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ABSTRACT

The study begins with an investigation designed to test the
2-factaor thsory developed by Herzberg and his co-workers. (Herzberg,
flausner and Snyderman 1959) In this exploratory survey it was possible
to measure both the motivational content of the work and people's
attitudes towards it, The 2-factor theory (Motivator and Hygeine factors)
is supported by the results, but only when certain opinions known to

exist are suppressed,

This finding is interpreted using the concept of perceptual defence,
When people identify with the work they are doing, they are able to talk
openly about thsir successes but report failure experiences defensively.
It is postulated that Herzberg's results are a manifestation of this,
The process of identifying with work, of seeing a task as a part of
oneself, is callaed in this study Psychological Ownership and becomes the

focus of the main investigation.

The concept of Psychological Ownership is illustrated from
managers' descriptions of tasks to which they feel committed., These tasks
are compared with others for which they feel less enthusiasm. The data
was collected using an interview with open-ended questions and scaled
guestionnaires. An association is demonstrated between Psychological
Ownership and the Autonomy which the individual had in the task. These

factors in turn, are shown to be related to feelings of Task Involvement,

Autonomy is compared with a 'Sense of Achievement' as a source

of Task Commitment and found to be a more important factor in determining
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positive attitudes to a task than is reflected in managers' beliefs
about what motivates their subordinates. The study concludes with a
discussion of Psychological Ownership as a concept; its relation to the
other concepts, Achievement and Job Involvement, and its implications

for management theory and practice,.
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INTRODUCTION

The aim of this study is to further an understanding of the factors
which influence people's behaviour at work., It investigates the conditions

necessary for people to experience snthusiasm and commitment,

The thesis is written in three parts,

Part I = An exploratory investigation.

Part II = A theoretical section linking the findings of ths
exploratory investigation and the main study.

Part III - The main study.

Part I (Chapters I=IV) introduces the study with a summary of
Herzberg's research and an application of his 2=factor theory of motivation
to the analysis of an organisational problem, In this exploratory survey
it was possible to measure both the motivational content of work within a
company and the attitudes of employees towards it, Herzberg's 2-factor
phenomenon was found to be replicated but only when some opinions were

suppressed.

In Part II (Chapters V=VII) this finding is interpreted in terms of
perceptual defence, While previously observed as a flaw in Herzberg's
methodology, in this study it becomes the foundation for developing the
concept of Psychological Ownership., Because this involves the notion of
self-referral, the third chapter of Part II contains a discussion of the
phenomenological nature of the study and the implications of employing the

cancept of self,

Part III (Chapters VIII=XII) investigates the relationships
hypothesised between Psychological Ownership, Autonomy and Task Commitment,
The mathodoloéy and findings are presanted. A discussion of the concept of
Psychological Ownership and its implications for management practice

concludes the study.
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CHAPTER I

HE HERZBERG STUDIES

1 Existing Problems of Measursment
2, Herzberg's Methodology
3. Herzberg's Findings and Conslusions

4, The Value of Herzberg's Theory



1o EXISTING PROBLEMS OF MEASUREMENT

In the last twenty years there has been a great deal of research
into people's attitudes to their jobs, in order to learn more of the

connection between those attitudes and motivation in the work context.

The energy which has resulted in this work has come, not only
from the scientisfs curiosity, but also from the felt need of employers
and managers to understand the way in which motivation affects
productivity, turnover, absenteeism and esmployee relations. As this
understanding has increased, so our assumptions about man and his work

behaviour have changed.

There has also been an increasing concern on the part of some
to better the lives of people in organisations for its own sake., As

Herzberg (1959) writes in his preface to Motivation to Work:

"To discover and then reinforce the kind of things which

make people happier - to discover and diminish the kinds

of things that make people unhappy = is indeed a worthy

end."

But in the face of all the data which has been collected, what
can we say with certainty about the source of man's motivation to work?

How much nearer are we to understanding what it is he seeks and what the

association is between job satisfaction, choice of job and performance?

Vroom (1964), in his book Work and Motivation cites more than

500 investigations in an attempt to draw out some consistent findings,




Research worksrs had studied moralses, job satisfaction = both generally
and specifically related to defined aspects of ths job, occupational
choice, the reasons for remaining in the job and performance, The main

conclusions he drew were thaese:

People's stated prefersnces among occupations, wers consistent

with the values or motives they expressed,

= The choice of occupation a person actually makes can be predicted

from the strength of their values or motives.

= The general job satisfaction which people express is related to
the extent to which their jobs provide those aspects which could
be assumed to be attractive to them. (pay, promotion, social

acceptance, influence etc.)

= That performance will increase if it is seen to result directly
in an increase in some factor (eg. pay) which is desirable to the

person concerned,

Sa! Problems with Measures of Job Satisfaction

Although thers is an inverse relationship between job satisfaction
on the one hand and absentesism and turnover on the other, therse is
certainly no simple relationship between job satisfaction and performance,
which is considered by some to be the outward manifestation in behaviour
of the presencs of a motive or motives. If anything this latter

relationship is weakly nsegative,



Vroom quotes Brayfield and Crockett (1955) as concluding:

"In summary, it appears that there is little svidence in
the available literature that employee attitudes of the
type usually measured in morale surveys bear any simple =
or, for that matter appreciable = relationship to

performance on the job,."

In view of the wide use of job satisfaction as a measurs, it is

disappointing to find that the subssquent results are not very stable

(Herzberg 1959). There are a number of gemeral problems with this

approach, studies of occupational choice and job satisfaction have

usually been carried out separately; attitudes have been studied

independently of ths effects they produce and the possible effects of

the environment have often been ignored.

There are also specific problems encountered when considering

the validity of job attitude measures. For sxample:

Satisfaction with one aspect of the job may mean the person is

indifferent to its absence,

Most methods involve the respondent choosing from or reacting to,

categories defined by an interviewer,

People differ in what they find satisfying and the degqree to which
they are satisfied with any given aspect of their work depends on
previous experiencs, the current situation, and their valus
system, affacted in turn by what is accepted in the culture as a
whole. If attraction to finmancial gain is frowned upon, an

individual's expression of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with



that gain may be inhibited,

= In the same way, a persaon is influenced by the group te which he
or she belongs and by other groups with which their own can be

compared.

= Respondents are not necessarily aware of the specific factors in
a situation which are responsible for the satisfaction = or lack

of it = which they feel,

= Finally there is the halo effect, Satisfaction or dissatisfaction

with one factor may colour the respondent®s perception of others,

All these factors will affect what people feel or express to be

their prefsrences in the work situation.

(b) Job Satisfaction and Motivation

But why are investigators interested in measuring job satisfaction
as a way of learning about motivation? The rationale can be assumed to
be that job satisfaction will be an index of the strength of relevant
motivational characteristics (needs). Yet Vroom (1964) points out that
most investigators begin by making over-simplified assumptions about
the nature of respondents needs and therefore about those factors which
will be experienced as reward or punishment. The assumption most
commonly found is that job satisfaction is related to the difference
between the strength of a need and the degree to which that same need

is met in the job environment - fha 'subtractive' model.



The fact that different psople respond differently to the same
environment means that needs cannot be looked at so simply., The
relationship is probably a more complex interaction between ths job and
the personality of the individual than the 'subtractive’ model suggests.
But perscnality variables have played little part in research, It has
been assumed that differences in job satisfaction must have been caused
by differences in the work environment. This does not allow for
variance in values, motives and levels of competence between differant

people,

(c) Summary of the Situation Pre-Herzberg

Looking at the main methods available to the researcher we have:
= Subjective reports, with the difficulties summarised abovs.

- Inferences from bshaviour, with the problem that any single act
of behaviour may be the result of diffsrent motives and often

more than one motive,

- Projective techniques with ths dangers of experimenter bias in

interpretation.

It is perhaps no surprise therefore, that thare are numerous
studies showing little correiation between expressed attitudes and actual
behaviour, or betwsen behaviour and expressed desires. It is difficult
to control for variables in the individual on the one hand and his

environment on the other, without making either seem disconnected,



As Vroom (1964) observes:

"Traditionally, industrial and occupational psychologists
have focussed on the accummulation of empirical observations
and neglected the contribution of theory ... Instsad of
contributing to the construction of permanent edifice of
knowledgs; most additions to the morass of existing data
only seem to increase our respect for the complexity of
human behaviour and to emphasise our inability to achieve

any lasting understanding of it."

It is against this background that some investigators have
searchaed for new methods in order to build up a more reliable picture
of the sources of motivation in work., Probably the most influential
study of the 1960's was that of Frederick Herzberg at Western Reserve

University, Ohio.

2, HERZBERG'S METHODOLOGY

Herzberg wished to study what he described as the Factors—
Attitudes=Effects (F=A=E) complex, in contrast to the many previous
studies which had looked at these aspects in a disconnected, fragmentary
way, He determined to study this at an individual level, rather than
on the basis of groups in the population having some aspect of the
F=A=E complex in common,

"That isy, an attempt should be made to note, individual by
individual, how given kinds of factors lead to high or low

morale and the conssquences of the morale state as indicated

by various criterion measures." (Herzberg 1959)

The method he used was the critical incident approach, in which
he requested the respondent, in an intervisw, to recall incidents in his
working life which he remembered as giving rise to good or bad feelings.

The questions he asked wers:



"Think of a time when you felt exceptionally good or

exceptionally bad about your job, either your present job

or any other job you have had. This can be either the

'long=-range' or the 'shorterange' kind of situation; as I

have just described it, Tell me what happened,'
Whether the respondent chose the 'good! or 'bad' time first, he was then
asked to describe the situation giving rise to the opposite feeling.
Respondents were also questioned about the duration of the fesling, how

long ago the event had occurred, why they felt the way they did, and the

affects it had had on their job performance.

Three aims were accomplished by this method:

= Instead of obtaining satisfaction measures for the job in general,
the respondent was able to cite his own events as causes of job
satisfaction and job dissatisfaction, as different types of

Ooccurrence,

= Rather than obtain a static measure of satisfaction for any aspect
of the job at a given time, Herzberg looked particularly for

events which had resulted in a change of attitude or feeling about

the job.

= A list of job categories was built up from coding the responsss
to the open-snded questions, rather than defining them before the

study was carried out.

3. HERZBERG'S FINDINGS AND CDNCLUSIONS

(a) Satisfaction is Two=Dimensional

It had usually been assumed that a given factor in a person's work



could be the cause of satisfaction or dissatisfaction. So for example,
the degree of security a psrson felt he had could produce a range of
feelings from extreme dissatisfaction by its absence to extreme

satisfaction by its being gquaranteed.

