
UNCLASSIFIED

AD NUMBER

LIMITATION CHANGES
TO:

FROM:

AUTHORITY

THIS PAGE IS UNCLASSIFIED

AD042272

Approved for public release; distribution is
unlimited.

Distribution authorized to U.S. Gov't. agencies
and their contractors;
Administrative/Operational Use; SEP 1954. Other
requests shall be referred to Office of Naval
Research, One Liberty Center, 875 North
Randolph Street, Arlington, VA 22203-1995.

onr ltr, 26 oct 1977



THIS REPORT HAS BEEN DELIMITED 

AND CLEARED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE 

UNDER DOD DIRECTIVE 5200,20 AND 

NO RESTRICTIONS ARE IMPOSED UPON 

ITS USE AND DISCLOSURE, 

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A 

APPROVED FOR PUBLIC RELEASE; 

DISTRIBUTION UNLIMITED, 



Services Technical Information flgenc 
) 

our limited supply, you. are requested to return this copy WHEN IT HAS SERVED 
POSE so that it may be made available to other requesters.  Your cooperation 
reciated. <-' 

•— — • i m in twm 

I 

EN GOVERNMENT OR OTHER DRAWINGS, SPECIFICATIONS OR OTHER DATA 
)R ANY PURPOSE OTHER THAN IN CONNECTION WITH A DEFINITELY RELATED 
f PROCUREMENT OPERATION, THE U< S. GOVERNMENT THEREBY INCURS 
XILITY, NOR ANY OBLIGATION WHATSOEVER; AND THE FACT THAT THE 
f MAY HAVE FORMULATED, FURNISHED, OR IN ANY WAY SUPPLIED THE 
GS, SPECIFICATIONS, OR OTHER DATA IS NOT TO BE REGARDED BY 
f OR OTHERWISE AS IN ANY MANNER LICENSING THE HOLDER OR ANY OTHER 
ORPCRATION, OR CONVEYING ANY RIGHTS OR PERMISSION TO MANUFACTURE, 
ANY PATENTED INVENTION THAT"MAY IN ANY WAY BE RELATED THERETO. 

Reproduced    by 

DOCUMENT  SERVICE CENTER 
KNQTT BUILDING. DAYTON. 2. QH10 



wSS&MUh 
SF^JSMM1'*^ 

f?jrti5#.-*Sr«s««u«; fefglgigm 



aiifi—ill  i 

Factors Influencing Organizational Effectiveness 

A FinaJ   Report 

by 

A,   L. Comrey,  J. M.  Pfiffner,  and W. 5.  High 

Final Technical Report 

Contract N6-ONR-23815 

The Office of Naval Research 

University of Southern California 

1954 



Table of Contents 

Pags 
Preface   .................... v 

Chapter 
I. Experimental Procedures  * 1 

Validation Studies , . , • . 2 
VI.  The U. S. Forest Survey  2 
V2. The Department of Employment Survey ...... 3 
V3. The Survey of Skilled Tradesmen ........ 3 
V4» The Survey of Supervisors and Workers  4 
V5. The Survey of District Rangers .......... 4 
V6. The Survey of Aircraft Workers  5 
V7. The Survey of Aircraft Supervisors ....... 6 
VS. The Survey of Aircraft Foremen  6 

Questionnaire Studies .....   6 
01. A Factor Anaxytic Study of Supervisory and 

Group Behavior  6 
Q2. An Empirical Check on a Short Method of Factor 

nj mxjr 9XQ   ......  ««»»..  ......   U 

03. An Iterative Analysis of Supervisory and 
Group Dimensions ......   7 

04. Factored Dimensions of Organizational Behavior . 
I. Field Service workers ............. 7 

Q5« Factored Dimensions of Organizational Behavior . 
II, Aircraft Workers ..,.,,   8 

Q6. Dimensions of Organizational Behavior ..... 8 
Comments on Experimental Procedures   8 

What Organizations to Study »....?   8 
Critical Incident Analysis ...... a   9 
Questionnaire Development and Refinement „ 9 
Method of Analysis   .......... 10 

II. Dimensions of Organizational Behavior .12 
Supervisor Self Evaluation Dimensions .........15 

Adequate Authority  16 
Adherence to Regulation Work Pahtems ... 0 .... 17 
Attitude Toward Paper Work 17 
Avoidance of Unpleasantness ............. 18 
Backing Up Decisions ..........   18 
Confidence in the Company , c 3.9 
Democratic Orientation  ...... , . 20 
Human Relations vs Production Centered . 20 
Lack cf Job Security Consciousness ......... .21 
Non-Hypercritical Attitude Toward Subordinates . . .21 
Reserve . . . « , „  22 
Self Improver/lent    .......       ..........  23 
Urgency 23 
Discussion 24 

Situational Evaluation Dimensions .....   -24 
Absence of Dissension   ....24 
Good Conference Practice ......   25 

•Stfwa*-- OK?'* MaTBB»WWBWIW Mi        'f'WI':MI 



xii 

Table of Contents (Con't) 

Page 
Group Unity  26 
Informal Leadership . . , .  26 
Pride in Work Group . 8 . . „ s  27 
Discussion  28 

Supervisor Evaluation Dimensions   28 
Advance Planning . .  28 
Communication Down .....   29 
Consistency .  29 
Decisiveness   30 
Discipline   ............ 31 
Formalization *  32 
Global. Planning vs Details * . * -. 32 
Good Judgment  . . • 33 
Influence With Superiors . . . 33 
Job Competence - . = ....... . 34 
Job Helpfulness  35 
Lack of Arbitrariness «...  35 
Lack of Pressure for Production  36 
Organizing ,  37 
Planning . , ,  37 
Production Drive ...   ..... 38 
Public Relations   39 
Safety Enforcement  39 
Social Nearness *  40 
Sympathy  41 
Discussion ;  41 

III. Dimension Factorial Structure , „ . . * 42 
Factor I, Effective Management ........... 42 
Factor II. Consultative Supervision   49 
Factor III. Ffurdliarity with Subordinates  50 
Factor IVa. Group Cohesiveness  50 
Factor IVb. Forceful Supervision   51 

IV. Implications for Management ... c ......... . 52 
Supervisory Self Evaluations   52 

Adequate Authority .,  52 
Non-Hypercritical Attitude Toward Subordinates . . 52 
P'avorable Attitude Toward Paper Work ,  52 
Lack of Job Security Consciousness . . . . . * , , 52 
Backing Up Decisions * * . 53 
Confidence in the Company ..... ;  53 

Situational Evaluations ............  53 
Pride in Work Group • 53 
Good Conference Practice , . . . 53 
Absence of Dissension  53 



IV 

Table of Contents (Con't) 

Evaluation by Subordinates    • 53 
Planning    •   .....,.«      54 
Advance Planning ......   54 
Organizing 54 
Formalization  54 
Job Competence .......,,   54 
Discipline 54 
Consistency , . . . .  54 
Decisiveness  54 
Good Judgment 55 
Influence With Superiors 55 
Communication Down 55 
Job Helpfulness * • . 55 
Lack of Arbitrariness .55 
Public Relations . ;. ...... 55 
Sympathy .....   55 

Practical Applications 55 
Assessing Organizational Effectiveness ....... 55 
Analysis of Responses ,56 
Training  - . 56 
A Final Word 56 

References  59 



Preface 

The research to be summarized in this final report was conducted under 
contract N6 onr 23815 between the Office of Naval Research and the University 
of Southern California. The project began September 1, 1950 ami continued 
until September 1, 1954. The personnel associated with the project and their 
contributions ware as follows: 

John M, Pfiffner, Professor of Public Administration, University of 
Southern California, was the principal investigator and director of the project 
from 1950 to 1954. He had administrative responsibility for the project and 
participated in all research planning activities, 

J. P. Gui.lford, Professor of Psychology, University of Southern California, 
was co-responsible investigator from 1950 to 1954* He suggested the original 
research plan and acted as technical advisor, 

H, J, Locke, Professor of Sociology, University of Southern California,, 
was co-responsiblo investigator from 1950 to 1954 and served in an advisory 
capacity, 

Andrew L, Comrey, Assistant Professor of Psychology, University of 
California at Los Angeles, served as project supervisor from 1950 to 1951 and 
as a consultant from 1951 to 1954. He had direct responsibility for validation 
studies i, 2, 5, 6, 7, and 3, 

R, C, Wilson, Associate Professor of Psychology, Reed College, was project 
supervisor from 1951 to 1953• He had direct responsibility for validation 
studies 3 and 4. 

Wallace S. High, Project Supervisor, was associated with the project from 
1951 to 1953 as a research assistant and from 1953 to 1954 as project super- 
visor. He assisted in all phases of the research during his tenure, 

Helen P, Beem, Research Assistant in Sociology, University of California 
at Los Angeles, served as a research assistant from 1949 to 1952 and as a 
research associate from 1952 to 1953. She participated in all phases of the 
research during her tenure, 

Lisbeth L, Goldberg, research assistant from 1953 to 1954> was responsible 
for the statistical computation during her association with the project. Other 
persons who have contributed statistical and clerical aid to the project in- 
clude: William Probert, Joan Lovell, Frances Berger, and Gerald Anchor, 

Many other persons besides those who worked as members of the immediate 
staff have aided thjs research materially. Some of those who merit particular 
mention are: Donald R, Ball, Jack Kern, and N, F, Spangenberg of the U, S. 
Forest Service; W, P. Taber, F. C, Goer, R. 3, Putnam, H. G. Snodgrass, and 
ton Shively of the San Diego Nc.val Air Station; J, Wesley Johnson of the Long 
Beach Naval Shipyard; Thomas C, Campbell, Robert S, Clay, and Don Heryford of 
the California State Department of Employment; Karl Kunze and H, W, Bissell of 
Lockheed Aircraft Corporation; Emery E, Olson ana Henry Reining, Jr, of the 
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University of Southern California. 

This project had its early beginnings in a Carnegie Corporation grant to 
the three responsible investigators to hold an interdisciplinary seminar for 
the purpose of exploring the topic, of informal organization. Results of the 
seminar's work made it evident that the group could not agree upon precise 
standards fox- differentiating formal and informal, organization. For this 
reason, the objective was broadened to include the study of organizational 
effectiveness. A research plan was evolved and funds obtained from the Office 
of Naval Research to pursue the research. 

The report will be organized into four chapters. Chapter I is concerned 
mainly with the research procedures which were employed in carrying out each of" 
the studies completed under the project. Attention is called to those changes 
in method which developed as the project progressed, both in the manner of con- 
ducting validation studies and in the methods for developing measurement tech- 
niques. Criterion problems are discussed. The advantages to be gained from 
employing a critical incident analysis in this type of research should also be 
noted. 

Chapter II summarizes the results of all studies which met specified cri- 
teria of statistical significance. The variables concerned are presented as 
groups of questionnaire items, or dimensions, for which validity evidence is 
given. These dimensions are grouped into three categories: supervisor self 
evaluations, situational evaluations, and suoervisor evaluations. 

Chapter III is devoted to presenting the interrelationships among dimen- 
sions for which validity evidence is given in Chapter II. The dimensions 
developed during the course of the project were subjected to iterative item 
analysis procedures (17) to weed out poor items and to decrease the inter- 
correlations among dimensions- Correlations among dimensions surviving this 
item analysis technique are shown for three different samples.  Factor analysis 
results are given for two of these correlation matrices. 

Chapter IV will be devoted to describing the implications of our research 
results and how they may be used by management. The first three sections of 
the chapter will be devoted to prose descriptions of "good organizational 
behavior" and the last section will treat the use of these results in practice. 



CHAPTER I 

Experimental Procedures 

The problem concerning this research project was that of determining 
some of the factors which are related to criteria of organizational effective- 
ness. The research has been carried out in three main stages: (a) development 
of hypotheses and instruments for measuring variables related to organizational 
effectiveness; (b) administration of these instruments in a series of organiza- 
tions for vfoich criterion data on organizational effectiveness could be obtained; 
and (c) correlation of variables with the measures of organizational effective- 
ness. This broad problem vdth its accompanying general design of exploration 
has guided project research from the beginning. 

Eight validation studies have been completed under this contract ns  of 
this time. Certain item analysis procedures were introduced early to improve 
the questionnaires used in the validation studies. Thus, the two main kinds of 
studies undertaken have been in the area of questionnaire validation and 
questionnaire refinement. The first section of this chapter will be devoted bo 
a brief description of the procedures used in each of the validation studies 
undertaken up to the time of this writing. The second section of the chapter 
will fulfill a similar function for those studies aimed at improving question- 
naires used in validation studies. The third and final section will deal with 
general matters of orocedure in validation studies of the kind undertaken in 
this research. 

Each study mentioned will be designated by an identifying symbol composed 
of the letter V or Q followed by a numeral. Thus, "VI" would designate the 
first validation study and "Q2i! would designate the second study designed to 
improve the questionnaires. Throughout the remainder of the report, individual 
studies will be referred to by this symbolism to save space: 

VI The U, S. Forest Survey (2, 3) 
V2 The Department of Employment Survey (4) 
V3 The Survey of oKilled Tradesmen (IS) 
V4 The Survey of Supervisors and Workers (22) 
V5 The Survey of District Rangers (5) 
V6 The Survey of Aircraft Workers (6) 
V7 The Survey of Aircraft Supervisors (7) 
V8 The Survey of Aircraft Foremen (11) 

Ql A Factor-Analytic Study of Supervisory and Group Behavior (19) 
Q2 An Empirical Check on a Short Method of Factor Analysis (20) 
03 An Iterative Analysis of Supervisory and Group Dimensions (21) 
04 Factored Dimensions of Organizational Behavior.  I, Field 

Service Workers (8) 
Q5 Factored Dimensions of Organizational Behavior.  II. Aircraft 

Workers (12*) 
Q6 Dimensions of Organizational Behavior (13) 

The purpose of this chapter is to give a general impression of the methods 



employed in executing the research undertaken on this project. No attempt has 
been made to describe completely the procedure for each and every study. The 
reader is referred to the individual technical reports or pubJications for 
more details. 

Validation Studies 

VI» The U.S. Forest Survey* A different questionnaire was mailed to 
personnel in each of six organizational levels of 18 U.S., Forests in California. 
The distribution of respondents among these levels was: 17 forest, supervisors, 
36 top line-staff men. 36 technical-staff men, 89 district rangers, 182 fiexd 
service workers, and 53 clerical workers. District rangers and field service 
workers were divided, each half receiving a different questionnaire, so that 
eight questionnaires in all were used* 

Questionnaires were composed of objective items related to the respondents' 
attitudes toward their work, the forest service, their supervisors, their 
subordinates, and their coworkers. Each item was conceived separately and in- 
cluded with the supposition that it night correlate vdth some criterion of 
organizational effectiveness. The items were made up on the basis of information 
from previous research, organization theory, conferences with executives, and 
from our own staff ideas. 

In order to obcain criterion measures, eight qualified persons in the 
San Francisco Regional Office of the U.S. Forest Service were asked to provide 
independent rankings of the 18 forests on the basis of how well a forest was 
functioning in comparison with what it ought to be doing. The intention was to 
make allowances for unfavorable local conditions which might affect adversely 
a forest's absolute performance but which lay beyond the control of the 
managerial staff, CJood agreement existed among these independent rankings, so 
one overall composite ranking of the 18 forests was used as the criterion. For 
purposes of statistical analysis, the forests were divided into three groups 
of six on the basis of the composite rankings, ''high,11 "medium," and "low," 

After the returns were in, constituting 92 percent of those mailed out, 
the items in the various questionnaires were classified for the purpose of 
combining them into pools so that a single item group score could be obtained 
rather than dealing with an unreliable single item response, This step was 
carried out on the bssis of staff judgment regarding the item content and its 
probable import to the respondent. After each questionnaire had been segmented 
into various groups of similar items, called "dimensions," total scores were 
obtained by dimension for each questionnaire separately. The dimensions 
naturally were somewhat different from one questionnaire to another, although 
there was some overlap in kinds of items. The total scores were obtained 
through appropriate weighting of response categories to the various questions. 
Thus, for each item group, a name was given to express the common content of 
the items and responses to the item were given a weight along the dimension 
implied by the name. Questions were generally five choice, with assigned 
weights of 0, 1, 2, 3, and k  for the various choices when all response categories 
were employed. The answer at one end represented a low degree of the dimension, 
receiving a M<0' weight, and the answer at the other end represented a high 



degree of the dimension, This choice received the weight of "4." 

