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The Influence of Job Cha racteristics and the Family on the

Propensity to Change Ca reers: An Expectancy Theory App roach 1

Robert A. Snyder
G raduate School of Business , University of Alabama

Ann Howard
American Telephone and Te l egraph Company , New York, N.Y.

and

love He l land Hammer
New York State Schoo l of Industrial and Labor Relations ,

Cornell University

The purpose of this stud y was to explore why some academicians

asp ire to and accept administrative positions (e.g., a department

cha i rmanship) while others do not. Although movement up a managerial

h i erar chy is a generally accepted symbol of prog ress for the typical

~management tra i nee11 in industry , movement from a professiona l pos i-

tion to a managerial or administra tive role may take on a differ~n.&,~~

connotation and invo l ve a more complex set of decision—making

factors. This should be especially true in the univers i ty setting,

where individuals have many years of hig hly specialized training

-~~ The authors thank Ben Schne ider , Pete Dachle r , Gene Hoffman ,
Gle n Goldm ark, and Bob Hannan for their assistance . The Compu ter
Science Center of the University of Mary land partially supported
the extensive data analyses requ i red . 
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in the professional field. Althoug h a un i versi ty professor ’s

regular i zed status passages (Hall , 1976) may include movement f rom

gradua te s tudent/teach i ng ass i stan t or i ns t ruc tor to ass is tan t ,

associa te , and f u ll professor , mov i ng into a un i versity administra—

tive position may be interpreted as a mid-career change.

One appropriate framework for examining the processes under-

ly ing individual decisions concerning career preferences and choices

is Valence—Instrumentality-Expectancy (VIE) theory . With regard to

occupational preference , VIE theory suggests that the attractive—

ness of an occupation to a person is a monotonical ly increasing

f unct ion of the algebraic sum of the p roduc ts of the valences of

relevan t ou tcomes and h i s concep t ions of the i ns trumental ity of

the occupation for the atta i nment of these outcomes (Vroorn , 1964).

Val ence (V) refers to the individual’ s deg ree of positive or nega-

tive va l ue attached to the outcome , and instrumentality (I) refers

to the extent to which the occupation is  seen as l eading to the

outcome. Thus VIE theory is a rational model which attempts to

explain how cognitive (instrumentality) and affective (valence)

components comb i ne to yield an i ndex of an individua l’ s overal l

feeling about an occupation or other object , or a cour se of ac ti on

(Wanous , 1972).

Combinations of the valence and instrumentality components of

VIE theory have been demons t ra ted to d i fferen ti a te the p refere nces

among students for occupat i ons (Eng l ander , 1960; Holmstrom , &

Beach , 1973 ; M itchell & Knudsen , 1973; Sheard , 1970; Vroom , 1 964, 
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1966; Wanous, 1 972), for academic areas (Muchinsky & Fitch , 1975),

and for organizations (Lawler , Kule ck, Rhode , & Sore nson , 1975).

In a similar vein , valence—instrumentality in dexes have also been

related to choice behaviors or behaviora l intentions rather than

-
. . 

just preferences or relative attractiveness among occupations or

occupation—re lated settings. Sums of products of the two variables

have been shown to predict intention to retain a Navy career

(Mitchell & Aibright , 1 972), intention to stay with a Navy career

compared to a civilian alternative (Schne i der , 1976), and organiza-

tional choice among accounting graduates (Lawler et a1 ., 1975),

nurses (Sheridan , Richards , & S Iocum, 1975), and master ’s graduates

in !ndustria l Administration (Vroom , 1 966).

Accord i ng to the tenets of VIE theory, however , va le nce and

instrumentality should predict occupational preference , but the

cho i ce among occupations (or organizations) should be better pre—

dicted if these products are multiplied by an individual’ s expectancy

of attaining the occupation (Lawler , 1973 ; V room , 1 964). Th is

expectancy term is represented by the E in VIE theory and is included

when the distinction is made between the attractiveness of an object

or action (predicted by V and I) and the force on a person to act

(predicted by V , I , and E). Accord i ngly, the force on a person to

attempt to enter an occupation is a monotonica lly inc reasing function

of the product of the attractiveness of the occupation and of his

expectancy that his attempt wi l l  be successful (Vroorn , 1 9614). The

expectancy term IS a reality factor tha t restrains one ’s motivation

j
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to enter an occupation , no matter how attractive , when there is

l ittle probability of be i ng accepted (Lawler , 1973). This reali ty

factor he l ps explain why the preferred occupation is frequently not

the chosen occupation .

• Only a few studies have used the tota l VIE form’ila to explain

the force to enter an occupation , and these have had limited success.

Rosen (cited in Vroom , 19614) performed a laboratory experiment with

hig h school boys in which the valence of five occupations was rated

by the s ubjec ts , but instrum cntality and expectancy were experi-

mentally man ipulated . Their force to enter an occupation , as mea-

sured by their willingness to return for furthe r testing about

their qualifications for the job , was shown to be a function of

both the attractiveness of the occupations and their expeciancy of

attaining it , but there was no evidence of the interaction between

the variables such as would be predicted by the VIE multiplicative

formula. Sheridan et al . ( 1975) successfully used the total VIE

model to predic t job choice among 49 nursing graduates but noted

tha t due to a favorable job market , few nurses did not rece i ve the

offers they wanted. Lawler et al . (1975) found that the total VIE

model was related to organ i zational cho i ce among accounting gradu—

ates , but adding the expectancy term did not increase the research-

ers ’ ab ility to predict cho i ce beyond predictions from the va l ence

x instrumentality i ndex alone.