Herzberg's findings did not indicate such a continuum but rather
a dichotomy. Certain factors appeared to cause satisfaction by their
prasence but not necessarily to cause dissatisfaction by their absence,
Conversely, a second group of factors were a cause of dissatisfaction
when they were absent but their presence merely removed this
dissatisfaction, it did not create any positive feelings. So it seemed
as though job feelings were not oppositss, but could be grouped as

positive factors and negative ones. Herzberg (1968) makes this summary:

"Two essential findings were derived from this study,.

First, the factors involved in producing job satisfaction
were geparate and distinct from the factors that led to

Jjob dissatisfaction. Since separate factors needed to be
considered, depending on whether job satisfaction or job
dissatisfaction was involved, it followed that thsse two
feslings were not the obverse of sach other. Thus the
oppasite of job satisfaction would not be job dissatisfaction,
but rather no job satisfaction; similarly, the opposite of
Jjob dissatisfaction is no job dissatisfaction, not satisfaction
with one's job, The fact that job satisfaction is made up

of two unipolar traits is not unique, but it remains a

difficult concept to grasp."

(b) The Two Sets_of Factors Represented Extrinsic and Intrinsic

Categories of the Work Situation

Herzberg found that:



Satisfiers were all things inherent in the job itself (Intrinsic),

they were part of the job content.

He called these MOTIVATORS to

denote that they were a source of increased performance and

favourable attitudes to work.

Dissatisfiers were all facets of the environment in which the work

was carried out (Extrinsic),

These Herzberg called HYGEINE factors.

Figure 1. illustrates the job factors identified by Herzberg and the

way in which they were related to satisfaction and dissatisfaction,

Figqure 1.
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(c) The Duration_of the Effect

In genseral Motivators seem to affect the individual for a longer
period of time, Herzberg hypothesised that one implication of this was
that attention would have to be paid frequently to the lsvel of Hygeine
factors. Industrial relations history would, as Paul (1970) points out,

bear witness to this nseed,

(d) The Relationship between Motivator and Hygeine Factors

Motivators have maximum effect in the absence of any dissatisfaction
caused by inadequaciss in Hygeine factors, If however causes of
dissatisfaction are present, their effect tends to be overridden by the
presence of Motivators. Myers' work (1964), suggests that if the jab
is low in Motivators the worker becomes precccupied with Hygeine factors
and this may show itself in the form of industrial strife and general
disgruntlement, Alternatively, if Motivators are present, Hygseine

factors have little effect on levels of satisfaction,

(e) Support from Other Research

Since Herzberg's original study (1959) with accountants and
engineers, remarkably similar findings have been drawn from research work
using his method with both sexes, at all levels of work, in diffserant
professions, in different industrial environments and on both sides of
the Iron Curtain. With some minor differences, it appears that when his
methods are used, and the setting is business or industry, the same

results are obtained.* In fact Herzberg's method produces this pattern

#For a summary of supportive studies see Southgate 1969,
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of results with such constancy that in teaching seminars, the two questions

can be used as a technique for demonstrating the thsory,

4, THE VALUE OF HERZBERG'S THEORY

Herzberg's claim to have produced a theory of motivation applicable
to all situation may be questioned, as the research was conducted in a
specific setting.:

"My task is to offer a definition of man's total needs -

one that I have found within the world of work." (Herzberg 1959)
His ressarch has however played an important part in encouraging both
managers and management theorists to examine the role aof the intrinsic
factors, whereas previously such factors had not received as much attention
as had salary or social needs for example, This shift in emphasis has
also led to increased efforts in improving the amount of interest and

challenge which people have in their work. (Paul and Robertson 1970)

A further contribution of Herzberg's study is that in using the
critical incident technique, researcher-=bias is reduced in that the
categories emerge from descriptions of the actual situations, rather

than from previous theories or opinions.

Job satisfaction measures may, after all, be a reliable way of
investigating motivation, and perhaps the presvious difficulties encountersd,
were because job factors had been regarded as having the same nature,

rather than as forming the dichotomy which Herzberg illustrated.
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If, as Herzberg claims, his results are valid, Motivators are
those factors to which a man responds in a positive sense and are a
reliable indicator of his needs., The implications of this are that for
the good of the individual and for the ultimate benefit of the
organisation of which he is a member, these are the factors which should,
as much as possible, be made a significant feature of the task on which

he works,
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1o BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

In December 1967 work began on an attitude survey carried out on
bshalf of the Durham University Business School in a local oil terminal.

The study was completed in March 1968,

The function of the terminal was to store refined oils brought
in from the company's refineries by sea tanker for later distribution
to industries and petrol stations in the North East of England by road

and rail, There were 109 employess:

Staff - managerial and clerical 25
Plant operatives 27
Tanker drivers 57

The types of work carried out at the terminal were as follows:

Supervisors

First line supervisors had traditionally been promoted from the
ranks, a practice which seemed to be disappearing as the role of
supervisor was increasingly being used as a training ground for graduates
with higher management positions in view, The supervisors, whether of
the drivers or of the plant operatives, worked shifts with their men and

were the formal link bstween them and higher managemant,

Plant ogperatives

The plant, which covered unloading, storage and filling facilities,
was manned 24 hours a day in two twelve=hour shifts, Apart from the
shift gangs, the work forece was supplemented by day workers. The duties

af the plant operatives included maintenance of the vehicles and the
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plant facilities and the process of unleoading and storage from sea=
tankers., The plant was mainly in the open and uncovered. More technical
skills were required of plant operatives initially than of drivers, who

could be a "milk float driver today and a tanker driver tomorrou'.

Drivers

Each driver began wark by collecting his instruections fer which
customers he should visit and by what route. After checking his vehicle
he was then on his own for the day unless something went wrong, in which
case he could 'phone in for help or advice. DOrivers worked two shiftsy
from 6.0 a,ms till 2.0 p.m. or 2.0 pem, till 10,0 p.m., Or wers classed

as day-drivers,

2. THE REASON FOR _THE SURVEY

(2) On the Company's Part

The company had, two years previously, entered into a productivity
agresment affecting drivers and plant operatives, It was of a usual form,
in that some restrictive practices were rslinquished in exchange for
increased pay. There had been some important changes in the drivers!
job since the Agreement was introduced. Their routes were planned with
to~the=minute schedules, This cut down the time they used to be able to
spend in conversation with their supervisors and with other transport

drivers in road cafes.

More specifically drivers no longer had mates, they did the sams
amount of work but in less time, cutting overtime down to a minimum, and

were paid more. In the event of finishing early, they had agrsed to bs
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given alternative work around the plant, though this measure rarely

seemed to be put into effect.

In more general terms, it had been hoped that relationships with
management would improve and it was intended that the men would be more
flexibley, in being prepared to do work outside their main job description

if the situation required it.

S5ince the Agresment howsver, it was felt by management that only
the clearly defined changes, such as pay and hours worked, had in fact
occurred, but that areas left to trust and exhortation had not
materialised. 1In fact the general mood of the hourly paid people was
not as good as it was before the Agreement had been signed. As the
terminal manager put it:

"Even though they are getting more money and the system

is more efficient it has become more obvious that there

isn't the same goodwill and feeling that there used to

be betwsen the company and ths drivers. Rows occur over

little things = they're just not behind us like they used

to be, It's happened gradually but it's there all right."

And at the company headquarters we were told that the men were
dissatisfied with the Unions because they felt that the Agresment had

not represented their own needs. Overall, it was felt that there had been
no real philosophy underlying the Agreement and thsrefore no forward
planning., There was to be a new agreement and there was concern this

time that it should be designed with the employse's needs and opinions

more in mind,
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Some other pressing factors were rsvealed. The company's profits
had declined sharply over the last three years, yst the employees vieswed
the company as a 'bottomless wsll!' financially, At least, that was
management's perception of the smployees' attituds. Also the company
was 'strike-shy?! and the men knsw it, as in the past, management had
given away considerable concessions without gaining much in return,

The hourly paid workers were realising, some of them perhaps for the

first time, that restrictive practices had a market valua.

With this recent history the company was anxious to be more in
touch with the attitudes of its employess to the new agresment, to
management and to their jobs, More specifically, these were some of the

guestions to which answers would be scughts

What was the men's interpretation of the Agreement?

- What was their attitude to flexibility?

~ How could they be given (and would they welcome) more responsibility?
= Did they want promotion?

~ What were their sources of satisfaction and how did the Agreement

contribute, or fail to contribute to this?

It was this last area aof questioning which provided an opportunity to

test out Herzberg's framework,

(b) The Opportunities Presented by the Study — The Research Interests

The situation at the oil terminal provided an opportunity to study
both the working environment and people's responses to it, particularly

in the light of the changes that had recently occurred as a result of the
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productivity agreemsent.

Using both a directive and non-=directive approach, it was
proposed to obtain opinions about specific aspects of the job and the
company and to see what emerged from such open-ended questions as
‘What do you like most about your job?' Using Herzberg's categories
and his motivational theory as a frame of reference, it was of interest
to ses whether his views would be confirmed by the replies given in the
light of the environment in which these people worked; or whethser thers
would bs alternative explanations for the results, even if they were
apparently consistent with Herzbsrq's assumptions. It would also be
possible to look for differences between the two occupational groups

working on the site, drivers and plant operatives,

These then, were the questions of interest:

= How complete were Herzberg's categoriss as a frame of reference?
= Was the productivity agreement Hygeine or Motivator oriented?
- UWhat were the lsvels of Hygeine or Motivator factors in various

jobs as indicated by the satisfaction of the people with them?

= Given these levels, would pesople's reaction to their environment

confirm or disconfirm Herzberg's theory of motivation?

= Even if the responses apparently confirmed the theory, would the
nature of the men's jobs offer alternative explanations for their

responses?

3, METHOOOLOGY

After the preliminary discussions with higher management it was

decided to conduct ths survey by interview. The questions were opsn-=ended
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and care was taken to be non-directive in probing further aor, where
specific and directed probes were mads, they were standardised. The

three areas of enquiry wers:

(i) The Productivity Agreement: An analysis of what it had added

to or subtracted from the job in Motivator and Hygeine factors.

(ii) The Work Itself: Using the same framework for analysis, to build

up a picturs of the quality of the work and working environment for the

drivers and plant opseratives,.

(iii) Sources of Job Satisfaction: To examine Herzberg's theory and

methodology by using open-ended questions and analysing the results in

the light of (ii) above.

The questions asked were first pre-tested on a small group of
employees, Those relevant to this preliminary study are contained in
Appendix A, Some were specifically related to various aspects of the
Agreement or the work and people's associated feelings. The questions
used to investigate 'sources of satisfaction' were open~ended and tuwo

were of the critical incident type. (see questions 14-19, Appendix A)

The critical incident questions were of especial interest., In
asking, for example, 'What is it makes you feel you have had a really good
day?', the level of various factors in ths job at present was controlled.

