
SHORT-TERM EFFECTS ON EMPLOYEE ATTITUDES OF THE INTRODUCTION 

OF MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES: AN EMPIRICAL STUDY 

IN A LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

A THESIS 

Presented to 

The Facul ty of the D i v i s i o n of Graduate 

Studies and Research 

By 

Leo G i l l i s P a r r i s h , J r . 

In P a r t i a l F u l f i l l m e n t 

of the Requirements for the Degree 

Doctor of Phi losophy 

in the School o f I n d u s t r i a l and Systems Engineering 

Georgia I n s t i t u t e of Technology 

November, 19 73 

) 



SHORT-TERM EFFECTS ON EMPLOYEE ATTITUDES OF THE INTRODUCTION 

OF MANAGEMENT BY OBJECTIVES: AN EMPIRICAL STUDY 

IN A LOCAL GOVERNMENT 

Approved: _ [ \ l t 

T~. Conno*ll.)77 Chairman 

) 

C. M. York 

Date approved by Chairman: 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I wish to express my s incere apprec ia t ion to 

Dr. Terence Connolly for h i s e x c e l l e n t guidance as a t h e s i s 

a d v i s o r . His f r i endsh ip helped to make the doc tora l program 

a more rewarding experience than i t otherwise would have 

been. Dr. Conno l ly ' s enthusiasm for the study of o r g a n i ­

zat ion behavior was l a r g e l y r e s p o n s i b l e for my pursuing the 

research descr ibed in t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n . 

Spec ia l thanks are due to Dr. Norman R. Baker, who, 

as chairman of my guidance committee and as a member of the 

reading committee, provided va luab le d i r e c t i o n during the 

ear ly s tages of the doc tora l program and h e l p f u l c r i t i c i s m 

of the d i s s e r t a t i o n research and w r i t i n g . 

The research would not have been p o s s i b l e without the 

e x c e l l e n t support and cooperat ion extended to me by the Judge 

and the department heads of the l o c a l government in which 

the study was conducted. Their h e l p , and e s p e c i a l l y the 

support of the D i r e c t o r of Finance, i s g r a t e f u l l y acknow­

ledged , as i s the cooperat ion of the p a r t i c i p a t i n g employees 

of the study groups. 

Messrs . "Mac" McCluskey and Leo R e t e n e l l e r and 

Mrs. Barbara Briggs of the American Telephone and Telegraph 

Company's Southern Area Human Resources Center provided 

inva luab le a s s i s t a n c e by conducting MBO t r a i n i n g seminars f o r 



the l o c a l government. I cannot thank them enough for the 

personal s a c r i f i c e s and the major c o n t r i b u t i o n s which they 

made to the research . 

I a l s o thank Dr. W, W. Nash of Georgia Sta te U n i v e r s i t y 

and Dr. R. N. Lehrer and Dr. C. M. York who read the d i s s e r ­

t a t i o n and gave h e l p f u l advice and c r i t i c i s m . 

I am g r a t e f u l to Dr. W. W. Hines and Dr. L. G. Cal lahan 

for t h e i r help and encouragement, e s p e c i a l l y during the e a r l y 

s tages of my program of s tudy. 

The demands of the Ph.D. program have prevented me 

from g iv ing the time and a t t e n t i o n to my three c h i l d r e n - -

C h r i s , Leo, and Kathy--which they deserve . I am thankful to 

my parents who have w i l l i n g l y given of t h e i r time to compen­

sate p a r t i a l l y f o r my absence. 

F i n a l l y , I dedicate t h i s d i s s e r t a t i o n to my w i f e , 

Beth. Without her understanding, encouragement, and s a c r i f i c e s 

t h i s e f f o r t could not have been undertaken. 



TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Page 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 1 1 
LIST OF TABLES v i 
SUMMARY I X 

Chapter 

I . INTRODUCTION AND MBO LITERATURE SURVEY 1 

Introduct ion 
MBO Defined 
Purpose of the Research 
MBO--Normative L i t e r a t u r e 
MBO--Case Study L i t e r a t u r e 
Systematic Empirical Research 
A Note on the Time Required to Achieve the 

Ful l E f f e c t s of MBO 
Summary of L i t e r a t u r e Review 
Conclusion 

I I . RESEARCH MODEL DEVELOPMENT AND HYPOTHESES . . . . 30 

Major Model 
Job S a t i s f a c t i o n and Mot iva t ion 
Goal S e t t i n g 
Feedback 
I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Control 
Job Interdependence 
Organ iza t iona l Climate 
Acceptance of Job Change 
Summary of Hypotheses 

The Quasi-Experimental Method 
The Research S i t e and the S e l e c t i o n of 

Experimental Groups 
Time Sequence of the Research 
Data C o l l e c t i o n 
Treatment 
Treatment V a r i a t i o n s 

I I I . FIELD SITE AND RESEARCH APPROACH 45 



V 

Chapter Page 

IV. INSTRUMENT AND MEASUREMENTS 64 

Scale Development 
The Scales 

Summary of Scale Development Resu l t s 

V. DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 100 
Summary of Chapters I - I V 
Preview of Chapters V-VI 
Required Data A n a l y s i s 
Methods of Data A n a l y s i s 
A n a l y s i s of Dependent V a r i a b l e s 
A n a l y s i s o f Moderator V a r i a b l e s 
Indiv idual D i f f erence V a r i a b l e s 
Organ iza t iona l D i f f erence V a r i a b l e s 
MBO Process -Re la ted V a r i a b l e s 
Summary of Findings 
Discuss ion of Findings 

V I . CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 161 

Conclusions 
Recommendations for Future Research 
Impl ica t ions for Managers 
F inal Comments 

APPENDIX 

A. QUESTIONNAIRE 1 172 

B. RETEST QUESTIONNAIRE 200 

C. QUESTIONNAIRE 2. . 2 0 5 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 209 

VITA 219 



v i 

LIST OF TABLES 

Table Page 

1. Summary of V a r i a b l e s I d e n t i f i e d in MBO L i t e r a t u r e . 7 

2 . Summary of Hypotheses 43 

3 . A n a l y s i s of V a r i a n c e , Item No. 4 1 . . . 61 

4 . A n a l y s i s of V a r i a n c e , Item No. 50 62 

5 . Scales Developed 68 

6. C o r r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t s Between Scales 70 

7. Job M o t i v a t i o n : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 73 

8. Work Innovat ion: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 75 

9. Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 77 

1 0 . Job S a t i s f a c t i o n : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 81 

1 1 . Organ iza t iona l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 83 

1 2 . Acceptance of Job Change: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 84 

1 3 . Higher Level Emphasis on O b j e c t i v e s : 
I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 86 

1 4 . Feedback Frequency: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 87 

1 5 . Tie o f Reward Structure to Performance in 
Meeting O b j e c t i v e s : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 88 

1 6 . O b j e c t i v e s S e t t i n g In f luence : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 89 



v i i 

Table Page 

1 7 . Job In f luence : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 90 

1 8 . O b j e c t i v e s C l a r i t y : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 91 

1 9 . O b j e c t i v e s D i f f i c u l t y : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t y 92 

2 0 . Job Interdependence: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s . . . 94 

2 1 . In terna l and T e s t - R e t e s t R e l i a b i l i t i e s of 

M u l t i - I t e m S c a l e s . 97 

22 . ANOVA: Dependent V a r i a b l e s 109 

23 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l 

Control B e l i e f 116 

2 4 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e --Performance Rat ing . . . 121 

2 5 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - O r g a n i z a t i o n a l L e v e l . . 124 

2 6 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - O r g a n i z a t i o n a l Tenure . 126 

27 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - -Educat iona l Level . . . 127 

28 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - A c c e p t a n c e of Job 

Change 130 

29 . ANOVA: Acceptance of Job Change 132 

3 0 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - L i k e r t O r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

P r o f i l e . . 134 

3 1 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - J o b Inf luence . . . . . 137 

32 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - J o b Interdependence . . 138 

3 3 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - H i g h e r L e v e l ' s 

Emphasis on O b j e c t i v e s 141 

3 4 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - F r e q u e n c y of Feedback . 143 

35 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - Perceived Performance/ 
Rewards T i e . . 144 



v i i i 

Table Page 

36 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - O b j e c t i v e s I n f l u e n c e . 147 

37 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - C l a r i t y of O b j e c t i v e s 149 

38 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - D i f f i c u l t y o f 
O b j e c t i v e s 151 



SUMMARY 

MBO (Management by O b j e c t i v e s ) has been implemented in 

numerous organ iza t ions during the twenty years s ince Peter 

Drucker introduced "Management by O b j e c t i v e s and S e l f Contro l" 

in h i s 1954 book, The Prac t i ce of Management. Many c laims 

have been made as to the b e n e f i t s of MBO: improved r e s u l t s , 

grea ter p r o f i t s , b e t t e r communications, improved employee 

a t t i t u d e s , e t c . The major support f o r such c laims takes the 

form of case s tud ies of organ iza t ions in which MBO has been 

implemented. Publ ished empir i ca l research i s l i m i t e d to a 

few s t u d i e s , most of which invo lved a small number of 

v a r i a b l e s such as s a t i s f a c t i o n with the MBO program, goal 

c l a r i t y , and perce ived need s a t i s f a c t i o n s o f p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

Various w r i t e r s have i n d i c a t e d the need for more 

d e f i n i t i v e empir ica l research on MBO and have po inted out the 

p o t e n t i a l o f such s tud ie s f or i n t e g r a t i n g t h e o r e t i c a l approache 

to the mot iva t iona l consequences of goal s e t t i n g and p a r t i c i ­

p a t i o n , communications, and l e a d e r s h i p . Although the empir i ca l 

research on these separate t o p i c s i s e x t e n s i v e , research on 

the i n t e g r a t i o n of the v a r i a b l e s into a l a r g e r se t i s minimal , 

or n o n - e x i s t e n t . 

The research reported here uses a quas i - exper imenta l 

approach to determining the short - term e f f e c t s on employee 

a t t i t u d e s of the in troduc t ion of MBO. A number of v a r i a b l e s , 
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inc luding job m o t i v a t i o n , job s a t i s f a c t i o n , i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

with the o r g a n i z a t i o n , and work innovat ion are used to 

measure the a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO. 

Moderator v a r i a b l e s include l ength of s e r v i c e , perce ived 

emphasis by higher l e v e l s , i n d i v i d u a l performance r a t i n g , 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n , o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p r o f i l e , job interdependence , 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l , and feedback, as w e l l as ind iv idua l 

i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s . 

Five d i v i s i o n s or departments wi th in a l o c a l county 

government serve as treatment groups. Four non- t rea ted 

d i v i s i o n s within t r e a t e d departments and one n o n - t r e a t e d 

department serve as c o n t r o l s . T o t a l number of employees in 

the groups was 3 0 0 , of whom 256 returned q u e s t i o n n a i r e s . 

Quest ionnaire measures, i n t e r v i e w s , R o t t e r ' s I n t e r n a l -

External O r i e n t a t i o n S c a l e , and i n d i v i d u a l employee p e r f o r ­

mance r a t i n g s by department managers are u t i l i z e d . Groups-

b y - t r i a l s a n a l y s i s of var iance i s the b a s i c data a n a l y s i s 

technique . The measures inc lude both new s c a l e s developed 

for t h i s research and standard measures as developed by 

L i k e r t , Patchen, Lawler, and o t h e r s . 

Pretreatment data was gathered during the per iod from 

November, 1972 to February, 1973 . MBO t r a i n i n g was provided 

by out s ide t r a i n e r s during the per iod from February to June, 

1 9 7 3 , and pos t - t rea tment measures were obta ined during 

August and September, 1 9 7 3 . A minimum amount of feed-back 

on respondents ' percept ions of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l c l imate was 
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provided to a l l p a r t i c i p a t i n g groups , both treatment and 

c o n t r o l , fo l lowing the i n i t i a l ques t ionna ire admin i s t ra t ion 

and r e t e s t . 

The experimental treatment c o n s i s t e d of a one-day MBO 

t r a i n i n g seminar conducted by outs ide t r a i n e r s for four of 

the treatment groups and s u p e r v i s o r y - t r a i n i n g seminars , 

which included MBO, conducted by the county t r a i n i n g o f f i c e r 

in the f i f t h treatment group. Of the four treatment groups 

t ra ined by out s ide MBO t r a i n e r s , a l l employees of one 

department were t r a i n e d , a l l superv i sory and p r o f e s s i o n a l 

employees of the two d i v i s i o n s second, and one d i v i s i o n of 

the t h i r d department were t r a i n e d . A l l treatment groups 

engaged in o n - t h e - j o b implementation of MBO concepts f o l l owing 

the formal t r a i n i n g s e s s i o n s . 

Hypotheses are developed based on the l i t e r a t u r e on 

MBO, job s a t i s f a c t i o n , m o t i v a t i o n , goal s e t t i n g , o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

c l i m a t e , and i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l . The research w i l l 

contr ibute to a v a i l a b l e knowledge of the short - term e f f e c t s 

on employee a t t i t u d e s of the in troduc t ion of MBO. 

Included in the f indings are the fo l lowing r e s u l t s of 

introducing MBO into the l o c a l government groups s t u d i e d : 

1. Job mot ivat ion decreased s i g n i f i c a n t l y more in the 

t r e a t e d groups than in the c o n t r o l groups during the s i x 

month time per iod of the r e s e a r c h , whi le work innovat ion d id 

not decrease in the treatment group as i t did in the c o n t r o l 

group. Organiza t iona l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and job s a t i s f a c t i o n 
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did not change. 

2 . Ind iv idua l s with i n t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s react 

more favorably on the four dependent v a r i a b l e s to the 

in troduct ion of MBO than do i n d i v i d u a l s with e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l 

b e l i e f s . 

3 . Other ind iv idua l d i f f e r e n c e measures found to 

moderate the e f f e c t s of the in troduc t ion of MBO on one or 

more of the dependent v a r i a b l e s inc luded educat ion , length of 

s e r v i c e in the o r g a n i z a t i o n , i n d i v i d u a l performance r a t i n g s , 

acceptance of job change, and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l . 

4 . L i k e r t ' s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p r o f i l e measure was the 

s i n g l e o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e measure moderating the 

e f f e c t s of the treatment . Ind iv idua l s p e r c e i v i n g t h e i r 

organ iza t ion to be System 1 or System 2 at the s t a r t of the 

study reported increases on the dependent v a r i a b l e s , whi le 

i n d i v i d u a l s who i n i t i a l l y perce ived t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n to be 

System 4 reported decreases . 

5 . The e f f e c t s of the in troduct ion of MBO on one or 

more of the dependent v a r i a b l e s were a l s o moderated by 

perce ived emphasis on o b j e c t i v e s by higher l e v e l s , frequency 

of feedback, the a s s o c i a t i o n of rewards with performance, and 

c l a r i t y of o b j e c t i v e s . 

In addi t ion to the primary f i n d i n g s , secondary f ind ings 

r e l a t i n g the moderator v a r i a b l e l e v e l s to the dependent 

v a r i a b l e l e v e l s are presented . 



CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION AND MBO 

LITERATURE SURVEY 

Introduct ion 

Management by O b j e c t i v e s has been a popular approach 

to managing o r g a n i z a t i o n s for almost 20 y e a r s . MBO was 

introduced by Peter Drucker (1954) in "Management by Objec ­

t i v e s and S e l f-Control . " The MBO concept r ece ived fur ther 

support from Douglas McGregor (1960) who suggested in h i s 

Theory Y that "Men w i l l e x e r c i s e s e l f - d i r e c t i o n and s e l f -

c o n t r o l toward achieving o b j e c t i v e s to which they are 

committed," and "Commitment to o b j e c t i v e s i s a funct ion of 

the rewards a s soc ia ted with t h e i r achievement." (McGregor, 

1960) x 

MBO Defined 

Drucker (1954) claimed that MBO r e s u l t e d in the 

s u b s t i t u t i o n of i n t e r n a l c o n t r o l for ex terna l c o n t r o l . 

George L. Morrisey (1970) descr ibes Management by O b j e c t i v e s 

as a p r o f e s s i o n a l approach to management with primary 

emphasis upon the funct ions of planning and c o n t r o l l i n g . 

MBO i s designed to determine what must be done, how much i t 

w i l l c o s t , what c o n s t i t u t e s s a t i s f a c t o r y performance, how 

much progress i s being achieved , and when and how to take 
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c o r r e c t i v e a c t i o n . 

John W. Humble c a l l s MBO a dynamic system which seeks 

to i n t e g r a t e the company's need to c l a r i f y and achieve i t s 

p r o f i t and growth goals with the manager's need to c o n t r i b u t e 

and to develop h imse l f . Humble sugges ts that MBO i s a 

demanding and rewarding s t y l e of managing a bus iness (Humble, 

1 9 6 8 ) . 

D iscuss ing the process o f MBO, Charles L. Hughes (1965) 

claims that i f management makes company goa l s known to the 

employees and provides o p p o r t u n i t i e s for employees to p a r t i c i ­

pate meaningful ly in meeting these o b j e c t i v e s in a way that 

g ives employees a chance for achiev ing personal g o a l s , then 

the mot ivat ion to work that r e s u l t s w i l l achieve company 

goals as we l l as personal g o a l s . 

A Nat ional I n d u s t r i a l Conference Board report (1966) 

comments that MBO seems to have taken the bus iness world by 

storm. I t conc ludes , "Management by O b j e c t i v e s , seen pure ly 

as an appra i sa l mechanism, may not l i v e up to i t s c l a i m s . 

When the appra i sa l aspects are i n t e g r a t e d in to an approach 

to planning and c o n t r o l i t has proved extremely u s e f u l . I t 

may uncover ser ious problems that a f irm has to t a c k l e , but 

i t o f t en provides a t o o l f or s o l v i n g them. And i t seems to 

mot ivate managers to high performance." (NICB, 1966) 

Schrieber and Sloan (1970) def ine MBO as a management 

process by which work i s organized in terms of ach iev ing 

s p e c i f i c o b j e c t i v e s by se t t i m e s . Most authors seem to 
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agree that MBO i s a managerial method whereby the super ior 

and subordinate j o i n t l y i d e n t i f y , in w r i t i n g , major f u n c t i o n a l 

areas of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y for the subord inate , inc lud ing 

o b j e c t i v e s to be accomplished in terms of r e s u l t s , and 

determine how and by what time these standards should be 

achieved so that the super ior and the subordinate can 

p e r i o d i c a l l y eva luate p r o g r e s s . This d e f i n i t i o n corresponds 

c l o s e l y to that of Odiorne (1965) , who descr ibes MBO as a 

general process in which " . . . t h e super ior and the subordinate 

manager of an organ iza t ion j o i n t l y def ine i t s common g o a l s , 

def ine each i n d i v i d u a l ' s major areas of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y in 

terms of the r e s u l t s expected of him and use these measures 

as guides for operat ing the uni t and a s s e s s i n g the c o n t r i ­

but ion of each of i t s members." (Odiorne, 1965) 

With one d i f f e r e n c e the Odiorne d e f i n i t i o n accura te ly 

depic t s the MBO approach introduced in to the o r g a n i z a t i o n s 

with which t h i s research i s concerned. The o r g a n i z a t i o n s 

invo lved in t h i s research do not stop with the lowest l e v e l s 

of management. Rather, MBO i s extended to inc lude the i n v o l v e ­

ment of non-management as we l l as management in the goal 

s e t t i n g and o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g p r o c e s s . Thus, for purposes 

of t h i s research Management by O b j e c t i v e s i s def ined to be a 

process of management of an o r g a n i z a t i o n in which: 

1. Superiors and subordinates wi th in the o r g a n i z a t i o n 
i n t e r a c t in the def in ing of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l g o a l s . 

2 . Superiors and immediate s u b o r d i n a t e s , both manage­
ment and non-management, j o i n t l y def ine the 
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subord ina te ' s major areas of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y in 
terms of r e s u l t s expected of him. 

3 . The o b j e c t i v e s developed in (2) are used as 
guides f o r operat ing the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l u n i t . 

4 . The c o n t r i b u t i o n o f each member of the o r g a n i ­
za t ion i s a s se s sed in terms of h is accomplishment 
of h i s o b j e c t i v e s . 

For a l l the s i m p l i c i t y of the d e f i n i t i o n MBO i s a 

complex process which i s not we l l understood. The l i t e r a t u r e 

i s f i l l e d with c laims f o r , and c r i t i c i s m s o f , the p r o c e s s . 

Very l i t t l e s c i e n t i f i c a l l y - b a s e d research has been done in 

a s s e s s i n g the e f f e c t s of MBO. The d e s c r i p t i v e and p r e s c r i p ­

t i v e l i t e r a t u r e , based l a r g e l y on personal experience and 

c o n j e c t u r e , or at b e s t on case s t u d i e s , n e i t h e r adequate ly 

expla ins why the process produces the r e s u l t s i t does nor i s 

i t c o n s i s t e n t in i t s p r e d i c t i o n s o f r e s u l t s . 

Based upon a review of the l i m i t e d amount o f empir i ­

c a l l y based research on MBO, Ivancevich has concluded that 

"A v i t a l ques t ion i s whether MBO has been able to accomplish 

the p lanning , c o n t r o l l i n g , and m o t i v a t i o n a l o b j e c t i v e s 

claimed by i t s advocates . From a s c i e n t i f i c and empir i ca l 

po int of view t h i s ques t ion i s ye t unanswered." ( I v a n c e v i c h , 

1 9 7 2 , page 1 2 6 ) . 

Purpose of the Research 

The research presented here attempts to i n t e g r a t e the 

r e s u l t s of the smal l amount of empir ica l research which has 

been done on MBO with some re l evant f ind ings from other areas 
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of research dea l ing with t o p i c s such as goal s e t t i n g , job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n , m o t i v a t i o n , o r g a n i z a t i o n a l c l i m a t e , and one 

p o t e n t i a l l y important aspect o f i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e - -

i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s . A model i s developed which 

t r e a t s MBO in troduc t ion as the independent v a r i a b l e and j o b 

s a t i s f a c t i o n , job m o t i v a t i o n , work innovat ion , and organ i ­

z a t i o n a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n as the dependent v a r i a b l e s . The 

model inc ludes as p o t e n t i a l moderating v a r i a b l e s s i x i n d i v i d u a l 

d i f f e r e n c e measures: the acceptance of change by o r g a n i ­

z a t i o n a l members; the i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s o f 

members; the i n d i v i d u a l performance r a t i n g s of members; and 

members' educat ion , length of s e r v i c e , and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

l e v e l . Organ iza t iona l d i f f e r e n c e measures inc lude the i n d i ­

v i d u a l ' s perce ived job interdependence , h is perce ived j o b 

i n f l u e n c e , and a p r o f i l e of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 

V a r i a b l e s expected to change during the process i t s e l f and 

t e s t e d as MBO p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d moderators inc lude in f luence in 

o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g ; frequency of feedback; emphasis on 

o b j e c t i v e s by higher l e v e l s of o r g a n i z a t i o n ; c l a r i t y o f 

o b j e c t i v e s ; d i f f i c u l t y of o b j e c t i v e s ; and the perce ived 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between o b j e c t i v e s performance and rewards. 

This research repor t s only the t e s t i n g o f the model 

over the short term, but the research provides a base f o r 

t e s t i n g the l o n g i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of MBO, inc lud ing e f f e c t s on 

group and i n d i v i d u a l performance. Quas i -exper imenta l methods 

are used in t e s t i n g the model. This research i s b e l i e v e d to 
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be the f i r s t at tempting to measure exper imenta l ly the e f f e c t s 

of MBO on a number of key v a r i a b l e s and a l s o t e s t the moder­

at ing e f f e c t s of a number of important process v a r i a b l e s . 

The model to be t e s t e d i s based on the MBO l i t e r a t u r e 

with emphasis on the l i m i t e d empir i ca l f ind ings and on a p p l i ­

cable areas o f p s y c h o l o g i c a l and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l re search . 

The MBO l i t e r a t u r e w i l l be reviewed in the f o l l o w i n g s e c t i o n s 

of t h i s chapter , proceeding from the p r e s c r i p t i v e l i t e r a t u r e 

to s i n g l e - c a s e s t u d i e s , and f i n a l l y to more sys temat i c 

empir ica l s t u d i e s . References to t o p i c s t r e a t e d in other 

l i t e r a t u r e w i l l be made in the second chapter . 

MBO--Normative L i t e r a t u r e 

A summary of an ex tens ive review of the MBO l i t e r a t u r e 

i s provided by Table 1 . Organizat ion of the summary i s based 

on (1) separat ing normat ive , case s tudy , and s t a t i c a l l y -

based empir ica l re search; (2) i n d i c a t i n g which a r t i c l e s 

claim p o s i t i v e or negat ive e f f e c t s of MBO on key v a r i a b l e s ; 

and (3) i n d i c a t i n g which a r t i c l e s mention moderating v a r i ­

ables or cond i t ions and the p r e d i c t e d composite e f f e c t s of 

such v a r i a b l e s on key dependent v a r i a b l e s . That i s , the 

t a b l e i s organized in a p a r a l l e l manner to the MBO model 

presented in the next chapter . 

In add i t ion to the summary d a t a , v a r i a b l e s c i t e d as 

important in the normative or empir i ca l MBO l i t e r a t u r e are 

b r i e f l y d i s cussed in the balance of t h i s s e c t i o n . 
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Table 1 . Summary of V a r i a b l e s I d e n t i f i e d 
in MBO L i t e r a t u r e 

KEY: 

N *= Normative 
C « Case study 
E *> Statistically-based empirical 

* 
+ = Enhanced 
0 = May or may not enhance 

R = Classified as result of MBO 
1 = May not be needed 
X = Not needed 
Y » Needed for success of MBO 

Source 

Dependent V a r i a b l e s Moderating V a r i a b i es_ 

c 
o 

• H o 
u 

to o c u •<H v. a • 

f 
i 

on
 

at
 o 

u rH o 
cf. •H •H o 1/1 £ c O c 

+•> u - o •H o > CO 
c « c u rH t- o JC 

C o U o eo U 4) 
o c ' o U, S X 

o. c • H o <u c <y rH <M o o 
>. O •U •H c •m o c DS tO •H to •M 
t- •H u •M c o c c o c c u + J CO 01 o •H o •H o o o to 

<L> m > •H •M - o •M u •<H rH •H •M 

U > m G «-> CO t- rt c •M tO «-> •H o o 3 •H • H c ca U o C- « tO 3 CO > > 4-> ••-> •»-» C > u •M E u 

rt o to K o re c u U •<H 
IH CO 3 •O O c > c c u 
<U ^ to 6 *3 •M ta •H co o -«» o 
•P x> x> e D . o • XI u u oo - 3 w u »-> —J 
• H o o o (- o O o o ri o v. c t- o o 
-J •-3 3c O u H PL, •"3 eu a , O rH o a: o 

Drucker ( 1 9 5 4 ) N + + + + Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Schleh (1959) N + + Y Y ? Y 
Shapton (1959) N ,0 0 R Y Y Y Y Y Y 
McGregor (1960) N + + • Y Y Y Y 
Hughes ( 1 9 6 5 ) N + + Y Y Y Y 
Meyer, Kay, French ( 1 9 6 5 ) E + + + 
Odiorne ( 1 9 6 5 ) N ,0 + + Y Y Y Y. Y Y Y 
Raia ( 1 9 0 5 , 1 9 6 6 ) E 0 + + R Y Y Y Y 
Howell ( 1 9 6 7 , 1 9 7 0 ) N 0 0 + R Y Y Y Y 7 

Humble ( 1 9 6 8 ) N , 0 + + Y Y 
Olsson ( 1 9 6 8 ) N , 0 + 

Wikstrom ( 1 9 6 8 ) N ,0 + + + R Y Y Y Y R Y Y 
Baxter ( 1 9 6 9 ) C + Y Y Y X 
Frank ( 1 9 6 9 ) C + R Y Y Y 
B ie ser ( 1 9 7 0 ) N ,0 + + Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Bass f, Deep ( 1 9 7 0 ) N + Y Y Y Y Y Y 
C a r r o l l $ Tos i ( 1 9 7 0 ) E + + + Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
I v a n c e v i c h , Donnel ly 5 Lyon ( 1 9 7 0 ) E + •f Y Y Y 
Levinson ( 1 9 7 0 , 1 9 7 2 ) N 0 0 0 Y Y Y 7 Y Y Y Y 
M o r r i s s e y (1970) N Y Y 
Myers ( 1 9 7 0 ) C, N + + 

Sloan 5 Schr ieber ( 1 9 7 0 ) N 0 0 Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Wall ( 1 9 7 0 ) N + Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Chesscr (1971) E + Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Beck 5 Hi l lmar ( 1 9 7 2 ) N,C •+ + + R Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Carvalho (1972) N + + Y Y Y Y Y Y Y -Y Y 
i vancev ich ( 1 9 7 2 ) K 0 0 Y Y Y 
K i r c h h o f f (1972) E Y 
Klcbcr ( 1 9 7 2 ) N + + Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Koontz ( 1 9 7 2 ) N + Y Y V Y Y Y 
Mahler ( 1 9 7 2 ) N,C + + Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
McConkey ( 1 9 7 2 , 1 9 7 3 ) N,C + + + + Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Mol lander (1972) N,C 0 0 Y Y Y Y 
Schuster ( 1 9 7 2 ) N 0 7 Y 7 7 7 Y 
S trauss ( 1 9 7 2 ) N,C 0 0 0 R Y 7 Y Y Y Y 
Varney ( 1 9 7 2 ) N + + + Y Y Y Y Y Y Y Y 
Wohlking ( 1 9 7 2 ) N Y Y Y 
Brady ( 1 9 7 3 ) N,C 0 R Y Y X Y 
Duncan ( 1 9 7 3 ) N Y Y Y Y 
l let land ( 1 9 7 3 ) N + + Y Y Y Y Y 
Murray ( 1 9 7 3 ) N + R Y Y \ Y 
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E f f e c t s on Employee Mot iva t ion 

A p o s i t i v e impact on employee mot ivat ion i s the most 

frequent and, perhaps the most important , c la im made for MBO. 

Drucker (1954) bases h i s p r e s c r i p t i o n of "Management by 

O b j e c t i v e s and S e l f - C o n t r o l " on the m o t i v a t i o n a l r e s u l t s o f 

s e l f - c o n t r o l of a c t i v i t i e s . Levinson (1972) on the other 

hand, warns that the reward-punishment m o t i v a t i o n a l phi losophy 

that may be generated by MBO may be p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y damaging. 

P a r t i c i p a t i o n in the MBO g o a l - s e t t i n g process i s 

claimed as the mot ivat ing aspect of MBO by some ( e . g . Drucker, 

1 9 5 4 ; McGregor, 1 9 6 0 ) . Others ( e . g . Cook, 1968) maintain 

that feedback on o b j e c t i v e s performance i s the m o t i v a t o r , 

and c i t e p s y c h o l o g i c a l research to support t h e i r c o n t e n t i o n . 

Whatever the explanat ion employed as to why MBO enhances 

m o t i v a t i o n , the predominant view expressed in the normative 

l i t e r a t u r e i s that enhanced employee mot ivat ion does r e s u l t 

from Management by O b j e c t i v e s . 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

The p o s i t i v e e f f e c t s of MBO on job s a t i s f a c t i o n are 

emphasized l e s s f requent ly than are the m o t i v a t i o n a l e f f e c t s . 

Some authors , such as Levinson ( 1 9 7 0 , 1 9 7 2 ) , even caut ion 

that MBO may r e s u l t in d i s s a t i s f i e d employees. Most p r e d i c ­

t i o n s concerning e f f e c t s on job s a t i s f a c t i o n are p o s i t i v e , 

however, in both the normative and empir i ca l l i t e r a t u r e . 

Work Innovation 

Raia ( 1 9 6 5 , 1 9 6 6 ) , drawing on empir i ca l r e s e a r c h , 
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makes a s trong claim that MBO r e s u l t s in increased work 

innovat ion . Some w r i t e r s in the normative l i t e r a t u r e a l s o 

mention innovat ion as a r e s u l t of MBO. (Odiorne, in f a c t , 

inc ludes " innovat ive" as one of h i s three c l a s s e s of o b j e c ­

t i v e s which should be cons idered , thus inc lud ing innovat ion 

d i r e c t l y in the treatment i t s e l f , rather than in i t s bene­

f i c i a l consequences . ) 

Organiza t iona l I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

S p e c i f i c re ferences to higher l e v e l s of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n were not found in the normative l i t e r a t u r e . 

Implied in the d i s c u s s i o n s of a number o f w r i t e r s ( f o r 

example, Howel l , 1 9 6 5 , 1970) was an increase in i n d i v i d u a l 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n with h i s o r g a n i z a t i o n r e s u l t i n g from MBO. 

Patchen (1965) de f ines o r g a n i z a t i o n a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n as 

meaning a sense of s o l i d a r i t y , or common i n t e r e s t and purpose , 

with other members of the o r g a n i z a t i o n , e s p e c i a l l y with top 

l e a d e r s . Using Patchen's d e f i n i t i o n , increased o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n i s impl ied in the p r e s c r i p t i o n of many norma­

t i v e w r i t e r s that i n d i v i d u a l o b j e c t i v e s support o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

g o a l s , that top l e v e l s of management must be d i r e c t l y involved 

in the MBO p r o c e s s , e t c . 

Moderating V a r i a b l e s 

I t i s o f ten d i f f i c u l t to determine from the normative 

l i t e r a t u r e whether v a r i a b l e s d i scussed in connect ion with 

the MBO process are being viewed as dependent, i n t e r v e n i n g , 

or moderating v a r i a b l e s . Improved communication i s suggested 
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by some (e.g. Beck and H i l l m a r , 1972) as being a r e s u l t o f 

MBO, whi le others t r e a t i t as in tervening between the MBO 

process and end r e s u l t s such as m o t i v a t i o n . Others ( e . g . 

S t r a u s s , 1972) view good communication as necessary in order 

to introduce MBO, and in that s e n s e , as a moderator of the 

e f f e c t i v e n e s s of MBO i n t r o d u c t i o n . 

Organ iza t iona l c l imate and managerial s t y l e are 

v a r i o u s l y cons idered: as changing as a r e s u l t of MBO ( e . g . 

Wikstrom, 1968) ; as required to be support ive in order for 

MBO to succeed ( e . g . Odiorne , 1 9 6 5 ) ; as l eading to the 

in troduct ion of MBO ( e . g . Beck and Hi l lman, 1 9 7 2 ) ; or as not 

mat ter ing . Brady (1973) argues that MBO should be t i e d to 

the s t y l e of the c h i e f e x e c u t i v e , whatever h i s s t y l e might 

be . For purposes of t h i s r e s e a r c h , c l imate at the time of 

introducing MBO w i l l be t r e a t e d as a moderating v a r i a b l e , 

but i t might j u s t as w e l l have been cons idered as a r e s u l t i n g 

v a r i a b l e . 

Most w r i t e r s see top l e v e l involvement in the process 

as e s s e n t i a l to the success o f MBO, although disagreement 

e x i s t s as to whether o b j e c t i v e s - s e t t i n g should be top-down 

or bottom-up. Top l e v e l involvement i s seen as synonomous 

with organ iza t ion-wide i n t e g r a t i o n of goa l s and o b j e c t i v e s 

by most authors . 

Other v a r i a b l e s seen as moderating MBO success inc lude 

meaningful feedback (Odiorne, 1 9 6 5 ) , degree of p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

(Drucker, 1 9 5 4 ) ; Odiorne , 1 9 6 5 ) , j o b and o b j e c t i v e s 
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Interdependence (Sch leh , 1 9 5 9 ) , the perce ived t i e between 

performance and rewards (Kleber , 1 9 7 2 ) , p e r s o n a l i t y v a r i ­

ables (Levinson, 1 9 7 0 , 1 9 7 2 ) , o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l (Mol lander , 

1 9 7 2 ) , r e c e p t i v i t y to change (Sloan and S c h r i e b e r , 1 9 7 0 ) , 

the balance between personal and performance o b j e c t i v e s 

(Hughes, 1 9 6 5 ) , and goal c l a r i t y (Wohlking, 1 9 7 2 ) . Beck and 

Hi l lmar ( 1 9 7 2 , page 232) c laim that "Without true p a r t i c i ­

pat ion the MBO/R process does not take p l a c e . Giving 

employees a ' sense of p a r t i c i p a t i o n ' i s not enough. That 

a t t i t u d e toward p a r t i c i p a t i o n i s manipulat ive and the p a r t i c i ­

pants know i t . " P a r t i c i p a t i o n i s viewed by many w r i t e r s as 

the key to the m o t i v a t i o n a l b e n e f i t s of MBO. Others ( S t r a u s s , 

1 9 7 2 ) , see p a r t i c i p a t i o n as unnecessary or i n f e a s i b l e . 

Because the e a r l y a p p l i c a t i o n s of MBO were as a 

performance appra i sa l system rather than as a system of 

managing, most o f the MBO l i t e r a t u r e suggests that feedback 

and the r e l a t i o n s h i p between performance and reward have 

s trong e f f e c t s on the success of MBO implementat ion. Baxter 

( 1 9 6 9 ) , however, views MBO as being more s u c c e s s f u l i f 

s a l a r y i s not t i e d d i r e c t l y to performance a p p r a i s a l . 

Summary 

This b r i e f review of the normative l i t e r a t u r e on MBO 

revea l s a major d i f f i c u l t y in even i d e n t i f y i n g key v a r i a b l e s 

which are invo lved in the MBO p r o c e s s , much l e s s in drawing 

c o n c l u s i o n s , or even in formulat ing meaningful hypotheses . 

N e v e r t h e l e s s , based on the normative l i t e r a t u r e the f o l l o w i n g 
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v a r i a b l e s are suggested as meaningful f o r c o n s i d e r a t i o n in 

a study of the a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of the i n t r o d u c t i o n of 

MBO: 

Dependent V a r i a b l e s : 

1. Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 
2 . Job Mot iva t ion 
3 . Work Innovation 
4 . Organiza t iona l I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Moderating V a r i a b l e s : 

1 . Ind iv idua l D i f f e r e n c e s , such as r e c e p t i v i t y 
to change 

2 . Organ iza t iona l D i f f e r e n c e s 
a. Climate 
b . Job Interdependence 
c. Job Inf luence 

3 . MBO Proces s -Re la ted D i f f e r e n c e s 
a. Top Level Emphasis 
b . Feedback 
c. P a r t i c i p a t i o n in S e t t i n g O b j e c t i v e s 
d. A s s o c i a t i o n Between Rewards and O b j e c t i v e s 

Performance 
e. O b j e c t i v e s C l a r i t y 

Other v a r i a b l e s are added to the l i s t of moderators 

based on review of the MBO empir ica l l i t e r a t u r e and cons id ­

era t ion of other research re l event to the four dependent 

v a r i a b l e s i d e n t i f i e d above. Review of the MBO empir ica l 

l i t e r a t u r e f o l l o w s . Other research i s reviewed in connect ion 

with hypothes i s development in Chapter I I . 

MBO Case Study L i t e r a t u r e 

Case s tud ies provide s t ronger support f o r c laims made 

by proponents o f MBO, although case study data does not 

give r igorous s c i e n t i f i c support of c a u s a l i t y . I t i s d i f f i ­

c u l t to e s t a b l i s h that outcomes r e s u l t e d from introducing 
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MBO, when other p o s s i b l e causal in f luences are not c o n t r o l l e d . 

Only a true experiment prov ides a high l e v e l o f conf idence 

that the v a r i a b l e of i n t e r e s t was the cause o f the observed 

outcomes. N e v e r t h e l e s s , c a r e f u l l y conducted case s t u d i e s 

provide some empir ica l t e s t of the c laims of the pure ly 

p r e s c r i p t i v e l i t e r a t u r e . A c c o r d i n g l y , a number of case 

s tud ies are here reviewed. 

John W. Humble (1968) present s case s t u d i e s of MBO 

in troduct ion in to three European companies: KLM Royal Dutch 

A i r l i n e s , Laporte I n d u s t r i e s L t d . , and Smiths I n d u s t r i e s Ltd . 

Based on p i l o t s tud ie s and l i m i t e d i n i t i a l i n t r o d u c t i o n of 

MBO, KLM top management determined to extend MBO throughout 

the f i e l d o r g a n i z a t i o n worldwide. Comparison of KLM 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s using MBO with those which were not revea l ed 

a number of d i f f e r e n c e s . In countr ie s which were a lready 

using MBO, s a l e s and p r o f i t a b i l i t y were good. Areas f o r 

improvement had been i d e n t i f i e d and ac t ion plans implemented. 

Managers had a c l e a r e r , b e t t e r sense of d i r e c t i o n as to what 

was to be achieved. Be t t er performance reviews were made 

p o s s i b l e , and unexpected p o t e n t i a l i d e n t i f i e d . A t t i t u d e s 

among managers improved-- ins tead of regarding themselves 

e s s e n t i a l l y as high l e v e l sa lesmen, they viewed themselves 

p r i m a r i l y as managers. 

The Laporte I n d u s t r i e s case study descr ibed how MBO 

enabled the company's s u b s i d i a r y , F u l l e r s ' Earth Union 

L imi ted , to overcome a ser ious operat ing s i t u a t i o n which had 
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ar i sen during the e a r l y 1 9 6 0 ' s and r e e s t a b l i s h s a t i s f a c t o r y 

p r o f i t a b i l i t y over the next two to three y e a r s . Mora le , 

sense of purpose and confidence throughout the management 

group increased v a s t l y , and d e c i s i o n s were taken more e f f e c ­

t i v e l y at lower l e v e l s . Be t t er forward planning was 

r e a l i z e d , the l i n k between company and i n d i v i d u a l o b j e c t i v e s 

improved, and reviews provided va luab le feedback of d i f f i ­

c u l t i e s . There was more company-wide thinking and l e s s 

paroch ia l i sm. " F i n a l l y , not the l e a s t important l e s s o n 

learned in t h i s e x e r c i s e was that the a b i l i t y to analyse the 

f a c t s of the case and to plan change, and the a b i l i t y to 

implement the plan was present in the management team. 

C r y s t a l l i z i n g a l l th i s in to the s u c c e s s f u l r e s u l t s achieved 

was l a r g e l y due to the guidance given by the consu l tant s and 

to the eventual adoption at a l l l e v e l s of c l e a r l y def ined 

o b j e c t i v e s . " (Humble, 1 9 6 8 , page 153) 

MBO in Smiths I n d u s t r i e s Ltd . s t a r t e d with an attempt 

to improve i n d i v i d u a l manager performance by t a r g e t s e t t i n g , 

and evolved in to a f u l l - b l o w n MBO program. To achieve goal 

performance, Smiths I n d u s t r i e s found that o b j e c t i v e s must be 

broken down in to d e f i n i t e ac t ions to be taken by named u n i t s 

and managers by s p e c i f i e d t i m e s , and that the ac t ions them­

s e l v e s must be c a r e f u l l y monitored and c o n t r o l l e d . The 

r e a l l y b ig p a y - o f f from introducing MBO was increased 

i n d i v i d u a l e f f i c i e n c y and enthusiasm of the managers them­

s e l v e s . Manager's a t t i t u d e s toward t h e i r jobs improved, and 
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e x c e l l e n t team s p i r i t was engendered (Humble, 1 9 6 8 ) . 

Rodney H. Brady (1973) reviewed the exper ience o f the 

Department of Hea l th , Educat ion, and Wel fare (HEW) in making 

MBO o p e r a t i o n a l . He claimed that d e s p i t e the absence of the 

p r o f i t motive present in the p r i v a t e s e c t o r , d i f f e r e n c e s in 

approaches to management are h e a v i l y outweighed by the s i m i ­

l a r i t i e s . The s i m i l a r i t i e s are e s p e c i a l l y s trong in the 

a p p l i c a t i o n of MBO. Brady descr ibed how MBO made HEW more 

manageable, and r e s u l t e d in improved HEW performance. He 

c la ims that MBO must be t a i l o r e d to the c h i e f e x e c u t i v e ' s 

s t y l e of managing i f i t i s to be s u c c e s s f u l . HEW learned 

that MBO would work, and that i t has a p p l i c a b i l i t y to many 

other l a r g e , p u b l i c - s e c t o r o r g a n i z a t i o n s which can overcome 

three problems: (1) de f in ing o b j e c t i v e s , (2 ) measuring 

b e n e f i t s , and (3) the operat ing c y c l e of p u b l i c s e c t o r 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s . 

Edward R. Frank (1969) presents a case study of the 

in troduc t ion of an MBO program in a research and development 

l a b o r a t o r y . The o b j e c t i v e s of introducing the program were 

to improve R § D, and to a c c e l e r a t e the management t r a i n i n g 

of h i g h l y educated, t e c h n i c a l l y - t r a i n e d i n d i v i d u a l s . The 

major value of the program was in the improvement in o r g a n i ­

za t ion and s e l f - m o t i v a t i o n rather than in c o n t r o l or p e r f o r ­

mance e v a l u a t i o n . Planning and communications improved, as 

did support and commitment from a l l invo lved p e o p l e . There 

was more p a r t i c i p a t i o n in planning and d e c i s i o n making 
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a c t i v i t y among the p r o f e s s i o n a l s t a f f , and many i n d i v i d u a l s 

were anxious to e s t a b l i s h a concrete b a s i s f o r e v a l u a t i o n 

of r e s u l t s of t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s . The MBO program was not 

welcomed by a l l , but the number of o b j e c t i o n s was smal l in 

comparison with the b e n e f i t s . 

Olsson (1968) makes a case for the a p p l i c a b i l i t y of 

MBO to small and medium s i z e d o r g a n i z a t i o n s , based on ten 

y e a r s ' a p p l i c a t i o n s of MBO concepts in h i s e n t e r p r i s e , a 

medium-sized, nonprof i t h o s p i t a l . He c la ims increased 

s a t i s f a c t i o n f o r personnel and managers, increased e f f e c t i v e ­

ness of board member/manager r e l a t i o n s h i p s , and increased 

ind iv idua l and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l e f f e c t i v e n e s s . 