Except for the forest supervisor group, more than one respondent was 
generally heard from in each forest. In obtaining scores for a forest on 
each dimension, all persons at the particular level who replied from this 
forest were averaged, Thus, 18 scores were obtained for every dimension in 
every questionnaire. The analysis was based on the foirest as the individual 
case. Approximately 20 dimensions were analyzed for each of eight question- 
naires. The method of analysis consisted of investigating the regression of 
the dimension scored on forest criterion scores. For this purpose, criterion 
group average dimension scores were computed separately for the forests in 
the "high," "medium," and "low,'1 criterion groups. To investigate the rela- 
tionship between dimensions and the criterion, epsilonc coefficients (15) 
were computed, using the more conservative correction for a rectangular cri- 
terion distribution prior to testing for significance. This statistic gives 
a measure of correlation between dimension and criterion without assuming a 
linear regression; epsilon proved to be a happy choice in that some curvilinear 
relationships appeared which might well have been lost if a conventional 
linear correlational analysis had been employed, such as testing the difference 
between "high" and "low" groups. 

For more specific details on this and other studies, the individual reports 
should be consulted. Only a general picture can be provided here, 

V2, The Department of Employment Survey. The second study in the series 
was carried out in 30 offices of the California State Department of Employment 
in the Los Angeles area. The 30 offices were divided into four criterion 
groups of 7 "high," 8 "medium high," 9 "medium low" and 6 "low" offices on 
the basis of rankings by department officials. Thess ratings were made by 
five different assistant area managers under whom the 30 offices were divided 
for administrative purposes. The only available procedure constituted the 
grouping of the "high," "medium," and "low" groups from the separate assistant 
area managers, assuming the unlikely condition that no differences in mean and 
variance existed between offices under different assistant area managers. 

Only three questionnaires were used in this study, one each for office 
managers, assistant office managers and supervisors, and non-supervisory 
personnel.  Data were collected from 30, 35, and 66 persons, respectively, 
in the three groups during personal visits to the offices. The nonsupervisory 
personnel were of two distinct types, those engaged in unemployment insurance 
and those engaged in jcb placement. Analysis was carried out separately in 
these two groups.  In other respects^ the methods employed for this study 
were similar or identical to those used in study VI. 

V3. A Survey of Skilled Tradesmen. Experience with the first two studies 
had shown that classifying items on an a priori basis was unsatisfactory as a 
method of obtaining dimensions. The actual content of the items was difficult 
to predict, some item : could not be placed in any category, and a poor distri- 
bution of items among the various subject matter areas tended to occur, For 
this, and subsequent studies, therefore, items were made up to represent a 
particular dimension, each item representing merely a somewhat different 
question for the same variable,  In this manner, it was hoped to obtain much 
more homogeneous item pools. The necessity of classifying was automatically 



eliminated, and a standard number of items per dimension resulted. 

The V3 survey -was carried nut in 33 basic production shops of the Over- 
haul and Repair Department of the Naval Air Station, San Diego. These 33 
shops were divided into 14 "high," 12 "medium," and 7 "low" shops on the basis 
of a production criterion, determined in part my the extent to which production 
standards were realized. Standards had been established over a period of tine 
for various kinds of overhaul and repair work and records showed that the shops 
varied considerably in the extent to which they met these standards. Using 
these production data, industrial management personnel and high-level production 
foremen reached a consensus judgment regarding the placement of the 33 shops 
into the described criterion categories. Judgment was supposed to have entered 
only to make allowances for known extenuating circumstances which would adversely 
affect a shop's showing on the production figures. 

The questionnaires were composed of 13 dimensions, all items being objective 
and almost always five choice. Responses were scored "1" through "5" and total 
scores obtained on each dimension for 1,022 journeymen, or skilled tradesmen 
in the 33 shops. The questionnaires were administered on the job during a 
general vrork stoppage for this purpose. The shop supervisors and helpers also 
filled out different questionnaires. Findings for these groups were reported 
separately, A separate average score was obtained for each shop on each dimen- 
sion and an epsilonc coefficient analysis carried out as before to correlate 
the individual dimensions with the criterion of organizational effectiveness, 

Vlv, A Survey of Supervisors and Workers, As mentioned above, question- 
naires were also given to shop supervisors and helpers in the Naval Air Station 
research) the first part of this research is described above as study V3, The 
criterion employed was the same one used in the previous study, although the 
number of shop.'/ included was smaller because a few very small shops were 
eliminated. It was felt that the supervisors in those shops were not exercis- 
ing a supervisory function in the same sense as that of supervisors with a 
sizeaDle number of subordinates. For the supervisors, then, the "high," 
"medium," and "low" groups contained 9, 10, and 5 shops. For the helpers, one 
additional shop was contained in the "medium" group. The total numbers of 
cases involved for the two analyses were 6&  supervisors and 163 helper?* The 
numbers of dimensions involved were 10 for the supervisory questionnaire and 
eight for the helper questionnaire. The method of analysis was the same as 
before, 

V5. A Survey of District Rangers, The first study in the U,S. Forest 
Study showed that ratings of whole organizations by higher level officials did 
not correlate well with questionnaire data taken from individuals several 
levels below the top of the organizations being rated. The decision was made 
therefore to undertake a new study in which criteria were taken directly at a 
lower level in the organization. Toward this end, a list of the established 
district rangers was given independently to five officials from the San Fran- 
cisco Regional Office who had frequent contact with field personnel. Each 
rater was asked to rate on a five point scale only those rangers whom he felt 
qualified to evaluate. These ratings were to divide the evaluated rangers 
equally among the five categories and were to take into account how well the 
district rangers were performing their present overall function, allowing for 
difficulties under which they were operating. Sixty nine rangers were found 
who had at least two ratings and who had at least one permanent career employee. 



Ratings were averaged to provide a single criterion score for each ranger£ On 
the basis of these overall criterion scores, the 69 district rangers were 
divided into 16 "high," 24 "medium high," 18 "medium low" and 11 "low" rangers. 
Field service subordinates of these district rangers were also surveyed and 
given the same criterion group designation as their superiors, 

In developing the questionnaires, dimensions from previous studies were 
naturally carried over, but a new technique was introduced in this study. 
Since few results had been obtained for district rangers in the first study, 
the decision was made to conduct a Flanagan critical incident study (9) of 
success and failure among district rangers to gain insight into the nature of 
the operating variables. Forest officials at various echelons, including 
district rangers, were requested to submit descriptions of actual incidents in 
which district rangers had done either a particularly good or particularly bad 
job. Hundreds of such incidents were eventually obtained, A study of these 
examples of success and failure provided many clues for dimensions which had 
not been covered in our previous questionnaires* Once an idea for a dimension 
was obtained, several objective and apparently homogeneous items were constructed 
to measure the new dimension. 

Only one district ranger per district was surveyed, of course, but since 
there were 118 field service workers, many districts contributed two. The 
questionnaires were all mailed to the individuals concerned and returns repre- 
sented 91 and 79 per-ocnt for the rangers and field service groups, respectively. 
Criterion identification was achieved by mailing colored questionnaires, using 
a different color for each criterion group. It was unfortunately impossible 
to pair ranger and field service workers from this technique, however, so no 
district average was takenj rather, the dimension averages were taken by total 
criterion group, using the number of field service respondents as the N instead 
of the number of districts involved. The remainder of the procedure was the 
same as that used in other studies, 

V6; A Survey of Aircraft Workersj This and the two studies to follow 
were carried out at the Lockheed Aircraft Corporation, Burbank, California, on 
29 production departments engaged in aircraft manufacture. Questionnaires were 
administered to 29 foremen, 244 supervisors, and 213 workers* Criterion data 
were the same for each study. Results for each questionnaire group have been 
presented in a separate study because of the extensive amount of data to be 
reported. 

Four different criterion measures were employed for validation purposes* 
The first of these was the work-rework criterion, which represented a ratio of 
the number of production hours spent to the number of hours consumed in correct- 
ing production mistakes. Such data were available for all departments and 
resulted in four criterion groups, comprising seven "high,'1 seven "medium, high," 
sovffl "medium low," and eight "low" departments, respectively, A second cri- 
terion, acceptance rate, was based upon the number of production jobs accep^ed 
per 100 jobs inspected. The departments were divided again into four groups 
on the basis of these data, six "high," eight "medium hit;h?" seven "medium low," 
and seven "low" deoartments. The third criterion, production rate, represented 
the extent to which the deoartments accomplished what was expected of them on 
the basis of time standards, adjusted for extenuating factors affecting produc- 



tion. The departments for which such data were available were divided into 
five "high," eight "meditun high," nine "medium low," and five "low" departments. 
The fourth and final criterion was derived from overall effectiveness ratings 
by a company executive. The departments were supposed to be rated as a whole, 
taking into account adverse circumstances beyond the control of department 
personnel. Three criterion groups were formed, containing 10 "high," 10 
"medium," and 9 "low" departments, respectively. 

For each person, a score was obtained on each of 19 dimensions. These 
dimension scores were averaged for the workers within each department to get 
one di&ansion score for the department, These scores wers combined in various 
ways according to the distribution of departments among the criterion groups in 
each criterion. The epsilon0 analysis was carried out separately for each 
criterion, 

V7» A Survey of Aircraft Supervisors, This study was concerned with the 
results for the supervisory questionnaire in the Lockheed Aircraft Corporation 
research, part of which was treated in study V6, The same procedures were em- 
ployed as for the workers, 

V8, A Survey of Aircraft Foremen, The analysis of questionnaire responses 
of the 29 Lockheed foremen constituted the principal subject of this study. The 
methods of analysis employed were almost identical to those used in studies 
V6 and V7, 

Questionnaire Studies 

01, A Factor Analytic Study of Supervisory and Group Behavior, Conven- 
tional item analysis procedures were attempted for the purposes of improving 
questionnaires after each of the first two studies. These included such steps 
as throwing out items with low correlations with item pools, items with faulty 
structure, and so on. Gome more effective procedure was deemed necessary, 
however, if the questionnaires dimensions were to attain the greatest possible 
homogeneity and independence. Thus, a special questionnaire study was planned 
to make refinements prior to the next validation study, A questionnaire was 
constructed which comprised 13 dimensions, each made up of from six to eight- 
items. The questionnaire was administered to 98 civilian journeymen at the 
Long Beach Naval Shipyard, The 13 dimensions were further divided into odd and 
even items and a total score computed for each sub-dimension, giving 26 scores 
per person. One faulty subdimension was thrown out and the remaining 25 were 
factor analyzed by the complete centroid method (16), Nine factors were ex- 
tracted and rotated to approximate simple structure. Seven of these nine factors 
were interpreted and two were left as residuals, 

Q2, An Bnpirical Check on a Short Method of Factor Analysis, During the 
course of completing the analysis undertaken in study Ql, it became clear that 
the amount of time consumed made it somewhat impractical as a working method for 
the purposes at hand. Consequently, it WPS decided to attempt a modified diagonal 
method of analysis (20), The principal difficulty with the diagonal method as 
outlined by Thurstone is that the communality estimates employed become extremely 
crucial? errors here may have a drastic effect on the outcome. Since we were 
not particularly interested in analyzing the common factor variance, but rather 



the total true variance, it appeared reasonable to use the more accurate reliabi» 
lity estimates for diagonal values (instead of guessed comnunalities) and pro- 
ceed with the less time consuming analysis, This step was undertaken with the 
same correlation; matrix as was used in study Ql,  The results of the two 
analyses agreed rather well and much less time was required for the second method, 

Q3» An Iterative Analysis of Supervisory and Group Dimensions, The 
shorter factor analytic procedure provided helpful information concerning tha 
interrelationships among existing dimension?, but the problem of how to refine 
the individual Aimensions through changing their item composition still remained 
unsolved. For this reason, a modified Wherry-Gaylord Iterative item-analysis 
(17) was undertaksn with the same data upon which studies 01 and Q2 were based. 
Total scores were obtained for each person by summing dimension scores for those 
dimensions highly loaded on the factors obtained in study Ql, These were taken 
as factor scores, IBM answer sheets containing individualss responses were 
divided into five groups of 9, 20, 42, 20* and 9 percent on the basis of the 
total, factor scores* Biserial correlations between individual items and the 
factor score were computed by Flanagan's shortcut methol (10), This procedure 
was completed for ej»ch of seven item pools corresponding to seven factors from 
study Ql, A second item pool, which contained those items having high correla- 
tions with the factor itself but relatively low correlations with the other 
factors, wa3 selected for each factor. Items overlapping two or more 1 ->.ctors 
were thrown out altogether. New total factor scores were derived from  'e 
items selected for the second iterative step and the itc?ms correlated with these 
new sets of factor scores. The whole process was continued until the items 
which would be selected for the next iteration were the same ones which were .used 
for the preceding iteration. In no case were more than three iterations required. 

The process briefly described above resulted in final item pools or dimen- 
sions in which homogeneity had been considerably improved through dropping out 
items with low correlations with total dimension score.  Furthermore, the degree 
of correlation between item pools had been reduced through the rejection of 
items which correlated highly with morts than one pool. The end result of this 
method of analyzing the questionnaires seemed to be much superior to the methods 
utilized in studies Ql and Q2 for the specific purposes of this project, namely, 
questionnaire refinement, 

04. Factored Dimensions of Organizational Behavior.  I, Field Service 
Workers, The success of the method in study Q3 warranted its routine use for 
any questionnaire for which significant results were obtained in a validation 
study, Such an analysis was therefore applied to the questionnaire responses 
for the field service questionnaire used in study V5» The iterative analysis 
undertaken in study Q3 provided several analyzed dimensions which appeared sub- 
stantially intact in the field service questionnaire, These dimensions were 
used as a starting point in the new iterative analysis. Certain new dimensions 
were selected as likely candidates for new item pools, relatively independent 
of those established. These new selections were tried out and rejected or in- 
cluded ae they did in fact prove their unique contribution through the statistical 
analysis. New dimensions were added in this manner until there was no group of 
related items whose major variance remained to be accounted for. After the 
final iterated factors had been determined., inter correlations among them were 
obtained and a centroid factor analysis carried out.  (See Chapter III) 



6 

QS. Factored Dimensions of Organizational Behavior. II, Aircraft Workers, 
An identical analysis to that in study Q6 was carried out for the questionnaire 
responses of 100 Lockheed hourly workers, taken from the cases used in study V6« 
Many of the same dimensions appeared in both this and study V*5, so the present 
questionnaire study constituted a partial check on the stability of findings 
from study Q4. The general educational level was much higher among the casfes 
used in study 0A> however, a fact which perhaps accounted for considerably 
higher reliability coefficients for the dimensions appearing in that question- 
naire. It should be mentioned, perhaps, that a slightly different mathod was 
used for computing the blseriai correlations in both studies Q4 and Q5. Flana- 
gan's tables (10) were used for biserlal correlations based upon the top and 
bottom 27 percent of the cases rather than a five category distribution, such 
as that employed in study Q3» Results from a factor analysis of these dimen- 
sions are given in Chapter 112. 

06. Dimensions of Organizational Behavior, Certain new dimensions were 
included in the questionnaire used in study V5, so an iterative analysis was 
thought desirable to provide refined item pools to cover those areas. The 
methods employed for this analysis were the same as that used in study Q5 ex- 
cept that no factor analysis was nseessary because the dimension intercorrela- 
tions were low. 

Comments on Experimental Procedures 

During the course of these studies many modifications in technique were 
introduced as a result of experience. This section contains comments on many 
of the steps which might be involved in an "ideal" study of the general kind 
carried out by this research group. By "ideal," we do not mean "perfect" but 
merely that which our experience has suggested would be vorkable. 