As with Herzberg's questions, a person could cite 'achievement' even if

it occurred but rarely, and would not therefore appear as a general source
of satisfaction in answer to other questions such as 'What do you like

about your job?'. The sourcss of satisfaction could thereby be investigated
independently of the current quality of each individual's working

environment,
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1. AN ANALYSIS OF THE AGREEMENT IN MOTIVATOR=HYGEINE TERMS

In general, it appeared that the productivity deal focussed on
the Hygeine aspects of the work, In this respect it was not dissimilar
from other productivity deals., The main benefits to the employees were
to be better pay and shorter hours. The aim was to tidy up a situation
where previously overtime, though non-productive, was maintained by the
employees as a boost to their incomes and was used by management in

attracting new recruits,

But some valued aspects of the job were diminished. 8ecause of
the tighter scheduling of routes, it was no longer possible for the
drivers to meet in transport cafes, which had been ons of the few times
in the day when they could talk to each other. Nor was there enough
time for them to talk to colleagues and supervisors back in the depot.
It meant too, that whereas a driver had been able to use his own
initiative in planning his routes and dealing with unforeseen difficulties
that occurred, his planning was now done faor him and he was required to
ring in to the planners in the esvent of some unprecedented occurrence

(a garage being closed, for example).

So the Agreement, while it raised the level of some Hygeine factors,
took away others (social) and reduced the Motivator content (responsibility).
There was subsequently little svidence that it had done anything to
increase the intrinsic satisfaction of the job itself. What the

Agreement gave or failed to give is summarised in Tables 3.1 and 3.2,
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Table 3.1. What Peopls Liked about the Agregement: Percentages of
Respondent Groups Who Cited EFach Factor

Drivers Plant
Money 79 82
Better hours 49 22
More leisure time 28 15
Can get on with the work 14 15
Flexibility c 15
Shifts o 19

Table 3.2, What People Disliked about the Agreement: Percentages of
Respondent Groups Who Cited Each Factor

Drivers Plant
Nothing 32 56
Schedules 39 4]
Trivial jobs 11 7
Lack of promotion 0 11

These results confirmed the genesral impression described above. No one
mentioned Motivators as benefits because they were not a feature of the
Agreement, the smphasis being on Hygeine factors., It is also interesting
that the lack of Motivators was not reflected in the 'dislikes' expressed

by the drivers.
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2, THE WORK ITSELF

Using Herzberg's categories, the replies of both drivers and
plant personnsl to specific questions about the various aspects of their
jobs, were analysed for fMotivator and Hygeine content. The results arse

presented in Table 3,3,

Table 3,3. Analysis of the Work Itself

Percentage of favourable responses

Hygeine Factors Drivers Plant
Attitude to the company and its policy a0 67%
Pay 79 82
Degree of supervision 91 86
Confidence in supervision 63 85%
Working relationships 63 67
Status 91 74+#
Security 65 85#*
Working conditions 89 74

Motivators
Responsibility 35 52
Recognition 18 56*%
The work itself 30 46
Opportunity for advancement 30 11

#Difference between occupational groups significant at the .05 level.
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a Hygeine Factors

Both groups seemed content with the Hygeine aspects of their
jobs. They enjoyed working for the company, felt secure and were pleased
with both the physical conditions and the amount of supervision they
received, There were some differences howsver., The plant people had
more confidence in their supervisors than the drivers did and this seemsd
to be due to the amount of time supervisors were able to spend with
their men. The new Agreement had not helped the transport supsrvisors

in this respect.

On the other hand, the plant personnel felt left out of things
and lacking in status., This was because in the past the drivers had
besen the more demanding of the two groups and consaqusntly most attention
had besn paid to them: the new Agreement was aimed primarily at the

drivers and they had mors direct access to higher management,

Even allowing for these differences there was gensral satisfaction
with Hygeine factors, especially when compared with how people felt

about the Motivator content of their jobs.

(b) Motivators

Opinions about these factors highlighted the deficiencies of the
job. The percentage of people giving favourable replies was uniformly

lower than it had been for Hygeine aspects,

The drivers were dissatisfied with the type of work they had to

da, their opportunities for promotion and the amount of responsibility
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they held,

"When problems crop up, I'd like a free hand to sort it

out myself ... but it has to be taken to the supervisors."
They were particularly unhappy with the recognition they received.
(Only 18% favourable responses)

"You don't know when you've done a good job, you only know

you've done a bad one when you get jumped on."

The plant psrsonnsl wers also less content with Motivators than
they had been with the Hygeine factors. Only 46% seemed to enjoy the
work they had to do and as few as 11% were satisfied with promotion
prospects,

"There's no opportunity for progress, I can only see a

blank wall ahead of me."

It seemed then that the jobs met the requiremsents for Hygsine
factors well but did little to provide the level of Motivators which,
as Herzberg maintains, are the source of productive snergy. The
Agresment had been partly responsible for this picture., It was possible
to see some indication of the gensral level of satisfaction in that 45%
of plant personnel had considered moving in the previous six months,
compared with only 9% of drivers, Also, significantly more plant

personnel than drivers felt they had suffered through the Agresment,

These findings had provided a motivational profile of the work
and working environment., The next section summarises the way in which
answers to less specific questions reflected this high=Hygeine, low=-
Motivator situation, and the degree to which Herzberg's 2-factor

phenomenon was demonstrated.
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3, SOURCES OF J0B SATISFACTION

The non=specific questions, six in all, occurred in the middle
of the questionnaire but in this section have been numbered 1=6 for
convenience, The incidence of the various job categories was expressed
as the frequency with which the item occurred in responses to a given
question. An individual could be scored for any number of distinct
categories but with a maximum score of 1 for any given category. So,
for example, a psrson could only score 1 for achievement, but could
also score 1 for recognition. The frequency counts were not converted
into percentages, This was unnecessary as scores which were compared
came from an equal size of sampley, and moreover percentages were felt

to be misleading if the sample size was small,

The statistic computed was the binomial test because the data
comprises a nominal scale and because it is implicit in Herzberg's
interpretation of his results that a significant finding in Hygeine-
Motivator distributiony, is one which diverges from a 1:1 ratio between
satisfaction and dissatisfaction. For questions 1-4 a two-tailed test
is used as it was uncertain what the direction of the results would be,
In questions 5 and 6 however, the critical incident gquestions, direction

was predicted and so a one-tailed test was applied.

ga! Likes and Dislikes

Question 1. What do you like most about your job?

Question 2, What do you dislike most about your job?

It is possible to anticipate what people would find satisfying or

dissatisfying about their work from the tables constructed earlisr from
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their replies to the more direct questions, 5o for example, in the case
of the drivers, while Hygeine factors seemed to be well represented,
Motivators were not, especially Recognition, Advancement and Responsibility.
In the same way predictions could be made faor the plant personnel, But
do the responses to these less specific questions reflect the strengths
and weaknesses of the job, or do they reveal more about the degree to
which a person is aware of different factors as sourcss of satisfaction
or dissatisfaction, as demonstrated by the 2=factor phenomenon? In fact
for the drivers, the Motivators, Work Itself and Responsibility, behave
as would be expected from Herzberg's theory, as do the Hygeine factors,
Working Conditions and Company Policy. However, Security and Social
Relationships do not. (See Appendix B) Table 3.4 summarises thess

results for the two groups of factors.

Table 3.4. Frequency of Occurrence of Motivators and Hygeine Factors in
Responses to the Questions on Likes and Dislikes

ource of Dislikes Sgurce of Likes

40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40

| ' | | [ 1 |
Drivers 1 Motivators |37
397 Hygeine Factors 30
' |
(p<.001) (nese)
| ] |
Plant 7| Motivators h3
14| Hygeine Factors |14
! |
(nese) (nesa)
l |
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The most significant finding is that Motivators do not stand out
as 'dislikes', even though, espscially in the case of ths drivers, there
was considerable dissatisfaction expressed when they were asked specifically
about Recognition, Responsibility and Advancement. Also, the Hygeine
factors Pay, Status and Company Policy were not cited any more as 'likes'
than 'dislikes' even though previous direct questions had shown that

people were pleassd with thess aspects of their jobs,

The results of these guestions thus provide partial support for
Herzberg's theory, but there is some doubt, especially in the light of
the picture of the work already built up, whether his explanation of

the dichotomy is the only one.

It could be said that Motivators were absent as sxpressed sources
of dissatisfaction in these open=ended questions because the nesd for
them had not been aroused. For example, Responsibility as a motive
could remain as a potential for an individual, unless it had been aroused
by his being given it or by his seeing others being given it. Patchen
(1958) showed that a person's satisfaction will depend on how hs compares
his lot with relevant others. This could sxplain why the drivers did
not volunteer dissatisfaction with promotion prospects - their peers

were Just as badly off,

Similarly a worker may not expsct promotion because it has formed
no part of his previous experience, so he does not see it as a realistic
possibility, Patchen refers to this as the 'objective standard', as
opposed to the 'normative standard! in relation to comparisons with other

groups, Kelley (1951) showed that people were less concerned about the
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low status of their job if they did not see mobility as a realistic

expactation,

Whichever of these sxplanations is the true one, these results
do suggest that this non-specific type of question may be of doubtful
validity., Because intrinsic factors ars absent in responses to guestions
about ‘dislikes', it doss not necessarily mean that they are present in

the person's job,

(b) Sources of Satisfaction and Desires for Change

Question 3, Is your job a major source of satisfaction in

your life?

Question 4, 1s thers one thing you would like to change to

make your job more satisfying?

These two questions were an alternative form of the satisfaction=-
dissatisfaction dichotomy, in that in thinking of objects for change,
a person is likely to refer to those aspects of his job with which he
feels dissatisfied. The first of these questions identifies what the
job contains or would have to contain, for it to be a major source of
satisfaction, Asking the question in this way, focussing on satisfaction
whether currently present or absent, is qualitatively different from
asking about sources of dissatisfaction, When the results of questions
3 and 4 are analysed for Motivators and Hygeine factors (see Table 3,5),
the 2=factor phenomenon is seen more clearly than it was in the first
two questions. Three out of the four comparisons are statistically

significant.
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Tabls 3.5. Frequency of Occurrsnce of Motivaetors and Hygeine Factors
in Responses to Questions 3 and 4.

