and per-
formance when moderated by subordinate independence, in general, indicate
relatively small correlations compared to the satisfaction-participation
correlations. Moreover, the performance-participation correlations are
generally not statistically significant.

When ege independence is the moderating variable, the relation-
ships between participation and performance variables are generally
slightly more positive for independent than for dependent subordinates.
These findings areldirectionally gimilar to Vroom's (1960), but differ-
ences between the relationships for the high and low groups are, unlike
Vroom's (1960), not significant. With effort as the performance variable,
there are significant performance—participatioﬁ relationships for ego
independent and dependent subordinates. The participation-initiative re-
lationship is significant only for ego independent subordinates.

With task independence as the moderating variable, no significant

performance~participation findings or trends were found. With organiza-
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tion independence as the moderating variable, three of the six perform-
ance-participation relationships were statistically significant:for or-
ganization independent subordinates. This can partially be explained be-
cause organization independent employees, although more satisfied by
participation, do not see participation as a strong contributor to their
success. Organization dependent subordinates, however, could see partic-
ipation as a means of interaction with other corporate members which ful-

fills their dependency needs and motivates them to better performance.

Job Scope-Satisfaction and Performance Relationships

The relationship of job scope to employee satisfaction and per-
formance is moderated by employee (task, egec and organization) independ-
ence. The more independent the subordinate, the more positive are the
job scope-satisfaction and job scope-performance relationships. Statis-
tically significant relationships exist only for the job scope-satisfac-
tion relationships for independent employees. Almost all performance-
job scope correlations are not significant with the exception for inde-
pendent employees of the relationships with the performance variable ef-
fort.

For task, ego and, particularly, organization dependent subordin-
ates many of the job scope-performance, and job scope-satisfaction cor-
relations are negative suggesting that dependent subordinates prefer nar-
row job scopes. Broader job requirements probably make it more difficult
to establish close dependency relationships with their superior. The wid-
er the job scope, the greater the opportunity for the independent employ-
ees to exercise their need for independence, hence they are more satis-
fied,.

The findings corroborate the conclusions of both MacKinney,
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Wernimont & Galitz (1962), and Hulin and Blood (1968) which are based on
their extensive review of the empirical literature on job scope and em-
ployee satisfaction and performance. Their conclusion was that the gen-
eral human relations assumption that increased job scope will result in
more motivated and satisfied employees is an oversimplification and de-
termination of the relationship should take intoc account environmental
and individual differences. From the present study, it is shown that one
moderator of the job scope-employee gatisfaction and performance rela-

tionships is the independence of the employee.

Span of Control-Satisfaction and Performance Relationships

Span of control-performance and span of control-satisfaction relation-
ships, in general, are more negative under conditions of low independence
than under conditions of high independence. The exceptions to the above
are relationships moderated by the organization independence variable.
The span of control relationships are generally monotonically more nega-
tive as employees indicate greater dependency. This results from the
respondent's superior being able to give greater attention to him when
his superior has fewer subordinates reporting to him. The greater.atten-
tion is likely to be viewed as supporting the subordinate's dependency

needs.

Adherence to the Chain of Command-Satisfaction and Performance
Relationships

Adherence to the chain of command is generally significantly related
to employees' performance but not to their satisfaction. The predicta-
bility and stability enabled by adherence to the chain of command is

likely to enable better performance. In almost all cases, the chain of

)

L
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command-performance relationships were more positive for dependent sub-
ordinates because their dependency is likely to be supported by adherence
to the chain of command. For task independent subordinates, the perform-
ance-chain of command relationship was not significant and for several
performance variables was only slightly positive. Insofar as the superior
of the task independent subordinate is not essential for the subordinate's
job performance, it is likely that the subordinate's incentive for in-
creased performance due to adherence of the chain of command is negligi-

ble.

Summary and Implications

The findings in this study support the general hypothesis that the
relationship between (a) management practices and leader behavior, and
(b) employee satisfaction and performance will be moderated by employee
satisfaction and performance will be moderated by employee independence.
However, the specific hypotheses which included direction were, in some
cases, either not corroborated or found to be opposite in direction to
the relationships obtained in the study. The findings suggest that the
interaction between environmental and personality determinants must be
understood in order to evaluate the effects of management practices and
leader behavior on employee satisfaction and performance. Generalizations
concerning these effects are usually inadequate.