McConkey (1973) a l s o makes a s trong c laim for the 

p o t e n t i a l b e n e f i t s of MBO in n o n - p r o f i t o r g a n i z a t i o n s . He 

b r i e f l y reviews severa l case s t u d i e s of s u c c e s s f u l a p p l i ­

ca t ions of MBO: in the H o l t , Michigan, school system; in 

the Management I n s t i t u t e of the U n i v e r s i t y of Wiscons in -

Extens ion , Madison; in the U. S. Forest Products Laboratory , 

Madison, Wiscons in; in the Canadian Post O f f i c e , Ontario 

Region; in a n o n - p r o f i t h o s p i t a l in Ottawa, Canada; in the 

U. S. Navy Supply Systems Command; and in the Mayor's o f f i c e 

of the c i t y of Sapporo, Japan (McConkey, 1 9 7 3 ) . 

Beck and Hi l lmar ( 1 9 7 2 , page 265) present examples of 

other case s t u d i e s of MBO, both cases with p o s i t i v e r e s u l t s 

and o ther cases with negat ive outcomes. The MBO case h i s t o r y 

l i t e r a t u r e i s predominantly pro-MBO, with many strong c la ims 
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made for the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of MBO in mot ivat ing and s a t i s ­

fy ing employees , and enhancing o r g a n i z a t i o n performance. 

Systematic Empirical Research 

The preceding s e c t i o n has presented a number o f 

f ind ings concerning MBO reported in the case study l i t e r a ­

ture . In general the conc lus ions were drawn from persona l 

observat ions or anecdotal kinds of ev idence . While case 

s tud ie s are va luab le as a d e s c r i p t i v e d e v i c e , i t i s o f t en 

d i f f i c u l t to be complete ly conf ident that the c la ims made 

are based on sound data , or are due to MBO and not to o ther 

concurrent causes . 

This s e c t i o n descr ibes in d e t a i l the ra ther smal l 

amount of research on MBO in which data have been s y s t e m a t i ­

c a l l y obta ined . Studies reported in t h i s s e c t i o n have 

s e v e r a l common f e a t u r e s : 

1 . Conclusions are based on data-based re search . 

2 . Attempts are made to e s t a b l i s h s t a t i s t i c a l 
s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l s of f i n d i n g s . 

3 . The researcher has attempted to obta in a meaning­
fu l sample from which to obta in data . 

Ivancev ich ' s (1972) l i t e r a t u r e review inc ludes the 

works o f four groups of r e s e a r c h e r s . Meyer, Kay, and 

French (1965) s tud ied an on-going program c a l l e d Work Planning 

and Review. They exper imenta l ly t e s t e d some e f f e c t s of 

moving from a t r a d i t i o n a l performance a p p r a i s a l system to a 

system under which goals for achiev ing improved j o b performance 



18 

were developed and submitted to super iors f o r review and 

approval . The experimental group and a c o n t r o l group were 

analyzed over a one-year p e r i o d . Managers in the e x p e r i ­

mental group were found to have more f a v o r a b l e a t t i t u d e s 

toward the content and cha l l enge of t h e i r j o b s . 

Raia (1965 and 1966) did a l o n g i t u d i n a l study of the 

e f f e c t s of MBO in the Purex Corporat ion Ltd. Primary 

emphasis of the study was on d i s cover ing a s s o c i a t i o n s of 

c e r t a i n v a r i a b l e s ra ther than in proving c a u s a l i t y . I n s t r u ­

ments used for data gathering were h i s t o r i c a l a n a l y s i s of 

product ion r e p o r t s , computer c o n t r o l r e p o r t s , and w r i t t e n 

performance rev iews; ques t ionna ires on awareness , a t t i t u d e s , 

and opinions of p a r t i c i p a n t s ; and i n t e r v i e w s . Completed 

ques t ionna ires were rece ived from 112 of 137 management 

p a r t i c i p a n t s . No c o n t r o l group data were repor ted . 

The 1965 study reported increased p r o d u c t i v i t y and 

o v e r a l l improvements in a t t i t u d e s of p a r t i c i p a t i n g managers, 

as we l l as an o v e r a l l increase in the l e v e l o f mot iva t ion of 

p a r t i c i p a n t s . A second study conducted fourteen months 

l a t e r showed that p r o d u c t i v i t y had l e v e l e d o f f , the program 

had d e t e r i o r a t e d as an e f f e c t i v e m o t i v a t i o n a l mechanism, and 

a t t i t u d e s toward the program had changed. Problems which 

were i d e n t i f i e d included lack of perce ived p a r t i c i p a t i o n by 

l o w e r - l e v e l managers, the paperwork burden, too much emphasis 

of q u a n t i t a t i v e measures, and use of the program as a dev ice 

to generate extra work from managers. 
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C a r r o l l and Tos i (1970) focused on the consequences 

of carry ing out an MBO program process in d i f f e r e n t ways in 

a study conducted in a medium-sized n a t i o n a l f irm manufac­

turing consumer and i n d u s t r i a l product s . Quest ionnaires 

were adminis tered to ISO managers invo lved in an on-going MBO 

program; 134 ques t ionna ires were returned and 129 were u s a b l e . 

C o r r e l a t i o n a l a n a l y s i s was used in eva lua t ing responses to 

the 50 i t ems , most of which were combined in to s c a l e s . 

Higher l e v e l s of s a t i s f a c t i o n with the super ior and 

subordinate percept ion of the importance of the program 

c o r r e l a t e d with goal c l a r i t y . C l a r i t y in turn was h igher 

when super iors spent more time on the program and held more 

feedback and review s e s s i o n s . 

D i f f i c u l t y of goa l s was r e l a t e d to decreased e f f o r t in 

managers with low s e l f - a s s u r a n c e and among l e s s mature and 

experienced managers. But, d i f f i c u l t goals were a s s o c i a t e d 

with increased e f f o r t among managers with high s e l f - a s s u r a n c e , 

mature managers, and managers who a s s o c i a t e d t h e i r performance 

with the reward system. Thus, i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s between 

managers were an important f a c t o r . The degree of subordi ­

nate in f luence in the g o a l - s e t t i n g process had no r e l a t i o n to 

h igher l e v e l s of perce ived goal s u c c e s s , e f f e c t , or to 

a t t i t u d e s toward the program or the s u p e r i o r . 

Tos i and C a r r o l l (1969) reported research which was 

apparent ly conducted in the same o r g a n i z a t i o n as the study 

reported above ( C a r r o l l and T o s i , 1 9 7 0 ) . The 1969 study 
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considered the r e l a t i o n s h i p between in f luence and such 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l f a c t o r s as o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l and f u n c t i o n a l 

area. The b a s i s of the study was a s e r i e s of in terv iews 

conducted with 50 managers. (The q u e s t i o n n a i r e developed 

in the 1970 study was apparent ly a l s o based on the 50 i n t e r ­

v i e w s . ) Managers with the h ighes t perce ived in f luence over 

performance goals were l o c a t e d in the func t iona l areas of 

marketing and f i n a n c e , those with the lowest were in manu­

f a c t u r i n g and eng ineer ing . Higher l e v e l managers had grea ter 

in f luence than lower l e v e l managers. Tos i and C a r r o l l 

conclude that both o r g a n i z a t i o n a l f a c t o r s and the manner in 

which the g o a l - s e t t i n g process occurs are p r a c t i c a l l i m i ­

t a t i o n s that a f f e c t the degree of perce ived subordinate 

in f luence over h is g o a l s . 

Chesser (1971) attempted to i n t e g r a t e a wide range of 

v a r i a b l e s in viewing MBO as a behav iora l p r o c e s s . His study 

used ques t ionna ire data obtained from 73 managers invo lved 

in an ongoing MBO program. Data was c o l l e c t e d at two p o i n t s 

in t i m e , e ighteen months apar t . The c r o s s - l a g g e d panel 

c o r r e l a t i o n method was employed in making in ferences of 

c a u s a l i t y . Chesser ' s work was an outgrowth of the research 

on MBO being conducted by Tos i and C a r r o l l . He used in h i s 

a p r i o r i model feedback c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , goal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , 

and the super ior - subord ina te r e l a t i o n s h i p as independent 

v a r i a b l e s . Dependent v a r i a b l e s were l e v e l of goal ach ieve­

ment, e f f o r t expended, l e v e l of goals s e t , and s a t i s f a c t i o n 
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with the MBO program. Chesser a l s o i n v e s t i g a t e d , us ing the 

G h i s e l l i S e l f - D e s c r i p t i o n Inventory , the e f f e c t s of some 

p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s as moderating v a r i a b l e s . 

A f t e r us ing mul t ip l e -group c l u s t e r a n a l y s i s , Chesser ' s 

f i n a l seven s c a l e s were: 

1 . Super-Subordinate R e l a t i o n s h i p 
2 . Goal C l a r i t y 
3 . O r i e n t a t i o n toward MBO 
4. A s s o c i a t i o n between Performance and Reward 
5 . Inf luence over Goals 
6. Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

7. Perceived Success 

The seven v a r i a b l e s were used to formulate two 

e m p i r i c a l l y based models of the change r e l a t i o n s h i p s in MBO. 

D i f f e r e n t models were required f o r (1) managers who rated 

themselves low on such dimensions as s e l f - a s s u r a n c e , i n i t i a ­

t i v e , and perce ived occupat iona l l e v e l and (2) managers high 

on the same dimensions., In the case of ( 1 ) , a l l r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

among the v a r i a b l e s were p o s i t i v e , whi le in the case of ( 2 ) , 

the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between changes in perce ived success and 

changes in two v a r i a b l e s , job s a t i s f a c t i o n and the s u p e r i o r -

subordinate r e l a t i o n s h i p were n e g a t i v e . 

Chesser a l s o found that increases in the s u b o r d i n a t e ' s 

a f f e c t i v e o r i e n t a t i o n toward h i s super ior r e s u l t from 

increases in the s u p e r i o r ' s s u p p o r t i v e n e s s , use of goal 

o r i e n t e d methods, and the subord ina te ' s in f luence over means. 

He concludes that MBO must be viewed as a system of h i g h l y 

i n t e r a c t i v e components to be understood and a p p l i e d and, 

a c c o r d i n g l y , a u n i v e r s a l response to MBO cannot be expected . 
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MBO may be e f f e c t i v e for some members of the o r g a n i z a t i o n 

while being counter product ive f o r o t h e r s . 

Ivancev ich , Donnel ly , and Lyon (1970) found marked 

improvement in perce ived need s a t i s f a c t i o n (using Lawler-

Porter s c a l e s ) among managers t r a i n e d in MBO by t o p - l e v e l 

execut ives as compared with managers t r a i n e d by the company 

personnel manager. Ivancevich (1972) obta ined measurements 

of perce ived need s a t i s f a c t i o n s among the same managers 

twenty months a f t e r the MBO i n t e r v e n t i o n s and found no s i g n i f i ­

cant d i f f e r e n c e s between pre - i n t e r v e n t i o n measures and the 

measures made twenty months l a t e r . He concluded that the 

e f f e c t s of MBO t r a i n i n g and implementation were s h o r t - l i v e d , 

and that some form of reinforcement of what was learned and 

p r a c t i c e d in the t r a i n i n g s e s s i o n s was needed to s u s t a i n the 

impact of the i n t e r v e n t i o n . 

Recent empir ica l research inc ludes d o c t o r a l d i s s e r t a ­

t ions by Kirchhoff (1972) at the U n i v e r s i t y of Utah and 

Kondrasuk (1972) at the U n i v e r s i t y of Minnesota. Kirchhof f 

attempted (1) to design and t e s t an instrument f o r measuring 

the extent of use of MBO in an o r g a n i z a t i o n , (2 ) to determine 

i f the extent of use as measured by that instrument was 

r e l a t e d to the degree of p a r t i c i p a t i v e management, and (3) to 

determine i f the extent of use and/or the degree of p a r t i c i ­

p a t i v e management were r e l a t e d with the amount of exper ience 

the manager had with MBO. Kirchhoff had mixed s u c c e s s , but 

he did report s trong evidence to i n d i c a t e that p a r t i c i p a t i v e 
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management i s p o s i t i v e l y r e l a t e d to the extent of use of MBO. 

His study inc luded 172 managers in three companies. 

Kondrasuk compared the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of an o n - t h e - j o b 

method of t r a i n i n g for MBO, us ing interv iews and p r o j e c t s 

or ass ignments , with a method which inc luded at tending a 

management seminar. He eva luated both l earn ing and r e a c t i o n 

to the t r a i n i n g by us ing a p r e t e s t / p o s t t e s t experimental 

design with a contro l group. Included in the study were 55 

people from a l l l e v e l s of management from r e h a b i l i t a t i o n 

f a c i l i t i e s . Kondrasuk concluded: (a) the seminar method of 

teaching MBO i s e f f e c t i v e whi le coaching probably i s n o t ; 

(b) MBO t e s t r e s u l t s (measuring instrument used) are probably 

not d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to r a t i n g the same knowledge; (c ) the 

quant i ty of coaching on MBO i s not d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d to 

gains in knowledge; and (d) r a t i n g s of the seminar and 

r a t i n g gains in knowledge are not d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d . 

A Note on the Time Required to Achieve 

the Ful l E f f e c t s of MBO 

The e a r l i e r s e c t i o n of t h i s chapter r e l a t i n g to the 

purpose of the research emphasizes that the present study 

i s concerned with the short term a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of the 

in troduc t ion of MBO. This study provides a b a s i s f o r l o n g i ­

tud ina l r e s e a r c h , but i t does not report any l o n g i t u d i n a l 

f i n d i n g s . A c c o r d i n g l y , the reader should recognize the 

importance of taking the f ind ings of t h i s study only f o r 
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what they a r e - - s h o r t term e f f e c t s . 

The MBO l i t e r a t u r e conta ins numerous caut ions that 

time i s required to achieve the f u l l e f f e c t s of MBO. Varney 

warns t h a t "Another common cause of f a i l u r e on the p a r t of 

managers l i e s in the not ion that MBO i s something that can 

be i n s t a l l e d in a short span of t ime. On the average , a 

manager can spend a year and a h a l f to two years l earn ing to 

manage by o b j e c t i v e s , and an equal amount of time may be 

required for subordinates to l earn how to use MBO. When we 

e s c a l a t e to the departmental l e v e l , and on up to d i v i s i o n a l 

or higher l e v e l s in the o r g a n i z a t i o n , the amount of time 

required i s extended and, in some c a s e s , i t can be as long as 

e ight to ten years be fore the system i s operable wi th in the 

t o t a l o r g a n i z a t i o n . " (Varney, 1 9 7 2 , page 2 8 ) . 

Schuster s t a t e s that whi le MBO has cons iderab le 

p o t e n t i a l f o r increas ing employee commitment, i t i s not an 

easy approach to implement. "I t u s u a l l y takes s e v e r a l years 

for management by o b j e c t i v e s to have a r e a l impact on an 

o r g a n i z a t i o n , and even those companies that have app l i ed i t 

most s u c c e s s f u l l y have had to overcome ser ious prob lems ." 

(Schuster , 1 9 7 2 , page 2 1 ) . 

Howell (1970) suggests that four to f i v e years are 

required to achieve a f u l l y e f f e c t i v e management by o b j e c t i v e s 

system. Schleh (1959) caut ions not to expect b ig improvements 

in the f i r s t year a f t e r introducing MBO, and McConkey (1973) 

s t a t e s that n o n - p r o f i t o r g a n i z a t i o n s should a l low three to 
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four years f o r a s u c c e s s f u l MBO i n s t a l l a t i o n . Beck and 

Hi l lmar warn a g a i n s t attempting to take short cuts in 

implementing MBO. "This a l l takes t ime. Short cuts can be 

dangerous. An attempt to f u l l y implement a MBO/R program 

immediately u s u a l l y causes o r g a n i z a t i o n a l ' i n d i g e s t i o n ' . " 

(Beck and H i l l m a r , 1 9 7 2 , page 8 3 2 ) . 

Kleber (1972) descr ibes government agencies as "one 

of the s i x hardest areas to manage by o b j e c t i v e s " and warns 

aga ins t expect ing too much too soon. Raia ( 1 9 6 6 , page 50) 

s t a t e s that "Introducing a s u b s t a n t i a l l y d i f f e r e n t management 

system in any l arge o r g a n i z a t i o n i s a complex undertaking 

which requires a cons iderab le per iod of time f o r adjus tment ." 

L iker t d i s c u s s e s the problems faced by o r g a n i z a t i o n s 

operat ing under t i g h t c o n t r o l s in changing to a p a r t i c i p a t i v e 

system. He suggests that such organ iza t ions are l i k e l y to 

" . . . r u n into i n d i f f e r e n c e and apathy, or even a g g r e s s i v e 

responses . One might expect that any movement away from 

a u t h o r i t a r i a n contro l would be g r e a t l y apprec ia ted by 

employees. Experience has shown, however, in recent e x p e r i ­

ments (White and L i p p i t t , 1 9 6 0 ) , that when management 

r e l i n q u i s h e s t i g h t c o n t r o l s and moves toward p a r t i c i p a t i v e 

management, the i n i t i a l response of members of the o r g a n i z a t i o n 

at every h i e r a r c h i a l l e v e l may be apathy or open h o s t i l i t y 

and a g g r e s s i v e responses aga ins t t h e i r s u p e r i o r s . " ( L i k e r t , 

1 9 6 1 , page 2 4 3 ) . L iker t maintains that cons iderab le time may 

be needed be fore employees' a t t i t u d e s r i s e back to and above 
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pre-change l e v e l s . 

In contras t to L i k e r t ' s sugges t ion that a t t i t u d e s 

f o l l o w a U-shaped curve , i n i t i a l l y d e c l i n i n g but increas ing 

over time to h igher l e v e l s , two s t u d i e s reported in the MBO 

l i t e r a t u r e found oppos i t e r e s u l t s . Ivancevich (1972) repor t s 

improved job s a t i s f a c t i o n f o l l o w i n g MBO t r a i n i n g but a 

subsequent dec l ine to pre-MBO l e v e l s 20 months l a t e r . Raia 

(1966) reported l o n g i t u d i n a l d a t a , which i n d i c a t e d that the 

MBO program e v e n t u a l l y d e t e r i o r a t e d as an e f f e c t i v e motiva­

t i o n a l mechanism. 

Ivancevich does , however, suggest "Another p o s s i b i l i t y 

i s that there i s an e f f e c t which i s analogous to the spontan­

eous recovery e f f e c t d i scovered in c l a s s i c a l cond i t ion ing 

experiments (Pavlov, 1 9 2 7 ) . A f t e r an improvement in the 

dependent v a r i a b l e ( s a t i s f a c t i o n ) , there w i l l be a s i g n i f i ­

cant decrease and then a f i n a l and l a s t i n g improvement," 

( Ivancev ich , 1 9 7 2 , page 1 2 7 ) . 

In summary, s evera l d i f f e r e n t r e s u l t s of MBO i n t r o ­

duct ion might be observed inc lud ing : (a) short term improve­

ment fo l lowed by long term d e c l i n e s to i n i t i a l l e v e l s , (b) 

short term improvements and even grea ter long term improve­

ments, (c) i n i t i a l dec l ines fo l lowed by long term improve­

ments, (d) immediate improvements, i t ermedia te term d e c l i n e s , 

and long term improvements, or (e) no changes in the short 

term but e i t h e r improvements or d e c l i n e s in the long term. 

Knowledge of both short term and long term outcomes i s needed 
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f o r f u l l understanding of the MBO p r o c e s s . 

This research attempts to add to the knowledge of 

short term e f f e c t s and e s t a b l i s h a b a s i s f or l o n g i t u d i n a l 

f i n d i n g s . The forego ing d i s c u s s i o n should serve to caut ion 

s t r o n g l y aga ins t drawing any conc lus ions from t h i s study as 

to the long term e f f e c t s of implementing MBO. At the same 

t ime , understanding of the short term e f f e c t s of MBO which 

may r e s u l t from t h i s study should be v a l u a b l e to researchers 

and to managers concerned with MBO. 

Summary of L i t e r a t u r e Review 

An i n t e n s i v e l i t e r a t u r e search uncovered r e p o r t s o f 

fewer than ten s c i e n t i f i c a l l y s t r u c t u r e d , empir ica l s t u d i e s 

of MBO as an i n t e g r a t e d p r o c e s s . Ivancevich (1970) had 

reviewed the l i t e r a t u r e and reported publ i shed empir ica l 

f indings of only four groups of r e s e a r c h e r s . Miner and 

Dachler (1973) mention only three empir ica l s t u d i e s , and one 

of these (Dunbar, 1971) i s a c t u a l l y a melding of empir i ca l 

f ind ings from other l i t e r a t u r e ra ther than an i n t e g r a t e d 

study of an MBO process as such. The only attempt at r e p l i ­

ca t ion of o ther research was the d i s s e r t a t i o n of Chesser , and 

he attempted to e s t a b l i s h c a u s a l i t y in ferences in the c o r r e ­

l a t i o n a l model of C a r r o l l and T o s i . 

The reported research invo lves a minimal number of 

companies and p a r t i c i p a n t s . Only management l e v e l p a r t i c i p a n t s 

are inc luded in any of the s t u d i e s , a l though the p r e s c r i p t i v e 
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and d e s c r i p t i v e MBO l i t e r a t u r e does not exclude non-management 

impact! 

Case s t u d i e s of MBO implementation inc lude both 

successes and f a i l u r e s , but p r i m a r i l y s u c c e s s e s . Case 

s t u d i e s , however, provide only weak evidence that the MBO 

process caused the changes. The e x t e n s i v e p r e s c r i p t i v e 

l i t e r a t u r e on MBO is predominantly pro-MBO. Many claims are 

made for the mot iva t iona l and s a t i s f a c t i o n producing e f f e c t s 

of MBO, not to mention claims f o r b e t t e r performance, 

increased p r o d u c t i v i t y , e t c . 

Ivancevich ( 1 9 7 2 , page 135) concluded that "Perhaps 

comparing a number of experimental and c o n t r o l departments 

or p l a n t s l o n g i t u d i n a l l y i s e s s e n t i a l be fore a more d e f i n i ­

t i v e statement about the e f f e c t s of MBO i s forthcoming. 

Future research should examine both s a t i s f a c t i o n and p e r f o r ­

mance c r i t e r i a and t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p s . U n t i l more t i g h t l y 

c o n t r o l l e d research i s conducted, o r g a n i z a t i o n s w i l l have to 

assume that MBO i s or i s not an e f f e c t i v e procedure for 

improving job s a t i s f a c t i o n and/or performance ." 

Miner and Dachler ( 1 9 7 3 , page 387) observe that "The 

MBO approach not only seeks to take advantage of the motiva­

t i o n a l consequences of goal s e t t i n g , but a l s o uses such 

approaches as p a r t i c i p a t i o n as a means o f achiev ing commit­

ment to g o a l s , g iv ing knowledge o f r e s u l t s with regard to 

achievement or non-achievement of g o a l s , and other mot ivat ing 

p r i n c i p l e s advanced by human r e l a t i o n s t h e o r i s t s . Thus i t 
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c l e a r l y prov ides an e x c e l l e n t v e h i c l e f or i n t e g r a t i n g d i f f e r e n t 

t h e o r e t i c a l approaches and f o r c o l l e c t i n g the kind of empir i ca l 

data which could increase our understanding of the e f f e c t s of 

the phenomenal f i e l d on purpos ive b e h a v i o r . " 

F i n a l l y , Sloan and Schr ieber (1970) in "What We Need 

to Know About Management by O b j e c t i v e s " make a s trong p l ea 

for empir ica l research which w i l l o b j e c t i v e l y appraise the 

e f f e c t s of MBO. As e a r l y as 1968 Wikstrom reported that 

hundreds o f pro f i t -making e n t e r p r i s e s had used MBO. Tremen­

dous resources had been inves ted in MBO, and yet there had 

been almost no empir ica l research as to the e f f e c t s of MBO. 

Probably s t i l l v a l i d today i s Sloan and S c h r i e b e r ' s comment 

that "In s h o r t , the use of MBO is increas ing at a much 

higher r a t e than our knowledge about i t . " 

Conclusion 

This chapter has attempted to show the need for empir i ­

ca l research on MBO. Certa in important v a r i a b l e s invo lved in 

the MBO process have been i d e n t i f i e d . In the fo l l owing 

chapter a model i s descr ibed for use in attempting to a s se s s 

some of the short - term e f f e c t s of MBO and the process causing 

such e f f e c t s . The f a c t that the short - term e f f e c t s of MBO may 

be q u i t e d i f f e r e n t from the long term e f f e c t s should be 

borne in mind by the reader . 
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CHAPTER I I 

RESEARCH MODEL DEVELOPMENT AND HYPOTHESES 

This chapter descr ibes the research model developed 

from the MBO l i t e r a t u r e reviewed in Chapter I and some 

f ind ings from other l i t e r a t u r e s which are r e l e v a n t to MBO. 

The fo l l owing s e c t i o n presents the major hypotheses to be 

t e s t e d while the l a t e r s e c t i o n s provide fur ther r a t i o n a l e for 

the major hypotheses and a l s o a b a s i s f o r the minor hypo­

theses concerning moderating v a r i a b l e s . 

Major Model 

From the review of MBO empir ica l research i t i s c l e a r 

that T o s i , C a r r o l l , and Chesser as a group are r e s p o n s i b l e 

f o r a l arge percentage of the empir i ca l research which has 

been reported . U n f o r t u n a t e l y , t h e i r work invo lves measure­

ments in an on-going MBO program, ra ther than during the 

in troduc t ion of MBO. As the present research i s concerned 

with the changes which r e s u l t from introducing MBO, the 

C a r r o l l , T o s i , Chesser re search , whi le use fu l f o r ongoing 

programs, a f fords only p e r i p h e r a l h e l p . As w i l l be i n d i c a t e d 

l a t e r , measures used in t h i s study do in f a c t draw upon some 

of the Chesser and C a r r o l l and Tos i work, and choice of 

moderator v a r i a b l e s i s in f luenced h e a v i l y by t h e i r r e s e a r c h . 

The Ivancevich et ^ 1 . research i s more c l o s e l y 
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re l evant to t h i s s tudy . This research w i l l attempt to 

r e p l i c a t e t h e i r f ind ing that in the short term, perce ived 

need s a t i s f a c t i o n i s increased as a r e s u l t of MBO i n t r o ­

duct ion . The Raia research a l s o found short term a t t i t u d i n a l 

improvements, as we l l as increased l e v e l of mot iva t ion and 

enhanced work innovat ion of p a r t i c i p a n t s . Meyer, Kay and 

French found increased job s a t i s f a c t i o n r e s u l t i n g from use 

of an MBO-based performance a p p r a i s a l system. Time c o n s t r a i n t s 

on t h i s research suggest tha t whi le the MBO program to be 

introduced contemplates u l t i m a t e use of MBO-based a p p r a i s a l s , 

the appra i sa l aspects w i l l not have been incorporated beyond 

some n e g l i g i b l e ex tent during the p e r i o d of the s tudy . This 

study i s more concerned with the i n t r o d u c t i o n of managing, 

rather than appra is ing by o b j e c t i v e s . 

The much more ex tens ive p r e s c r i p t i v e and d e s c r i p t i v e 

l i t e r a t u r e on MBO g e n e r a l l y complements the l i m i t e d e m p i r i c a l 

f i n d s . Ra ia ' s work, l i k e many case study r e p o r t s , c la ims 

that MBO leads to improved o r g a n i z a t i o n a l performance. While 

the present study focuses on the a t t i t u d i n a l consequences of 

the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO, study of changes in o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

performance i s contemplated for expected cont inuing research 

which uses the present study as a base . Time c o n s t r a i n t s on 

the present study prec lude meaningful o b j e c t i v e measurement 

of performance changes, though i n d i v i d u a l s ' percept ions of 

t h e i r performance w i l l be measured. Performance e f f e c t s are 

not inc luded in the model to be t e s t e d in t h i s s tudy . 
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The major model developed for t h i s study may be repre 

sented as f o l l o w s : 

Job 
S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Employee 
Mot iva t ion Introduct ion 

of 
MBO 

Employee 
Mot iva t ion Introduct ion 

of 
MBO 

Employee 
Mot iva t ion Introduct ion 

of 
MBO Work 

Innovation 
Work 

Innovation 

Organizat ion 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

The four major hypotheses to be t e s t e d are : 

Hypothesis 1: In troduct ion of MBO leads to increased 
job s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

Hypothesis 2 : In troduct ion of MBO leads to increased 
employee m o t i v a t i o n . 

Hypothesis 3: In troduct ion of MBO leads to increased 
work innovat ion . 

Hypothesis 4 : In troduct ion of MBO leads to increased 
organ iza t ion i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . 

In a d d i t i o n , the impact of a number of moderating 

v a r i a b l e s drawn from both MBO l i t e r a t u r e and r e l a t e d l i t e r a t u r e s 

(goal s e t t i n g , m o t i v a t i o n , job s a t i s f a c t i o n , i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l 

contro l b e l i e f s , and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l c l i m a t e ) w i l l be i n v e s t i ­

ga ted . No attempt w i l l be made at an exhaust ive review of 

the many l i t e r a t u r e s to which MBO i s r e l a t e d . Rather , major 

support for the hypotheses presented w i l l be drawn from the 

MBO l i t e r a t u r e i t s e l f , with a d d i t i o n a l support being drawn 
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from r e l a t e d l i t e r a t u r e s when c l e a r l inkage can be e s t a b l i s h e d . 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n and Mot iva t ion 

Miner and Dachler ( 1 9 7 3 , page 3 8 1 ) , observe that 

"Despite a few determined adherents to the b e l i e f that 

a t t i t u d e s in some way d i r e c t l y cause b e h a v i o r , i t seems c l e a r 

from the research reviews of Fishbein and Ajzen ( 1 9 7 2 ) , 

Lawler ( 1 9 7 0 ) , and Locke (1970) that t h i s hypothes i s i s 

unsupported and i s an o v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n of the determinants 

of behav ior . A much sounded approach, advocated by Cummings 

and Schwab ( 1 9 7 2 ) , i s to develop separate t h e o r i e s of j o b 

a t t i t u d e s and work m o t i v a t i o n . " 

Miner and D a c h l e r 1 s view i s supported by Wernimont, 

Toren, and Kapel l (1970) who present empir ica l data obta ined 

from 775 s c i e n t i s t s and t echn ic ians who ranked personal 

accomplishment, p r a i s e for good work, g e t t i n g along with 

co-workers , company l o c a t i o n and r e c e i v i n g c r e d i t f o r ideas 

as having a g r e a t e r impact on personal s a t i s f a c t i o n than on 

mot ivat ion or j o b e f f o r t . Factors ranked as more important 

for mot ivat ion included knowing what i s expected of one , 

having a capable s u p e r v i s o r , having cha l l eng ing work and 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , and being kept informed and p a r t i c i p a t i n g in 

d e c i s i o n s . Thus i t i s i n c o r r e c t to use the terms "motivator" 

and " s a t i s f i e r " interchangeably as i s done in the t w o - f a c t o r 

theory of Herzberg ( 1 9 5 9 ) . Miner and Dachler (1973) review 

the l i t e r a t u r e on t w o - f a c t o r theory and conc lude , as do Ronan 
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( 1 9 7 0 ) , Smith and Cranny (1968) and o t h e r s , that the theory 

i s inadequate . Various a l t e r a t i o n s or extens ions of the 

two- fac tor theory have been sugges ted . Other f a c t o r s which 

should be cons idered inc lude i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s 

(Hackman, 1 9 6 9 ; Evans and McKee, 1 9 7 0 ) , and whether the 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l environment i s n e e d - s a t i s f y i n g or need-

depriv ing (Sol iman, 1 9 7 0 ) . 

Wolf (1970) a l s o contends that the Herzberg two-

f a c t o r theory errs in equating s a t i s f a c t i o n with m o t i v a t i o n . 

He views both the Maslow (1954) and Herzberg t h e o r i e s as 

e s s e n t i a l l y t h e o r i e s of job s a t i s f a c t i o n . I f mot iva t ion i s 

added, Va lence - Ins trumenta l i ty -Expec tancy theory i s 

introduced. 

Much research has been done r e l a t i n g to Va lence -

Ins trumenta l i ty -Expectancy (VIE) t h e o r i e s of j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

These t h e o r i e s hold that mot ivat ion i s a funct ion of the 

i n t e r a c t i o n s between e f for t -per formance e x p e c t a t i o n s , 

performance-outcome i n s t r u m e n t a l i t i e s , and va lences of out ­

comes. Moderate support has been demonstrated for the VIE 

models , a l though in some r e s p e c t s the evidence has been weak 

and c o n t r a d i c t o r y . 

The VIE t h e o r i e s have been modif ied or extended by 

var ious r e s e a r c h e r s . Dachler and Mobley (1971) s tud ied two 

o r g a n i z a t i o n s with d i f f e r e n t o r g a n i z a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s 

and found support for VIE theory p r e d i c t i o n s in the organ i ­

za t ion which al lowed accurate p e r c e p t i o n s about the 
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consequences o f a l t e r n a t i v e performance l e v e l s , but not in 

the one which had cond i t ions that hindered accurate percep­

t ions of consequences. They found a l s o that o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

tenure moderated the r e l a t i o n s h i p s among the c o g n i t i v e 

v a r i a b l e s , goal s e t t i n g , and performance. 

A number of researchers have attempted to i n t e g r a t e 

p e r s o n a l i t y v a r i a b l e s in to the b a s i c VIE model. For example, 

Lawler (1971) incorporated i n t e r n a l / e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s 

and s e l f - e s t e e m . 

Ronan (1970) summarizing an ex tens ive review of job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n l i t e r a t u r e concludes that seven dimensions of 

job s a t i s f a c t i o n most f r e q u e n t l y appear: (1) the content of 

the work, actual tasks performed, and c o n t r o l of work; (2) 

superv i s ion of the d i r e c t s o r t ; (3) the o r g a n i z a t i o n and i t s 

management; (4 ) o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r advancement; (5 ) pay and 

other f i n a n c i a l b e n e f i t s ; (6) co-workers; and (7) working 

c o n d i t i o n s . 

Ronan c i t e s Heron ( 1 9 5 2 , 1 9 5 4 , 1955) as f i r s t 

expanding the p o s s i b i l i t y that job s a t i s f a c t i o n i s cont ingent 

upon performance ra ther than v i c e v e r s a , and provides 

re ferences to other s tud ie s support ing the h y p o t h e s i s . 

Ronan a l s o reviews l i t e r a t u r e support ing the view that j o b 

s a t i s f a c t i o n i s r e l a t e d to j o b tenure (a complex area needing 

more d e t a i l e d s t u d y ) , and l i t e r a t u r e r e l a t i n g s a t i s f a c t i o n to 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l . 

Vroom (1964) found that the e f f e c t s of p a r t i c i p a t i o n 
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in dec i s i on making depend on c e r t a i n p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r ­

i s t i c s of the i n d i v i d u a l p a r t i c i p a n t . A u t h o r i t a r i a n i s m and 

need for independence i n t e r a c t with p a r t i c i p a t i o n in 

determining a t t i t u d e s toward the job and mot iva t ion for 

e f f e c t i v e performance. Vroom's f ind ings suggest the need to 

include both i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s and perce ived p a r t i c i ­

pat ion as moderating v a r i a b l e s in the MBO p r o c e s s . 

The above review of some of the l i t e r a t u r e on job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n and mot ivat ion supports t r e a t i n g the two v a r i a b l e s 

s e p a r a t e l y . Furthermore, i t sugges t s the need to cons ider 

a number of moderating v a r i a b l e s which were i d e n t i f i e d from 

the MBO l i t e r a t u r e , and sugges t s the i n c l u s i o n of o t h e r s . 

Based on the above rev iew, minor hypotheses concerning the 

moderating e f f e c t s of a number o f v a r i a b l e s are propsoed 

below. A p r e d i c t i o n as to the d i r e c t i o n of e f f e c t on job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n and mot ivat ion i s probably j u s t i f i e d by the 

l i t e r a t u r e . The e f f e c t s on innovat ion and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n have not been e x p l o r e d , and t e s t s of moderating 

e f f e c t s on these two dependent v a r i a b l e s w i l l be e s s e n t i a l l y 

exp lora tory in nature . N e v e r t h e l e s s , minor hypotheses w i l l 

be s t a t e d r e l a t i n g to the moderating e f f e c t s of var ious 

v a r i a b l e s on a l l four dependent v a r i a b l e s ; job s a t i s f a c t i o n , 

m o t i v a t i o n , work innovat ion , and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . 

The forego ing d i s c u s s i o n sugges ts the f o l l o w i n g minor 

hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 5: The e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
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v a r i a b l e s w i l l be enhanced by the 
s t rength of the perce ived t i e between 
performance and rewards. 

Hypothesis 6: O r g a n i z a t i o n a l tenure w i l l enhance the 
e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
v a r i a b l e s . 

Hypothesis 7: P a r t i c i p a t i o n in o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g 
w i l l enhance the e f f e c t s of MBO on the 
dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Hypothesis 8: The grea ter the in f luence an i n d i v i d u a l 
has over h i s j o b , the g r e a t e r the 
e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
v a r i a b l e s . 

Hypothesis 9: The e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
v a r i a b l e s w i l l be grea ter f o r i n d i v i d ­
ua l s who p e r c e i v e themselves as 
superv i sory than for those who p e r c e i v e 
themselves as non- superv i sory . 

Hypothesis 1 0 : E f f e c t s of MBO on dependent v a r i a b l e s 
w i l l be g r e a t e r for i n d i v i d u a l s ra ted 
high on j o b performance than f o r 
i n d i v i d u a l s ra ted low on j o b performance 

Goal S e t t i n g 

Miner and Dachler observe that " I t i s s u r p r i s i n g 

that researchers attempting to study the c o g n i t i v e proces ses 

underlying work mot ivat ion have not made more use o f the 

f a i r l y e x t e n s i v e l i t e r a t u r e r e l a t e d to i n t e n t i o n a l behavior 

and to m o t i v a t i o n a l p r o p e r t i e s of g o a l s . " (Miner and Dachler , 

1973 , page 3 8 5 ) . Locke ( 1 9 6 9 a , 1 9 6 9 b , 1 9 6 9 c , 1 9 7 0 a , 1970b) . r e ­

argues , based on cons iderab le r e s e a r c h , that s a t i s f a c t i o n i s 

a funct ion of value judgments which he de f ines as the 

perce ived r e l a t i o n s h i p between what i s perce ived or a n t i c i ­

pated to e x i s t in a job s i t u a t i o n and an i n d i v i d u a l ' s value 
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standards and g o a l s . In Locke's ( 1 9 7 0 a , 1970b) m o t i v a t i o n a l 

model , goals and i n t e n t i o n s are the most immediate determi-

nators of performance. C l e a r , d i f f i c u l t goa l s l ead to 

higher performance ra tes than do easy goa l s ( 1 9 6 9 b , 197 0b) 

and externa l i n c e n t i v e s a f f e c t performance through t h e i r 

impact on the i n d i v i d u a l ' s goa l s and i n t e n t i o n s . Bryan and 

Locke (1967) found that s p e c i f i c goals can be used to 

mot ivate i n d i v i d u a l s who brought a low degree of mot iva t ion 

to the task s i t u a t i o n . Stedry and Kay (1966) maintain that 

good performance accompanies perceived challenging goals 

only wi th in l i m i t s . I f goa ls are perce ived as i m p o s s i b l e , 

poor performance r e s u l t s ; o r , perce ived d i f f i c u l t y of goa l s 

leads to performance extremes. Stedry and Kay's study i s 

one of a very few which have extended l a b o r a t o r y s t u d i e s 

such as those of Locke to a f i e l d s e t t i n g . 

The goal s e t t i n g l i t e r a t u r e toge ther with the MBO 

l i t e r a t u r e suggests a d d i t i o n a l minor hypotheses : 

Hypothesis 1 1 : Goal c l a r i t y w i l l enhance the e f f e c t s 
of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Hypothesis 1 2 : Perceived d i f f i c u l t y of goa l s w i l l 
enhance the e f f e c t s of MBO on the 
dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Hypothesis 1 3 : Emphasis on o b j e c t i v e s by h igher 
l e v e l s of s u p e r v i s i o n w i l l enhance the 
e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
v a r i a b l e s . 

Feedback 

A number of s tud ie s have shown that meaningful feedback 
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i s p o s i t i v e l y r e l a t e d to job performance ( W e i t z , A n t o i n e t t i , 

and W a l l a c e , 1 9 5 4 ; M i l l e r , 1 9 6 5 ) . Cook (1968) p r e s e n t s 

empir ica l evidence that frequency of feedback he lps exp la in 

a t t i t u d e s , performance, and a s p i r a t i o n l e v e l s . Shenson 

(1969) in a comment c r i t i c a l of Cook's methodology proposes 

a l t e r n a t i v e explanat ions of Cook's f i n d i n g s . Shenson's 

a l t e r n a t i v e explanat ions s t i l l suggest that feedback which 

i s perce ived as being support ive to the r e c i p i e n t c r e a t e s a 

favorab le a t t i t u d e ( i n t e r e s t and s a t i s f a c t i o n ) in the 

r e c i p i e n t r e l a t i v e to h i s task ( o r g a n i z a t i o n , s u p e r i o r , e t c . ) , 

and feedback perce ived as c r i t i c a l c r e a t e s an unfavorable 

a t t i t u d e . Thus: 

Hypothesis 14 : E f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
v a r i a b l e s w i l l be enhanced by increased 
frequency of feedback on o b j e c t i v e s 
performance. 

I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Control 

Rot ter (1966) descr ibes development of a t e s t of 

i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s in a g e n e r a l i z e d b e l i e f in i n t e r n a l -

ex terna l c o n t r o l and provides r e l i a b i l i t y , d i scr iminant 

v a l i d i t y and normative data f o r the t e s t . His work i s based 

on the premise that the e f f e c t s of reward or re inforcement 

on preceding behavior depend in part on whether the person 

p e r c e i v e s the reward as cont ingent on h is own behavior or 

independent of i t . Ind iv idua l s who b e l i e v e that t h e i r 

behavior determines outcomes score low on the s c a l e and are 

i d e n t i f i e d as having " in terna l" c o n t r o l b e l i e f s , whi le those 
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scor ing high are termed " e x t e r n a l s . " Rot ter reviews a 

s e r i e s of s tud ie s "which provides s trong support f o r the 

hypothes is that the i n d i v i d u a l who has a s trong b e l i e f that 

he can contro l h i s own des t iny i s l i k e l y to (a) be more 

a l e r t to those aspects of the environment which provide 

use fu l information f o r h i s future behav ior ; (b) take s teps 

to improve h i s environmental c o n d i t i o n ; (c) p l a c e grea ter 

value on s k i l l or achievement re inforcements and be 

g e n e r a l l y more concerned with h i s a b i l i t y , p a r t i c u l a r l y h i s 

f a i l u r e s ; and (d) be r e s i s t i v e to s u b t l e attempts to i n f l u ­

ence him." ( R o t t e r , 1 9 6 6 ) . 

The e f f e c t s of MBO are expected to be moderated by 

ind iv idua l d i f f e r e n c e s . I n t e r n a l / e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s 

w i l l be used as one of the i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e v a r i a b l e s . 

Hypothesis 1 5 : Ind iv idua l s with high i n t e r n a l c o n t r o l 
b e l i e f s w i l l show grea ter changes in 
the dependent v a r i a b l e s as a r e s u l t 
of the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO than w i l l 
i n d i v i d u a l s with high e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l 
b e l i e f s . 

Job Interdependence 

A number of re ferences are made in the MBO l i t e r a t u r e 

to the e f f e c t s of job interdependence on the success of MBO. 

An i n d i v i d u a l whose job i s h igh ly dependent on others should 

r e a c t d i f f e r e n t l y to the MBO process than an i n d i v i d u a l who 

i s reasonably independent of o thers in the performance of 

h i s j o b . Patchen ( 1 9 6 5 , 1970) found in s tud ie s at TVA a 

s trong a s s o c i a t i o n between contro l over means and i n d i c a t o r s 
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of job m o t i v a t i o n . 

Hypothesis 1 6 : Perceived job interdependence w i l l 
l e s s e n the e f f e c t s of MBO on the 
dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Organ iza t iona l Climate 

Rensis L i k e r t ( 1 9 6 1 , 1967) and S i eper t and L i k e r t 

(1973) descr ibe four bas i c types of management sys tems , 

ranging from what they term the most p r i m i t i v e and l e a s t 

e f f e c t i v e (System 1) to the most developed and most e f f e c t i v e 

(System 4 ) . L i k e r t ' s concepts p a r a l l e l those of McGregor's 

(1960) Theory X and Theory Y. L i k e r t c la ims that the c l o s e r 

an o r g a n i z a t i o n i s to System 4 , the grea ter the m o t i v a t i o n , 

s a t i s f a c t i o n , innovat ion , and : ( impl i ed) o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n of i t s members. The System 4 o r g a n i z a t i o n i s 

one in which in f luence i s secured by c o n s t r u c t i v e problem 

s o l v i n g in cohes ive groups. The t o t a l " inf luence p i e " 

increases through the w i l l i n g n e s s of people to g ive more 

in f luence to o thers in problem s o l v i n g because t h e y , in t u r n , 

have more in f luence on o t h e r s . I n t e r e s t and w i l l i n g n e s s to 

commit e f f o r t to innovat ive p r a c t i c e s r e s u l t s . Based on the 

above and the job s a t i s f a c t i o n and mot iva t ion l i t e r a t u r e the 

fo l l owing minor hypothes i s i s sugges ted: 

Hypothesis 1 7 : The more System 4 i n d i v i d u a l s p e r c e i v e 
t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n to b e , the g r e a t e r 
w i l l be the e f f e c t s of MBO on the 
dependent v a r i a b l e s . 
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Acceptance of Job Change 

Smith and Cranny (1968) review f ind ings on the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between acceptance of job change and job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n f o l l o w i n g changes. Patchen (1965) attempted to 

as ses s the extent to which employees r e a c t f a v o r a b l y or 

unfavorably to changes in the j o b s i t u a t i o n . In troduct ion 

of MBO may r e s u l t in cons iderab le changes in the j o b s i t u ­

a t i o n . Ind iv idua l s high on acceptance of j o b change are 

expected to respond more favorab ly to i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO 

than those low on acceptance of j o b change. 

Hypothesis 18 : The e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
v a r i a b l e s w i l l be more p o s i t i v e for 
i n d i v i d u a l s high on acceptance of j o b 
change than on i n d i v i d u a l s low on 
acceptance of j o b change. 

