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I. INTRODUCTION

Motivation and Ability

Fifty years ago, Clark Hull wrote:

In conclusion, we may summarize the foregoing

evidence as to the relative importance for

success of the determining factors considered

above. Assuming each to be disentangled from

the complex overlappings of the others, their

respective contributions are judged to be

approximately as follows:

Capacity or ability . . . . 50%

Industry or willingness . . 35%

Chance or accident . . . . 15% (1928, p. 193)
Hull (1928) acknowledged that a large gap existed tetween
typical predictor-performance correlations of that time (in
the low .20's) and the theoretical relationships he was pro-
posing (which imply correlations on the order of .70). Just
the same, he believed that continuing research efforts
would soon narrow the gap considerably. Unfortunately,
Hull's prophesy has not passed the test of time.

Atkinson (1974) and Ghiselli (1966) have both noted
the lack of improvement in the average predictive validity
of ability tests since Hull's era. Ghiselli (1966) reported
the average contemporary correlation to be approximately

.20. This estimate was based on a review of every study




(both published and unpublished) that he could find dating

back to 1923. Although progress has been made in such

diverse ;reas a8 better techniques for the selection of

predictors (e.g. Wherry, 1931, 1941), improved criterion '
measures of performance (e.g. Smith, 1976), identification

of moderator variables (e.g. Zedeck, 1971), refined methods

for job and task analyses {e.g. McCormick, 1976), and even
job redesign (e.g. Chapanis, 1976), little overall improve-
ment in the predictive validity of ability tests has been
achieved.

On the motivational side, progress has been equally
dismal. Many theories have been promulgated, but empirical
support for the motivation-performance relationship has
usually been even weaker than that found for ability and
performance (e.g. Dunnette, Note 1l). Adding to this prob-

lematic state of affairs is disagreement among theorists

on a single definition of motivation and on the determinants

of motivation. Other drawbacks have included the absence
of directly competing hypotheses or a common behavioral
domain to be explained (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976).
Based on an extensive review of work motivation research,

Campbell and Pritchard (1976) reached the conclusion that:




...tir2 available theory is too lacking

in precision to make specific predictions
about behavior that can be confirmed or
disconfirmed by some overall 'test'.

(®. 222).

In spite of these problems with work motivation research,
the notion of mutivation and its relevance for understanding
performance has intuitive appeal. Theoretical differences
often revolve around certain themes. Noting similarities
among most definitions, Steers and Porter (1975) presented
the following three "common denominators which may be said
to characterize the phenomenon of motivation ...

(1) what energizes human behavior;

(2) what directs or channels such behavior;
and

{3) how this behavior is maintained or
sustained.” (p. 6)

As the nunber of motivational theories has increased,
so have the number of attempts to integrate them into a
unified nomoiogical network. The intent here is not to
make another attempt, rather the interested reader is

directed to several recent reviews of the literature

(Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, & Weick, 1970; Campbell &

Pritchard, 1976; Locke, 1975; Miner & Dachler, 1973; and
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Vroom, 1964). The Campbell and Pritchard (1976) chapter
is probably the most recent comprehensive review and

achieves a fairly respectable integration of thé literature.

The Ability x Motivation Interaction

Recent efforts to improve the predictability of
performance have emphasized the combination of ability
and motivation measures according to certain models. The
model that has received the greatest attention is the
interactive model often credited to Vroom (1964). Accord-~
ing to Vroom (1964), a person's performance reszults from
an interaction of relevant abilities and motivations.
Intuitively pleasing, this model formalizes the common
sense notion that performance can not be outstanding if
either ability or motivation is lacking (Howard, Note 2).
Similarly, it posits that moderate amounts of ability
and motivation in a person result iy better performance
than a great amount of one with none of the other.

vroom's interactive model might be called a completely
moderated prediction hypothes’s because of the dependence
of each predictor (ability or motivation) on the other

in explaining performance. 1In this regard, Howard (Note 2)
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has hypothesized that the ability-performance relationship
will be stronger for people with high levels of motivation
than for those with low motivation. Findings reported by
French (1958 and Vroom (1960) support this hypothesis.
Theoretically, one would expect a bivariate relaiionship
between either of the two predictors and performance given
that the other predictor was greater than zero and relatively
constant across subjects.

In spite of its popular appeal, Vroom's interactive
hypothesis has not received unanimous approval from all
theorists. Cummings and Schwab (1973) questioned its
generality across all levels of ability and motivation:

Certainly at the extremes of either ability
or motivation some interaction must take
place...It is, however, much less certain
that the notion of interaction contributes
to the predictability of employee perfor-
mance in applied settings where employees
may be assumed to possess some minimal
amounts of both ability and motivation.
A simple additive approach will probably
enable us to predict performance just
about as well. (p.46)
Based on a study of bank clerical employees, Howard (Note 2)
reported results consistant with Cummings and Schwab's
additive hypothesis. She found ability and motivation

described independent amounts of performance variance in

[ ST




an additive model, but subsequent inclusion of the inter-
action term afforded no increase in power to predict per-
formance. In a study of state government administrators,
Lawler (1966) similarly found both main effects (ability -
and motivation) were related to performance, but their
iqteraction was nonsignificant.

The interactive model has generated considerable
research using a variety of ability, motivation, and per-
formance measures. Because Howard (Note 2) has presented
a relatively complete review of this literature, her
efforts will not be duplicated here. Rather, a few
comments concerning past research on the model seem appro-
priate.

A perusal of the literature reveals that several
different forms of the interactive model have been in-
vestigated. Thus, one finds studies of the simple pro-
duct term (not the true interaction), or even the
statistical interaction appropriately computed, but with
no consideration given to the possible "main effects" of
ability or motivation. The majority of the remaining

studies focus on the effect of the statistical interaction

after just one main effect is considered (usually ability).

kD
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Only a few studies have looked at the most inclusive model
which involves an examination of both main effects as well
as their interaction. The adoption of theée different
models has surely had some effect on the creation of a
body of literature that defies meaningful integrétion.
Just the same, a more pronounced influence has probably
been the differing conceptions of work motivation held by
various researchers. Very few studies have used the same
measure of motivation. Apparently, many investigators
were more concerned with validating their personal theories
of motivation than with validating the model.

In trying to understand this diversity in the litera-
ture, a consideration of two distinct issues seems helpful,
One issue involves the use of the interactive model (or
one of its variants) as a heuristic device for studying
certain conceptions of motivation. Given the variety of
motivational theories which abound and the absence of a
unitary body of knowledge about work motivation, such
efforts intended to solidify our understanding of motiva-
tion are sorely nseded. Use of the interactive model as
a medium for evaluating different theories is not an

inherently unscientific practice as long as the axiomatic




adoptién of the model is made clear by the researcher.
Physical scientists have used this method to great success
inAstudying intangible physical constructs such as atoms

and molecules. It may be that this "bootstrapping” approach
represents a useful methodology for improving our under-
standing of intangible human constructs such as work
motivation.

The second issue involves the fundamental validity of
the interactive model. Obviously, the model can be re-
garded as a testable hypothesis given valid measures of
ability, motivation, and performance. One might argue
that well-established measures and a unitary theory of
motivation do not yet exist, thus the model can not be
tested adequately. This position is probably too extreme
and ignores the possibility that the model can serve two
purposes concurrently. In other words, the model can be
both a heuristic device for studying motivation and a
testable proposition in the same study. For example, if
a given measure of motivation is shown to interact with
ability in describing performance, then confidence in

both the model and the motivational measure is increased.

If the motivational measure shows a non-interactive




relationship to performance, then support is attained for
the measure but not for the model. Finally, if the measure
of motivation demonstrates no relationship (additive,
interactive, or otherwise) to performance, then the measure
is suspect and the model remains unaffected.