Hypotheses

Because of the theoretical d is t inc t ion  between the two VIE 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~



propositions about occupationa l p references and occ upa ti ona l cho i ces ,

both formulas were used in this study to differentiate the relative

a ttr ac t ive ness asc ri bed by professors and depar tment cha i rmen to

each other ’s jobs and the inclinations of professors to change to

the job of department cha i rman. The preferred occupation is iden-

tified as the one considered the most attractive , and the chosen

occupation is the occupation toward which there is the strongest

possible force (Vroom , 1 964). Since there is no guarantee that a

decision to attempt to enter a certain occupation wil l  resu lt in

atta i nment of that occupation , due to circumstances outside the

individual ’ s control , it is suggested that actual job choice may

not be the best criterion with wh i ch to test the total VIE mode l

of occupationa l cho i ce. Instead , the criterion applied here was

to ask if professors would accept the job of cha i rman , assuming it

were offered. Thus the follow i ng hypotheses were formulated :

Hypothesis 1. (Occupational attraction ) Professors ’ antici-

pated satisfaction with the job of department cha i rman wil l  be

H positively related to the sum of the products of the valences of

relevant outcomes and the instrumentality of the job of department

cha i rman for attaining those outcomes.

Hypothesis 2. (Occupational attraction ) Department cha i rmen ’s

past satisfaction with the job of professor will be positively re—

lated to the sum of the products of the va l ences of relevant out—

comes and the instrumentality of the job of professor for attaining

those outcomes.

• 1 _ J
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Hypothesis 3. (Occupational cho i ce) The intention of professors

to accept the job of department cha i rman will be positively related

to the expectancy of attaining the job of department cha i rman times

the sum of the products of the va l ences of relevant outcomes and

the instrumentality of the .Iob of department cha i rman for attaining

those outcomes.

Anothe r factor which may result in the lack of congruence be-

tween occupationa l preference and occupationa l cho i ce is a perce i ved

lac k of ab ility (Vroom , 1964). As a variat ion on the total VIE

mode l of occupa ti ona l cho ice , then, it was predicted that expectancy

of success would comb i ne multiplicative ly with the va l ence—instru-

mentality i ndex of the attractiveness of an occupation to help

determine occupationa l cho i ce. Thus:

Hypothesis 4. (Occupationa l choice) The intention of professors

to accept the job of department cha i rman will be positively related

to expectancy of success on the job of department cha i rman times

the sum of the products of the valences of relevant outcomes and

the instrumentality of the job of department cha i rman for attaining

those outcomes.

Log ically related to preferring another occupation is the

retCJ tive satisfaction one experiences in one ’s present job. A hypo-

thesis similar to tha t for occupational preference is made by VIE

theory for job satisfaction . Vroom (1964) noted tha t there are

cons iderable data indicating the direct relationship between job

satisfaction and the extent to which jobs are instrumental to the

- -~~ -~~~~~~~~~~~~~--~~--- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- _
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attainment of outcomes assumed generally attractive to persons.

Mitchell and A lbright (1972) found that satisfaction with the job

and with the Navy could be predicted for 51 nava l aviation officers

with a valence x instrumentality i ndex . For this study, then , a

further hy pothes i s was formu la ted:

Hypothesis 5. (Job satisfaction) The satisfaction of both

professors and department cha i rmen with their present jobs wi l l  be

positively related to the sum of the products of the valences of

relevant outcomes and the instrumentality of their present jobs for

attaining those outcomes.

A final hypothesis related to occupational cho i ce was the pre-

diction of the force on a person to remain in a job in which he is

presently working; that is , to intend not to change jobs althoug h

anothe r may be offered . Accord i ng to VIE theory , the expectancy of

the person that he will be able to remain on his present job should

comb i ne multiplicatively with the va l ence x instrumentality index

of the attractiveness of the present job to determ i ne intention to

remain on the job (Vroom , 1 964). The previously mentioned studies

on job retention (Mitchell & Aibright , 1972; Schneider , 1 976) did

not include an expectancy term in their VIE formulations. The

~ ; i
expectancy of being able to remain on the job was operationa lized

here as expectancy of success on the present job.

Hypothesis 6. (Job stability) The intention of professors not

to stay on their present jobs if the job of department cha i rman is

offered will  be negatively related to the expectancy of success on

1~I !



- -
~~~~~~~~~

-
~~~~~~~~~

- -
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 

.-.

~~ ~~~~~-~~ -~~-

8

the job of professor ti mes the sum of the produc ts of the vale nces

j of relevant outcomes and the instrumer tality of the job of professor

for attaining those outcomes.