What Organisations to Study. The original project planiwas to study a 
collection of autonomous organizations but preliminary research showed this to 
involve many practical difficulties. Perhaps the most annoying of these problems 
was that of obtaining criterion data which would be comparable from organization 
to organization. For this and other practical considerations, the oiriginal 
plan wa3 revised in the direction of finding large organizations with many sub- 
units. Organizations having relatively autonomous 3ubunits would be considered 
as most desirable, other things being equal. Furthermore, organizations were 
sought which had good methods of evaluating the effectiveness of their subunits. 
Objective measures were to be favored wherever obtainable. 

In selecting a large organization with subunits; the phenomena which are 
subject to study become somewhat limited. To/the oxtent that the parent organi- 
zation imposes uniformity on subunits, variance in certain variables is re- 
stricted or eliminated. The variable has litfcl<i opportunity to show any validity. 
Thus, if the parent organization seta up highly standard procedures and organi- 
sation structure, it is useless to attempt to validate variables in this area. 
Human relations variables are less subject tr this kind of restriction, however, 
because most companies have not been as successful in regimenting supervisory 
behavior. It vxjuld seem, however, that more and more effort is being made in 

this direction. 



Ideally, all subunits would be doing the same kind of work under the same 
general conditions. Practically, such a situation is seldom found. Sometimes 
it is impossible to obtain subunits doing the same kind of work and in other 
oases variations in conditions exist under which the subunits work. A forest, 
for example, may bo located in an area where fires occur frequently because of 
weather conditions. Another may be located where personnel dislike the living 
conditions. No two situations are exactly the same but in every case, some 
steps should be taken to control for extraneous variables which would unfairly 
favor certain subunits ovsr others. Sometimes this can be done only through a 
clinical judgment by raters presumed to be qualified. In other cases, engineered 
time standards, carefully adjusted for relevant variables, can be obtained- 

In deciding what organizations to study, the quality of available criterion 
information is certainly of prime importance. The problems in this area are too 
•well known to be discussed here, but it should perhaps be mentioned that organ- 
izations with objective criterion data are greatly to be preferred. Rating 
data can be obtained in such organizations, too, but the absence of good objec- 
tive measures of effectiveness leaves the investigation at the mercy of rating 
reliability and validity. These are not always very high, unfortunately. Ob- 
jective data often have their problems, particularly in the area of validity, but 
such difficulties can sometimes be met by making allowances for extenuating 
circumstances. 

Critical Incident Analysis. When a modified Flanagan critical incident 
analysis (9) was undertaken prior to the study of district rangers (5)> it be- 
came apparent that many valuable leads appeared which otherwise would have been 
neglected. The first forest study questionnaires did not include many of the 
variables which were later shown to ba significant in the district ranger study, 
For those not familiar with Flanagan1s procedure, the steps involved as applied 
to this purpose were roughly as follows; First, members of various levels of 
the organization to be studied were contacted, in person, if possible, and asked 
to recall instances in which someone did an especially good or an especially 
bad job. The emphasis was on accurate and specific accounts of the incident. 
After a large number of such incidents was obtained, a content analysis was 
performed. This amounted to a classification of the incidents into broad 
groups and a further breakdown into subheadings. This procedure provided such 
a valuable source of ideas for questionnaire dimensions that it is to be highly 
recommended. 

Questionnaire Development and Refinement. Previous research, critical 
incident data, and other sources can be utilized for the purpose of determining 
what are the best variables to investigate in the particular case at hand. The 
present project has from the beginning favored items of the objective type. As 
developed in our studies, groups of hoinogenecus items, or dimensions, have been 
utilised to measure each variable hypothesized to have some relation to criterion 
measures of effectiveness. This is approached by attempting to construct several 
items which all measure the same variable although with different emphases in 
their wording. 

Success in item writing is rarely complete, so each dimension developed 
should contain a sufficient number of items to allow for somt, attrition in the 
questionnaire refinement process,, The procedures found to be the most successful 
in this respect for our purposes were finally decided upon rather late in the 
project. Basically, the favored procedure involves a special item analysis by 
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means of a modified Wherry-Gaylord iterative technique (17) • Certain modifica- 
tions of this procedure have been'employed, the bisic steps having already been 
described in the last section of this chapter. This procedure, as employed 
here, generally leaves the dimensions with a small number of relatively homo- 
geneous items and with minimum correlations among the dimensions. This latter 
state is achieved primarily through elimination of ite:n3 which show high over- 
lapping variances with more than one dimension or item pool. Despite these 
steps, however, substantial correlations between the purified dimensions will 
often remain. The original Wherry-Gaylord technique suggests that the dimensions 
may be rotated to orthogonal positions, but we have preferred to keep the 
purified dimensions intact so that the items making up a particular dimension 
will have logical as well as statistical unity. 

The fact that the dimensions remain correlated after this process is not 
necessarily to be considered a defect.  In actuality, there is certainly no 
reason to s\ipoose that important supervisory and group behavior traits will 
necessarily be uneorrelated. Many desirable personality trait3 go together and 
the correlations between dimensions will reflect this. The actual correlations 
found among dimensions vdll shift from one sample to another, depending, among 
other things, upon the reliability of questionnaire responses. This can and 
does vary markedly from one sample to another. 

For purposes of further determining the factorial composition of dimensions 
with substantial intercorrelations, a supplementary centroid factor analysis 
(16) can be undertaken. This will help to reveal the essential structure 
underlying the purified dimensions and can be introduced at a point where the 
labor has been reduced by the prior elimination of items and dimensions showing 
too much overlap. As used here, the iterative procedure, then, can be viewed 
essentially as an item analysis device or means of purifying and improving the 
questionnaire dimensions.  If further information is desired concerning the 
underlying structure, a standard factor analysis can be profitably employed. 

Although it has not been done systematically in cur studies to date, a 
desirable step would be to perform the special questionnaire refining iterative 
analysis on a pretest sample. The questionnaires could b« revised on the basis 
of this work so that the final forms for the validation study would contain only 
those items which withstood the test of the prior statistical analysis. In 
this way, final validation statistics would apply directly to the refined dimen- 
sions. Our own studies have often merely used the iterative study results to 
refine the questionnaires for use in subsequent investigations* Wher* the 
number of respondents is large, a sample of 100 cases may be taken for the 
iterative analysis prior to validity analysis with the improved dimensions on 
the remaining cases. 

Method of Analysis. Statistical procedures utilized in analysis of the 
data have remained fairly constant and satisfactory throughout the study series. 
Dimensions have customarily been scored in such a way as to obtain one average 
score on each dimension for each    individual'  v subunit studied,  Split 
half scores are derived so that dimension reliabilities can be estimated. The 
total scores are then correlated with the criterion scores of organizational 
effectiveness by means of the epuilon technique (15). Conservative corrections 
for rectangular distributions in the criterion variable have been applied prior 
to testing epsilonc coefficients for statistical significance. 
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In all cases, regressions of dimension scores on criterion variables have 
been employed. Perhaps the principal reason for this choice has been that 
criterjc~ data in many cases are obtainable only in a limited number of 
categories. With the regression of dimension scores, obtainable readily in 
many categories, on criterion scores, no particular difficulty is encountered 
in computing epsilon coefficients. The reverse regression would present prob- 
lems, in this respect.  If we were interested in making predictions of organiza- 
tional effectiveness from dimension scores, this would be the wrong regression 
to employ. This does not constitute s serious problem, of course, unless 
curvilinear regressions are obtained.  If the regression of dimension on 
criterion scores is curved, prediction in the other direction would be greatly 
hampered anyway, so no particular advantage would be gained by having epsilon 
for the reverse regression. The regression convention employed is entirely 
adequate for the purpose of exploring relationships which may exist in the 
domain studies, our main purpose in. this work. It should be mentioned that 
the use of epsilonc as a research tec)inique has made possible the discovery 
of significant relationships which would have been overlooked had a linear type 
of analysis been employed. This comment is particularly pertinent in view of 
the fact that so many investigations relating items and item groups to criteria 
are carried out in such a way that curvilinear results cannot possibly appear, 
e.g., as in the case where two groups, "high" and "low" are used. 



CHAPTER II 

Dimensions of Organizational Behavior 

The purpose of this chapter will be to provide a technical summary of the 
most meaningful findings from the research conducted under this contract. The 
first part of the chapter will be concerned with the standards which were 
applied in determining what should be reported as a meaningful finding, The 
actual findings will be presented separately for each dimension, bringing to- 
gether data from different studies which bear upon the validity of that dimen- 
sion in relation to criteria of organizational effectiveness. The dimensions 
have been grouped into three major kinds: (a) supervisor self evaluations* 
(b) situational e-waluations, a'id (c) supervisor evaluations by subordinates* 
A separate section will devoted to the results for each of these groups of 
dimensions. 

Most of the dimensions presented will have emerged from one or more of the 
iterative analyses of questionnaire data described in studies 03 through Q6 in 
Chapter I, In each case the actual items used to measure the dimension in the 
later validation studies will be given rather than just those items which 
survived an iterative analysis. Following the presentation of the it ms used 
to measure the dimension, a table will be given which summarizes the validity 
evidence from all those studies which met certain significance standards des- 
cribed below* No extended discussion will be given with each dimension, al- 
though comments will be made where the results need some qualifying statement. 
Interpretations of the results will be reserved for Chapter IV. 

Table 1 Herts all the questionnaire validation attempts which have been 
ms.de on the project. The first two symbols in the study designation in column 
one are the same as those given in Chapter I where information was given about 
the general research procedures. An additional lower case letter has been 
added to the study designation symbol in Table 1 to identify the particular 
questionnaire study. Most of the research efforts reported as one study in- 
volved the use of several questionnaires with a single criterion or several 
criteria with a single questionnaire. Questionnaire validation attempts which 
were described in the =ame report are grouped together in Table 1, Explanations 
of the column headings are given in the footnote.. 

As might be expected in research of this kind, results from different 
questionnaire studies have not always been equally significant, A procedure 
was needed to select those studies which achieved a sufficiently high level of 
statistical significance to merit serious consideration. In the two columns 
of Table 1 headed by one and two stars (*"), respectively, are given the numbers 
of dimensions significant at the five and one per cent levels of significance. 
The number of dimensions analyzed is given in the next column.  In attempting 
to obtain a single index of the level of significance ' for the questionnaire 
study, a weight of "1" was given to each dimension significant at the five per 
cent level and a weight of "2" to each dimension significant at the one per cent 
level;_ For each questionnaire study the sum of these weights was divided by 
the number of dimensions analyzed to yield the "index" values listed in the 
last column of Table 1, An index value of exactly .05 would indicate a de= 
gi-ee of significance equivalent to chance expectancy, e.g., one significant 



Table 1 

Questionnaire Study Data 

u 

Study- Respondents Cases  Units Criterion *•»• Index 

Via forest supervisors 18 18-3 rating 3 0 16 .19 
Vlb top line staff 34 13-3 rating 3 3 22 .41 
Vic technical staff 33 18-3 rating 3 0 20 .15 
Vld district rangers 46 18-3 rating 1 1 21 .14 
Vie district rangers 39 18-3 rating 0 0 21 .00 
Vlf field service 79 18-3 rating 1 0 18 .06 
Vlg field service 77 18-3 rating 0 0 23 .00 
Vlh clerical workers 51 18-3 rating 0 0 20 .00 

V2a office managers 30 30-4 rating 0 0 16 .00 
V2b assistant managers 35 30-4 rating 2 1 19 .21 
V2c insurance workers 30 30-4 rating 3 0 16 .19 
V2d "Iacement workers 33 30-4 rating 1 0 16 .06 

V3 skilled tradesmen 1022 33-3 composite 4 2 13 .62 

V4a supervisors 68 24-3 composite 0 0 10 .00 
V4b helpers 163 26-3 composite 1 0 8 .12 

V5a district rangers 63 69-4 rating 1 0 21 ,05 
V5b field service 93 69-4 rating 1 10 20 1.05 

V6a aircraft workers 213 29-4 work-rev/ork 1 7 19 .79 
V6b aircraft workers 205 23-4 acceptance 1 1 19 .16 
V6c aircraft workers 197 27-4 production 4 2 19 .42 
V6d aircraft workers 213 29-4 rating 0 0 19 .00 

V?a supervisors 244 29-4 work-rework 1 1 24 ,12 
V?b supervisors 235 28-4 acceptance 3 0 24 .12 
V7& supervisors 227 27-4 production c 24 .29 
V7d supervisors 244 29-4 rating 1 3 24 .29 

V8a aircraft foremen 29 29-4 work-rework 1 0 21 .05 
V8b aircraft foremen 28 23-4 acceptance 1 0 21 .05 
V3c aircraft foremen 27 27-4 production 5 1 21 .33 
V8d aircraft foremen 29 29-4 rating 1 0 21 .05 

All studies designated by the same two beginning symbols, e.g., VI, V5, etc., 
have been reported together. The letter indicates a substudy in that report 
for which the respondents are designated in the second column.  The number of 
persons in the substudy is given under "Cases," Under the column headed by 
"Units" appear two numbers separated by a dash. The first number gives the 
number of categories into which these unit3 were divided for statistical 
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Table 2 

Ranked Questionnaire Studies" 

S tudy Respondents Criterion Index €o5 «01 

V5b field service rating 1.05 .23 .30 
V6a aircraft workers work-rework .79 .42 .53 
V3 skilled tradesmen composite .62 .35 .46 
V6c aircraft workers production .42 .44 .55 
Vlb top line staff rating .U .62 

V8c aircraft foremen oroduction .33 .44 .55 
V7c aircraft supervisors porduction .29 .44 .55 
V7d aircraft supervisors rating .29 .38 .49 
V2b assistant managers rating ,21 .41 .52 
Via foreat supervisors rating .19 .49 .62 

V2c insurances workers rating •19 .41 .52 

The column headings are the same as in Table 1 except for the last two 
columns which give the values of epsilon   required for significance at the 
five and one per cent levels of significance,  respectively. 

With regard to the Department of Employment Studies (V2a, b,  c,  and d) it 
should be mentioned that erroneously high significance levels were applied 
in the published report (4) resulting in a paucity of significant findings. 
The values given here are correct. 

(Continued) 
analysis. The criterion used is giver in the next column. Under the 
columns headed by one and two star3 (*) respectively are given the number 
of dimensions significant at the five and one per cent levels of significance^ 
respectively. The next to last column gives the number of dimensions 
analyzed, and the last column provides a single index of study significancs 
described in the text. 
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dimension out of 20 analyzed.  The total distribution cf these index values 
reveals a range from ,00 to 1,05. Eleven studies had index values in excess 
of ,19 -while the remainder of the studies ran ,16 or lesse. 

If serious consideration is to be given the results of a study which pur- 
ports to demonstrate the existence of a relationship, it would seem desirable 
to be relatively certain that the. results as a whole exceed the chance level of 
significance. For this reason, tha decision was reached to select from the 29 
questionnaire studies only those in which there is relatively littls doubt that 
the results exceed chance expectancy. In summarizing the research for this 
project, therefore, we will show the findings only from the eleven questionnaire 
studies which reached the index value of ,19 or above. These studies are listed 
in Table 2, Thus, when data are given which purport to bear on the validity of 
a particular dimension of organizational effectiveness, they will be based on 
all available evidence from the eleven studies listed in Teble 2,. The findings 
from the remaining studies will not be presented, since their validity is open 
to question because of the general paucity of significant results obtained. 
Reports of these studies are available, however, and may be consulted by the 
reader, (See Chapter I for references) 

Supervisory Self Evaluation Dimensions 

The dimensions which have been developed may be divided roughly into three 
kinds:  (a) those which ask a supervisor to make some evaluation about himself 
and his attitudes, (b) those which ask a respondent, supervisory or other, to 
evaluate certain aspects of the total job setting and his relation to it, and 
(c) those which ask a respondent to evaluate his supervisor. The dimensions to 
be presented in this section belong to the first of these categories. 

For each dimension presented, the actual items used will be given.  In 
those cases where the items used differed from one study to the next, full 
information will be given on the items used for the recent studies.  If the 
early items differed seriously in kind, comment to this effect will be made. 