In the present study, an interactive model was used
for both purposes. Specifically, it was used heuristica11§
to investigate a measure of work motivation derived from a
person-environment interaction conception of work motivation.
In testing this motivational conception, the interactive
model itself was also undergoing investigation as a testable
axiom.

In the next chapter, three personal traits or value
orientations which may be useful for understanding the
antecedents of work motivation are discussed. Chapter III
expands upon the discussion of these traits by reviewing
literature suggestive of their interaction with the
environment in affecting motivation and performance.
Chapter 1v summarizes the previous three chapters aﬂd
introduces a conceptualization that views work motivation

as the result of an interaction between a person's

work-oriented values or traits and his perceptions of
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his immediate work environment.

This conception of motivation

is then integrated into the ability-motivation interaction

model and certain hypotheses are posed.
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II. ACHIEVEMENT MOTIVATION, LOCUS OF
CONTROL, AND BUREAUCRATIC VALUES:
ANTECEDENTS OF WORK MOTIVATION AND
PERFORMANCE v

In the last chapter, work motivation was conceptu-
alized as that which energizes, directs, and sustains

Most motivational theorists would

work performance,
probably concur with this position, however, they would
likely disagree on the determinants of work motivation.

The substantive issues distinguishing different theories

of work motivation and its determinants have been discussed
elsewhere (e.g., Locke, 1975; Steers & Porter, 1975) and

will not be reiterated here. PR=ther, this chapter will

discuss one conceptualization of the determinants of

work motivation. The position presented here will be

termed the trait or value orientation approach although
similar positions have been called content theories of
work motivation (e.g., Campbell et al., 1970).
Several varieties of trait theories exist in the

literature. Some focus on only one or two personal

attributes (e.g., McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell,
1953) ; other theories consider several or many traits

(e.g., Maslow, 1943). The theoretical notions of

Deci (1975) will be described in the next section
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because they seem to provide a general framework that
clarifies some of the subtle themes that are common to
several trait theories. It also provides a good back-
ground for the following three sections which introduce
the three traits or value orientations which this author
views as potentially important antecedents of work

motivation and performance.

Deci's Conception of Motivation
Based on premises derived from White's (1959)
theory of effectance (or competence) motivation, Deci
(1975) posited that much of human behavior is motivated
by:
. « « a person's need for feeling competent
and self-determining in dealing with his
environment. (p. 100)
In presenting his position, Deci was concerned with beha-
vior in general and seldom focused on work performance in

particular. This can be seen in his following description

of the competence need:

. « « a basic motivational propensity which
is continually present and will be the
primary motivator of behavior unless some
other factor interrupts the process. (p. 100)
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Deci considered several of the relatively specific
needs and traits emphasized by other theorists to be
acquired manifestations of the innate competence need.
In this way, he linked competing trait theories to a
common determinant and etiological history. Deci often
referred to the competence need as "undifferentiated
intrinsic motivation" when he was discussing its rela-
tionship to acquired traits:

Children are born with a basic undifferen-
tiated intrinsic motivation, the need for
being competent and self-determining in
relation to their environment. . . . As

a result of interactions with the environ-
ment, the basic undifferentiated intrinsic
motivation becomes differentiated into
specific motives such as achievement, self-
actualization, etc. (p. 92)

Whereas achievement motivation was treated as a direct
manifestation of the competence need by Deci (1975),

he viewed Rotter;s (1966) "locus of control" concept as
a trait which affected individuals' strivings to attain
success and feelings of competence:

We . . . view Rotter's concept of internal
locus of control as being a necessary con-
dition for intrinsic motivation. An internal-
control person . . . believes that he can
affect his environment, and he will do many
things for the feelings of competence and
self-determination which follow from being

an effective causal agent. An external-
control person . . . believes that he cannot




1?":,

:a%fect his environment;‘éo.he wiii notﬂfu;:

-often engage in behaviors in order to . - ... -

try to feel competent and self-determining.

(p. 91) . ; teld

; similér to the achievement motive, locus of control

is a learned propensity subject to change. Repeated 3 v
failures in certain situations probably lead people to
doubt their control over the outcomes of their behavior.
Conversely, successful experiences are likely to strengthen
individuals' perceived control over outcomes and the
salience.ofytheir motives related to competency and
achievéhéht. .

Deéi (1975) did not consider the concept of
bureaucratic values in relation to the competence need.
However, this author suspects that bureaucratic value
orientations may function in relation to the competence
need and its manifestations in a manner analogous to
the locus of control trait. To elaborate, individuals' .
bureaucratic values may determine how likely they are to
a;;iyé!fq; success or competency 1n‘bu:saugta;ic work
environments, People who negativainvslﬁétﬁg?tgin aspects
of bureaucracy may have acquired thisjdiqﬁéqigibn as a

rclg};_pfhiépéited’faiiu:éé in buﬁé§@qf§§£§f§é§ironmento.
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In any case, one's values regarding the bureaucratic
nature of work settings probably reflects whether one
views bureaucracy as facilitative or obstructive toward
one's attempts to deal competently with the environment.
In very bureaucratic organizations, such values may
have a strong influence on individuals' motivations

to perform.

It was the decision of this author to examine only
the three traits mentioned above (achievement motivation,
locus of control, and bureaucratic values) as potential
antecedents of work motivation and performance. This
decision was based on the assumption that the determin-
ants of work mocivation may be only a subset of the
factors which affect motivation in general. 1In this vein,
Steers and Spencer (1977) have argued that global
approaches to work motivation, such as investigations
of "higher order need strengths" (Hackman & Lawler, 1971;
Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Howard, Note 2; Stone, Mowday, &
Porter, 1977), have provided only weak and inconsistent
relationships with work performance. What is needed are

studies of the specific traits and motives that seem
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to have particular relevance to work motivation. Concern-
ing the specific motive for achievement, Steers and
Spencer (1977) write:

Achievement often represents one component
(out of many) in the higher order need
strength model. Hence, if one component
of such a model was shown to represent a
significant variable in task-motivated
behavior, the utility of the broader
(i.e., less specific) concept would be
questionable unless it added samething
beyond the n Ach component. (p. 474)

Obviously, this argument could be applied to any specific

trait that is subsumed under some conglomerated composite.
In reviewing studies of the three traits of inter-

est here, it will become apparent to the reader that

few researchers have tried to directly measure woxk moti-

vation. Instead, they have usually sought relation-

ships between work performance and the traits or values.

In many studies, researchers have explicitly included

the work motivation construct as an intervening variable
to explain how traits and values operate to influence
work performance. In other studies, the notion of work
motivation is not directly addressed, yet it is often

implicated as the mediating mechanism, In either case,
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the assumption is made that work motivation is strongly

determinant of performance. To the extent that task

parameters do not contradict the validity of this i

assumption, this "bootstrapping" inferential methodology

may be the only means available for investigating work

motivation and its determinants. As long as the con-

struct defies meaningful measurement, yet maintains its

popular and intuitive appeal, this line of research is

likely to continue,

The Achievement Motive

The achievement motive (or, need for achievement,
n Ach) has been the subject of a great deal of theoreti-
cal discussion in the literature (e.g., Atkinson, 1958,
1964; Atkinson & Feather, 1966; Heckhausen, 1967:

McClelland, 1961; McClelland et al., 1953; Rosen,

Crockett & Nunn, 1969; and Weiner, 1970). Rathex than
reiterating the extensiye discussions available in

these works, a brief description of the achievement
motive will be given followed by a review of some of the

' research that has looked at its relationship tc work

performance.