The thrust of the six hypotheses in combination was an evalua—

t io n of the prefere nces , cho i ces , and satisfactions of the incumbents

of two related occupations. Those holding one of the jobs (depart—

ment cha i rmen) had previously held the other job (professor) and

could prov i de both insi ght into their own occupation and hindsi ght

abou t their previous occupation . On the othe r hand , professors

could prov i de insight about their own occupation and foresight abou t

a prospective job of department chairman. These related perceptions

were expected to prov i de interesting contrasts between expectations ,

remembrances , and rea lities.

Method

Two questionnaires were developed , one for professors and one

for department chairmen. The questionna i res were identica l except

tha t the wording and presentation of questions acknowledged that thc

department chairmen had made a caree r change and were in a different

occupational role from the professors. The main body of the question-

naires consisted of 149 outcome statements d rawn from the professiona l

literature as factors that mi ght in fl uence career preferences ,

cho i ces , and satisfactions. The statements represented seven general

categories: power , ach i eveme nt , security , autonomy , soc ial factors ,

family considerations and esteem. The i tems were phrased to repre—

U - -. - -. - .. - . .~~~~~~~~ _ ~~~~. ~~~~~~~~~~~ .. ~~~~ 
-
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sent both positive and negative outcomes and were presented in a

random order to avoid a possible response bias.

The instructions on the questionna i res asked the partici pants

to rate the statements three separate times , each time on five—point

Likert scales. The outcome statements were rated for (a) valence ,

or “how desirable they are to you personally, ” scored +2 to —2 , (b)

instrumentality of the present job for attaining the outcomes ,

scored +4 to 0, and (c) instrumentality of the othe r job for attain-

ing the outcomes , also scored ÷14 to 0 (professors rated cha i rman ’s

job and chairmen rated professor ’s job). Inclusion of the zero

point in scoring valence and instrumentality was a means of elimina-

[ ting non relevant outcomes.

In addition to the three ratings of the outcome statements ,

questionnaire i tems also asked both groups for their expectancy of

success on both jobs and their satisfaction with both jobs . Satis-

faction on the othe r job was measured by having chairmen rate past

sat sfaction on the professor ’s job , while professors rated antici-

pated satisfaction on the cha i rman ’s job . Professors were also

asked their expectancy of attaining a cha i rman ’s j )b. It was

;~ 
assumed that cha i rmen could re—attain a professor ’s job , so the

question was not asked of this group. Similarl y, professors were

asked a question on behavioral intention ; tha t is , would they accept

a cha i rmanship if it were offered .

The questionnaires were sent to all male professors and depart—

ment cha i rmen of a major univers ity. Usable information was returned

-— —. —— ——-- ,.- ~—. .—.-—— - ...——— —‘--— .-- —— —. — — —-- —---  — .—.—. ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~
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anonymousl y from 268 professors (55%) and 45 department cha i rmen

(45%).

Results

Hypothesis Tests

The results of the tests of the six hypotheses are shown in

Table 1. The first two hypotheses attempted to predict for both

professors and department chairme n occupational attraction to

(expected satisfaction with) the others ’ job. Support for these

hypotheses can be found in the first and second rows of Table 1 .

Anticipa ted satisfaction with the job of department cha i rman on the

part of professors was predicted by the (V x I) index for the job

of department chairma n with p< .OO1 . The same formula with instru-

mentality of the inappropriate job , that of professor , correlated

with the same criterion to a much lesser degree (.23 compared to

.53) .  This difference was significant at p .OOI according to a

t-test between dependent correlations , which supported the useful-

ness of the theory for diffe rentiating occupationa l prefere~ice .