Education 

Col l ege education has been found to a f f e c t expec ta t ions 

for s a t i s f a c t i o n . For example, Kle in and Maher (1966) 

found c o l l e g e f i r s t - l i n e managers s i g n i f i c a n t l y l e s s s a t i s ­

f i e d with pay than n o n - c o l l e g e managers. Singh and Baumgartel 

(1966) reported a p o s i t i v e r e l a t i o n s h i p between educat ion 

and the importance at tached to advancement by a i rp lane 

mechanics. 

Hypothesis 1 9 : The e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent 
v a r i a b l e s w i l l be grea ter f o r c o l l e g e 
graduates than f o r n o n - c o l l e g e 
graduates . 

Chapter I I I d i s c u s s e s how the hypotheses are to be 

t e s t e d , inc luding s e l e c t i o n of the f i e l d s i t e and the research 

approach. 



43 

Table 2 . Summary of Hypotheses 

Major Hypotheses: 

1. In troduct ion of MBO leads to increased j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

2 . In troduct ion of MBO leads to increased employee 
m o t i v a t i o n . 

3 . In troduct ion of MBO leads to increased work innovat ion . 

4 . In troduc t ion of MBO leads to increased o r g a n i z a t i o n 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . 

Minor Hypotheses: 

5 . The e f f e c t s of MBO on the depedent v a r i a b l e s w i l l be 
enhanced by the s t rength of the perce ived t i e between 
performance and rewards. 

6. Organ iza t iona l tenure w i l l enhance the e f f e c t s of MBO on 
the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

7. P a r t i c i p a t i o n in o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g w i l l enhance the 
e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

8 . The grea ter the in f luence an i n d i v i d u a l has over h i s j o b , 
the grea ter the e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

9. The e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s w i l l be 
grea ter f o r i n d i v i d u a l s who p e r c e i v e themselves as 
superv i sory than f o r those who p e r c e i v e themselves as 
non- superv i sory . 

1 0 . E f f e c t s of MBO on dependent v a r i a b l e s w i l l be g r e a t e r for 
i n d i v i d u a l s ra ted high on job performance than f o r 
i n d i v i d u a l s ra ted low on job performance. 

1 1 . Goal c l a r i t y w i l l enhance the e f f e c t s of MBO on the 
dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

1 2 . Perceived d i f f i c u l t y of goa l s w i l l enhance the e f f e c t s of 
MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

1 3 . Emphasis on o b j e c t i v e s by higher l e v e l s of s u p e r v i s i o n 
w i l l enhance the e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s 
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Table 2 (concluded) 

1 4 . E f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s w i l l be 
enhanced by increased frequency of feedback on 
o b j e c t i v e s performance. 

1 5 . Ind iv idua l s with high i n t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s w i l l 
show grea ter changes in the dependent v a r i a b l e s as a 
r e s u l t of the in troduc t ion of MBO than w i l l i n d i v i d u a l s 
with high ex terna l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s . 

1 6 . Perceived job interdependence w i l l l e s s e n the e f f e c t s 
of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

1 7 . The more System 4 i n d i v i d u a l s p e r c e i v e t h e i r organ i ­
za t ion to b e , the grea ter w i l l be the e f f e c t s of MBO 
on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

18 . The e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s w i l l be 
more p o s i t i v e for i n d i v i d u a l s high on acceptance of job 
change than on i n d i v i d u a l s low on acceptance of j o b 
change. 

19 . The e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s w i l l be 
greater for c o l l e g e graduates , than for n o n - c o l l e g e 
graduates . 
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CHAPTER I I I 

FIELD SITE AND RESEARCH APPROACH 

The Quasi -Experimental Method 

The hypotheses are t e s t e d using an a d m i n i s t r a t i v e 

quas i -experiment of a type suggested by Campbell and 

Stanley (1966) and Campbell ( 1 9 6 9 ) . The approach d i f f e r s 

from a true experiment mainly in that treatment groups and 

contro l groups are not randomly chosen. I n s t e a d , a des ign 

i s used which i s made as c l o s e to a true experimental des ign 

as the s i t u a t i o n a l l o w s . Thus the i n t e r p r e t a b i l i t y of the 

outcome of the quas i -experiment i s more open to ques t ion than 

would be the r e s u l t s of a true experiment , but more i n t e r -

p r e t a b l e than non-exper imenta l ly obta ined r e s u l t s . 

The review of MBO l i t e r a t u r e presented in Chapter I 

revea l s that o f the publ i shed empir i ca l research on the 

e f f e c t s of MBO, only the work of Meyer, Kay, and French 

(1965) reported the use of a c o n t r o l group. Use of a c o n t r o l 

group of managers who did not undertake an MBO approach to 

appra i sa l enabled the researchers to make s t ronger c laims of 

c a u s a l i t y l i n k i n g changing the a p p r a i s a l system and the 

higher l e v e l s of s a t i s f a c t i o n among the managers i n v o l v e d . 

Both the case s tud ie s and the o ther data based research on 

MBO s u f f e r from not having c o n t r o l groups which would 
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i n d i c a t e i f f a c t o r s other than those being t e s t e d might 

have a f f e c t e d the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Although a quas i -experiment lacks the randomizat ion 

necessary in a true experiment , the a v a i l a b i l i t y from the 

contro l group of data on changes in study v a r i a b l e s adds a 

cons iderab le degree of conf idence to s t a t i s t i c a l r e s u l t s . 

As s t r e s s e d by Campbell and Stanley (1966) the use of true 

experiments i s seldom p o s s i b l e in o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s e t t i n g s . 

Attempting to make the research approach a true experiment 

i s b e t t e r than l e t t i n g the assumed o b s t a c l e s ru le out having 

any contro l group at a l l . 

The quasi - experimental design chosen f o r t h i s research 

i s what Campbell and Stanley c a l l the "Nonequivalent c o n t r o l 

group d e s i g n . " This design invo lves an experimental group 

and a c o n t r o l group both given a p r e t e s t and a p o s t t e s t , but 

in which the contro l group and the experimental group do not 

have pre-exper imenta l sampling equ iva l ence . Rather , the 

groups c o n s t i t u t e a c o l l e c t i o n of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i v i s i o n s 

as s i m i l a r as a v a i l a b i l i t y permits but yet not so s i m i l a r that 

the experimenter can dispense with the p r e t e s t . The a s s i g n ­

ment of the treatment (X) to one group or the o ther i s 

assumed to be random and under the exper imenter ' s c o n t r o l . 

The design may be represented as 

O X 0 
0 0 
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where X represents the exposure of a group to an experimental 

v a r i a b l e or event (MBO in troduct ion in the case of t h i s 

r e s e a r c h ) , the e f f e c t s of which are to be measured; and 0 

r e f e r s to the process of observat ion or measurement (quest ion 

na ire admin i s t ra t ion in t h i s r e s e a r c h ) . The Xs and Os in a 

given row are app l i ed to the same s p e c i f i c p e r s o n s , and 

temporal order i s i n d i c a t e d by the l e f t - t o - r i g h t dimension. 

Xs and Os v e r t i c a l to one another are s imul taneous . 

Assuming that approximate s i m i l a r i t y of groups i s 

obta ined , t h i s design can be regarded as c o n t r o l l i n g f o r 

such t h r e a t s to v a l i d i t y as h i s t o r y , maturat ion , t e s t i n g , 

and ins trumenta t ion , in that the d i f f e r e n c e f o r the e x p e r i ­

mental group between p r e t e s t and p o s t t e s t ( i f g r e a t e r than 

f o r the contro l group) cannot be expla ined by main e f f e c t s of 

these v a r i a b l e s s ince they would a f f e c t both experimental 

and contro l groups. 

Campbell and Stanley c laim that simple gain scores 

are a p p l i c a b l e for t e s t i n g the e f f e c t s of the experimental 

v a r i a b l e . A n a l y s i s of covariance may be more d e s i r a b l e , but 

invo lves such assumptions as homogeneity of r e g r e s s i o n which 

may not be complete ly p l a u s i b l e . 

The Research S i t e and the S e l e c t i o n 

of Experimental Groups 

The research s i t e used in t e s t i n g hypotheses was a 

l o c a l government in the metropo l i tan area of a l arge 



48 

Southern c i t y . The researcher had been in contact with the 

organ iza t ion during the f a l l of 1972 and had learned that a 

number of departments of the government were contemplat ing 

going to a system of Management by O b j e c t i v e s . As of the 

f a l l of 1972 only sketchy pre l iminary planning had been 

done, and the researcher was able to p a r t i c i p a t e both in the 

planning f o r MBO and in the s e l e c t i o n of departments to be 

t ra ined i n i t i a l l y . He a s s i s t e d in arranging MBO t r a i n i n g 

seminars for the i n i t i a l departments being t r a i n e d . To a 

large extent Campbell and S t a n l e y ' s assumption of random 

s e l e c t i o n of groups to be t r e a t e d was met, although there 

remained some element of s e l f - s e l e c t i o n by the invo lved 

departments. 

The one-day MBO t r a i n i n g seminar was conducted in four 

of the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i v i s i o n s by the t r a i n i n g s t a f f of a 

p r i v a t e firm in the metropol i tan area . MBO t r a i n i n g was 

conducted in the f i f t h d i v i s i o n by the t r a i n i n g o f f i c e r of 

the l o c a l government as a par t o f a l a r g e r superv i sory 

t r a i n i n g program. 

The l o c a l government invo lved in the research c o n s i s t s 

of some 2 , 0 0 0 employees d i s t r i b u t e d through approximately 

40 departments. Each of the departments looks to a s i n g l e 

manager for a d m i n i s t r a t i v e purposes . The manager in turn i s 

appointed and given d i r e c t i o n by an e l e c t e d board of 

commissioners . Some departments a l s o look for d i r e c t i o n to 

e l e c t e d or appointed boards , judges or o ther o f f i c i a l s , whi le 
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others funct ion s t r i c t l y wi th in a h ierarchy headed by the 

l o c a l government manager. 

The d i r e c t o r s of the d i f f e r e n t departments are 

appointed or e l e c t e d o f f i c i a l s , t y p i c a l l y but not n e c e s s a r i l y 

with experience in c i v i l s e r v i c e . A l l other members of the 

departments are c i v i l s e r v i c e p r o f e s s i o n a l s . Some d i r e c t o r s 

are appointed by the l o c a l government manager and approved by 

the board of commissioners , o thers are appointed by e l e c t e d 

judges or other o f f i c i a l s . 

The departments represent four general governmental 

areas : j u d i c i a l , h e a l t h , s o c i a l s e r v i c e s , and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e . 

Each of the four areas employees about 500 p e o p l e . Two 

a r e a s , hea l th and s o c i a l s e r v i c e s , are not inc luded in t h i s 

r e s e a r c h , p r i m a r i l y because s t a t e l e g i s l a t i o n was imminent 

at the time the research was begun which, had i t been 

passed , would have d r a s t i c a l l y a l t e r e d the operat ions of 

the a r e a s . A c c o r d i n g l y , an attempt was made to s e l e c t 

somewhat randomly r e p r e s e n t a t i v e d i v i s i o n s from each of the 

other two a r e a s , j u d i c i a l and a d m i n i s t r a t i v e . 

The c r i t e r i a s p e c i f i e d by Campbell and S t a n l e y ' s 

nonequivalent contro l group design were used as the primary 

b a s i s f o r s e l e c t i o n of experimental groups. Pr ior to i d e n t i ­

f i c a t i o n o f d i v i s i o n s , the researcher conducted e x t e n s i v e 

in terv iews with 50 members o f the l o c a l government, inc lud ing 

19 d i r e c t o r s or deputy d i r e c t o r s of ten d i f f e r e n t departments , 

two a d m i n i s t r a t i v e a s s i s t a n t s o f the l o c a l government manager, 
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a j u d g e , and a number of superv i sory and non-superv i sory 

employees at a l l o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l s . He reviewed o r g a n i ­

zat ion performance r e p o r t s , budget r e c o r d s , and f u n c t i o n a l 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s of the var ious departments and he at tended 

a number of meetings of the Board of Commissioners and the 

Budget Committee. 

In add i t ion to Campbell and S t a n l e y ' s c r i t e r i a , two 

other s e l e c t i o n c r i t e r i a were employed: [1) departments 

whose top management were l i k e l y to change during the 

research per iod ( f o r example, through re t i rement ) were not 

s e l e c t e d , and (2) departments expect ing to undergo r a d i c a l 

changes in s i z e or funct ion (such as changes due to l e g i s ­

l a t i o n ) were not s e l e c t e d . In one sense these c r i t e r i a l ead 

to a b iased s e l e c t i o n , but in another they remove the e f f e c t s 

of major independent v a r i a b l e s o ther than MBO. These c r i t e r i a 

were only p a r t i a l l y s a t i s f i e d in the d i v i s i o n s chosen. The 

d i r e c t o r of one of the contro l groups res igned s h o r t l y a f t e r 

the study began, and one of the j u d i c i a l departments r e c e i v e d 

a major f e d e r a l grant during the p e r i o d of the r e s e a r c h . 

Such e f f e c t s cannot be f u l l y c o n t r o l l e d in f i e l d r e s e a r c h , 

but h o p e f u l l y t h e i r impact on study v a r i a b l e s can be recog­

n ized and expla ined during a n a l y s i s of r e s u l t s . 

The r i s k of s e l f - s e l e c t i o n d i scussed by Campbell and 

Stanley d id not apply as much in the s e l e c t i o n of d i v i s i o n s 

in which to introduce MBO as i t did in the choice o f t iming 

of MBO i n t r o d u c t i o n . The l o c a l government i s more or l e s s 
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committed to implement MBO as a pre lude to program planning 

and budgeting (PPB) over the two year p e r i o d whose beginning 

co inc ided with t h i s re search . A c c o r d i n g l y , the s e l f -

s e l e c t i o n problem i s not viewed as a s i g n i f i c a n t one. 

Based on Campbell and S t a n l e y ' s c r i t e r i a , the c r i t e r i a 

c i t e d above, and the time and economic c o n s t r a i n t s of the 

re search , ten o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i v i s i o n s were s e l e c t e d for 

i n c l u s i o n in the s tudy. 

The d i v i s i o n s s e l e c t e d for the research inc lude three 

treatment d i v i s i o n s and three contro l d i v i s i o n s from the 

j u d i c i a l a r e a , and two treatment d i v i s i o n s and two c o n t r o l 

d i v i s i o n s from the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e area . In terms of numbers 

of employees, the s i x j u d i c i a l d i v i s i o n s inc lude 201 p e o p l e , 

whi le the four a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d i v i s i o n s inc lude 9 9 . 

The c o n t r o l d i v i s i o n s appear q u i t e s i m i l a r in funct ion 

and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l context to the treatment d i v i s i o n s . As 

an example of the s e l f - s e l e c t i o n that occurred during the 

course o f the r e s e a r c h , one of the d i v i s i o n s had been 

s e l e c t e d by the experimenter to be a c o n t r o l group in order 

to have a treatment group and a c o n t r o l group wi th in the 

same department, as was the case with two of the o ther 

departments. Before the t r a i n i n g got underway, however, the 

d i r e c t o r of the department conta in ing the two d i v i s i o n s made 

a dec i s i on to t r a i n both d i v i s i o n s at the same t ime. Thus, 

s e l f - s e l e c t i o n did enter in to the des ign . O v e r a l l , the 

assignment o f treatment and contro l groups appears to have 
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r e s u l t e d in approximately equiva lent groups . 

Time Sequence of the Research 

I n t e r v i e w s , S e l e c t i o n of Experimental Groups, and Quest ionnaire 

Development 

The research was begun during the f a l l of 1 9 7 2 . 

Interviews aimed at a general f a m i l i a r i z a t i o n with the 

research organ iza t ion were completed in e a r l y January, 1 9 7 3 . 

Experimental groups were i d e n t i f i e d by February 1 , and the 

ques t ionna ire measures were f i n a l i z e d in e a r l y February. (A 

copy of Quest ionnaire 1 i s inc luded in Appendix A . ) 

Pre-Treatment and Retes t Quest ionnaire Admin i s t ra t ion 

Pretreatment q u e s t i o n n a i r e s were administered to a l l 

members of p a r t i c i p a t i n g d i v i s i o n s (302 peop le ) during l a t e 

February and e a r l y March, 1 9 7 3 . Quest ionnaires were admini­

s t e r e d in small group b r i e f i n g s e s s i o n s and completed 

ques t ionna ires were mailed d i r e c t l y to the re searcher . 

Retes t ques t ionna ire s which included b locks of items 

from the p r e t e s t ques t ionna ire p lus R o t t e r ' s I n t e r n a l External 

O r i e n t a t i o n Scale were administered to a l l respondents to 

the i n i t i a l ques t ionna ire ( t o t a l of 256) on an i n d i v i d u a l 

b a s i s approximately three weeks a f t e r return of the i n i t i a l 

q u e s t i o n n a i r e . The r e t e s t ques t i onna ire s were in seven 

b a s i c v e r s i o n s . Each v e r s i o n inc luded the Rot ter s c a l e and 

from 21 to 28 of the o r i g i n a l ques t ionna ire i t ems . A t o t a l 

of 214 r e t e s t ques t ionna ires were completed and re turned . 
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The r e t e s t ques t ionna ires were mai led d i r e c t l y to p a r t i c i ­

pants with a cover l e t t e r exp la in ing t h e i r purpose (see 

sample in Appendix B) and a return envelope addressed to the 

researcher . 

MBO Training 

One of the treatment d i v i s i o n s attended the MBO 

t r a i n i n g seminar in l a t e February, 1 9 7 3 . Three other t r e a t ­

ment d i v i s i o n s were t r a i n e d in June, 1 9 7 3 . Training of the 

f i f t h treatment d i v i s i o n was completed in l a t e May, 1 9 7 3 . 

On-going implementation of MBO s t a r t e d in each d i v i s i o n 

fo l lowing the t r a i n i n g s e s s i o n , and was s t i l l cont inuing at 

the time of the pos t - t rea tment q u e s t i o n n a i r e . 

Post-Treatment Quest ionnaires 

Post - treatment ques t ionna ires were mailed d i r e c t l y to 

a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s during August and September, 1 9 7 3 . The 

ques t ionna ire was i d e n t i c a l to the pretreatment ques t ionna ire 

with the except ion of the cover sheet ("Part I I " has been 

added) and the f i n a l page. Samples of the two pages of the 

post treatment ques t ionna ire which are d i f f e r e n t from the 

pretreatment q u e s t i o n n a i r e , and the cover l e t t e r , are included 

in Appendix C. 

Data C o l l e c t i o n 

The f i r s t ques t ionna ire was completed and returned by 

163 people in the j u d i c i a l area and by 93 people in the 

a d m i n i s t r a t i v e area. Of the t o t a l number of respondents , 82 
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c l a s s i f i e d themselves as s u p e r v i s o r y , 145 reported they had 

at l e a s t a c o l l e g e educat ion , and 171 had been employed by 

the l o c a l government for at l e a s t two y e a r s . A t o t a l of 

214 people completed and returned r e t e s t items and R o t t e r ' s 

I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l O r i e n t a t i o n Sca le which were adminis tered 

three weeks a f t e r the pretreatment q u e s t i o n n a i r e s . 

The treatment group conta ins 150 p e o p l e , of whom 133 

completed the pretreatment q u e s t i o n n a i r e . Of 152 people in 

the contro l group, 123 completed the f i r s t q u e s t i o n n a i r e . 

Quest ionnaire 2 was returned by 106 of the 133 people 

in the treatment group who had returned Quest ionnaire 1 . 

S ix ty o f the 152 people in the c o n t r o l group who returned 

Quest ionnaire 1 a l s o returned Quest ionnaire 2 . The returns 

by d i v i s i o n were as f o l l o w s : 

Treatment Control 

D i v i s i o n NTOT •91 Q2 D i v i s i o n NTOT 21 21 
1 13 13 12 1 36 30 12 
2 37 33 25 2 15 15 11 
3 19 17 24 3 17 14 7 
4 31 31 26 4 19 18 12 
5 50 39 29 5 65 46 18 

150 133 106 152 123 6T5" 

Feedback to Experimental Groups 

Aggregated , coded feedback was provided to a l l p a r t i c i ­

pat ing d i v i s i o n s on a l l ques t ionna ire item responses , both 

pretreatment and p o s t - t r e a t m e n t , during September and October 

of 1 9 7 3 . 
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Treatment 

The treatments attempted to introduce the independent 

v a r i a b l e , management by o b j e c t i v e s . The two t r e a t m e n t s , both 

intended to accomplish the same r e s u l t of in troduc ing MBO, 

each cons i s t ed o f a t r a i n i n g s e s s i o n in MBO, fo l l owed by on-

t h e - j o b implementation of the p r o c e s s . 

One v e r s i o n of the treatment u t i l i z e d ou t s ide 

t r a i n e r s to provide MBO t r a i n i n g . Four treatment d i v i s i o n s 

were t r a i n e d by the out s ide team. The t r a i n i n g was at tended 

in two separate s e s s i o n s by a l l employees of one Of the 

d i v i s i o n s . A l l employees o f a second d i v i s i o n , and a l l 

superv i sory and p r o f e s s i o n a l employees o f the t h i r d and 

fourth d i v i s i o n s were t r a i n e d . The f i r s t t r a i n i n g c o n s i s t e d 

of a pre-seminar programmed learning package fo l lowed by a 

one-day seminar. Included in the seminar were: a team 

b u i l d i n g e x e r c i s e invo lv ing feedback of a l i m i t e d p o r t i o n of 

the r e s u l t s from the f i r s t q u e s t i o n n a i r e , s p e c i f i c a l l y 

L i k e r t ' s short form p r o f i l e of o r g a n i z a t i o n ; MBO theory; and 

group e x e r c i s e s concerned with problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , 

o b j e c t i v e s c r i t e r i a development, and formulat ion of a l i m i t e d 

number o f o b j e c t i v e s . A l l d i v i s i o n s t r a i n e d then engaged 

in fur ther o b j e c t i v e s development and fo l low-up on an on-going 

b a s i s during the weeks fo l l owing the t r a i n i n g . 

The second v e r s i o n of the treatment d i f f e r e d from the 

f i r s t v e r s i o n in two main r e s p e c t s . MBO t r a i n i n g was 

rece ived only by superv i sory employees of the f i f t h d i v i s i o n . 
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The t r a i n i n g was provided by the t r a i n i n g o f f i c e r of the 

l o c a l government as a part of a superv i sory development 

program. The program c o n s i s t e d of a s e r i e s of programmed 

i n s t r u c t i o n packages invo lv ing c a s s e t t e tapes and workbooks, 

each of which was fo l lowed by a t w o - t o - t h r e e hour seminar 

attended by a l l s u p e r v i s o r s . Seven weekly seminars were 

conducted during a two-month p e r i o d . The seminars included 

problem i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ; team b u i l d i n g , inc luding feedback 

using the L iker t " P r o f i l e " ; and development of a work plan 

and job performance o b j e c t i v e s . The superv i sors a t t e n d i n g , 

inc luding the d i v i s i o n head, invo lved t h e i r subordinates to 

varying degrees in o n - t h e - j o b implementation of the MBO p l a n . 

In an attempt to compensate for the l i m i t e d survey 

feedback provided to the treatment d i v i s i o n s , each of the 

contro l d i v i s i o n s was a l s o given the r e s u l t s of the L i k e r t 

" P r o f i l e " obtained from the pretreatment q u e s t i o n n a i r e . 

The treatment rece ived by a l l f i v e treatment d i v i s i o n s 

i s assumed to be the same, namely t r a i n i n g in MBO fo l lowed 

by o n - t h e - j o b implementation of the p r o c e s s . 

Treatment V a r i a t i o n s 

The treatment intended by the researcher inc luded not 

only MBO t r a i n i n g of a l l respondents in the treatment group, 

but a l s o a f a i r l y uniform implementation of MBO as a system 

of managing in each of the treatment d i v i s i o n s . Had t h i s 

been accompl ished, even though the t r a i n i n g packages d i f f e r e d 
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somewhat, a s trong claim could have been made that the t r e a t ­

ment was in f a c t the implementation of MBO in each of the 

treatment d i v i s i o n s . 

Follow-up a c t i v i t i e s in f a c t d i f f e r e d c o n s i d e r a b l y 

among the f i v e treatment d i v i s i o n s . One d i v i s i o n did c o n t i n u e , 

to a great e x t e n t , the o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g begun during the 

seminar. Departmental goa l s were publ i shed and disseminated 

to a l l employees , group and i n d i v i d u a l o b j e c t i v e s were 

e s t a b l i s h e d and agreed upon, and cont inuing fo l low-up and 

feedback were occurr ing at the time the second ques t ionna ire 

was adminis tered . 

A second treatment d i v i s i o n head s imply u t i l i z e d the 

mater ia l and p a r t i c i p a t i v e a c t i v i t i e s begun during the 

seminar to j u s t i f y cont inuing h i s own h i g h l y a u t h o r i t a r i a n 

s t y l e of management. Quest ionnaire 2 comments from members 

of t h i s d i v i s i o n r e f l e c t e d that MBO had not been implemented 

with quotes such as " . . . j o b performance and s e l f - improvement 

o b j e c t i v e s are not employed under present management." 

Another f a i r l y t y p i c a l comment rece ived on the second 

ques t ionna ire was s i m i l a r to the quote "Our MBO t r a i n i n g was 

too t h e o r e t i c a l and too o v e r s t r e s s e d by comparison with what 

can a c t u a l l y be accomplished, cons ider ing our lack of backing 

at upper management l e v e l s . " 

MBO implementation in the other three treatment 

d i v i s i o n s f e l l between the two extremes c i t e d above. One 

d i v i s i o n head encouraged and was invo lved in the s e t t i n g of 
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j o b o b j e c t i v e s . A second encouraged h i s subordinates to 

continue the t r a i n i n g and implementation wi th in t h e i r 

groups , but did not a c t i v e l y p a r t i c i p a t e . The t h i r d made no 

n o t i c e a b l e e f f o r t s to apply any of the t r a i n i n g . 

A l l d i v i s i o n s , however, are to an extent forced to 

acknowledge goa l s and programs in the annual budget h e a r i n g s . 

The l e v e l s o f program goals are g e n e r a l l y such that i t may be 

qui te d i f f i c u l t to i d e n t i f y i n d i v i d u a l o b j e c t i v e s with the 

program g o a l s . N e v e r t h e l e s s , exposure to o b j e c t i v e s and MBO 

has been qu i te ex tens ive throughout the treatment group, but 

s l i g h t or n o n - e x i s t e n t wi th in the c o n t r o l group. 

Even wi th in a d i v i s i o n whose head has e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y 

embraced MBO, e f f e c t s on i n d i v i d u a l s vary cons iderab ly 

depending upon the s p e c i f i c s i t u a t i o n , the immediate super­

v i s o r , and a number of other f a c t o r s . On the other hand, 

some superv i sors wi th in d i v i s i o n s whose heads gave minimal 

support to MBO have incorporated many of the ideas presented 

in the t r a i n i n g s e s s i o n s . 

The fo l l owing comments r e c e i v e d from d i f f e r e n t members 

o f the same treatment d i v i s i o n s support the observed h e t e r o ­

gene i ty of the MBO treatment: 

From a j u d i c i a l d i v i s i o n : 

1 . "I have been exposed to MBO. O b j e c t i v e s are 
good only i f agreed to by a l l and reviewed 
r e g u l a r l y for complet ion . Management by 
O b j e c t i v e s i s u s u a l l y a paper game played by 
management." 

2 . "MBO i s o . k . - - v e r y h e l p f u l ! " 
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3 , "MBO i s a great approach but takes time and 
f a m i l i a r i t y to r e a l i z e much change. I f 
proper ly adminis tered i t can make your j o b 
a c h a l l e n g e . On the other hand, the 
improper o b j e c t i v e s and a d m i n i s t r a t i o n can 
make you f e e l as i f you are nothing but a 
score keeper ." 

Comments from a second j u d i c i a l d i v i s i o n inc luded: 

1 . "Management by O b j e c t i v e s i s not n e c e s s a r i l y 
the bes t approach in t h i s department due to 
the f a c t that o b j e c t i v e s may be complex and 
v a r i e d over a popula t ion of 9 , 0 0 0 c l i e n t s 
and each o b j e c t i v e dependent on m u l t i p l e 
v a r i a b l e s - - t h e r e f o r e , can only be broadly 
s t a t e d when using a departmental b a s i s . 
I n s t e a d , success depends upon s e n s i t i v e , 
s e l f - s t a r t i n g , p r o f e s s i o n a l s t a f f , capable 
of great f l e x i b i l i t y . " 

2 . "Management by O b j e c t i v e s i s the r i g h t approach 
and should be b e n e f i c i a l to a l l , more p a r t i c ­
u l a r l y to those who have not been p r e v i o u s l y 
exposed in c o l l e g e as we l l as through 
exper i ence ." 

3 . "Management by O b j e c t i v e s i s g r e a t , but i t i s 
extremely hard to r e l a t e i t to a job of t h i s 
nature . The es tab l i shment of o b j e c t i v e s i s 
o f ten out o f the hands of t h i s department's 
d i r e c t o r s . Most of the time TOP MANAGEMENT 
(County Commissioners, Judges , e t c . ) f a i l to 
be r e a l i s t i c in viewing t h i s j o b . " 

4 . "I b e l i e v e that Management by O b j e c t i v e s 
could be very h e l p f u l to t h i s department ." 

5. "MBO is g r e a t . I see i t s a p p l i c a t i o n every 
day in t h i s and other f i e l d s . " 

6. "Management by O b j e c t i v e s does not apply to 
our department because our department heads 
have no contro l over s a l a r i e s , promot ions , 
amount of new p e r s o n n e l , workload, l e g a l 
procedures , or anything e l s e p e r t i n e n t to 
the s a t i s f a c t o r y complet ion of our j o b s . 
The County Commissioners and manager c o n t r o l 
everything and tend to c o n t i n u a l l y t i e our 
hands by not h i r i n g enough p e r s o n n e l , not 
g iv ing promotions or s a l a r y i n c r e a s e s , not 
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c u t t i n g c a s e l o a d s , not support ing department 
heads and Judges in new ideas f o r improving 
our work." 

Comments from the a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d i v i s i o n s inc luded: 

1 . "I think MBO i s the proper approach; however, 
there has been no n o t i c e a b l e adoption of 
these p r i n c i p l e s s ince the seminar nor any 
i n d i c a t i o n that there w i l l b e . " 

2 . "I think MBO could be most b e n e f i c i a l i f put 
into a c t i o n and doesn ' t go down the drain at 
the completipn of t h i s q u e s t i o n n a i r e . I 
b e l i e v e with s e t o b j e c t i v e s - - j o b performance 
w i l l show f o r i t s e l f . This w i l l separate the 
paper s h u f f l e r s from the workers ." 

3 . "MBO i s no doubt very u s e f u l when i t comes to 
b a s i c , c l e a r c u t o p e r a t i o n s . I s e r i o u s l y doubt 
i t i s a panacea for a l l operat ions and 
l e v e l s . P a r t i c u l a r l y when i t comes to R § D, 
t r a d i t i o n a l MBO i s d i f f i c u l t to use s ince 
one doesn ' t always know what the end r e s u l t 
w i l l look l i k e in a p r o j e c t . 

This county seems l i k e many other governments, 
to have cont inuous ly t r i e d methods to increase 
e f f i c i e n c y and e f f e c t i v e n e s s . MBO, task 
f o r c e , MIS, program a n a l y s i s are but a few 
examples. In s p i t e of a l l these a t t empts , 
the i n e r t i a of the o r g a n i z a t i o n seems to have 
s t a l l e d a l l e f f o r t s . I p e r s o n a l l y think that 
these methods w i l l never be wide spread and 
u t i l i z e d u n t i l there i s a r a d i c a l change in 
f i n a n c i a l c l imate (= l e s s money a v a i l a b l e ) 
and/or a change in p r i o r i t i e s among the four 
top l e v e l o f f i c i a l s (= top l e v e l support f o r 
changes ) . I t i s a w e l l e s t a b l i s h e d f a c t now­
adays , that changes r a r e l y occur because more 
or l e s s s o p h i s t i c a t e d a d m i n i s t r a t i v e methods 
are developed and a v a i l a b l e . These methods 
have been u t i l i z e d because top l e v e l manage­
ment has p l eased to do so and backed them 
a c t i v e l y and/or because the o r g a n i z a t i o n has 
been in such a f i n a n c i a l squeeze that i t has 
been forced to economize." 

4 . "Think i t ' s a good idea--management and 
employees need to think out and know where 
they are going and how they are going to get 
t h e r e . " 
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5 . "Good management technique . Aids in g iv ing 
management and a l l l e v e l s of employees 
common d i r e c t i o n . A l s o helps employees see 
how t h e i r funct ion f i t s in to the o r g a n i z a t i o n . " 

6. "MBO i s e s s e n t i a l to e f f e c t i v e management 
in any l a r g e o r g a n i z a t i o n . I t i s s imply a 
common-sense approach to management that 
insures that you know where you are going and 
what progress you are making in g e t t i n g 
t h e r e . The techniques should be fur ther 
r e f i n e d f o r not f or p r o f i t o r g a n i z a t i o n but 
the concepts are f i n e . " 

In add i t i on to comments of the type l i s t e d above, 

evidence to support the c la im that the MBO treatment was f e l t 

inc lude the fo l lowing data obta ined from ques t ion number 41 

on the two q u e s t i o n n a i r e s : "How much t r a i n i n g have you 

rece ived in how to se t o b j e c t i v e s ? " A g r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s 

a n a l y s i s of var iance (see Chapter V f o r d i s c u s s i o n ) was done 

on treatment group - - c o n t r o l group, Quest ionnaire 1 -Quest ion-

na ire 2 responses . Table 3 presents the a n a l y s i s . 

Table 3 . A n a l y s i s of V a r i a n c e , G r o u p s - b y - T r i a l s , 
Treatment Group versus Control Group, 
Quest ionnaire 1 -Quest ionnaire 2 , 
Item No. 41 

No. 21 Q2 Groups P r o b a b i l i t y 

Treatment 106 3 . 37 3 . 91 3 . 6 4 Groups < .58 

Control 60 3 . 9 8 3 . 7 5 3 . 8 7 T r i a l s <_ . 063 

T r i a l s 166 3 . 59 3 . 8 5 GxT < . 0 0 8 9 
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Treatment 

Control 

•Ql Q2 

The reported amount of t r a i n i n g increased s i g n i f i ­

cant ly more in the treatment group than in the c o n t r o l group 

between Quest ionnaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 2 . 

On the other hand, the responses to item 5 0 , "In 

g e n e r a l , how much time does your boss devote to s e t t i n g and 

reviewing your o b j e c t i v e s ? " did not show a s i g n i f i c a n t 

increase in the treatment group r e l a t i v e to the c o n t r o l group. 

The data for item 50 are given in Table 4 . 

Table 4 . A n a l y s i s of V a r i a n c e , G r o u p s - b y - T r i a l s , Item 50 

No. 91 Q2 Groups Probabi l i t y 

Treatment 104 3 .04 3 . 1 5 3 . 09 Groups < . 0 8 5 

Control 60 2 . 7 0 2 . 72 2 . 71 T r i a l s < . 59 

T r i a l s 164 2 .91 2 . 9 9 GxT < . 74 

Time Boss Spends 
on your 

Obj e c t i v e s 

3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 .8 
2 . 7 H 

Ql Q2 

Treatment 

Control 
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Table 4 does i n d i c a t e that the l e v e l of the v a r i a b l e 

in the treatment group i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y h igher (p<_. 085) than 

the l e v e l in the c o n t r o l group, but the change between 

Quest ionnaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 2 in the treatment group 

i s not s i g n i f i c a n t l y grea ter than the change in the c o n t r o l 

group (p£. 7 4 ) . 

In summary, observat ions by the r e s e a r c h e r , comments 

by respondents on the second q u e s t i o n n a i r e , and responses 

on the two ques t ionna ire items c i t e d above, a l l support the 

view that MBO t r a i n i n g was rece ived by people in the t r e a t ­

ment group, but the treatment was perce ived d i f f e r e n t l y by 

d i f f e r e n t p e o p l e , and the d i f f e r e n t d i v i s i o n s did not un i ­

formly implement the concepts . This e v e n t u a l i t y had been 

a n t i c i p a t e d in the research d e s i g n , but not to the extent 

to which i t occurred . I t was expected that implementation 

would be more uniform than i t was. A number of moderating 

v a r i a b l e s were proposed in Chapter I I . The i n c l u s i o n of 

these moderators in the research instrument a l lows the 

e f f e c t s of the hetereogeneous treatment to be t e s t e d . 

Chapter V o u t l i n e s the method o f a n a l y s i s employed and 

presents the data r e s u l t i n g from the re search . 

Chapter IV presents the instrument and measurements 

employed in the r e s e a r c h , inc lud ing the development and 

t e s t i n g of the s c a l e s which o p e r a t i o n a l i z e the v a r i a b l e s 

of i n t e r e s t . 
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CHAPTER IV 

INSTRUMENT AND MEASUREMENTS 

Scale Development 

Philosophy 

The s t r a t e g y employed in the research in developing 

an instrument f o r data c o l l e c t i o n was to use e x i s t i n g 

measures to the g r e a t e s t ex tent p o s s i b l e , developing new 

s c a l e s only when e x i s t i n g s c a l e s could not be l o c a t e d or did 

not seem appropr ia te . A c c o r d i n g l y , s c a l e s developed by 

Patchen (1965) in work with the TVA were chosen to opera­

t i o n a l l y def ine job m o t i v a t i o n , work innovat ion , o r g a n i z a t i o n 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , acceptance o f job change, and j o b i n t e r ­

dependence. Job s a t i s f a c t i o n i s measured with a modif ied 

s c a l e based on Ford's (1970) "Reactions to Your Job" s c a l e . 

L i k e r t ' s (1967) short form " P r o f i l e o f O r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s " was modif ied s l i g h t l y and used to a s s ign 

"system" values to the experimental groups. Several s c a l e s 

used in measuring higher l e v e l emphasis on o b j e c t i v e s , 

o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y , o b j e c t i v e si d i f f i c u l t y , and o b j e c t i v e s 

s e t t i n g in f luence were pat terned a f t e r measures descr ibed 

by C a r r o l l and Tosi (September, 1970) and Chesser ( 1 9 7 1 ) . 

U n f o r t u n a t e l y , the C a r r o l l and Tos i and the Chesser s c a l e s 

were not obta ined u n t i l the research was h a l f complete , and 
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although the items are s i m i l a r , the responses used are seven-

point s c a l e s i n s t e a d of f i v e - response s c a l e s used in the 

e a r l i e r empir ica l r e s e a r c h , and the s p e c i f i c wording and 

choice of items are d i f f e r e n t . 

Items r e l a t i n g performance to rewards are a l s o 

s i m i l a r to items suggested by Chesser ( 1 9 7 1 ) . I n t e r n a l -

e x t e r n a l contro l b e l i e f scores f o r i n d i v i d u a l s are obta ined 

using R o t t e r ' s (1966) I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Control S c a l e . 

Background information was recorded us ing f a i r l y 

standard b i o g r a p h i c a l information i t ems . Performance 

r a t i n g s of p a r t i c i p a n t s were made by group managers using a 

s l i g h t m o d i f i c a t i o n of the c i v i l s e r v i c e r a t i n g forms used 

wi th in the l o c a l government on a l i m i t e d b a s i s . 

M o d i f i c a t i o n s to s c a l e s to make them more a p p l i c a b l e 

to the l o c a l government were made based on interv iews with : 

50 people in a l l o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l s in 10 d i f f e r e n t 

departments of the l o c a l government. A l s o based on the 

interv iews was development of a 50- i tem L i k e r t type i n s t r u ­

ment used to measure employee a t t i t u d e s on s p e c i f i c p o l i c y , ; 

p r o c e d u r a l , and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l items re l evant to the l o c a l 

government. The primary purpose of the 50- i t em instrument 

was to provide survey feedback fo l l owing the p o s t - t r e a t m e n t 

ques t ionna ire admin i s t ra t ion to the p a r t i c i p a t i n g groups. 

New s c a l e s developed for th i s research as w e l l as 

modif ied standard s c a l e s were checked f o r v a l i d i t y and 

r e l i a b i l i t y using severa l d i f f e r e n t c r i t e r i a . Factor 
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a n a l y s i s was u t i l i z e d as a working t o o l by the re searcher to 

confirm that loadings of items on var ious f a c t o r s was 

c o n s i s t e n t with the grouping of items i n t o s c a l e s . 

I t should be po inted out that the l a b e l i n g of v a r i ­

ables a s se s sed by m u l t i p l e - i t e m s c a l e s i s e s s e n t i a l l y a 

judgement of the r e s e a r c h e r , and the reader i s we l l advised 

to cons ider the items which make up the var ious s c a l e s . The 

comments of Patchen (1965) r e l a t i n g to composit ion of m u l t i -

item s c a l e s are a l s o p e r t i n e n t . Patchen used the "empir ica l 

technique", i . e . choosing ques t ionna ire items to be used in 

a measure p r i m a r i l y on the b a s i s of v a l i d i t y evidence f o r 

each i t e m - - e s p e c i a l l y according to whether responses to the 

ques t ion are r e l a t e d to evidence of ac tua l behav ior . He 

po in t s out that the approach d i f f e r s from the method whereby 

items are chosen e s s e n t i a l l y according to t h e i r r e l a t i o n to 

other items intended to measure the same c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . In 

the l a t t e r method evidence for v a l i d i t y of the measure i s 

sought only a f t e r the items have been chosen. 

Thus, the empir ica l method may give m u l t i - i t e m s c a l e s 

which may not be "pure"-- in the sense that the s c a l e may 

contain items which measure somewhat d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s . On 

the o ther hand, the major advantage of the empir i ca l method 

i s the grea ter assurance that the measure developed w i l l be 

r e l a t e d to ac tua l behav ior . Obvious ly c l u s t e r a n a l y s i s or 

f a c t o r a n a l y s i s w i l l not i d e n t i f y "impure" s c a l e s . The 

Patchen s c a l e s were r e t a i n e d f o r use in t h i s research even 
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though severa l of the s c a l e s did in f a c t contain items which 

did not c o r r e l a t e h igh ly with each o t h e r . The c o r r e l a t i o n s 

which were obtained were q u i t e s i m i l a r to the r e s u l t s o r i g i ­

n a l l y obta ined by Patchen at TVA. Table 5 conta ins a l i s t 

of the 19 s c a l e s developed for t e s t i n g the research model. 

Evaluat ion of Scale R e l i a b i l i t i e s and V a l i d i t i e s 

Several techniques were used in e v a l u a t i n g r e l i a ­

b i l i t i e s and v a l i d i t y of a l l s c a l e s used in the s tudy . In 

addi t ion to support provided by developers o f the o r i g i n a l 

s c a l e s (Patchen, f or example) , i n t e r n a l a n a l y s i s , ex terna l 

a n a l y s i s , a n a l y s i s of face v a l i d i t y , and t e s t - r e t e s t 

a n a l y s i s were employed. 

Nunnally (1967) argues that the most meaningful 

measure of i n t e r n a l r e l i a b i l i t y i s given by: 

Nr 
r x x l + ( N - l ) r 

where r = the es t imated i n t e r n a l r e l i a b i l i t y 

r = the average o f f - d i a g o n a l c o r r e l a t i o n between items 

N , = the number of items in the s c a l e . 

When the items in the s c a l e have the same v a r i a n c e , 

Nunnal ly ' s formula y i e l d s the same numerical e s t imates as 

c o e f f i c i e n t alpha and Kuder-Richardson (Chesser , 1 9 7 1 , page 

3 6 ) . R e l a t i v e to Patchen's comments on "pure" s c a l e s , i t 

should be noted that some low o f f - d i a g o n a l c o r r e l a t i o n s w i l l 
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Table 5 . Sca les Developed 

Scales 
Quest ionnaire 

Item Numbers 

1 . Job Mot ivat ion 

2 . Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

3 . Work Innovation 

4 . Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

5 . L iker t Organiza t iona l P r o f i l e 

6. Acceptance of Job Change 

7. Higher Level Emphasis on O b j e c t i v e s 

8. Feedback Frequency 

9 . Rewards-Performance Tie 

1 0 . O b j e c t i v e s S e t t i n g Inf luence 

1 1 . Job Inf luence 

1 2 . O b j e c t i v e s C l a r i t y 

1 3 . O b j e c t i v e s D i f f i c u l t y 

.14. Job Interdependence 

1 5 . I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Scale 

1 6 . Job Performance Rating 

1 7 . Perceived Organ iza t iona l Level 

1 8 . Tenure in Organizat ion 

19 . Education 

7 8 , 7 9 , 8 0 , 8 1 

8 2 , 8 3 , 8 4 , 8 5 , 8 6 

7 0 , 7 1 , 7 2 , 7 3 , 7 4 , 7 5 

9 6 , 9 8 through 112 

5 through 22 

6 4 , 6 5 , 6 6 , 6 8 , 6 9 

3 3 , 3 4 , 3 5 , 3 6 , 4 9 
through 54 

4 4 , 4 5 

8 9 , 9 0 

3 8 , 4 0 

9 2 , 9 3 , 9 4 , 9 5 

2 8 , 3 0 , 3 1 , 3 2 

2 5 , 2 7 

5 9 , 6 0 , 6 1 , 6 2 

Rot ter (1966) 
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not s i g n i f i c a n t l y lower the es t imate i f the number of items 

i s l arge and some of the c o r r e l a t i o n s are r e l a t i v e l y h igh . 

As to how high the i n t e r n a l r e l i a b i l i t y should b e , Nunnally 

s t a t e s that i t depends on how the measure i s being used , and, 

"in e a r l y s tages of research on p r e d i c t i o n t e s t s or hypo­

t h e s i z e d measures of a c o n s t r u c t , one saves time and energy 

by working with instruments that have only modest r e l i a b i l i t y , 

f or which purpose r e l i a b i l i t i e s of . 60 or . 50 w i l l s u f f i c e . " 

(Nunnal ly , 1 9 6 7 , page 2 2 6 ) . 