,. SEARATY, *«T’N\M‘“W
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Many definitions of the achievement motive can be
found in the literature, but most of these overlap to a
great degree. Murray (1938) defined the need for achieve-
ment as a need to overcome obstacles, to attain a high
standard, and to excel, rival, or surpass others.
McClelland et al. (1953) saw it as a relatively stable
predisposition to strive for success. Litwin and
Stringer (1968) define n Ach as ". . . a need to excel
in relation to competitive or internalized standards.”
(p. 12). sSimilarly, Lawler (1973) described the achieve-
ment motive as ". . . a desire to perform in terms of a
standard of excellence or as a desire to be successful
in competitive situations" (p. 20-21). As noted earlier,
the achievement motive is generally considered to be
acquired via learning processes during human development
(Deci, 1975; McClelland et al., 1953).

Because the achievement motive represents an inferred
disposition or propensity, some theorists have preferred
to define it in terms of its presumed manifestations.
Based on Hermans (1970), Litwin and Stringer (1968), and
others, a strong achievement motive is probably present

if a person demonstrates a preference for:

B 2o - Beorn A RN
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(a)

(b)

(c)

()

(e)

(£)

19
tasks where success depends on personal
abilities and effort rather than chance

or luck:;

having sole responsibility for the accomplish-

ment of tasks rather than sharing responsi-
bility with others;

tasks of moderate difficulty rather than
very easy or nearly impossible tasks;

tasks that involve the challenge of compet-
ing against some standard of success or
other people rather than tasks with no
apparent goal or challenge;

individualized concrete feedback regarding
task performance rather than ambiguous
feedback, group feedback, or no feedback
at all;

improving personal knowledge and skills and
career advancement rather than "resting on

one's past laurels" and striving only to

maintain one's current social status.
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Collectively, these preferences represent an operational
definition of the achievement motive that is reflected

in the items and scoring techniques used in many measures
of the motive. Some of the more popular measures include
McClelland et al.'s (1953) Thematic Apperception Test
{TAT), Johnston's (1957) Iowa Picture Interpretation

Test (IPIT), Edwards' (1954) Personal Preference Schedule

subscale for n Ach (EPPS), French's (1955) Test of Insight,

Steers and Braunstein's (1976) Manifest Needs Questionnaire

(MNQ), and Hermans' (1970) Prestatie Motivatie Test (PMT).
Early work on the relationship of the achievement

motive to task performance was reviewed by Atkinson

(1958) ., For example, French (1955) studied 90 male

students at an Air Force Officer Candidate School.

Strength of achievement motive, as measured by her pro-

jective Test of Insight, was positively related to per-

formance on a digit-letter substitution task. 1In another
study, French (reported in Atkinson, 1958, pp. 400-408)
found a main effect for the achievement motive on task
performance that was independent of two other variables
being manipulated (availability of performance feedback

and individual versus group problem solving orientation).
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This study was based on 256 airmen trainees and a task
that involved the reconstruction of short stories from
component sentences placed on cards.

Using an arithmetic problem solving task, Atkinson
and Reitman (1956) found TAT scores of n Ach were pbsiti-
vely associated with number of problems attempted (an im-
a pure measure of motivation) and number correctly solved

(a performance measure) for 96 college students. A > o

secondary analysis of 58 subjects who had Quantitative

Aptitude scores from the American Council of Education
Test (ACT) revealed that significant relationships bet-
ween TAT scores and the two criterion measures existed
only for low arithmetic ability subjects.

Heckhausen (1967, pp. 132-140 especially) summarized
many studies relating the achievement motive to task
performance that were conducted before 1967. Atkinson
and Feather (1966) reviewed much of the same literature.
Taken together, the collective conclusion that emerges
from these reviews of early studies is that fair support

exists for the proposition that individuals' task perform-

S
43

ances are related to the strength of their achievement

motives,




This author concurs with Atkinson and Feather (1966) and
Heckhausen (1967) that the relationship may be best
explained iﬁ terms of the impact of the achievement
motive on task motivation and the concurrent influence
of that motivation on performance.

Recent studies of the achievement motive have favored
questionnaire measures over projective techniques. Hermans
(1970) compared his Prestatie Motivatie Test (PMT), a
questionnaire measure, to McClelland et al.'s (1953)

TAT, a projective device, in two different studies. For
subjects in a neutral control condition of the first study,
no relationships were found between either measure of the
motive and later performance on a pursuit rotor task.
However, in a condition created by giving subjects
"achievement-arousing" instructions, the PMT measure
predicted performance two weeks later (r = .37, p < ,05),
whereas the TAT did not (r = -.10, n.s.).

The second study compared the PMT and TAT for their
utility in predicting the academic effort and performance
of Dutch college students. Academic effort (another in-
direct measure of motivation) was measured by the number

of exams students in an unstructured curriculum took

during a given time period. Performance was taken as the

exam grades received by students in both structured and
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unstructured curricula. For students in unstructured
study programs, the PMT predicted both effort (r = .57,

p <.01) and performance (r = .34, p <.05), whereas the
TAT showed no relationship to either criterion measure.
Neither the PMT nor the TAT showed any relationship

to performance for students in strucfured study programs.
Hermans (1970) concluded that his results were consistent
with Klinger's (1966) hypothesis that projective measures
of the achievement motive have little performance-related
validity for people of college or adult age.

Steers (1975a, 1975b) used Gough and Heilbrun's
(1965) Adjective Check List (ACL) measure of the acaieve~-
ment motive in a study of 133 first-level female super-
visors in a large public utility company. Supervisors'
ratings of overall performance and effort were both
correlated with the n Ach measure (r = .15, p <.05 and
r= .32, p <.005, one-tailed tests; respectively).
Furthermore, the ACL measure of n Ach was related to
self-reported job involvement as measured by Lodahl
and Kejner's (1965) instrument (xr = .22, p <.01, two-
tailed test). These results are especially interesting
for they were based on data eolleéted in a field setting
from an all female sample. Many of the earlier studies
were conducted on college students in the laboratory.
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Furthermore, some authors had questioned whether find-

ings regarding the achievement motive could be generali-
zed to women (e.g., Atkinson, 1958; Stein & Bailey, 1973).
Cummin (1967) dichotomized a sample of 52 businessmen
into more and less successful subgroups on the basis of
median salary of the whole sample. Chi-square tests of

association showed TAT measures of the achievement and

power motives (McClelland et al., 1953) were both posi-

tively associated with success at p<.0l. Similarly,
McClelland (1965) presented evidence that n Ach is
associated with "entrepreneurial success" in several
parts of India, and Litwin (Note 3) reported the rela-
tionship of achievement motivation to the business
success of sales personnel.

Although the achievement motive has occasionally

failed to show a relationship to task performance (e.g.,
Bendig, 1958; Caron, 1963; Mitchell, 1961), the many
positive findings indicate that the motive warrants more
attention from industrial psychologists than it has

heretofore received. In light of suggestions that vari-

ables such as locus of control may moderate the influence
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of the achievement motive on work motivation and perform-
ance (Deci, 1975; Rotter, 1966), future research efforts
should make serious attempts to examine such potential
moderator variables. Such a multivariate approach may
improve our understanding of the processes underlying

the achievement motive's relationship to performance.