The moderating effect of the subordinate's independence on the inde~
pendent-dependent variable relationships is a functiun of the nature agm
well as the extent of the subordinate's independence. This finding has
many implications for management. The knowledge of the proportion of
people in work units in the organization who are, for example, organiza-

tion independent provides an indication as to the appropriateness of
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the leadership behavior and practices employed by a given unit's man-
ager. It is possible that the proportion of independent workers in a
unit could be a function of such factors as the type of work performed
by the unit, the age of the workers in the unit, the professions of
the unit members' parents, and the education level of the‘wcrkers. The
understanding of the factors which would predict the extent and nature
of workers' independence would be helpful but would probably not be

as accurate as the development of independence indices bases on gques-
tionnaire and/or observation technigues. The development of these in-
dices and classification of employees based on their personality char-
acteristics should be a function of the corporation's personnel depart-
ment.

Once the nature and extent of the worker's or unit's independence
was know, the leader style and management practices most likely to en-
hance employee satisfaction and performance can be determined. A train-
ing program could be instituted if the manager's style had to be adapted.
If necessary, the existing manager could be replaced. It is likely that
a replaced manager could fill an effective role as manager of another ﬁnit
where his style would be more conducive to the satisfaction and perform-
ance of the emplovees. QOrganization or reorganization of work units in
terms of the individual unit members and managerial assignments would al-
so be more effective due to the knowledge and consideration of the em-
ployees' independence. The assignment of individuals to participate in
group efforts Qould also be more effective as knowledge of each of the
employvee's need for independence was known. Purther research in the area
of group processes is needed to determine the effect of t he group goals
on the independence needs of the group members. It is likely that the

group's effect on the individual will be a function of the nature of the
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individual's independence.

The findings concerning high {cosmopolitans)} and low (locals) or-
ganization independent subordinates illustrate the importance of ascer-
taining the employees' independence. Cosmopolitans expect and respond
differently to managerial practices and leader behavior than do locals.
Satisfaction is more positively related to the independent variables
for cosmopolitans than for locals. Performance of cocsmopolitans is also
more positively related to the leader behavior variables and job scope.
Cosmopolitans prefer managers who are considerate, influential, and pro-
vide structuring based on their competency rather than managers who man-
age.by being kind and benevolent. Locals desire managers who are direct-
ive, that is, who adhere to the chain of command and provide initiating
structure. The implication of the different expectations and responses
of cosmopolitans to locals will increase in importance as the number of
cosmopelitans continues to expand in our society.

Another finding indicating the importance of independence as a
moderating variable is that essentially all performance-independent var-—
iable relationships fér high task independent subordinates are not sig-—
nificant. The only exception is that there is a significant correlation
between job scope and effort in performing the job by high task independ-
ent subordinates. The lack of significant performance-independent varia-
ble relationships implies that the high task independent employee's job
must be changed (for example, by giving more challenging and responsible
assignments) to reduce his task independence, and thereby effectively
gain his commitment toward better performance.

An attempt was made to interpret the present findings in regard
to previous empirical research and in terms of general theories on at-

titudes and motivation. Vroom's (1960) findings, for example that
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psychelogical participation is more satisfying to perscons of high ego in~
dependence and has a greater effect on their performance were only very
weakly corroborated. For the sample studies, psychological participation
was significantly related to satisfaction of all subordinates. Correla-
tions were generally, but not significantly, higher for the independent
subordinates. Performance-participation correlations were for most rela-
tionships not significant. For eqo independent and dependent subordin-
ates the participation-effort relationships were significant. The ini-
tiative-participation relationship was only significant for high ego
independent subordinates.