External a n a l y s i s invo lves determining the s i m i l a r i t y 

of items in a group by analyz ing the pa t t erns of c o r r e l a t i o n s 

with items ex terna l to the group. Items which r i g h t f u l l y 

are par t s of the same s c a l e should show s i m i l a r p a t t e r n s o f 

c o r r e l a t i o n s with other i t ems . Deciding whether p a t t e r n s are 

c o n s i s t e n t enough to j u s t i f y i n c l u s i o n of items in a s c a l e 

i s up to the re searcher . Examination of the t a b l e s of 

i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s among items on both ques t ionna ire s shows 

c o n s i s t e n t pa t t erns f o r items wi th in s c a l e s . Further demon­

s t r a t i o n of ex terna l cons i s t ency can be seen in Table 6 , 

which g ives i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s among s c a l e s , and i n d i c a t e s 

that the s c a l e s do d i s c r i m i n a t e . 

A n a l y s i s of face v a l i d i t y i s hazardous because the 

important f a c t o r i s the s u b j e c t 1 s (rather than the r e s e a r c h e r ' s ) 

percept ion of content . The s u b j e c t ' s percept ion may not be 

what the researcher had in mind in deve loping the item. The 

fo l lowing s e c t i o n s of t h i s chapter present the arrangement of 



Table 6. C o r r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t s Between Sca les 

Sca le 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 

1 * j o b m o t i v a t i o n 
(7J 1.7S , 8 0 , 8 1 ) 

2 36 * o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
48 ( 8 2 , 8 3 , 8 4 , 8 5 , 8 6 ) 

3 25 14 work i n n o v a t i o n 
25 18 (7 3 , 7 1 , 7 2 , 7 3 ,74 . 7 5 ) 

4 45 47 27 * j ob r e a c t i o n s 4 
43 49 30 ( 9 6 , 9 8 - 1 1 2 ) 

5 22 31 17 55 * L i k e r t o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p r o f i l e -
16 32 17 58 CS- 2 ? "> 

6 23 3 7 3 42 45 r. acceptance Df j ob 
change 

20 31 12 4 8 57 (6<l , 6 5 , 6 6 , 6 8 , 6 9 ) 

7 19 
2 2 - 4 43 41 18 * big her l e v e l emphasis on o b j e c t i v e s 

16 37 - 2 51 39 30 ( 3 3 , 3 4 , 3 5 , 3 6 , 4 9 , 5 0 , 5 1 , 5 2 , 5 3 , 5 4 ) 
8 4 12 16 29 31 7 26 * feedback frequency 

13 28 29 47 38 28 46 ( 4 4 , 4 5 ) 
S 6 2 S 7 4 4 2 4 15 31 22 * t i e of rewards to performance 

10 36 7 41 33 28 41 35 ( 8 9 , 9 0 ) 
1C 21 15 26 41 37 25 24 31 24 * o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g i n f l u e n c e 

20 21 33 51 42 38 23 26 26 (3S , 4 0 ) 
* j ob 11 2S 2 0 2S 46 30 26 20 18 8 37 

, 4 0 ) 
* j ob in f luence 

38 28 35 54 44 33 26 26 20 46 (92 , 9 3 , 9 4 ,95) 
12 29 21 Q 33 *> n i. i 26 29 -1 14 35 19 A o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y 

23 26 3 41 29 24 41 23 
lb 

22 40 28 ( 2 8 , 3 0 , 3 1 , 3 2 ) 
13 13 

10 
-1 

9 
17 

2 
9 

19 
- 5 

11 
11 

3 
4 

15 
6 

18 
lb 

1 
18 

26 
2 

8 
2 * o b j e c t i v e s d i f f i c u l t y 

37 ( 2 5 , 2 7 ) 
14 17 11 10 11 5 2 15 -4 10 10 9 6 9 * iob interdependence 

33 19 5 19 - 2 -2 18 3 5 10 7 2 6 - 13 "(59 ,60 ,6.1 , 6 2 ) 
I $ - 1 3 12 - 9 - 9 1 -17 -5 -6 -9 - 3 -4 -1 4 -19 * i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l score 

31 13 2 3 - 21 -14 - 12 -9 -26 16 -11 - 22 4 -3 -24 
16 13 10 i. i 12 18 17 14 8 3 9 10 - 0 7 '•11 * j o b performance r a t i n g 

•? r\ 6 S 2S 20 12 9 12 17 7 22 8 3 4 - 1 1 
17 -18 - 5 21 -20 13 1 3 -7 6 -8 36 -1 -7 - 2 0 21 -9 * o r g a n i z a t i o n l e v e l 

IS - 2 12 -18 -9 - 0 -0 - 0 4 - 1 5 -27 -4 2 -35 9 - 1 6 
IS 22 9 11 11 - 0 16 9 - 21 -10 - 3 19 15 - 1 2 25 - 1 3 7 - 3 0 * o r g a n i z a t i o n tenure 

2 7 •7 - 5 13 -10 - 4 2 -16 18 5 14 14 1 44 - 1 5 0 - 3 5 (3 ) 

1 0 6 - 9 32 1 4 16 10 17 -15 11 15 - 6 26 - 1 2 -3 -3 - 1 7 - 2 3 * educat ion 
1 - s 31 - 7 4 - 5 -16 16 16 7 11 -8 19 - 1 7 -2 -2 - 0 - 2 0 (4) 

K E Y : L 
Scale No.-

- q u e s t i o n n a i r e i tem nos, 
1 * j o b m o t i v a t i o n -

( 7 8 , 7 9 , 3 0 , 8 1 ) - * 
2 36 * o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

I 48 ( 8 2 , 8 3 , 8 4 , 8 5 , 8 6 1 
! / 

s ca le name 

L 
•product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n between s c a l e s 1 § 2 , Q u e s t i o n n a i r e 2 
(decimal p o i n t s o m i t t e d ) 

•product-moment c o r r e l a t i o n between s c a l e s 1 6 2 , Q u e s t i o n n a i r e 1 
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items in s c a l e s , the i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s among the items on 

both pretreatment and p o s t - t r e a t m e n t a d m i n i s t r a t i o n s and 

t e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s of a l l i t ems . 

Cross v a l i d a t i o n of s c a l e s i s made by comparing 

pat terns o f i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s among s c a l e items on the p r e ­

treatment data with i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s among s c a l e items on 

the pos t - t rea tment data . 

T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s are Pearson Product-Moment 

C o r r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t s f o r each item measured on the 

pretreatment ques t ionna ire with the same item measured on a 

r e t e s t approximately three weeks l a t e r . Each of the i n i t i a l 

respondents (256 of 300 who rece ived q u e s t i o n n a i r e s ) was 

given one of the seven d i f f e r e n t vers ions of the r e t e s t . 

Each r e t e s t inc luded approximately one-seventh of the 

o r i g i n a l ques t ionna ire items and R o t t e r ' s I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l 

Or ien ta t ion S c a l e . The number of responses on the r e t e s t 

was 2 1 4 . Thus r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t y was as ses sed from about 30 

responses per item. T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i i t e s on a l l but a 

few items compared favorably in s i z e with those obta ined by 

Patchen (1965) at TVA. T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s are 

reported for a l l items in the fo l lowing s e c t i o n s . 

In add i t ion to the a n a l y s i s descr ibed in the f o r e g o i n g , 

a l l of the Patchen s c a l e s have the advantage o f v a l i d a t i o n 

from independent measures such as s u p e r v i s o r ' s judgements , 

performance and attendance r e c o r d s , reported expectancy of 

l e a v i n g , number of sugges t ions submit ted , r e l a t i o n to 
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gr ievances submit ted , comparison with known groups , e t c . 

The fo l l owing s e c t i o n s d i s c u s s each s c a l e used in the 

research . 

The Sca les 

Job Mot iva t ion 

This v a r i a b l e i s measured using a s c a l e developed by 

Patchen (1965) in research at TVA. Usua l ly mot iva t ion i s 

i n f e r r e d from other evidence - - p a r t i c u l a r l y p r o d u c t i v i t y d a t a - -

rather than d i r e c t l y measured. The d i f f i c u l t y in using 

i n f e r e n t i a l measures o f mot ivat ion i s that in most ins tances 

such measures do not e x i s t f o r i n d i v i d u a l s , and even i f they 

do e x i s t , i t i s d i f f i c u l t to separate the a b i l i t y component 

of performance. 

Patchen developed a four item s c a l e for a s s e s s i n g 

mot ivat ion on the j o b . The mot ivat ion score i s the average 

of the four f i v e - p o i n t item s c o r e s . The measures were 

v a l i d a t e d using superv i sory r a t i n g s of m o t i v a t i o n , comparison 

with absence , r e l a t i o n to product ive e f f i c i e n c y , and compari­

son with known groups. The four items used are as f o l l o w s : 

78 . On most days on your j o b , how o f t en does time 
seem to drag for you? 

79 . Some people are complete ly involved in t h e i r j o b - -
they are absorbed in i t n ight and day. For o ther 
p e o p l e , t h e i r job i s simply one of s e v e r a l 
i n t e r e s t s . How invo lved do you f e e l in your j o b ? 

80 . How o f ten do you do some ex tra work for your j o b 
which i s not r e a l l y required of you? 

8 1 . Would you say you work harder , l e s s hard , or 
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about the same as other people doing your type 
of work? 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s obta ined in t h i s research 

and those obta ined by Patchen are shown in Table 7. 

Table 7. Job M o t i v a t i o n : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

(Local Government) T e s t - R e t e s t 
Local Gov' t 

T e s t - R e t e s t 
Patchen 

(Patchen) 
N = 223 

Item 78 79 80 81 

78 * how o f t e n time drags 

79 50 * j o b involvement 
44 

80 33 33 * e x t r a work 
24 41 

81 25 26 32 * work how 
28 20 30 hard 

index 76 71 76 58 
71 71 76 58 

r (N) r_ (N) 

Item 78 79 80 81 

,76 (29 ) . 8 0 (47 ) 78 * 
83 ( 2 9 ) . 74 ( 4 8 ) 70 38 * 

,74 (29 ) -- 80 05 22 * 

,71 (29) -- 81 17 30 24 * 

,85 (29) 
. 8 0 (46) index 

( 7 8 , 7 9 ) 

Number of responses f o r t e s t - r e t e s t = minimum of 29 
Number of responses f o r pre - t rea tment q u e s t i o n n a i r e - minimum of 255 
Number of responses for p o s t - t r e a t m e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e • minimum of 207 

Est imated I n t e r n a l R e l i a b i l i t y : 
Ql - . 6 7 
Q2 - . 6 4 

Work Innovation 

Patchen (1965) was i n t e r e s t e d in work innovat ion 

because of the b e n e f i t that can come to an o r g a n i z a t i o n from 

a search by employees at a l l l e v e l s f or b e t t e r ways to do 
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t h i n g s . A cont inuing i n t e r e s t in innovat ion on the part of 

i n d i v i d u a l s may be an i n d i c a t o r of general i n t e r e s t and 

involvement in t h e i r j o b . 

V a l i d i t y of Patchen's s i x item s c a l e was by r e l a t i o n 

to s u p e r v i s o r s ' rankings , r e l a t i o n to sugges t ions submit ted , 

and r e l a t i o n s to sugges t ions reported by respondents . Work 

innovat ion i s scored as the average of the fo l l owing s i x 

i tems: 

70 . In your kind of work, i f a person t r i e s to change 
h i s usual way of doing t h i n g s , how does i t 
g e n e r a l l y turn out? 

7 1 . Some people p r e f e r doing a job in p r e t t y much 
the same way because t h i s way they can count on 
always doing a good j o b . Others l i k e to go out 
of t h e i r way in order to think up new ways of 
doing t h i n g s . How i s i t with you on your j o b ? 

7 2 . How of ten do you t ry ou t , on your own, a b e t t e r 
or f a s t e r way of doing something on the j o b ? 

73 . How of ten do you get chances to t r y out your 
own ideas on your j o b , e i t h e r before or a f t e r 
checking with your s u p e r v i s o r ? 

74 . In my kind of j o b , i t i s u s u a l l y b e t t e r to l e t 
your superv i sor worry about new or b e t t e r ways 
of doing t h i n g s . 

7 5 . How many times in the pas t year have you suggested 
to your superv i sor a d i f f e r e n t or b e t t e r way of 
doing something on the j o b ? 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s obta ined in the present 

research and that obta ined by Patchen are presented in 

Table 8 . 

Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

A modif ied Patchen (1965) measure i s used to 
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Table 8 . Work Innovat ion: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

(Local Government) 
Test-Rctcst Reliabilities (Patchen) N • 634 

Item 70 71 72 73 74 75 (N) (N) r_ I tcm 70 71 72 73 74 75 70 * how do new ideas turn out (29) .35 (4 9) .72 70 * 

71 41 • how many new ideas do you try in your job (29) .61 (49) .72 71 20 * 

72 8 27 * how often do you try new ideas in (29) .62 (47) .64 72 08 16 • 17 32 your Job (47) 
75 18 13 52 * how many chances to try new (29) .56 (48) .67 73 07 OS 41 * 25 54 ideas (29) (48) 74 34 35 19 24 * better to let supervisor (29) .49 (48) .54 74 10 IS 16 24 • 25 35 26 28 try out new ideas ' 75 21 30 25 25 35 * how many suggestions to (29) .80 (48) .85 75 14 12 36 34 24 • 31 31 34 44 spvr during past year Index 58 61 60 63 65 68 64 67 68 65 71 (29) .78 (46) .87 

Number of responses for test-retest • minimum of 29 Number of responses for pre - treatment questionnaire " minimum of 252 Numbor of responses for post-troatmont questionnaire • minimum of 206 Estimated Internal Reliability: Ql - .69 Q2 • .73 

o p e r a t i o n a l l y def ine t h i s v a r i a b l e . Rarely i s measurement 

of employee i d e n t i f i c a t i o n with the o r g a n i z a t i o n attempted. 

Patchen def ines o r g a n i z a t i o n a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n as meaning a 

sense of s o l i d a r i t y ( i . e . , o f common i n t e r e s t and purpose) 

with other members of the o r g a n i z a t i o n , e s p e c i a l l y with top 

l e a d e r s . A w i l l i n g n e s s to l a b e l o n e s e l f as an o r g a n i z a t i o n 

member and a w i l l i n g n e s s to defend and support the o r g a n i ­

za t ion u s u a l l y accompanies such a sense of s o l i d a r i t y . 

The o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n s c a l e i s one which i s 
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not "pure", but Patchen r e t a i n e d a l l of the items to p r e d i c t 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n - r e l a t e d behav ior . V a l i d a t i o n of the measure 

was provided by s u p e r v i s o r s ' rank ings , r e l a t i o n to d i s p l a y i n g 

an o r g a n i z a t i o n a l s t i c k e r , r e l a t i o n to turn o v e r , r e l a t i o n 

to expec ta t ion of remaining with the o r g a n i z a t i o n , r e l a t i o n 

to l ength of s e r v i c e , and r e l a t i o n to a t tendance . 

The measure used in t h i s research i s the average of 

the scores on f i v e of the seven items suggested by Patchen. 

Two of Patchen's seven items were cons truc ted s p e c i f i c a l l y 

f o r TVA, and were not appropriate f o r t h i s r e search . The 

items included are : 

8 2 . I f you could begin working over a g a i n , but in 
the same occupat ion as you are in now, how 
l i k e l y would you be to choose (name of l o c a l 
government) as a p l a c e to work? 

8 3 . How do you f e e l when you hear (or read about) 
someone c r i t i c i z i n g the (name of l o c a l govern­
ment) Government? 

84 . I f you have or were to have a son, how would you 
f e e l i f someone suggested that he work f o r the 
(name of l o c a l government) Government? 

8 5 . In g e n e r a l , how o f ten do you t e l l someone in 
your immediate fami ly (husband, w i f e , c h i l d , 
p a r e n t , b r o t h e r , s i s t e r ) about some p r o j e c t that 
the (name of l o c a l government) Government has 
done or i s doing? 

8 6 . In g e n e r a l , how o f ten do you t e l l someone o u t s i d e 
your immediate fami ly ( f r i e n d , ne ighbor , s t o r e 
c l e r k , e t c . ) about some p r o j e c t that the (name 
o f l o c a l government) Government has done or i s 
doing? 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s obta ined in t h i s 

research and those obta ined by Patchen are inc luded in 
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Table 9. 

Table 9. Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n : 
I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

(Local Government) Test-Retost Reliabilities (Patchen)" N • 223 
Item 82 83 84 8S 86 
82 • choose i same organization again 

83 29 » reaction to organization criticism 
30 

84 SO 36 • want children to work for organization SO 20 
85 1 14 18 •" tell immediate family about 

11 21 10 organization 
86 18 2S 21 60 * tell others about 

17 13 19 67 organization 

Index 60 63 68 63 71 

(Local Gcv 1t) (Patchen) 
I tern 

82 
83 84 85 (N) r (N) r 

(29) .8~7 (32) £8 82 • 
(28) .75 (29) .7.1 83 33 • 
(29) .73 (48) .49 84 43 26 • 

(28) .65 ( 3 D .27 85 08 06 •- • 
(28) .77 (32) .61 86 07 03 60 

(28) .80 (32) 

Number of responses for test-rctcst •' minimum of 28 
'Number of responses for ]<ro-treatment; questionnaire « minimum of 2S2 
Number of rcsponsos for post•treatment questionnaire - minimum of 19S 

Estimated Internal Reliability: 
Ql - .65 
Q2 - .63 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Ronan's (1970) review of the job s a t i s f a c t i o n l i t e r a ­

ture found that seven dimensions of job s a t i s f a c t i o n appear 
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most f r e q u e n t l y . Many s c a l e s have been developed f o r 

attempting to measure job s a t i s f a c t i o n . Some of the most 

widely used of these s c a l e s are summarized by Ronan and 

include the "Job D e s c r i p t i o n Index" developed by the Corne l l 

group (Smith, e j t aJ. , 1 9 6 9 ) . Areas of job s a t i s f a c t i o n 

included in the JDI are type of work, pay, promotional 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s , superv i s ion r e c e i v e d , and coworkers. 

The JDI attempts to measure a number o f areas which 

were not expected to be a f f e c t e d in the research organ i ­

zat ion over the short term (pay, coworkers , promotional 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s ) and was r e j e c t e d . Ins tead a s c a l e used 

widely within the A . T . § T . Co. by Robert N. Ford (1970) in 

j o b enrichment s tud ie s was s e l e c t e d f o r use . Ford's 

"Reactions to Your Job" Scale was s i m i l a r to a s c a l e developed 

by Herzberg in 1 9 6 5 . The Herzberg measure r e l a t e d to h i s 

t w o - f a c t o r theory s a t i s f i e r s : achievement, r e c o g n i t i o n , 

r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , the work i t s e l f , and growth and advancement. 

These f i v e " s a t i s f i e r s " have been r e f e r r e d to elsewhere in 

the job s a t i s f a c t i o n l i t e r a t u r e as " i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s , " 

"content" (as opposed to " c o n t e x t " ) , e t c . 

The content f a c t o r s were b e l i e v e d to measure a t t i t u d e s 

toward the j o b which were most l i k e l y to be a f f e c t e d by the 

in troduc t ion of MBO. Ford's "Reactions to Your Job" 

measure was modif ied to make i t more a p p l i c a b l e to the l o c a l 

government. 

For purposes of t h i s r e s e a r c h , then , job s a t i s f a c t i o n 
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i s o p e r a t i o n a l i z e d by the fo l l owing s i x t e e n i t e m s , 

keyed numer ica l ly to the sample q u e s t i o n n a i r e in Appendix A: 

96 . Think about the s p e c i f i c dut i e s of your j o b . 
How o f ten have you f e l t unable to use your f u l l 
c a p a b i l i t i e s in the performance of your j o b ? 

9 8 . How many funct ions do you perform on your job 
which you cons ider r e l a t i v e l y unimportant or 
unnecessary? 

9 9 . As you see i t , how many o p p o r t u n i t i e s do you 
f e e l you have in your job f o r making worthwhile 
c o n t r i b u t i o n s ? 

1 0 0 . How often do you f e e l that your j o b i s one that 
could be dropped?; 

1 0 1 . How much say do you f e e l you have in dec id ing 
how your j o b i s to be c a r r i e d out? 

1 0 2 . How frequent ly have you f e l t in your j o b that 
you could accomplish more i f you could have 
complete freedom of ac t ion to accomplish your 
o b j e c t i v e s ? 

1 0 3 . How f r e q u e n t l y on your job have you rece ived 
some type of r e c o g n i t i o n for your accomplishments? 

104 . How o f ten does your j o b , as p r e s e n t l y s t r u c t u r e d , 
g ive you o p p o r t u n i t i e s f or personal r e c o g n i t i o n ? 

1 0 5 . How do you f e e l about your present assignment as 
a j o b where you can c o n t i n u a l l y l earn? 

106 . How do you f e e l about your general a s s o c i a t i o n 
with (name of l o c a l government) Government as an 
opportuni ty for l earning a l o t ? 

107 . Outside of any regu lar measurements of your job 
( ind ices or performance s t a n d a r d s ) , how o f t en 
have you inwardly f e l t you have achieved some­
thing r e a l l y worthwhile? 

1 0 8 . To what extent i s i t p o s s i b l e to know whether 
you are doing wel l or p o o r l y on your j o b ? 

1 0 9 . To what extent i s i t p o s s i b l e for you to i n t r o ­
duce new (untr ied) ideas on your j o b ? 
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1 1 0 . How of ten have you found the kind of work you 
are now doing be be i n t e r e s t i n g ? 

1 1 1 . Based on your past experience in your present 
j o b , how o f ten have you thought that you would 
l i k e to qu i t or change j o b s ? 

1 1 2 . To what extent do you cons ider your present 
assignment h e l p f u l for a person who wants to be 
advanced in (name of l o c a l government) 
Government? 

Responses were of the type: 

Almost Very F a i r l y Not Very Very Almost 
Always Often Often Often Seldom Never 

Responses were coded, l e f t to r i g h t , from 1 to 6. 

The average of the s i x t e e n responses i s taken to be 

the job s a t i s f a c t i o n s c o r e . I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s among the 

s i x t e e n items for the pretreatment and post - treatment 

measures are shown in Table 1 0 , toge ther with t e s t - r e t e s t 

r e l i a b i l i t i e s obtained for each of the s i x t e e n items and the 

t o t a l s c a l e . 

Organizat iona l P r o f i l e 

This v a r i a b l e i s measured by L i k e r t ' s short form 

" P r o f i l e of Organiza t iona l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s " (Copyright ( c ) , 

1967 by McGraw-Hil l , I n c . , d i s t r i b u t e d by the Foundation for 

Research on Human Behavior , P. 0 . Box 1 2 4 8 , Ann A r b o r , 

Michigan, 4 8 1 0 6 ) . The s c a l e inc ludes 18 items r e l a t i n g to 

l e a d e r s h i p , m o t i v a t i o n , communication, d e c i s i o n s , g o a l s , and 

c o n t r o l s . Responses were coded one to f o u r , corresponding 

to system 1 to 4 on the continuous s c a l e . The average of the 

18 items i s used as the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p r o f i l e s c o r e . The 



Table 1 0 . Job S a t i s f a c t i o n : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i l i t y I tern 96 98 99 100 101 102 103 104 105 106 107 108 109 110 111 112 

(N) 
( 2 7 ) 

C 7 ) 
(27) 

( 2 7 ) 

(2o ) 

( 2 7 ) 

( 2 7 ) 

'71 
(27 ) 

( 2 7 ) 

( 27 ) 

( 26 ) 

r 2 7 "J 

(26 ) 

( 2 6 ) 

,55 

.51 

.64 

.40 

.68 

S3 

,53 

34 

, 7 9 

. 56 

72 

.65 

- t 

. 83 

.92 

96 

9S 

99 

100 

101 

102 

103 

104 

105 

106 

107 

108 

109 

110 

111 

112 

index 

* use of f u l l c a p a b i l i t i e s 

40 * unnecessary j o b f u n c t i o n s 
27 

26 36 * worthwhile c o n t r i b u t i o n s 
3 2 

21 36 

it 

4 0 

26 

19 

18 

16 

21 

21 

34 

28 

50 

23 

21 

43 

26 

33 

3 0 

39 

4 0 

61 

25 
33 * j ob cou ld be dropped 

37 21 
j ob 

47 19 * \ ns 
23 

47 
47 

19 
10 j 

32 22 36 * . freedom of a c t i o n 
34 24 11 29 

45 13 37 37 * r e c o g n i t i o n for accomplishments 
30 30 8 45 37 

3 7 10 37 28 70 * ] personal recogn i t ion 
33 37 15 34 32 60 

43 21 27 22 31 28 * j o b for l e a r n i n g 
11 36 21 18 16 35 

34 16 15 27 26 30 58 * ( j r g a n i zat ion for l earn ing 
20 32 21 22 , 25 24 34 56 

45 27 28 22 39 35 49 42 * inward achievement 
33 54 42 31 . 15 34 47 52 42 

29 34 20 23 32 33 25 33 30 * knowledge of j o b performance 
37 32 30 33 32 40 43 35 29 39 

5 7 
15 58 31 51 49 40 26 32 27 * new ideas 

20 5S 8 59 31 48 39 32 22 37 35 
36 37 20 10 14 27 56 45 52 26 27 * i n t e r e s t i n g work 

29 45 39 18 , 4 16 24 40 36 61 30 18 
39 36 23 39 26 21 39 34 37 15 24 4 5 * q u i t 

25 26 24 17 35 23 18 30 33 31 21 19 63 
38 14 18 30 34 38 43 53 33 24 34 35 50 * advancement 

30 3 4 13 22 26 31 40 30 53 42 31 24 63 58 
71 4 5 55 56 64 62 66 61 65 51 64 60 64 6S 

53 67 43 56 53 61 66 60 61 72 63 62 57 55 62 

Number o f re sponses for t e s t - r e t c s t = m i n i m u m o f 26 
Number o f responses for pre -1 reatnient=:v. inimum of 255 
Number o f responses for post-treatnent=minimi!ni of 207 

Nunnally*s Est imated I n t e r n a l R e l i a b i l i t y 
Ql = .SS 
Q2 - ,S8 

OO 
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short form c o n s t i t u t e d items 5 through 22 on the ques t ion ­

n a i r e . I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s are shown in 

Table 1 1 . 

Example of s c a l e item: 

Organ iza t iona l V a r i a b l e V e r y Q u i t e A g r e a t 

How much confidence i s L i t t l e Some a b i t deal 
shown in subordinates? \ , , t , 1 x t t , \ , . t , i , , t t x 

Coding used: 1 2 3 4 

Acceptance of Job Changes 

This v a r i a b l e i s measured by f i v e items developed and 

t e s t e d by Patchen ( 1 9 6 5 ) . V a l i d i t y was provided by r e l a t i o n 

to s u p e r v i s o r s ' rankings and c o r r e l a t i o n s with c e r t a i n 

aspects of the work s i t u a t i o n to which acceptance o f changes 

might , t h e o r e t i c a l l y , be expected to r e l a t e . At TVA accep­

tance of change scores were s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d to employee 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n in work dec is ion-making . 

Acceptance of job change i s scored by the average of 

scores on the fo l lowing f i v e i tems: 

6 4 . Sometimes changes in the way a job i s done are 
more t roub le than they are worth because they 
create a l o t of problems and confus ion . How 
o f ten do you f e e l that changes which have 
a f f e c t e d you and your job at (name of l o c a l 
government) have been l i k e t h i s ? 

6 5 . From time to time changes in p o l i c i e s , procedures , 
and equipment are introduced by the management. 
How of ten do these changes lead to b e t t e r ways 
of doing t h i n g s ? 

66 . How wel l do the var ious people in the p lant or 
o f f i c e s who are a f f e c t e d by these changes accept 
them? 



Table 1 1 . Organizational Characteristics: Intercorrelations 
and Reliabilities 

T c s t - R c t c s t 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s Item 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

r 

( 3 3 ) . 5 7 5 * c o n f i d e n c e 1 in i subord ina te s 

( 3 3 ) . 5 3 6 63 
63 
* i f ee l f r e e to t a l k : to 1 s u p e r i o r s about j o b 

( 3 3 ) . . 7 1 ' 7 58 51 * s u b o r d i n a t e s ideas sought and used ( 3 3 ) . 
56 60 

( 3 1 ) . 4 4 8 46 47 48 * m o t i v a t i o n through 
1 f e a r , 

t h r e a t s , punishment, rewards , or involvement 
41 39 49 

(-32) = 56 Q 36 33 38 •J c c *> * r e s j j o i i s i b i l i t y f e l t for a c h i e v i n g o r g a n i z a t i o n s g o a l s where 
33 36 39 33 

( 3 3 ) . 6 1 10 38 42 29 42 33 * how much c o o p e r a t i v e teamwork 
49 44 50 43 44 

( 3 2 ) . . 5 5 11 =31 21 27 23 26 31 * usua l d i r e c t i o n o f i n f o i flow 
32 38 49 40 37 42 

( 3 3 ) . 8 2 12 43 42 24 47 26 52 30 * downward commd accepted how 
41 41 44 48 38 46 48 

(33 ) . 0 3 13 23 30 25 31 19 27 33 
29 

36 
41 

* accuracy o f upward commo 
34 33 39 35 24 29 29 41 

( 3 3 ) . 6 1 14 44 45 40 26 34 33 22 38 27 * super iors know s u b o r d i n a t e s problems 
47 48 47 33 37 48 27 36 43 

(321 . S6 15 41 28 42 44 25 26 29 29 23 32 * • 
Level 1 

of d e c i s i o n making 
39 40 41 39 44 44 48 38 26 40 

( 3 2 ) . 7 9 16 52 51 57 45 27 38 33 43 33 SO 54 * subordinate involvement in d e c i s i o n s 
51 58 57 50 47 55 47 43 39 44 so ( 3 3 ) . 52 17 3 5 37 35 48 19 43 39 45 23 39 39 £0 * d e c i s i o n making c o n t r i b u t i o n to m o t i v a t i o n 
45 48 S3 46 45 53 43 48 29 37 44 60 

(52 ) . 3 7 18 45 40 SS 44 30 31 27 29 27 33 45 59 44 * o r g a n i z a t i o n a l g o a l s e s t a b l i s h e d how 
51 4 5 63 45 34 46 42 48 43 43 48 61 46 

( 5 1 ) . 44 19 18 16 11 2b 18 28 18 3 3 1 3 , 18 19 20 26 16 * c o v e r t r e s i s t a n c e 
34 33 31 38 39 34 30 49 '2 8 29 21 34 38 28 to goa l s 

(32 . 70 20 30 30 32 3 7 31 36 25 30 22 31 39 44 36 41 20 C o n c e n t r a t i o n of 
33 33 43 

3 7 34 * 47 38 43 44 28 51 47 40 43 30 review and c o n t r o l 
( 3 2 ) . 3 0 21 IS 22 12 26 16 37 13 32 IS 22 21 27 44 20 42 17 * informal 

30 29 22 27 21 35 36 41 35 27 17 27 35 13 40 23 r c s i s t i n s 
( 3 0 ) . 31 22 40 33 29 52 24 43 29 SO 28 28 30 33 S3 35 42 32 46 * data use 
( 3 3 ) . 8 2 38 34 36 38 35 3 9 ' . 37 44 28 38 33 45 44 48 34 44 31 

index 70 67 66 70 52 64 51 65 47 60 61 74 68 67 43 57 47 66 
69 70 74 66 63 71 65 70 55 64 65 77 72 71 56 64 48 64 

Number o f responses for T e s t - R e t e s t • minimum o f 30 
Number o f responses for P r e - t r e a t m e n t Q u e s t i o n n a i r e = minimum of 240 
Number o f responses for P o s t - t r e a t m e n t Q u e s t i o n n a i r e = minimum o f 197 

N u n n n l l v ' s Fst i ran ted I n t e r n a l R e l i a b i l i t y : 
Ql' - . 9 0 
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68 . In g e n e r a l , how do you now f e e l about changes 
during the past year that a f f e c t e d the way your 
job i s done? 

69 . During the past year when changes were introduced 
that a f f e c t e d the way your j o b i s done, how did 
you f e e l about them at f i r s t ? 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s for the present research 

and those obtained by Patchen are given in Table 1 2 . 

Table 1 2 . Acceptance of Job Change: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

(Local Government) Test-Rctost 
Reliabilities 

(Patchen) 

Item 64 65 66 68 69 CN) r (N) r . Item 64 65 66 68 69 

64 * worth of job changes (29) .79 (48) .42 64 * 
65 47 * worth of policy, procedure, (30) .28 (49) .54 6S 22 * 

51 equipment changes 
(49) 

66 26 32 * how wall pcoplo (30) .58 (49) .35 66 19 30 • 
68 

46 60 accept chnnge 
(49) 

68 40 53 22 * feeling* about chunges (25) .66 (36) .S5 68 27 ,34 21 * 48 S4 33 in your jdb 
(25) ,34 

69 42 42 19 56 * first feeling about (23) .77 (35) .58 69 22 30 10 70 • 
44 43 25 64 changos 

(35) 

index 78 74 S6 75 73 (30) .81 (34) .76 index 
82 79 70 77 70 

(30) (34) 

Number of responses for tost-retost - minimum of 29 
Number of responses for pro-treatment questionnaire " minimum of 252 
Number of responses for post»trcatmcnt questionnaire • minimum of 179 

Estimated Intornal Reliability: 
Ql • .75 
Q2 • .81 
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Emphasis on O b j e c t i v e s by Higher Levels of Superv is ion 

This v a r i a b l e i s a measure of the perce ived emphasis 

p laced on o b j e c t i v e s and the MBO process by the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

boss and higher l e v e l s of s u p e r v i s i o n . I t i s s i m i l a r to 

measures used by Chesser (1971) . The s c a l e score i s the 

average of the ten item s c o r e s . The s c a l e i s composed of 

the fo l l owing ten i tems: 

3 3 . How much emphasis does your boss p lace on your 
a t t a i n i n g your j o b performance o b j e c t i v e s ? 

3 4 . How much emphasis does your boss p lace on your 
a t t a i n i n g your s e l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s ? 

3 5 . How much emphasis do people at h igher l e v e l s 
than your boss p lace on your a t t a i n i n g your j o b 
performance o b j e c t i v e s ? 

3 6 . How much emphasis do people at h igher l e v e l s 
than your~I)oss p lace on your a t t a i n i n g your 
se l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s ? 

4 9 . How concerned i s your boss i f you f a i l to achieve 
your j o b performance o b j e c t i v e s to a s i g n i f i c a n t 
degree? 

50 . In g e n e r a l , how much time does your boss devote 
to s e t t i n g and reviewing your o b j e c t i v e s ? 

5 1 . How important do you think your boss cons iders 
your job performance o b j e c t i v e s to be? 

5 2 . How important do you think your boss cons iders 
your s e l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s to be? 

5 3 . How important do you th ink people at h igher 
l e v e l s than your boss cons ider your j o b p e r f o r -
mance o b j e c t i v e s to be? 

54 . How important do you think people at h igher 
l e v e l s than your boss cons ider your s e l f -
improvement o b j e c t i v e s to be? 

Table 13 shows i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s f o r the 



Table 1 3 . High Level Emphasis on O b j e c t i v e s : 
I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i 1 i t i e s 

00 _r Item 33 34 35 36 49 50 51 52 53 54 

( 3 6 ) . 6 3 33 * boss emphasis on j o b per f i ob j s 

( 3 6 ) . 4 7 34 S3 
5 8 

A boss emphasis on se l f - improvement o b j s 

( 3 5 ) . 4 0 35 42 31 h igher l e v e l ei mphasis on job p e r f o b j s 
48 35 

( 3 6 ) . 4 2 36 26 55 59 * h igher l e v e l emphasis on s e l f - i m p o b j s 
38 51 67 

( 3 1 ) . 4 9 49 56 34 35 21 * boss c o n c e r n - - j o b p e r f o b j s 
5S 36 30 24 

( 3 1 ) . 4 0 50 34 45 18 30 34 * time boss spends on o b j s 
37 57 32 43 33 

( 3 2 ) . 4 8 51 54 45 36 26 57 48 * importance bos p u t s - - j o b p e r f o b j s 
50 45 42 29 56 52 

(32 ) . 6 9 52 25 56 24 40 35 44 64 * importance boss p u t s - - s e l f - i m p o b j s 
42 65 29 46 39 55 61 

(32 ) . 6 3 53 32 20 56 41 39 19 55 36 * i m p o r t a n c e - - h i g h e r l e v e l s - j o b 
41 26 70 56 37 30 50 39 

( 3 2 ) . 6 7 54 5 32 40 60 15 28 32 56 60 * i m p o r t a n c e - - h i g h e r 
36 49 SS 76 27 42 35 57 69 l e v e l s - s e l f 

** index 63 70 67 69 62 58 76 72 69 65 
70 73 73 76 60 67 71 74 74 78 

Number of responses for t e s t - r e t e s t = minimum of 31 
Number o f responses for p r e - t r e a t m e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e • minimum of 255 
Number of responses for p o s t - t r e a t m e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e - minimum o f 208 

N u n n a l l v ' s Est imated I n t e r n a l R e l i a b i l i t y : 
Q l ' - . 3 7 
Q2 » . 8 9 

** 
T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s f o r t o t a l s c a l e were not o b t a i n e d . 

T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t y f o r i tems 3 3 - 3 6 = . 4 9 
T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t y f o r i tems 4 9 - 5 4 = . 7 0 

OO 
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v a r i a b l e . 

Feedback Frequency 

This v a r i a b l e measures the i n d i v i d u a l s ' percept ion of 

frequency of feedback on both j o b performance o b j e c t i v e s 

progress and s e l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s performance. The 

score f o r the v a r i a b l e i s the average of the scores obta ined 

on two i tems: 

4 4 . How of ten are you given feedback on your progres s 
on your job performance o b j e c t i v e s ? 

4 5 . How of ten are you given feedback on your progres s 
on your s e l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s ? 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s f o r these two items are 

shown in Table 1 4 . 

Table 14 . Feedback Frequency: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

Item 44 45 T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

r (NJ 
44 * frequency of feedback on j o b . 5 3 (31) 

perf o b j s 
45 60 * frequency of feedback on . 46 (31) 

68 s e l f - i m p r o v . ob j s 
index 91 87 . 5 9 (31) 

93 90 
(31) 

Number o f t e s t - r e t e s t respondents = minimum of 31 
Number of pre-treatment, ques t ionna ire respondents = 

minimum of 255 
Number of post - treatment ques t ionna ire respondents = 

minimum of 2 08 

Est imated In terna l R e l i a b i l i t y : 
Ql = . 7 5 
Q2 = .81 
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Tie of Reward Structure to Performance in Meeting O b j e c t i v e s 

This v a r i a b l e a s s e s s e s the perce ived r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the i n d i v i d u a l ' s performance in s a t i s f y i n g job p e r f o r ­

mance o b j e c t i v e s and h i s fu ture s a l a r y increases and future 

promotions . The score for the v a r i a b l e i s the average of 

the scores obta ined on the f o l l o w i n g two i tems: 

8 9 . In your o p i n i o n , how much w i l l the extent to 
which you achieve your j o b performance o b j e c ­
t i v e s a f f e c t your future s a l a r y i n c r e a s e s ? 

90 . In your o p i n i o n , how much w i l l the extent to 
which you achieve your j o b performance o b j e c ­
t i v e s a f f e c t your future promotions? 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s obta ined for the two 

items are in Table 1 5 . 

Table 1 5 . Tie of Reward Structure to Performance in Meeting 
O b j e c t i v e s : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

Item 89 90 T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i l i t y 

r 
89 * job performance ob j s a f f e c t . 4 6 (33) 

future s a l a r y increase 
90 79 * j o b per f . o b j s a f f e c t future . 70 (33) 

76 promotions 
index 95 94 . 64 (33) 

94 94 

Number of t e s t - r e t e s t respondents = minimum of 33 
Number o f pre - trea tment ques t ionna ire respondents = 

minimum of 255 
Number of p o s t - t r e a t m e n t ques t ionna ire respondents = 

minimum of 209 
Est imated I n t e r n a l R e l i a b i l i t y : 

Ql = .88 
Q2 = . 86 
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O b j e c t i v e s S e t t i n g Inf luence 

Two items are used to measure t h i s v a r i a b l e : 

38 . How much in f luence did you have in the s e t t i n g 
of your job performance o b j e c t i v e s ? 

4 0 . How much in f luence did you have in the s e t t i n g 
of your s e l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s ? 

The average score on the two items i s used as a 

measure of o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g i n f l u e n c e . R e l i a b i l i t i e s and 

i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s obtained are shown in Table 1 6 . 

Table 1 6 . O b j e c t i v e s S e t t i n g I n f l u e n c e : 
I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

Item 38 40 T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

38 * in f luence in s e t t i n g j o b . 6 1 (36) 
performance obj s 

40 41 * in f luence in s e t t i n g . 2 3 (36) 
43 s e l f - improvement objs 

index 84 84 .44 (36) 
85 84 

Number of respondent t e s t - r e t e s t = 36 
Number of respondent pre- treatment ques t ionna ire = 225 
Number o f respondent pos t - t rea tment ques t ionna ire = 209 
Estimated In terna l R e l i a b i l i t i e s : 

Ql = .58 
Q2 = . 60 

T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s are low on t h i s i tem, as on other 

o b j e c t i v e s - o r i e n t e d i tems . Quest ionnaire 2 data w i l l be 

used in determining e f f e c t of o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g in f luence 

as a moderator. 

Job Inf luence 

This v a r i a b l e measures broader job in f luence than j u s t 

in f luence in o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g . I t i s scored as the average 
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of four items dea l ing with the what, when, how, and who of 

j o b - r e l a t e d d e c i s i o n s : 

Thinking about the way things g e n e r a l l y happen IN YOUR PRESENT 

JOB, how much in f luence do you f e e l you p e r s o n a l l y have in : 

9 2 . Deciding what i s to be accomplished. 

9 3 . Deciding on a t i m e t a b l e or d e a d l i n e s . 

9 4 . Deciding how the work w i l l be done. 

9 5 . Deciding on who w i l l do the work. 

Table 17 presents i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s obta ined 

for t h i s four - i t em s c a l e . I t may be observed that t e s t -

r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s , whi le s t i l l not as high as might be 

d e s i r e d , are much higher than on the previous v a r i a b l e , 

o b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g i n f l u e n c e . 

Table 1 7 . Job In f luence : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

Item 92 93 94 95 T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

r (N) 
92 * deciding what .J9 (26) 

93 79 * dec id ing when .58 (26) 
73 

94 67 71 * dec id ing how . 6 3 (26) 
75 72 

95 62 59 64 * dec id ing who .64 (26) 
63 59 57 

index 88 89 87 83 . 73 (26) 
89 88 87 82 

Number o f t e s t - r e t e s t respondents = minimum of 26 
Number of pre- treatment ques t ionna ire respondents = minimum of 256 
Number o f pos t - t rea tment ques t ionna ire respondents = minimum 

of 208 
Estimated Interna l R e l i a b i l i t y : Ql = . 8 9 ; Q2 = .89 
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O b j e c t i v e s C l a r i t y 

This v a r i a b l e incorporates how we l l i n d i v i d u a l s under­

stand t h e i r o b j e c t i v e s and how c o n s i s t e n t are t h e i r o b j e c t i v e s 

with higher l e v e l g o a l s . The items are s i m i l a r to some of 

the items used by Chesser (1971) in h i s Goals C l a r i t y and 

Relevance measure. The s c a l e c o n s i s t s of the fo l l owing four 

i t ems . The score for the s c a l e i s the average o f the four ; 

item s c o r e s . I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s and r e l i a b i l i t i e s are 

presented in Table 1 8 . 

28 . How we l l do you understand your j o b performance 
obj e c t i v e s ? 

3 0 . How we l l do you understand your s e l f - improvement 
obj e c t i v e s ? 

3 1 . How c o n s i s t e n t with the most s e r i o u s and 
p r e s s i n g problems fac ing your department are 
your job performance o b j e c t i v e s ? 

3 2 . How c o n s i s t e n t with your own personal development 
needs are your s e l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s ? 

Table 1 8 . O b j e c t i v e s C l a r i t y : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i l i t i e s Item 28 30 31 32 

(N) r 
(36) . 25 28 understanding of j o b performance o b j s 

(36) . 4 1 30 37 * understanding of s e l f - improvement (36) 
64 obj e c t i v e s 

(36) . 31 31 39 37 * c o n s i s t e n c y of j o b p e r f o b j s (36) 
47 36 with dept problems 

(36 ) . 1 5 32 32 47 45 * c o n s i s t , of s e l f improvmt (36 ) 
47 57 51 o b j s w. needs 

(36) . 4 1 index 72 74 76 74 (36) 
82 81 75 79 

Number of responses f o r t e s t - r e t e s t » minimum of 36 
Number of responses for p r e - t r e a t m e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e = minimum of 255 
Number o f responses f o r p o s t - t r e a t m e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e = minimum of 207 

Nunna l ly ' s Est imated I n t e r n a l R e l i a b i l i t y : 
Ql = . 7 2 
Q2 = . 7 7 
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Wri t ten comments on the pretreatment q u e s t i o n n a i r e s suggest 

that respondents d id not r e a l l y understand the "job p e r f o r ­

mance" and "se l f - improvement" o b j e c t i v e s t ermino logy , not 

having been exposed to MBO. This language d i f f i c u l t y i s 

b e l i e v e d to account for the low t e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s 

obta ined on t h i s and other o b j e c t i v e s o r i e n t e d i t ems . 

(Post - treatment data to be used f o r moderator . ) 

O b j e c t i v e s D i f f i c u l t y 

This v a r i a b l e i s measured by two items concerned with 

the perce ived d i f f i c u l t y of job performance and s e l f -

improvement o b j e c t i v e s . The o b j e c t i v e s d i f f i c u l t y score i s 

the average of the scores obta ined on the fo l lowing two 

i tems: 

2 5 . What, in your o p i n i o n , i s the l e v e l o f d i f f i c u l t y 
of your j o b performance o b j e c t i v e s ? 

2 7 . What, in your o p i n i o n , i s the l e v e l of d i f f i c u l t y 
of your se l f - improvement o b j e c t i v e s ? 

T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s and i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s obta ined for 

these items are given in Table 1 9 . 