Most of the dimensions presented emerged from one or more of the iterative 
studies conducted for the purpose of improving dimension internal consistency 
and independence. As has been mentioned in connection with the description of 
these studies in Chapter I (See studies Q3, et seq,) not all of the items 
originally making up a dimension actually survived an iterative analysis. Many 
were discarded as being too highly correlated with dimensions other than the 
one to which they were supposed to belong or because they failed to correlate 
highly enough with the dimension in which they were originally included.  If a 
dimension in question did emerge as a relatively independent dimension from one 
of the various iterative studies, biserial correlations will appear in paren- 
theses, following at least some of the items given.  If no correlation coefficient 
follows -ny  item for the dimension, the items determining it failed to be 
sufficiently independent of the other dimensions to emerge from the iterative 

This index is admittedly arbitrary. No exist criterion could be stated with- 
out taking into account the intercorrelations of dimensions. 
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analysis. Seme items within an iterated dimension will not have correlations 
with total dimension score given; these items appeared with the dimension as 
originally presented but did not survive any iterative analysis in which they 
were included. The validity evidence shown is based on the dimension with all 
items included, rather than with just the iterated items,  Tne intercorrelations 
and factor analysis of dimensions appearing in Chapter III, however, will be 
based on dimensions composed only of the iterated items, 

The item-total biserial correlations are based on total dimension scores, 
which include the item score, hence there is some spurious covariance due to 
overlapping error variances  For this reason, the correlations will usually be 
somewhat too high. It would be impractical to extract this spurious covarience 
except by leaving the item out of the composite, either actually or by statisti- 
cal correction. This process is not considered desirable since it would remove 
the overlapping true variance as well as the error variance, thereby giving the 
correlation with a composite made up of the remaining items. Since there are 
so few items in each composite, the dimension would be apt to change considerably 
through omission of an itemj therefore; the correlations are presented without 
correction, 

Adequate Authority 

You feel that you should be allowed to make some decisions that are now being 
made at a higher level: 1, definitely 2, probably 3. possibly 4. prob- 
ably not 5. definite?i.y not (,$6) 

You must get approval for certain decisions which you need to be able to make 
alone: 1, probably not 2. possibly 3. probably 4. definitely 5. very 
definitely (.79) 

You have enough authority to handle emergency situations adequately: 1. pro- 
bably not 2. possibly 3. probably 4. definitely 5. very definitely (.87) 

Do you have enough authority to handle the problems that come up in your group? 
1. probably not 2. possibly 3. probably 4. definitely 5, very definitely 
(.85) 

Table 3 

Study Ml 
M2 M3 M4 ^c # M s rll 

Via 4.0 4.5 3.5 .00 3 4.0 1.69 .00 
Vlb 12.2 12.5 11, o - .00 6 12.2 2.15 .62 
V2b 9.7 9.2 7.3 7.7 .38 5 8,5 2.20 .27 

V7c 14.2 14.5 13.2 12.8 „32, —r 13.7 1.43 .79 
V7d 34.6 13.6 12,7 - .49** 4 13.6 1.47 .79 
V8c 16.8 12,7 13*0 ,48;;' 4 14.6 3.32 .74 

* Significant at the ,05 level 
** Significant ot the ,01 level 
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Under the column headed by "Study" in Table 3 ?nd subsequent tables in this 
chapter is given the questionnaire study code number taken from Table 1, The 
values under columns headed by M_ . M, > M, and M. give the mean dimension scores 
for ranked criterion groups in tnat particular study. Usually there will be four 
criterion groups, "high," "medium hd,gh," "medium low," and "low," but sometimes 
only "high,1* "medium," and "low," groups are used. The corrected epsilon co- 
efficients and number of items in the composite appear in the next two columns. 
The overall means, standard deviations, and internal consistency estimates of 
reliability for the dimension scores appear in the last three columns. To 
conserve space, titles have been omitted from these tables. No further explana- 
tion of the table symbols will be given in the remaining tables of this kind.. 

The dimension was called "Good Authority Status" in the first three studies. 
Items, in the first study were only three in number and two of these offered the 
respondent less than four choices to record his opinion. 

Adherence to Regulation "work Patterns 

It ha? been necessary to disregard a regulation in order to get tools or mater- 
is  ials needed for a job: 1. frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4» al- 

most neverP 5. never (.92) 
It has been necessary to short-circuit official channels in order to get a job 

done: 1. frequently 2- occasionally 3» rarely 4. almost never 5. 
never (.92) 

Customary work methods are disregarded in rush jobs: 1, frequently 2. occasion- 
ally 3. rarely 4,. almost never 5. never. 

Some of the rules and regulations regarding work procedures are broken by almost 
everyone: 1, frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. 
never. 

Table 4 

Study M 
"1 H3 \ K # M a r 

11 

V7c 11,7 10.6 10.8 9.4 .41 4 10,7 1.41 .56 
V7d 11.1 10.7 10.0 — .22 4 10.6 1.36 .56 
V8c 10.4 11.6 9,1 lU.b .20 4 10.4 2.66 .61 

Attitude Toward Paper Work 

Paper work required of you interferes with other wo rk that i s really more 
important: I, frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4,. almost never 
never V ,oa; 

5. 

Routine record keeping and report writing is a burden to you: 1, almost always 
2, usually 3, occasionally 4. rarely 5. almost never (.92) 

How many of the reports and records you are required to keep are really necessary? 
1« few 2, some 3, most 4, almost all 5. all (.88) 

How much time is spent keeping records and wilting reports which do not really 
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aaconplish anything useful? 1. a great deal 2. quite a bit 3. some 
4. not much 5. none (.88) 

Table 5 

Study 
"1 M2 *3 \ *c # M s rll 

V7c 15.2 13.8 13.3 12.7 .34 4 13.7 1.78 .87 
V?d 14.5 13.0 13.0 - .27 4 13.5 1.92 .87 
V8c 12.8 16.2 11.6 12.2 .55** 4 13.3 3.23 .85 

The slight curvilinear trend noted in study V8c can probably be ignored 
for the time being because the other two studies show a relatively linear trend. 

Avoidance of Unpleasantness 

1. rarely When you see a subordinate do something wrong you hate to correct him: 
2, occasionally   3. usually   4.  almost always    5.  always (.72) 

You find it unpleasfiait to tell an employee he has done a job poorly:    1. almost 
never    2.  rarely    3. occasionally   4. usually    5.  almost  always (.87) 

You ignore employee's mistakes to avoid unpleasantness:    1.  almost never    2, 
rarely    3.  occasionally    4.  usually    5.  almost always  (.48) 

You find it difficult to tell an employee to his face that he is incompetent 
(assuming he is):    1,  definitely not    2, probably not    3. possibly   4, 
probably    5.  definitely (.87) 

Table 6 

Study Ml M2 M3 
M4 ^c # M s r 

11 

V7c 6.5 7.5 7.3 7.4 .00 4 7.2 1.14 .35 
V7d 7.6 6.8 7.5 — .12 4 7.3 1.15 .35 
VSc 11.2 9.8 10.4 9.6 .26 4 10.2 1.38 .11 

These items, all of which emerged from the iterative analysis, are the same 
ones which were used for the dimension in the three validation studies listed, 
with one exception, Through a typographical srror, the words "hate to" were 
omitted from the first item in study V8c. This error might have accounted for 
the small positive correlation in that study. 

Backing Up Decisions 

You feel confident of the superint*ndent's support when you make a decision: 
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1, rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 4* almost always 5. always. 
It would be easy for a subordinate to get one of your decisions reversed by 

going over your head: 1. frequently 2, occasionally 3. rarely 4, almost 
never 5. never. 

There have been situations in which your actions were not backed up by your 
superiors:    1. frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. 
neverr 

Important decisions you make within the limits of your authority are backed up by 
your superiors: 1. rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 
5. always, 

Table 7 

Study \ M2 
M 

3 \ c 
# M s ru 

V8c 16.4 17.9 15.6 13.6 .44* 4 16.1 2.80 .68 

This particular dimension appeared only in the Lockheed study of aircraft 
foremen.  An iterative analysis was not performed for the Lockheed foreman data. 
There does seem to be considerable similarity, however, between this dimension 
and the dimension Adequate Authority, which xvas also significant in study V3c, 

Confidence in the Company 

In comparison with the aircraft produced by other companies, the quality of those 
produced at Lockheed is: 1. below average 2. average 3. above average 
4. excellent 5. outstanding (.69) 

In comparison with other- aircraft companies, production efficiency at Lockheed is: 
1- below average 2, average 3. above average 4, excellent 5. outstanding 
(.84) 

How much confidence do you have in the capacities and abilities of people at 
higher levels of supervision at Lockheed: 1. very little 2. not ...^.ch 3. 
seme 4. q"ite a bit 5. a great deal (.78) 

In comparison Kith other aircraft companies, how is Lockheed as » place to work? 
1. below average 2. average 3. above average 4. excellent 5. outstanding 
(.91) 

Table 8 

Study     1^ M2    My M4 

V7c 16.2 15.5 15.0 
V7d 16.0 14.6 14.9 
V8c 16.6 15.2 14.6 

14t3 

15.2 

( 
^c # M s rll 

.44* 4 15.2 1.19 .73 

.44* 4 15.2 1.24 .73 

.00 4 15.3 2.22 .79 
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Democratic Orientation 

You like to think of yourself as ths "coordinator" of your group rather than the 
"boss": 1, definitely not 2. probably not 3. possibly 4. probably 5, 
definitely (.72) 

Your subordinates should have more of a voice in running the department than 
they do now: 1. definitely not 2, probably not 3. possibly 4. probably 
5. definitely (.53) 

If you and a subordinate disagree on how something should be done, you will do it 
his way rather than insist on vrtiat you think is correct: 1. almost never 
2, rarely 3, occasionally 4. usually 5. almost always (.56) 

A supervisor should ask for his more experienced employee's advice before making 
a decision: 1. never 2. rarely 3. occasionally 4, usually 5. almost 
always (.53) 

How many of the supervisors you have known seem to be "wishy-washy" in the way 
they handle their subordinates? 1. a good percentage 2. several 3. a few 
4. 1 or 2 5. none. 

Would anyone ever accuse you of allowing your subordinates too much influence in 
running your department? 1. definitely not 2. probably not 3. possibly 
4. probably 5. definitely. 

Table 

Study 
*L *2 M3 M4 *c // M s rll 

V7c 15.0 16.4 15.8 3.6.2 ,00 6 15.9 1.41 .16 
V7d 16.2 15.8 15.7 — .00 6 15.9 1.36 ,16 
V8c 16.0 16.0 -15.6 17.0 ,00 _£ 16.0 ?.I3 .41 

There is no apparent evidence of validity for this dimension, although it 
definitely appears to represent a distinct aspect of organizational behavior. 
The dimension may eventually prove to be important in relation to some other 
kind of criterion. ... - - - 

Human Relations vs Production Centered 

Getting out the wori: is the most important aspect of your job: '.'.. definitely 
2. probably 3. maybe 4. probably not 5. not at all (.52) 

The current emphasis on the importance of "human relations" to production is 
exaggerated: 1. very definitely 2. definitely 3. possibly 4. probably 
not 5. definitely not (.56) 

What proportion of your time is spent in consulting and counseling subordinates? 
1. very little 2. a little 3. some 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal (.49) 

Keeping up the morale in your unit is your most important job: 1. definitely 
not 2. probably not 3. possibly 4. probably 5. definitely (.62) 

,/" 

/ 
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Table 10 

Study *L M2 "3 \ <c 
a 
IT M 8 ril 

V7c 13.6 13.7 13.5 12.6 .00 4 13.4 1.26 .18 
V7d 13.8 13.1 13.0 - .12 4 13.3 1.26 .18 
V8c 13»4 13.9 14.4 13.6 .00 4 13.9 1.87 .03 

No evidence for the validity of this dimension is present here, but i. rther 
refinement of the dimension might produce desirable results. As ft in now, the 
dimension is low on internal consistency. 

Lack of Job Security Consciousness 

In selecting personnel for better ,1obs, how much weight should be given seniority? 
1. a great deal 2. quite a bit 3. some 4» very little 5. none. 

When an employee is definitely inefficient he should be dismissed: 1. rarely 
2, occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 5» always. 

Do you think that permanent employees should be periodically evaluated on some 
srsle of merit which really differentiates among them? 1. definitely not 
2, probably not 3. possibly 4. probably ~5. definitely. 

Would you take a job with better opportunity but less security? 1» definitely 
not 2, probably not 3. possibly 4. probably 5, definitely. 

Table 11 

Jtudy 
\ 

M. M. 

V8c 9.8 10.6   8.0 

M 
11 

9.2 2.08 • 15 

This dimension a^pp^x.ecl only in tne Lockheed foremen questionnaire. The 
dimension as origip^^y. usecj •was  scored in the reverse direction but the criter- 
ion group meapj>^iave been reversed here so that a positive score on the dimension 
is presunj^. ^y indicative of effective organisation. 

Non-Hypercritical Attitude Toivord Subordinates 

Your employees need to be supervised to jwt good work out of them:  1. usually 
2. occasionally 3. rarely U*  almost never 5. never (.I>9) 

About vjhat percentage of the employees in your department could do much better 
work? 1. 80$ or more 2. 60$ 3. 40$ 4. 20$ 5. 0$ (.88) 

Your employees can be trusted to keep working whether you are there or not: 
1. rarely 2, occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 5. always (.62) . 

About. vi«at percentage of your employees would you replace if you could? 1. 80$ 
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or more   2. kof,   3. UQ% 

Hrv; many of your employee, reaj/;y t do 
meat    4.  almost all    i>, X \ ( 79) 
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About what percentage of your ettpio*      "" r'"' ..    ,     _,., ,   „ 
1    •f«g    1     ono'    c    m' C AoY      >ees  are incompetent?    1,  80# or more    2.  60$S 

1,  a few   2.  some    3, 

-,•' 
Table 12 

Study >     M. M0 K M.             6 71 M s r 
___-;> ' ' 1 2 3 4             c 3.1 

Via 4.3 3.5 1.7 .48 5 3.1 2.02 .77 
Vlb 3.2 3.6 3.4- .00 3— _  3.4 .76 .00 
V7c 21.1 21.3 20.9 21.3        .00 6 21.1 1.28 .60 
V7d 21.6 20.9 20.7 .20 6 21,1 1.26 .60 
V8c 24.2 23.5 20.3 22,6       .47* 6 22.4 2,84 .72 

This dimension was scored in the reverse direction in the firat  •> studies — , 
but the means have been interchanged here to make the result a consists. ;• with the 
present dimension direction. Items in those studies v.-cre similar to those given 
here. The two instances vhere the dimension re,rulted in high epsilon values were 
for top management groups rather than supervisors. Thus, it would appear on the 
basis of these data that the dimension is apt to show a relationship at the 
higher levels but not necessarily at the lower levels. 