Wager's hypothesis that leader hierarchical influence is less
relevant to task independent subordinate satisfaction and performance
was only supported by one of the six performance-influence relationships.
The quantity of work-influence relationship was significant for task de-
pendent subordinates and was signifigantly different than the relation-
ship for task independent subordinates. The conclusion of Brayfield and
Crockett (1955) was also supported by the findings in this study which
indicate that employee satisfaction is, for the most part, not related
to employee performance. A manager must, therefore, devote separate at-
tention and effort in attempting - to enhance employee satisfaction and
performance.

In terms of theory, the hypothesis (Atkinson, 1957; Vroom, 1960;
Rotter, 1954) that a person's arouselmotivation to perform a series of
acts is a multiplicative function of strength of motive, the value of
the incentive offered in the situation, and the expectancy that the act
will lead to the attainment if the incentive was found to be useful in
explaining several findings. The theoretical implications of the pres

ent study are evidenced from the previcus discussion of the findings.
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The study also points the direction for future research which,
if confirming the results, could have significant social consequences.
An immediate need is for the corroboration of the present findings in
a number of firms using suitable experimental controls. The effect, for
example, of independence as a moderator of independent-dependent varia-
ble relationships at one organization level or for different age groups
appears worthy of invéstigation. The logic underlying the present de-
sign could also be used to study the moderating effects of other person-
ality variables, such as authoritarianism on the management. practices
and leader behavior-employee satisfaction and performance relationships.
This type of research could have the effect of broadening the field of
personnel selection from almost an exclusive focus on aptitudes and abil-
ity to a consideration of the potential motivation of the applicants.
This process would require the measurement of the personality charac-
teristics of the individual as well as the measurement of relevant prop-
peties of the work situation (type of job, supervisor's style, etc.)

Another implication of the research of the type reported here
would be the modification of leadership training courses to take into con-
sideration that (a) there is no one correct method of supervision, and
(b) attention to indiviual differences is important. Management practices
or techniques appropriate for individuals with one set of personality
characteristics may be inappropriate for others. Similarly, different
methods of taining and changing attitudes may be effective with persons
with different personalities.

Finally, industry is not a machine; it is a complex form of
human association. Its body may be viewed as a magnified nervous system.
Industry's need is to find a means for understanding and utilizing the

people which comprise it. The complexity of the relations which exist
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within the organization renders it difficult to provide effective man-
agement without focusing on individual differences. Understanding of the
interaction between environmental and personality variables should en-—
aﬁle more appropriate management presctiptions. The study of the effect
of moderating variables on the predictive and explanatory validity of
the input-output models of "second generation" theorists will hopefully

be fostered by the findings in this study.



APPENDIX A

THE MEASURES

TASK INDEPENDENCE

Circle the one response which best answers the guestion.

1. To what extent are you able to act independently of your super-

visor in performing your job function?

1.

© 5.

How

Hardly ever 2, Seldom 3. Occasicnally 4. Frequently
Almost always

much are you reguired to depend on your superiors for the

non-financial resourses (information, supplies, etc.)necessary

for
1.
5.
How

ing

How

for

How

the

How

the performance of your job?

Almost always 2. Very much 3. Quite a bit 4. Seldom
Not at all

much must you rely on directions from others in perform-
routine tasks?

Almost always 2. Very much 3. OQuite a bit 4. Some
Very little

often are you given assignments requiring you to search

a solution without directions from your superior?

Rarely 2. Sometimes 3. Often 4. Very often

Almost always

much do your job rewards depend upon your ability to gain
cooperation of others?

Almost completely 2. Very much 3. Quite a bit 4. Some
Very little

often must you rely on directions from others in performing

non~-routine tasks?
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1. Almost always 2. Very often 3. Often 4. Sometimes

5. Rarely

How much do your job rewards depend upon your Ssuperiors?

1. Almost completely 2. Very much 3. Quite a bit 4. Some

5. Very little

How often is it necessary for you to seek instructions from
others prior to beginning new assignments?

1. Almost always 2. Very often 3. Often 4. Occasionally

5. Rarely

When someone else in the company requests you to perform a task
for them, how frequently do you seek advice from your superiors?
1. Almost always 2. Very often 3. Often 4. Occasionally

5. Rarely

How much do vyour job rewards depend upon your performance?