Table 1 9 . O b j e c t i v e s D i f f i c u l t y : I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t y 

T, ^ « r 0 7 T e s t - R e t e s t I tern lb Ll n -i • i • -i • _ • 
; R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

25 * d i f f i c u l t y of j o b performance . 3 3 (35) 
obj s 

27 45 * d i f f i c u l t y of s e l f - i m p r o v e - . 1 4 (36) 
46 ment obj s 

index 87 84 . 2 5 (36) 
86 85 
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T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s are f o r 36 respondents , i n t e r ­

c o r r e l a t i o n s on the pretreatment ques t ionna ire are for 251 

respondents , and i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s on the past - treatment 

ques t ionna ire are f o r 207 respondents . Est imated i n t e r n a l 

r e l i a b i l i t y f o r Quest ionnaire 1 = . 62 and for Quest ionnaire 

2 = . 6 3 . T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s are qu i t e low on t h i s 

item. The suspected reason f o r low r e l i a b i l i t i e s i s 

" o b j e c t i v e s language" d i f f i c u l t y a l s o mentioned in connect ion 

with o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y . Measures obta ined by Quest ionnaire 

2 should not be a f f e c t e d in the treatment group by the 

language d i f f i c u l t y which should have been overcome by the 

time Quest ionnaire 2 i s adminis tered . Quest ionnaire 2 

measures o f o b j e c t i v e s d i f f i c u l t y w i l l be used as a moder­

at ing v a r i a b l e . 

Job Interdependence 

This v a r i a b l e attempts to measure the extent to which 

an i n d i v i d u a l a f f e c t s , or i s a f f e c t e d by , o thers in the 

performance of h i s j o b . The items in the measure are 

pat terened a f t e r two two-item s c a l e s developed by Patchen 

( 1 9 7 0 ) . Job interdependence score i s the product of scores 

on the fo l l owing four i tems: 

59 . I f the other people you have contact with on the 
job don ' t do t h e i r j o b s r i g h t or on t i m e , how 
o f t en would t h i s create problems f o r your own 
work? 

6 0 . How many people with whom you have contact on 
the j o b could crea te problems f o r your work i f 
they d i d n ' t do t h e i r jobs r igh t or on t ime? 
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6 1 . I f you d i d n ' t do a good j o b on something or 
d i d n 1 t do i t f a s t enough, how of ten would t h i s 
create problems*for someone you have contact 
with on the j o b ? 

6 2 . I f you d i d n ' t do your own job r i g h t , f or how 
many other people with whom you have contact 
on the job would t h i s c rea te problems? 

I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s among the four items and t e s t -

r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s are given in Table 2 0 . Because t h i s i s 

a m u l t i p l i c a t i v e measure, the c o r r e l a t i o n s between item 59 

and items 60 and 6 2 , and between item 61 and items 60 and 62 

would not appear to be meaningful , nor would an es t imated 

i n t e r n a l r e l i a b i l i t y be meaningful . 

Table 2 0 . Job Interdependence: I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s 
and R e l i a b i l i t i e s 

Item 59 60 61 62 T e s t - R e t e s t 
R e l i a b i l i t y 

e r (NTT 59 * o thers c r e a t e problems .48 (30) 

60 22 * how many o t h e r s c r e a t e problems .68 (30) 
46 

61 53 19 * you c r e a t e problems for o t h e r s . 6 1 (30 ) 
61 43 ' 

62 31 54 34 * you c r e a t e problems f o r .78 (30 ) 
43 60 55 how many o t h e r s 

index 59 69 62 . 68 .72 (30) 
72 73 69 71 

Number o f responses f o r t e s t - r e t e s t • minimum of 30 . 
Number o f responses f o r p r e - t r e a t m e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e . • minimum of 256 
Number of responses f o r p o s t - t r e a t m e n t q u e s t i o n n a i r e a minimum of 209 
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I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l O r i e n t a t i o n 

This v a r i a b l e uses R o t t e r ' s (1966) I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l 

O r i e n t a t i o n Scale to measure the extent of an i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

b e l i e f in ex terna l c o n t r o l o f re in forcement . Scores range 

from 0 to 2 3 , with higher scores i n d i c a t i n g s tronger b e l i e f 

in ex terna l c o n t r o l . 

Job Performance Rating 

Performance ra t ings o f p a r t i c i p a n t s were made by 

group managers using a s l i g h t m o d i f i c a t i o n of the c i v i l 

s e r v i c e r a t i n g forms used wi th in the research o r g a n i z a t i o n 

on a l i m i t e d b a s i s . Ratings and coding employed were: 

outs tanding = 5 

above average = 4 

average = 3 

below average = 2 

u n s a t i s f a c t o r y = 1 

Education; Length of Serv ice in the O r g a n i z a t i o n ; and 

Perceived Organ iza t iona l L e v e l , E i ther Supervisory or 

Non-Supervisory 

Standard items used in obta in ing these v a r i a b l e 

scores may be seen in the sample ques t ionna ire in Appendix A, 

items 1 , 3 , and 4 . Coding of responses i s one, two, e t c . 

from top to bottom, l e f t to r i g h t . 

Summary of Scale Development Resu l t s 

C r i t e r i a app l i ed in determining the adequacy of s c a l e s 
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to be used in the research have been d i s c u s s e d at the 

beginning of t h i s chapter . This s e c t i o n i s des igned to 

summarize the r e s u l t s of t e s t i n g a p p l i c a b l e m u l t i - i t e m 

s c a l e s aga ins t the s e l e c t e d c r i t e r i a . 

The c r i t e r i a used in eva luat ing s c a l e s are as f o l l o w : 

1 . In terna l a n a l y s i s , us ing Nunnal ly ' s measure o f 
i n t e r n a l r e l i a b i l i t y . Table 21 present s i n t e r n a l 
r e l i a b i l i t i e s obta ined from both Quest ionnaire 1 
and Quest ionnaire 2 data . 

2 . T e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s . Table 21 a l s o 
contains the t e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s obta ined 
from Quest ionnaire 1 and the r e t e s t instruments 
adminis tered approximately three weeks a f t e r 
Quest ionnaire 1 . 

3 . External a n a l y s i s , which invo lves analyz ing the 
pat terns of c o r r e l a t i o n s of items wi th in each 
s c a l e with items e x t e r n a l to the s c a l e . Items 
which "belong" in the same s c a l e should y i e l d 
s i m i l a r pa t t erns o f c o r r e l a t i o n s with other i t ems . 
V i s u a l i n s p e c t i o n of the Quest ionnaire 1 and 
Quest ionnaire 2 item c o r r e l a t i o n m a t r i c e s , with 
p a r t i c u l a r a t t e n t i o n to s ign r e v e r s a l s on other 
than very small c o r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t s , i s 
used by the researcher in eva luat ing e x t e r n a l 
c o n s i s t e n c y . 

4 . Cross v a l i d a t i o n . Quest ionnaire 2 data i s used 
in cross v a l i d a t i n g the r e s u l t s of the item 
a n a l y s i s . C o r r e l a t i o n s between items contained 
in the var ious s c a l e s are analyzed to determine 
i f they are c o n s i s t e n t between Quest ionnaire 1 
and Quest ionnaire 2. The t a b l e s of c o r r e l a t i o n s 
presented in the preceding s e c t i o n s for each 
m u l t i - i t e m s c a l e i n d i c a t e the comparison of 
Quest ionnaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 2 r e s u l t s . 

5 . Face v a l i d i t y , which i s based on the r e s e a r c h e r ' s 
judgement as to whether the content of the 
var ious items within each s c a l e i s r e a s o n a b l e . 
To get help in making t h i s judgement, the 
researcher asked the opinion of o thers with 
experience in s c a l e development. S t i l l , the 
eva lua t ion i s s u b j e c t i v e , and the r i s k remains 
that the respondent 's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of items may 
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Table 2 1 . In terna l and T e s t - R e t e s t R e l i a b i l i t i e s 
of M u l t i - I t e m Sca les 

I n t e r n a l I n t e r n a l 
R e l i a b i l i t y R e l i a b i l i t y T e s t - R e t e s t 

Scale (Ql) (Q2) R e l i a b i l i t y 

1 . Job Mot iva t ion .67 . 6 4 . 8 5 

2 . Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n . 6 5 . 6 3 . 8 0 

3 . Work Innovat ion . 6 9 . 7 3 .78 

4 . Job S a t i s f a c t i o n .88 .88 .92 

5. L iker t Organizat ion P r o f i l e . 90 . 92 . 8 2 

6. Job Interdependence * * . 72 

7. Acceptance of Job Change . 75 . 81 . 81 
8. Higher Level Emphasis on 

Obj e c t i v e s .87 . 89 . 4 9 ' 
. 70' 

9. Feedback Frequency . 75 .81 . 5 9 

1 0 . Performance-Rewards Tie .88 . 86 . 6 4 

1 1 . O b j e c t i v e s Se t t ing 
Inf luence .58 . 60 . 44 

1 2 . Job Inf luence . 8 9 . 89 . 7 3 

1 3 . O b j e c t i v e s C l a r i t y . 72 . 77 •41 
14 . O b j e c t i v e s D i f f i c u l t y .62 . 6 3 . 2 5 

Note: Quest ionnaire 1 (Ql) In terna l r e l i a b i l i t i e s are 
c a l c u l a t e d from 256 responses . 

Quest ionnaire 2(Q2) In terna l r e l i a b i l i t i e s are 
c a l c u l a t e d from 208 responses . 

T e s t - R e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s for i n d i v i d u a l items are 
included in e a r l i e r s e c t i o n s of t h i s chapter , 
toge ther with number of respondents , which ranged 
from 26 to 36 . 

M u l t i p l i c a t i v e index. I n t e r n a l r e l i a b i l i t y not computed. 
T e s t - r e t e s t f or items 3 3 - 3 6 on ly . 
T e s t - r e t e s t for items 4 9 - 5 4 on ly . 

** 
*** 
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be d i f f e r e n t from the r e s e a r c h e r s . 

6 . Experience gained by other researchers in o ther 
s tud ie s with the same or s i m i l a r s c a l e s . E a r l i e r 
s e c t i o n s of the chapter have ind ica ted those 
s c a l e s on which there are publ i shed e v a l u a t i v e 
measures. The Patchen (1965) i n d i c e s , for 
example, have been r i g o r o u s l y v a l i d a t e d in h i s 
publ i shed s t u d i e s . 

Reference to Table 2 1 , the var ious ques t ionna ire 

i t ems , and the t a b l e s of s c a l e item c o r r e l a t i o n s obta ined on 

Quest ionnaires 1 and 2 , suggests that a l l s c a l e s measure 

favorably against the c r i t e r i a o u t l i n e d above. Low t e s t -

r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t i e s on s e v e r a l of the s c a l e s r e l a t e d to 

o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y , d i f f i c u l t y , e t c . , can probably be 

expla ined by u n f a m i l i a r i t y of respondents with the o b j e c t i v e s 

terminology . Training rece ived by members of the treatment 

group overcomes t h i s d i f f i c u l t y by the time Quest ionnaire 2 

i s adminis tered . Terminology remains a p o t e n t i a l problem 

for c o n t r o l group respondents , and t h i s problem i s d i s c u s s e d 

fur ther in Chapter V in connect ion with methods of data 

a n a l y s i s . The s c a l e s used to measure the dependent v a r i a b l e s , 

and the s c a l e s used to def ine the n o n - o b j e c t i v e s - r e l a t e d 

moderators do not s u f f e r from a problem of terminology . 

In g e n e r a l , i t i s c laimed that the s c a l e s developed 

do a good job of o p e r a t i o n a l i z i n g the v a r i a b l e s of i n t e r e s t 

in the research model. Anyone using the s c a l e s should 

recognize the o b j e c t i v e s terminology d i f f i c u l t y , and perhaps 

should attempt to overcome the problem by use of terms more 

f a m i l i a r to the respondents . 
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The s e c t i o n s on data a n a l y s i s and f ind ings in 

Chapter V inc lude a d d i t i o n a l n a r r a t i v e in support of the 

s c a l e s . See , in p a r t i c u l a r , d i s c u s s i o n in the s e c t i o n on 

the job performance ra t ing v a r i a b l e . 
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CHAPTER V 

DATA ANALYSIS AND FINDINGS 

Summary of Chapters I - I V 

A b r i e f review of the f i r s t four chapters of t h i s 

report may be use fu l at t h i s p o i n t , be fore d i s c u s s i n g 

methods of data a n a l y s i s employed and the r e s u l t s obta ined 

Chapter I . MBO i s def ined and key v a r i a b l e s are 

i d e n t i f i e d . Dependent v a r i a b l e s of i n t e r e s t are : 

a. Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

b . Job Mot ivat ion 

c. Work Innovation 

d. Organiza t iona l I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

P o t e n t i a l moderating v a r i a b l e s to be explored are : 

a. Ind iv idua l d i f f e r e n c e measures: 

(1) Acceptance of j o b change 

(2) I n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f 

(3) Job performance ra t ing 

(4) Organ iza t iona l l e v e l 

(5) Organiza t iona l tenure 

(6) Education 

b . Organiza t iona l d i f f e r e n c e measures: 

(1) L iker t o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p r o f i l e 

(2) Job in f luence 
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(3) Job interdependence 

c. MBO p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d measures: 

(1) Higher l e v e l emphasis on o b j e c t i v e s 

(2) Frequency of feedback on o b j e c t i v e s performance 

(3) Tie of rewards to o b j e c t i v e s performance 

(4) O b j e c t i v e s s e t t i n g in f luence 

(5) O b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y 

(6) O b j e c t i v e s d i f f i c u l t y 

The research i s concerned with the short - term e f f e c t s 

of introducing MBO. Long term e f f e c t s may be q u i t e d i f f e r e n t 

from short term e f f e c t s . 

Chapter I I . Hypotheses are developed for t e s t i n g in 

the current re search . In g e n e r a l , the major hypotheses 

s t a t e that in t roduc t ion of MBO w i l l r e s u l t in increases in 

the l e v e l s of the four dependent v a r i a b l e s . The minor 

hypotheses suggest a number of expected moderating e f f e c t s 

on the dependent v a r i a b l e s due to d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of the 15 

moderating v a r i a b l e s . 

Chapter I I I . The quas i - exper imenta l des ign to be 

employed i s d i s c u s s e d . The design employs a non-equiva lent 

contro l group des ign . Pre-treatment and pos t - t rea tment data 

are to be c o l l e c t e d through use of the research instrument 

descr ibed in Chapter IV. Use of the design a l lows c o n t r o l l i n g 

for such t h r e a t s to v a l i d i t y as h i s t o r y , maturat ion , t e s t i n g , 

and ins trumentat ion . 

The research s i t e used in t e s t i n g the hypotheses i s a 
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l o c a l government in the metropo l i tan area o f a l arge 

Southern c i t y . The treatment c o n s i s t s o f t r a i n i n g in MBO 

members of f i v e o r g a n i z a t i o n s , p lus v a r i e d fo l low-up 

a c t i v i t i e s in implementing MBO in the f i v e o r g a n i z a t i o n s . 

Heterogene i ty of the treatment i s d i s c u s s e d . Five other 

organ iza t ions are s e l e c t e d to serve as a c o n t r o l group. 

Three to s i x months a f t e r the MBO t r a i n i n g , p o s t - t r e a t m e n t 

data i s c o l l e c t e d v i a the ques t ionna ire instrument . Data 

c o l l e c t i o n r e s u l t s are d e s c r i b e d . 

Chapter IV. Development of the instrument and 

o p e r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n of the v a r i a b l e s i s descr ibed in Chapter 

IV. Pre - trea tment , r e t e s t , and pos t - t rea tment data r e s u l t s 

are presented in support of the measures developed. 

Preview of Chapters V and VI 

Chapter V. The balance of t h i s chapter d i s c u s s e s the 

method of data a n a l y s i s employed in t e s t i n g the hypothese s , 

and the r e s u l t s of the a n a l y s i s . The data f ind ings are 

d i scussed and summarized. 

Chapter V I . Conclusions and i m p l i c a t i o n s for managing 

by o b j e c t i v e s and future research are p r e s e n t e d , toge ther 

with f i n a l comments. 

Required Data A n a l y s i s 

This s e c t i o n descr ibes the data a n a l y s i s needed f o r 

major and minor hypothes i s t e s t i n g . Chapter I I I d i s cussed 

the f a c t that the treatment a c t u a l l y occurr ing in the des ign 
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wus heterogeneous . Tes t ing of hypotheses w i l l invo lve two 

s tages of a n a l y s i s . The major hypotheses concern the e f f e c t s 

of the t rea tment , in t roduc t ion of MBO, on the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s . Due to the heterogeneous nature of the t reatment , 

i t i s expected that the e f f e c t s of the treatment on the 

dependent v a r i a b l e s w i l l not be s t r o n g . 

The second s tage of the a n a l y s i s invo lves e x p l o r a t i o n 

of the moderating e f f e c t s of 15 d i f f e r e n t v a r i a b l e s - - i n d i v i d u a l , 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l , and MBO p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d v a r i a b l e s - -on the 

four dependent v a r i a b l e s . Comments rece ived from members of 

the treatment group as o u t l i n e d in Chapter I I I suggest that 

d i f f e r e n t people rece ived d i f f e r e n t percept ions of MBO from 

the treatment employed. The in tent of t h i s p o r t i o n of the 

data a n a l y s i s i s to t e s t f or moderating e f f e c t s of a number 

of such p o t e n t i a l v a r i a b l e s . 

A n a l y s i s of the i n d i v i d u a l and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r ­

ence moderators assumes equivalence of treatment across 

d i f f e r e n t moderator v a r i a b l e groupings . That i s , f or 

example, some short s e r v i c e p e o p l e , some medium, and some 

long s e r v i c e people are each exposed to the var ious l e v e l s 

of the treatment . Thus, a n a l y s i s of the data w i l l de tec t 

whether the i n d i v i d u a l and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e measures 

can be used to explain, d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s fo l l owing in t roduc t ion of MBO. 

A n a l y s i s of the MBO process - r e l a t e d moderators assumes 

that these v a r i a b l e s are i n t e r v e n i n g , or i n t e r m e d i a t e , between 
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the treatment and the dependent v a r i a b l e s . The ques t ions of 

i n t e r e s t are then , for example, do i n d i v i d u a l s who score 

high on the pos t - treatment measures of the in tervening 

v a r i a b l e s a l s o score high on the dependent v a r i a b l e s ? 

This a n a l y s i s i s p a r t i c u l a r l y important because of the 

he terogene i ty of the treatment . Of i n t e r e s t i s how those 

i n d i v i d u a l s grouped by the p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d moderator 

v a r i a b l e s change on the dependent v a r i a b l e measures. What­

ever the l e v e l of treatment experienced the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the moderating v a r i a b l e s and the dependent v a r i a b l e s 

i s the key i s s u e . 

The i m p l i c a t i o n s of such f ind ings for p r a c t i c a l 

a p p l i c a t i o n of MBO w i l l be not how to introduce MBO, but 

rather what the in troduct ion should achieve r e l a t i v e to 

o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y , d i f f i c u l t y , e t c . , in order to a f f e c t 

the dependent v a r i a b l e s as d e s i r e d . In the case of the 

i n d i v i d u a l and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e measures, the i m p l i ­

ca t ion concerns the expected e f f e c t s of any type of MBO 

i n t e r v e n t i o n on d i f f e r e n t i n d i v i d u a l s in d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n s . 

Methods of Data A n a l y s i s 

Only those respondents who returned both Quest ionnaire 

1 and 2 are inc luded in the hypothes i s t e s t i n g and data 

a n a l y s i s . The number of responses was 106 of the o r i g i n a l 

150 people in the treatment group, of whom 133 had responded 

to Quest ionnaire 1 . Of the 152 people in the c o n t r o l group, 
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123 completed the f i r s t ques t ionna ire and 60 of these 

completed the second q u e s t i o n n a i r e . 

G r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s a n a l y s i s of var iance i s used as tfye 

major method for determining the s i g n i f i c a n c e of observed 

d i f f e r e n c e s among the means of the treatment and c o n t r o l 

groups on the pretreatment and p o s t - t r e a t m e n t measures. The 

design used i s descr ibed by Veldman (1967) as being equiva­

l e n t to a t_ t e s t f or c o r r e l a t e d o b s e r v a t i o n s . Veldman's 

program, c a l l e d ANOVAR, a l lows unequal numbers of s u b j e c t s 

in m u l t i p l e groups. Veldman c i t e s s e v e r a l advanced s t a t i s ­

t i c a l t e x t s which d i scuss the computational formulas for h i s 

procedures , inc luding Cooley and Lohnes ( 1 9 6 2 ) ; Edwards (1960 

McNemar ( 1 9 6 2 ) ; and Winer ( 1 9 6 2 ) . 

ANOVAR determines s t a t i s t i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l s of 

the d i f f e r e n c e s between means of the treatment and c o n t r o l 

groups , between Quest ionnaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 2 t r i a l s , 

and of the i n t e r a c t i o n between groups and t r i a l s . The data 

which were presented in Table 3 and Table 4 are examples of 

the output of ANOVAR for two groups ( treatment and c o n t r o l ) 

and two t r i a l s (Quest ionnaires 1 and 2 ) . The major hypothese 

are t e s t e d d i r e c t l y through use of ANOVAR. The s i g n i f i c a n t 

l e v e l s of i n t e r e s t are those of the g r o u p s - b y - t r i a l i n t e r ­

a c t i o n s , i . e . , did the treatment group mean on the dependent 

v a r i a b l e change s i g n i f i c a n t l y more than the c o n t r o l group 

mean between t r i a l 1 and t r i a l 2? 

Minor hypothes i s t e s t i n g a l s o employs ANOVAR, but in 
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a d i f f e r e n t manner. Of i n t e r e s t in t e s t i n g the minor hypo­

theses i s whether or not the e f f e c t s of the treatment on the 

dependent v a r i a b l e s were moderated by l e v e l s of the i n d i v i d u a l , 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l , and MBO process - r e l a t e d d i f f e r e n c e measures. 

The changes occurr ing in the c o n t r o l group by moderating 

v a r i a b l e l e v e l s are used for comparison with the treatment 

group changes. 

The approach employed c o n s i s t s of f i r s t making a 

m o d e r a t o r - - g r o u p i n g - b y - t r i a l s a n a l y s i s of var iance for the 

treatment group and a s i m i l a r a n a l y s i s f o r the c o n t r o l group. 

Moderator grouping i s accomplished by subdiv id ing the t r e a t ­

ment and contro l groups into three subgroups each in the 

case of a l l of the moderator v a r i a b l e s but o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

l e v e l , and into two subgroups each on the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

l e v e l v a r i a b l e . Grouping i s roughly in to o n e - t h i r d low, 

o n e - t h i r d medium, and o n e - t h i r d h igh . For convenience in 

s o r t i n g , a l l moderators were grouped by truncated s c a l e 

s c o r e s , and, a c c o r d i n g l y , the o n e - t h i r d grouping i s not 

exac t . A d d i t i o n a l l y , v a r i a b l e s such as i n t e r n a l - ex terna l 

c o n t r o l were subgrouped by the standard i n t e r n a l , i n t e r ­

mediate , and ex terna l score groupings , educat iona l l e v e l in to 

n o n - c o l l e g e , c o l l e g e , and graduate work subgroups, e t c . 

Tables of data presented l a t e r in t h i s chapter i n d i c a t e the 

range of each moderator v a r i a b l e subgroup, and should serve 

to c l a r i f y the subgroupings used. 

I t should be emphasized that groupings were made 
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before any moderator v a r i a b l e data a n a l y s i s was done, and 

the groups, once chosen, were not changed as the data 

a n a l y s i s proceeded. I t i s qu i te p o s s i b l e that d i f f e r e n t 

subgroupings might have y i e l d e d s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t r e s u l t s , 

but t r y i n g other groupings was not done in attempting to 

maintain the v a l i d i t y of the s t a t i s t i c a l a n a l y s i s . 

Having t e s t e d for s i g n i f i c a n t l e v e l s of i n t e r a c t i o n 

within each of the groups, data which support the hypotheses , 

or which revea l i n t e r e s t i n g secondary f i n d i n g s , are graphed 

for comparison between the treatment and c o n t r o l groups. 

Resul t s of the data a n a l y s i s are then d i scussed and conc lu­

s ions s t a t e d as to support or non-support f or the minor 

hypotheses provided by the data. 

Reference to the moderator v a r i a b l e analyses presented 

l a t e r in t h i s chapter should c l a r i f y the preceding d i s c u s s i o n . 

I t should be recognized that l e v e l s of s i g n i f i c a n c e 

on which to accept or r e j e c t the minor hypotheses are not 

obta ined , o ther than i n d i r e c t l y in the wi th in treatment and 

within c o n t r o l groups, t r i a l s , and g r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s i n t e r ­

ac t ion s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l s . Developing such measures was 

beyond the scope of t h i s research . Further , the researcher 

had doubts that v a l i d assumptions on which to base the 

comparison of treatment group by moderator v a r i a b l e l e v e l 

with changes in the c o n t r o l group by moderator v a r i a b l e 

l e v e l could be determined. The changes by moderator 

v a r i a b l e l e v e l are assumed to be treatment dependent. One 
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funct ion of the treatment was to c l a r i f y the " o b j e c t i v e s " 

terminology f o r members of the treatment group. A threat 

e x i s t s that members of the c o n t r o l group, not having had MBO 

t r a i n i n g , are responding to d i f f e r e n t item i n t e r p r e t a t i o n on 

Quest ionnaire 2 on the p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d moderators than are 

members of the treatment group. This p o s s i b i l i t y should be 

recognized in the d i s c u s s i o n of the moderator v a r i a b l e data 

a n a l y s i s presented l a t e r in t h i s chapter . 

Conclusions regarding the moderating r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

are l a r g e l y a matter of the r e s e a r c h e r ' s judgement, based on 

s i g n i f i c a n c e of i n t e r a c t i o n s by moderator v a r i a b l e l e v e l 

groupings between Quest ionnaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 2 wi th in 

the treatment and contro l groups. As was i n d i c a t e d e a r l i e r 

in t h i s r e p o r t , t e s t i n g of the minor hypotheses i s l a r g e l y 

exp loratory in nature . I t i s b e l i e v e d that the a n a l y s i s 

descr ibed above i s adequate for t h i s purpose. 

A n a l y s i s of Dependent V a r i a b l e s 

G r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s a n a l y s i s of var iance was used in 

obta in ing s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l s o f changes in the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s in the treatment group as compared with the c o n t r o l 

group. Table 22 conta ins the r e s u l t s f or the four dependent 

v a r i a b l e s : j o b m o t i v a t i o n , o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , work 

innovat ion , and job s a t i s f a c t i o n . The hypotheses concerning 

the short term a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of MBO to be t e s t e d a r e : 

1 . In troduct ion of MBO increases j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 
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Table 2 2 . ANOVA: Dependent V a r i a b l e s 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p< . 89 

Treatment 

Control 

105 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 3. 71 Treatment 

Control 

Treatment 

Control 60 3 . 6 5 3 . 8 0 3 . 73 

T r i a l s 
p<. 67 165 3 . 7 3 3 . 7 0 GxT 

p<. 019 

Dependent V a r i a b l e 

Mot iva t ion 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 3 1 

Treatment 

Control 

106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 3 . 1 6 Treatment 

Control 

Treatment 

Control 60 3 . 3 2 3 . 2 4 3 . 2 9 

T r i a l s 
p< . 20 166 3 . 2 4 3 . 1 8 GxT 

p< . 64 

Dependent V a r i a b l e 

Organi zat ion 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 

P < . 6 7 

Treatment 

Control 

106 3 . 3 6 3 . 2 9 3 . 32 Treatment 

Control 

Treatment 

Control 60 3 . 3 4 3 . 0 4 3 . 1 9 

T r i a l s 
p < . 0 0 3 9 166 3 . 3 5 3 . 2 0 GxT 

p < . 0 2 8 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : 

Work Innovation 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p< . 56 

Treatment 

Control 

106 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 9 Treatment 

Control 

Treatment 

Control 60 4 . 0 6 4 . 0 5 4 . 0 6 

T r i a l s 
P<-8 9 166 4 . 0 2 4 . 0 1 

GxT 
p < . 9 8 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 
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2 . In troduct ion of MBO increases employee m o t i v a t i o n . 

3 . In troduct ion of MBO increases work innovat ion . 

4 . In troduct ion of MBO increases o r g a n i z a t i o n 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Reported l e v e l s of job s a t i s f a c t i o n as measured by the 

16 - i t em j o b r e a c t i o n s c a l e did not change from the time of 

Quest ionnaire 1 to the time of Quest ionnaire 2 in e i t h e r the 

treatment group or the contro l group. Furthermore, the 

d i f f e r e n c e between treatment and c o n t r o l group l e v e l s i s not 

s i g n i f i c a n t . 

Hypothesis 1 i s not supported , and the n u l l hypothes i s 

that in troduct ion of MBO does not increase j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n 

cannot be r e j e c t e d . 

A n a l y s i s of the s i x t e e n items which c o n s t i t u t e the j o b 

s a t i s f a c t i o n s c a l e revea l s that the treatment group increased 

on two i t ems , namely 99 (opportuni ty for worthwhile c o n t r i ­

but ions ) and 103 (frequency of r e c e i v i n g r e c o g n i t i o n f o r 

accomplishments) ; and decreased on three i tems: 100 ( job 

could be dropped) , 106 ( o r g a n i z a t i o n as opportuni ty for 

l e a r n i n g ) , and 110 ( i n t e r e s t i n g work) . The c o n t r o l group 

increased on item 99 and decreased on items 1 0 6 , 1 1 0 , and 

111 ( th ink of q u i t t i n g ) . The heterogeneous treatment did not 

n o t i c e a b l y a f f e c t the changes noted in the treatment group 

as compared with changes in the contro l group on any item 

but c o n s i d e r a t i o n of q u i t t i n g . 
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Employee Motivation 

Data from Table 22 may be shown graphically as 

follows: 

3.8 -
3.7 -
3.6 -

Control 
Treatment 

GxT Interaction 

P < .019 
Ql Q2 Time 

The MBO treatment group's job motivation decreases 

while the control group's job motivation increases. The 

interaction of groups-by-trials is significant at the .019 

level. The hypothesis that MBO increases job motivation is 

not supported. 

vation scale reveals that items 79, 80, and 81 all increase 

more in the control group than in the treatment group. 

Differences in changes on item 78 between the control group 

and the treatment group are not statistically significant. 

Item 78 asks "On most days on your job, how often does time 

seem to drag for you." This item might be considered a 

measure of lack o f interest in the w o r k , o r boredom. It is 

likely that the MBO treatment did not affect this component. 

The other three items ( 7 9 , 80, and 8 1 ) , on the other hand, 

deal with involvement in the job, doing extra work, and work­

ing how hard, respectively. These items might very well be 

affected more by work load or methods of work than by 

Analysis of the items which constitute the job moti-
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i n t e r n a l l y - f e l t needs or d r i v e s . A n a l y s i s of the changes in 

t h i s dependent v a r i a b l e by d i v i s i o n a l un i t r e v e a l s that of 

the f i v e treatment d i v i s i o n s , one increased on the v a r i a b l e , 

one remained the same and three decreased . The three 

d i v i s i o n s which decreased have a l l added people s ince 

Quest ionnaire 1 . I t i s suggested that on a broad base and 

in response to a heterogeneous treatment , t h i s dependent 

v a r i a b l e (at l e a s t as measured here) may be more s e n s i t i v e 

to imposed workload than to the treatment . A n a l y s i s of the 

v a r i a b l e by d i f f e r e n t , more treatment - s p e c i f i c , moderators 

in l a t e r s e c t i o n s of t h i s chapter should add to the under­

standing of the observed change in the v a r i a b l e . 

Work Innovation 

Data obtained from Table 22 on work innovat ion are 

graphed below: 

3 . 4 -
Work 3 . 3 -

Innovation 3 . 2 -
3 . 1 -
3 . 0 -

Treatment 
GxT I n t e r a c t i o n 

Control P < .028 

Ql Q2 
Time 

While the treatment group's l e v e l of work innovat ion 

decreased s l i g h t l y , the decrease in the c o n t r o l group i s 

g r e a t e r , as r e f l e c t e d by the s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l of the groups 

b y - t r i a l s i n t e r a c t i o n of . 0 2 8 . The data suggests that whi le 

the l e v e l of work innovat ion in the treatment group did not 

i n c r e a s e , the decrease occurring throughout the o r g a n i z a t i o n 
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was l e s sened in the group in which MBO was introduced. 

The hypothes i s that MBO increased work innovat ion i s 

moderately supported by the data obtained for the treatment 

group r e l a t i v e to that obta ined for the c o n t r o l group. 

A n a l y s i s o f the items that make up the work innovat ion 

s c a l e shows that the items on which the c o n t r o l group l e v e l s 

decrease s i g n i f i c a n t l y more than the treatment group 

l e v e l s are items 74 and 7 5 . On both of these items the 

treatment group l e v e l s increase whi le the c o n t r o l group 

l e v e l s decrease . These items are : 

74 . "In my kind of j o b , i t i s u s u a l l y b e t t e r to l e t 
your superv i sor worry about new or b e t t e r ways 
of doing t h i n g s . " 

7 5 . "How many times in the past year have you 
suggested to your superv isor a d i f f e r e n t or 
b e t t e r way of doing something on the j o b ? " 

The t r a i n i n g employed in the treatment a c t i v e l y encouraged 

i n t e r a c t i o n between superv i sors and subordinates in o b j e c t i v e s 

s e t t i n g , d e f i n i t i o n of job r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , e t c . I t i s 

b e l i e v e d that the treatment did in f a c t act counter to a 

f a i r l y wide-spread trend away from innovat ion that e x i s t e d 

in the host o r g a n i z a t i o n . I t i s b e l i e v e d that the o r g a n i ­

zat ion-wide trend was a complex r e a c t i o n to a number of 

f a c t o r s , inc luding a change in Commission Chairmen, the 

l i m i t e d success o f s evera l major i n n o v a t i o n s , and the depar­

ture from the o r g a n i z a t i o n of some key p e r s o n n e l , inc lud ing 

a department head. This e x p l a n a t i o n , whi le admit tedly 

s p e c u l a t i v e , seems e n t i r e l y p l a u s i b l e to the re searcher . 
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Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Reference to Table 22 r e v e a l s that the groups-by-

t r i a l s i n t e r a c t i o n on t h i s v a r i a b l e i s not s t a t i s t i c a l l y 

s i g n i f i c a n t . The n u l l hypothes i s that i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO 

does not change o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n cannot be 

r e j e c t e d . 

As w i l l be evidenced in the a n a l y s i s of moderating 

v a r i a b l e s which f o l l o w s , t h i s dependent v a r i a b l e appears to 

be l e s s s e n s i t i v e to short term change than do the other 

three . The o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n measure inc ludes 

items dea l ing with r e a c t i o n to c r i t i c i s m of the o r g a n i z a t i o n , 

d e s i r a b i l i t y of fami ly members working in the same organ i ­

z a t i o n , the l i k e l i h o o d o f choosing the same o r g a n i z a t i o n i f 

one could begin working over a g a i n , and the tendency to 

d i scuss the o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s a c t i v i t i e s with o t h e r s . I t i s 

probably true that measures such as these remain f a i r l y 

s t a b l e over long per iods of t ime. Changes might w e l l be 

expected in l o n g i t u d i n a l s tud ie s of s evera l y e a r ' s d u r a t i o n , 

but probably not in the short term. 

Summary 

Of the four major hypotheses concerning the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s , on ly the hypothes i s that work innovat ion increases 

f o l l owing the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO r e c e i v e s support , and i t 

gets support only because o f the e x i s t e n c e of the c o n t r o l 

group. On the other hand, innovat ion i s a key t a r g e t of the 

MBO t r a i n i n g package which was employed in the t rea tment , and 
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i t i s l i k e l y t h a t the observed b e t t e r performance of t h i s 

v a r i a b l e in the treatment group than in the c o n t r o l group i s 

r e a l . 

As was suggested in Chapter I I I , the h e t e r o g e n e i t y of 

the treatment probably did in f a c t decrease the treatment 

group-wide e f f e c t s of the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO. The a n a l y s i s 

of moderating v a r i a b l e s which i s presented in the next 

s e c t i o n of t h i s chapter prov ides f u r t h e r i n s i g h t s in to the 

e f f e c t s of the treatment on d i f f e r e n t types of i n d i v i d u a l s , 

groups , and s i t u a t i o n s . 

A n a l y s i s of Moderator V a r i a b l e s 

The next three s e c t i o n s present an a n a l y s i s of the 

data obtained on the moderator v a r i a b l e e f f e c t s on the 

dependent v a r i a b l e s . A d i s c u s s i o n of the a n a l y s i s r a t i o n a l e 

i s provided in the e a r l i e r s e c t i o n of t h i s chapter on methods 

of data a n a l y s i s . 

I t should be reemphasized that the a n a l y s i s presented 

here i s l a r g e l y exp lora tory in n a t u r e , and the e f f o r t i s 

d i r e c t e d more toward hypothes i s generat ion than hypothes i s 

t e s t i n g . The a n a l y s i s does , however, serve to provide 

i n s i g h t s into the more s p e c i f i c e f f e c t s of the experimental 

t reatment . 

Ind iv idua l D i f f erence V a r i a b l e s 

I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Control B e l i e f 

Table 23 and the graphs below show the e f f e c t s on 
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Table 2 3 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l 
Control B e l i e f 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

** 

*** 
T r i a l s 
p < . 03 

No. Ql Q2 

30 3 . 7 9 5 .S6 

24 3 . 8 6 3 . 73 

46 3 . 7 7 3 . 5 2 

100 3 . 8 0 3 . 6 7 

Groups 
P<-58 
3 . 8 2 

3 . 8 0 

3 . 5 4 

H x T 
p < . 076 

No. Ql Q2 

14 3 . 98 4 . i: 

15 3 . 8 2 3 . 9 3 

25 3 . 4 1 3 . 53 

54 3 . 6 7 3 . 8 0 

T r i a l s , p < . 2 8 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

* I n t e r n a l 
* * Intermediate 

* * * Kxternal 

T r i a l s , p £ . 8 4 

Groups 
p < . 0 4 4 

4 . 0 5 

3 . 8 7 

3 . 4 7 

~GTT 
p < . 9 9 5 

Treatment Contro l 

No . Ql Q2 G roup 
p < . 60 

s No Ql Q2 Group 
p < . 74 

* 30 3 . 30 3 . 3 3 3 . 3 2 14 3 . 2 9 3 . 0 7 3 . 1 8 

** 24 3 . 26 3 . 2 6 3 . 26 15 3 . 2 9 3 . 4 6 3 . 3 7 

*** 46 3 . 1 6 3 . 0 2 3 . 09 25 3 . 2 9 3 . 1 9 3 . 24 

T r i a l s 
p < . 3 1 

100 3 . 23 3 . 1 7 GxT 
p < . 6 1 54 3 . 2 9 3 . 2 3 GxT 

p < . 20 
T r i a l s 

,p<.51 
Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work Innovat ion 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 044 No. Ql Q2 Group: 

P<. 7 5 
* 30 3 . 56 3 . 68 3 . 6 2 14 3 . 5 1 3 . 1 3 3 . 3 2 

** 24 3 . 38 3 . 3 0 3 . 34 15 3 . 29 3 . 1 6 3 . 2 2 

*** 46 3 . 27 3 . 0 7 3 . 1 7 2 5 3 . 2 4 2 . 9 6 3 . 1 0 

T r i a l s 
p< . 20 

100 3 . 38 3 . 3 1 GxT 
p < . 068 54 3 . 32 3 . 06 GxT 

P i - 6 4 

T r i a l s , p < . 0 0 9 7 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
pl^JLZ 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 2 3 

* 30 4 . 1 7 4 . 1 7 4 . 1 7 14 4 . 2 4 4 . 36 4 . 3 0 

* * 24 3 . 8 9 4 . 1 3 4 .01 15 3 . 9 6 3 . 9 8 3 . 9 7 

*** 46 4 . 0 5 3 . 8 8 3 . 9 7 25 3 . 9 5 3 . 8 4 3 . 9 0 

T r i a l s 
p< .7S 100 4 . 05 4 . 0 3 GxT 54 4 . 0 3 4 . 0 1 GxT 
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Treatment 

Job 
Mot ivat ion 

Organizat ion 
I . D . 

Work 
Innovation 

Job 
S a t i s f a c t i o n 

3 . 9 -
3 . 8 -
3 . 7 -
3 . 6 

3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 

3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3. 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 

4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 

Q2 

GxT I n t e r a c t i o n 
p < . 0 7 6 

"• • - . .GxT 

Ql Q2 

W Q2 

GxT p < . 0 6 8 

GxT 
"'•-.p<. 032 

Ql Q2 

4 . 1 
4 . 0 -I 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 -\ 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 

3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 

3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 

4 . 4 
4 . 3 
4 . 2 

Control 

Ql Q2 

GxT I n t e r a c t i o n 
p < . 9 9 5 

Ql Q2 

Ql Q2 

Ql 

GxT 
p < . 5 2 

Q2 

In terna l 

Intermediate 

External 
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l e v e l s of the dependent v a r i a b l e s of d i v i d i n g the treatment 

and c o n t r o l groups into subgroups of p a r t i c i p a n t s s cor ing 

low ( i n t e r n a l ) , medium ( i n t e r m e d i a t e ) , and high ( e x t e r n a l ) on 

R o t t e r ' s I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Control B e l i e f s c a l e . 

In terna l s in the treatment group increase or remain 

the same on a l l four dependent v a r i a b l e s . Intermediates in 

the treatment group increase on one dependent v a r i a b l e , 

decrease on two, and remain the same on one. Externals in 

the treatment group decrease on a l l four dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

The c o n s i s t e n t changes for the i n t e r n a l s and e x t e r n a l s do 

not occur in the c o n t r o l group, where both i n t e r n a l s and 

ex terna l s increase on two and decrease on two dependent 

v a r i a b l e s . Intermediates in the c o n t r o l group increase on 

three of the dependent v a r i a b l e s and decrease on the f o u r t h . 

While the data do not o f f e r conc lus ive support for the 

p r o p o s i t i o n that i n t e r n a l s react p o s i t i v e l y to MBO, whi le 

ex terna l s reac t n e g a t i v e l y , the l e v e l s of s t a t i s t i c a l s i g n i f i ­

cance obtained and the cons i s t ency of d i r e c t i o n of changes 

not present in the c o n t r o l group suggest that such a 

mechanism does e x i s t . 

The sugges t ion that i n t e r n a l s react more favorably to 

the in troduct ion of MBO than do e x t e r n a l s i s whol ly c o n s i s t e n t 

with l a b o r a t o r y experiments in the area of i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l 

c o n t r o l b e l i e f s and the goal s e t t i n g and performance a r e a s . 

Although the observed short - term changes in the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s are not of l arge magnitude, the s t a t i s t i c a l 
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s i g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l s of the changes and the cons i s t ency of 

d i r e c t i o n on a l l four dependent v a r i a b l e s provides s trong 

support for the minor h y p o t h e s i s . Re la t ing t h i s f ind ing to 

the d e s c r i p t i o n of i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l given in 

Chapter I I suggests that i n t e r n a l s see MBO as enhancing 

t h e i r a b i l i t y to contro l t h e i r own d e s t i n i e s in the work 

o r g a n i z a t i o n , and, a c c o r d i n g l y , they react favorab ly to the 

in troduct ion of MBO. 

This f ind ing i s c o n s i s t e n t with Chesser ' s conc lus ions 

that "The f inding that has the g r e a t e s t p o t e n t i a l impl ica ­

t ion o f MBO is the moderating e f f e c t s of c e r t a i n G h i s e l l i 

dimensions. I f the moderating e f f e c t s are s u b s t a n t i a t e d in 

further re search , these i m p l i c a t i o n s seem c l e a r . I t means 

that a general response to MBO cannot be expected . Given 

that the p a r t i c i p a n t s d i f f e r on p s y c h o l o g i c a l d imensions , 

v a r i a b i l i t y in the percept ions of t h e i r s u p e r i o r s , u se fu lnes s 

of the program, s a t i s f a c t i o n with t h e i r j o b , and other 

v a r i a b l e s w i l l be observed. In a p r a c t i c a l s e n s e , t h i s may 

mean that while MBO may be e f f e c t i v e for some members of the 

organ iza t ion i t may, in f a c t , be counterproduct ive for other 

members." (Chesser , 1 9 7 1 , page 1 1 5 ) . 

Support f o r the moderating e f f e c t s of i n t e r n a l -

e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f , coupled with Chesser ' s r e s u l t s 

using G h i s e l l i dimensions suggests s t r o n g l y that i n d i v i d u a l 

d i f f e r e n c e s must be considered in p r e d i c t i n g the e f f e c t i v e n e s s 

of MBO. 
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Performance Rating 

The data presented in Table 24 i n d i c a t e that members 

of groups whose performance i s rated high by t h e i r department 

heads ra te t h e i r own job mot ivat ion higher than those ra ted 

low. The r a t i n g s a l s o track with job s a t i s f a c t i o n , with 

higher rated people express ing s i g n i f i c a n t l y h igher job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n in both treatment and c o n t r o l groups, than do 

lower rated i n d i v i d u a l s . 