Reserve 

Do you think that some supervisors are too informal w.i.th their subordinates? 1« 
definitely not 2. probably not 3. possibly 4. probably 5. definitely (.62) 

You believe social contacts with subordinates should bo limited: 1. definitely 
not 2, probably not 3. possibly 4. probably 5. definitely (.74) 

You prefer to maintain a certain distance between yourself and your subordinates: 
1, never 2. rarely 3, occasionally 4. usually 5» almost always (.72) 

A supervisor should avoid revealing intimate details of his personal life to any 
of his subordinates: 1, definitely not 2, probably not 3. possibly 4* 
probably 5. definitely (,52) 

* Table ] L3 

Study \ M2 "3 \ c # M s rH 

V7c 
V7d 
V8c 

13,5 
13,1 
12,2 

13.7 
14,1 
15.8 

13.4 
12,9 
13.4 

12.6 

13.6 

.00 

.31 

.30 

4 
4 
4 

13.3 
13.4 
13.9 

1.40 
1.38 
2.94 

.50 
..50 
.51 
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istr»+.or should avoid getting too familiar with his subordinates* 

Self Improvement 

On your own time, you work at improving your job skills: 1. not at all 2» a 
little 3. some 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal (.45) 

How much have you done within the past six months to prepare yourself for a 
promotion? 1, nothing 2, very little 3. some 4. quite a bit 5» a 
great deal (.82) 

In off hour3, you read things that will help you do a better .job: 1. not much 
2. a little 3. some 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal (.88) 

You try to learn about higher jobs so that you will be ready to take one when 
the chance comes: 1* not at all 2. a little 3. some 4. quite a bit 
5. a great deal (.88) 

Table L 4 

Study              VL M2 
M 

3 \ 'C 
# M e> rll 

V7c 
V7d 
V8c 

1A.6 
14.2 
l/,_2 

13.6 
13.6 
i>5. ,8 

13.9 
14.0 
w.    A 

14.3 

T ;    I. J-.--4 t <> 

,00 
.00 

4 
4 
i 

14.0 
13.9 
n J      r 

1.21 
1*22 
.-> / ~ 

.76 

.76 

. (3 

Urgency 

Does it make you uncomfortable if things don't  get done on time?    1. rarely    2. 
occasionally   3. usually    4.  almost always    5.  always (,82) 

You find it difficult to maintain pleasant relations with a subordinate who 
works slowly:    1.  l'arely    2, occasionally    3s  usually    4.   almost always 
5.  always (.55) 

You get a kick out of trying to get   a job  done  faster than others can do it: 
1„   never    2.  rarely    3.  occasionally    i|S   frequently     5. very frequently   v.55; 

It irritates you if a subordinate doesn't do  a job quick]y enough:    1,  almost 
never    2.  rarely   3.  occasionally    4. usually    5.   almost always (.76) 

Table 15 

Study Ml l*2 Mo M, (• 
G 

# M s rll 

V7c 13.5 13.9 13.8 14.1 .00 4 13.8 1.04 . <rs 
V7d 13.3 14.2 14.0 - .32 4 13.8 1.04 .30 
V8c 15.0 12.2 15.6 15.0 .44* 4 14.4 2.66 .60 
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The available validity evidence here is too meagre and contradictory to 
draw any conclusion. There may be a slight negative relationship to organiza- 
tional effectiveness, but at present the items may be considered only as i dimen- 
sion of organization behaviux with doubtful validity status. 

Discussion. During the early studies conducted by this research group, 
relatively few self evaluatory dimensions by administrative personnel achieved 
any significant relationship with criteria of organizational effectiveness. 
Many dimensions along new lines were tried out for such groups in the last series 
of studies at Lockheed, Although the evidence thus far is not extensive, it 
would appear that there may be some hope in this area for properly devised 
dimensions. 

Of the dimensions which ha" e "been presented in this section, the following 
ones seem to bear some positive relationship with criteria of organizational 
effectiveness which have been employed: Adequate Authority, Adherence to 
Regulation Work Patterns, Attitude Toward Paper Work, Backing Up Decisions, 
Confidence in the Company, Lack of Job Security Consciousness, and Non-Hyper- 
critical Attitude Toward Subordinates. It is understood, naturally, that the 
conclusion offered with respect to these dimensions i3 based upon the evidence 
presented from studies carried out by this research group. Their ultimate 
validity must bo determined by the test of further research, 

Situationai Evaluation Dimensions 

Respondents in our studies were usually asked to answer certain questions 
concerning their reactions to the group and the relationships among people in 
their work unita. The dimensions to be presented in tnis section are made up 
of items in this area. 

Absence of Dissension 

There are people in your group who refuce to speak to each other: 1. several 
2. some 3.  a few 4» one or two ?, none (,71* »8I) 

There are people in your group who seem to have it in for somebody else: 1, 
several 2. some 3. a few 4, on?>- or two 5. none (,91> *S2) 

Certain grouoj of people in your unit have it in for each other: 1, definitely 
2, probably 3. possibly 4* probably not 5» definitely not (.88, *SS) 

There is bad feeling between groups of people in yonr department:  1. frequently 
2, occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never (.86, .72) 

When men in the unit get angry at each other, they hold a grudge: 1* usually 
2. occasionally 3. rarely 4, almost never 5, never (,74, »76) 

People in your unit quarrel with each other: 1. a great deal 2, quite a bit 
3. some 4. net much 5« not at all (.78, .77) 
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ictD-ue 10 

Study Ml *2 «3 M4 *c 
// M s rll 

Vlb 6.4 !i.8 5.1 . .25 4 5.8 1.09 .50 
V2b 9.8 7.5 6,1 5.4 .46 5 7.2 2.96 .56 
V5b 3.9 4.2 4.3 /L.I ,06 6 4.1 .76 .88 
V6a 24.0 24.7 25.6 23.9 .13 6 24.5 1.90 .82 
V6c 25.2 23.6 *""-?• * i 24.3 .00 6 24.4 1.86 .82 

The means for study V?b in this and subsequent tables are low because they 
are- average dbnension item scores. To make these scores comparable, unit- wise, 
multiply by the number of items- In the first two studies listed above the 
dimension was entitled "Dissension" and scored accordingly, The mean values 
here have been interchanged to make the trend consistent with the present direc- 
tion of scoring. The items as given differ to a significant degree from those 
in studies Vlb and V2b where they emphasised to a greater degree disharmony 
which was in direct interference with organization work. For example, one 
item stem from both these studies was:  "You have nad difficulty getting a job 
done because someone failed to cooperate," It would thus seem doubtful whether 
the higher epsilon values in the first two studies could be taken as supporting 
the validity of the item group presented. 

Good Conference Practice 

In group meetings with your foreman, how many of those present participate in 
discussions? 1, very few 2, some 3. several 4. most 5. almost all. 

Group meeting time with your foreman is consumed by problems that could be 
settled more effectively by other means: 1, frequently 2„ occasionally 
3, rarely 4. almost never 5. never. 

Are group conferences in your department merely a way of providing an audience 
for the foreman? 1. usually 2, occasionally 3. rarely 4, almost never 
5. nevers 

In grouo meetings with your foreman, those present seem hesitant to speak up 
when they oppose a particular point of view expressed by the foreman: 
1. usually 2, occasionaxly 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never. 

Table 17 

Study 
\ 

M 
2 

M 
i 
<4 *c # M s rll 

Vlb 1 .<c 
f\     1 3,2 .. .00 6 7.9 1.91 .00 

V2b 8.8 a 9 
1 .J. 7.7 »lv t* 

rt    o 1.95 .25 
V7c 17.3 15.8 13.9 ,57** 4 16,0 1    c»o — . *•' / .72 
V7d 16.8 16.0 15.2 *• .24 4 16.0 1.83 .72 

t 
I 
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The items for this di!5^ns5_rtr- ^iH nnt. survive the iterative analysis as a 
distinct group in that they were too highly correlated with more than one item 
group. That this dimension is related to these criteria of organizational 
effectiveness, however, seems highly probable, The items given are those used 
in the V7 studies but those in studies Vlb and V2b are similar. 

Group Unity 

The employees in your group seem to stick together like a team: 1, not at all 
2. a little 3. some 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal (.37, .72) 

The employees in your group talk things over with the idea of acting as a group: 
1. almost nevar 2, rarely 3. once in a while 4. occasionally 5. fre- 
quently (.87, .91) 

Employees in your group act together to get the things they want: 1. never 
2, rarely 3. occasionally 4. frequently 5. very frequently (.37, .75) 

Employees in your group would go out of their way to stand up for each other: 
1. rarely 2,  occasionally 3. usually 4» almost always 5. always (.82, ,74) 

Table 18 

Study              M1 M2 
M 

3 
M4 ^c # M s rll 

V5b 
V6a 
V6c 

3.1 
12.2 
13.0 

3.1 
12.3 
11.2 

3.2 
12.2 
12.9 

2,9 
13.1 
12.8 

,00 
.00 
.47* 

4 
4 
4 

3.1 
12.5 
12.4 

1.02 
1.42 
1.43 

.89 

.72 

.72 

Informal Leadership 

The opinions of popular workers in your district have power over the other 
employees: 1. not at all 2, a little 3. some 4. quite a bit 5. a great 
deal (.62, .85) 

There are certain workers in your district besides the district rar>ger who seem 
to influence the others unduly: 1, not at all 2, a little 3, some 4. 
quite a bit 5. a great deal (.73, .82) 

Some workers in your district, be&ides the district ranger, control the actions 
of other employees more than they should: 1. not at all 2, a little 
3. some 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal (.73, -82) 

The word of the "old timers" in your district carries weight with the other 
employees: 1. not at all 2. very little 3, some 4. quite a bit 5. a 
great deal (,48, ,62) 
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Table no —•* 

Study Ml M2 
M3 M4 K § M s rU 

V3 10.5 10.7 10,8 ,00 4 10.6 1.22 .84 
V5b 2.2 2.4 2.1 2.5 .03 4 2.3 .70 .73 
V6a 9.2 7.8 9.0 9.4 .13 k 8.9 1.83 .77 
V6c 8.7 9.4 8.2 9.0 .00 4 8.8 1.77 .77 

In study V3, this dimension was called "Intensity of Informal Control," 

Pride in Work Group 

You take pride in the work record of your group: 1, not at all 2. a little 
3, soae 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal (.67, .64) 

You would rather work with your present group than with any other: 1. definitely 
not 2. probably not 3. probably 4. definitely 5. very definitely (.91, 
.72, .88) 

As compared with other departments.in the plant yours is: 1. below average 
2. average 3, above average 4. excellent 5. outstanding (.81, ,65, -82) 

You have told friends that your group is « good outfit: 1, never 2. rarely 
3. occasionally 4. frequently 5. very frequently (.80, .82, .85) 

It makes you mad vshen someone in your unit doesn't try to do a good job: 1, never 
2, rarely 3. sometimes 4. usually 5. alvsys (This was the fifth item 
in studies V6) 

Table 20 

Study *1 
M2 \ K ,i M s r 

11 

Via IcO 0,8 0.7 . ,00 0.8 .56 
Vlb 2.5 2.8 2.5 - .00 I 2.6 .54 - 
V2b 5.4 L.l 3.8 3.0 .52** 2 4.1 1.44 .30 
V2c 9.0 7.8 0.1 5.7 .48* 3 7.1 2.38 .24 

V5b 4.0 3.7 ?.i, 3.7 .22 h J*  1 .78 .75 
V6a 18,6 17.5 iv.3 17.7 e 53** 5 18.3 1,20 .69 
V6c 18,2 18.1 18.4 18.7 .00 5 18.3 1.23 .69 

V?c io.p io,o 16.1 14.5 .35 4 16.0 1.58 .78 
V7d 17.3 15.2 15.4 - .63** 4 16.0 1.53 .78 
VSc 16.8 17.0 15,7 15.2 .04 16.2 2.14 .46 

Items in the first four studies were somewhat different from those given 
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but similar In nature* The first and last studies cited dealt with the heads of 
units. It would appear doubtful if anything is to be gained by asking these 
questions at such a high administrative level* In study V6a, a work-rework 
quality control criterion was employed* The results for this study, although 
highly significant, were generally curvilinear with the two middle groups receiv- 
ing the moiTt favorable average scores. No convincing explanation for this 
phenomenon has been developed as yet» 

M«ic»s*lon. Of the dimensions presented in this section, only Good Confer- 
ence Practice and Pride in Work Group seem to bear any clearcut positive correla- 
tion with organizational effectiveness. It is recommended that these dimensions 
fte given in questionnaires to personnel below the level at which criterion mea- 
sures are taken. 

Supervisor Evaluation Dimensions 

The largest category of dimensions developed by this project contains those 
in which the respondent makes certain judgments about his supervisor* From the 
standpoint of validity, the most significant results have been obtained with 
dimensions of this kind. In the items that will be given, where the words "he" 
or "him" appear the person teferred to is the respondent's supervisor or superior. 

Advance Planning 

, Your district has suffered because his previous budget planning failed to have 
specific plans for improvement: 1, frequently 2* occasionally 3. rarely 
4, almost never 5« never* 

He plans ahead, keeping in wind the future needs of the district: 1. rarely 2. 
occasionally 3, usually 4» almost always 5. always. 

When a difficult situation develops which might have been foreseen, he has plans 
already laid to deal with it: 1; rarely 2« occasionally 3k usually 
4. almost always 5* always. 

Do bad peak periods develop because routine work was not spaced properly through 
advance planning? 1, frequently 2, occasionally 3, rarely L,  almost 
never j»  n^ver. 

Does he have specific plans for future development and improvement of the dis- 
trict? 1, no 2, yes. 

Have bad personnel situations developed because he did not plan ahead? 1, fre- 
quently 2, occasionally 3* rarely 4. almost never 5. never. 

Table 21 

Study "l M 
2 H3 »u K # M 8 rll 

V5b 3*2 3.3 2.9 ?-.U .35** 3*1 .72 Ol 
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dimensions because the items given above correlated with several other dimensions, 
notably Planning and Organizing. There is probably sufficient valid variance 
specific to this dimension to warrant its independent use despite its high 
correlation with other dimensions. This dimension would seem to be particularly 
useful in those situations where the supervisor bv. :•<'  rated has a great deal of 
autonomy. 

Communication Down 

He keeps to himself information employees would like ; have? 1. frequently 
2, occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never ;,62, ,79) 

You know where you stand with him: ls never 2, rarely 3 occasionally 4. 
usually 5, always (,62) 

His employees could do a better job if he would let them kno* more about what 
was going on: 1, definitely 2, probably 3» maybe 4* probably not 5. 
not at all (.60, ,87) 

He passes on interesting bits of information he gets from the front office: 
1, never 2. rarely 3, occasionally 4. usually 5* almost always (.75, 
#89, .77) 

He lets employees in on information from higher up:  1. rarely 2. occasionally 
3, usually 4, almost always 5. always (,85, .89, .88) 

He seems willing to pass on non-secret information he gets from higher up: 1, 
rarely 2. occasionally 3, usually 4* almost always 5. always (.78, .91, 

Table 22 

study Ml Mo M3 \ *c # M o 
ril 

Vlb 4.2 Ok 3.4 .54* 2 3.4 1.18 .85 
V2b 7.3 6.5 4.9 5.7 .25 3 6.1 2,31 .60 
V5b ^.l 3.4 3.2 2.5 .20 6 3.2 .94 .90 

V6a 16.4 18.2 19.1 17.0 .36 6 17.6 2.24 .73 
V6c 19.8 17.5 18,0 15.5 *64** 6 17.7 1.97 .73 
V7c 18.3 20.5 18,5 16.3 .36 6 18.7 3.04 .83 
V7d 19.4 13.4 18.8 - .00 6 18,9 3,08 

The  six items given above were used in all but the first two studies listed 
in Table 22,    The items were  subjected to three different iterative analyses. 
In those cases where less than three item-total score values appear after an 
item,  the item failed to hold up in one or two of the iterative analyses.     In 
the first two studies,  the dimension was called  "Being Informed," 

Consistency 

If he disciplines an employee for a rule infraction, the next person who violates 
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the rule will also be disciplined: 1. rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 
4. almost always 5. always (.72) 

His subordinates know what to expect from him: 1. rarely 2. occasionally 3» 
usually 4. almost always 5. always (.66) 

You know pretty much how he is going to react to any given job situation: 1, 
almost never 2, rarely 3. occasionally 4. usually 5« almost always. 

lie changes his mind without good reason: 1. frequently 2. occasionally 3. 
rarely 4. almost never 5« never. 

Table 23 

Study Ml M2 "3 M4 c 
# M s rll 

VI b 2,8 2.7 1.8 .27 3 2.4 1.14 .82 
V2b 3.3 3.1 2.2 3.4 .00 2 3.0 2,02 .33 
V2c 4.0 3.2 3.8 3e0 400 3 3.5 2.30 .47 

V3 24.5 23.0 24.5 _ .44* 6 24.0 1.58 .90 
V5b 3.7 3.7 3.5 3.0 .35** 4 3.6 .80 rn 

. (A 

V6a 15.3 it    c XO« T 16,0 1 C    T _1_   i » J_ ,56** 4 15.7 0*93 .40 
V6c 16.2 15.4 16.0 15.7 ,02 4 15.8 .92 c40 

The items given above were the ones used in the last three studies listed 
in Table 23. The dimension emerged from only one of two iterative analyses,, 
however, and only the first two items survived,, In the first three studies 
listed, the dimension was called "Inconsistency." The group means have been 
reversed here to make \b-  direction if scoring conform with the present title. 