Internal-External Locus of Control

Deriving from the work of Heider (1958) on the "locus
of causality," Phares' (1957) study of skill versus chance
situations, and his own work in social learning thsorv
(Rotter, 1954), Rotter (1966) introduced the locus of
control concept as follows:

When a reinforcement (or event) is perceived
by the subject as following some action of

his own but not being entirely contingent upon
his own action, then, in our culture, it is
typically perceived as the result of luck,
chance, fate, as under the control of powerful
others, or as unpredictable because of the
great complexity of the forces surrounding him.
When an event is interpreted in this way by
an individual, we have labeled this a belief
in external control. If the person perceives
that the event is contingent upon his own
behavior or his own relatively permanent
characteristics, we have termed this a belief
in internal control. (p. 1, italics in ori-
ginal).
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It should be noted that Rotter defined locus of con-

trol in terms of perceptions about a single event. He

emphasized this situational specificity aspect of the

concept repeatedly when he pointed out:

The other limitation is one of specificity
in that internal-external control attitudes
are obviously not generalized across the
board. (Rotter, 1966, p. 21)

————

Not only do subjects in general differen-
tiate ., . . situations as internally or
externally determined but individuals differ
in a generalized expectancy in how they regard |
the same situation. (Rotter, 1966, p. 25) :

Yet, a perusal of the literature reveals that many research-
ers have unwittingly viewed locus of control as an omnibus
trait, similar to "intelligence" in its scope, which per-
tains to each and every facet of human endeavor (Lefcourt,

1976) . Possible reasons for this general misunderstand-

ing of the concept's situational specificity could be:
(a) Rotter (1966) titled his original monograph
"Generalized Expeétancies for Internal versus
External Control of Reinforcement," thus
emphasizing a cross-situational propensity.
(b) Rotter developed his popular "I-E scale" to
reflect some global composite of locus of con-

trol perceptions that is insensitive to situa-

tional differences.
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(c) A common paradigm for investigating the concept

has evolved such that studies typically adopt

an additive (of "main effects") model, use

Rotter's I-E or some other global measure, and

attempt to predict some situationally specific

measure of motivation or performance with it.
In spite of the obvious weaknesses inherent in an approach
which uses a general trait measure like the I-E scale to
predict behavior in a given situation (Bowers, 1973;
Mischel, 1968), empirical findings have often supported
the hypothesis that an internal locus of perceived control
over events has a positive influence on task motivation
and performance,

Academic motivation and performance have been the
criterion variables that have received the most attention
from researchers. For example, Lessing (1969) used Strodt-
beck's (1958) Personal Control Scale to study a sample of
eighth and eleventh graders. Even after intelligence had
been partialled out, grade point averages retained a signi-
ficant correlation with "1nterna11ty.“ Franklin (1963)
found a positive association between internality and the

time spent by high school students on homework (an impure
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measure of motivation). Similarly, James (Note 4) reported

that "internal” students were more persistent in tasks
requiring answers to complex logical puzzles than externals.
However, Eisenman and Platt (1968) and Hjelle (1970) found
no significant relationships between locus of control and if
academic achievement in their studies.

A few field studies have looked at locus of control.
Based on data collected from the National Longitudinal
Surveys of labor market experience, Valecha (1972) and é!
Andrisani and Nestel (1976) found internality, assessed
with Rotter's scale, was correlated positively with occu-
pational status, occupational information, career advance-
ment, job autonomy, hours worked per week, hourly earning, ﬂ‘
yearly earning, job satisfaction, and involvement in adult
co;tinuing education programs.

Broedling (1975) used the I-E scale in a study of
207 enlisted personnel and officers in the U. S. Navy.
She found internality was positively related to the
expectancy theory concepts of valence (outcome attractive-

ness), instrumentality (degree to which a given outcome is

contingent on job performance), and expectancy (confidence
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in one's ability to achieve a given standard of performance).

More importantly, internality was positively correlated with
supervisor's ratings of work effort (r = .20, p <.05) and
performance (r = .19, p <.05), and peers ratings of per-

formance (r = .17, p <.05). Similar to Valecha (1972),

Broedling also reported that internality was related to

pay grade (or rank). |
Wolk and DuCette (1973) reasoned similarly to Deci
(1975) and Rotter (1966) that an internal locus of con-
trol is a prerequisite for a strong relationship between
the achievement motive and its presumed manifestations

and influences (e.g., moderate risk-taking, better perfor-

mance, stronger motivation, etc.). 1In the first of two
studies they conducted, 53 college students were dichoto-

mized into two subgroups, internals and externals, on the

basis of their scores on Rotter's I-E scale. Correlations
were computed for each subgroup and the total sample
between scores on Mehrabian's (1968) measure of the
achievement motive and two criterion measures (subjects’

preferences for pursuit rotor tasks of intermediate diffi-

culty and midterm exam grades). The correlations of
achievement scores with exam grades were r = .32 (p <.05)
for the entire sample, r = .66 (p <.0l) for internals,

and r = .37 (n.s.) for externals. For the criterion of f§
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preference for tasks of moderate difficulty, the achieve-
ment motive showed correlations of r = .02 (n.s.) for the
entire sample, r = .53 (p <.05) for internals, and r = -.07
(n.s.) for externals.

In a second study, Wolk and DuCette examined a differ-
ent sample of 133 students and this time they collected
additional data on final exam grades, SAT-verbal, and SAT-
quantitative scores. For internals, the achievement motivé
measure showed positive correlations with midterm exam
(r = .39, p <.01), final exam (r = .37, p <.01), SAT-verbal
scores (r = .41, p <.0l1), SAT-quantitative scores (r = .33,
P <.01), and preference for tasks of moderate difficulty
(r = .44, p <.01). For externals, only the SAT-quantitative
scores showed a significant correlation with the achievement
motive measure and it was negative (r = -.27, p <.05).
Fisher's 2z tests of the differences between the correlations
for internals and externals were significant at or below
P = .05 for all criterion measures. For the entire sample,
only the final exam and the preference for moderately diffi-
cult tasks criteria showed relationships to the achievement
motive (r = .18, p <.05 and r = .24, p <.01; respectively).
The consistent findings of these two studies led Wolk and

DuCette (1973) to conclude that:

In general, these data indicate that support
for achievement-motivation theory can be sub-
stantial if the variable of locus of control
is taken into account. . . . This study indi-
cates that achievement-related behavior, in
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achievement-motivated subjects, is elicited
only when these subjects possess an internal
orientation. (p. 67)

With only a few exceptions (such as Wolk and DuCette's
study), the predominant paradigm guiding studies of the
achievement motive and locus of control concepts has been
a bivariate or "main effects" model of the relationship
between the focal trait and a dependent variable. That
the evolution of such paradigms hampers real scientific
progress and understanding has been pointed oFt before
(Cartwright, 1973). Cronbach (1975) and McKeachie (1974)
have both asserted that it is time for psychologists to
abandon their oversimplified additive or bivariate models
and face up to the fact that better understanding of the
multidimensional nature of the world will eventuate only
if more accurate multivariate models are adopted. Wolk
and DuCette's (1973) study clearly demonstrated the value
of a multivariate interactionist approach to the study
of the locus of control and achievement motive constructs.
Future investigators of these concepts should take note
of Wolk and DuCette's findings and adopt models that are
appropriate to the nomological network under study.

Researchers should also become aware of the situa-

tional specificity of the locus of control (and possibly
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the achievement motive) dimension. It is not a unitary
trait that is invariant within a person regardless of
environmental context. The skilled craftsman may perceive
a strong internal control over the events and outcomes in
his workshop; however, his perceived control over the
outcomes of his behavior in the gambling casinos of Las
Vegas is probably quite the opposite. Current omnibus
measures, such as Rotter's I-E scale, attempt to measure
some theoretical mean or average of the various specific
control beliefs that a person might have. Hence, such
measures probably provide only weak predictive power in
specific situations where intra-individual variability

in control beliefs is likely to be great. This criticism
may be applicable to the majority of achievement motive
measures also. Measures specifically designed for the
prediction setting are needed.