Mot iva t ion 
Treatment 

4 . 2 
4 . 1 -
4 . 0 -
3 . 9 -
3 . 8 -
3 . 7 -
3 . 6 -
3 . 5 -
3 . 4 -
3 . 3 -

Below Average , 

Average rat ing-

Above Average • 

Outstanding"* * 

Groups 
p< . 031 

4 . 2 -J 
4 . 1 4 
4 . 0 -j 
3 . 9 1 
3 . 8 -j 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 -1 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 -j 

Control 

Ql Q2 Ql 

Groups 
P<-17 
Q2 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

4 . 7 
4 . 6 
4 . 5 
4 . 4 

3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 

Ql 

Groups 
p< . 027 

Q2 

Groups 
p < . 0 0 6 5 

Ql Q2 

The most important aspect of th i s f inding i s the f a c t 

that j o b performance r a t i n g s were obta ined using one method, 



121 

Table 24 . ANOVA: Moderator Var iab le - -Per formance Rating 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i on 

Treatment 
Groups 
P I - 0 3 1 

Contro l 

No Ql Q2 
Groups 
P I - 0 3 1 No. Ql Q2 

* 59 3 . 6 2 3 . 50 3 . 56 22 3 . 4 3 3 . 3 1 

** 30 3 . 8 1 3 . 7 2 3 . 77 15 3 . 6 2 3 . 9 7 

*** 13 4 . 1 7 3 . 9 2 4 . 0 5 7 4 . 0 4 4 . 06 

T r i a l s 
p< . 04 

101 3 . 7 5 3 . 6 2 GxT 
p< . 71 

44 3 . 59 3 . 76 

Groups 
p<_. 1 7 

5.4 7 

Pepe 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 22 

ndent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No Ql Q2 Groups 
p_.8S' 

* 59 3 . 1 1 3 . 1 0 3 . 1 1 

** 30 3 . 1 9 3 . 1 9 ' 3 . 1 9 

*** 13 3 . 2 9 3 . 1 0 3 . 2 0 

T r i a l s 
p< . 60 

102 3 . 1 6 3 . 1 3 GxT 
p< . 58 

: Work 

T r i a l s 
p< . 60 

Dependent V a r i a b l e 

GxT 
p< . 58 

: Work 

Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
ps . 89 

* 59 3 . 30 3 . 2 3 3 . 27 

** 30 3 . 32 3 . 38 3 . 35 

*** r 13 3 . 4 5 3 . 2 2 3 . 33 

T r i a l s 
p < . 6 2 102 3 . 33 3 . 2 7 GxT 

p< . 3 6 

No. Ql Q2 

22 3 . 1 8 3 . 0 4 

15 3 . 4 2 3 . 2 9 

66 3 . 7 1 

44 3 . 3 4 3 . 2 3 

i . 05 
GxT 
p<_. 6 0 

Groups 
c< . 14 

5 . 1 1 

3 . 3 6 

5 . 69 

T r i a l s , p i - 2 4 

Con t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 

22 3 . 04 2 . 70 

15 3 . 4 2 3 . 34 

7 3 . 71 3 . 1 7 

44 3 . 2 8 2.99 

GxT 
P i -71 

G r o up s 
.p_<JL7. 

2 . 8 7 

3 . 3 8 

3 . 4 4 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 019 

Dp pendent V a r i a b l c : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 2 7 

* 59 3 . 9 1 3 . 86 3 . 8 8 

* * 30 3 . 8 8 3 . 9 7 3 . 9 3 

*** 13 4 . 44 4 . 3 7 4 . 4 1 

T r i a l s 
p< . 86 

102 3 . 9 7 3 . 96 GxT 
p< . 59 

No. Ql Q2 

2 2 3 . 6 9 3. 60 

15 4 . 1 1 , 08 
4 . 4 4 

44 3.95 
4 . 64 
3.93 

GxT 
P< .: 

Grduos 
p<.0065 

5. 64 

4 . 1 0 

4 . 54 

T r i a l s , P < . 6 1 

G V T 
P i - s s 

* Below Average, Average ** Above Average *** Outstanding 
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department heads' r a t i n g , whi le the dependent v a r i a b l e s , job 

mot ivat ion and job s a t i s f a c t i o n were measured using the 

research ques t ionna ire and i t s i n d i v i d u a l s e l f - r e p o r t 

measures. Y e t , the department heads' r a t i n g s very c l e a r l y 

i d e n t i f y the job mot ivat ion and j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n groupings . 

The i m p l i c a t i o n of t h i s f ind ing i s that department 

heads are in f a c t ra t ing i n d i v i d u a l s on t h e i r e f f o r t , or 

m o t i v a t i o n , or on how hard they work. The f ind ing a l s o 

o f f e r s support f or the idea that job s a t i s f a c t i o n i s a s s o c i ­

ated with job m o t i v a t i o n , although i t does not i d e n t i f y 

which i s the causal v a r i a b l e . 

The cons i s t ency of these i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s i s thought to 

add an a d d i t i o n a l b i t of evidence for the v a l i d i t y o f the 

ques t ionnaire measures. 

On the other hand, more data are needed concerning the 

e f f e c t s of job performance, or job performance r a t i n g , as a 

moderator of the e f f e c t s of introducing MBO. The data obta ined 

in t h i s research provide a weak sugges t ion that the job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n of people whose performance i s rated high decreases 

while the s a t i s f a c t i o n of people whose performance i s ra ted 

medium increases fo l l owing the in t roduc t ion of MBO. The n u l l 

hypothes i s i s not r e j e c t e d . 

Organ iza t iona l Level 

Respondents are d iv ided into superv i sory and non-

superv i sory subgroups in analyz ing the p o t e n t i a l moderating 

e f f e c t s of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l . Data are presented in 



123 

Table 2 5 . I t had been hypothes ized that superv i sory people 

would show more p o s i t i v e e f f e c t s of MBO i n t r o d u c t i o n than 

would n o n - s u p e r v i s o r s . 

The data provide weak support of the hypothes i s in the 

case of mot ivat ion and work i n n o v a t i o n , as i s i n d i c a t e d by 

the graphs presented below: 

Job Mot iva t ion 

4 . 1 -
4 . 0 -
3 . 9 
3 . 8 1 
3. 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 H 

4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 

Treatment Control 

•Supervisory 

4 . 1 -j 
4 . 0 -
3 . 9 -
3 8 -

Non-Supervisory ^ " 7 
3 . 6 -
3 . 5 -

Ql 

GxT 
p< . 25 

GxT 
p < . 9 8 

Ql Q2 

Work Innovation 

GxT 
p < . 0 5 7 

Ql QZ 

4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 .8 
2 . 7 
2 . 6 

v . GxT 
^ p < . 8 2 

Ql 

Supervisors score higher than non-superv i sory people 

on a l l o f the dependent v a r i a b l e s but o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i 

c a t i o n , on which the d i f f e r e n c e i s not s i g n i f i c a n t . 

This f ind ing i s not s u r p r i s i n g cons ider ing the key r o l e 
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Table 2 5 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - O r g a n i z a t i o n a l Level 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : 

Trea tmcnt 

Mot i v a t ion 

Contro1 

T r i a l s 
p<_.028 

No. Ql Q2 

37 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 5 

61 3 . 6 6 3 . 4 8 

101 3 . 7 8 3 . 6 5 

Groups 
p ^ . 0 0 3 1 

3 . 97 

3 . 57 

GxT 
p< . 25 

No. Ql Q2 

19 4 . 0 0 4 . 1 1 

]G routes 
P<_. CIS 

4 . 06 

37 3 . 5 0 3 . 6 1 

56 3 . 6 7 3 . 78 

T r i a l s ,pf_31 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n Ident.i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

3 . 5 6 

GxT 
p<_. 93 

T r i a l s 
p<_.68 

No. Ql Q2 

3S 3 . 2 5 3 . 2 5 

64 3 . 1 4 3 . 1 0 

102 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 6 

Groups 
p< . 58 

3 . 2 5 

3 . 1 2 

GxT 
Pi - 77 

No. Ql Q2 G roups 
p< . 76 

19 3 . 3 3 3 . 1 7 3 . 2 5 3 . 2 5 

37 3 . 3 4 3 . 2 8 3 . 3 1 

56 3 . 3 4 3 . 2 4 GxT 
p< . 58 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 25 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work I n n o v a t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No Ql Q2 
Groups 
p<_.145 

* 38 3 . 4 3 3 . 51 3 . 4 7 

** 64 3 . 32 3 . 1 5 3 . 2 3 

T r i a l s 
p< . 2 3 102 3 . 3 6 3 . 2 8 GxT 

p < . 0 5 7 

: Job 

T r i a l s 
p< . 2 3 

Dependent V a r i a b l e 

GxT 
p < . 0 5 7 

: Job 

Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 31 

* 38 4 . 1 9 4 . 1 6 4 . 1 8 

** 64 3 . 87 3 . 9 1 3 . 8 9 

T r i a l s 
P i - 87 

102 3 . 9 9 4 . 0 0 GxT 
p ^ . 6 2 

No. Ql Q2 

19 3 . 9 7 3 . 6 : 

37 3 . 0 7 2 . 70 

56 3 . 37 3 . 0 2 

Groups 
p < . 0 0 0 4 

3 . 8 1 

2.SS 

T r i a l s , p ^ . 0009 

C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 

19 4 . 3 2 4 . 3 3 

37 3 . 9 3 3 . 91 

56 4 . 0 7 4 . 06 

GxT 
p< .82 

Groups 
p < . 0 5 2 

4 . 35 

* Superv i sory 
** Non-Supcrvisory 

T r i a l s , p < . 9 1 

3 .92 

GxT 
p< .86 
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p layed by superv i sors in the MBO p r o c e s s . I t may a l s o help 

to expla in the c laims for increased mot iva t ion in the many 

case s tud ie s and the s evera l s t a t i s t i c a l l y - b a s e d empir ica l 

s tud ies which invo lved the r e a c t i o n s only of management people 

to MBO. The sugges t ion that non-superv i sory people may 

a c t u a l l y reac t n e g a t i v e l y to MBO i s worthy of fur ther 

research . 

Organizat ion Tenure 

Short s e r v i c e people showed a g r e a t e r decrease in job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n fo l lowing in troduc t ion of MBO than did medium 

and long s e r v i c e p e o p l e . See Table 26 . 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 
Treatment Control 

4 , 3 ^ Short Serv ice 4 . 3 - | 
4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 

3 .8 
3 . 7 

4 . 2 H 
Medium 4 . 1 

Long 4 . 0 -
3 .9 H - ^ - « _ 3 . 9 

GxT 
p < . 0 4 1 

3 . 8 -
3 . 7 -

Ql Q2 Ql Q2 

GxT 
p < . 3 1 

One p o s s i b l e explanat ion of t h i s f inding i s that people 

j o i n the o r g a n i z a t i o n with high i n i t i a l expec ta t ions of j o b 

s a t i s f a c t i o n - - o n e reason for accept ing employment. MBO 

t r a i n i n g s e s s i o n s and fo l low-up a c t i v i t i e s a c c e l e r a t e the 

process of recogniz ing that the i n i t i a l high expec ta t ion may 

not be r e a l i z e d . 

Educational Level 

Reference to Table 27 sugges ts that the more educated 
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Table 2 6 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - O r g a n i z a t i o n a l Tenure 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No. Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 0 0 1 No. Ql Q2 Group 

p< . 64 
Low 24 3 . 4 6 3 . 3 3 3 . 4 0 5 4 . 0 0 4 . 0 5 

4 . o: Medi um 38 3 . 59 3 . 48 3 . 5 5 22 3 . 6 9 3 . 6 2 

3 . be High 43 4 . 1 0 3 . 9 8 4 . 0 4 33 3 . 5 8 3 . 8 7 

3.7.2 T r i a l s 
p < . 0 4 9 

105 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 GxT 
p < . 9 9 

60 3 . 6 5 3 . 8 0 GxT 
p< . 24 

GxT 
p < . 9 9 

T r i a l s , p < . 1 7 

GxT 
p< . 24 

Dope ndent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment 
Groups 
p < . 0 9 8 

Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 0 9 8 No. Ql Q2 Group 

p < . 99 
Low 24 3 . 2 0 3 . 0 1 3 . 1 1 5 3 . 5 2 3 12 3 . 3 2 

Medium 38 2 . 9 8 2 . 9 8 2 . 9 8 22 3 . 3 0 3 26 3 . 2 8 

High 44 3 . 3 5 3 . 3 5 3 . 3 5 33 3 . 3 2 3 . 25 5 . 2 8 
T r i a l s 
p< . S3 106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT 

p < . 6 1 60 3 . 33 3 . 24 JxT 
d<.52 

Dcpendcnt^J^riaj i lc : Work I n n o v a t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No • Ql Q2 Groups 
P<-76 No . Ql Q2 Group 

p < . 52 
Low 24 3 . 5 1 3 . 33 3 . 4 2 5 3 . 6 7 3 . 5 7 3 . 6 2 

Medium 38 3 . 32 3 . 2 2 3 . 2 7 22 3 .31 2 . 89 3 . 1 0 

High 44 3 . 31 3 . 33 ; 3 . 3 2 33 3 . 3 2 3 . 0 7 3 . 1 9 

T r i a l s 
p < . 27 

106 3 . 36 3 . 2 9 GxT 
p < . 5 8 

60 3 . 3 5 3 . 04 GxT 
p < . 59 

GxT 
p < . 5 8 

T r i a l s ,p< 0027 

GxT 
p < . 59 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 0 4 7 

No Ql Q2 
Groups p<. 9 9 

Low 24 4 . 1 1 3 . 8 3 3 . 9 7 5 4 . 0 1 4 . 1.9 4 . 1 0 

M e d i urn 

38 3 . 7 1 3 . 77 3 . 74 22 4 . 14 4 . 00 4 . 0 7 

High 44 4 . 1 7 4 . 26 4 . 21 33 4 . 0 2 

4 . 0 7 4 . 04 
T r i a l s 
P - . 9 3 106 3 . 9 9 3 . 99 GxT 

p < . 0 4 1 60 4 . 06 4 . 0 5 GxT 
p < . 3 1 

0<l,ow<l Y r . 

GxT 
p < . 0 4 1 

Tr i a 1 s , p < . 

91 

GxT 
p < . 3 1 

1 <Med i li in < f> 5<ll igh 
(Amount of S e r v i c e ) 
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Table 2 7 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - E d u c a t i o n a l Level 

Dependent Vnria 1)1 c: M o t i v a t i o n 

Trca tment Contro1 

No . Ql Q2 Groups 
p< . 24 No Ql Q2 

Groups 
p < . 5 S 

* 
25 3 . 6 8 3 . 5 2 3 . 6 0 40 3 . 5 7 3 . 7 3 3 . 6 5 

** 34 3 . 6 4 3 . 6 2 3 . 6 3 8 3 . 8 7 3 . 9 7 3 . 9 2 

*** 46 3 . 9 1 3 . 7 5 3 . 8 3 12 3 . 7 7 3 . 9 0 3 . 8 3 

T r i a l s p<.048 105 3 . 77 3 . 6 5 GxT 
p<.55 60 3 . 6 5 3 . 80 GxT 

p < . 9S 
T r i a l s , p < . ] 8 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment 
Groups 
p < . 3 4 

Contro l 
Groups 
p< . 5 5 No. Ql Q2 

Groups 
p < . 3 4 No. Ql Q2 

Groups 
p< . 5 5 

* 25 3 . 3 3 3 . ?8 ; 3 . 3 0 40 3 . 25 3 . 1 6 3 . 2 1 

** 34 2 . 9 8 3 . 0 4 i 3 . 0 1 

8 3 . 6 6 3 . 20 3 . 4 3 

* ** 47 3 . 2 5 3 . 1 4 3 . 2 0 12 3 . 3 7 3 . 5 5 3 . 4 6 

T r i a l s 
p<.S3 106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT p<. 54 

60 3 . 3 3 3 . 24 GxT p±. 06 
T r i a l s 
p<.S3 GxT p<. 54 T r i a l s , p < . 2 5 

GxT p±. 06 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work I n n o v a t i o n 

Trea tment 

Groups 
P i . 0 0 0 1 

C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
P i . 0 0 0 1 No. Ql Q2 

Groups 
J < . 0 4 4 

* 25 2 . 8 3 2 . 70 2 . 76 40 3 . 1 7 2 . 8 2 2 . 9 9 

** 34 3 . 2 9 3 . 3 3 3 . 3 1 8 3 . 6 7 3 . 4 4 3 . 5 5 
*** 47 3 . 6 9 3 . 5 7 3 . 6 3 12 3 . 7 2 3 . 5 3 3 . 6 2 

T r i a l s p<. 27 
106 3 . 3 6 3 . 2 9 GxT 

p < . 56 
60 3 . 3 5 3 . 0 4 GxT 

p < . 7 3 
T r i a l s , p < . 0 0 2 8 

GxT 
p < . 7 3 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment 
Groups 
p < . 1 7 

C o n t r o l 
Groups 
p < . 2 ? 

No. QJ Q2 
Groups 
p < . 1 7 No. Ql Q2 

Groups 
p < . 2 ? 

25 4 . 0 3 3 . 9 2 3 . 9 7 40 3 . 9 7 3 . 9 5 3 . 9 6 

* * 34 3 . 76 3 . 9 2 3 . 8 4 8 4 . 50 4 . 33 4 . 42 

t * * 47 4 . 1 4 4 . 0 8 4 . 1 1 12 4.08 4 . 20 4 .14 

Tr i a l s 
i) < 9 3 

106 3 . 99 3 . 9 9 GxT 

n t 1 r 

60 4. 06 4 . 05 J 
GxT 
p < . 51 1 * • J 

* No Col l ege Degree 
p ^ . J J T r i a l s , p < . 9 J 

GxT 
p < . 51 

** Col Iege Degree 
* * * Graduate Work 
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people in both the treatment and the c o n t r o l group are more 

innovat ive than the l e s s educated people in the two groups. 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

4 . 5 
4 . 4 
4 . 3 
4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 .8 
3 . 7 

Treatment 
Non-Col lege Degree-

Co l l ege D e g r e e - - - -

Graduate Work 

GxT 
p < . 1 5 

3 . 8 
3 . 7 

Ql Q2 

Control 

Ql 

GxT 
p < . 5 1 
Q2 

Weak support i s provided f o r the p r o p o s i t i o n that 

people with c o l l e g e degrees but no graduate work as a group 

show increased j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n fo l lowing i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO 

while people with graduate degree work show reduced job s a t i s ­

f a c t i o n . This f ind ing may suggest that MBO i s keyed toward 

people with moderate l e v e l s o f educat ion . The more h i g h l y -

educated view the process as one which l i m i t s t h e i r a c t i v i t i e s 

Many of the advanced degree people ho ld p r o f e s s i o n a l j obs 

such as p s y c h o l o g i s t , counse lor , e t c . , and may f e e l that MBO 

i s not a p p l i c a b l e to p r o f e s s i o n a l j o b s . (Note s e v e r a l of the 

comments in Chapter I I I . ) 

A d d i t i o n a l research i s needed in order to f u r t h e r 

support the h y p o t h e s i s . The above sugges t ions may imply 

that a p p l i c a t i o n of MBO in o r g a n i z a t i o n s of h i g h l y - e d u c a t e d 

p r o f e s s i o n a l s needs fur ther s tudy. 
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Acceptance of Job Change 

The data presented in Table 28 shows that persons who 

score high on acceptance of job change a l so score high on job 

m o t i v a t i o n , o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , and job s a t i s f a c t i o n , 

and v i c e versa . The except ion to t h i s p a t t e r n i s work 

innovat ion , which i s inc luded in the graphs of the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s shown below: 

Work Innovat ion 
Treatment 

3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 - I 
3 . 1 -I 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 .8 
2 . 7 
2 . 6 
2 . 5 
2 . 4 
2 . 3 

Low Acceptance 
o f job change— 

Ql 

Medium Acceptance 

High Acceptance'* 

Groups p<_. 52 
GxT 

P<-,95 

3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 
3 
3 
3 
3 
2 

-2 
.2 

2 
2 
2 . 4 
2 . 3 

Control 

Q2 Ql 

Groups\p£. 023 
GxT p v <.095 

QT 

Job Mot iva t ion 
Treatment 

4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 .8 
3 .7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 .4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 H 
2 . 9 
2 .8 
2 . 7 

Ql 

Groups p<_. 089 
GxT 

P < t - 1 2 

4 . 1 -
4 . 0 -
3 . 9 -
3 .8 
3. 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 .8 
2 . 7 

Q2 

Control 

QL 

Groups p^. 0006 
> \ N G x T 

P < . 0 8 6 
Q2 



Table 28 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - A c c e p t a n c e 
of Job Change 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
PS.OS 9 No. Ql Q2 

Low 20 3 . 3 7 3 . 4 9 3 . 4 5 9 3.OS 2 . 69 

Medium 33 3 . 8 6 3 . 63 3 . 7 5 24 3 . 60 3 . S7 

High 51 3 . 8 6 3 . 75 3 . 8 0 27 3 . 8 9 4 . 1 0 

T r i a l s 
p £ . 0 6 6 

104 3 . 77 3 . 66 GxT 
p < . 1 2 

60 3 . 6 5 3 . 8 0 T r i a l s 
p £ . 0 6 6 

GxT 
p < . 1 2 

T r i a l s ,p<_.16 

Groups 

3 .74 

3 . 9 ? 

GxT 
p < . 0 S 6 

Depen dent V a r i a b l c : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d c n t i f i c a_tio n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No Ql Q2 Groups 
p£ .0C44 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p<_. 001 

Low 21 2 . 6 5 2.85 2.75 9 2.76 2 . 4 7 2 . 61 

Medium 33 3 . 1 5 2 . 9 8 3 . 0 7 24 3 . 30 3 . 1 6 3 . 2 5 

High 51 3 . 4 2 3 . 3 6 3 . 3 9 27 3 . 5 5 3 . 57 3 . 56 

T r i a l s 
p < . 5 6 

105 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT 
p< . 0 7 6 

60 3 . 3 3 3 . 2 4 GxT 
p < . 3 6 

T r i a l s ,p<^. 26 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work I n n o v a t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p s „ 5 2 

Low 

Medium 

High 

21 3 . 3 3 3 . 3 0 3 . 3 1 Low 

Medium 

High 

33 3 . 2 3 3 . 1 6 3 . 20 

Low 

Medium 

High 51 3 . 4 3 3 . 3 7 3 . 4 0 

T r i a l s 
p < . 6 3 105 3 . 3 5 3 . 2 9 GxT 

p< . 9 5 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 

2 . 68 9 3 . 0 7 2 . 2 9 

Groups 

2 . 68 

24 3 . 6 7 3 . 4 2 3 . 54 

27 3 . 1 5 2 . 96 3 . 0 5 

60 3 . 35 3 . 04 G x T 
P< . 0 9 5 

T r i a l s , p < . 0 0 2 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No . Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 0 0 1 No. Ql Q2 Groups 

d< . 0 2 1 

Low 21 3 . 4 3 3 . 6 1 3 . 5 2 9 3 . 50 3 . 36 3 . 4 3 

Medi um 33 3 . 9 5 3 . 8 4 3 . 9 0 24 4 . 1 2 4 . 1 4 4 . 1 3 

High 51 4 . 2 2 4 . 2 5 4 . 2 4 27 4 . 20 4 . 20 4 . 2 0 

Tria Is 
p< . 8 5 105 3 . 9 8 3 . 9 9 CxT 

p< . 1 9 
60 4 . 06 4 . 0 5 C x T 

p<_.7 3 

l<1.0',-.<3 

CxT 
p< . 1 9 

T r i a l s ,p< .~9"2' 

3<Medium<4 (Average o f 5 5- Point S c a l e s - - Q l ) 

4£High<5 
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Treatment 
Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

. . . Low Acceptance-
• ; : 

Medium 
- - ^ H i g h 

Groups 
p < . 0 0 4 4 

GxT 
p < . 0 7 6 

Ql Q2 

3 . 6 
3 . 5 

"3.4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 

2 . 6 
2 . 5 
2 . 4 

Control 

Groups 
p<_. 0010 

GxT 
p< . 36 

Ql Q2 

Treatment Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Ql 

GxT 

Q2 

3 . 8 
3 7 

.Groups 
p < . 0 0 0 1 
r-\ rpi O • O 3 . 4 \ 

Control 

Groups 
p < . 0 2 1 
GxT 

>P<»73 
Ql Q2 

The data presented above suggest a rather s u r p r i s i n g 

moderating r e l a t i o n s h i p : Persons scor ing low on acceptance 

of job change react more p o s i t i v e l y to the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO 

than do those scor ing medium or h igh . 

Tempering t h i s f inding i s an a n a l y s i s of the change 

in the acceptance o f job change measure between Quest ionnaire 

1 and Quest ionnaire 2 which i s depic ted in Table 29 . 

As with a l l of the i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e moderating 

v a r i a b l e s the acceptance of job change s c a l e used to 
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Table 2 9 . ANOVA: Acceptance of Job Change 

Treatment Control 

Groups Groups 
No. Ql Q2 p < . 0 0 0 0 No. Ql Q2 p<.000'0 

Low 21 2 . 2 8 2 . 8 5 2 . 5 7 9 2 . 3 7 2 . 8 3 2 . 6 0 

Medium 33 3 . 5 1 3 . 5 9 3 . 5 5 24 3 . 5 5 3 . 4 4 3 . 4 9 

High 51 4 . 2 4 3 . 9 8 4 . 1 1 27 4 . 3 7 3 . 8 9 4 . 1 3 

T r i a l s GxT T r i a l s GxT 
p < . 8 4 105 3 . 6 2 3 . 6 3 p < . 0 0 0 1 p^. 025 60 3 . 7 4 3 . 5 5 p < . 0 0 1 8 

establish the subgroups is that measured on Questionnaire 1 . 

Reference to Table 2 9 shows that the low l e v e l groups in both 

treatment and c o n t r o l score s i z e a b l e gains on the acceptance 

of job change s c a l e between Quest innaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 

2 , even though the l e v e l s at Quest ionnaire 2 are s t i l l 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y lower than the higher l e v e l s . The higher l e v e l s 

decrease during the same p e r i o d . 

A p o s s i b l e explanat ion of the data showing the moder­

a t ing e f f e c t s of acceptance of job change i s that because the 

s ca l e taps items dea l ing with pas t changes, exposure to MBO 

may in f a c t lead to low l e v e l s becoming more r e c e p t i v e to j o b 

change. This explanat ion does n o t , however, exp la in why low 

l e v e l s in the c o n t r o l group score higher on acceptance of job 

change at the same time they score lower on the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s . Further d i s c u s s i o n of the acceptance of change 

v a r i a b l e i s inc luded in the f i n a l s e c t i o n of t h i s chapter . 
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Organ iza t iona l D i f f e r e n c e V a r i a b l e s 

L iker t Organ iza t iona l P r o f i l e 

Data obta ined by us ing subgroups of people who p e r c e i v e 

the o r g a n i z a t i o n to be System 1 to 2 , System 2 to 3 , and 

System 3 to 4 are given in Table 3 0 . 

4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 

3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 

Mot iva t ion 

Treatment 

System 1 - 2 — 

System 2 - 3 - -

Sy.s.tem 3 - 4 ' * 

Treatment 

Groups 
p < . 0 4 5 
GxT 
P<-17 

4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 

Q2 

Control 

Ql 

Groups 
p < . 0 3 2 
GxT 
P,<-33 

Q2 

Organizat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

''Groups 
0014 

GxT 
.029 

3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 . 8 
2 
2 
2 
2 

Q2 

Control 

Ql 

Groups 
p<_. 005 
GxT 
p < . 0 1 8 

Q2 
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Table 3 0 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - L i k e r t O r g a n i z a t i o n a l 
P r o f i l e 

Pepend cnt Va i iab1e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Treatment 
Com vol 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p< . O'i 5 No. Ql Q2 ."roups b< . 0 3 2 

Low 17 3 . 32 3 . 4 0 3 . 3 6 S 3 . 2 5 3 . 6 6 3 . 4 5 

Medium 50 3 .SS 3 . 76 3 . SI 32 3 . 5 7 3 . 5 8 3 . 5 7 

High 38 3 . 8 6 3 . 62 3 . 74 20 3 . 9 5 4 . 2 0 4 . 0 8 

T r i a l s p<_. 045 105 3 . 77 3 . 6 5 
GxT 
p < . 1 7 60 3 . 6 5 3 . 8 0 

GxT 
? < . 3 3 

T r i a l s p<_. 045 
T r i a l s . P i - 1 7 

Pependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n T d c n t i f i c a t i on 

Low 
Medium 

High 
T r i a l s p<. 54 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 

17 2 . 1 0 2 . 6 7 

50 3 . 3 2 3 . 2 7 

39 3 . 3 5 3 . I S 

106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 

Groups 
p< .0014 

2 .54 

3 . 2 9 

GxT 
p < . 0 2 9 

No. Ql 0 ? p r 0 U P s 

y j ? < . 0 0 5 3 

8 3 02 3 27 
' 3 

15 

32 3 22 2 93 3 07 

20 3 63 3 73 3 68 

60 3 . 3 3 3 . 2 4 3xT 
!•>< . 018 

T r i a l s , p < . 2 4 

Treatment 
Groups 
p < . 0 6 7 

C o n t r o l 
Groups 
? < . 55 No Ql Q2 Groups 

p < . 0 6 7 No Ql Q2 
Groups 
? < . 55 

Low 17 2 . 9 4 3 . 1 0 3 . 0 2 8 3 . 6 0 3 . 24 5 . 4 2 

Med i urn 50 3 . 3 2 3 . 2 2 3 . 2 7 32 3 . 2 2 2 . 8 9 3 . 0 6 

High 39 3 . 5 9 3 . 4 6 3 . 5 2 20 3 . 4 4 3 . 20 3 . 3 2 

T r i a l s p<. 27 
106 3 . 36 3 . 2 9 GxT 

p < . 2 7 
60 3 . 35 3 . 04 GxT 

?<_. 89 
T r i a l s p<. 27 

GxT 
p < . 2 7 

T r i a l s , p < . 0028 

Pependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t ion 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No . Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 0000 No Ql Q2 ' Groups ?<.obc 

Low 17 3 . 1 3 3 . 4 6 3 . 2 9 8 3 . 4 2 3 . 3 4 3 . 38 

Mcdiu;.) 50 3 . 9 4 3 . 9 8 3 . 9 6 32 3 . 9 2 5 . 9 4 ; 3 . 9 3 

High 39 4 . 4 3 4 . 22 4 . 3 3 20 4 . 5 3 

4 . 5 1 j 4 . 5 2 

T r i a l s p<. 93 106 3 . 9 9 3 . 99 G3ET 
p<_. 007 5 60 4 . 06 4 . 0 5 j "xT 

. 87 

(Average o f 1.8 4 -Po in t S c a l e s - S y s t e m 1 , 2 , 3 , 4) 

Low, System 1 

Medium, System 2 

High , Systems 3 , 4 
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3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 H 

Treatment 

Work Innovation 

3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 

Ql 

.System 1-2 
SysVe*nr 2 -3 
System 3-4* * * 

Groups 
p^ .067 
GxT 
.P<.27 

Q2 

Control 

Groups 
p<_.55 
GxT 

. 89 
Q2 

4 . 5 
4 . 4 
4 . 3 
4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 .8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 

Treatment 

Ql 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

4 . 5 
4 . 4 
4 . 3 
4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 .9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 

Groups 
p< . 000 
GxT 

, p < . 0 0 7 5 
Q2 

Control 

Ql 

Groups 
p<_. 0004 
GxT 
P<-,8 7 

Q2 

Persons who perce ive t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n to be "System 

3" or "System 4" score higher on a l l dependent v a r i a b l e s than 

do persons who perce ive the o r g a n i z a t i o n as being "System 1" 

or "System 2". The s i n g l e except ion i s in the contro l group 

where d i f f e r e n c e s between subgroup l e v e l s on the work inno­

vat ion v a r i a b l e are not s i g n i f i c a n t . 

The data suggest that the in troduc t ion of MBO r e s u l t s 

in decreased l e v e l s of the dependent v a r i a b l e s for the sub­

group which i n i t i a l l y perce ived the o r g a n i z a t i o n to be higher 
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on the L iker t s c a l e and increased l e v e l s for the subgroup 

perce iv ing the lower i n i t i a l L i k e r t s c a l e v a l u e s . Or , those 

who are "happy" with the o r g a n i z a t i o n as i t i s reac t nega­

t i v e l y to the in t roduc t ion of MBO, whi le those who are 

"unhappy" welcome MBO. To the extent that t h i s exp lanat ion 

i s a c c u r a t e , i t r e f u t e s the c laimed need for a support ive 

c l imate in which to introduce MBO i f MBO i s to be e f f e c t i v e . 

On the other hand, the i m p l i c a t i o n for p r a c t i c e may 

be that introducing MBO into an o r g a n i z a t i o n a lready high on 

the Likert scale may lead to reduced levels on the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s . But, c o n v e r s e l y , i f the o r g a n i z a t i o n i s a lready 

low on the Liker t s c a l e there i s l i t t l e l e f t to l o s e by 

introducing MBO--and MBO may h e l p . 

Job Inf luence 

The data presented in Table 31 show that people who 

perce ive t h e i r job in f luence as high score s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

higher on job m o t i v a t i o n , o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , work 

innovat ion , and j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n than do people who perce ive 

t h e i r job in f luence as being low. 

The data do not support the hypothes i s that the 

grea ter the in f luence an i n d i v i d u a l has over h i s j o b , the 

g r e a t e r the e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Job Interdependence 

Data on job interdependence as a moderator i s given 

in Table 3 2 . A n a l y s i s of the data suggests that higher 

interdependence may be a s s o c i a t e d with higher job mot ivat ion 



Table 3 1 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - J o b Inf luence 

Dependent V a r i . t h i e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
P < . 0 0 1 2 No. Ql Q2 

Low 41 5 . 4 9 3 . 37 3 . 4 3 26 3 . 2 3 5 . 35 

Medium 21 3 . 8 0 3 . 7 5 3 . 7 7 8 3 .S4 3 . 6 6 

High 4 ? 4 . 0 2 3 . 8 8 3 . 9 5 26 4 . 0 2 4 . 2 9 

T r i a l s 
p < . 0 4 9 

105 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 GxT 
p^. 84 

60 3 . 6 5 3 . 8 0 T r i a l s 
p < . 0 4 9 

GxT 
p^. 84 

s , p < . 1 6 8 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Organimat ion I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Trea tment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 0 8 9 

Low 

Medium 

High 

41 2 . 9 3 2 . 8 2 2 . 8 7 Low 

Medium 

High 

21 3 . 3 9 3 . 2 8 3 . 34 

Low 

Medium 

High 44 3 . 3 2 3 . 3 8 3 . 3 5 

T r i a l s 
p < . 5 3 

106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT 
p < . 3 5 

No. Ql Q2 

26 3 . 0 9 3 . 0 0 

3 . 7 ; 

26 3 . 4 5 3 . 4 3 

60 3 . 3 3 3 . 2 4 

T r i a l s , p < . 2 7 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work I n n o v a t i o n 

Groups 
_p£ . n o o 2 

i . 2 9 

3 . 7 5 

4 . 1 5 

GxT 
P i - 3 7 

Groups 
p < . 0 4 7 

3 . 04 

.44 

GxT 
lp<_. 51 

Treatment Contro l 

No Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 0 1 7 

Low 41 3 . 09 2 . 8 9 2 . 9 9 

Medium 21 3 . 4 7 3 . 38 3 . 4 2 

High 44 3 . 5 5 3 . 6 2 3 . 59 

T r i a l s 
P i - 26 

106 3 . 36 3 . 29 GxT 
p < . 1 3 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S 

Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p<-_. 0000 

Low 41 3 . 6 5 3 . 4 9 3 . 5 7 

Medium 21 4 . 1 3 4 . 0 7 4 . 1 0 

High 44 4 . 2 5 4 . 4 1 4 . 33 

T r i a l s 
p< . 9 3 

106 3 . 9 9 3 . 99 GxT 

p<_. 046 

T r i a l s 
p< . 9 3 

GxT 

p<_. 046 
(Average o f 4 7 -Point 

No. Ql Q2 

26 3 . 2 1 2 .81 

3 . 4 8 3 . 0 2 

26 3 . 4 4 3 . 28 

60 3 . 3 5 3 . 04 

T r i a l s , p < . 0 0 2 5 

Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 

26 3 . 6 9 3 . 56 

4 . 3 8 4 . 4 4 

26 

60 

4 . 3 3 4 . 4 2 

4 . 0 6 4 . 0 5 

Groups 
41SL.-3J5. 

3 . 0 1 

5 . 2 5 

36 

GxT 
p< . 60 

Groups 
P < . 0 0 0 5 

3 . 63 

4 . 4 1 

4 . 37 

GxT h< . 30 
T r i a l s ,p<^. 91 

1 <Low<4 

4<Mecl ium<5 

5<High<7 
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Table 3 2 . ANOVA Moderator V a r i a b l e - -Job Interdependence 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Trca I. merit Con Lro1 

No • Ql Q2 croups 
p< . 34 No. Ql Q2 Groups 

p< . 0*34 
Low 40 3 . 6 5 3 . 5 4 3 . 59 29 3 . 4 5 3 . 52 5 .4S 
Medium 33 3 . 8 7 3 . 6 4 3 . 76 16 3 . 6 6 3. 99 3. S3 
High 32 3 . 8 1 3 . 8 0 3 . 81 15 4 . 0 5 4 . 1 2 4.03 
T r i a l s 
p < . 0 4 7 

105 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 GxT 
p < . 3 4 

60 3 . 65 3 .8 0 GxT 
P i - " 

T r i a l s 
p < . 0 4 7 

GxT 
p < . 3 4 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 17 

GxT 
P i - " 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment 

Groups 
p<_. 61 

C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p<_. 61 No. Ql Q2 

Groups 
p< . 088 

Low 40 3 . 1 5 3 . 0 6 3 . 1 0 29 3 . 1 6 3 . 0 2 3. 09 
Medium 33 3 . 1 5 3 . 0 8 3 . 1 2 16 3 .46 3 . 5 6 3 .51 
High 33 3 . 2 5 3 . 3 0 3 . 2 8 15 3 . 5 2 3. 33 3.4 2 
T r i a l s 
P i - 5 3 106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT 

P i . 55 60 3 . 33 3 . 2 4 
JxT" 
)< . 34 

GxT 
P i . 55 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 26 

JxT" 
)< . 34 

Pegendc"* Variablej__ Work Innovac ion 

Treatmen t Cont ro l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
P<. 96 

Low 

Medium 

High 

40 3 . 3 8 3 . 3 3 3. 35 Low 

Medium 

High 

33 3 . 3 5 3 . 2 8 3 . 3 1 

Low 

Medium 

High 33 3 . 3 5 3 . 2 5 3 . 3 0 

T r i a l s 
p < . 2 7 

106 3 . 3 6 3 . 2 9 GxT 
P<.9S 

No, Ql Q2 

29 3 . 0 3 2 . 8 5 

16 3 . 4 2 2 . 8 4 

15 3 . 8 9 3 . 6 3 

Groups 

2 .94 

3.13 

3.76 

60 3 . 3 5 

T r i a l s , p < . 0 0 2 3 
Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

3 . 0 4 GxT 
- p < . 2 2 

Treatment 

Low 

Medium 

High 
T r i a l s 
Pi - 9 3 

Low<100 

100<Medium<4 00 

4 00<High 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
-PLi_£6__ 

3 . 9 5 40 3 . 97 3 . 93 

Groups 
-PLi_£6__ 

3 . 9 5 

33 ~ 4 . 0 2 4 . 0 4 4 . 0 3 

33 4 . 0 0 4 . 01 4 . 0 1 ~ 

1 106 3 . 9 9 3 . 99 GxT 
P--.90 

Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 G v 
P < O'j j s 

29 4 . 04 4 .00 4 . 02 

16 3. 98 4 . 02 4 .00 

15 4.18 4 . 2 0 4 . 19 

~ 6 ~ 4 7 06 4 . 05 Gx 

T r i a l s , p < . 9 2 ip< 
(Product o f 4 S c a l e s ) 



139 

and greater work innovat ion in the c o n t r o l group. D i f f e r e n c e s 

among treatment subgroups are not s i g n i f i c a n t . The data do 

not support the hypothes i s that perce ived j o b interdependence 

w i l l l e s sen the e f f e c t s of MBO on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

A n a l y s i s of the change in the interdependence v a r i a b l e 

between Quest ionnaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 2 r e v e a l s an organ i ­

zat ion-wide increase in job interdependence. The researcher 

has been unable to exp la in s a t i s f a c t o r i l y t h i s i n c r e a s e . One 

specu la t ion i s that the job interdependence increase i s 

r e l a t e d to the o b j e c t i v e s in f luence and job in f luence 

increase d i scussed elsewhere in t h i s chapter and may, in some 

way, be r e l a t e d to the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l changes re ferenced in 

the d i s c u s s i o n of the dependent v a r i a b l e innovat ion . A 

grea ter d e c e n t r a l i z a t i o n , or a b d i c a t i o n , of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 

by the top management of the o r g a n i z a t i o n would p o s s i b l y be 

r e f l e c t e d in a l l of the measures mentioned, as w e l l as the 

higher l e v e l emphasis measure which a l s o decreased in both 

the treatment and c o n t r o l groups. 

This specu la t ion rece ives support from Item 2 . 4 1 , 

"My department gets a s u f f i c i e n t amount of d i r e c t i o n from 

the County Manager" on which the number of people d i sagree ing 

with the statement showed an increase between Quest ionnaire 

1 and Quest ionnaire 2 . 
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MBO Process -Re la ted V a r i a b l e s 

Higher Level Emphasis on O b j e c t i v e s 

The data in Table 33 do not support the p r o p o s i t i o n 

that changes in the l e v e l s of the dependent v a r i a b l e s are 

moderated by perce ived emphasis p laced on o b j e c t i v e s by 

higher l e v e l s of management in the o r g a n i z a t i o n , with the 

except ion of m o t i v a t i o n . The data provide weak support f o r 

the sugges t ion that low emphasis r e s u l t s in increased mot i ­

v a t i o n . Higher l e v e l s of j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n are a s s o c i a t e d 

with higher l e v e l s of perce ived emphasis . 

Job Mot iva t ion 

TreatTftejxt A n IControl 3 .8 
3 .7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 

Ql Q2 

Low Emphasis 

Medium 

High 

GxT 
, P < . 6 1 

4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 -f 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 -I 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 -j 
3 . 1 A 

GxT 

Ql Q2 

Work Innovation 

3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 . 8 

Treatment 

Ql Q2 

3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 
3 . 5 
3 . 4 
3 . 3 
3 . 2 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 . 8 

Control 

Ql 

GxT 
PS-81 
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Table 3 3 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - H i g h e r L e v e l s ' Emphasis 
on O b j e c t i v e s 

Do p ciulcnt V a r i a h l t': M o t i v a t i o n 

Contro l Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p< . 58 

Low 23 3 . 70 3 . 7 3 3 . 7 1 

Medium 35 3 . 7 1 3 . 5 3 3 . 6 2 

High 47 3.SS 3 . 71 3 . 7S 

T r i a l s 
p < . 0 4 7 

105 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 GxT 
p< . 6 1 

No. Ql Q2 

15 3 . 3 5 

Groups 

13 3 . 9 2 4 . 2 3 

3 . 1 4 ( 3 . 2 5 

1 .08 

3 . 69 , . 9 2 

60 3 . 6 5 3 . 8 0 

T r i a l s , p ^ . 1 6 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

5.81 

5xT 
.14 

Low 

Medium 

High 

T r i a l s 
p < . 5 3 

Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 

24 2 . 8 6 ' 2 . 7 4 

35 3 . 1 6 3 . 2 0 

47 3 . 3 7 3 . 3 0 

106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 

Groups 
p < . 0 2 1 

2 . 8 0 

3 . I S 

3 . 33 

GxT 
p < . S4 

C o n t r o l 

No. 

IS 

13 

52 

60 

Ql 

3 . 0 0 

3 . 4 2 

Q2 

2 . 7 2 

3.31 

3 . 4 5 3 . 4 5 

3 . 3 5 3 . 2 4 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 26 

Work Innovat ion 

Groups 
P I - 0 1 7 

2 . 86 

5 . 3 7 

3 . 4 5 

llxf 
•D< . 3 1 

Treatment Contro l 

Low 

Medium 

High 

No - Ql Q2 Groups 
P i - 0 4 No. Ql Q2 Group 

P< . 0 7 

Low 24 3 . 4 6 3 . 4 6 3 . 4 6 15 3 . 1 9 2 . 9 9 3 . 0 9 

Medium 35 3 . 1 0 3 . 01 3 . 05 13 3 . 8 4 3 . 55 3 . 6 9 

High .4 7 3 . 5 0 3 . 4 2 3 . 4 6 32 3 . 2 2 2 . 8 6 3 . 04 

T r i a l s 
p< . 27 106 3 . 3 6 3 . 2 9 "GxT -

p < . 8 6 
60 3 . 35 3 . 04 G x T 

3^ . 8 1 

Dcp e 11 d e n t V a r i a b l c : Job 

T r i a l s 

S a t i s f a c t i 

,p< . 0028 

on 

G x T 
3^ . 8 1 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No. 

24 

35 

47 

T r i a l s 
P i - 9 3 
1< l,ow< 3 
3<Medium<4 
4<HLgh<7 

106 

Ql Q2 

3 . 7 5 3 . 57 

3 . 8 9 3 .84 

4 .19 4 . 31 

3 . 9 9 3 . 9 9 

p_< 10006 

3 . 66 

3 . 8 7 

4 . 2 5 

GxT 
p< .14 

No. Ql Q2 

15 J .67 3 . 4 6 

13 4 . 06 4 . 01 

32 4 . 2 4 4 . 35 

60 4 . 0 6 4 . 0 5 

T r i a l s .PI-91 

! jrotinf 
)<. 006 

3. 56 

4 . 03 

4.30 

.h< . 1 6 

(Average o f 10 7-Point. S c a l e s ) 
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Frequency of Feedback 

.Treatment Contro l 

GxT 

Low Feedback Frequency-
Medium 
High 

Ql 
; p < . 0 6 5 

Q2 

Weak support i s present for high feedback frequency 

being r e l a t e d to increased work innovat ion when MBO is i n t r o ­

duced. An open ques t ion i s whether increased innovat ion 

leads to more frequent feedback, or v i c e v e r s a . Longi tudina l 

data are needed for fur ther development of t h i s h y p o t h e s i s . 

Perceived Performance/Rewards Tie 

The data f o r t h i s v a r i a b l e are given in Table 3 5 . 

Data obtained a f t e r grouping by h i g h , medium, and low 

feedback frequency i s presented in Table 34 . A n a l y s i s of the 

data suggests that feedback frequency may be r e l a t e d to the 

e f f e c t s of MBO in troduc t ion on work innovat ion . Changes in 

the other dependent v a r i a b l e s do not appear to be r e l a t e d 

to frequency of feedback. Levels of the other three depen­

dent v a r i a b l e s are d i r e c t i o n a l l y c o n s i s t e n t with feedback 

frequency in both the treatment and c o n t r o l groups. 