1. Very little 2. Some 3. Cuite a bit 4. Very much

5. Almost completely

How much of your satisfaction on the job is dependent upon

your contact with your superiors?

1. Very much 2. Quite a bit 3, Some 4. Little 5. Very little
How much time do you have on your job to perform your regularly
assigned functions rather than those specially assigned by your
superiors?

l, Very little 2. Little 3. Some 4. Quite a bit

5, Very much

How much of your satisfaction on the job is determined by your
superior's approval rather than on your feeling of accomplishment?
1, Very much 2. Quite a bit 3. Some 4. Little

5. Very little
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14. To what extent are you able to schedgle and plan your task
requirements independent of others in the organization?
1. Hardly ever 2. Seldom 3. Occasionally 4. Frequently
5. Almost always
15. In your effort to get ahead on your job, to what extent dc you
act as an innovator?
1. Hardly ever 2., Seldem 3. Occasionally 4. Fregquently
5. Almost always
16. Tc what extent do the resources (perscnnal, budget, etc.) you
receive depend upon your superiors?
1. Very large 2. Large 3. Some 4. Slight

5. Almost none

ORGANIZATION INDEPENDENCE

Circle the one response which best answers the question.

1. How applicable is your knowlddge and ability on your present
job to other firms? |
1. Not at all 2. slightly 3. Scmewhat 4. Very applicable
5. Completely applicable

2. To what extent is your social life connected to your job?
1. Very large 2. Large 3, Somewhat 4. Slightly
5. Not at all

3. To what extent is it likely that you can leave your present job
and obtain an equivalent one elsewhere?

4. How useful is the knowledge you obtain on this job to you if

you were to seek employment elsewhere?



1. Not at all 2. Little 3. Somewhat 4. Quate a bit

5. Very useful

JOB DESCRIPTION

Circle the one response which best answers the question.

VG = Very gcod
G = Good

F = Fair

P = Poor

VP = Very poor
1. Management's interest in welfare of employees.
2. This company as a place to work. . . . + « . .
3. Appreciation shown here for my work. . . . . .

4. Fair treatment of employees by
management . . . . . ¢ 4 4 4 e e & 2 o4 e w e .

5. Thig company's reputation in the
community. ¢« ¢ & ¢ 4 4 v s 4 e 4 e s e e s e .

6. Feeling that my job is regarded as
important. . . . . . . 4 4 4 0 s e e e e e e

7. Management's planning for the future . . . .

8. Communications from company to its
eMPlOYEeS. + o 4 « v & & + e « v s & s o+ e = s

9, Credit given by my superior for doing a good

JODe o ¢ 6 4 e e e 4 s m e e s e s s s s s .

10. Management understapnfihg of worker's
problems . . « . 4+ . . . . 4 4 0 v e e s e s

11. My pride in working for this company . .

12. Credit given by company for good
WOXK & & ¢ o v o o 2 o o o o s a 2 2 = s » &« =

JOB EXPECTATION

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

VG

Choose the one response which best answers the question.

G
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VP

VP

VP

VP

VP

VP

VP

VP

vP

VP

VP
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MB = Much better than expected
B = Better than expected
S = Same as expected

P = Poorer than expectéd
MP = Much poorer than expected

WORK

1. My happiness in my work compared to most pecople. .MB B S P MP
2. Liking for the work I am doing here. . . . . . . .MB B S P MP
3. Interestingwork todo . . . . . . .. .+« .+ .« .. .MB B S P MP