Lefcourt (1976) recently completed a comprehensive
review of the literature on locus of control. His con-
cluding remarks emphasized the need for more situation-
specific measures of control:

If one were to summarize the current status
of assessment tools used in the study of locus
of control, it would be possible to conclude
that there is evidence to encourage investi-

gators to . . . develop newer, more criterion- .
specific measures. (p. 137)
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Furthermore, if one wishes to use the per-~-
ception of control as a powerful predicator,
then it will always be profitable to design
one's own assessment devices for the criterion
of interest. This is similar to stating that
people are not so much to be characterized as
internals or externals as they may be said to
hold internal and external control expectancies
about different aspects of their lives. If one
were concerned about a particular aspect, such
as the ability to maintain close intimate
relationships, then the perception of control
of love and affection responses would be more
salient than would control expectancies pertain-
ing to achievement. To summarize this point,
one would always do well tc¢ add an "of what"
after the phrase perception of control.

(pp. 153-154, italics added)

Bureaucratic Values

The notion that people have attitudes or sets of
values that are pro- or anti-bureaucratic in nature and
that influence their work motivation is relatively new,.
Sociologists (e.g., Bennisg, 1969; Blau & Scott, 1962;
Bordua & Reiss, 1966; Gouldner, 1954; Merton, 1940;:
and Selznick, 1943) recognized the impact of organizational
bureaucratization on members' work behaviors long ago;
however, little study has been made of the influence

that individuals' value orientations toward bureaucracy

may have on their work motivation. Yet, as Gordon (1973)

has suggested:




Because of the current prevalence of bureau-
cratic organizations, the identification of
individuals who are particularly adapted to
this type of work environment is a matter of

practical concern. (p. 3)
A version of the general proposition known as the

“congruence hypothesis" (Gordon, 1973) states that a per-

son's values regarding bureaucracy interact with perceptions

of the bureaucratic orientation of the work environment

to influence work motivation. Negative affective reactions
are expected to result from value conflicts between a
person and the work environment. These conflicts probably
lead to depressed work motivation and psychological with-
drawal from the job (Gordon, 1973). This motivational
effect is likely to be reflected in performance differences

over time for a given person or between people at a

given time.

Where the bureaucratic orientations of individuals

and their work environments are compatible, people should
be able to function optimally in seeking to satisfy their
competence-related motives. Thus, the orientation of the

work environment may be thought of as facilitating or

blocking individuals' attempts to act in accordance with
their values. This hypothesis is a specific corollary of

the more general hypothesis addressed by researchers -
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concerned with role theory (e.g., Gross, Mason, & McEachern,

1958; Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Morse &

Lorsch, 1970; and Sarbin & Allen, 1968); however, it focuses
solely on the concept of bureaucratic values and not on

the omnibus collection of values represented in the role
construct. Analogous to Steers and Spencer's (1977) argu-
ment concerning the achievement motive in relation to the
more general construct of higher order need strength,

the position of this author is that a better understanding
of work motivation processes may depend on a redirection

of research efforts to focus on the specific components of

complex constructs (e.g., bureaucratic values as one com-

* ponent of the work role construct).

Gordon (1973) developed ". . . a set of categories

parallel to those of Weber (1922) but describing individual

rather than organizational characteristics.” (p. 3).

These categories or dimensions thus provide a description

of individuals with pro-bureaucratic orientations:

self-subordination - a willingness to comply fully

with the stated wishes of a

superior and to have decisions

made for one by higher authority.




impersonalization - a preference for impersonal
or formal relationships with
others on the job, particularly
with individuals at a different
organizational level.

rule conformity - a desire for the security
afforded by adherence to rules,
regulations, and standard
operating procedures.

traditionalism - a need for the security provided
by organizational identification
and conformity to the in-group
norm.

compartmentalization -~ complete confidence in expert
judgment, and a need to restrict
one's concern to a narrow area
of specification.
(Gordon, 1973, pp. 3-4)

Gordon (1973) also developed a 24-item questionnaire,

the Work Environment Preference Schedule (WEPS), to mea-

sure these human value orientations toward bureaucracy.

Research studies that have used the WEPS scale are reviewed
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by Gordon (1973). For example, the Conformity and
Orderliness scales of the Survey of Interpersonal Values
(Gordon, 1960) were correlated positively and the Indepen-
dence and Variety scales were correlated negatively with
the WEPS across samples of Peace Corps w lunteers,
military trainees, skilled trades apprentices, and
college students. Similarly, Gordon (1973) reported that
the WEPS has shown positive relationships with measures
of authoritarianism (Adorno, Frenkel-Brunswick, Levinson,
& Sanford, 1950), dogmatism (Rokeach, 1960), religious
onservatism, and internal locus of control (Couch, Note 5).
Kavanagh (1973) examined the WEPS in relation to four
scales from the "ideal form" of the Leader Behavior Descrip-
tion Questionnaire (Stogdill, 1963). Based on 111 manage-
ment students, the WEPS was correlated positively with
subordinates' desire for superiors who exhibit Initiation
of Structure and Production Emphasis, and negatively with
desire for superiors who manifest Tolerance of Freedom
and Consideration.
Three studies of ROTC and military academy students

indicated that the WEPS was a useful predictor of turn-

over and dropout in these highly bureaucratic learning
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environments (Gordon, 1973). Studies of petroleum pro-
ducts salesmen and hospital support personnel show nega-
tive correlations between the WEPS scores and performance
ratings. In general, the WEPS seems to be correlated
negatively with educational level and measures of
intellectual aptitude and positively with age and Years
of service (Gordon, 1973). To this author's knowledge,
only one study (Parkington, Note g) has looked at the
bureaucratic congruence hypothesis as a motivational
determinant.

Parkington (note 6) hypothesized that employees in
service organizations who perceive themselves as anti-
bureaucratic ("enthusiastic") and their organizational
environment as bureaucratic will be (1) more dissatisfied
with their work organization, (2) more frustrated with
their jobs, and (3) more likely to manifest a propensity
to quit their jobs. In a study of 263 bank clerical
employees, Parkington (Note 6) found that the perceived
discrepancy between an individuals' and his organization's
bureaucratic orientations was related to work satisfaction
(x = -.30, p <.001), work frustration (r = .27, p <.001),
and propensity to leave the organization (r = .27, p <.001).
Another analysis of the data revealed that the discrepancy

between orientations was a better predictor of these criteria

than the simple perception of organizational orientation.
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While only the Parkington (Note ¢) study has investi-

gated this propositim, the bureaucratic congruence hypo-

thesis has intuitive appeal and should be examined by
future research. Furthermore, the logic of the congruence

hypothesis mayfbe applicable to concepts other than bureau-

cratic values. The achievement motive and locus of con-

trol dimensions may also be thought of as traits or
values that interact with the work environment to influ-

ence motivation and performance. In the next chapter,

this possibility of interactions between achievement
motivation and locus of control on one hand, and various
environmental characteristics on the other, will be dis-

cussed and relevant studies reviewed.
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III. ON THE PERSON-SITUATION INTERACTION AS
A DETERMINANT OF WORK MOTIVATION AND
PERFORMANCE

The Person-Situation Interaction

The theoretical foundation for the tenet that
motivation (or behavior) is a result of an interaction
between human attributes and situational characteristics
has been credited by Endler and Magnusson (1976) to
Kantor (1924). Kantor suggested that the appropriate
unit of study for psychology was:

e « « the individual as he interacts with
all of the various types of situations which
constitute his behavior circumstances.
(1924, p. 92)

Later, Murray (1938) presented the first modern
interactionist theory of behavior in his conceptuali-
zation of needs, presses, and themas. Although some
consider Murray to have been a "trait theorist" due to
his typology of 20 different needs, his concepts of
an alpha press (environmental characteristics as they
objectively exist in reality) and beta press (situational

characteristics as they are subjectively perceived by a

person) exemplified his concern for situational factors.
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Murray advocated the use of parallel constructs for
conceptualizing people and situations and coined the temm
"themas" to refer to need-press pairs that are based on
parallel core dimensions. For example, the achievement
thema referred to the interaction of a personal variable
(the need for achievement) and a situational variable
(environmental "presses" for achievement behavior). 1In
discussing themas, Murray regarded beta presses to be
of greater psychological importance than their alpha
press complements. Lewin (1951) similarly favored an
approach that utilized parallel conceptual dimensions for
classifying people and situations; however, Lewin assumed
that the alpha press could be ignored. On the other hand,
Murray (1951) considered discrepancies between alpha and
beta presses to be intriguing and potentially important
phenomena.