Work Innovation 
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Table 3 4 . ANOVA: Moderator Var iab le - -Frequency of Feedback 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No Ql Q2 
Groups 
P 5 . 6 1 No. Ql Q2 

Group 
p s . 1 5 

Low 35 3 . 6 8 3 . 5 9 3 . 6 4 31 3 . 6 0 3 . 6 5 3 . 6 2 

Medium 45 3 . 7 9 3 . 6 3 3 . 7 1 16 3 . 4 7 3 . 78 3 . 6 2 

High 24 3 . 8 3 3 . 7 9 3 . 8 1 13 4 . 0 2 4 . 1 5 4 . 0 9 

T r i a l s 
p < . 0 7 

104 3 . 7 6 3 . 6 6 GxT 
p < . 7 4 

60 3 . 6 5 3 . 8 0 GxT 
p < . 59 

T r i a l s 
p < . 0 7 

GxT 
p < . 7 4 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 17 

GxT 
p < . 59 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 0 0 5 7 

Low 

Medium 

High 

36 2 . 9 4 ' 2 . 8 2 2 . 8 8 Low 

Medium 

High 

45 3 . 1 7 3 . 1 7 3 . 1 7 

Low 

Medium 

High 24 3 . 5 3 3 . 5 3 3 . 53 
T r i a l s 
p < . 5 1 105 3 . 1 7 3 . 1 3 

GxT 
p < . 6 2 

No. Ql Q2 

31 3 . 1 9 3 . 1 0 

16 3 . 4 7 3 . 4 0 

13 3 . 4 9 3 . 4 0 

60 3 . 3 3 3 . 24 
T r i a l s , p < . 2 7 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work I n n o v a t i o n 

C o n t r o l Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 0 0 1 3 

Low 36 3 . 0 3 2 . 9 3 2 . 9 8 

Medium 45 3 . 4 6 3. 30 3 . 38 

High 24 3 . 6 3 3 . 81 3 . 7 2 

T r i a l s 
p < . 3 1 

105 3 . 35 3 . 2 9 GxT 
p<_. 10 

T r i a l s 
p < . 3 1 

GxT 
p<_. 10 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job 

Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 0 0 0 1 

Low 36 3 . 6 1 3 . 6 0 3 . 6 1 

Medium 45 4 . 1 2 4 . 0 8 4 . 1 0 

High 24 4 . 3 1 4 . 3 7 4 . 34 

T r i a l s 
p< . 9 2 

105 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 8 GxT 
p < . 84 

No. Ql Q2 

31 3 . 2 5 3 . 0 7 

16 3 . 3 5 2 . 69 

13 3 . 5 8 3 . 4 2 

60 3 . 3 5 3 . 0 4 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 002 

Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 

31 3 . 7 8 3 . 65 

16 4 . 2 8 4 . 3 9 

13 4 . 4 5 4 . 6 0 

60 4 . 0 6 4 . 0 5 

Groups 
p < . 2 4 . 

3 . 1 4 

3 . 4 4 

3 . 4 4 
GxT 
p < . 9 9 

Groups 
p < . 34 

3 . 1 6 

3 . 0 2 

3 . 50 

GxT 
p < . 0 6 5 

Groups 
p < . 0 008 

3 . 7 2 

4 . 3 4 

4 . 5 2 

l<Low< 2 

2<Medium<4 

4<High 

T r i a l s ,p<^. 91 

(Average of 2 7 -Po int S c a l e s ) 

GxT 
p < . 1 6 
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Table 3 5 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - P e r c e i v e d Performance/ 
Rewards Tie 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Contro l Treatment 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 6 0 

Low 38 3 . 7 4 3 . 5 5 3 . 6 4 

Medium 52 3 . 7 6 3 . 6 8 3 . 7 2 

High 15 3 . 8 7 3 . 8 2 3 . 8 4 

T r i a l s 
p < . 0 4 8 

105 3 . 77 3 . 6 5 GxT 
p<. 64 

No. Q2 Group 

18 3 67 3 . 7 1 
I 

3 . 6 9 1 
f 

27 3 64 3 . 82 3 . 7 3 | 

15 3 67 3 . 8 4 3 . 7 6 | 

60 3 65 3 . 8 0 
j x T 
T3<.84 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment Control 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
?<_. 0086 No. Ql Q2 

Group s 
p<_. 08 5 

Low 39 2 . 9 2 ^ 2 . 8 9 2 . 9 0 18 3 . 0 6 3 . 06 3 . 06 J 

Medium 52 3 . 3 1 3 . 1 6 3 . 2 3 27 3 . 4 0 3 . 1 4 3 . 2 7 | 

High 15 3 . 4 5 3 . 7 3 3 . 5 9 15 3 . 5 3 3 . 6 4 3 . 5 9 1 
i 

T r i a l s 
p < . 54 

106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT 
p < . 0 3 7 

60 3 . 3 3 3 . 2 4 IxT 
o< . 1 4 

T r i a l s 
p < . 54 

GxT 
p < . 0 3 7 

T r i a l s , p £ . 2 6 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work Innovat ion 

Treatment Contro l 

No Ql Q2 
Groups 
P 4 . 0 2 1 No. Ql Q2 Group s 

_p*~_2£ 

Low 39 3 . 1 4 3 . 0 0 3 . 0 7 18 3 . 1 8 2 . 9 0 3 . 0 4 ] 

Medium 52 3 . 5 7 3 . 4 7 3 . 5 2 27 3 . 5 5 3 . 3 0 \ 3 . 4 2 J 

High 15 3 . 20 3 . 4 1 3 . 2 0 15 3 .18 2 . 7 6 2 . 9 7 | 

T r i a l s 
p < . 27 106 3 . 3 6 3 . 2 9 

GxT 
p < . 1 7 60 3 . 3 5 3 . 0 4 ]xT 

o<. 77 
T r i a l s 
p < . 27 

GxT 
p < . 1 7 

T r i a l s , p < . 0 0 28 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 0 0 3 2 

Low 

Medium 

High 

39 3 . 7 2 3 . 7 1 3 . 72 Low 

Medium 

High 

52 4 . 1 8 4 . 0 5 4 . 1 2 

Low 

Medium 

High 15 4 . 0 3 4 . 4 9 4 . 2 6 

T r i a l s 
p < . 9 3 

l< low<3 

3<Medi urn<6 

106 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 9 GxT 

p < . 0 0 4 5 

7 - P o i n t 

T r i a l s 
p < . 9 3 

l< low<3 

3<Medi urn<6 
(Q2- -Average o f 2 

GxT 

p < . 0 0 4 5 

7 - P o i n t 

No. Ql Q2 
Group 
p< . 03 

18 3 . 7 1 3 . 7 0 3 . 70 ! 

27 4 .18 4 . 0 5 4 . 1 1 | 

15 4 . 2 7 4 . 4 8 4 . 3 7 | 

60 4 . 0 6 4 . 0 5 IxT 
3 < . 1 3 

T r i a l s , p < . 9 1 

6<High 
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Higher l e v e l s of perce ived t i e between performance and 

rewards track with higher l e v e l s of o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i ­

ca t ion and j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n in both treatment and c o n t r o l 

groups. The s t r o n g e s t moderating e f f e c t suggested i s that 

the in troduct ion of MBO r e s u l t s in increased innovat ion by 

those p e r c e i v i n g a high t i e between performance and rewards. 

This conc lus ion seems p l a u s i b l e i f rewards are m o t i v a t o r s . 

Work Innovation 

3 . 6 
3 . 5 -
3 . 4 -
3 . 3 -
3 . 2 -
3 . 1 -
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 .8 
2 .7 

4. 0 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 

Treatment 

..Low Tie-
Medium-
H i g h . . . 

GxT 
p< . 17 

3 . 6 -f 
3 . 5 -
3 . 4 -
3 . 3 -
3 . 2 -
3 . 1 -
3 . 0 
2 . 9 
2 .8 -! 
2 . 7 

Control 

GxT 
p< . 77 

Ql 

Treatment 

Q2 Ql Q2 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Ql 

GxT 
p<.. 0045 

3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 

Control 

Q2 Ql 

GxT 
\ P<-13 
Q2 

O b j e c t i v e s Inf luence 

Data obtained by d iv id ing treatment and c o n t r o l groups 

into three subgroups of people who perce ive t h e i r in f luence 

in s e t t i n g o b j e c t i v e s as low, medium, or high and performing 
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the g r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s a n a l y s i s of var iance are presented in 

Table 36 . None of the g r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s i n t e r a c t i o n s i s 

s i g n i f i c a n t in e i t h e r the treatment group or the c o n t r o l 

group. Low l e v e l s of the dependent v a r i a b l e s are a s s o c i a t e d 

with low l e v e l s of the moderator v a r i a b l e , and higher l e v e l s 

of the dependent v a r i a b l e s are a s s o c i a t e d with high l e v e l s 

of the moderator v a r i a b l e . 

The data do not support the hypothes i s that in f luence 

over o b j e c t i v e s moderates the e f f e c t s of the i n t r o d u c t i o n of 

MBO. 

A n a l y s i s of the change in the o b j e c t i v e s in f luence 

measure between Quest ionnaire 1 and Quest ionnaire 2 revea l s 

that both treatment and c o n t r o l groups increased s i g n i f i ­

cant ly on t h i s s c a l e . Both groups a l s o increased s i g n i f i ­

cant ly on the job in f luence measure. These changes suggest 

an organizat ion-wide trend toward greater s e l f - c o n t r o l which 

may a l s o be r e l a t e d to the changes d i scussed in the e a r l i e r 

s e c t i o n on dependent v a r i a b l e s , with regard to innovat ion . 

I f there i s in f a c t an organiza t ion-wide t rend , i t could qu i t e 

p o s s i b l y be masking the moderating e f f e c t s of o b j e c t i v e s 

in f luence on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . Longi tudinal data i s 

needed to fur ther explore t h i s p o t e n t i a l moderator. 

I t may be noted that the c o r r e l a t i o n a l f ind ings 

regarding o b j e c t i v e s in f luence and the dependent v a r i a b l e s 

are c o n s i s t e n t with f ind ings by Liker t ( 1 9 6 7 ) , Vroom (1960) 

and o t h e r s . 
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Table 36 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - O b j e c t i v e s Inf luence 

DepcnJcnt V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

C o n t r o l Treatment 

No Ql Q2 
Groups 
P.< , 0 5 8 

Low 31 3 . 51 3 . 4 7 3 . 4 9 

Medium 27 3 . 81 3 . 66 3 . 74 

High 47 3 . 91 3 . 7 7 3 . 8 4 

T r i a l s 
p< .̂ 04 8 

105 3 . 7 7 3. 65 GxT 
P i . 71 

T r i a l s 
p< .̂ 04 8 

GxT 
P i . 71 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 

16 3 . 5 2 3 . 5 0 3 . 51 

14 3 . 54 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 

30 3 . 7 8 3 . 9 7 3 . 8 7 

60 3 . 6 5 3 .8C GxT 
v< . 6 5 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment 

No Ql Q2 Groups 
P < - 2 3 

Low 32 2 . 9 6 2 . 9 7 2 . 9 7 

Medium 27 3 . 3 7 3 . 2 2 3 . 2 9 

High 47 3 . 2 3 3 . 2 1 3 . 2 2 

T r i a l s 
p< . 53 

106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT 
p< . 5 3 

C o n t r o l 

No, Ql Q2 

16 2 . 9 7 2 . 8 7 

14 3 . 2 7 3 . 2 1 

30 3 . 5 4 3 . 4 6 

60 3 . 3 3 

T r i a l s , P i » 27 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work Innovat ion 

3 . 2 4 GxT 
J p < . 9 8 

Groups 
p < . 0 1 9 

2 . 9 2 

3 . 24 

3 . 5 0 

Treatment 
Groups 
Pi< 000 

C o n t r o l 
Group 
P i - 29 No. Ql Q2 

Groups 
Pi< 000 No. Ql Q2 

Group 
P i - 29 

Low 32 2 . 7 7 2 . 7 2 2 . 7 4 16 3 . 2 5 2 . 6 5 2 . 9 5 

Medium 27 3 . 4 0 3 . 22 3 . 31 14 3 . 1 6 3 . 0 3 3 . 1 0 

High 47 3 . 7 3 3 . 7 2 3 . 7 3 30 3 . 4 8 3 . 2 5 3 . 3 7 
i 

T r i a l s 
p < . 2 7 106 3 . 36 3 . 29 GxT 

p < . 52 60 3 . 3 5 3 . 0 4 GxT 
P i - 1 6 

T r i a l s 
p < . 2 7 

T r i a l s , p i - 0 0 2 2 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 
C o n t r o l s 
p < . 0 0 0 1 No. Ql Q2 

Group 
p< . 00 

Low 32 3 . 6 3 3 . 5 6 3 . 5 9 16 3 . 5 4 3 . 5 4 3 . 5 4 

Medium 27 3 . 9 7 3 . 9 6 3 . 9 6 14 3 . 8 7 3 . 7 2 3 . 79 

High 47 4 . 2 5 4 . 3 0 4 . 27 30 4 . 4 3 4 . 4 8 4 . 4 5 

T r i a l s 
P i . 9 3 

106 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 9 GxT 
p < . 7 2 

60 4 . 0 6 4 . 0 5 'JxT 
P i - 50 

T r i a l s 
P i . 9 3 

GxT 
p < . 7 2 

T r i a l s , p i - 9 1 

'JxT 
P i - 50 

lil ,ow<4 
fQ2- -Avcrage of 2 7 -Point S c a l e s ) 

5<High<7 
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C l a r i t y of O b j e c t i v e s 

4 . 3 J T r e a t m e n t 4 < 3 . 
Control 

4 . 2 
4 . 1 
4 . 0 
3 . 9 
3 . 8 
3 . 7 
3 . 6 

4 . 2 
-Low 4 . 1 

!xT 
p<..QQ26 

^ 1 ^ 2 

Medium 4 . 0 i 
. . .High 3 . 9 -| 

3 . 8 
3 . 7 - I 
3 . 6 -GxT 

^ 1 ^ 2 

I t i s of i n t e r e s t to note that in both treatment and 

contro l groups, those who report c l e a r e r o b j e c t i v e s a l s o 

report higher l e v e l s of job s a t i s f a c t i o n , job m o t i v a t i o n , and 

e s p e c i a l l y in the treatment group, o r g a n i z a t i o n a l i d e n t i f i ­

c a t i o n . 

Although n e i t h e r treatment group i n t e r a c t i o n of 

g r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s nor c o n t r o l group i n t e r a c t i o n i s s i g n i f i c a n t , 

a graph of the changes in work innovat ion between Quest ionnaire 

1 and Quest ionnaire 2 suggests that o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y may 

a l so moderate the e f f e c t s of MBO on t h i s v a r i a b l e . Those who 

The data in Table 37 suggest that c l a r i t y of o b j e c ­

t i v e s moderates the e f f e c t s of MBO on p o s s i b l y two of the 

dependent v a r i a b l e s : j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n and innovat ion . 

Employees who perce ive t h e i r o b j e c t i v e s as having medium or 

high c l a r i t y show an increase in job s a t i s f a c t i o n (with the 

g r e a t e s t increase occurring for those with medium c l a r i t y ) 

fo l lowing in troduct ion of MBO, whi le employees having unc lear 

o b j e c t i v e s report decreased j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 
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Table 3 7 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e — C l a r i t y of O b j e c t i v e s 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i y a t i o n 

Trca tment Contro l 

Low 

Medium 

High 

T r i a l s 
p< . 93 

l<Low<5 

5<Medi um<6 

6<High<_7 

— 
No Ql Q2 Groups 

PS.CS No Ql Q2 rGroups 
b < . 0 0 1 

Low 42 3 . 57 3 48 5 . 5 2 16 3 . 0 0 3 . 4 1 | 3 . 2 0 

Medium 33 3 . 9 1 3 82 3 . 8 6 21 4 . 1 1 4 . 09 j 4 . 1 0 

High 30 3 . 8 9 3 72 3.SO 22 3 . 76 3 . 8 4 i 3 . 8 0 
i 

T r i a l s 
p < . 05 

105 3 . 7 7 3 65 GxT 
p < . S 5 

59 3 . 6 8 3 . 8 1 
! ? i . 2 6 

T r i a l s 
p < . 05 

GxT 
p < . S 5 

T r i a l s ,p<_. 19 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i on 

Treatment 

Groups 
p < . 0 6 3 

Contro l 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
p < . 0 6 3 No. Ql Q2 

. jroups 
r?<.53 

Low 42 3 . 0 1 • 2 . 95 2 . 9 8 16 3 . 2 2 3 . 01 J 3 . 1 2 

Medium 34 3 . 23 3 . 12 3 . 1 8 21 3 . 3 3 3 . 44 j 3 . 3 8 

High 30 3 . 37 3 . 44 3 . 4 1 22 3 . 4 2 3 . 28 | 3 . 3 5 

T r i a l s 
p < . 5 3 106 3 . 1 8 3 . 14 GxT 

p< . 51 59 3 . 3 4 3 . 26 :JxT 
b < . 2 1 

T r i a l s ,p<^65 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Kork 
Innovat ion 

Trca tment C o n t r o l 

No. Qi Q2 ;Groups 
p< . 60 No. Ql Q2 {Groups 

b < . 9 3 

Low 42 3 . 27 3 . 13 3 . 2 0 16 3 . 3 0 3 . 20 J 3 . 2 5 

Medium 34 3 . 3 6 3 . 44 3 . 4 0 21 3 . 3 6 3 . 15 j 3 . 2 6 
i 

High .30 3 . 4 9 3 . 35 3 . 4 2 22 3 . 4 2 2 . 9 0 j 3 . 1 6 

T r i a l s 
p< . 27 

106 3 . 3 6 3 . 29 GxT 
p < . 2 6 

59 3 . 37 3 . 07 j GxT 
J d < . 1 7 

T r i a l s , p £ . 0 0 3 2 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 

42 3 . 8 7 3 . 6 2 

34 3 . 91 4 . 1 2 

30 4 . 2 6 4 . 3 4 

106 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 9 

Groups 
jp_<_._C018 

3 . 7 5 

4 . 02 

4 . 30 

GxT 
p<_. 0026 

No. Ql 0 2 g r o u p s 
v b < . 0 2 3 2 

16 3 68 

21 4 33 

22 4 16 

59 4 09 

3 . 68 

4 . 24 

3 . 6 8 

4 . 28 

4 . 2 3 j 4 . 2 0 

4 . 08 - ;< .65 J- Ji 
T r i a l s , p < . 9 0 

(Average o f 4 7Tpoint. S c a l e s ) 
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report medium c l a r i t y show increased innovat ion , while o thers 

i n d i c a t e the organ iza t ion-wide decrease in innovat ion . Those 

in the treatment group report ing high c l a r i t y show a smal l er 

decrease in innovat ion than those in the c o n t r o l group who 

report high o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y . 

Work Innovat ion 

3 . 6 -
3 . 5 -
3 . 4 -
3 . 3 
3 . 2 -\ 
3 . 1 
3 . 0 A 
2 . 9 A 

Treatment 

— Tow Ob'j'sV - C l a r i t y 
.dium 

Hig 

GxT 
, p j . 2 6 

3 . 6 -
3 . 5 -
3 . 4 • 
3 . 3 -
3 . 2 -
3 . 1 -
3 . 0 -
2 . 9 -

Ql Q2 

Control 

Ql 

••.GxT 

Q2 

The f inding that i n d i v i d u a l s having c l e a r e r goals report 

increased job s a t i s f a c t i o n fo l lowing the in troduc t ion of MBO 

i s c o n s i s t e n t with f ind ings of Locke ( 1 9 6 9 , 1 9 7 0 ) . The weak 

support for c l a r i t y as a moderator of e f f e c t on innovat ion 

in which people report ing medium c l a r i t y a l s o report enhanced 

innovat ion fo l lowing the in troduc t ion of MBO sugges ts tha t 

o b j e c t i v e s which are too c l e a r may s t i f f l e innovat ion , as do 

o b j e c t i v e s which are not c l e a r enough. To the extent t h i s 

sugges t ion i s v a l i d i t impl ies that some f l e x i b i l i t y should 

be l e f t in o b j e c t i v e s statements i f innovat ion i s d e s i r e d . 

D i f f i c u l t y of O b j e c t i v e s 

Grouping by low, medium, and high o b j e c t i v e s d i f f i c u l t y 

as reported on Quest ionnaire 2 y i e l d s the data presented in 

Table 38 . P o s s i b l y the most i n t e r e s t i n g aspect of t h i s data 
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Table 38 . ANOVA: Moderator V a r i a b l e - - D i f f i c u l t y 
of O b j e c t i v e s 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : M o t i v a t i o n 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

N o Ql 
Groups 

N o Ql Q2 
Groups 

Low 29 3 . 7 3 3 . 6 2 3 . 6 8 14 3 . 4 3 3 . 70 3 . 5 6 

Medium 4 2 3 . 6 9 3 . 5 1 3 . 6 0 24 3 . 5 3 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 

High 34 3 . 9 0 3 . 8 6 3 . 8 8 22 3 . 9 3 3 . 89 3 . 9 1 
T r i a l s p<_. 048 105 3 . 7 7 3 . 6 5 GxT 

p< . 58 
60 3 . 6 5 3 . 80 GxT 

P i . 6 1 
GxT 
p< . 58 

T r i a l s , p < ^ . 1 7 

GxT 
P i . 6 1 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : O r g a n i z a t i o n I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

Treatment 
Groups 
p < . l l 

C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Ql 
Groups 
p < . l l No. Ql Q2 

Groups 
p < . 9 5 

Low 29 3 . 2 2 3 . 0 1 3 . 1 2 14 3 . 3 2 3 . 1 5 3 . 2 4 

Medium 43 3 . 0 0 3 . 0 3 3 . 02 24 3 . 3 3 3 . 2 6 3 . 2 9 

High 34 3 . 38 3 . 3 9 3 . 3 8 22 3 . 3 3 3 . 2 8 3 . 3 1 

T r i a l s 
p < . 5 3 

106 3 . 1 8 3 . 1 4 GxT 
p < . 1 7 60 3 . 3 3 . 3 . 24 GxT 

p< .84 
T r i a l s , p i . 27 

GxT 
p< .84 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Work I n n o v a t i o n 

Trea tment C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 
Groups 
P < . 1 2 No. Ql Q2 

G r o u p s 
p<,. 07 3 

Low 29 3 . 1 0 3 . 0 9 3 . 0 9 14 2 . 8 5 2 . 6 2 2 . 7 4 

Medium 43 3 . 4 2 3 . 2 6 3 . 3 4 24 3 . 4 7 3 . 0 5 3 . 2 6 

High 34 3 . 5 0 3 . 5 0 3 . 5 0 22 3 . 5 3 3 . 3 0 3 . 4 2 

T r i a l s 
p < . 27 

106 3 . 3 6 3 . 2 9 GxT 
P i - 5 3 

106 3 . 35 3 . 0 4 GxT 
p< . 66 

T r i a l s 
p < . 27 

GxT 
P i - 5 3 

T r i a l s , p i . 0 0 2 7 

GxT 
p< . 66 

Dependent V a r i a b l e : Job Sat i s f a c t i on 

Treatment C o n t r o l 

No. Ql Q2 Groups 
p < . 0 6 8 No. Ql Q2 

Groues 
P i . 7*2 

Low 29 4 . 02 3 . 9 5 3 . 9 9 14 3 . 8 4 4 . 00 3 . 9 2 

Medium 43 3 . 8 9 3 . 7 8 3 . 8 4 24 4 . 1 1 4 . 0 3 4 .07 

High 34 4 . 1 0 4 . 27 4 . 1 8 22 4 . 1 5 4 . 1 2 4 . 1 3 

Tri a l s 
p < . 9 3 

106 3 . 9 9 3 . 9 9 GxT 
p < . 10 

60 4 . 06 4 . 05 GxT 
P i - 58 

Tri a l s 
p < . 9 3 

GxT 
p < . 10 

T r i a l s , p i . 9 1 

GxT 
P i - 58 

l iLow<4 

4<Mcdium<5 
(Average o f 2 7 -pt S c a l e s ) 

5<High<7 
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i s that except f o r work innovat ion , the l e v e l s of the depen­

dent v a r i a b l e s do not show the s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e s by 

moderator l e v e l s , and in the same d i r e c t i o n as the moderator 

v a r i a b l e l e v e l s , that are present with a number of the other 

moderators . 

In both the treatment and c o n t r o l groups , however, 

those people who report higher l e v e l s of o b j e c t i v e s d i f f i c u l t y 

a l so report h igher l e v e l s of innovat ion . I t may be that more 

d i f f i c u l t o b j e c t i v e s do encourage more innovat ion . 

Summary of Findings 

The reader i s again reminded that the data presented 

in t h i s chapter r e f l e c t only the short term e f f e c t s of the 

in troduct ion of MBO; long term e f f e c t s may be q u i t e d i f f e r ­

ent . The major hypotheses were not supported , with the 

except ion of weak support f o r the hypothes i s that the i n t r o ­

duct ion of MBO r e s u l t s in increased work innovat ion . A n a l y s i s 

of moderating v a r i a b l e s , however, produced both i n t e r e s t i n g 

and s i g n i f i c a n t r e s u l t s , p a r t i c u l a r l y with regard to i n d i ­

v idual d i f f e r e n c e s . Strong support was provided for the 

not ion that i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s should be expected to 

moderate s i g n i f i c a n t l y the e f f e c t s o f MBO. S p e c i f i c a l l y , i t 

was found that i n d i v i d u a l s s cor ing i n t e r n a l on R o t t e r ' s I -E 

Scale reac ted favorab ly on a l l four dependent v a r i a b l e s , 

whi le e x t e r n a l s reacted n e g a t i v e l y , to the i n t r o d u c t i o n of 

MBO. 
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Other f ind ings concerning i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e 

moderators inc luded support f o r the fo l lowing sugges t ions 

regarding the short term a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of the i n t r o ­

duct ion of MBO: 

1. Job s a t i s f a c t i o n of c o l l e g e degree people increases 
f o l l o w i n g i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO; j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n 
of advanced degree people d e c r e a s e s . 

2 . Short s e r v i c e people show a g r e a t e r decrease in 
job s a t i s f a c t i o n f o l l o w i n g MBO in troduc t ion than 
do medium or long s e r v i c e p e o p l e . 

3 . I n d i v i d u a l s whose performance i s ra ted high by 
t h e i r department head show a decrease in j o b 
s a t i s f a c t i o n f o l l o w i n g the treatment; people 
rated medium show an increase. 

4 . People low on acceptance o f j o b change react more 
p o s i t i v e l y to i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO than do people 
scor ing medium or high on the v a r i a b l e . 

5 . Fol lowing in t roduc t ion of MBO superv i sors report 
an increase in mot ivat ion and i n n o v a t i o n , non-
superv i sors report a decrease . 

The s t ronges t f ind ing invo lv ing the o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

d i f f e r e n c e measures was for the L iker t o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p r o f i l e . 

People who perce ived t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n as high on the L i k e r t 

s c a l e reported decreased l e v e l s on the dependent v a r i a b l e s 

f o l l o w i n g in troduc t ion of MBO. Converse ly , people i n i t i a l l y 

low on the L iker t s c a l e showed improvements on the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s . Job in f luence and j o b interdependence showed no 

moderating e f f e c t s . 

Findings i n v o l v i n g the MBO p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d moderators 

inc luded the f o l l o w i n g : 

1 . Lower l e v e l s of perce ived emphasis by h igher 
superv i s i on r e s u l t s in increased m o t i v a t i o n 
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f o l l owing the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO. 

2 . High feedback frequency r e s u l t s in increased 
work innovat ion f o l l o w i n g the treatment . 

3 . Innovat ion i s g r e a t e r f o l l o w i n g i n t r o d u c t i o n of 
MBO f o r i n d i v i d u a l s who p e r c e i v e a s trong t i e 
between performance on o b j e c t i v e s and rewards. 

I n d i v i d u a l s with c l e a r o b j e c t i v e s report an 
increased l e v e l of j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n f o l l o w i n g the 
t rea tment , while people with unc lear o b j e c t i v e s 
show decreased s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

5 . Increased innovat ion f o l l o w i n g MBO i n t r o d u c t i o n 
i s reported by i n d i v i d u a l s with medium c l a r i t y 
obj e c t i v e s . 

6. Ne i ther in f luence on o b j e c t i v e s nor d i f f i c u l t y of 
objectives was found to moderate the e f f e c t s o f 
the treatment on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

In add i t ion to the f ind ings invo lv ing the moderating 

e f f e c t s of the 15 moderator v a r i a b l e s , some i n t e r e s t i n g 

c o r r e l a t i o n a l r e s u l t s were found during secondary a n a l y s i s 

of the data . Secondary f ind ings inc lude : 

1. Higher educated people are more i n n o v a t i v e . 

2 . Job performance r a t i n g s are c o n s i s t e n t with s e l f -
report l e v e l s on job mot ivat ion and job s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n . 

3 . A high perce ived t i e between performance and 
rewards i s a s s o c i a t e d with high l e v e l s of o r g a n i ­
z a t i o n a l i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and job s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

4 . Perceived higher l e v e l emphasis i s a s s o c i a t e d with 
higher reported j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

5. Feedback frequency c o r r e l a t e s with j o b m o t i v a t i o n , 
o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , and j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

6. More d i f f i c u l t o b j e c t i v e s are a s s o c i a t e d with high 
l e v e l s of innovat ion . 

7. C learer o b j e c t i v e s c o r r e l a t e with higher l e v e l s of 
job s a t i s f a c t i o n , job m o t i v a t i o n , and o r g a n i z a t i o n 
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i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . 

8 . High acceptance of job change i s a s s o c i a t e d with 
high l e v e l s of job m o t i v a t i o n , o r g a n i z a t i o n 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , and j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

9. Job in f luence c o r r e l a t e s with a l l four dependent 
v a r i a b l e s , as does o b j e c t i v e s i n f l u e n c e . 

1 0 . Superv i sors score h igher on a l l dependent v a r i a b l e s 
than do n o n - s u p e r v i s o r s . 

In a d d i t i o n to the f ind ings summarized above , a p a t t e r n 

of r e s u l t s emerged which sugges t s that during the research 

p e r i o d an organ iza t ion -wide trend emerged in which innova­

t i o n decreased , p e r c e i v e d o b j e c t i v e s in f luence and j o b 

i n f l u e n c e i n c r e a s e d , p e r c e i v e d d i r e c t i o n from top management 

decreased , as did higher l e v e l emphasis on o b j e c t i v e s , and 

a l s o the perce ived t i e between performance and rewards. 

Furthermore, j o b interdependence increased s i g n i f i c a n t l y , 

sugges t ing that lower l e v e l s were assuming more of the 

c o o r d i n a t i n g funct ions which had p r e v i o u s l y been performed 

by h igher l e v e l s o f management. I t i s b e l i e v e d by the 

researcher that the above changes r e l a t e d i r e c t l y to movement 

o f key personnel and r e s u l t a n t changes in management p o l i c i e s 

and s t y l e s . I f such trends do in f a c t e x i s t , they p a r t i a l l y 

e x p l a i n some s h i f t s in the dependent v a r i a b l e s , as w e l l as 

some of the moderating r e l a t i o n s h i p s which were found, and 

o thers which were expected but not found. I f the above 

a n a l y s i s i s c o r r e c t , i t c e r t a i n l y prov ides a d d i t i o n a l support 

f o r the need f o r c o n t r o l groups in research of t h i s t y p e . 

Chapter VI present s conc lus ions drawn from t h i s 
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r e s e a r c h , i m p l i c a t i o n s for MBO implementat ion, and the need 

f o r f u r t h e r r e s e a r c h . 

D i scuss ion of Findings 

The e a r l i e r s e c t i o n s of t h i s chapter have descr ibed 

the data a n a l y s i s and f ind ings based on the data . In t h i s 

s e c t i o n the researcher attempts to i n t e r r e l a t e the var ious 

i n d i v i d u a l f i n d i n g s . 

The approach taken in i n t e r r e l a t i n g the f ind ings i s 

as f o l l o w s : 

(a) Moderating r e l a t i o n s h i p s are analyzed by t y p e - -

i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e , o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s , and 

p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d v a r i a b l e s . 

(b) S i m i l a r i t i e s in moderating e f f e c t s are i d e n t i ­

f i e d . 

(c ) A comparison of change e f f e c t s with a s s o c i a t i v e , 

s t a t i c e f f e c t s i s made. 

(d) Observat ions of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l behavior made in 

the l o c a l government by the researcher are r e l a t e d to the 

empir i ca l data f ind ings in fur ther e x p l a i n i n g the short term 

e f f e c t s of MBO. 

The reader should recognize that the d i s c u s s i o n which f o l l o w s 

incorporates not only the data based f ind ings summarized in 

the prev ious s e c t i o n , but a l s o the much more s u b j e c t i v e l y 

gained impress ions o f the r e s e a r c h e r . As such, c o n s i d e r a b l e 

s p e c u l a t i o n i s inc luded . And, as has been emphasized e a r l i e r , 



157 

the i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s made here r e l a t e only to the short - term 

e f f e c t s of the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO. 

Reference to the f i n d i n g s summarized in the prev ious 

s e c t i o n sugges ts an i n t e r e s t i n g r e s u l t : Only three of the 

moderating v a r i a b l e s c l a s s e d as i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e measures 

moderate the short term e f f e c t s of MBO on more than one 

dependent v a r i a b l e : i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f , 

acceptance of job change, and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l . One 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e v a r i a b l e moderates the e f f e c t s on 

more than one dependent v a r i a b l e : L i k e r t f s o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

p r o f i l e . None of the p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d v a r i a b l e s moderate the 

e f f e c t s on more than two dependent v a r i a b l e s . But , with the 

except ion o f o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l , the i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e 

and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e measures which moderate the 

short term e f f e c t s on any dependent v a r i a b l e moderate the 

e f f e c t s on a l l o f the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Furthermore, two of the d i f f e r e n c e v a r i a b l e s moderate 

in an unexpected d i r e c t i o n : persons low on acceptance of 

job change, and persons low on p e r c e p t i o n of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l 

p r o f i l e l e v e l s , both react f a v o r a b l y in the short term to 

the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO. Referr ing back to Chapter IV, the 

s c a l e on acceptance of job change r e f l e c t s both i n d i v i d u a l 

exper ience with j o b changes and the i n d i v i d u a l ' s p e r c e p t i o n 

of changes which a f f e c t e d o t h e r s . I t was noted in connect ion 

with the acceptance o f j o b change measure that at TVA 

acceptance of change scores were s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d to employee 
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p a r t i c i p a t i o n in work d e c i s i o n making. That i s , i t may be 

more appropr iate to inc lude acceptance of j o b change as an 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e moderating v a r i a b l e . I f t h i s i s 

done the f ind ings r e l a t i n g to the d i f f e r e n c e v a r i a b l e s 

might be s t a t e d as f o l l o w : 

1 . Ind iv idua l d i f f e r e n c e measures which demonstrate 

a moderating e f f e c t on the dependent v a r i a b l e s moderate the 

e f f e c t s on a l l dependent v a r i a b l e s . Ind iv idua l s high on 

i n t e r n a l c o n t r o l b e l i e f reac t p o s i t i v e l y to the i n t r o d u c t i o n 

of MBO in the short term, whi le i n d i v i d u a l s high on e x t e r n a l 

c o n t r o l b e l i e f reac t n e g a t i v e l y . That i s , i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r ­

ences moderate the e f f e c t s of MBO in troduc t ion on a range of 

dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

2 . Organ iza t iona l d i f f e r e n c e v a r i a b l e s l i k e w i s e 

moderate the e f f e c t s of MBO on a range o f dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , i n d i v i d u a l s who perce ive d e f i c i e n c i e s in t h e i r 

o r g a n i z a t i o n as r e f l e c t e d by acceptance of change and the 

p r o f i l e o f o r g a n i z a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s react f a v o r a b l y 

in the short term to the i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO, whi le those who 

p e r c e i v e t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s acceptance of j o b changes and 

p r o f i l e of c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s to be high react n e g a t i v e l y to 

i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO. 

Two empir ica l s t u d i e s which were reviewed in Chapter 

I suggested that i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s were important in 

moderating var ious MBO e f f e c t s ( C a r r o l l and T o s i , 1970 and 

Chesser , 1 9 7 1 ) . Those s t u d i e s used G h i s e l l i dimensions of 
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i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e , whi le the present study u t i l i z e d 

R o t t e r ' s I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Contro l B e l i e f measure. C a r r o l l 

and Tos i (1969) suggested o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s as a 

moderator , but o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e s based on d i f f e r e n t 

f u n c t i o n a l aspects of the o r g a n i z a t i o n . 

Use of L i k e r t ' s P r o f i l e of O r g a n i z a t i o n a l Character ­

i s t i c s in t h i s study r e s u l t e d in the f ind ing o f a d i f f e r e n t 

kind of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e moderating e f f e c t : namely, 

p e r c e i v e d o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d e f i c i e n c i e s (as def ined by L i k e r t ) . 

This sugges t ion i s r e i n f o r c e d by comments made to the j 

researcher such a s , "Things are so bad around here now that 

any change w i l l be f o r the b e t t e r . " Statements of t h i s type 

do, however, suggest that the p o s i t i v e short term e f f e c t s on 

the dependent v a r i a b l e may be as much due to major change per 

se as to MBO s p e c i f i c a l l y . This does not change the view 

that MBO, in the short term, may favorab ly a l t e r the a t t i t u d e s 

of people who perce ive t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n s as " d e f i c i e n t . " 

As a group the p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d moderator v a r i a b l e s 

d id not show the broad e f f e c t s on a l l of the dependent 

v a r i a b l e s as did the i n d i v i d u a l and o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e 

measures d i s c u s s e d above. The performance/rewards t i e v a r i a b l e 

may suggest very weakly a broad e f f e c t , with a percept ion of 

a high t i e between performance and rewards being a s s o c i a t e d 

with more p o s i t i v e r e a c t i o n s on the dependent v a r i a b l e s . 

Otherwise , the p r o c e s s - r e l a t e d moderators seemed to be more 

s p e c i f i c as to how dependent v a r i a b l e s were a f f e c t e d . 
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S p e c i f i c a l l y , l e s s emphasis by higher l e v e l s was a s s o c i a t e d 

with more p o s i t i v e changes in m o t i v a t i o n ; increased innova­

t i o n was a s s o c i a t e d with feedback frequency , performance/ 

rewards t i e and medium o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y ; and increased 

s a t i s f a c t i o n accompanied h igher perce ived performance/rewards 

t i e s and higher l e v e l s of o b j e c t i v e s c l a r i t y . 

With respect to both d i f f e r e n c e moderators and process 

moderators , i t should be r e s t a t e d that h igher l e v e l s of the 

dependent v a r i a b l e s a r e , on a s t a t i c b a s i s , a s s o c i a t e d with 

higher l e v e l s of performance, o r g a n i z a t i o n a l l e v e l , accep­

tance o f job change, L iker t P r o f i l e , j o b i n f l u e n c e , emphasis , 

feedback, performance/reward t i e s , o b j e c t i v e s i n f l u e n c e , and 

c l a r i t y o f o b j e c t i v e s . I t i s q u i t e p o s s i b l e that over the 

long term the percept ion of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d e f i c i e n c i e s w i l l 

change in such a way that those persons who reac t f a v o r a b l y 

in the short term to MBO w i l l a l s o r a i s e t h e i r reported l e v e l s 

of acceptance of j o b change, o r g a n i z a t i o n a l p r o f i l e , e t c . A 

f u l l understanding of the dynamics of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l change 

requ ires p e r i o d i c measures of a t t i t u d e s over a long per iod of 

t ime . The present study provides two such measurement p o i n t s 

and e s t a b l i s h e s a good base for l o n g i t u d i n a l re search . 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Conclusions 

Research Methodology 

This research has demonstrated the f e a s i b i l i t y of 

us ing a quas i - exper imenta l des ign in measuring the s h o r t -

term e f f e c t s of a major o r g a n i z a t i o n a l change on four depen­

dent a t t i t u d i n a l v a r i a b l e s . Several problems were encountered 

which might be expected in any s i m i l a r o r g a n i z a t i o n a l research: 

the re searcher was unable to c o n t r o l s p e c i f i c a l l y the 

experimental treatment ( i n t r o d u c t i o n of MBO), groups origi­

n a l l y des ignated as c o n t r o l had to be changed to treatment 

groups to accommodate the d e s i r e s of the host o r g a n i z a t i o n , 

and some non-equivalence of treatment and c o n t r o l groups 

emerged. Background d i f f e r e n c e s between the treatment group 

and the c o n t r o l group were obtained as f o l l o w : (a) average 

educat ion in the treatment group was a college degree, while 

c o n t r o l group members averaged s l i g h t l y l e s s , (b) treatment 

group members averaged 2 -3 years in t h e i r present j o b , control 

group members averaged 3-4 y e a r s , and (c) on the average the 

treatment group members had been in the l o c a l government 3 - 4 

y e a r s , c o n t r o l group members had been employed 4 - 5 y e a r s . 

More important than the d i f f e r e n c e in educat ion and tenure 
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was the pretreatment equiva lence o f the treatment and c o n t r o l 

group as measured by the dependent v a r i a b l e s c a l e s (see 

Table 22) . 

These problems were s u c c e s s f u l l y d e a l t with in the 

a n a l y s i s of the research data . S p e c i f i c a l l y , , in terven ing 

v a r i a b l e s which served to measure the l e v e l s o f the e f f e c t s 

o f the heterogeneous treatment on key measures o f o b j e c t i v e s , 

p r o c e s s , e t c . , were i d e n t i f i e d and measured. 

Various f o r c e s e x t e r n a l to the MBO treatment were 

d e t e c t e d by use o f the c o n t r o l groups . I n t e r p r e t a t i o n o f 

data was g r e a t l y enhanced through use of the c o n t r o l group; 

and the r e s u l t a n t f ind ings could be reported with increased 

conf idence . 

L i k e r t (1967) has s t r e s s e d the need f o r "human 

resources account ing ." L iker t presen t s an impress ive case 

f o r the importance to an o r g a n i z a t i o n of recogn iz ing the 

va lue o f i t s human a s s e t s . Reference to the popular news 

media r e v e a l s trends toward grea ter emphasis on j o b s a t i s ­

f a c t i o n per s e . The present research demonstrates one method 

of measuring the a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s on employees of major 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l changes . 

I t i s suggested that i t i s seldom f e a s i b l e to maintain 

r i g i d adherence to experimental des igns in t h i s type o f 

o r g a n i z a t i o n a l r e search . F l e x i b i l i t y i s a neces sary f e a t u r e 

o f experimental des igns used in ongoing o r g a n i z a t i o n s . The 

approaches suggested by Campbell and Stanley ( 1 9 6 6 ) , one o f 
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which has been u t i l i z e d in t h i s r e s e a r c h , o f f e r great p o s s i ­

b i l i t i e s f o r prov id ing o r g a n i z a t i o n s with s t a t i s t i c a l l y sound 

measures of the e f f e c t s of change. The demonstration tha t 

such experimental approaches are both f e a s i b l e and u s e f u l in 

ob ta in ing measures of a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s o f change i s one 

of the s trong f ind ings o f the research reported here . 

The ex tens ive feedback of research data to the e x p e r i ­

mental departments prov ides them the opportuni ty f o r eva lu­

a t ing the a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of o r g a n i z a t i o n a l changes which 

have been introduced during the p e r i o d of r e search . In most 

ins tances the data present few s u r p r i s e s to the heads of 

the invo lved departments . The primary value of the data 

l i e s probably in o b j e c t i v e conf irmat ion of management's 

s u b j e c t i v e l y - g a i n e d impress ions and in a q u a n t i t a t i v e a s s e s s ­

ment o f the ex tent to which the var ious a t t i t u d e s e x i s t among 

the members o f the o r g a n i z a t i o n . 

The Research Instrument 

A mult i -measure ques t ionna ire has been deve loped , 

t e s t e d , and u t i l i z e d in the re search . O v e r a l l t e s t - r e t e s t 

and i n t e r n a l r e l i a b i l i t i e s have been determined and r e p o r t e d . 

The major l i m i t a t i o n s of the instrument are i t s l ength and 

dependence upon o b j e c t i v e s t ermino logy . Strong p o i n t s are 

good o v e r a l l r e l i a b i l i t i e s , s a t i s f a c t o r y e x t e r n a l c o n s i s t e n c y , 

and good cross v a l i d i t y . Because of the s t r a t e g y o f 

employing e x i s t i n g measures where p o s s i b l e , many of the s c a l e s 

have been u t i l i z e d in e a r l i e r research with proven r e s u l t s . 
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The instrument has a l lowed adequate measurement o f a l l 

o f the v a r i a b l e s which had been i d e n t i f i e d f o r s tudy . A 

v a l u a b l e data bank has been created as a s ide b e n e f i t o f the 

MBO model t e s t i n g . This data base w i l l be of great va lue in 

future research in the host o r g a n i z a t i o n . 

The MBO Model 

Based upon a vas t amount of normative l i t e r a t u r e , case 

s t u d i e s , and the minimal a v a i l a b l e s t a t i s t i c a l l y based 

empir i ca l r e s e a r c h , a comprehensive model f o r t e s t i n g the 

short term e f f e c t s o f MBO on a t t i t u d e s has been developed. 

Moderating r e l a t i o n s h i p s were hypothes ized from the MBO and 

other l i t e r a t u r e , such as goal s e t t i n g , m o t i v a t i o n , i n t e r n a l -

ex terna l c o n t r o l b e l i e f s , and j o b s a t i s f a c t i o n . Strong 

f i n d i n g s as to the e f f e c t s o f MBO on the major dependent 

v a r i a b l e s were not p o s s i b l e due to the h e t e r o g e n e i t y of the 

treatment . The f ind ings which were t e s t e d , however, d id not 

support many of the impress ive c la ims f o r the e f f e c t s o f MBO 

on employee a t t i t u d e s , at l e a s t not in the short term. I t 

must be reemphasized that the long term e f f e c t s may be q u i t e 

d i f f e r e n t , e i t h e r for b e t t e r or for worse . 