EXTRINSIC FACTORS

1. My chances of getting ahead in this compény. .. .MB B S5 P MP
2, My friends' opinions about the company . . . . . .MB B S P MP
3. The amount of money I am paid. . . . . . .+ . . . .MB B 8§ P MP
4, satisfaction with my progress here . . . . . . . .MB B S§ P MP
5. My job compared with my fitends' jobs. . . . . . .MB B S§ P MP
6. Pay here compared to other places. . . . . . . . .MB B 5 P MP
7. My chances of going as high as I want to go here .MB B 5 P MP
8. My advancement compared with that of my friends. .MB B S P MP
9. Pay compared to what my work is worth. . . . . . .MB B & P MP
10. Advancement on the basis of ability. . . . . . . .MB B S5 P MP
11. My pay compared with the pay of my friends . . . .MBE B S P MP
12. The pay for overtime work. . . . . ., . . . . . . .MB B S P MP
FREEDOM
1, Freedom t0 make decisions about my work. . . . . .MB B S8 P MP
2, Freedom’to use my own judgment in my work. . . . .MB B S P MP
3. Ability to plan ahead inmy work . . - . . . . . .MB B S§ P MP
4. Freedom to express my opinions to my superior. . .MB B § P MP

FAMILY ATTITUDE

1. My family's pride inmy job. . . . . + . . «. +. . .MB B S P MP

2. What my family thinks about the company. . . . . .MB B 5 P MP
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3. Interest of my family in my work here. . . . . . . MB B 5 P MP

4, My family's satisfaction with my advancement here. MB B S P MP
SECURITY

l, Chances of steady work . . . . . . . .. .. .. .MB B 5 P MP

2. Chances of staying on this job till retirement . . MB B S P MP

3. Steadiness of work here compared with most places. MB B § P MP

PERFORMANCE
Circle the one response which best answers the question.
Word in parenthesis is used in place of you or your when rating others.

Excellent
Very good
Good

= Average

= Fair

Poor

= Inadequate

wn

1]

QM BEOO

1. Rate the gquality of your (his) job performance. A B C D E F G
2. Rate your (his) ability to perform the job. . . A B C D E F G
3. Rate your (his) effort put forth on the job . . A B C D E F G

4. Rate your (his) ability to perform the job
without guidance. . . . . « « « & « v+ o« o + & A B C D E F G

5. Rate your (his) initiative in performing the
JOD +« +« 4+ 4 + + 4« 4« « 4+ 4 v 4+ s a s e ee...A B CDZEF G

6. Rate the quantity of work you (he) performs
onthe job. . . . . . . . ¢« ¢ ¢ ¢+ ¢« v «. «. . . .A B C D E F G

LEADER HIERARCHICAL INFLUENCE

Circle the one response which best answers the question about your immedi-
ate boss.

1. He has requested from his superiors certain benefits for his workers
which have not been approved

l. Fregquently 2. Occasionally 3. Rarely 4. Almost never 5. Never
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2. If he were to discipline a subordinate and it was challenged by
the subordinate, his superiors would back him up . :
1. Probably not 2. Possibly 3. Probably 4. Definitely
5. Vexry definitely
3. He makes wage increases and other rewards based on what he feels
his superiors feel of his subordinates rather than on what he
actually feels
1. Frequently 2. Occésionally 3. Rarely 4. Almost never
5. Never
4. Does he have influence with his superiors in getting certain ben-
efits and resources for his subordinates?
1. None 2. A little 3. Socme 4. Quite a bit 5. A great deal
5. Does his influence with his superiocrs enable his subordinates
to develop faster than normal?
5. Frequently 4. Usually 3. Rarely 2. Almost never 1. Never
6. He has made recommendation for wage increases and budget approv-
als for his workers wﬁich did not go through
1. Frequently 2. Sometimes 8. Rarely 4. Almost never
5. Never
7. He participates in policy decisions which dffect his group

1. Never- 2. Rarely 3. Occasionally 4. Often 5. Very often

LEADER CONSIDERATION

Circle the one response which best answers the guestion about your
immediate boss.

= Always

Often
Occasionally
Seldom

= Never

Il

moOQws
i



10.

11.

12.

He

He

is friendly and approachable. . . . . . . . .

does little things to make it pleasant to be

a member of the group. « . « « .o & ¢ o o o & &

He

puts suggestions made by the group inte

operation. . . . . & &« 4 4 4 e s v s e e e x o

He

He

He

He

treats all group members as his equal . . . .
give advance notice of changes. . . . . . . .
keeps to himself. . . . ¢« & &« ¢« o o & « o & =

locks out for the persconal welfare of group

MEMDEYS. v« « o = « s 2 + = s 2 s = s 2 s o » & =

He

He

He

He

He

is willing to make changes. . . . . . . . « .
refuses to explain his actions. . . . . . . .
acts without consulting the group . . . . . .
assumairesponsibility for subordinate actions

coaches and counsels subordinates . . . . . .