Contemporary theorists have continued to emphasize the
greater potency of the subjectively perceived environment
(e.g., Bowers, 1973; Endler & nagpuslon, 1976; James, Hater,
Gent, & Bruni, Note 7 ; Schneider, B., Note 8; Schneider,
D. J., 1973; and Taguiri, 1968). Just the same, a few writers

favor the study of the objective dimensions of situations
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(e.g., Barker, 1965; Sells, 1963). Several different
terms have been used to distinguish these two approachess
biologicai vs. psychological (Kantor, 1924), geographical
vs. behavioral (Koffka, 1935), structure vs. climate
(Schneider, B., Note 8), and objective vs. subjective
(Endler & Magnusson, 1976). This diversity of terms and
positions can also be found in reviews of the literature
on the person-situation interaction (e.g., Bowers, 1973;
Ekehammer, 1974; Endler & Magnusson, 1976; Lichtman &
Hunt, 1971; Mischel, 1973; Pervin, 1968; and Schneider, B.,
Note 9). 1In spite of the great variety of,interactionist_
positions, a few fundamental axioms seem to tie together
most recent work. According to Endler and Magnusson
(1976) :

Conceptions of recent formulations of inter-

actional psychology can be summarized by four

main points:

1. Behavior is determined by a continuous pro-

cess of interaction between the individual

and the situation he encounters (feedback).

2., The individual is an intentional, active
agent in this interaction process.

3. Cognitive factors are important in inter-
action.

4. The psychological meaning of the situation
to the individual is an essential determin-
ant of behavior. (pp. 11-12)
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The study of person-situation interactions has
encompassed several different lines of inquiry. One line
of investigation has focused on interactions between human
aptitudes or abilities and certain contextual variables
such as task characteristics, reward systems, and work
climate (e.g., Schneider, B., Note 9). Another approach
has emphasized human personality traits and values in
interaction with situational variables (e.g., Endler &
Magnusson, 1976). Within each of these two approaches,
one éan distinguish studies which look at the behavioral
consequences of interaction from studies that focus exclu-
sively on emotional or motivational effects (e.g., satis-
faction, turnover intentions, etc.). For present purposes,
only those studies that have focused on the interaction of
values or traits and the work environment are of direct
importance. Furthermore, studies within this domain
which have considered the achievement motive or locus of
control variables are especially relevant. 1In the next
section, several studies that fall within these constraints

are discussed. The final section of this chapter contains

a comment on the present state of research in this area.

T .
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Some Exemplary Research

One of the most respected investigations of the person-

situation interaction is the A.T.&T. study of managerial
potential and success (Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974).
Although this study has involved many different types of
measures collected over a period of years, the finding

of primary interest here was that an overall prediction of }

success (whether a person is likely to reach the middle

level of management in ten years or not) was differentially \

valid depending on the degree of challenge experienced
during the initial years of the job.
The predictor (a dichotomous judgment) was based on

a clinical integration of information from interviews,

projective personality tests, aptitude and ability mea-

sures, assessment center exercises, etc. An analysis

of the relationships between various achievement motive ?'
indices and the global predictor rating indicated that
achievement-oriented values had "heavy loadings" on the

rating. To the degree that the prediction of success was

determined by achievement motivations, the interaction

of the overall rating with job challenge in predicting

actual management level attained may be taken as evidence




for an interaction between achievement motivation and
job challenge. Direct tests of this latter interaction
would have been desirable for this paper's purposes;
however, Bray et al. (1974) did not report these analyses.
Nevertheless, the results they do report provide some

s upport for the influence on career success of an inter-

action between achievement motivation and early job

challenge,

Andrews (1967) studied career advancement as a

function of the fit between employees' and their work
organizations' predominant value orientations. Two

very different Mexican firms were examined. One firm

was described as:

« « « highly achievement oriented, progress-
ive and expansive in its policies, and
economically successful. . . . Many people
respond to this challenge, and those who do
not are replaced or . . . given help, if
possible, through the counselling services.
(Andrews, 1967, p. 164)

The other firm was quite different:

. « « less achievement-oriented, more conser-
vative and traditional, and less successful
economically. . . this second firm is strongly
oriented toward power relationships, shows

few achievement-oriented characteristics and
is more strongly oriented around issues of
dominance and dependence. (Andrews, 1967,

pp. 164-165)
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Andrews hypothesized that advancement in either firm
{(e.g., promotions, pay raises, job status) depended on a
congruence.between individuals' motive strengths and

their firm's dominant orientation. TAT measures of n
Achievement and n Power, as well as criterion measures of
advancement, were obtained from personnel in both 6rgani-
zations. Results generally showed that the achievement
motive was positively related to advancement in the
achievement-oriented firm and negatively related to
advancement in the power-oriented firm: Furthermore,

the power motive showed positive correlations with advance-
ment in the power-oriented firm and negative correlations
in the achievement-oriented firm. %

In a laboratory experiment conducted at a Japanese
university, Misumi and Seki (1967) obtained TAT measures
of the achievement motive from a sample of college students.
Twelve students who were high and twelve who were low in
achievement motivation were selected. Each group of twelve
was then divided into four subgroups which were randomly
assigned to one of four different supervisory style
treatments: performance emphasis, consideration emphasis,

performance and consideration emphasis, and a neutral
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emphasis (control group). Graduate agsistants served
as work group supervisors to implement the desired styles.
Each group worked for nearly two hours on a task that
involved counting the holes in computer cards.
A 4 X 2 analysis of productivity variance showed

main effects for supervisory style (p <.05), and achieve-

ment motivation (p<.001), as well as the interaction
between them (p<.00l), For groups with high achievement
motivation, the order of treatment cell means from high-
est to lowest performance was: consideration and perform-
ance, performance, consideration, and neutral conditions.
For low achievement motivation groups, treatment cell
means decreased in the order: performance, control,
consideration and performance, and consideration condi-
tions.

Steers (1975a, 1975b) and Steers and Spencer (1977)
provided results from several studies demonstrating the
interaction of achievement motivation with work environ-
ment variables and with other personal dimensions. 1In
one study of 133 first-level female supervisors in a

large utility company, Steers (1975a) found that for those
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with low achievement motivation, their perceptions of

the degree of participation they experienced were posi-
tively correlated with superiors' rating of work effort

and performance. For the women with high achievement
motivation, this relationship was not obtained. However,
for these high achievement-motivated supervisors, their
reports of the amount of performance feedback they received
and the specificity of their work goals were both positively
related to work effort and performance. On the other hand,
no relationships between these measures were observed for
low achievement-motivated supervisors.

In another study of the same sample, Steers (1975b)
obtained self-report measures of job involvement and job
satisfaction. For subjects with weak achievement moti-
vation, neither involvement nor satisfaction were related
to performance. However, for subjects with strong
achievement motivation, both involvement and satisfac-
tion were positively correlated with superiors' ratings
of the subjects' performance.