Objects of changse Saurces of satisfaction
(Question 4) (Question 3)

40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40
l L [ |
Drivers 5[?7 Motivators |29

37L7 Hygeine Facters |17
|
(p$.001) (no?o)

Plant 3[_ Nnts._J15

1?[Hyg. Fact: W

(pf.01) ‘ (p(.?ﬁ)

The weight drivers give to Hygeine factors as potential or actual
sources of satisfaction is the one result which does not rsplicate
Herzberg's findings. And yet it may still be explained from his theory.
The drivers may, in Herzberg's terms, be 'Hygsine seskers! in that they
are preoccupied with the extrinsic aspects of their jobs, This is
consistent with the picture of their work which was constructed from the
earlier and specific questions. As Myers (1964) observes:

"An environment rich in opportunities for satisfying
motivation needs leads to motivation=-seeking habits, and

a job sparse in motivation opportunities encourages

preoccupation with maintenance (Hygeine) factors."
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A final comment about the frequency of extrinsic factors in the
responses to the question on ‘change’, Here too there is an alternative
explanation for the findings, in the natural inclination to identify
"the company' as a targat for change rather than one's self., This
possibility becomes the main point of departure for Part Il of this

thesis,

(c) Good Days and Bad Days

Question 5, What is it which makes you feel you havs

had a really good day?

Question 6, What is the sort of thing which makes you

glad when the day is over?

Both questions ussd the critical incident technique to test
whether they could replicate the 2=factor phenomenon in the context
of the working day, It was predicted that there would be a prefsrence
for Motivators in answers about 'good days', and for Hygeine factors

in answers about 'bad days',

The results in Tabls 3,6 parallel Herzberg's findings in the
case of the plant personnel but not in the case of the drivers., With
the drivers, although the description of bad days reflected the predicted
emphasis on Hygeine factors, the answers about good days also contain
more references to Hygeine factors than to Motivators. This is exactly
the pattern which had emerged from the two previous sets of questions.
Some qualifications could be made in that Weather, Scenery and Social
Relationships, all coded as Hygeins factors, ars a much greater part of
the actual job the driver has to do, than is the case for the plant

waorker,
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Table 3.6. Frequency of Occurrence of Motivators and Hygeine Factors
in Responses to Questions on ‘Good' and 'Bad’ Days.

Bad days Good days
40___3p 20 10 0O 10 20 30 40
Drivers 1| Ach, (<]US)
1 Work itself n!s.)
!
1ﬂ Social 181. sl (nes.)
41I__\Ugrﬁjng conditions ]I? (<.01)
2[iprob{em f‘rele o (<!001)
2«41%—)'%!
oo |
45¢ ‘ [(5<.G07) valgne IFac:tml‘s o) [ ;, 42
i !
Plant 1 Ach, 4 (<.001)
21[ Working cond. 3 (<.001)
Ge ! Motse  ,16
23€:Tyg. F?ctors 3
(p<.001) (p<.01)

Another finding of interest is that Achievement figures much more
prominently in all groups than it did in responses to other questions,
This illustrates the way in which a critical incident type of question
controls for the level of a factor in the present work situation, and
identifies more clearly the effect of that factar on an individual, So
that even if a driver has little opportunity for Achievement, if he has

any opportunity at all, he can recall this as a source of good feelings,



31

This demonstrates how Herzberg's method reveals mors about ths respondent,

than it does about his work or working environment.

The ‘Troubls-Free' Phenomenon

This was a factor which was hard to code with Herzberg's
categories, It is illustrated by the descriptions drivers gave for
what makes a ‘good day'.

"When the day runs smoothly, no difficulties in drops,

When everything's gone right."

"No stoppages and 1 get through a falr day's work with a

minimum of effort,"

Sixty=two per cent of the drivers gave similar responses. This
illustrates the effect of an environment scarce in Motivator opportunities,
on the people who work in it, There is a clear distinction between the
problem-averse attitude which these quotations illustrate and the more
achievement=oriented attitude where problems are a source of challenge
and therefore paotentially, of satisfaction and fulfilment., One attitude
axpresses an avoidance of anything which threatens the uneventful, routine,
mechanically performed task., The other implies an attraction to using
initiative and experiencing success, This is illustrated by a plant
operator's answer to the same question.

“When you've been very busy, ... one or two problems and

you've sorted them out., You go away contented, you fsel

you've achieved something.,"

There are obvious implications here for the employer or manager,
If it is desirable for the effectiveness of the company, that the individual
sesks achievement and responsibility, then by denying him the opportunities

for this, the man may ultimately avoid situations which challenge him or



32

call for the development and use of his skills or initiative, If this
is what the working conditions produce, then human potential is wasted,
With the drivers, problems were not a challenge, they were 'trouble’

and the social norm was to avoid them,

To summarise, the responses to the six non-specific questions

have demonstrated three main points:

(i) That the 2=factor phenomenon is replicable by other than

Herzberg's questions,

(ii) It occurs when some negative feelings known to exist, are

not expressed.

(iii) 1In this company, Hygeine factors play a major part in

the working lives of the drivers,

These points will be discussed in the next and final chapter of

Part 1,
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1, SUPPORT FOR HERZBERG'S THEORY

The study in the o0il terminal provided an opportunity to ask
different questions of the same groups of peaple and compare the
patterns of responses, This type of comparison, as Vroom (1964) points

out, is not common in the literature,

{(a) The 2-Factor Phenomenon

The results of the non-specific questions do provide some support
for Herzberg's visw that job satisfaction should not be considered as a
unidimensional scale but as a dichotomy., Some factors are associated
primarily with positive feelings towards the job and others with negative
feelings., Factors which are sources of satisfaction are more liksely to
be Motivators (eg. Achievement, Recognition) and those which prove to
be sources of dissatisfaction are more likely to be Hygeine factors

(eg. Company Policy, Working Conditions).

gb! Hygeine-~-Seekers

Perhaps the clearest illustration of Herzbsrg's theory is seen
in the different responses of drivers and plant workers in demonstrating
the effect of the total working environment on people's attitudes. When

the drivers® responses were analysed it was sesn that:

= Hygeine factors were cited as frequently as Motivators as sources

of satisfaction.

= Hygeine factors werse predominant as sources of good or bad feelings

in answers to the critical incident questions,

= [Good days uwere 'trouble-~free' days,
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The drivers appear to illustrate the attitude which Herzberg
describes as 'Hygeine=seeking', the result of working in an snvironment
which emphasises extrinsic rather than intrinsic factors. In this
situation people learn to respond positively to Hygeine factors and are

described by Herzberg as having the following characteristicss#
(i) They are motivated by the nature of the environment,

(ii) They show chronic and heightened dissatisfaction with
aspects of the job context (eg. Salary, Security, Physical

Working Conditions).

(iii) They over-react with satisfaction to improvement in

Hygeine factors, but only for a short tims,

(iv) They over-react with dissatisfaction when Hygeine factors

are not improved,

(v) They show little interest in the kind and quality of work

they do.

The attitudes of these men, in the light of the analysis made of
the work and productivity agreement, supports this distinction Herzbserg
makes concerning the sffect which extrinsic factors have on work behaviour,
in contrast to that of intrinsic factors. In the long term it is likely
that the individual bscomes a victim of the stereotype which he is helping
to perpstuate, ;n that this behaviour may cause his manager to create for
him a Hygeine-~dominated job and ultimately he may even come to believe

himself incapabls of accepting challenge or responsibility,

#Adapted from a table by Herzberg (1959).
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2, HERZBERG'S CONTRIBUTION

There have besen earlier theorists who have shown equivalent, if
not precursory, views to that of the 2=factor concept of motivation. 1In
particular, humanistic psychologists such as Fromm, Allport and Maslow
found it difficult to accept motivation as a universal process of tension

reduction,

Fromm (1942) drew the distinction between powerful drives which
are the 'creative function of socisty' and other, basic needs 'to satisfy
the physiologically conditioned drives and the necessity to avoid isolation
and moral aloneness', Allport (1955) also postulated two types of motive:

"Deficit motives do, in fact, call for the reduction of tension

and restoration of squilibrium. Growth motives, on the other

hand, maintain tension in the interest of distant and often

unattainable goals,."

These viesws are similar to the dichotomy of motives which Herzberg
postulates, In particular, fMaslow's description of 'dseficiency-need=-
gratification-bent' individuals, in contrast to those who are 'growthe
dominated'y, is a close parallel to the Hygeine-Motivator concept.
Herzberg's contribution is that he demonstrated this 2-factor distinction
in studying behaviour at work, which seemed to answer some of thse

difficulties encountered in using unidimensional models of job satisfactiaon,

3o LIMITATIONS OF THE THEORY

(a) The Categories

The categories which resulted from Herzberg's content analysis

provide a useful framework which is near complete in ths industrial context,
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although thers are some needs; such as power, which are not explicitly
represented, But the distinction between Motivator and Hygeine factors
depends on a delineation between cateqories which is not realistic.
Reference has already been made to the diffsrence in importance of a
factor like Social Relationships, depending on the type of occupation
(pe 29). Another factor classed by Herzberg as Hygeine is Salary, which
he maintains can only satisfy avoidance needs, This neglects the
importance of the individual's life outside his work. Money is not a
goal but a means by which a number of goals may be attained, and some of
these goals may represent self=fulfilment for the individual., Moreover,
as French (1955) has demonstrated, extrinsic rewards differ in their
incentive power for different people. Ffor low achievers they are an
incentive, but 1less so for high achievers., On the other hand McClelland
(1962), stresses the importance of financial gain to the high achiever
in the industrial setting, as concrete evidence to him of the degree of
his accomplishment. Money can therefore be an important sign of

recognition to the individual and as such could be classed as a Motivator.

Advancement or Promotion are also more complex than Herzberg allows,
It is unrealistic to think of them only as 'needs', as something to be
attainéd for their own sake. Promotion represents a transfer from one
organisational state to another and this transfer may represent an increase
in salary, self-esteem, status, recognition or a move to more interesting

work,

(b) Allowance for Individual Differsnces

Herzberg sees the category ‘'Achiesvemsnt! as including all ‘growth

potential' and quotes Jung in support of this view.
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"The supreme goal of man is to fulfil himself as a creative
unique individual according to his own innate potentialities

and within the limits of reality."™ (In Herzberg 1968)

But Herzberg's categories and theory do not reflect a view of fulfilment
as broad as this quotation would allow. His theory is developed from
data collected in the industrial setting and is strongly achisvement
oriented. Yet Achievement, as McClelland (19671) has amply demonstrated,
is only one way in which an individual can fulfil himsslf, others being
Affiliation and Power., As already mentioned, the Powser motive is
scarcely represented in Herzberg's coding and Affiliation is relegated
to the status of a Hygeine factor. In fact Herzberg's view is that people
who are concerned about interpersonal relationships are motivationally
'gsick's This all seems to assume that the optimum state is one in which
people are motivated to achieve, and that to be preeccupied with

interpersonal relationships is to be overly concerned with Hygeine,

If it is assumed that individuals have different motives and
respond differently to the same job factor (Graen 1968), then a person
who is seeking affiliation can be regarded as being as creativs or as
expressive as a person who strives for achievement., Their motivational
‘ensrgy! is being channelled in a different way., Southgate's study (1969)
is of particular importance in this respect. He predicted that responses
to Herzberg's questions would vary according to the social context in
which the incidents occurred. For example, Affiliation only behaved as
a Hygeine factor in hisrarchical situations, but as a Motivator if the

context was 'democratic', as in the family or a 'T-group'.
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The implication of this work is that the social context cannot
be ignored in generalisations about the importance of various factors,
It is reasonable to suppose that people are attracted to a work context
of say, a democratic type because their motivational disposition is
different from someone who prefers a hierarchical situation., Affiliation
in one context may have an equivalent motive power of achievement in the

othery, and so both factors may behave as Motivators,

4, THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SUPPRESSED DATA

The findings of this study support the view that Herzberg's
2-factor theory, while it may have some coding defects, has been valuable
in increasing our understanding about which factors are experienced by

people as sources of good feelings about their work.