Department cha i rmen ’s past satisfaction with the job of profes—

sor was predicted , as stated by Hypothesis 2, by the (V x I) index

fo r the jo b of professor (r = .43, p..Ol). Where instrumenta l ity

• of the alternative job was used in the same formula , the correlation

- - 

- 

w ith past satisfaction with the professor ’s job was l ower (r = .3 1 ) ,

although the difference between the two correlations was not stat is—

tically significant for this sample.

~~~~~
p
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Hypothesis 5, job satisfaction , concerned the prediction of

satisfaction with present job for both professors and department

chair men. These results are also shown in the first two rows of

Table 1. For professors , the appropriate (V x I) i ndex correlated

.42 (p< .OO1) with present satisfaction with the job of professor ,

• while the inappropriate (V x I) index , that for the cha i rman ’s job ,

did not correlate significantly with the same criterion . Among

department cha rmen , the correlation of the appropriate (V x I)

i ndex with satisfaction with the cha i rman ’s job was statistically

si gnificant (r = .41 , p .Ol), and the absolute magnitude of this

correlation was much hi ghe r than that of present satisfaction and

the (V x I) index for the other job (r = .19, ns). For both samples

the difference between the two correlations was significant (p< .0I

for cha i rmen , p<.OO l for professors), which supported the useful-

ness of the theory for differentiating satisfaction with one ’s

present job.

In summary , the hypotheses abou t occupationa l attraction and

job satisfaction were supported in that the appropriate VIE theory

components predicted anticipated , past , and present satisfactions.

Moreover , the (V x I) index from the instrumen tality of the job

under consideration showed its superiority to the (V x I) index

for the instrumentality of anothe r job in making these predictions

in three out of four comparisons.

Although the VIE theory predictions were supported in terms of

predicting satisfaction with two different jobs , the components of
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theory selec ted for each type of prediction were not necessarily

superior to other components of the theory measured here . Profes-

sors ’ ant ic ipated sa t i s faction wi th  the job of department cha irman

was as well or better predicted by expectancy of success on the

cha i rman ’ s job and by the two complete V I E  models as by the (V x ()

i ndex. Similarly cha i rmens ’ past satisfaction with the job of pro-

fessor was as well or better predicted by their expectancy of

success on the professor ’s job and by the total VIE mode l using

expectancy of success on the professor ’s job as by the (V x I) i ndex .

Prediction of presen t sa tis fac ti on was also as acc u ra te f rom the

expectancy of success term (for cha i rmen only) or the tota l VIE

mode l using expectancy of success on the present job (for both

samples). Thus the VIE components could for the most part identif y

preferences and satisfactions with one job in contrast to anothe r ,

but the components were not differentiated from each othe r as

specified by the theory .

Hypotheses 3, 4, and 6, regard i ng occupational choice and job

stability , were tested with professors only. Since these hypotheses

concerned the behaviora l intention to change from one job to another ,

it was assumed that the cha i rmen had alread y made this change.

Support for Hypotheses 3 and 14 can be found in the third column of

Table 1. The intention to accept the job of department cha i rman

was predicted by the complete VIE models using eithe r atta i nment

as the expectancy term , supporting Hypothesis 3 (r = .140, p< .OOl)

or success as the expectancy term , support ing Hypothesis 14 (r = .47,

_ _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  - _i ~~
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p< .OOl) . The latter correlat ion was significantly higher than the

- 

- former (t = 2.22, p . 05), ind i cating that expectancy of success was

a better multiplier in the tota l VIE model than was the more tradi—

tiona ) expectancy of atta i nment.

The specified components of the VIE mode l did not predict oc-

cupational cho i ce any better than other components of the model ,

howeve r , as found with the predictions of occupationa l attraction

and job satisfaction . In particu lar , the (V x I) term correlated

as highly with intention to choose the cha i rman ’s job as did the

best tota l VIE model. Both expectancy terms also correlated signi-

ficantly with intention to change jobs, althoug h expectancy of

success had a significantly higher correlation than did expectancy

of attainment (p< .Ol).

Ne i ther the total VIE model nor other VIE components predict ed

- 

I 
propensity not to choose the chairman ’s jo b , or job stability, when

expectancy of success and instrumental ity were measured for the

- 
:- 

professor ’s Job . Hence Hypothesis 6 was not supported . This is in

contrast to the r e s u l t s  of Schneider (1976), who found tha t a (V x I)

i ndex for a civilian job correlated negatively with intention to

make the Navy one ’ s career.

M itchell (1974) has pointed out tha t Vroom ’s theory was origi-

na l l y  designed to make within individua l and not between individual

predictions. Since this study compared the reactions to two alter-

native jobs , the responses of the subjects were scored i psative Iy

as well as normatively. That is , the (V x I) index for each job
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was compared for each perso n , and the magn itude of the di ffere nce

was recorded to reflect the extent of preference for the present

or othe r job . In addi tion , the simple direction of preference was

recorded so that one indivi dua l ‘s strong reaction could not over-

whelm several individuals ’ milder reactions. These magnitude and

direction of preference scores were then correlated with the occu—

pational attraction and job satisfaction criteria. Results showed

no advantage of this method of scoring over the normative method

in terms of the size of the correlation . A similar procedure was

used for an ipsative comparisons of the comp lete VIE models using

the two expectancy terms. Correlations with propensity to choose

the chairman ’s job using this i psa t ive method were either the same

or lower than correlation s using the normative method , again demon-

strating no improvement in s t rength  of p red ic t ion  from this addi-

tional refinement. Although Schneider (1976) was bette r able to

pred ic t  ca reer intent between two a l t e r n a t i v e s us i ng an i p s a t iv e

method of scor i ng a (V x I) index , when adjus tments  we re made for

the initial leve l of one of the alternative s, the two scori -i g

methods prcduced correlations with the criterion of about the same

magn i tude. St i l l , he concluded that consideration of ar alternative

influenced career attractiveness.
-4

One possible explanat ion for the greater strength of Schne i der ’s

findings compared to those here , both wi th respect to predicting

job stability and ipsative predictions of career intent , may be

related to the polarity of the alternatives. A Navy vs. a civilian

!
LLA 

_ _  _ _ _ _ _  _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _
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job , as studied by Schne i der , appears to be a much more clearly

:- J differentiated occupationa l choice than professor vs. department

* chairman , as studied here. In fact , department cha i rmen often

perform many of the duties of professors as well as those of an

-
~~~~ administrator , and no change in employ i ng organization is necessar-

ily impl ied in a change from one job to the other.