Steers and Spencer (1977) studied 115 managers in a
major manufacturing firm. They hypothesized that

managers' perceptions of job environmental scope (i.e.,

task variety, autonomy, identity, feedback, optional and
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required social interactions) would be related to job
E performance ratings only for those with strong achievement
motivation. Correlations between all the job scope

dimensions but one (required social interactions) and

performance were positive for high achievement-motivated

s bl o i i

managers and significantly different from the correla-

tions computed on managers with weak achievement moti- . .

vation.

A moderated multiple regression analysis of the

performance variance showed that after the overall job

scope predictor was in the equation (Byl = ,11, n.s.),

the increase in predictability of performance due to the

addition of the achievement motive variable was signi-

ficant (Bylz = ,22, p<.05), as well as the subsequent

increase due to the interaction term between job scope

NRFRET PN

and achievement motivation (R,123= .26, p<.10). The

results of this study and the previous two (Steers,

e e it

1975a, 1975b) serve to emphasize the point that:

« « « the n Ach construct warrants further
consideration as an important individual .
difference variable in future investigations ,
of employee motivation and work behavior. !
(Steers & Spencer, 1977, p. 478)

Pritchard and Karasick (1973) hypothesized similar

to Andrews (1967) that:
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« « . Organizational climate interacts with

such individual differences variables as needs

or values in influencing behavior. (p. 127)
Forty-six ménagers were selected from a franchising firm
that was described as ". . . dynamic, democratic, skilled
in handling operating probléms. aggressive, and highly
achievement oriented" (Pritchard & Karasick, 1973, p. 130).
Another thirty managers were selected from a manufactur-
ing company that was ". . . centralized, static, conserva-
tive, and paternalistic in nature" (p. 130). All sub-
jects completed an organizational climate questionnaire
containing 11 scales measuring perceived autonomy, con-
fiict v. cooperation, social relations, structure,
levels of rewards, performance-reward dependency, moti-
vation to achieve, status polarization, flexibility and
innovation, decision centralization, and supportiveness.
The managers also completed five scales from Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule (achievement, affiliation,
autonomy, order, and dominance) and the Minnesota Satis-
faction Questionnaire (Weiss, Dawis, England, & Lofquist,
1967) .

Tests of differences between personnel from the two

organizations on the climate scales showed that the

\
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dynamic company was perceived to have better social rela-
tions, a stronger performance-reward dependency, more
flexibility and innovation, and a stronger achievement
orientation. The static organization was perceived to
have greater decision centralization and status polari-
zation. Of the 11l climate scales, the perceived achievement-
orientation scale had the highest correlation with ratings
of managers' performance (r = .25, p<.05) and the second
highest correlation with their reported job satisfaction
(r = .65, p<.0l) for a combined sample from both organi-
zations,

The combined sample was trichotomized into high,
medium, and low groups on individual need and climate
dimensions and 3 X 3 analyses of variance were computed
for the performance and satisfaction measures. No signi-
ficant interactions between need achievement and climate
achievement were obtained for either measure; however,
Pritchard and Karasick (1973) noted that:

« « « some support for an interactive rela-
tionship was observed by the extremely low
mean satisfaction level of the High individual

need for achievement-Low climate achievement
subjects. (p. 139)
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Significant interactions were obtained for the climate
status polarization-need dominance combination with perform-
ance (p<.06) and with satisfaction (p<.0l) and for the
climate decision centralization-need autonomy combination
with satisfaction (p <.05).

The foregoing studies provide findings that suggest
the possible utility of considering person-situation
achievement interactions in work motivation research.
Although few studies of interactions between personal and
situational locus of control have been made, some rele-
vant findings are available.

Runyon (1973) predicted that:

The more individuals see themselves as internals,
the greater will be their satisfaction with
participative management and vice versa.
(p. 289)

He also hypothesized that:
The more closely supervision approaches parti-
cipative management, the greater will be the job
involvement of individuals who see themselves
as internals. (Runyon, 1973, p. 289)

Rotter's I-E scale, Lodahl and Kejner's (1965) job involve-

ment scale, and a likert-scale that measured satisfaction

with supervision were administered to a sample of 54 hourly
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employees of an urban chemical company. Another sample
of 56 employees having the same supervisors as those in
the first sample were given a seven item scale that
measured their supervisors' style of management along the
participative dimension. Data points were developed by
matching employees from the two samples into pairs who
had the same supervisor to give a total sample size of

54 pairs. The sample was divided into six groups by
dichotomizing on the supervisory style measure into
"participative" and "directive" styles and trichotomizing
on the locus of control measure into internal, intermedi-
ate, and external orientations.

A 2 X 3 analysis of variance on the satisfaction
with supervision measure showed a main effect for style
(p <.01) and a significant interaction between style and
locus of control (p <.00l1). An examination of cell means
revealed that participative groups exhibited greater
satisfaction than directive groups. Furthermore, satis-

faction covaried positively with internality under parti-

cipative supervision and negatively with internality under

directive supervision.




An analysis of job involvement variance using the
same 2 X 3 desigr. produced a strong main efféct for
locus of control (p<.001), a weaker main effect for
8 upervisory style (2<:;08). and no interaction. To
the extent that job satisfaction and involvement are
reflective of work motivation, this study's findings
support an explanation of work motivation as a function
of the interaction between personal and situational locus
of control.

Organ (1975) administered eight unannounced bonus
quizzes to three classes of graduate students during a
semester. Midway through the semester, data were collected
from the students on Rotter's I-E scale, Internality
correlated positively (r = .13, p <.05, one-tail test)
with the total bonus points earned on these quizzes, but
not with performance on regularly scheduled exams. Sub-
jects (n = 142) were dichotomized at the median on the
locus of control measure and the two groups were compared
on the average improvement in their quiz performances over
time. Whereas internal subjects showed a significant
improvement, externals did not. Organ (1975) interpreted

these results in line with a person-situation interaction

explanation:
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. « « internals did show a significantly
greater rate of improvement on bonus quiz
performance. This supports and extends
previous findings that internals are more
eensitive than externals to opportunities
for reinforcement. However tentative and
limited the conclusions one may draw from
these results, the findings would appear to
encourage the search for stable, generalized
individual differences that moderate the :
effects of organizational environments. (p. 404)
Rotter and Mulry (1965) presented college students
in a laboratory experiment with sets of plane angles
and instructed them to choose the one angle in each set
that was most similar to a given criterion. Althcush
all angles in a given set were equal and thus there was
no correct answer, subjects were not told this. The
dependent variable was the time subjects spent trying
to decide which alternative was better (an impure assess-
ment of motivation).
Internals and externals were randomly assigned to
either a skill (subjects were told that success depended

on skill) or chance condition (subjects were told that

the task was so difficult that success depended primarily
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on luck). The interaction between locus of control and
skill versus chance instructions was significant by an
analysis of variance procedure (p<.05). The authors
interpreted their findings to mean that internals tend

to become more involved in tasks if they perceive success
to depend on their own skills.

The results of Organ's (1975) and Rotter and Mulry's
(1965) studies are supportive of the hypothesized inter-
action of locus of control and work context variables,
but only Runyon's (1973) study directly addressed the
issue in a field setting. It seems clear that more
attention should be given to the locus of control con-
struct in future field investigations of work motivation

and performance.