It suggests that levels of performance and sources of motivation
can be more reliably predicted from job satisfaction measures when they
are assumed to reflect an underlying dichotomy and when the effect on
responses of the immediate environment is controlled by using a critical

incident technique.

But perhaps the most intriguing aspect of the results, has bsen

that the emergence of the 2-factor phenomenon in the analysis of

responses to open—ended, non-specific questions, seems dependent on

certain information being suppressed.

A particular advantage of the o0il terminal study was that it
enabled an examination of theses responses, having identified in some

detail what the strengths and weaknesses of the working environment were.
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It was seen that some factors, though poorly represented in the jobs of
the people interviewed, were not volunteered as sources of dissatisfaction,
when from specific questions it was clear that people were unhappy with

them,

The question which this leaves, and from which the ressarch

continues is this:

What is the source of the fMotivator-Hygeine pattern in
responses? Is this in fact a reflection of some motivational
characteristic, or does it say more about the problems of

the method used than of the behaviour it is designed to

investigate?
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1, INVESTIGATIONS TO CONFIRM HERZBERG'S FINDINGS

The results of the studies by Herzberg and his co-workers led
to their conclusion that, contrary to traditional theory, satisfaction
with job factors did not constituts a bipolar continuum. An investigation
of this concept, which became known as the 2=factor theory of motivation,
was reviewed in Part I, Since the original studies thers have been many

follow-ups, some supportive, some not,

ga) Supportive Studies

Most of the studies which confirmed the 2-factor phenomenon, also
used the critical incident technique (Myers 1964, Herzberg 1968). But
there have also been some which were not based exclusively on Herzberg's
methods. Friedlander (1964) asked respondents to assess the importancs
of 18 factors as likely sources of satisfaction or dissatisfaction with
reference to events recalled by the critical incident method., His results
supported the 2-factor theory. Similarly Halpern (1966) found that when
respondents considered their best-liked job, Motivators correlated more
strongly with overall satisfaction than Hygeine factors did. This
provided some support for the Herzberg theory but would bave been more
complete had the subjects also been asked to consider their least-liked

job.

Partial support was provided by Hinrichs and Mischkind (1967) who
asked people to think of two things which would be mast likely to influencs
their feelings, positive and negative, about the company they worked for.
They demonstrated that the 2-factor distribution dspended on the person
being satisfied overall with his job., For people who were less content,

Motivators were an egual source of positive and negative feelings and
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Hygeine factors were a more frequent source of good feelings than was the

case for people who were more satisfied,

Lahiri and Srivastra (1967) confirmed that satisfaction and
dissatisfaction did not constitute a bipolar continuum if Hygeines and
Motivators were treated as factor groups, but also showed that individual
Motivators and Hygeine factors could be a source of both satisfaction
and dissatisfaction. More recently, Saleh and Grygier (1969) correlated
individual preference for Motivators and Hygeine factors with certain
personality variables and, in support of Herzberg, observed that overall,

"Concern with intrinsic factors signifies approach tendencies

while the regard for extrinsic factors is characterised by

avoidance tendencies,"

(b) Non—Supportive Studies

Ewen (1964), using an attitude scale, showed that some factors
wers as likely to be a source of satisfaction as of dissatisfaction, and
that others actually bshaved in the opposite way to that pressented in the
2-factor theory. Levine and Weitz (1968), in a factor analysis of
responses to a 78 item questionnaire measuring the satisfaction of graduate
students at two universities, also produced results which failed to confirm

Herzberg's concept.

In fact a number of studies appear to confirm the traditional view
of job satisfaction as being a single bipolar continuum. Hulin and Smith
(1967) for example, used three measures, the Job Description Index, a
measure of overall satisfaction, and a scale they developed to assess the

importance of specific factors in determining satisfaction or dissatisfaction,
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all other factors being held constant, Motivators and Hygeine factors
seemed equally likely to be a cause of both satisfaction and dissatisfaction,
Thay comment:
"It would be reasonable to point out that Herzberg's results
appear to be method bound and the conclusions appsar to
pivot on method variance rather than true content or scals
variance,"
A similar conclusion was reached by Graen (1966) and Graen and Hulin (1968)

re=sxamining data from previous research,

\ Most of the studies cited in this chapter so far, have appeared to
confirm either the 2=factor theory or the traditional visw of satisfaction
as a bipolar continuum, But theres has also been considerable evidence
sincs Herzberg's original studies to suggest that intrinsic factors are
more important than extrinsic, in determining either satisfaction or
dissatisfaction, Ewen, Smith, Hulin and Locke (1966) concentrated on

the factors Work Itself, Promotion and Pay, They found that neither the
2=factor nor the traditional theories were completely supported, Similar
results were obtained by Graen (1968) and Dunnette, Campbell and Hakel
(1967), using the critical incident technique with a Q-sort factor
analysisy; showed that Achievement, Responsibility and Recognition figured

more than any other factors in both goad and bad events,

This emphasis on intrinsic factors was alsoc illustrated by
Wernimont (1966), in a study involving engineers and aecountants and using
free and forced choice methods, He found that while the results of the
free choice method replicated Herzberg's findings, the forced choice

method resulted in intrinsic factors playing the greatest part in both
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satisfaction and dissatisfaction., Similarly Burks (1966), found that
when college students were asked to choose from a list of ten job
characteristics (five intrinsic and five extrinsic), the three which
would be most likely to cause satisfaction and the thres most likely to
cause dissatisfaction, intrinsic factors were seen as more likely to be

a cause of either feeling,

(c) An Alternative Explanation of Herzberg's Results

It appears that if the critical incident technique is used,
Herzberg's results are replicated. It also seems that if other methods
are used or even if recalled events are analysed by other methods than
Herzbserg's, intrinsic or content factors emerge as more important to
sither satisfaction or dissatisfaction than extrinsic or context factors,
To be fair, this finding has been a consequence of the research
stimulated by Herzberg's work,

"Herzberg must be given credit for highlighting the
essential multi-dimensionality of satisfaction, The

weight of recent evidence, however, is against his two-

factor oversimplification." (Smith and Cranny 1968)

More recently there have been attempts to reconciles the conflicting
findings by emphasising the content—-context difference (Wolf 1970). The
purpose of this chapter is to focus on an aspect of the eritical incident
method which has so far only bsen regarded as a source of error. It is
possible that it may also prove to be a usseful starting point in the

search for factors which influence bshaviour at work,
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It bas been observed that the critical incident method gives rise
to bias in responses, Dunnette et al. (1967) described this bias as one
of social desirability., They attempted to limit it by using methods based
on recognition, to specify the nature of events which their subjects had
recalled, In the same way, Wernimont (1966) reduced the bias effact by
the use of forced choice methods., In these studies and in Burke's (1966),

where recall was not used at all, the 2=factor phenomsnon did not appear.

What is the nature of this bias, and why should it affect some
methods (using recall) and not others (using recognition)? Vroom and
Maier (1961) comment on this,

"It seems possible that the obtained differences batween

events may reflect defensive processes at work within the

individual, Individuals may be more likely to perceive

the causes of satisfaction within the self and hence describe

experiences involving their own achievement, recognition or

advancement in their job,"
They go on to say that on the other hand it is equally natural for
individuals to attribute dissatisfaction to environmental factors rather
than to the self, The same point is made by Lahiri and Srivastra (1967)
and Kahn (1961), who contrasts two job factors as an illustration of the
way in which this bias is manifested in the 2=factor phenomenon. Kahn
points out that it is likely that an individual needs to feel he is
compstent., ‘'Recognition' then means that his competence is appreciated
and 'Unfairness', which appears at the opposite end of the scale to
Recognition, is by way of focussing attention on the lapse of othersin
appreciation of his worth, 1In both casas the psrson's sense of competence
has been preserved. But in the good event he draws attention to himself,

in the bad event to someone else,

.
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The explanation of the 2-factor pattern which this suggests, is
that if the method involves recall and the incident concerned has negative
associationsy, then the response may have been filtered or distorted as
the subject avoids having to see himself, or be seen, in an unfavourable
light. On the other hand, if he is asked to select reasons from a check=
listy, he is spared from having to volunteer such information and is
therefore more ready to elaborate on aspects of the situation he may have

otherwise preferred to conceal, if not forgset,.

This argument is consistent with the finding from the oil terminal
study (p.26) that positive and negative opinions known to sxist are
filtered out when non=specific or critical incident questions are employed,
This implies that the 2-factor phenomenon is, in part at least, the
manifestation of some defensive process., The question remains as to what

light this phenomenon throws on the nature of job satisfaction.