LEADER INITIATING STRUCTURE

Circle the one response which best answers the gquestion about

immediate boss.

He

= Always
Often

= Occasionally
Seldom

= Never

HDOOK D
i

lets group members know what is expected of

them. . & & & & ¢ ¢ ¢ 4 4 4 e v v v e e e e e s

He

He

He

He
be

He

encourages the use of uniform procedures . .
tries out his ideas in the group . . . . . .
makes his attitudes clear to the group . . .

decides what shall be done and how it shall
AONE & & & 4o 4 e« e e e e v e e e e e e s

assigns: group members to particular tasks .

-

.A

.A

.A

i

'A
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B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
your

B C D
B C D
B C D
B C D
B € D
B C D



-127~
7. He makes sure that his part in the group is
understocod by the group members. . . . . . . . . . A B C D
8. He schedules the work tocobe done . . . . . . . . . A B C D
9. He maintains definite standards of performance . . A B C D

10. He asks that group members follow standard rules
and regulations. . . . . . . . . . . ... ... .A B C D

LEADER TECHNICAL COMPETENCE

Circle the one response which best answers the gquestion about your
immediate boss.

1. You have found that he does not know something about the job
that he should know
1. Very often 2. Often 3. Sometimes 4. Ocecasionally
5. Rarely

2. When a tough job comes up, he has the technical "know-how" to
get it done
1. Rarely 2. Occasionally 3. Usually 4. Almost always
5. Always

3. When a subordinate does not know how to do a jobk he can show
him how it is done
1. Rarely 2. Occasionally 3. Usually 4. Almost always
5. Always

4. He has failed to do a good job because of poor technical skill
or lack of knowlddge
1. Frequently 2. Occasionaily 3. Seldom 4. Almost never
5. Never

5. He has high technical competence
$. Always 4, Usually 3. Frequently 2. Occasionally

l. Rarely
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6. He keeps abreast of technical developments related to the jobs
he supervises
5. Always 4. Most of them 3. Many of them 2. Tnfrequently

1. Rarely

JOB SCOPE
Circle the one response which best answers the question.

1. How often are you required to perform tasks which previously
had not been part of your job responsibility?
S. Very often 4. Often 3. Sometimes 4. Occasionally
1. Rarely

2. How often do you see projects through to completion?
1. Rarely 2, Qccasionally 3. Sometimes 4. Often
5. Very often

3. To what extent do you set cbjectives, goals, and procedures for
your job rather than following directions or established proced-
ures?
5. Very large 4. Large 3. Somewhat 2. Little
1. Almost never

4. To what extent do you participate in decisions concerning the
methods to be used in performing your job?
l. almost never 2. Océasionally 3. Frequently 4. Usually
5. Almost always

5. To what extent are you able to allocate a portion of your time
to tasks related to corporate objectives but not specifically
assigned to you?

5. Very large 4. Large 3. Sometimes 2. Little

l. Almost never
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SPAN OF CONTROL

Circle the one response which best answers the question.
1. How many people report directly to your immediate superior?
1. One to four 2. Five to seven 3. Eight to ten

4. Eleven to Fourteen 5. Fifteen or more

CHAIN OF COMMAND

Circle 6bne response which best answers the question.

1. How frequently do you receive orders from other than vour
superior?
1. Very often 2. Often 3. Sometimes 4. Rarely ‘
5. Never

2. To what extent is the chain of command bypassed in assigning
tasks?
1. Very large 2. Large 3. Quite a bit 4. Occasionally
5. Rarely

3. To how many superiors are you accountable?
1. Six or more 2. Four or five 3. Three 4. Two 5. One

4. How frequently do you receive assignments from outside the chain
of command?

1. Always 2. Often 3. Occasiocnally 4. Seldom 5. Never

PSYCHOLOGICAL PARTICIPATION

Circle the one response which best answers the guestion.
1. In general, how much say or influence do vou feel you have on
what goes on in your job?
5. A very great deal of influence

4. A great deal of influence



-130-

3. Quite a bit of influence

2. Some influence

1. Little or no influence

Do you feel you can influence the décisions of your immediate
superior regarding things about which you are concerned?