The s t r o n g e s t f ind ings have to do with the moderating 

e f f e c t s of i n d i v i d u a l , o r g a n i z a t i o n a l , and MBO p r o c e s s -

r e l a t e d d i f f e r e n c e v a r i a b l e s . E s p e c i a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t i s the 

a d d i t i o n a l support provided f o r C h e s s e r ' s (1971) f i n d i n g 

that i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s ( i n t e r n a l - e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l 

b e l i e f s in t h i s re search) can s t r o n g l y moderate the s h o r t -
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term e f f e c t s o f MBO. 

Other r e s u l t s in the area o f moderating v a r i a b l e s 

lend themselves mainly to generat ing hypotheses , ra ther than 

hypothes i s t e s t i n g . C o r r e l a t i o n a l f ind ings r e s u l t i n g from 

the secondary data a n a l y s i s prov ide f i e l d study r e s u l t s which 

add to a v a i l a b l e informat ion r e l a t i v e to o r g a n i z a t i o n 

b e h a v i o r . 

Methods of A n a l y s i s 

A methodology has been dev i sed f o r the t e s t i n g of 

data obta ined from the non-equiva lent contro l group des ign . 

"While not r i g o r o u s l y defended, s a t i s f a c t o r y a n a l y s i s o f 

data was obta ined and use of the g r o u p s - b y - t r i a l s a n a l y s i s 

of var iance was demonstrated. 

Recommendations f o r Future Research 

Longi tud ina l Studies in the Host Organizat ion 

An e x c e l l e n t base f o r l o n g i t u d i n a l research on the 

e f f e c t s of MBO has been e s t a b l i s h e d . As the l o c a l government 

i s ab le to develop and r e f i n e performance measures which are 

comparable across o r g a n i z a t i o n a l d i v i s i o n s , t h i s important 

v a r i a b l e can be incorporated in the r e s e a r c h . I n d i v i d u a l 

performance measures in the form of performance r a t i n g s have 

a lready been obta ined f o r one p o i n t in t ime . As t ime passes 

and a c t u a l changes in i n d i v i d u a l performance can be observed , 

these r a t i n g s w i l l permit the i n c l u s i o n of i n d i v i d u a l p e r f o r ­

mance measures in the model. 
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As reviewed in Chapter I , the normative l i t e r a t u r e 

caut ions that c o n s i d e r a b l e t i m e , v a r i o u s l y e s t imated at two 

to f i v e y e a r s , i s required f o r f u l l implementation and 

b e n e f i t s of MBO to be f e l t . Long i tud ina l s t u d i e s proposed 

f o r the research o r g a n i z a t i o n o f f e r promise of a d d i t i o n a l 

s i g n i f i c a n t f i n d i n g s . Coupled with the shor t - t erm e f f e c t s 

reported in t h i s r e s e a r c h , l o n g i t u d i n a l data to be obta ined 

in subsequent research w i l l add cons iderab ly to the under­

s tanding of the e f f e c t s of MBO. 

More Extens ive Data A n a l y s i s 

The scope of the present research prec luded much more 

than a b a s i c primary a n a l y s i s of the research data . A d d i t i o n a l 

time w i l l permit c o n s i d e r a b l e refinement o f the data 

a n a l y s i s , inc luding examination o f the e f f e c t s of var ious 

combinations o f v a r i a b l e s as moderators , and perhaps f u l l -

s c a l e m u l t i - v a r i a t e a n a l y s i s . 

Development of the whole area of appropriate s t a t i s ­

t i c a l methods f o r use in e v a l u a t i o n of experimental r e s u l t s 

i s much needed f o r more e f f e c t i v e use o f the quas i - exper imenta l 

d e s i g n s . This need sugges t s s o p h i s t i c a t e d research by 

competent s t a t i s t i c i a n s . 

Comparative Studies 

The present research in a s i n g l e , mul t i -depar tment , 

n o t - f o r - p r o f i t o r g a n i z a t i o n does not a l low much g e n e r a l i z a t i o n 

of r e s u l t s . A p p l i c a t i o n of the research model to o ther non­

p r o f i t o r g a n i z a t i o n s and e s p e c i a l l y in pro f i t -mak ing 
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o r g a n i z a t i o n s in which p r o d u c t i v i t y , p r o f i t , and other 

performance measures a lready e x i s t and can be u t i l i z e d in 

e v a l u a t i o n of the e f f e c t s of MBO on performance, would 

provide the opportuni ty f o r much s t r o n g e r f i n d i n g s . 

I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r Managers 

As s t a t e d e a r l i e r , the t e s t i n g o f hypotheses concerning 

v a r i a b l e s i d e n t i f i e d as p o t e n t i a l moderators of MBO was 

l a r g e l y exp lora tory in n a t u r e . The treatment employed in the 

experimental des ign was l e s s s p e c i f i c than had been in tended , 

and, o v e r a l l , the shor t - t erm a t t i t u d i n a l changes measured 

were not g r e a t . 

With these q u a l i f i c a t i o n s and reemphasis of the f a c t 

that the research was d i r e c t e d at shor t - t erm a t t i t u d i n a l 

e f f e c t s , t h i s s e c t i o n sugges ts s e v e r a l areas f o r c o n s i d e r a t i o n 

by managers invo lved i n , or contemplat ing the i n t r o d u c t i o n of 

MBO. The recommendations made in t h i s s e c t i o n are based on 

the research f i n d i n g s , some of which were s t ronger than o t h e r s . 

This research has provided support f o r the view that 

the e f f e c t s o f MBO are not l i k e l y to be dramatic over the 

short term. Whether or not the long-term a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s 

of MBO are p o s i t i v e i s s t i l l to be determined. Longi tud ina l 

s t u d i e s are necessary to provide the answers to the q u e s t i o n 

o f long- term e f f e c t s . 

The view that MBO has d i f f e r e n t e f f e c t s on d i f f e r e n t 

i n d i v i d u a l s in d i f f e r e n t s i t u a t i o n s , at l e a s t in the shor t 
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term, has been r e i n f o r c e d . Management cons ider ing the imple­

mentation of MBO should recogn ize that MBO may be counter­

product ive in the short term in some o r g a n i z a t i o n s and f o r 

some p e o p l e . Those people who are i n t e r n a l l y - o r i e n t e d may be 

expected to reac t p o s i t i v e l y to a system of management 

o r i e n t e d toward o b j e c t i v e s and r e s u l t s . E x t e r n a l l y - o r i e n t e d 

people may react in q u i t e the oppos i t e d i r e c t i o n , at l e a s t 

in the short term. The complexi ty o f MBO as an i n t e r a c t i v e 

system should be r e c o g n i z e d . Many d i f f e r e n t f a c t o r s are 

invo lved and mixed r e s u l t s from the use o f MBO may be expected . 

Organizat ions a lready high on the L i k e r t dimensions may 

decrease on those dimensions when MBO i s introduced. On the 

o ther hand, o r g a n i z a t i o n s low on the measure may move in a 

p o s i t i v e d i r e c t i o n . I t may very w e l l be that MBO in the 

short term i s a "System 3" type o f management. 

Managers who implement MBO in t h e i r o r g a n i z a t i o n might 

heed the sugges t ions impl ied in the f ind ing r e l a t i n g to the 

process - r e l a t e d moderating v a r i a b l e s concerning short term 

e f f e c t s of MBO. S e l f - c o n t r o l by i n d i v i d u a l s as opposed to 

h igher l e v e l ' s emphasis may r e s u l t in increased j o b mot iva­

t i o n . Feedback frequency i s probably r e l a t e d to the amount 

of innovat ion by members of the o r g a n i z a t i o n . I f innovat ion 

i s d e s i r e d , rewards should be t i e d to performance in meeting 

o b j e c t i v e s . Clear o b j e c t i v e s are important f o r j o b s a t i s ­

f a c t i o n , j o b m o t i v a t i o n , and o r g a n i z a t i o n i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , as 

are in f luence over o b j e c t i v e s and j o b i n f l u e n c e . 
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F i n a l l y , i t i s probably the case that superv i sors as 

a group w i l l , in the short term at l e a s t , reac t more favorab ly 

to MBO than w i l l n o n - s u p e r v i s o r s . Most of the c la ims f o r MBO 

are based on s t u d i e s i n v o l v i n g only management p e o p l e . To 

the extent that the short term a t t i t u d e s of non-managers are 

f e l t to be important , MBO may not be the b e s t approach to 

f o l l o w . 

In summary t h i s research may be of g r e a t e s t importance 

to management in that i t sugges t s that the shor t term e f f e c t s 

o f MBO w i l l be d i f f e r e n t for d i f f e r e n t i n d i v i d u a l s in d i f f e r ­

ent s i t u a t i o n s . The research has n o t , however, incorporated 

the e f f e c t s of MBO on j o b performance, nor has i t prov ided 

informat ion on the long term e f f e c t s o f MBO. Further study 

i s necessary f o r determining the l i k e l y e f f e c t s o f MBO on 

performance and long term e f f e c t s on a t t i t u d e s . U n t i l such 

knowledge i s o b t a i n e d , management must s t i l l assume that MBO 

may or may not have p o s i t i v e long term e f f e c t s on performance 

and employee a t t i t u d e s . 

Final Comments 

This research has u t i l i z e d MBO as a system, a l b e i t 

complex, f or i n t e g r a t i n g a number o f v a r i a b l e s of i n t e r e s t in 

the area of o r g a n i z a t i o n behav ior . Further , the f e a s i b i l i t y 

of experimental approaches for measuring the short term 

a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s of o r g a n i z a t i o n change has been demon­

s t r a t e d . 
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O v e r a l l , more ques t ions have been r a i s e d than have been 

answered. Long i tud ina l s t u d i e s are needed. S t a t i s t i c a l l y -

based data on the long term e f f e c t s of MBO on performance and 

a t t i t u d e s are a must in order to weigh the short and long 

term a t t i t u d i n a l e f f e c t s aga ins t the performance e f f e c t s . 

S t i l l , the a d d i t i o n to the l i m i t e d amount o f s t a t i s t i c a l l y -

based research provided by t h i s study i s b e l i e v e d to be o f 

v a l u e , as i s the research instrument which has been developed 

and t e s t e d . 
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Introduction 

This questionnaire is part of a research study of organization performance. The 
aim of this part of the study is to find out how individuals in the organization see 
various aspects of their jobs and their organization's behavior. 

This is not a study of individual persons or of individual groups, but of the 
total organization. The questionnaire is numbered so that respondents can be placed 
in the organization structure and in order that the researcher can follow up with 
those individuals who fail to respond initially. 

On the following pages you will find several different kinds of questions. 
Specific instructions will be given at the beginning of each part of the questionnaire. 

There are no "trick" questions. All that is asked is that you try to answer as 
honestly and candidly as possible. All answers will be treated in strict confidence 
(see note on next page). 

There is no such thing as a perfect questionnaire, and you may .have a little 
trouble seeing exactly what some questions mean, or how they apply to you. However, 
PLEASE ANSWER EVERY QUESTION -- even a "best guess" answer is better than no 
answer at all. 

The results of this study will be meaningful only to the extent that your answers 
are completely frank. To help safeguard the confidentiality of your data, please 
return the completed questionnaire directly to me in Room 400. 

Many thanks for your cooperation in this study. 
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IMPORTANT NOTE: CONFIDENTIALITY OF THE STUDY. 

Your cooperation in this study is requested on the assurance that your responses 
will be treated in the strictest confidence. Confidentiality will be maintained as 
follows: 

1. Completed questionnaires and interview notes will be kept securely by 
the researcher and will not be made available to any other individual 
in Government at any time. 

11. All data will be aggregated and coded so as not to be traceable to a 
particular respondent in any way. 

III. The master list identifying respondents by the serial number of their 
questionnaires will be kept securely during the study, and will be destroyed 
on completion of the study. 

IV. Sample sizes will be large enough to ensure anonymity of particular 
responses. 

In short, careful measures are taken to ensure that confidentiality will be 
preserved, so that you can feel free to answer all questions as frankly as possible. 
The value of the study depends on your frankness. 
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Background Information 

To help with the statistical analysis of the data, the following information is 
needed: 

(Check one 
for each 
question) 

1. Is your present job: Supervisory 
Non - s u pervi s ory 

Time in present position: 

0 - 1/2 year 
1/2 - 1 year 
1 - 2 years 
2 - 3 years 
3 - 4 years 

4 - 5 years 
5-10 years 
10 - 15 years 
More than 15 years 

3. Total time with 

0 - 1/2 year 
1/2 - 1 year 
1-2 years 
2 - 3 years 
3 - 4 years 

4 - 5 years 
5-10 years 
10-15 years 
More than 15 years 

4. Education: 

Some High School 
High School Diploma 
Some College 
Business College 

College Degree 
Some Graduate Work 
Master's Degree 
Ph. D . Degree 

Organizational Characteristics 

On the next page there are listed 18 organizational variables. With each is 
a scale indicating varying amounts or degrees of each variable. Please place an "X" 
at the point on each scale which, in your experience, describes your department at 
the present time. 

As with other parts of the questionnaire, it is important that each individual 
answer each question as thoughtfully and frankly as possible. Please mark every 
scale. 
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Page 4 of the Quest ionnaire c o n s i s t e d of Items 5 - 2 2 . 

L i k e r t ' s short form " P r o f i l e o f O r g a n i z a t i o n a l C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s " 

(copyright (c ) , 1 9 6 7 , by McGraw-Hi l l , I n c . , d i s t r i b u t e d by 

the Foundation f o r Research on Human Behavior , Post O f f i c e 

Box 1 2 4 8 , Ann A r b o r , Michigan , 48106) was used to obta in a 

measure of the i n d i v i d u a l ' s p e r c e p t i o n of h i s o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s 

p r o f i l e . 



178 

Performance and Self-Improvement Objectives 

Concern with objectives in our day-to-day living is very much a part of our 

normal activity. For example, we may try to keep our car maintained so that it can 

be started even on cold mornings. If we get through a cold winter without its failing 

to start even on the coldest day, we know we have met this trivial objective. 

Thus, it seems that an employee in a work situation would have at least some 

knowledge of where he is going in terms of his job (his job performance objectives), 

including a way to know when he has reached his objectives. 

In addition to job performance objectives, the employee probably also has some 

number of objectives for his own self-improvement or self-development, and a way of 

knowing when the objectives have been achieved. These objectives might include 

such things as plans for increasing his knowledge or capabilities in order to become 

ready for promotion or ready to assume greater responsibilities. 

Objectives may be formally agreed upon with other members of the organization, 

for example, the boss, or they may be known only to the individual. The individual 

may not even be conscious of the existence of objectives. These may be very clearly 

spelled out for all parts of the job and all aspects df the individual's self-improvement, 

or they may be quite vague, and may cover only some parts of the job or the individual's 

personal growth needs. 

In answering the questions on the following pages, please think about those 

objectives which actually exist for your job or for your own self-improvement. Your 

opinion of the present situation is the correct response to each question. You are 

asked to express your opinion by circling one number on a scale which will look 

similar to this: 

(Very Easy) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

(Very Difficult) 
7 
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If you agree with the descriptive term on the left end of the scale, you would 

circle the number "1". If you think "just a' little more than that" you would circle "2", 

and so on. If you agree with the descriptive term on the right end of the scale, you 

would circle the number "7". 

Please circle the number on the scale which best describes your response to 

the question which is asked. For each scale circle only one number. Please do not 

omit any scales. 

23. How many of the responsibilities of your job are covered by job performance 
objectives ? 

(None) (About Half) (All) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

24. How many of your self-improvement needs are covered by self-improvement 
objectives? 

(None) (About Half) (All) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

25. What, in your opinion, is the level of difficulty of your job performance objectives? 
(Moderately (Very 

(Very Easy) difficult) difficult) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

26. What should be the level of difficulty of your job performance objectives? 

(Moderately (Very 
(Very Easy) difficult) difficult) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

27, What, in your opinion, is the level of difficulty of your self-improvement 
objectives ? 

(Moderately (Very 
(Very Easy) difficult) difficult) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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28. How well do you understand your job performance objectives? 

(Moderately 
(Not at all) well) (Very well) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

29. How well should you be able to understand your job performance objectives? 

(Moderately 
(Not at all) well) (Very well) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

30. How well do you understand your self-improvement objectives? 

(Moderately 
(Not at all) well) (Very well) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

31. How consistent with the most serious and pressing problems facing your 
department are your job performance objectives? 

(Not at all (Moderately (Completely 
consistent) consistent) consistent) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

32. How consistent with your own personal development needs are your self-
improvement objectives? 

(Not at all (Moderately (Completely 
consistent) consistent) consistent) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

33. How much emphasis does yourboss place on your attaining your job performance 
objectives? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) deal) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 * 

34. How much emphasis does your boss place on your attaining your self-improvement 
objectives? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) deal) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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35. How much emphasis do people at higher levels than your boss place on your 
attaining your job performance objectives? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) r deal) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

3G. How much emphasis do people at higher levels than your boss place on your 
attaining your self-improvement objectives? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) deal) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

37. How do you feel about the number of job performance objectives which you have? 

(Too few) (About right) (Too many) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 . 7 

38. How much influence did you have in the setting of your job performance 
objectives ? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) deal) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

39. How much influence should you have in the setting of your job performance 
objectives ? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) deal) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

40. How much influence did you have in the setting of your self-improvement 
objectives ? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) deal). 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

41. How much training have you received in how to set objectives? 

(A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) deal) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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42. How do the present levels of your job performance objectives compare with 
levels of your past job performance? 

(Objectives are (About the (Objectives are 
much lower) same) much higher) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

43. How should the present levels of job performance objectives compare with 
levels of your past job performance? 

(Objectives should (About the (Objectives should 
be much lower) same) be much higher) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

44. How often are you given feedback on your progress on your job performance 
objectives? 

7 - several times a week 
6 - about once a week 
5 - several times a month 
4 - about once a month 
3 - once every few months 
2 - about once a year 
1 - very rarely or never 

45. How often are you given feedback on your progress on your self-improvement 
objectives? 

7 - several times a week 
6 - about once a week 
5 - several times a month 
4 - about once a month 
3 - once every few months 
2 - about once a year 
1 - very rarely or never 

46. To what extent did you achieve your self-improvement objectives during the 
past year? 

(Failed (To moderate (Greatly 
considerably) extent) exceeded) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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47. How often do you receive praise from your boss when you achieve your job 
performance objectives? 

(About half 
(Never) the time) (Always) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

48. How often do you receive criticism from your boss when you fail to achieve 
your job performance objectives? 

(About half 
(Never) the time) (Always) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

49. How concerned is your boss if you fail to achieve your job performance 
objectives to a significant degree? 

(Not at all) (Moderately) (Greatly) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 * 7 

50. In general, how much time does your boss devote to setting and reviewing 
your objectives ? 

A moderate (A great 
(None) amount) amount) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

51. How important do you think your boss considers your job performance 
objectives to be? 

(Moderately (Extremely 
(Unimportant) important) important) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

52. How important do you think your boss considers your self-improvement 
objectives to be? 

(Moderately (Extremely 
(Unimportant) important) important) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

53. How Important do you think people at higher levels than your boss consider 
your job performance objectives to be? 

(Moderately (Extremely 
(Unimportant) important) important) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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54. How important do you think people at higher levels than your boss consider 
your self-improvement objectives to be? 

(Moderately (Extremely 
(Unimportant) important) important) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

55. To what extent do you expect to achieve your job performance objectives 
during the coming year? 

(Fail (Approximately (Greatly 
considerably) meet) exceed) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

56. To what extent do you expect to achieve your self-improvement objectives 
during the coming year? 

(Fail (Approximately (Greatly 
considerably) meet) exceed) 

1 2 3 4 - 5 6 7 

57. How important is it to you that you achieve your job performance objective? 

(Of moderate (Of great 
(Unimportant) importance) importance) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

58. How important is it to you that you achieve your self-improvement objectives? 

(Of moderate (Of great 
(Unimportant) importance) importance) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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Job Characteristics 

Please place a check (•) mark in the space beside the response which best 
describes your opinion. Please be frank. Please answer every question. 

59. If the other people you have contact with on the job don't do their jobs right 
or on time, how often would this create problems for your own work? 
If this happened, it would create problems for my work: 

(5) Almost always 
(4) Usually 
(3) About half the time 
(2) Occasionally 
(1) Very rarely or never 

60. How many people with whom you have contact on the job could create problems 
for your work if they didn't do their jobs right or on time? 

(0) None of them could create problems for me 
(1) . One 
(2) . Two 
(3) Three 
(4) Four 
(5) Five to ten 
(6) More than ten could create problems for me 

61. If you didn't do a good job on something or didn't do it fast enough, how often 
would this create problems for someone you have contact with on the job? 
If this happened, it would create problems for someone I have contact with: 

(5) Almost always 
(4) Usually 
(3) About half the time 
(2) Occasionally 
(1) Very rarely or never 

62 . If you didn't do your own job right, for how many other people with whom you have 
contact on the job would this create problems? 

(0) None of them would have problems 
(1.) One 
(2) Two 
(3) Three 
(4) Four 
(5) Five to ten 
(6) More than ten of them would have problems 
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63, 

64 

To what extent are you able to control the means of reaching 
your performance objectives? 

(5) 
(4)" 
(3)" 
(2) 
(1) ' 

Entirely 
Quite a l o t 
Somewhat 
Very l i t t l e 
Not at a l l 

Sometimes changes in the way a job i s done are more trouble than 
they are worth because they create a lo t of problems and confusion, 
How often do you feel that changes which have affected you and 
your job at have been l ike this? 

(1) 50% or more of the changes have been more trouble 
than they are worth 

(2) About 401 of the changes 
(3) About 251 of the changes 
(4) About 151 of the changes 
(5) Only S% or fewer of the changes have been more 

trouble then they are worth 

65. From time to time changes in p o l i c i e s , procedures, and equipment are 
introduced by the management. How often do these changes lead to 
bet ter ways of doing things? 

(1) Changes of this kind never improve things 
(2) They seldom do 
(3) About half of the time they do 
(4) Most of the time they do 
(5) Changes of this kind are always an improvement 

66. How well do the various people in the plant or o f f ices who are 
affected by these changes accept them? 

(1) Very few of the people involved accept the changes 
(2) Less than half do 
(3) About half of them do 
(4) Most of them do 
(5) Prac t i ca l ly a l l of the people involved accept the 

changes 

67. Within the past year, have there been any changes in the way your 
job is done--like in the equipment you work with, the work procedures, 
the job standards and requirements, the kind of records you have to 
keep, etc? (Answer only for changes affect ing you in your present 
job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . ) 

(1) No changes; my work is done exact ly the way i t was 
a year ago 

(2) One or two changes; but i t i s not too different 
(3) A few changes; i t i s a l i t t l e different now 
(4) Quite a few changes; things are f a i r l y different 
(5) Many changes; my work is almost completely 

different now from the way i t was a year ago 
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68. In general, how do you now feel about changes during the past year that 
affected the way your job is done? 

(1) Made things somewhat worse 
(2) Not improved things at all 
(3) Not improved things very much 
(4) Improved things somewhat 
(5) Been a big improvement 

There have been no changes in my job in the past year 

69. During the past year when changes were introduced that affected the way your 
job is done, how did you feel about them at first? 

Make things somewhat worse 
Not improve things at all 
Not improve things very much 
Improve things somewhat 
Be a big improvement 
There have been no changes in my job in the past year 

70. In your kind of work, if a person tries to change his usual way of doing things, 
how does it generally turn out? 

(1) Usually turns out worse; the tried and true methods work 
best in my work 

(3) Usually doesn't make much difference 
(5) Usually turns out better; our methods need improvement 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 
(4) 
(5) 

71. Some people prefer doing a job in pretty much the same way because this way 
they can count on always doing a good job. Others like to go out of their 
way in order to think up new ways of doing things. How is it with you on your job? 

(1) I always prefer doing things pretty much in the same way 
(2) I mostly prefer doing things pretty much in the same way 
(4) I mostly prefer doing things in new and different ways 
(5) I always prefer doing things in new and different ways 

72. How often do you try out, on your own, a better or faster way of doing something 
on the job? 

• (5) Once a week or more often 
(4) Two or three times a month 
(3) About once a month 
(2) Every few months 
(1) Rarely or never 
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73. How often do you get chances to try out your own ideas on your job, either 
before or after checking with your supervisor? 

(5) Several times a week or more 
(4) About once a week 
(3) Several times a month 
(2) About once a month 
(1) Less than once a month 

74. In my kind of job, it is usually better to let your supervisor worry about new or 
better ways of doing things. 

(1) Strongly agree 
(2) Mostly agree 
(4) Mostly disagree 
(5) Strongly disagree 

75. How many times in the past year have you suggested to your supervisor a 
different or better way of doing something on the job? 

(1) Never had occasion to do this during the past year 
(2) Once or twice 
(3) About three times 
(4) About five times 
(5) Six to ten times 
(6) More than ten times had occasion to do this during the 

past year 

76. How free do you feel to disagree with your immediate supervisor to his face? 

(1) It is better not to disagree 
(2) I would hesitate some before disagreeing 
(4) I would hesitate only a little 
(5) I would not hesitate at all to disagree to his face 

77. How many times during the past year have you told one of your supervisors 
about some policy or procedure on the job which you did not like? 

(1). Never during the past year 
(2) Once 
(3) Twice 
(4) Three times 
(5) About five times 
(6) SLx to ten times 
(7) More than ten times 
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78. On most days on your job, how often does time seem to drag for you? 
(1) About half the day or more 
(2) About one-third of the day 
(3) About one-quarter of the day 
(4) _____ About one-eighth of the day 
(5)_ Time never seems to drag 

79. Some people are completely involved in their job - they are absorbed in it 
night and day. For other people, their job is simply one of several interests. 
How involved do you feel in your job? 

(1) Very little involved; my other interests are more absorbing 
(2) Slightly involved 
(3) Moderately involved; my job and my other interests are 

equally absorbing to me 
(4) Strongly involved 
(5) Very strongly involved; my work is the most absorbing 

interest in my life 

80. How often do you do some extra work for your job which is not really required 
of you? 

(5) Almost every day 
(4) Several times a week 
(3) About once a week 
(2) Once every few weeks 
(1) About once a month or less 

81. Would you say you work harder, less hard, or about the same as other people 
doing your type of work ? 

(5) Much harder than most others 
(4) A little harder than most others 
(3) About the same as most others 
(2) A little less hard than most others 
(1) Much less hard than most others 

82. If you could begin working over again, but in the same occupation as you are in 
now, how likely would you be to choose as a place to work? 

(1) Definitely would choose another place over . 
(2) Probably would choose another place over 
(3) Would not care much whether it was this or some other place 
(4) Probably would choose this over another place 
(5) Definitely would choose this over another place for my 

occupation 
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83. How do you feel when you hear (or read about) someone criticizing the 
Government? 

0 ) I mostly agree with the criticism 
(2) It does not bother me 
(4) It gets me a little mad 
(5) It gets me quite mad 

I never hear or read such criticism 

84. If you have or were to have a son, how would you feel if someone suggested that 
he work for the . Government ? 
(If you are a woman, answer for a daughter.) 

(5) Would completely approve 
(4) Would generally approve, but with some reservations 
(3) Would neit her approve nor disapprove 
(2) Would disapprove a little 
(1) Would strongly disapprove 

85. In general, how often do you tell someone in your immediate family (husband, 
wife, child, parent, brother, sister) about some project that the . 

r,nwmmpnt has done or is doing? 

(5) Once a week or more 
(4) Several times a month 
(3) About once a month 
(2) Once every few months 
(1) About once a year 

Do not have any immediate family to talk to 

86. In general, how often do you tell someone outside your immediate family 
(friend, neighbor, store clerk, etc.) about some project that the 
M Government has done or is doing? 

(5) Once a week or more 
(4) Several times a month 
(3) About once a month 
(2) About every few months 
(1) About once a year 
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8 7 . I n c o m p a r i s o n t o t h e p e r f o r m a n c e o f o t h e r e m p l o y e e s o f y o u r d e p a r t m e n t d o i n g 

t h e s a m e g e n e r a l k i n d s o f w o r k a s y o u , h o w d o y o u r a t e y o u r j o b p e r f o r m a n c e ? 

( 6 ) I n t h e t o p 5 % 

( 5 ) I n t h e t o p 1 0 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 5 % ) 

( 4 ) I n t h e t o p 2 5 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 1 0 % ) 

( 3 ) I n t h e t o p 5 0 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 2 5 % ) 

( 2 ) I n t h e t o p 7 5 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 5 0 % ) 

(1) I n t h e l o w e r 2 5 % 

8 8 . I n c o m p a r i s o n t o t h e p e r f o r m a n c e o f o t h e r e m p l o y e e s o f y o u r d e p a r t m e n t d o i n g 

t h e s a m e g e n e r a l k i n d s o f w o r k a s y o u , h o w d o y o u r a t e t h e a m o u n t o f e f f o r t 

y o u p u t f o r t h o n y o u r j o b , t h a t i s , h o w h a r d y o u w o r k ? 

( 6 ) I n t h e t o p 5 % 

( 5 ) I n t h e t o p 1 0 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 5 % ) 

( 4 ) I n t h e t o p 2 5 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 1 0 % ) 

( 3 ) I n t h e t o p 5 0 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 2 5 % ) 

( 2 ) I n t h e t o p 7 5 % ( b u t n o t u p p e r 5 0 % ) 

(1) I n t h e l o w e r 2 5% 

8 9 . I n y o u r o p i n i o n , h o w m u c h w i l l t h e e x t e n t t o w h i c h y o u a c h i e v e y o u r j o b p e r ­

f o r m a n c e o b j e c t i v e s a f f e c t y o u r f u t u r e s a l a r y i n c r e a s e s ? 

( N o t a t a l l ) ( M o d e r a t e l y ) ( G r e a t l y ) 'I 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9 0 . I n y o u r o p i n i o n , h o w m u c h w i l l t h e e x t e n t t o w h i c h y o u a c h i e v e y o u r j o b p e r ­

f o r m a n c e o b j e c t i v e s a f f e c t j s ^ o u r f u t u r e _ P J ^ m ^ t i o n s _ ? 1 

( N o t a t a l l ) ( M o d e r a t e l y ) ( G r e a t l y ) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

9 1 . T o w h a t e x t e n t d i d y o u a c h i e v e y o u r j o b p e r f o r m a n c e o b j e c t i v e s d u r i n g t h e 

p a s t y e a r ? 

( F a i l e d ( T o a m o d e r a t e ( G r e a t l y 

c o n s i d e r a b l y ) e x t e n t ) e x c e e d e d ) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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In some organizations, everyone gets told exactly what he ought to be doing, 
when it must be finished, and how he should do it. In other organizations, 
people get to decide such things for themselves, or at least have some influence 
over the decisions. W e are interested in how much influence you have in your 
present job in making these decisions. 

Thinking about the way things generally happen IN YOUR PRESENT JOB, how 
much influence do you feel you personally have in: 

(Please circle the number which expresses your opinion) 

92, Deciding what is to be accomplished. 

(No influence (A great deal 
at all) of influence) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

93 . Deciding on a timetable or deadlines 

(No influence 
at all) 

1 2 

(A great deal 
of influence) 

6 7 

94. Deciding how the work will be done 

(No influence 
at all) 

1 2 3 4 

(A great deal 
of influence) 

6 7 

95. Deciding on who will do the work. 

(No influence 
at all) 

1 2 3 ± 

(A great deal 
of influence) 

6 7 

Reactions to your Job • 

Please answer each question so as to show how you feel. You can do this by 
placing an "X" below the> point on each scale which best describes your opinion, as 
in the example belowi 

Very A Quite A Great 
None Few Few A Few Many All 

X 
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The only correct answer is your frank opinion. Please answer every question. 
Mark only one response for each question. 

96. Think about the specific duties of your job. How often have you felt unable 
to use your full capabilities in the performance of your job? 

Almost Very Fairly Not very Very Almost 
always Often Often Often Seldom Never 

97. How often have you felt that you were not being kept informed about what 
was going on in your department? 

Almost Very Fairly Not very Very Almost 
always Often Often Often Seldom Never 

98. How many functions do you perform on your job which you consider relatively 
unimportant or unnecessary? 

Almost 
all of Most of Quite A Very None of 
them them a few Few Few them 

99. As you see it, how many opportunities do you feel you have in your job for 
making worthwhile contributions? 

Almost Very A Quite a A Great 
none few Few Few Many Unlimited 

100. How often do you feel that your job is one that could be dropped? 

Almost Most 
all the of the Quite Very Almost 
Time Time Often Seldom Never Never 

101 . How much say do you feel you have in deciding how your job is to be carried out? 

Almost 
None None 

Very 
Little 

Fairly Very 
Large Large Unlimited 
Amount Amount Amount 
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102. How frequently have you felt in your Job that you could accomplish more if you 
could have complete freedom of action to accomplish your objectives? 
Almost Most Not 
all the of the Quite Too Very Almost 
time time Often Often Seldom Never 

103. How frequently on your job have you received some type of recognition for 
your accomplishments? 

Not A Great 
Almost Very Too Quite Very Many 
Never Seldom Often Often Often Times 

104. How often does your job, as presently structured, give you opportunities for 
personal recognition? 

Almost 
Never 

Very 
Seldom 

Not 
Too 
Often 

Quite 
Often 

Very 
Often 

A Great 
Many 
Times 

105. How do you feel about your present assignment as a job where you 
continually learn? 

can 

Nothing 
More to 
Learn 
On it 

Practically 
Nothing to 
Learn 

Can Learn 
Something 
But Not 
Much 

Still Can Can Still 
Learn a Learn a 
Little Lot on it 

Can Still 
Learn a 
Great Deal 

106. How do you feel about your general association with, 
as an opportunity for learning a lot? 

Can Learn 
Provides No Provides Something Can 
Chance For Almost No But Not Learn a 
Learning Chance Much Little 

Can 
Learn a 
Lot 

Government 

Can 
Learn a 
Great Deal 

10 7. Outside of any regular measurements of your job (indexes or performance 
standards), how often have you inwardly felt you have achieved something 
really worthwhile ? 

Very Once In Fairly Very All The 
Seldom a While Often Often Often Time 
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108. To what extent is it possible to know whether you are doing well or poorly 
on your job? 

Almost 
No To To a 

No Way Way of Some Large Great Entirely 
of Knowing Knowing Extent Extent Extent Possible 

109. To what extent is it possible for you to introduce new (untried) ideas on 
your job? 

Very Fairly § Very 
To No Almost Little Large Large A Great 
Extent No Extent Extent Extent Extent Extent 

• — " — w 

110. How often have you found the kind of work you are now doing to be interesting? 

Not 
Almost Very Too Quite Very Almost 
Never Seldom Often Often Often Always 

111. Based on your past experience in your present job, how often have you thought 
that you would like to quit or change jobs? 

Very Fairly Once In Very Almost 
Often Often Often ' a While Seldom Never 

11 2. To what extent do you consider your present assignment helpful for a person 
who wants to be advanced Government. 

* 
Almost Very Not 
No Little Very Fairly Very Extremely 
Extent Extent Helpful Helpful Helpful Helpful 
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S O M E OTHER AREAS 

Listed below are a number of statements which have been made, both inside 
and outside.: Government, by people talking about their jobs. 
There's no particular theme to them, except they all refer to the speaker's job 
or the organization he works for; some are critical, some complimentary. 

What is of interest is whether you agree with these statements or not. 
That is, do you think they apply to your job, your organization, or the people 
you work with. You can indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement 
with each statement by circling one letter on the scale provided next to each 
statement. The scales look like this: 

A a ? d D 

and are interpreted as follows: 

A means "I strongly agree with the statement. " 

a means "I somewhat agree with the statement." 

? means "I neither agree nor disagree with the statement. " 

d means "I somewhat disagree with the statement." 

D means "I strongly disagree with the statement." 

For each statement, please circle the letter that most nearly reflects your view. 

1. My workload is greater than it should be. 

2. People in my department are kept well-informed of what's taking 
place throughout the department. 

3. The top management in Government is very 
responsive to the ideas of people at lower levels in the 
organization. 

4. "Rap" sessions at which people at all levels could better 
communicate with people at other levels are very much needed 
In my department. -

5. "Rap" sessions are really needed in other departments. 

6. Top management does not give enough "backing" to people at 
other levels. 

7. Government is very modern in Its approach. 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 
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A a ? d D 8. It is very easy to get procedures changed in this department. 

A a ? d D 9. Civil Service personnel policies are not well understood by 

A a ? d D 10. Coordination among different departments does not exist. 

A a ? d D 11. Government needs career development plans 
for its employees. 

A a ? d D 12. Legal requirements prevent needed changes from being made. 

A a ? d D 13. Promotion policies in this department are not fair. 

A a ? d D 14. Overtime policies are fair to employees. 

A a ? d D 15. Job responsibilities for employees are not 
accurately defined. 

A a ? d D 16. Top management does not realize how many responsibilities 
some groups have. 

A a ? d D 17. Top management gets an unfair proportion of pay increases. 

A a ? d D 18. Good procedures exist for getting the work done when key 
employees are absent. 

A a ? d D 19. There should be more emphasis on quality of work and less 
emphasis on quantity. 

A a d D 20. 

A a ? d D 21. 

A a ? d D 22. 

A a d D 23. 
praised. 

A a ? d D 24. I wish I had more control over my work. 

A a ? d D 25. M y job contains too many menial tasks. 

A a ? d D 26. People need more training, especially for new computer systems. 

A a ? d D 27. Many jobs in my department are under paid. 
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A a ? d D 28. We need more space in our department. 
A a ? d D 29. f M t i * f > n s n f H o n o t h a v f l P n o n g h v o I p a i n g n v A r n m f t n t . 

Aa ? d D 30. Civil Service exams are quite relevant to job openings. 
Aa ? d D 31. The sign-in/sign-out procedures in my department are good. 
Aa ? d D 32. Individual job performance appraisals would be good to have in 

my department. 
A a ? d D 33. Promotions are too frequently given to outsiders instead of insiders 
Aa ? d D 34. It is often difficult to schedule compensatory time off when you 

want it. 
A a ? d D 35. College degrees are a requirement for advancement in this 

department. 
A a ? d D 36. This department has too many chiefs and too few Indians. 
Aa ? d D 37. People who have been in this department the longest are not 

treated fairly. 
Aa ? d D 38. This department is loosing sight of its real responsibilities and 

functions. 
Aa ? d D 39. 

i 

This department pulls together'as a team. 
Aa ? d D 40. Organizational lines are not well-defined. 
Aa ? d D 41. My department gets a sufficient amount of direction from the 

A a ? d D 42. My department does not get enough direction from the Board 
of Commissioners. 

Aa ? d D 43. My department is not responsive to the real needs of the citizens 
o f . 

A a ? d D 44. A r > n m p r P > V » ^ r > s i v A st;stprni=»nt o f t h p o v e r a l l g o * ] * n f th*» 

r , n v p m m p n t i s ĥ dly n f t ^ H p r f r 

Aa ? d D 45. The administrative paper work required in my Job prevents me 
from spending enough time on the really meaningful parts of the Job. 
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A a ? d D 46. My department gets sufficient direction from our judges. 

A a ? d D 47. Judges always give full consideration to the recommendations of 
probation officers in making their decisions. 

A a ? d D 48. 

Aa ? d D 49. 

Aa ? d D 50. 

Regardless of whether you agreed with that last statement or not, thanks very 
much for cooperating in this study. I really appreciate the time and trouble you 
have taken. I've left the rest of this sheet blank so that you can write in any 
comments, either on the questionnaire or on the study as a whole. 

Again, thank you very much for your cooperation! 



APPENDIX B 

RETEST INSTRUMENT 

Sample 
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Cover L e t t e r Sample 

To: All Participants in the__ Government Organization Study 

From: Leo G. Parrish, Jr. 

Thank you for completing and returning the Government Organization 
Study Questionnaire. The data is presently being tabulated, and feedback will be 
provided to your department later this year. 

To help me get a better understanding of your organization, please take about 10 to 
15 minutes to answer the attached questions. Some of the questions are similar 
to those included in the first questionnaire, while others concern how you think 
certain important events in our society affect different people. Please follow the 
directions given for each set of questions. 

I will treat your responses in the same confidential majiner which I outlined in 
the first questionnaire. Please answer all questions as frankly as possible. 

I am including a mail-back envelope addressed to me in Room 400 of the Adminis­
tration Building. Please return your completed questions to me within 10 days. 

Thank you very much for your continued cooperation. 

Leo G. Parrish, Jr. 
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S o c i a l React ion Inventory 

The f i r s t four pages of the r e t e s t instrument c o n s i s t e d 

of the I n t e r n a l - E x t e r n a l Control B e l i e f Scale ( R o t t e r , 1 9 6 6 ) . 

The f i n a l s e v e r a l pages of the instrument inc luded approxi ­

mately one-seventh of the o r i g i n a l Quest ionnaire 1 i t ems . 

One of the r e t e s t item s e t s i s shown on the next two pages o f 

t h i s appendix. 
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SOME OTHER AREAS 
Listed below are a number of statements which have been made, both inside 

and outside Government, by people talking about their jobs. 
There's no particular theme to them, except they all refer to the speaker's job 
or the organization he works for; some are critical, some complimentary. 

What is of interest is whether you agree with these statements or not. 
That is, do you think they apply to your job, your organization, or the people 
you work with. You can indicate the extent of your agreement or disagreement 
with each statement by circling one letter on the scale provided next to each 
statement. The scales look like this: 

A a ? d D 

and are interpreted as follows: 

A means "I strongly agree with the statement." 

a means "I somewhat agree with the statement. " 

? means "I neither agree nor disagree with the statement. " 

d means "I somewhat disagree with the statement." 

D means "I strongly disagree with the statement. " 

For each statement, please circle the letter that most nearly reflects your view. 

1. My workload is greater than it should be. 

2. People in my department are kept well-informed of what's taking 
place throughout the department. 

3. The top management in Government is very 
responsive to the ideas of people at lower levels in the 
organization. 

4. "Rap" sessions at which people at all levels could better 
communicate with people at other levels are very much needed 
in my department, 

5. "Rap" sessions are really needed in other departments. 

6. Top management does not give enough "backing" to people at 
other levels. 

7. . Government is very modern in its approach. 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 

Aa ? d D 

A a ? d D 

A a ? d D 
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A a ? d D 8. It is very easy to get procedures changed in this department. 

A a ? d D 9. Civil Service personnel policies are not well understood by 
employees. 

A a ? d D 10. Coordination among different departments does not exist. 

A a ? d D 11. Government needs career development plans 

for its employees. 

A a ? d D 12. Legal requirements prevent needed changes from being made. 

A a ? d D 13. Promotion policies in this department are not fair. 

A a ? d D 14. Overtime policies are fair to employees. 

A a ? d D 15. Job responsibilities for employees are not 
accurately defined. 

A a ? d D 16. Top management does not realize how many responsibilities 
some groups have. 

A a ? d D 17. Top management gets an unfair proportion of pay increases. 

A a ? d D 18. Good procedures exist for getting the work done when key 
employees are absent. 

A a ? d D 19. There should be more emphasis on quality of work and less 
emphasis on quantity. 

A a ? d D 20. Congeniality of employees is a real strength in this department. 

A a ? d D 21. Supervisors are sometimes too "nit-picky" with their subordinates. 

A a ? d D 22. Things are continually getting better. 

A a ? d D 23. Around here it is easy to get criticized, but difficult to get 
praised. 

A a ? d D 24. I wish I had more control over my work. 

A a ? d D 25. My job contains too many menial tasks. 

A a ? d D 26. People need more training, especially for new computer systems. 

A a ? d D 27. Many jobs in my department are under paid. ' 

Again, thank you for your cooperation. Please return to: Leo Parrish 
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APPENDIX C 

QUESTIONNAIRE 2 
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Cover L e t t e r Sample 

From: 

To: All participants in the 
Study 
Leo G. Parrish, Jr. 

._ Government Organization 

Attached is the final questionnaire in the current Government 
Organization Study. Whether or not you completed the first questionnaire, 
your help in completing and returning this questionnaire is vitally needed 
for success of the total study. Your participation is crucial for the study 
results to be valid! 

Please be completely frank in your answers. Great pains have been and will 
continue to be taken to insure confidentiality (see note on page 2). The 
study results will be meaningful and useful only to the extent that full, 
frank participation is obtained. 

Within three weeks after these questionnaires have been returned to me, I 
will attempt to have summary data covering the entire study ready for feed­
back to your department. So that this data will be available soon, please 
make every effort to return your completed questionnaire within the next week 
or ten days . 

I am including a mail-back envelope addressed to me in Room 400 of the 
Administration Building for your use in returning your questionnaire. Your 
time and interest in this study is greatly appreciated. 

1&6 G. Parrish, Jr. 
School of Industrial and Systems Engineering 
Georgia Tech 



Questionnaire 2 

Cover Sheet Sample 

_ G O V E R N M E N T 

ORGANIZATION STUDY 

PART II 

Confidential 
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Questionnaire 2 
Page 26--Sample 

A a ? d D 46. My department gets sufficient direction from our judges. 

A a ? d D 47. Judges always give full consideration to the recommendations of 
.probation officers in making their decisions. 

A a ? d D 48. My department is doing a very effective job in rehabilitating offenders. 

A a ? d D 49. Recidivism rates are the best measures of my department's performanco, 

A a ? d D 50. Studies of this type are a waste of time. 

A final area of interest is how you rate your own job performance as 
compared with how you believe the top management of your department rates 
your job performance. Please answer each of the following questions by 
circling one number from one to five, where 5 - outstanding, 4 - above average, 
3 = average, 2 = below average, and 1 = unsatisfactory. 

1 2 3 4 5 a. How do .you rate the quality (accuracy, neatness, com­
pleteness, thoroughness, etc.) of your work? 

1 2 3 4 5 b. How does top management rate the quality of your work? 

1 2 3 4 5 c. How do you rate the quantity (amount, promptness of 
completion, etc.) of your work? 

1 2 3 4 5 d. How does top management rate the quantity of your work? 

1 2 3 4 5 e. How do you rate your, overall effectiveness (considering 
quality, quantity, and any other factors you consider im­
portant? 

1 2 3 4 5 f. How does top management rate your overall effectiveness? 

Your cooperation in this study is greatly appreciated. Please use the 
bottom or back of this sheet to write in any comments you have. If you have 
been exposed to "Management by Objectives" during the past year, please 
state what you think of that approach to management. Again, many thanks. 