2, FVIDENCE FROM STUDIES OF EGO-INVOLVEMENT AND TASK RECALL

{a} Introduction = Repression in Recall

The last section contained a discussion of two points that had
emerged from follow-up studies of Herzberg's original work. These were

that:

(i) Intrinsic factors play a more important role than extrinsic

in job satisfaction or dissatisfaction,

(ii) When the critical incident method is used, protective

mechanisms may influence the results,
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"Pgrhaps the most telling and persistent criticisms of

the research supportive of the two-factor concept is

concerned with possible biases in the data bscause of

the ... critical incident methad. This suggests that

there is a tendency for people to associate things

remote from them ( job context) with failure (dissatisfaction)
and things close to them (content) with success (satisfaction),
a tendency which could certainly have an impact on the data

collected by critical incident methodology." (Hinrichs 1970)

There is considerable evidence which suggests that we do not recall
all material with equal readiness but tend to suppress memories which are
in any way unpleasant or damaging to our self-esteem, Rapaport (1950),
in his summary of research on recall, concludes that pleasant material
is recalled more readily than unpleasant, and especially if the material
is meaningful in personal terms to the individual. Hilgard and Atkinson
(1967) express a similar vieuw:

"The theory of repression holds that memories are not

recalled because their recall would in some way be

unacceptable to the person,"

This defence is part of the 'struggle to keep one's self=picture good',

(Murphy 1947)

The possibility that Herzberg's ressults are a manifestation of
some defensive attitude is supported by a series of studies into the effect
of ego-involvement on repression of recall., These investigations go some
way towards an sgplanation of the reason why such defences are invoked and

ultimately help to define the nature of intrinsic aspects of work,
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{b{ Studies on Eqo=Involvement and Repression of Recall

These studies were modifications of the work by Zeigarnik (1927)
in which experiments involving simple tasks, arithmetical problems and
puzzles, were devised to identify any differences in the esase of recall
of completed and uncompleted tasks., Zeigarnik found that when subjects
were asked to recall what they had worked on, they remembered more of the
tasks they had besn prevented from completing than of those they had been
allowed to finish. The explanation for this was that the memory of the

task had been strengthened by the unresolved motive to complete it.

In modified experiments where the motive to complete the task was
more personal than merely completion for its own sake, the opposite result
occurred. In these experiments, when the subjects wers 'ego-=involved',
that is, when the perception they had of themselves was affected in some
way by whether they completed the task or not, then recall of incompleted
tasks was not as good as of those completed. (Lewis and Franklin 1944,
Zeller 1950) Ego-involvement was generated in various ways, In some
expeariments subjects were told that the exercises represented 'a test?,
but given no other explanation. Because they felt they were being tested,
incompletion meant failure. These subjects recalled fewer incompletad
tasks than completed tasks, Control subjects, who had different
instructions, were described as 'task-involved! and recalled more

incomplete tasks = as in Zeigarnik's original experiments,

This reversal of the Zeigarnik effect was also sesn if task
completion was associated with ability (Rosenweig 1943), intelligence

(Eriksen 1952), or by appsaling to the subjects' willingness to help
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the experimenter (Hays 1952). Also, the more threatened the subject
was made to fesl by the situation, the greater the tendsncy for recall
of incompleted tasks to be repressed (Gilmore 1954). Green (1963) has
demonstrated that in this type of sxperiment, ego=involvement was indeed
increased by the differsnt instructions. The subjects® need to protect
their self-asteem outweighed the tendency to recall tasks that had not
been completed., Miller and Swanson (1960) summarise this experimentally
produced repression as:

"The tendency to remember more successes, or completed

tasks, than failures, or incompleted tasks, on a test

in which subjects were highly motivated to succesd,"
The earlier comments of Lewis and Franklin (1944) suggest why this occurs,

"Whenever the person is using tasks as a means of ego-
enhancemsnt ... then interruption of the tasks is more
likely to be regarded as a blow at ego-status, Since ths
goal is enhanced ego=status and interruption prevents
fulfilment of that goal, interruption is likely to give

rise to feelings of failure."

Thus when an individual perceives himself as having failed, he
tends to repress the memory of the situation which demonstrated his failure.
These findings support Horney's view that neurotic disturbances in work
increase to the sxtent that the work requires 'personal initiative,
vision, responsibility, self-reliance, ingsnuity' (Horney 1951), A
person is unlikely to become defsnsive about the bad conditions under
which he works, if they can in no way be attributed to either his personal

involvement or lack of it.

The term 'Repression’ presents a difficulty of definition. It is
used differently in the studies on ego-involvement, where it is an

experimental phenomenon, than it is in psychoanalytic literature. In this



49

chapter, the language has been adopted from the investigations under
review, What emerges as a working definition of a defence mechanism
for this study is a process of dissociation from certain aspects of an

unpleasant memory, or of difficulty and reluctance in recalling it,

3. IMPLICATIONS

(a) Implications for the Interpretation of Herzberqg's Results

The 2=factor concept maintains that intrinsic factors are unlikely
to be a cause of bad feelings towards the job. An alternative explanation
is that svents are recalled in such a way as to preserve the individual's

self-image.

Motivators, which imply a degree of personal involvement in the
situation (Achievement, Responsibility etc.), are the key featurss of
events recalled as sources of good feslings. There is less reason to
describe a situation in which a successful outcome was due to other people

or contextual factors (Hygeine).

More especially, when a parson is asked to recall an incident
which gave rise to bad feselings, he is unlikely to do so in a way which
implies personal failure, hence Motivators are absent in his account,
Such information will be withheld or even forgotten and he will describe
the situation in a way which implicates other people or outside factors
as responsible for the failure or frustration which gave rise to ths bad

feelings,

To explain the 2=~factor phenomenon in terms of repression of recall

points to the essential difference in the nature of intrinsic and extrinsic
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factors and the degree of persconal involvement they imply., Of the two
types of factor it is those which are intrinsic which give rise to
feelings associated with both success and failure.
"When success or failure of goal-achisvement are perceived

by the person as signifying basic accomplishments or defects

of the self, deeper and more central emotions of pride or

shame may be engendered." (Krech and Crutchfield 1958)
Both of Herzberg's questions illustrated this, the first directly through
expressions of achievement and the like, the second by invoking mechanisms

of defence as was illustrated in the oil terminal data,

(b} Implications for the Critical Incident Method

It would appear that the recall of critical incidents is, on its
owny, an unreliable source of data about attitudes to work, This is further
complicated in that people vary in their tendency to repress memories
under the same conditions., Ths preference for pleasant over unpleasant
memories for example, differs with individuals (Meltzer and Ludwig 1968).
Repression also varies with the strength of achievement motivation
(Rietman 1961) and with a perceptual measurement called by Fisher and
Cleveland (1956) the 'Body-Image-Barrier', defined as the firmness with

which an individual sees the boundary betwesn himself and his environment,

It is not the purpose of this chapter to expand on these variables,
but the fact that they and the mechanism of repression exist, means that
recall data should always be supplemented by other methods, or the findings

will be incomplete., Methods which rely on recognition rather than recall
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may not elicit the 2=factor phenomenon but the data is more complete.
Recognition not only provides more data (Collins and Drever 1936) but is
less susceptible to the phenomenon of repression,

“"Probably the most significant differsnce between recall

and recognition lies in the fact that associative

interfersnce plays a major role in recall but not in

recognition."” (Kintsch 1970)

4, SUMMARY

This chapter has proposed an alternative explanation for the
2=factor phenomenon. It is based on earlier studies which demonstrated
repression of recall in subjects who were unable to complete tasks in which

they had some sense of involvemsnt,

It was suggested that a similar process is involved when the
critical incident technique is used, Good events are expressed in terms
of Motivators (intrinsic) and bad events in terms of Hygeine factors
(extrinsic)., In both of these cases the self-image of the individual is

preserved and further feelings of failure avoided,

The next chapter sxplores how the nature of intrinsic and extrinsic
factors can be inferred from the different way these two types of factor
are linked with perceptual defence, This argument forms the foundation
of a theory of motivation to work, which will be investigated in ths

research which follous,



CHAPTER VI

THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE RESEARCH CONSTRUCT

= PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP

1 The Nature of Intrinsic Factors = A Guide
to the Research Construct

2. Psychological Ownership - The Perception
of Closeness to Self

3. Psychological Ownership and the Concept of
Autonomy

4, The Aim of the Study

Between what a man calls me
and what he simply calls mine
the line is difficult to draw.

William James
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1. THE NATURE OF INTRINSIC FACTORS — A GUIDE TO THE RESEARCH

CONSTRUCT

{a) Intrinsic Factors and Personal Involvement

The review of Herzberg's ressarch methodology and subsequsnt findings
has providaed a basis for further enquiry. The role of perceptual defence
which has been previously noted as merely a source of error becomes the
keystone of the theoretical framework to be developed. ‘Not only do
intrinsic aspscts of the job provide the main source of both positive
and negativse feelings, but the 2=factor phenomenon demonstrates that they
are masksd by defensive processes if the outcome is potentially damaging

to the person's self-esteem.

The dichotomy of intrinsic and extrinsic, or content and context,
might at face value appear to need no further definition. One set of
factors is in some way directly associated with the person, the other set
with the snvironment in which hes works., But the association of intrinsic
factors with perceptual defence gives the division added significance.

It implies that when an individual uses intrinsic factors in speaking

of a task, he is indicating a sense of personal involvement, He identifies
with the task, he perceives it as something close to him, and that is

why he may show a tendency to defend himself from any unhappy memories

associatad with it,

- In order to obtain a sharper definition of what ‘intrinsic' means,
and in particular to explore the way in which it indicates personal

involvement or ‘closeness to sslf', a questionnaire was designed to test
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the hypothesis that as a group, intrinsic factors would be seen by an
individual as being more open to his personal influence than extrinsic
factors. The rationale was that influence would be a source of involvement,
in that the more a person puts into a task, the more involved he feels.
The division into the two factor groups was the same as that developed
by Herzberg. Respondents* were asked to indicate how much influence
they felt they were likely to have over each factor, The questionnaire
used and the results obtained, form Appendix C. The hypothesis was
confirmed, Intrinsic factors were seen as being more open to influence
than extrinsic by the people taking part in the study, (Result
significant at <.05)

This finding supports a redefinition of t'intrinsic! in terms of
closeness to self, providing that the assumed connection between influence
and involvement can be verified. It suggests that the construct so far
described as 'closeness to self' should be further investigated, in order
to identify its origins and its nature in terms of the way in which it is
experienced by the individual, If this factor underlies the need for
perceptual defence demonstrated by the Herzberg studies, it is also
reasonable to assume that it will be associated with personal commitment.
In the light of the discussion and the review of research so far, what

will be the characteristics of the construct toc bs examined?

(b) Characteristics of the Factor to be Investigated

Firstlyy, the factor will take the form of a continuum rather than
a dichotomy, As already pointed out, there are deficiencies in the

dichotomy into two groups, content and context, For example, Pay or

#Managers in an American manufacturing company.



54

Status cannot be as rigidly dissociated from Achievement, Recognition

or Promotion as such a dichotomy would demand. Also, Personal Influencs,
assumed in the previous section to be related to the factor to be
investigated, is itself a continuum. The factor will therefore also bs
assumed to form a continuous variable, which underlies and is related

to the Herzberg categories, It can be considered as a scale on which

the categoriss havs been broadly divided into the two classes, Motivators

and Hygeine factors, as about a median valuse,

Secondly, the factor to be investigated may be seen as playing
a part in any decision, task or activity and the feelings associated
with it, The research will focus on the nature of the relationship
between the individual and the job, rather than on some fixed or absolute
property of the job alone, Just as Recognition and Interpsrsonal
Relationships are by nature a process of interaction between self and
other (Lewin 1935), so other job factors cannot be thought of as discreet
entities somehow separate from the individual., This approach of looking
for the dynamics of the person-job relationship, may help to explain why
for example, a potentially challenging task may prove less attractive
to some than to others. To have labelled the task as 'challenging' is
not a sufficient basis for predicting different people's attitudes towards

it.

2, PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP ~ THE PERCEPTION OF CLOSENESS TO SELF

(a) The Nature of Ownership

Psychological Ownership can be defined as the perception a person

has of the relationship which exists between himself and some idea or
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activity, In the previous ssction it was postulated that the mors
influence a person has had in a task the more central to him it becomes.
So for example, it is impossible for an author to be dissociated from the
thoughts and ideas which are contained in a research praject on which he
is workinge The more it has been developed by him, the more closely
associated with it he feels, Allport (1955), calls this 'ego-extension'
which he defines as the way in which an objsct or ideal becomes sesn by

the person as 'his!,

The concept of ODwnership involves the notion of psychological
distance. An individual uses himsslf as a central reference point in
his perception of other objects or situations. Sherif and Cantril (1947)
describe this as a process in which:

"any stimulus or situation is consciously or unconsciously

related to them by the individual."
In the same way interaests or needs are differentiated into areas central
or peripheral to the person (Lewin 1935). This is a dynamic phenomenon,
as Lewin (1948) illustrates by pointing to the way in which the different
groups to which a person belongs may vary in the importance they hold for
him at different times., For example, the family can become mors or less
central to an individual, depending on whether he is at home or at his

place of work,.

{(b) The Manifestation of Dwnership

That which an individual owns, is a source of positive feelings
to himy, not only because of the features which initially attracted him
to it, but also because he is interested in and committed to that which

he identifies with his 'self',
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"We delight in that which we sense and that which we do,
It is good in itself, but it is all the better becauss
it is our own.," (Murphy 1957)
Lewis and Franklin (1944), offer a similar explanation in the context of
solving a problem,
"A person who has just solved a difficult problem will feel
pride in his success, although he did not solve the problem
to win this 'pride'., What is important in this cases is that
so much of the person was involved in his struggle with the
difficult problem - his intelligence, his emotions, his
enargy -~ the problemy, in other words, was so central to the
persony, that its solution results in satisfaction with the
competent self."
It is because an activity is seen by a person in this way, that he feels
emotionally involved, and wishes to appear to himself and others, as
useful, worthwhile or successful, While therefore, he may be indifferent

to criticism of a task which is not 'his own', he is likely to be defensive

towards criticism of one that is, It then becomes criticism of himself.

If however, a task in which a person has some sense of ownership
becomes a source of negative feelings, through failure or frustration, he
may attempt to dissociate himself from the source of his discomfort. A
discussion overheard between a lecturer and his students illustrates this,
The discussion centred on whether a view the lecturer had put forward was
plausible. At first he 'owned' ths theory by talking of it in terms of
‘what I meant' or 'what I am trying to convey'. But after a while, it
was clear that he was losing ground and for the rest of the discussion
his account was characterised by such expressions as 'what I think they
ara getting at' or 'the reason they hold this view is ...', and so on.

He had 'disowned! the views which had become a source of embarrassment

to him.
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If then, a person has a sense of ownership in a task or idea,
the feelings he experiences will depend on its outcome and on the
attitude of others towards it, When it is threatened so is he, when
it is derided he may feel foolish, angry or ashamed, but if it is

successful it becomes for him a source of pride,

3, PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP AND THE CONCEPT OF AUTONOMY

(a) The Meaning of Autonomy

Another aspect of Ownership is implicit in the definition proposed
in the previous section. '0Ooing what I want to do' is close to the idea
of 'doing what I see as mine', This raises the question of whether
Autonomy is related to Ounership, or whether the two terms are mersly

Synonymous,

The importance of Autonomy has been stressed particularly by
those writers whose theories of personality are based on the concept of
self=-fulfilments Jung (1940), Fromm (1942), Murphy (1947), Horney (1951),
Anygal (1952), Maslow (1954) and Allport (1955)., The view of personal
autonomy which they share, is of the individual who emerges from the
constraints of family and society and becomes free from the pressures
to conform. This process is variocusly described as one of individuation
(Jung, Fromm, Allport), self-rsalisation (Horney), or self-determination
(Anygal), and results in the person having the freedom to choose, decide

and live as he wishes, guided by his own law (Jung 1940)., 3Jung described

personality as 'the highest realisation of the inborn distinctiveness of
the particular human being' and stressed the importance of the 'greatest

possible freedom of personal decision', Allport (1955) describes the
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state of autonomy which is the manifestation of freedom in these terms:

"The emerging figure of man appears endowed with a
sufficient margin of reason, autonomy and choice to

profit from living in a free socisty."

Autonomy thsrefore, can be sesn as the realisation of all that
the person is capable of becoming., Above all, it implies wanting to and
being able to, live and act as a person sees he must. Further, Horney
and Allport emphasise the need for the person to accept that it is he
who must decide and act, it is his responsibility,

"For me the real self is the spring of emotive forces, of

constructive energies, of directive and judiciary powers,"
(Horney 1951)

(b) Redefining Autonomy in Relation to Psychological Dwnership

A distinction can be made between thess two concepts in defining
the different relationships to which they refer, 5o, in the context of
a task, Autonomy refers to the relationship betwsen the person and others
connected with the task, whereas Psychological Ownership refers to the
relationship between the person and the task itself, The definition of

the two concepts and the connection between them can then be describsd.

AUTONOMY = The Relationship with Others. The degree of freedom

the individual has from the control or constraints of other persons in
making his choice of action. He only experiences himself as being in
control of a situation if the influence he has had is seen by him as
greater than the influence of relevant others. (cf. Lewin®s concept of

a 'field of power' 1935) At most he may have initiated the activity,

and at least he may have had some choice whsn taking part. In this sense
Autonomy is defined as the freedom which allows the individual to influence

the situation in which he is involved,
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PSYCHOLOGICAL DWNERSHIP - The Relationship with the Object or

Activity, This is the degree to which the person, as a result of the
freedom and therefors of the influence hs has, experiences the abject

or activity as a part of himself,

In this model, then, the two concepts Autonomy and Psychological
Ownership, are related but distinct., The greater the sense of autonomy,
of freedom of choice, of the feeling that one is the cause, origin or
source of an activity, the more one sxperiences Ownership in it. And
because the activity has been adopted as part of the t'self', the person
is committed to it and his feelings are affected by its outcome. The
picture we have of ourselves is enhanced if we see the work we are doing
as ours, more than if it 'belongs' to someone slse., Ultimately a man
wishes to feel that he is a free agent, acting out his choice rather than
someone slsa's.

"When a man perceives his bshaviour as stemming from his own

choice, he will cherish that behaviour and its results,”

(DeCharms 1968)

4, THE AIM OF THE STUDY

The overall aim of this study is to demonstrate an association
between a person's perception of Ownership in an activity,with the
commitment he feels towards it, to verify the claim which Sherif and
Cantril (1947) make that:

"It is clear beyond any shadow of doubt that the satisfaction

an individual has in his job can never be complste unless he

feels that the work he is doing is his job,"
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It is also intended to investigate the factors which contribute
to a sense of ownership., There is considerable evidence that the influence
or control which a person has over a situation, disposes him to increased
effort and involvement (French, Israel and Aas 1960), and that participation
in goal setting is a major factor in determining the outcome, whether the
goals are of personal change (Kolb and Boyatzis 1970) or of performance
set in an appraisal scheme (French, Kay and Meyer 1966)., Involvement in
decisions has also been shown to contribute to change in behaviour, whether
in an organisation (Coch and French 1948), or in the food=-buying habits

of housewives (Lewin 1947).

The basis of this study, is that an investigation of Psychological
Ownership will identify the process by which an association such as that

between influence and performance, comes about,

At this stage it is possible to summarise the relationships to be
investigated and which form the basis for the pilot study which follows
in Chapter VIII., The account which follows is also represented by the

construct diagram, (See Figure 6.1)

(1) The degree of Psychological Ownership in a task will be a
function of the Autonomy (freedom of choice, influence) the person

has had in that task,

(ii) The degree of Psychological Ownership in a task will be
manifested in the extent of the individual's commitment to it, his
willingness to spend effort on it and the feelings, positive or

negative, with which the task is associated.
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(iii) The strength of thsse relationships = Psychological Ownership,
Autonomy and the behavioural manifestations - will in turn be a
function of three personality factors selected as relevant to this
study, (The rationale for these choices and their precise
definitions will be explored in Chapter VIII) They are:
= The tendency of the individual to conform to norms or
constraints external to himself,
= His perception of himself as the origin or the objsect of
circumstances with which he is involved (locus of control).

- His attraction to situations providing Ownership.
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AUTONORY
Influence; control

freedom of choice

PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP
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with the self
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Figure 6.1, Construct Diagram
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CHAPTER VII

THE PHENOMENOLOGICAL _APPROACH

TO THE EXPLANATION OF HUMAN BEHAVIOUR

1. Introduction
2, The Nature of Mediating Mechanisms
3. The Concept of Self

4. Implications for Understanding Motivation to Work

One group welcomed intuitivae feelings

and insights but scorned the trappings

of science with its restriction upon the
imagination and its narrow technical skills.
The other applauded the rigour and precision
of delimited investigation and shrank in
distaste from the unrestrained use of
clinical judgement and imaginative
interpretation.

Hall and Lindzey 1957
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1, INTRODUETIDON

One of the problems in the study of motivation, is that it not
only involves choosing between different concepts, but it alsc raises the
more fundamental question of deciding whether a particular explanatory
model is valid in terms of the assumptions on which it is based. So
there have been and are, differing views, often mutually exclusive, as
to what constitutes a legitimate approach to explaining human behaviour,

and as to what constitutes a useful ons,

The aim of this chapter is to make explicit the explanatory model
of this study, and its underlying assumptions. It is intended to clarify
what the model does and does not attempt to explain, by referring to some
of the more influential theories., The construct of Psychological
Ownership has been developed through a re-examination of Herzberg's data
and an alternative analysis which centres on the phenomenon of perceptual
defence. As Hilgard (1949) observes, it is difficult to understand
defence mechanisms without adopting the concept of 'self', He points
out that experiences of which we are aware, such as self-criticism, self=
evaluation, guilt or sself-regard all imply some reference point, some
process of self-referral. This constitutes a mediating mechanism,
something within the person which influences the responses to external
stimuli.