Decisiveness 

There have been situations in which he seemed afraid to act: 1. frequently 
2, occasionally 3, seldom 4e almost never 5. never (.67) 

He acts cautiously in order to avoid sticking his neck out: 1. almost always 
2, usually 3. occasionally 4. rarely 5. almost nevar (.87) 

He vjould "sit tight" and do nothing rather than take a chance on doing something 
wrong: 1, almost always 2, usually 3e occasionally 4. rarely 5. almost 
never (.76) 

Does he "put off" making important decisions? 1. almost always 2, usually 3« 
occasionally 4. rarely 5* almost never (*72) 
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Table 

Study Ml M2 "3 M4 ^c 0 M s rll 

Vlb 7.8 7.4 6.2 .29 4 7.1 1.66 .80 
V2b 11.6 10.9 8.6 7=8 .33 4 9.7 3.37 .28 
V2c 5.4 4.9 5.7 5.0 ,00 2 5.2 1.49 .03 
V5b 3.6 3.5 3.4 2.5 ,28* 4 3.4 .97 .86 

V6a 14.2 15.4 15.2 14.1 .26 4 14.7 1.44 .64 
V6c 16.0 14.2 15.0 14.1 .42 4 14.8 1.37 .64 
V7c 16.0 16.1 14.8 14.3 .31 4 15.3 1.78 .40 
V7d 15.6 15.1 15.0 ~ .00 4 15.3 1.77 .90 

The items given were the ones used in the la3t five studies listed, although 
the dimension emerged in only one of three iterative analyses. In the other two, 
the items were too highly correlated with other dimensions.  Items in the first 
three studies were similar to those in the last five studies. 

7M, dine 

He has avoided taking disciplinary measure." when the occasion demanded it: 1, 
frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4, almost never 5. never (.76) 

He lets people get away with violating regulations: 1. frequently 2- occasion- 
ally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never (.79) 

Ha is firm in dealing with people when it is necessary: 1, rarely 2, occasion- 
ally 3. usually 4. almost always 5. always* 

He would rather put up with poor work than discipline the employee responsible: 
1. almost always 2, usually 3. occasionally 4. rarely 5. never. 

Table 25 

Study Ml 
M "2 M3 \ 

(• # M s 
"ll 

V.5b 
V6a 
V6c 

4.0 
15.3 
16.3 

4.0 
16.2 
15.1 

3.5 
16.0 
16.0 

O   1 

15.0 
it < 

.41** 

.29 

.16 

4 
4 
4 

3.8 
15.7 
15.7 

.92 
1.16 
1. iO 

,93 
,60 
.60 

Only two of the above items survived the iterative analysis with Lockheed 
journeymen, The dimension did not emerge separately in the field service itera- 
tive analysis. 



32 

How man?/- of his employees havs been provided with clear-cut written descriptions 
of their duties?    1, none    2.  few   3,  some    4. most    5. all (.92,  .81) 

When work assignments are given, ho provides a written copy for those involved: 
1. never    2, rarely    3, occasionally   4. usually    5.  almost always  (.90,  ,86) 

He has provided employees with an adequate written statement of rules and regula- 
tions to be followed:    1. no    2. yes (*72,  .82) 

He makes available adequate written statements of procedures to be used in 
carrying out work assignments:    1. never    2.  rarely    3. occasionally   4. 
usually    5.  almost always (<,%,  .95) 

He has made available to his employees an up-to-date  organization chart:    1. no 
2. yes. 

He likes to have work plans written down: 1. never 2. rarely 3. occasionally 
4. usually 5. almost always* 

Table 26 

Study \ M2 M3 
M 
4 K M M s rll 

V5b 
¥6 a 
Voc 

3,2 
16.4 
16.7 

3.3 
17.0 
16.6 

2.9 
16.9 
16.8 

2.8 
15.0 
14.7 

.33** 

.26 

.19 

6 
6 
6 

3.1 
16.3 
16.3 

.59 
2.06 
2«J-L 

.84 

.84 

This dimension was adapted from an earlier version by the same name in 
studies VI, 72, and V3.  In those studies, the dimension was not specifically 
related to the respondent's supervisor and the items were sufficiently different 
in nature that data for them were not regarded as particularly pertinent hers. 

Global Planning vs Details 

He spends more time in planning and -overseeing than in working with details: 
1. almost never 2* usually not 3i occasionally 4. usually 5. almost 
always (.62) 

How much of his time is spent in solving the small, everyday problems that come 
up? 1. a great deal £. considerable 3. some 4, not much 5. very little 
(.33) 

How much of his time is spent in taking care of unexpected problems that come 
up? 1. a great deal 2. considerable 3. some 4, not much 5» very little 
(   A""* \*0 i ) 

He  spends more time working alone at problems than talking to or working with 
subordinates:    1. not at all    2.  a little    3.   somewhat    4.   considerably 
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Table 27 

Study 
*L 

K2 S M.            (: 
^             c 

§ M s rii 

V7c 
V7d 

12.5 
12.4 

11,8 
11.6 

11,8 
12,3 

12.4        .00 
.11 

4 
4 

12.1 
12,1 

1.18 
1.15 

.48 

.4« 

Good Judgment 

How many times can you remember when he made a poor decision? 1. four or more 
2. three 3. two 4. one 5. none. 

Bad judgment on his part has resulted in wasted effort: 1. frequently 2. 
occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never, 

Ke has made costly mistakes: 1, frequently 2, occasionally 3, rarely 4, al- 
most never 5, never, 

How much confidence do you have in his judgment? 1. very little 2, not much 
3. some 4, quite a bit 5. a great deal. 

Table 28 

Study Ml M2 M3 *c # M s rll 

Vlb 4.8 4.8 3.6 _ .32 3 4.4 1.24 .48 
V2b 4.1 4.4 •  0 4.0 .00 2 4.1 2.02 ,36 
V3 Tj J. 21,1 23.4 - .52** 6 22.5 2.05 .95 
V6a 15,9 17.2 17.3 15.4 . 54** 4 16.4 1.38 .67 
V6c 17,6 17.0 15.7 .46* 4 16.5 1.42 .6? 

The items are those used in the 76 studies. The dimension did not survive 
the iterative analysis.  It shov.ld perhaps be mentioned that in studies V3 and 
V6a, curvilinear trends similar to these were also obtained for most of the 
other dimensions whicu proved to be significant. 

Influence With Sv )eriors 

He has made recommendations for wage increases for his workers which did not go 
through: 1. frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4, almost never 5. 
never (;65) 

He has requested from his superiors certain benefits for his workers which have 
not been approved: 1. frequently 2, occasionally 3* rarely 4, almost 
never 5, never (,72) 

Tf he vjsre to .for/nally discipline a subordinate and it were challenged by the 
union,, his superiors would back him up: 1, probably not 2, possibly 3. 
probably 4. definitely 5. very definitely (s82) 
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Decs ho have influence with his superiors in getting certain benefits for nis 
subordinates? 1, none 2. a little 3. some 4. quite a bit 5. a great 
deal (.66) 

Table 29 

Study Ml M2 \ *c # s 
J-X 

V7c 
V7d 

15.3 
14.4 

13.8 
13.1 

13.4 
13.4 

12.5 .50* 
.29 

4 
4 

13.7 
13.7 

1.53 
1.50 

.18 

.18 

Although the internal consistency is not very high in this dimension, the 
preliminary evidence from the two studies would seem to suggest that it consti- 
tutes a fruitful area for further investigation. 

Job Competence 

You have found that he doesn't know something about the job that he should: 1, 
frequently 2, occasionally 3. seldom 4. almost never 5* never (.82) 

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 (.86) 

Ke plans ahead, keeping in mind the future needs of the district: 1, rarely 2. 
occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 5. always (.84) 

When a subordinate doesn't know how to do a job, can he show how it is done? 1, 
rarely 2, occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 5. always (»94) 

He has failed to do a good job because of pocr technical skill or lack of know- 
ledge: 1, frequently 2. occasionally 3. seldom 4. almost never 5. neve: 

Study MMMM(-#Msr 
1     2     3     V     c 11 

Vlb 11.7 12.0 11.8 .00 8 11.8 1.64 .26 
V2b 10.9 9.4 9.4 8.3 .15 4 9.5 2.40 .26 
V2c 24.1 28.0 22,9 23.3 .00 10 24.6 7,26 .48 

V5b 3.8 3.6 3.2 2.7 .31** 4 3.5 .89 .94 
V6a 16.3 17.8 16.3 14.4 ,65** 4 16.1 1.82 .75 
V6c 17.3 15.6 16,8 14.8 .38 1.87 .75 

The first four items given here were the ones used in study V5b where they 
appeared as an iterated dimension, The fifth item was substituted for item 
number three in the V6 studies. The dimension wa3 entitled "Personal Competence" 
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xn tra  first three studies. 

job Helpfulness 

He ie impatient with you if you ask for his help:    1„ usually    2.  occasionally 
3.  rarely    4.  almost nevsr    5. never. 

You v\ave  seen him go out of his vay to help someone with a job problem:    1. al- 
most never    2.  rarely    3, occasionally    4.  fairly often    5. frequently. 

If y>u needed information about the job, he would take time to get it for you: 
1.  rarely    2*  occasionally    3. usually    4.   almost always    5.  always. 

He would show you how to go about a new job if you asked him:     1, rarely    2. 
occasionally    3. usually    4,  almost always    5.  always. 

Table 31 

Study 
*L 

M M 
\ 

M 11 

Vlb 11.4 9.2 8.7 — .47 5 9.8 2.26 .67 
V2b 17.9 15,4 12,6 13.0 1  OJt 

IN'*' 6 14.7 4.13 .68 
V2c 4.0 3.9 3.4 3.8 .00 2 3.8 1.40 t'.JO 

V3 24.7 22.8 25.1 - .49** 6 24.1 1.95 .94 

V5b 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.4 .17 4 4.0 .87 «o2 
V6a 17.6 18.7 17.7 16.2 .71** 4 17.5 1.26 .69 
V6c 18.4 16.8 17.7 17.3 .29 4 17.5 1.28 .69 
V7c 16.9 16.4 14.9 13.9 .52* >. -O.O 1.89 .82 
V7d 16.0 15.6 15.1 — .00 4 15.6 1.83 .82 

This dimension did not prove to be  sufficiently independent to survive any 
of the three iterative analyses in which it appeared.    The variance for these 
items was spread over several of the dimension -sreas.    The dimension should 
still be employed,  however,  since a considerable auiount of valid variance 
probably remains which is not cornnon to the other dimensions. 

iiacK or Arbitrariness 

He is willing to listen to your ideas:    1.  rarely    2.  occasionally    3.  usually 
4,  alreost always    5. always («88) 

He hates to have employees disagree with him:    1, always    2. usually    3« occa- 
sionally    4,   rarely    5.  almost never (.89,   .90,   .92) 

If you or another worker offer him a good idea,   he will use it if possible: 
1.  rarely    2.  occasionally    3. usually    4.  almost always    5,  always (.87, 
.82) 

He gets  sore if employees question his orders:     i,  usually    2,  o^eanionally 
3.  rarely    /+,   almost never    5.  never (*91,   .85,   .av) 

He thinks the employees have no light to question his  actions:    1,  always    2, 
usually    3.  occasionally    4.  rarely    5.  never  (.8°) 

He  puts  sjooct   suffpestinn?? of emnlnvees  into practice:     1.   rarelv    2,   occasionally" 
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.I7   4.  aiinuai always    5.  always, 

Table 32 

36 

Study M 
1 

M2 M 
3 

M4 K # M s rll 

Vlb 10.0 9.2 7.7 „ .71** 5 9,3 1.42 ,83 
V2b 28.8 26.1 22.3 24.8 .19 11 25,5 6.52 .57 
V2c 14.1 15.9 14.8 16.0 ,00 6 15.2 3.16 .07 
V5b 3.7 3.6 3.6 2.8 .20 6 3.6 .96 .96 

V6a 22.0 24.8 23.5 22.3 .41 6 23.1 2.21 .76 
V6c 25.0 22.6 23.6 21.4 .44* 6 23.2 2.20 .76 
V7c 24.7 24.3 21.9 20.1 .45* 6 22.8 3.23 .80 
V7d 23.7 22.4 22.3 - .00 6 2248 3.14 .80 

In the first three studies listed in Table 32 the dimension was called 
"Participation." The it^ms given were those used in all except the first three 
studies where the items were somewhat less homogeneous but similar in kind. 

Lack Pressure for Production 

You have heard him urge his subordinates to turn out more work: i. very fre- 
quently 2. frequently 3. occasionally 4. rarely 5. almost never (*76) 

You have heard him put pressure on subordinates for greater production: 1. 
very frequently 2. frequently 3. occasionally 4. rarely 5. almost 
never (,88) 

He emphasizes the meeting of deadlines: 1, very frequently 2. frequently 3, 
occasionally 4. rarely 5, almost never (.66) 

He uses production records to keep subordinates on their toes: 1. a great deal 
2. quite a bit 3. some 4, a little 5. not at all (.77) 

Table 33 

Study Ml M2 M3 
M 
4 c # M s rll 

V7c 
V7d 

16.3 
15,9 

15.6 
16.3 

15.4 
14.0 

14.7 ,00 4 
4 

15.5 
15.4 

1.75 
1.75 

,73 
.73 

In its original form, this dimension was called "Pressure £6T  Production,," 
The means of critsrion groups here have been reversed to conform with the pre- 
sent title. Although a strong relation-hip appeared with the rating criterion 
at Lockheed no correlation was present with the nroduction criterion. For this 
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reason, the dimension cannot be considered as valid without further confirmation. 

Organizing 

Someone other than your immediate supervisor gives you direct orders: 1. fre- 
quently 2. occasionally 3. rarely I.  almost never 5. never (.85) 

You receive conflicting orders from different persons: 1» frequently 2. occa- 
sionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never (.78) 

You know what job you're supposed to be working on: 1. rarely 2. occasionally 
3. usually 4. almost always 5. -always (.72) 

You have been assigned to do a job only to find that someone else was assigned 
to do the same thing: 1. frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost 
never 5. never (.62) 

There is some question about who is really running your group: 1. frequently 
2. occasionally 3. rarely 4, almost never 5. never. 

There are days when the work in your group is disorganized: 1. very frequently 
2. frequently 3. occasionally 4* rarely 5. almost never. 

Table 34 

Study «] M2 
ttm "3 

M 
4 

t ti M s ril 

V5b 
V6a 
V6c 

4.0 
24.6 
25.4 

26.3 
24.1 

3.7 
24.3 
25.0 

3.2 
22.5 
22.9 

.30** 

.58** 

.22 

0 
6 
6 

3.9 
24.4 
24.4 

.72 
2.15 
2.22 

.80 

.68 

.68 

Items in this dimension were included in the iterative analyses of both 
field service and Lockheed journeyman data but the dimension emerged separately 
only in the latter analysis.  In the field service analysis, Organizing and 
Planning merged into one dimension. The decision was made to report them individ- 
ually here since they .remained separate in one analysis and might do so in further 
work. We can only speculate why these two variables were more highly correlated 
in the field service data than with Lockheed personnel. Perhaps both traits are 
demanded to a greater extent from the relatively antonomous district ranger if he 
is to be regarded as successful. The less autonomous factory supervisor does 
not so often engage in planning and organising activities, 

Planning 

In planning a job he fails to consider important factors involved: 1. frequently 
2. occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never (.84) 

Work time is lost through his poor scheduling and planning: 1. frequently 2. 
occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never (.87) 

He plans a job before he starts it: 1, rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 4, 
almost always 5. always (.90) 

When a job is assigned he has made plans to have all the necessary materials on 
hand: 1. rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 5. always 
k.78J 
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~   juo   wiings go  sraootniy:     x.   rarexy    <i.   uuyaaiuiiaiijr    .7. 
usually   4,  almost always    5.  always (.74) 

You know what to do next when an assignment i3 completed*    1.  rarely   2. occa- 
sionally   3. usually   4.  almost always    5. always. 