Mean D i ffere nces

The mean scores of ratings by the professors and department

cha i rmen on both jobs are presented in Table 2. Since there were

only two treatment groups , t—tests for the significance of diffe r-

ence be tween correlated means were calculated , as recommended by

Guilford and Fruchter (1973, p. 270), rathe r than a repeated-measures

analysis of variance . The t—tests in the right—hand column show

the differences in ratings between the two i ndependent samples. As

can be seen , the opinions of professors and department cha i rmen were

not si gnificantly different concerning the job each had actually

performed , that of professor , with respect to their average expect—

ancy of success on the job , the attractiveness of the job E(V x I),

the force on them to remain in the job [Esuccess x ~(V x I)], or

satisfaction with the job. The op inions of the two samples with

respec t to the depar tment cha i rman ’s job were significantly differ—

ent from each other on all of these same variables , however. The

department cha i rmen rated their own job significantly highe r than

d id the professors.
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Table 2

Means and Standard Deviat ions of Var iab les Relevant

to Both Present and Othe r Job

Ra t ings of Professo r ’s Job

P rofessors Cha i rmen Di f fe ren ce

Variable X
1 S 1 X2 

S
2 ~

a

E 3.22 .72 3.16 .90 + .06 .50 nssuccess

~(VxI) 95.15 38.514 99.49 35.22 -14.314 .71 ns

Esuccess x Y~(VxI) 316.06 168.59 317.13 156.40 -1.07 .04 ns

Satisfaction 3.99 .84 14.07 .60 - .08 .62 ns

Ra tings of Cha i rmen ’s Job

Professor s Cha frme n D i f f e rence

Var iable S3 X 54 X X  ~
a

Esuccess 2.1 1 1.67 3.09 .85 — .98 3.92 .001

~I(V x I )  74.96 144.70 99.64 38.19 -24.68 3.52 .001

Es cc ss x ~(Vxl) 181 .19 167.15 321.51 176.49 -140.32 5.20 .001

Sat i s fact ion 2.48 1.15 3.814 .77 — 1 .36 7.56 .00 1

D i fferenc e Between Ra t ings of Bo th Jobs

Var iable XrX
3 

t
b 

p x 3 —x 4 t
b

E + 1.1 )  9.25 .001 + .07 .30 ns

Z (Vx I )  +20.19 4.28 .00 1 - .15 .01 ns

Esuccess 
x ~ (Vx I)  +134.87 7 .33 .00 1 -4.38 .09 ns

S a t i s f a c t i o n  + 1.5 1 16.78 .00 1 + .23 1.44 ns

Note : N = 268 Professors , 45 Cha irmen

~~~ 
a t _ t e s t  be tween means for independent samples
bt_test between means for correlated samples 

- - - --- -- — -~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - --- 
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The t— tes ts  in the last four rows of Table 2 indicate that the

rela ti vely higher ra tin gs of the depar tment cha irma n ’s job by its

incumbents were the result of low ratings of that job by the pro—

fessors. The department cha i rmen did not differentiate between the

two jobs in terms of satisfaction , attractiveness , expectancy of

success on the job or force to remain in the job. But on the aver—

age the professors percei ved that the cha i rman ’s job wou ld off er

them a lower expectancy of success , be less likely to lead to de-

sired outcomes, generate less force toward meovement into the job ,

and bring them less satisfaction in comparison to their own job

of professor.

Put another way , the findings in Table 2 illustrate an inter-

action between the job being rated and the job held by the rater.

For al l  terms l i s ted , the interaction arose because professors , on

the average , had less favorable attitudes toward the job of cha i rman. —

This pehnomenon is illustrated in Figure 1 , wh i ch shows the average

r a t i n g s  of expectancy of success by each sample for each job. Dia-

grams of the remaining variables in Table 2 are not shown but would

have a s imi la r  form.

When the data were broken down further to compare the professors

who s ai d they wou ld accep t the cha i rma n ’s job w it h the professo rs

who sa i d they wou ld not accep t the cha i rma n ’s job , the findings of

Table 2 we re found to pe r ta i n  p r i m a r i l y  to the prof essors who wou ld

reject a cha i rmanship. Among professors who would accept the chair-

man ’ s job , there was no differentiation between ratings of the two

~1ái I
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jobs on any of the variables in Table 2 except expectancy of success.

Here even the professors who would accept the cha i rman ’s job evalu-

ated their expectancy of success on the professor ’s job as signifi-

cantly hi gher than their expectancy of success on the chairman ’ s

job ( t  = 2.614, p< .Ol ). Moreover , when professors who would accept

the ~~~~~~~~~~~~~ job were compared to incumbent cha i rmen on the four

variables in Table 2, the change-orien ted professors had mean scores

significantly different from chairme n only on expectancy of success

on the cha i rman ’s job , where it was significantl y l ower (t  = 2.35,

p< .05). These results on expectancy of success mig ht be anticipated ,

since the professors had experienced their own jobs and presumably

had experienced some success on them. Their success on the job of

cha i rman was sti l l  unknown to them , and they mig ht consequently lack

confidence abou t their ability to perform it we ll .

The professors who indicated they would accept the cha i rman ’s

job were definitely in the minor i ty—-of the 2144 professors respond-

ing to the question , 66 (27% ) said they would accept a cha i rmanship

and 178 (73~) said they would decline . The professors who ~.ould

accept the job were younger (r
Pb 

of age and intent to accept = -.16 ,

p< .Ol ) but di d not have significantly more or less tenure at this

particular univers i ty (r
Pb 

of tenure and intent to accept = — 07,

ns). The findings on age are consistent with previous findings on

propensity to leave one job for another among middle — aged men

(Parnes & Nestel , 1975). But the same authors found tha t tenure

was inversely related to propensity to make a job change , and 

~~~~~~ - - -_ --- -~~~~~ --- -- ~~ -- -~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - - -  - -
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explained this as a result of the job security and fringe benefits

that typically accrue wi th experience in an organization . In this

study, the decision to take anothe r job did not necessaril y involve

leaving the organization . Moreover , job security would be guaranteed

by the tenure system at universities.