A Comment on the Methodology of Interactions

The notion that work performance is a function of
ability, motivation, and their interaction has been
popular for many years now. Just as popular has been

the Lewinian tenet that work motivation is a function

RN
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of the person, the work environment, and their intef-
action. Many researchers have sought to investigate

one or the other of these hypotheses; some have inveati-
gated the two concurrently which is most desirable.
Although the theoretical framework for understanding

the interactional processes of work motivation and per-
formance was laid down some time ago, only recently

have researchers become aware of statistical tools
appropriate for dealing with multivariate data involving
interactions.

As the reader may have noticed, the majority of
interaction studies reviewed here used one of two differ-
ent statistical techniques. One common technique is
differential subgroup analysis. This procedure involves
dividing the sample into subgroups on the basis of
scores or standings on a potential moderator variable.
Correlations computed within each subgroup between
"independent" and “dependent" measures are then tested
to see if they differ siqnifiéantly across subgroups.

Although this method is valid for certain purposes,

such as determining whether a linear relationship
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between two variables is stronger in one subgroup than
in another, it has often been misinterpreted (Zedeck,
1971).

For example, McNemar (1969) pointed out that the
discovery of different correlations across subgroups
does not always mean that the errors of prediction are
different. Similarly, Bartlett (Note 10) has noted
that correlation coefficients depend on means and
standard deviations as well as raw regression slopes.
Thus, the finding of different subgroup correlations
does not directly imply the presence of different sub-
group means, standard deviations, or slopes (and vice
versa). Other possible problems with this technique
involve determining the optimal number of subgroups to
be formed, placement of cutting scores for dis tinguishing
subgroups, and deciding on an appropriate definition
of differential validity.

Classical analysis of variance (ANOVA) represents
the second commonly used method for determining inter-
action effects. Whereas differential subgroup analysis

tests for correlation differences, the ANOVA procedure

is concerned with the psttern of differences among
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subgroup means. If the underlying assumptions of the
ANOVA are satisfied, it does provide valid tests of
interactions among the factors represented. However,
for many of the non-experimental studies reviewed

] ! earlier, the ANOVA assumptions were violated by the

procedure used for creating "treatment cell" sub-
groups.

For example, several studies divided their samples
into subgroups of approximately the same size on the

basis of scores from obtained measures. The measures

were then treated as "experimental factors" and the sub-
groups were taken to represent "levels" of these factors.
The ANOVA procedure is subsequently applied to these
subgroups or "treatment cell samples" to test for
interactions between the measures.

Although this procedure shows an appreciation for

the "homogeneity of error variance" assumption under-
lying analyses of variance, it violates the more criti-
cal assumption of randomness of the errors both within

and across cells. Because subjects are not randomly

assigned to the various treatment combinations, any
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dependence that may exist among the measures or "factors"

in the population will carry over into the sample. This
dependencé among the "factors" results in dependence of

the errors within and across subgroup "treatment cells."

In this context, Hayes (1973) has warned:

The assumption of independent errors is most
importanti for the justification of the F
test in the analysis of variance, and unfor-
tunatzly, violations of this assumption have
important consequences for the results of
the analysis. If this assumption is not met,
very serious errors in inference can be made.
(p. 482, italics in original)

Moderated multiple regression analysis (MR) has
recently been promoted by several writers (e.g., Cohen &
Cohen, 1975; Zedeck, 1971) as a more appropriate pro-

cedure for investigating interactions among non-experimental

data. Several of its more obvious advantages include:
(1) mechanisms for dealing with moderate multicollinear-
ity among variables, thus avoiding the ANOVA problem of

nonorthogonality produced by unequal sample sizes or

dependent errors, (2) utilization of the full range of

data, thus avoiding the loss of information,metric pre-

cision, and statistical power produced by subgrouping,

(3) it not only provides appropriate significance tests

t
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of interaction that are invariant under linear trans-
formations of the simple variables, but also estimates
of the usefulness and relative sizes of the effects, and
(4) it provides for the inclusion of higher order terms
and interactions so that nearly any nonlinear effect of
interest can be examined.

The MR approach is based on the general linear model.
The variance of some "dependent" variable, Y, is assumed
to be uniquely partitionable and allocatable to several
“independent" variables, X;, and to a random error com-

ponent, E; In connection with the ability-motivation

3
interaction hypothesis, three "independent" variables
representing some measure of ability (A), some measure
of motivation (M), and their product (A*M) are included
in the model. MR prov;des an unbiased test of the

“main effect” of either the ability or the motivation
variable by testing the increment in g? due to the addi-
tion of the variable to the equation after the other is
already in. Similarly, the increment in 5? due to the

addition of the product term (A*M) to the main effects

(A, M) provides an unbiased test of the interaction
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between the ability and motivation measures. This heir-
archical strategy also has the advantage of providing
tests that are invariant to linear transformations of
the original measures (Cohen & Cohen, 1975).

The moderated multiple fegression analysis is a power-
ful and flexible tool for the non-experimental researcher
who is interested in interactions. There have been many
studies that may have benefitted from the increased power
of the MR analysis relative to the ANOVA. The availability
of computer programs for conducting MR analyses and several
textbooks which discuss its applicability to a wide range
of research problems (e.g., Cohen & Cohen, 1975) should

stimulate increased use of the procedure.




IV, SUMMARY AND HYPOTHESES

overview

In Chapter I, the proposition that work performance

is determined by ability, motivation, and their inter-

action was reviewed. A plethora of studies (see Howard,
Note 2) have employed a variety of measures to investi-

the selection of

In most studies,

gate this hypothesis.
appropriate ability measures has been an area of little

theoretical dispute. Such decisions have usually been

determined by the apparent skill requirements of the

task. However, in some studies, researchers have

been constrained to use whatever seemed to be the best
of several available, but inferior measures of ability.
Selecting meaningful measures of work motivation
has always been an area plagued by conflicting theore-
tical perspectives on the nature and measurement of
one finds the literature

work motivation. Thus,

replete with many different measures of work motiva-

tion which reflect a variety of conceptual orientations.
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These orientations seem to fall into three general cate-
gories: person-oriented, situation-oriented, or person-
situation interaction-oriented. 1In Chapter II, three
personal trait dimensions (locus of control, achieve-
ment motivation, and bureaucratic values) which may be
important for understanding work motivation and perform-
ance were discussed in the context of a person- nted
approach. Departing from this approach, Chapter 1.
introduced the idea that work motivation and perform-
ance may be better explained by person-situation inter-
actions.

Based on the early work of Lewin (1938), the
person-situation interaction approach posits that the
motivational force on a person to act is determined by
attributes of the person, of the environment, and their
interaction. In light of the research and ideas presented
in Chapters II and III, it seems reasonable that the per-
sonal attributes of achievement motivation, locus of
control, and bureaucratic values may interact with the
work environment to affect work motivation and perform-

ance.
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Some studies have found that objective aspects of
the work setting may interact with these traits to
affect motivation and performance (e.g., Andrews, 1967).

Just the same, this author concurs with the view of sever-

al theorists (e.g., Endler & Magnusson, 1976; James et al.,
Note 7) that it is a person's subjective impression of
the work environment that probably has the most direct

interaction with personal traits. Because people are

not comprehensive, unbiased information processors,

they are likely to interpret similar work environments
differently and the correspondence between objective and

subjective environments may be less than perfect. For

this reason, the subjective work environment may be a

more powerful factor than the objective environment in

i

studies of the person-situation interaction.

Whereas statistical interactions between personal

traits and situational characteristics have been and

can be empirically demonstrated in the work setting, the

- existence and nature of the psychological processes likely
to be responsible for these ébserved interactions are a
matter for theoretical speculation. The position favored

by this author is derived from the general congruence
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hypothesis. Specifically, this position states that a
person's work-related traits and values have an effect
' on work motivation that is moderated by the compati-

bility of the values with similar dimensions in the
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