Table 35 

Study 
*1 \ M3 \ 

rc # M s rll 

V5b 
V6a 
V6c 

3.7 
23.5 
25.1 

3.7 
24.7 
22.6 

3.1 
24.0 
24.2 

2.6 
20.8 
21.8 

,41** 
.56** 
r41 

6 
6 
6 

3.5 
23.2 
23.5 

.86 
2.49 
2.34 

,92 
.77 
.77 

In the field service analysis vhere the joint Planning and Organising 
dimension emerged from the  iterative analysis,  the three items which survived 
were the last item from Organizing, the third item from Planning, and this item: 
"He lets people get awy with violating regulations:    1.   frequently   2.  occa- 
sionally   3.  rarely   4.  almost no/er and 5. never.    All item-total score corre- 
lations were above .88. 

Production Drive 

It makes him uncomfortable if things don't get done on time:     1.  rarely    2. 
occasionally   3. usually    4.  almost always    5.  always (.68) 

He drives his employees:    1. not at all    2. not much    3=  some    4«  quite a bit 
5.  a great deal (.87) 

He expeccs a great deal from you:    1.  ruTver    2.  or.rnsionpliy    3; usually    4*  al- 
most, always    5.  always  (/'l) 

He puts in more time en the job than is required:    1. never    2.  rarely    3. 
occasionally   4.  frequently    3. very frequently. 

He will tolerate inferior work to be a "good Joe:"    1„ usually    2. occasionally 
3»  rarsly   4* almost nsvsr    5«  never-. 

He seems to get more than just a "good day's vork"  from his subordinates:    1. 
never    2.  rarely   3. occasionally   4. usually    ;>.  always. 

Table 36 

Study 
"l 

M 
2 

M 
3 

M 
4 

(- 
c 

# M 8 ril 

75b 3.3 3.5 3.2 2.8 «1  I" ACS* o 3.3 .58 .43 
V6a 19.1 20.0 20.3 20.1 .17 6 19.9 1.25 -i/C 

V6c 18.8 19.8 20.4 20.4 .36 6 20.0 1.29 ,16 
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This dimension was originally called "Pressure for Production" in the field 
service study but the name has been changed here to avoid confusion with a 
different dimension by that name from the Lockheed V7 study. The same dimension 
appeared in the Lockheed V6 study as "Compulsion." It will be noted that the 
trends on this dimension are in opposite directions in the field service and 
Lockheed data. For thi3 reason, its validity status remains in doubt. 

Public Relations 

If trouble devlops with someone from the public, he will go directly to that 
person to try to solve the problem himself: lt  rarely 2. occasionally 3, 
usually 4. almost always 5. always («77) 

Does he try to avoid ha-.ing any contact with the public? 1. always 2. usually 
3. occasionally 4. rarely 5. never (.80) 

Is he diplomatic in dealing with the public? 1. rarely 2. occasionally 3. 
usually 4. almost always 5. always (.76) 

Does he seem to run away from trouble involving forest users? 1. frequently 
2. occasionally 3. rarely 4. almost never 5. never (.78) 

How much of his time does he devote to maintaining good relations with the public? 
1. none 2. very little 3. sonie 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal. 

How much do people from the public respect him? 1. not at all 2. not- much 
3. some 4. quits a bit 5. a great deal. 

Does he get angry or sarcastic in dealing with the public? 1. "'•sry frequently 
2. frequently 3. occasionally 4. rarely 5. never. 

When unpleasant situations develop with forest users, he avoids personal con- 
tact with the people concerned: 1. frequently 2. occasionally 3. rarely 
4. almost never 5»- never. 

Table 37 

Study *L M2 M 
3 

M 
4 

(- c 
# M s rll 

4.1 4.0 3.9 3.2 ,30** 8 3.9 .77 .93 

This dimension grew out of data collected from a critical incident S-nalysia 
(9) designed to provide hypotheses concerning the reasons for success and fail- 
ure as a district ranger.  The dimension would not be appropriate in a situation 
where the respondent's superior had no public relations function. 

Safety Enforcement 

He tries to see that safety rules are observed: 1. rarely 2. occasionally 
3. usually 4. almost always 5. always (.80, „83) 

For not observing good safety practices on the job you would be penalized in 
some way by him: 1, not at all 2. probably not 3. maybe 4, probably 
5. definitely (.76, .S3) 

He observes the safety rules himself:  1* rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 
4-    almost,   si kavfl      5.    alwaus   ( . AC\      .ACi} 
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When a ma.jor «»'ifety rule is broken he is concerned: i, not *t all '<!,  a little 
3. 3ome 4. quite a bit 5. a great deal (.88, ,8<») 

Table 38 

Study *L ^ M3 % # M s rll 

V5b 
V6a 
V6c 

4.2 
16.9 
16.8 

4.2 
16.8 
15.9 

3.9 
16.7 
17.3 

3.3 
15.4 
15.8 

.37** 

.45* 

.49* 

4 
4 
4 

4.0 
16.4 
16.5 

.70 
1.20 
1.16 

.77 

.68 

.68 

Social Nearness 

He has close fiends among his employees: 1, none 2. one    3. two    4. thr&o 
5. four or more (.91, .80, .70) 

Ke "goes out" vdth the boys in the group: 1, never 2. almost never 3. rarely 
4. occasionally 5. frequently (.86, .85, .90) 

Ke has invited you to his home: 1. never 2. almost never 3. rarely U,  occa- 
oinnalVr        C        •fVo^-iian+l tr    (     HI CO HA} 

He associates with hf.s employees during off hours: 1. never 2. almost never 
3. rarely 4. occasionally 5. frequently (.84, .90, .72) 

You 3ee hia *?ocially aftsr working hours: 1. never 2, almost never 3. rarely 
4. occasionally 5. frequently (.70) 

He eats lunch with some of his employees: 1. never 2. rarely 3. sometimes 
4° frequently 5. very frequently (.60) 

Table 39 

O wX*^-*,/- yl M2 5 tc tt M .s r 
11 

Vlb 3.4 4.0 1.5 _ .62** 4 3.0 1.67 .26 
V5b VJ> 3,Q "V? 0   k .n-3 i. •*i 0« . m 
V6a 6.7 7.0 7.1 7.0 s00 it 7.0 1.27 .63 
V6c 6.2 7.3 7,8 6.0 .56** 4 7.0 1.19 .63 
V7c 13.8 14.1 12.2 13,8 *00 0 13.3 3.?-l .77 
V7d 14.7 12.2 13.0 mm .22 13.3 3.11 .77 

The last two items appeared only on the Lockheed supervisor questionnaire 
(V7). Items for study Vlb were similar, although in that study the dimension 
was named "Social Distance." The criterion group means have been reversed in 
Table 39 to be consistent with the present title. From the validity evidence 
presented, it is difficult to draw any conclusion regarding the relationship of 
this variable to organizational effectiveness. The evidence at least points to 
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the conclusion that interaction between superior and subordinate at a personal 
level represents a fruitful area for further investigation* 

Sympathy 

You have talked over your personal problems with him: 1, never 2. almost never 
3. rarely 4* occasionally 5. frequently (»oe, ,S9, .95) 

If you had an important personal problem, you would talk it over with him: 1. 
definitely not 2. probably not 3. possibly 4. probably 5. definitely 
(.91, .89, .92) 

How many of his subordinates ever tell him about their personal problems: 1. 
almost none 2, a few 3, some 4, many 5. almost all (.68, .87, *8w) 

He would be sympathetic about your personal troubles* if you wanted to tell him; 
1. rarely 2. occasionally 3. usually 4. almost always 5* always (.72) 

Table 40 

Study 
\ M2 *3 

M 
4 c 

M n M s rll 

7.7 
i ft I .89 

V2b 11.9 12.2 10.3 9.5 .15 5 11.0 5.53 .00 
V2c 9.4 8.0 7.9 11,0 .00 4 9.1 3.67 .40 
V3 22.8 21.2 22.6 - .42* t> 22.2 1.57 .89 

V5b 3*7 3.3 3.1 2.8 .21 4 3,3 1,02 .ai 
76a ir, o il.O t i i . /• .00 ;. 11.0 1.53 .67 
V6c 12.1 11.4 11.2 10.0 ,36 4 11.2 1.44 .67 
V7c 13.5 13.9 12.9 11.9 .32 4 13.1 1.63 .76 
V7d 13.2 13.2 12.4 •"• .00 4 13.0 1.67 .76 

The items in the first three studies listed varied somewhat from, those 
given; th6y were less homogeneous,, both logically and statistically. The items 
as given were used iri the last- five studies. 

Discussion. The dimensions presented in this section were more valid 
generally than those in the area of supervisor self evaluations or situational 
evaluations. The available data suggest that a positive relationship exists 
between criteria of organizational effectiveness and the dimensions: Advance 
Planning, Conmunication Down, Consistency, Decisiveness, Discipline. Formali7,ation, 
Good Judgment, Job Competence, Job Helpfulness, Lack of Arbitrariness, Lack of 
Pressure for Production, Planning, Public Relations, Safety Enforcement, and 
Sympathy. 

A3 a group, these questionnaire dimensions, and those from the two p^ecedir.j; 
sections, are regarded as an instrument for measuring important aspects of organ- 
izational behavior. Knowledge about the intercorrelations and factorial structure 
of these dimension will be presented in Chapter III. What these results mean to 
industrial and governmental organizations and how they may be used will be the 
subject of Chapter IV. 



Chapter III 

Dimension Factorial Structure 

The iterative item analysis procedures employed in questionnaire refinement 
resulted in final dimensions which were often found to be Intercorrelated. 
Tables 1, 2, and 3 present the matrices of Pearson correlations between dimensions 
for the field service, Lockheed journeymen, and Lockheed supervisor data, respec- 
tively. In the field service data, intercorrelations were obtained by rescoring 
the same papers from which the iterated dimensions had been obtained. In the 
two Lockheed groups, the iterative analysis was performed on one sample of re- 
spondents and the intercorrelations among iterated dimensions were obtained from 
a rew sample, Tlie latter procedure is regarded as more acceptable but it could 
not be applied to the field service data because of the limited number of cases 
available. 

The matrices of intercorrelations in Table 1 and 2 have been factor analyzed 
by the centroid method (1, 16), The iterated dimensions for the Lockheed super- 
visors were not sufficiently correlated to make a factor analysis worthwhile. 
In each factor analysis, four factors were extracted* No evidence of a legiti- 
mate fifth factor existed in either case. Oblique rotation to simple structure 
was carried out in both cases. Tables U  and 5 give the rotated loadings on the 
primary factors for the field service and journeyman data, respectively. The 
corresponding angles tetween primary factors are shown in Tables 6 and ?• 

Three of the four rotated factors seemed to agree rather well between the 
two analyses. For these three factors, interpretation will be given jointly 
for the two analyses. The fourth factor in each analysis will be treated sepa- 

Factor I. Effective Management 

Table 2 

Rotated Factor Leadings for Factor I 

Dimension Field Service Journeyman 

Safety Enforcement 
Planning and Organizing 
Planning 
Organizing 
Fo rmal1zat ion 
Pride in Work Group 
Discipline 
Consistency 
Job Competence 
Production Drive 

.70 

.74 

.63 
-.01 

.55 

•73 

.71 

.65 

.60 

.62 

.64 

.45 
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Table L 

Primary Rotated Oblique Factor Loadings 

Field Service Data 

46 

Dimension II III IVb 

2. Absence of Dissension 

4. Lack of Arbitrariness 

5. Communication Down 

9. Formalization 

10; Groun Unit" 

12, Informal Leadership 

13* Job Competence 

14. Organizing and Planning 

16. Production Drive 

17. Pride in Work Group 

18. Public Relations 

19* Safety Enforcement 

20. Social Nearness 

21. Sympathy 

.08 .57 -.24 -.28 

.11 .79 .07 -.42 

.00 .84 .00 .03 

.63 -.12 ,58 *C4 

CM. ,39 .18 -.02 

.15 .05 .00 •43 

.55 Ji5 ,00 .02 

.74 .36 -.03 .00 

.48 .13 -.41 .57 

.01 .51 .20 .00 

.34 .12 .51 -.34 

.70 *.' 1 
."••3 

.03 .12 .61 -.10 

.01 .06 -.06 
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Table 5 

Primary Rotated Oblique Factor Loadings 

Journeyman Data 

47 

Dimension I II III Ha 

1. Absence of Dissension .39 .08 -.14 .17 

3. Communication Down .01 .,47 -.07 ,31 

4. Production Drive .17 "•»6u <.35 .04 

5. Consistency .45 .01 -.11 .28 

6. Decisiveness .06 .58 -.01 -.30 

7. Discipline .64 .07 .33 -.20 

8. Formalizaticn .60 -.,08 11 .02 

10. Group Unity .34 -.11 .12 .59 

11. Informal Leadership .05 -.13 .27 .47 

u. Lack of Arbitrariness .03 .70 -.08 .05 

15. Organisation .65 -.08 -.12 -.29 

16. Planning .71 .27 .11 .03 

17. Pride in '.fork Group .62 .06 ,12 .31 

18. Safety Enforcement .73 .08 .09 .03 

19. Social Nearness -.08 .12 .64 -.03 

21. Sympathy s0? .19 .41 .11 
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Table 6 

Correlations Between Primary Factors 

Field Service uaza 

I II III IVb 

I 1.00 

II .33 1.00 

ITI .14 .66 1.00 

*37 ,11 _wQft 

Table 7 

Correlations Between Primary Factors 

Journeyman Data 

II    III    IVa 

I 1.00 

II .47 1.00 

HI -.17   .15  1.00 

IVa .08   .24   .43  1.00 
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In Tables 8 through 12 ans listed the variables for which the factor load- 
ings were .40 or more in at l^ist one of the two analyses.     In the field service 
iterative analysis,  Planning and Organizing merged into one dimension «hils in 
the joumeyr*?-n analysis they remained separate.    When a dash (——) appears in- 
stead of a factor loading for a givan dimension, it indicates that the dimension 
did not appear in the analysis. 

The factor represented here has been named "Effective Management" because 
of the relatively high correlations with the more technical aspects of the 
supervisor's job.    Pride in Work Group failed to appear with substantial loadings 
in the field service analysis but the agreement otherwise is goodc 

Factor II, Consultative Supervision 

Table 9 

Rotated Factor Loadings for Factor II 

Dimension Meld Service 6ourneyman 

Lack cf Arbitrariness 
Communication Down 
Production Drive 
Decisiveness 
Pride in Work Group 
Absence of Dissension 
Job Competence 

.79 

.84 

.13 

.51 
-.57 
.45 

,70 
.47 
.66 
.53 
,.06 
,08 

Agreement between, the two analyses here is fairly good for the two top 
variables, but Production Drive, Pride in Work Group and Absence of Dissension 
fail to agree in botn analyses. In the Forest Service these two variables seem 
to relate more tc Consultative Leadership whereas in the case of journeymen, 
they were more related to tho supervisor's technical competence. 

On the basis of the evidence, it would seem that the factor might Last be 
given t.he title "Consultative Leadership" in that the two principal dimensions 
loaded in both factors are concerned with the extent to which the supervisor 
brings his subordinates into the picture by taking their feelings into account 
and letting them know wnat is going ont 
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Factor III. Familiarity with Subordinates 

Table 10 
i 

Rotated Factor Loadings for Factor III 
i 

Dimension Field Service        Journeyman 

Social Nearness .61 .64 
Sympathy .71 .41 
Formalization .58 .41 
Public Relations .51 — 
Production Drive -.41 .35 

i .  

i 
I The first two variables listed suggest that this factor is concerned with 

the extent to which supervisor and subordinate develop a rather personal rela- 
tionship. The appearance of Forma], i rat ion does not fit in too well with this 
hypothesis, but sines neither of tbs two principal dimensions on this factor 
has any loading of consequence elsewhere, they have been allowed to dcnvLnato 
the factor interpretation* Both Social Nearness and Sympathy indicate a 

, relationship between subordinate and supervisor which goes well beyond that 
necessary to the transaction of organisation business. 