Parnes and Nestel (1975) also found tha t job satisfaction was

inversely related to propensity for mid—career change . This find i ng

was rep licated and expanded in this stud y. Intention to accept the

cha i rman ’s job was negatively correlated with satisfaction with the

present job of professor (r = — .21 , p< .OO1) and positively correlated

with anticipated satisfaction in the job of cha i rman (r = .61 ,

p< .OOl). This may be a reflection of the frequently found inverse

relationship between job satisfaction and turnove r (Vroom, 1 9614).

Subscale Results

The 149 i tems on the questionna i re were selected a priori to

represent 7 subscales of 5 to 10 i tems each. An anal ys is of the

subscales was undertaken to provide some additiona l information

abou t the underlying dynamics in a preference for each of the two

jobs. Spe cifically, which types of outcomes are more des i rable to

professors vs. cha i rmen? And which type of job is considered to

lead to wh i ch type s of out c omes? Some rep res er~tat ive i tems in each

of the subscales are listed be l ow.

1. Powe r — “d i recting other peop le ’s activities; ” “Assuming

responsibility for the wo rk of others ”
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2. Achievement — “Challeng ing work;” “Making meaning ful use

of my skills and abilities ”

3. Security - “Earning enoug h to meet my financial needs ;”

“Working under stress” (scored negatively)

4. Autonomy — “Finding solutions to problems independently; ”

“Freedom from organizational constraints (such as committee meetings ,

time schedules , specified hours of work)”

5. Social — “Support from my peer group against criticism and

attack; ” “Congenial interpersona l relations with co—workers ”

6. Family - “Spending time regularly wi th my family ; ” “Satis-

faction of my spouse with my job”

7. Esteem - “Esteem f rom w hose in ‘lower- leve l positioivz ;”

“Prestige among friends ar4d nei g hbo rs”

The meaning of the subscale results is best understood by inte-

grating the findings in Tables 3, 14, 5, and 6. Table shows the

mean valence of outcomes by subscale for each sample , Table 14 shows

internal consistency reliability estimates by subscale for valence

and instrumentality, Table 5 s hows the corre la t ions of subsca le

valences and the various criteria , and Table 6 shows the mean instru —

mentality of each job for outcomes by subscale. Because of the

large sample size of the professors , within group comparisons of

instrumentality ratings of each job shown in Table 6 were all

statistically si gnificant , even when the more conservative t—tests

for independent samples were calculated rathe r than t—tests for

correlated samples. The practical significance of the findings in

——

~
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- Table 3

Means and Standard Deviat ions for Valence of Outcomes By Subscale

- - Valence Ratin gs

Professors Cha i rmen Diffe rence

Subscale X 1 S 1 
X
2 

S
2 

X
1 X

2 
t p

Power .42 .149 .76 .44 -.314 4.25 .001

Achievement 1.30 .35 1.31 .31 .
~.O1 .05 n~

Security 1.26 .314 1J5 .29 +.ll 2.20 .05

Autonomy .98 .148 .77 .141 +.2 1 2.80 .01

Social .77 .140 .714 .35 +.O3 .148 ns

Famil y .95 .147 .93 .41 +.02 .29 ns

Esteem .81 .142 93 .142 -.12 1.79 ns

Note : N = 268 Professors , 45 Cha i rmen

1*.

tH
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Table 14

Spearman-Brown Inter nal Consistency Reliability

Estimates of Subscales

Cha i rmen Professors

No. l tems V I I V I I
C p c p

Power 9 .74 .81 .95 .75 .77 .81

Achievement 10 .62 .78 74 .71 .76 .81

Security 8 .59 .54 .59 .25 .60 .72

Autonomy 6 .37 .140 .20 .67 .65 .71

Social 6 .51 .37 .45 .58 .63 .57

Family 5 .65 .68 .65 .63 .58 .63

Esteem 5 .76 .70 .75 .70 .76 .72

49

Note : V = Valence , I~ = In strumentality of Cha i rman ’s Job ,
I = Instrumentality of Professor ’ s Job

IL 
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Ta b le 6

Means and Standard Deviations of Instrumentality of

Each Job for Outcomes by Subscale

Ratings of Professor ’ s Job

Professors Cha i rmen Differen ces

Subscale X
1 S

1 X2 ~2 
X 1~ X

2 X 1 X
3

Power 1.88 .56 1.69 .53 +.28 -1.05 ’’’

Achievement 2.6 1 .47 2.63 .38 -.02 + .31 ””’

Security 2.16 52 2.38 .36 -.22 ” + .l0

Autonomy 2.40 .54 2.48 .39 - .08 +1.26 ’ ’