5. I can influence him #© a very great extent

4, To a considerable extent

3. To some extent

2. To a very little extent

1. I cannot influence him at all

Does your immediate superior ask yeur opinion when a problem
comes up which involwves your work?

5. He always asks my opinion

4. Often asks

3. Sometimes asks

2. Seldom asks

1. He never asks my opinion

If you have a suggestion for improving the job or changing the set-
up in some way, how easy is it for you to get your ideas across to
your immediate superior?

1. It is difficult to get my ideas across

2. Somewhat difficult

3. Not too easy

4. Fairly easy

5. It is easy to get my ideas across

How much influence do you have in planning what you will do and
how you will go about it?

5. Very large influence
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4. Large influence
3. Scome influence
2. Little influence
1. Very little influence
6. In general, how much do you participate in decisions affecting
the carrying out of your work?
5. Almost always
4. Frequently
3. Occasionally
2. A little

1. Almost never

EGO INDEPENDENCE

Circle the one response which best answers the question.

1. How important is it for ycu to feel that you can run your life
without depending upon penple who are older and more experienced
than you?

1. Not at all 2. Slightly 3. Somewhat 4. Very 5. Extremely

2. How often do you find that you can carry out other people's
suggestions without changing them any?

1. Almost always 2. Very often 3. Often 4. Sometimes
5. Rarely
3. How much humility do you think you should show to those whom
you respect and admire?
1. Very much 2. Quite a bit 3. Some 4. A little
5. None at all
4, How much respect do you think should be shown to a judge even

outside the courtroom?
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1. Extremely much 2. Very much 3. Quite a bit 4. Some

5. None at all

How much do you usually want the person who is in charge of

a group vou are in to tell you what to do?

1. Very much 2. Quite a bit 3. Somewhat 4. A little

5. Not at all

When you have a problem, how much do you like to think it
through yourself without help from others?

1. Not at all 2. Somewhat 3. Quite a bit 4. Very much

5. Extremely much

How much respect do you think people should show to policemen?
1. Extremely much 2., Very much 3. Quite a bit 4. Some

5. None at all

How hard do you find it to disagree with others even in your
own thinking?

1. Very 2. Quite 3. Somewhat 4. Slightly 5. Not at all
How much do you think that the leaders of organization to which
you belong have the right to expect certain things from you to
which you should conform?

1. Very much 2. Quite a bit 3. Somewhat 4. A little

5. Not at all

How much do you feel that you are not as good in most things as
people who are older and more experienced than you?

1. Very much 2, Quite a bit 3. Somewhat 4. A little

5. Not at all

In school, how much did vou dislike teachers who had foreeful
and dominant personalities?

1. Not at all 2. A little 3. Somewhat 4. Quite a bit



12.

13.

14.

15.

16.
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5. Very much

If you have thought about something and come tc a conclusion, how

hard is it for somecone else to change your mind.

1. Not at all 2. Somewhat 3. Quite 4. Very 5. Extremely

How much do you feel officers of the law should tell people what

tc do rather than ask them?

1. Very much 2. Quite a bit 3. Somewhat 4. A little

5. Not at all

If you were going to night school, under which of these condi-

tions would you learn best?

1. If I were given daily instructions, daily assignments, and
frequent tests

2. If I were instructed, given assignments, and tested occasion-
ally.

3. If I were given some suggestions and some assignments to com-
plete

4, If I were given suygestions from teachers as to what might be
the best to study

5. If I were left completely alcne to seek out whatever I wanted

How much do you dislike being told to do something by a superior

that is contrary to your wishes?

i. Not at all 2, A little 3. Somewhat 4. Quite a bit

5. Very much

How often do you base your actions on your own judgments and

evaluations?

1. Rarely 2. Sometimes 3. Often 4. Very often 5. Almost always
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