1 Factor IVa, Group Cohesiveness 

Table 11 

Rotated Factor Loadings for Factor IVa 

Dimension Journeyman 

Group Unity .59 
Informal Leadership .47 

This factor seems to bo concerned mostly with the existence of active 
organized behavior within the work group which is not initiated through the 
supervisor. It i3 perhaps not surprising that such a factor should emerge from 
an industrial organization in which voi-kers belong to a union. Behavior of 
this kind is much less prevalent in a civil service type of organization, which 
perhaps accounts for its failure definitely to appear as a factor in the field 
service analysis. 
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Factor IVb»  Forcef\il Supervision 

Table 12 

Rotated Factor Loadings for Factor IVa 

Dimension Field Service 

Production Drive 
Informal Leadership 
Lack of Arbitrariness 

.57 

The items for Production Drive suggest this factor is likely to be con- 
cerned •with that kind of leadership 'which is characterized by  a great, deal of 
drive but very little tact. Such a leader may set exacting standards for him- 
self and his subordinates. A leader of this kind may have one or more subor- 
dinates of long standing vtoo exercise influence in the group because of their 
iavored. position with the supervisor. 

An interesting comparison in these two enalyses is that for the variables 
Pride in Work Group and Absence of Dissension.  It will be seen that these 
variables are associated with the human relations variables (Factor II) in the 
field service analysis while in the .journeyman analysis they are associated 
principally with the effective management variables (Factor I). This will per- 
haps serve to emphasize the obvio is fact that all these dimension variables are 
apt to vary from one organization to another in their relationships to one 
another and to criteria of organizational effectiveness.  Thus, the type of 
supervision which will succeed in one situation will not necessarily be appro- 
priate in other oganizaticnal settings. 

The conditions which prevailed for these two analyses were not too favorable 
for good foctor identification! The dimensions were constructed and. purified by 
the iterative technique for the purpose of rendering them as independent of each 
other as possible. A comparison of the communalities and reliabilities in Tables 
1 and 2, for example, shows that much of the variance in these dimensions remains 
specific as far as these matrices are concerned. Only to the extent that the 
objective of dimension independence could not be achieved did correlations re— 

cannot proceed except as correlations different from zero exist among the var- 
iables treated. The use of factor analysis here, then, has been to analyze un- 
wanted common factor variance among dimensions.  In designing a factor study to 
locate and identify the factors in a £iven domain, howevsr, we should really be 
trying to maximize the common factor variance rather than minimizing it. We 
would deliberately include several variables to measure each factor instead of 
trying to avoid doing so. For this reason, the factor analyses presented here 
are better suited for assessing the existing relationships among dimensions 
th i ?V>Y> revealin" the underl,,rinr', factorial structure of this domain $ 
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Chapter 17 

Implications for Mana?eirent 

Results have been given so far with very little interpretation or descrip- 
tive material. The f\r*t  objective of this chapter will be to provide a non- 
technical description of thos '•  characteristics of organisations and supervision 
which our studies have shown to be indicative of effective organizational be- 
havior. The second major objective of this chapter will be to suggest how the 
results of this research may be put to use by management. 

The first three sections of this chapter will be devoted to descriptions of 
behavior measured by the valid dimensions given in Chapter II. The same classi- 
fication of dimensions used in that chapter vd.31 be followed here,, Section one 
will be concerned with those bshavior dimensions ^hich are measured through 
questions which supervisory personnel answer about their own feelings and be- 
havior. Section two will treat those dimensions concerned with characteristics 
of the situation and the people in it, as determined by questions asked of re- 
spondents at the lower supervisory and nonsupervisory levels.  Section three 
will tr^at those dimensions which measure the supervisor's behavior by means 
of questions asked of his subordinates. 

Supervisory Self Evaluation 

The dimensions of this type which can be rated as having a strong probabil- 
ity of validity are Adequate Authority and Non-Hypercritical Attitude Toward 
Subordinates. The latter would seem to have more application to higher super- 
visors than to lower ones. Those which have a trend toward validity are Favor- 
able Attitude Toward Paper Work, Backing Up Decisions. Confidence in the Com- 
pany, and Lack of Job Security Consciousness, A brief description of item 
content in each of these dimensions follows: 

their superiors do not make decisions which they should make themselves. They 
are not conscious of irritations occasioned by the necessity of getting approval 
from shove. They feel that they have enough authority to handle emergency 
decisions themselves, 

Non-Hypercrxtical Attitude Toward Subordinates.  The better supervisors 
say that they practice general rather than close supervision; they say that their 
employees do good work; they would replace few of their subordinates; they be- 
lieve that their people put forth adequate effort; and their subordinates seem 
to them to be conpetent. 

Favorable Attitude Toward Paper Vfork. Paper work is not regarded as an 
undue burden by good supervisors; they look at the reports and records which 
they prepare as necessary and useful. 

Lack of Job Security Consciousness. The supervisors of more effective units 
would~give little weight to sonority in selecting personnel; they have little 



\m 

5.3 

weight to senority in selecting personnel; they have little hesitancy in dis- 
missing an inefficient employes; they believe in merit evaluation of employees; 
sne th*y prefer a job with opportunity over one with senority. 

Backlog Up Decisions. The supervisors of more effective work groups feel 
confident of support from higher administrative echelons. Because of this they 
are able to make decisions without fsar that their superiors will not back them up. 

Confidence in the Company. Ire oupervisors of the better units believe 
that their organization is better than others in the same line of effort; they 
think it is more efficient, has superior top leadership, and is a preferrfcd place 
to work. 

Situational Evaluation 

Only Pride in Work Group and Good Conference Practice ejthibited definite 
and consistent validity in this group of dimensions. Absence of Dissension, 
on the other hand, has shown some in experimental validity and has a good deal 
of logical validity to back it. One possible reason why this dimension did not 
prove valid in many studies is that it measures the kind of behavior which cannot 
be tolorated for long in an organization without serious consequences. If we 
assume, therefore, that littla variance on this dimension usually exists, validity 
would not be demonstrated. These considerations have prompted a tentative in- 
clusion of this dimension pending more conclusive evidence. 

Pride in Work Group. Members of an effective work group are more likely 
to become angry at a fellow worker who does not do a good job. They take pride 
in the group's work record and are more likely to tell friends that it is a good 
outfit. They say that they would rate their group high as compared to others, 
and would rather vcrk there than snyviiere else. 

Good Conference Practice, Effective groups experience more widespread 
participation of members in group conferences. The meetings which they attend 
are irr.rs likely to deal with niatters of interest to them. Such gatherings are 
characterised by a friendly spirit, and people are not hesitant to speak up in 
opposition even •when their own supervisors chair the meetings. 

Absence of Dissension,  In the less effective groups there are more people 
vtio refuse to speak to each other and who bear a grudge toward one another. 
Among them is also more animosity and bad feeling of group toward group; grudges 
are held longer and quarrels are more evident. 

Evaluation by Subordinates 

A larger number of dimensions achieved high significance where workers 
were evaluating the behavior of their own supervisors than for dimensions in 
the two previous sections. These dimensions may be classified into two broad 
categories:  (1) those whose main connotation centered around organization and 
management: and (2) those primarily oriented in "human relations," The appar- 
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ently valid organization and management dimensions were Planning, Advance 
Planning, Organizing, Formaiization, Job Competence, Discipline, Consistency, 
Decisiveness, Good Judgment, and Influence with Superiors, Valid dimensions 
falling in the human relations category were Communication Down, Job Helpfulness, 
lack of Arbitrariness, Public Relations, and Sympathy. 

Planning, The good hierarchical leader plans a job before he starts it and 
then lets each person know hi» duties and responsibilities. Ho considers all 
important factors in advance, he sees that the necessary materials are on harid 
when ne«?ded, and he makes schedules. He sees beyond the immediate problems of 
tod*y and makes plans for exigencies which are likely to arise in the future. 
He flattens out peak periods by spacing the work properly. 

Advance Planning. This second planning dimension in different from the 
first in degree rather than in kind. It emphasizes the future rather than current 
scheduling and production planning. The better hierarchical leader in  one who 
definitely perceives possible future emergencies, needs and exigencies and who 
does something to prepare for them. 

Organizing. The effective leader so conducts himself that bis superiors do 
not find it necessary to give orders and directions to his people. He establishes 
clear-cut lines of authority, avoids giving conflicting orders, and lets people 
know specifically what they are supposed to do. He takes charge in such a 
manner as to leave small doubt as to who is the leader, and functional special- 
ists have little need to interfere in his bailiwick to correct malfunctioning. 

Formalization. The good supervisor in a fairly autonomous situation furnishes 
his subordinates an up-to-date organization chart and written job descriptions. 
He also writes out job orders and instructions. He likes to have work plans 
written down, he provides employees with copies of rules and regulations, and 
makes available copies of standard practice procedures. 

Job Competence. It has long been a matter for -recurrent discussion whether 
the good hierarchical leader needs to be able to do the work performed by those 
>hom he supervises. These studies show that immediate supervisors in forests 
and aircraft factories are nore effective if th«y c;re competent in the performance 
of the work done by their subordinates. They can show others how the work should 
be done, solve production problems involving technical "know how," and suffer 
a minimum of failure due to lack of knowledge. 

Discipline. The effective supervisor does not avoid taking disciplinary 
measures when the occasion demands; he will not permit people to get away with 
violation of regulations; he can be firm in dealing with people when necessary^ 
fie will not put up with poor work in order to avoid disciplining a subordinate. 

Consistency. The sti-ori* leader administers equal justice to all, playing 
no favorites. People knew what to expect of him and have confidence that he 
will do what he says he will,, 

Decisiveness. The evidence here indicates that "poor" supervisors? are 
rather cautious. They are reluctant to stick their necks out, they put off 
making important decisions, and sit tight during tense situations. This kind of 
behavior is less evident in "good" supervisors. 

i 
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Good Judgment» Better supervisors are regarded by their own subordinates 
as being good decision makerss They do not make costly mistakes and th'3ir 
decisions do not result in wasted effort. 

Influence with Superiors. The better supervisor can influence his superiors 
to make decisions in favor of his subordinates. He can get wage increases and 
other benefits; his people believe that his decisions will be backed up by 
topside (14)< 

Communication Down. This is the first of the '•human relations" dimensions 
mentioned earlier in the chapter. Results from this? dimension suggest that the 
good supervisor passes on information employees would like to have; he lets 
them know where they stand with him; he tells subordinates about information he 
has received from above. 

Job Helpfulness. The good supervisor seldom is impatient with ai< employee 
who asks for help; he often goes out of his way tc help someone with a job 
problem: he takes time out to secure information needed by someone; and he is 
willing to show how tc go about a new job when asked. 

Lack of Arbitrariness. The good leader is like'iy to be willing to listen 
to ideas from below; he tolerates those who disagree with him; questions do not 
irritate him; and he puts meritorious employee suggestions into practice. 

Public Relations. The only study in which face-to-face public relations 
constituted a vital part of supervisory behavior was that dealing with the U.S. 
Forest District Rangers, The results were so highly significant for evaluations 
of rangers by their subordinates that the dimension would seem appropriate where- 
ever supervisors have contact with the public. In dealing with difficuities 
concerning persons outside the organization^ the supervisor should not run away 
from trouble, but should go directly to the disaffected person and try to settle 
the problem through face—to—fa.ee dea-Lings. He should not get angry or sarcastic 
when talking to people, but should practice tact and diplomacy at all times. 
He should arrange his affairs 30 that the required amount of time can be devotad 
to external affairs as distinguished from internal management. He should not 
rely upon written communications as substitutes for personal contacts, especially 
in matters which might involve tension and misunderstanding. 

Sympathy. The effective <*upervisor is a good counselor. His people feel 
free to approach him for the purpose of discussing personal problems, and many 
of them do go to him for this purpose.  In such cases he creates the feeling 
that he is really interested and sympathetic. 

Practical Applications 

The first thing which should be emphasized is that only those dimensions 
which have some claim to experimental validity have been discussed in this 
section.  In other words there is a presumption backed up by statistical evidence 
that thoy represent desirable behavior in at least some organizations. 

Assessing Organizational Effectiveness. The representative of management 
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who wishes to apply the results of this rase&rch in the evaluation of his organ- 
isation should select the dimensions to be used from those discussed in this 
chapter. Then he should turn to Chapter II and lift the desired items for each 
dimension, arranging them in a questionnaire. Items for a given dimension should 
be scattered throughout the questionnaire. It is expected that moat of the 
dimensions mentioned in this chapter will be used in any given instance, A 
different questionnaire should be developed for nonsupervisory and supervisory 
personnel. The questionnaires may be administered to all appropriate personnel 
in the organisation, or to a randomly selected sample. 

Analysis of Responses, A simple wey to summarize a person's responses is 
to obtain his total dimension scores. For our validation studies this was 
accomplished by weighting the responses on the continuum for ea>;h item from one 
to five, A person's dimension score, then, was merely the sum of the weights 
for the responses he gave to those items. The means on each dimension for the 
organization as a vhole will .furnish clues as to strength and weakness. They 
will provide a basis for such judgments as:  "««re are low on Communication Down"; 
"Some attention needs to be given x.o  Planning"; or "We had better start some 
training on counseling and Job Helpfulness," Of course, it would be highly 
desirable to have norms on these dimensions for a wide variety of organizations. 
Data of this kind are limited at present to those given in the tables in Chapter 
II. Where no normative data are immediately available, inferences must be 
drawn from knowledge of the maximum possible score in relation to the obtained 
average, variability, and Knowledge of conditions affecting these statistics. 

At Lockheed summary informatior. •zz  expressed in percentages. If the 
responses are weighted from one to five, as they were in figuring the means, 
the maximum possible item score i-s five. Lockheed computed the mean for each 
dimension by adding maximum item scores for all items on the dimension; from 
that, Lockheed's total dimension scores were converted to percentages of the 
maximum possible dimension score?, Thus- if the mean of the resnonses was 16,0 
and the maximum possible was .20, the score was 80 per cent. An example of 
graphical presentation of such results is given in Figure 1. 

Leaders of subunits san be evaluated by examining their self evaluation 
dimension scores and averages of their subordinates' supervisor evaluation dimen- 
sion scores, Such data may be used for counseling and for stimulating personnel 
development. Supervisors can be shown their points of!  strength and of weakness 
and may be advised as to how to correct deficiencies. 

Training» Data obtained from the dimension analysis may provide a -lource 
for determining where training needs lie. Training outlines and manuals should 
be examined to see whether they eve giving sufficient attention to the eo-.ter.t 
areas suggested by these dimensions. The questionnaires originally administered 
may be given again following a period of training to determine if the desired 
effects are being achieved. Several satisfactory statistical designs could b& 
applied for this purpose, A simple proofsduve would be to aurvwy all personnel 
in a given group prior to and following tr^'-mg, Diffarencea in mean dimension 
scores before and after training r-- i»*s evaluated statistically to determine if 
they exceed chance expectancy* 

A Final Word,  The authors make no claims that the findings presented here 
will be universally valid. They do represent our most educated guess based upon 
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Figure 1 
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a series of questionnaire studies in an area of knowledge where vniversals are 
difficult to cone by. If vie have had a bias in our approach to this field, it 
is that objective methods should be employed to as great an extent as possible. 
Our methods have perhaps scificed something in flexibility in the attempt to 
achieve greater objactivity,, but in such an unstructured domain, we feel the 
sacrifije has been not only worthwhile but perhaps even necessary. Without 
objective procedures, self discipline is probably not sufficient to safeguard 
the investigator against unconscious desires to "prove" preconceived notions. 

The results of this four year project have certainly pointed toward the 
necessity of integrated series of studies rather than isolated efforts if the 
maximum progress is to be made. Where so many variables cannot be controlled, 
valid relationships can emerge only on a probability basis. No one study of 
the kind conducted here can very strongly confirm or refute a given hypothesis 
in this area. It is our sincere hope that the series of studies presented in 
this final report will represent a worthwhile advance in our knowledge of the 
factors related to organization effectiveness. 
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