Social 2.28 .54 2.38 .38 - .10 + .37

Fami l y 2.25 .60 2.22 .64 +03 - .12 ’

Esteem 2.17 .57 2.29 .52 — .12 - .36 
-

Ratings of Cha i rman ’s Job

Pr of esso r s Cha i rmen Differences

Subsca le X
3 

S
3 

X4 S14 X
3~

XJ4 X
2~X~4

Power 2.93 .145 2.55 .47 +.38 ””’ 
- .95’

Achievement 2.30 .50 2.50 .41 -.20 ” + .13

Security 2.06 .414 2.05 .39 + .Ol + .33 ’””’

Autonomy 1.14 .49 1.86 .39 -.72 ’’ + .62 ” ’
- 

4 Social 1.91 .50 2.50 .36 - .59 — .12

Famil y 2.37 .57 2 .1 3 .67 ÷ .214’”’ + .09

Esteem 2.53 .56 2. 33 .43 ÷.20 ” - .04

Note: N = 268 Professors , 45 Cha i rme n
“p< .05

p .O l

_  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _
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Table 6 are best revealed , then , by F igures 2 through 8.

As shown in Table 3, both professors and cha i rmen were most

characterized by desires for achievement , but this subscale did not

differentiate the two g roups. The most meaning ful difference in

• valence or outcome desirabi lity by subscale for the two samples was

the g reate r preference for power by the cha i rmen , in spite of the

fact tha t this subscale had the next to l owest valence rating by

cha i rmen overall. It should be noted that the power subscale in-

cluded administrative power, since it contained i tems such as “Pl an-

ning , budgeting, forecasting ”, and “Policy making.”

Table 5 shows tha t the only subscale valence positively cor-

related with present job satisfaction for cha i rmen was tha t for

powe r (r = .144, p .Ol), indicating that those cha i rmen who most

valued power were the most satisfied with their jobs. Among pro-

fessors , the valence of power was si gnificantly correlated with

anticipated satisfaction as a cha i rman (r = .45, p< .OO1), behav i ora l

intention to accept the job of cha i rman (r = .39, p< .OOl ), and

present satisfaction with the job of professor (r = 20, p< .Ol ).

The latter finding, significantl y positive though l ower in magnitude

than the correlation s relating to the cha i rma n ’s jo b , probably re—

flects the fact that the job of professors is not withou t its aspects

of power also , given their position relative to students.

The administrative job was seen as providing the g reatest

power , howe ver , as shown in sable 6 and Figure 2. Average scores

on subsca le instrumental ity indicated that both professors and

-
•~

_ _
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cha i rmen saw the job of cha i rman as leading to significantl y greater

powe r than the job of professor (p .0O 1 in both cases). When all

the data are taken togethe r , it appears that power is likely to be

a meaning ful consideration in the decision to become a department

cha i rman.

— The next mos t mean i ng ful finding in Table 3 was that professors

indicated tha t they va l ued autonomy more than did cha i rmen ( t  = 2.80,

p<.Ol ). The instrumentality mean scores for both professors and

cha i rmen also indicated that the job of professor was more likely

to lead to autonomy than was the job of cha i rman , but the professors

saw this tendency more strong ly than did the cha i rmen (see Table 6

and Figure 5). The correlationa l results for professors (Table 5)

supported these findings in that the valence of autonomy was nega-

tively correlated with intention to accept the cha i rman ’s job (r =

— .14, p .05), negatively correlated with anticipated satisfaction

on the job of cha i rman (r = - .12 , p .O5), and positively correlated

with present job satisfaction as professor (r = .12 , p< .O5).

Table 3 also shows that professors considered security more

desirable than did cha i rmen on the average , although it was va lued

highly by both groups . Again , instrumentality mean scores for both

samples indicated that the job of professor was more like l y to

lead to security than was the job of cha i rman , but here the chairmen

made a greater distinction than did the professors (see Table 6 and

Figure 4). The correlational results in Table 5 did not suggest

that those who va lued secur i ty  more hig hly were more likely to 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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pre fer the job of professor over cha i rman , however.

The findings for the security subscale are not strong , then ,

• and the results for the remaining four subscales do not clearly

differentiate preferences for the two jobs . In summary, the most

meaning ful find i ngs from the subscale analyses were tha t power is

an i mportant factor in the prefe rence for a cha i rman ’s job , while

autonomy is an i mportant factor in the preference for the professor ’s

• job.

Discussion

Altho ugh the results of this study supported the use of the

VIE framework for explori ng occupationa l preferences , satisfactions

and cho i ces , the various VIE components did not behave in the

specific manner prescribed by the theory . This was previousl y shown

in the stud y by Lawler et al . (1975), who found that the (V x I)

i ndex was a better predictor of jobs applied for than the total VIE

model. Similar findings of inappropriate VIE components predicting

-
~~~ criteria the same or better than the appropriate models have often

been reported for studies of production or task behavior , where the

theory is most frequently appl ied (Campbell & Pritchard , 1 976).

An interesting finding he re related to intention to choose the

cha i rman ’ s job was that expectancy of success on the job was a

stronger predictor , both alone and in the total VIE model , thar

expectancy of attainment of the job , the term specified by the

theory . Defining expectancy in terms of success is not inconsistent
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w i t h  the log ic of the theory , since th is  a ls o  represents a r e a l i t y

factor tha t could come between occupati onal preference and occupa-

tiona l cho i ce. Expectancy of success may prove to be a better pre-

dictor of job choice in future studies than expectancy of attai n-

ment and appears to be worth exploring further.

- • • Anothe r interpretation , however , is tha t expectancy of success

mi ght be considered an instrumentality term rathe r than an expectancy

term . That is , it could be conceptualized as the subjective pro-

bability that a given job wi l l  lead to the global ou tcome called

sucCess. In this case , its failure t’) increase the prediction of

intention to change jobs ove r the predicti on by the (V x I )  i ndex

is less Surpr ising.

The failure of the specified expectancy term , tha t of attain-

ment , to increase the prediction of intention to choose the chair-

man ’s job ove r the prediction by the (V x I) index may be the

result of a flaw in the wording of the criterion . Behavioral in—

tent ion was measured by ask ing if a cha i rmanship would be accepted

if it were offered. Techn ica l l y ,  the c r i t e r i o n  assumes that expec-

• tancy of attainment is 1 00%, and the E term becomes redundant in

the model .

The anal ysis of the findings here by subscale added a d i mension

that has too long been ignored in research with V IE theory on occu-

pational preference and choice. Although some researchers have

t r i ed  to categor ize outcome s as i n t r i n s i c  vs. e x t r i n s i c  (Mi tche ll

~~~~~~~±~~~~~~~~~~
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mixed . Analyzing outcomes furthe r by subscales or need s might in-

crease our understanding of the eva l uative components of the pro-

cesses underly ing career decisions and help bridge the gap between

VIE studies of occupational choice and the trait theories of voca-

tiona l psychology .

The perceptions of the two jobs by the two samples diverge

from several other findings of perceptions of occupations before ,

i mmediately after , and considerab ly afte r attainment of the j ob .

Schneider (1976 ) reported wha t he ca l l ed  the “greener grass ” phenom-

enon among his subjects——those who saw a civilian job as more attrac-

tive than their present careers in the Navy outnumbered those who

saw the Navy as more attractive by abou t 3 to 1 . In this stud y,

the oppos i te was the case. Those professors who said they would

leave the job of professor for the j ob of department cha i rma n were

outnumbered by those who would not leave by abou t 4 to I. As with

the othe r Schneider f ind ings that were at var iance w i t h  those here ,

type of sample may be largely responsible. Professors as a group

were not very interested in chang ing to an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e  role.

Perhaps this disinterest demonstrates that our initia l  assumption

was cor rec t—-a  highly t ra ined pro fess iona l  contemplat ing movement

into the management hierarchy is not necessar i ly  consider ing a pro-

motion or progress but a mid—career change.

After choosing a new career , individuals ’ eva l uations of their

new occupations or organizations have been s hown to improve , while

the a t t r ac t i veness  of competi tors goe s down , presumabl y to reduce

IL~~j  
_ _ _ _  
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cogni t ive  dissonance (Festinger , 1957) created by the choice . Vroom

(1966) found such a change among 37 master ’s students , but later

discovered that organizational attractiveness decreased si gnificantl y

af ter  1 year of emp loyment and stayed down 3 1/2 years after emp l oy—

* 
ment (Vroom & Deci , 197 1). Others have also found organizational

a t t rac t i veness  high at f i r s t  but dec l in ing la ter .  Law ler et a l .

(1975) found that a (V x I)  index for the a t t rac t i veness  of f i rms

rated by accounting students decreased from pre-application to post—

job choice (p .Ol) and si gnificantly more one year later (p< .Ol ).

Bray , Canipbei 1 , and Grant (197 4) found that new col lege recru i ts  had

unrealisticall y positive expectations abou t their careers and their

organizations , and these expectations dec l ined rather s tead i l y ove r

seven years of experience. Wanous (197 6) a lso  suggested that the

declining attractiveness of organizations may be due to in i t i a l  un-

realis tic expectations and cited s i x experime nts showing tha t job

surviva l is grea ter for those who receive a realistic job preview.

It is suggested he re tha t th *~ profe~,sors in this sample ni gh t have

had a rea l is t i c  preview of the job o depar t-~ent cha i rman , since

they have endoubtedl y been close to i t. T h s  would exp lain why the

a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  of the job was n h qhe r to r  those who wou!d take

the job than for the Hcunben t  cha i rmen .

Al thoug h a comparison of the fo re s i grt and hindsi ght of incum-

bents in two related occupations adds si gnificantly to our under—

standing of the percept ions of the jobs over time , it is s t i l l  not

clear from such a correlationa l stud y whethe r the VIE perceptions

• 
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* ca used the occupati onal prefe rences , the occupationa l preferences

1 
or choices caused the VIE perceptions , or both caused each other.

- A study , preferably inc lud ing subscale analyses , administered both

before and after an occupationa l change such as from professor to

department cha i rman, could help unrave l the process further. Un-

-
• for tunately,  the anonymous co l lect ion of data in the present study

precluded such a follow—up.

F-i
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