" ..o between the physical properties of the S and the R

stands a whole system of potential choices in the prepared

and evaluating, not passive organism." (Shlien 1964)

J. B, Watson and B, F. Skinner defined their explanation of

behaviour in terms of observable external entities based on the reflex or

! -
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S~R connection. They had therefore no need to elaborate any internal
process. In fact, Skinner's view was that this model made the very concept
of motivation unnecessary (DeCharms 1968), But later, this purely external
approach was felt to be inadequate to explain all aspects of behaviour

and models were developed which assumed the existence of some mediating
mechanism (S=0=-R), A brief summary of the more influential of these,
providss a context in which to review the mediating process implicit in

this present study and the fundamental questions of validity it posses.

2, THE NATURE OF MEDIATING MECHANISMS

Ce Lo Hull (1943) postulated states of tissue deficits which, by
acting on the nervous system, caused a state of tension or ‘drive' which
was the origin of goal-seeking behaviour through reinforcement and
instrumental learning., Later theorists were influenced by two developments:
the increased knowledgse of physiological processes acting on or within
the central nervous system, and research which demonstrated that not all
behaviour could be explained in terms of drive-reduction., Examples of
this are: the finding that hungry rats learn to accept saccharine solution
even though it has no nutritive value (Sheffield and Roby 1949), the
exploratory behaviour of monkeys (Harlow 1953) and the discovery of
'pleasurs' centres in the rat's brain (0lds 1956). Hebb's theory (1949)
included a more centrally located mediating mechanism in the form of
'motive states' based on the organisation of brain cells in 'phase

sequences’'.,

MeClelland and his co-worksers, like Hebb, believed that approach
and avoidance behaviour was a function of the degree of discrepancy
from accustomed physiological states (McClelland, Atkinson, Lowell and

Clark 1953), They saw this mechanism as the basis of pleasure and
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displeasure as experienced by an individual. This involved the inclusion
of experienced phencmena in the explanation of behaviour, a development
which is even more central to the theoriss put forward by the humanistic
psychologists Rogers (1951), Maslow (1954) and White (1959). These
theorists reacted against drive-reduction explanations of human behaviour,
which they saw as too narrow and negative., They could not accspt the
passive visw of man which such explanations seemed to infer.

"We may seek rest and minimal stimulation at the end of the

day, but that is not what we are looking for the next

morning., Even when its primary needs are satisfied and

its homeostatic chores are done, an organism is alive,

active and up to something."” (White 1959)
In contrast to the more 'scientific' explanations, thess all uss the
concept of self-referral as the process which mediates between the person

and his immediate environment,

This summary of the mediating mechanisms proposed in some of the
more influential theories, has illustrated a range of concepts from the
purely physiological (Hull or Hebb), through an approach which attempts
to explain experiential states in physiological terms (McClelland), to
those which are purely experiential (Maslow or White)., These differences
in the type of mechanism proposed, raises a fundamental question for
research into social behaviour., Should models of explanation in this
field, involve the reduction of social phenomesna to physical phenomena,
or is it acceptable to explain social phenomena in terms of the reasons
and meanings which peoples themselves, obsarvers or agents, attach to them?
This question is discussed prior to a more detailed account of the concept

of self to which it is related.
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2, THE PHYSICAL BASIS OF EXPLANATION

The study of Psychological Ownership will involve the use of first
person data, the person's feslings, perceptions and attitudes as experienced
by him., This is in contrast to the bshaviourist's approach, which would
be to explain behaviour only in terms of physical events, The materialist
reductionism on which the behaviourist's approach is based, has been
influenced by the Logical Positivist movement at the beginning of this
century. 1Its proponents advocated the building of a science on factual
and simple concepts gained from experiments, in order that complex
theories could be developed from verifiable data, It was an attempt to
build a scientific discipline modelled after the natural sciences such
as physics or chemistry. Previous and more philosophical sxplanations
of behaviour were shunned as being vague, The only legitimate mode of
explanation was one which reduced observable phenomegna to physioleogical
or physical svents, First person data was held to be of particularly low

status,

The concept of reinforcement, one of the central themes in
bshaviourist theory, illustrates the reductionist approach in being based
on a mechanical model of causality. But the application of this model to
broader patterns of behaviour, has been questioned by social scientists
and philosophers. Ryan (1970) for example, questions the validity of
reducing social behaviour to mechanical causal processes, While accepting
that reqularities in social behaviour occur and can form the basis of
prediction, and that a reductionist approach may be appropriate in
explaining certain limited phenomena, he maintains that this model is too
specific to be applied to the integrated and complex picture of social

behaviour., His point is that it is illogical to apply a model derived




67

from the study of inanimate objects to human beings, who differ in their
capacity to give meaning to events and to have thoughts and feelings, who
are able to act on as well as to react to, their environment.

"Obviously the one claim that has to be resisted is that

we should hope to develop a unified science of the whole

natural order, both human and non-human." (Ryan 1970)
Ryan is sympathetic to the model of man as a reasoning, rule following
being, arguing that this is more appropriate than a physical causal
framework, which of necessity distorts or loses the 'social' aspect of

social behaviour.

Earlier, Peters (1958) expressed a similar point of view in
advocating an approach which was not limited by the assumption that a
single explanatory model would explain behaviour in all situations, under
any conditions. Peters observed that mechanical causal explanations may
be relesvant but insufficient in explaining human behaviour, because the
generalisation from physiological to social phenomena is a speculative
step and involves a denial of the fundamental differences involved.

"For apart from the fact that it is logically absurd to say
that one could be driven to know anything, the use of the
same term for all these very different types of action, is

a case of unwarranted assimilation in the interest of an
over—all theory." (Peters 1958)

Most recently, these views have been supported by Harre and Secord
(1972) in their analysis of what they see as a growing and fundamental

change in the theoretical approach within the social sciences. They argue
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for:

" ..o 8 view of man as an active, self=directing, self=-
monitoring agent whose acts occur in a social framswork
constructed out of meanings."
These authors, like Ryan, stress the need to adopt an explanatory madel
of behaviour which takes into account the meaning which people give to
their own actions. The implication for research, is that, unlike studies
based on a materialist reductionist framework, ths investigation must
involve data in the form of people's perceptions of themselves, of others
and of events with which they are concerned. It should include the
individual's experience and interpretation of those svents in the way
in which he represents them to himself. This can only be accomplished
by starting from the descriptions he gives of them (Leeper and Madison
1959, Bannister and Fransslla 1971). The importance of this mode of
investigation is that, as Shlien (1964) asserts:
"The pserson is not an empty corganism who reacts to stimuli
he finds rewarding. He gives meaning to stimuli in his

experience of them and it is this meaning which influences

and directs his behaviour,"

This use of the expressed content of immediate experience is in
the phenomenological tradition (see Farber 1966) and is strongly supported
by such authors as DeCharms (1968), Harrd and Secord (1972) and Hudson
(1968), who says of its

"It offers the prospect ... of mors accurate, more parsimonious

prediction. UWe make better sense of an individual's responses

to his environment from the moment we discover what that

snvironment and those responses signify to him,"
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These arguments support the investigation of constructs such as
Psychological Dwnership and Autonomy, by way of the accounts which people
give of their experience of them., In particular, these constructs infer
the process of self-referral and the concept of self. It is therefore

with this concept that the discussion continues,

3. THE CONCEPT OF SELF

The research is designed to investigate the concept of Psychological
Ownership, in order to explain the observed relationship between the two
factors; Autonomy and Task Commitment., The mediating process involved is
one of self-referral in that it deals with the person's perception of

outside events in relation to himsself,

William James (1892) regarded the self as a viable concept. He
considered it to be comprised of two components, the self as known ('me'),
and more difficult to describe, the self as knower ('I'). Since that time
and with the increasing weight of interest in behaviourism and experimental
psychalogy, the concept of the self appeared to be little more than a word
to fill the gap that empirical data had so far not been able to fill, At
worst, it was considered by behaviourists as having 'a slight flavour of
scientific obscenity' (Allport 1955). As such its value was in doubt and
for a considerable time it all but disappeared from the domains of

psychology (Sarbin 1952).

But more recently this concept has played an increasing part in
the ressarch and theory of personality (Wylie 1961) and is thought likely
to continue to do so (Hilgard and Atkinson 1967). Hilgard, in his

presidential address to the A,P.A. in 1949, called for more research into
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the self and Hall and Lindzey (1957), in their review of personality
theories, state that the self plays a role in most of them, The question
remains as to whether the self is 'a fact of nature, or the arte-fact of
men's minds' (Lowe 1961). Allport, in answering the same question as
posed by Lowe, sees the self as a unifying concept which is dangerous if
used as a 'factotum'y, a lazy way of binding together the fragments of mors
specific data produced by the labours of empiricism. However, he felt
that it could be a valuable concept to aid thinking and further enquiry.
His conclusion is worth quoting in full.
"But so far as psychology is concerned our position, in brief
is this: all psychological functions commonly ascribed to a
self or ego must be admitted as data in the scientific study
of personality., These functions are not, however, coextsnsive
with personality as a whole. They are rather the special
aspects of personality that have to do with warmth, with unity,
with a sense of personal importance. In this exposition I
have called them 'propriate' functions, If the reader prefers,
he may call them self-functions, and in this sense self may be
said to be a necessary psychological concept, What is
unnecessary and inadmissible is a self (or soul) that is said
to perform acts, to solve problems, to steer conduct, in a

transpsychological manner, inaccessible to psychological
analysis." (Allport 1955)

The self then, may bes definad as that part of the individual's
personality of which he is aware, sometimes called the phanomenal self,
and is made up of his thoughts, beliefs, perceptions, values and feelings.
Murphy, in the index to his book on personality defines self as 'the
individual as known to himself! (Murphy 1947), and this is closs to the

meaning adopted in this present study. It is the awareness of self which
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is the key, It arises through growth and experience., The newborn infant
cannot distinguish between himself and things outside himself, Gradually
the idsa of 'me' and 'mine' emerge and the perception of self is further
refined through the process of social interaction, As Harvey (1963)
suggests, it is the self as a totality of our concepts which makes the

world meaningful to us,

The approach of this study is based on the fact that although a
self cannot be observed, the process of referring to self can, in that
individuals relate stimuli from their social or physical environment,
consciously or unconsciously, to a picture they have of themselves, It
is in this sense that the central theme of this study focusses, not on
the internal physical mechanisms of the person, nor on some objective
property of the task, but on the dynamics of the perceived relationship
between the two., Within this framework the concept of self is used as
Lowe describes it: ' ... an arte-fact which is invented to explain

experience' (Lows 1961).

4, IMPLICATIONS FOR UNDERSTANDING MOTIVATION TO WORK

The literature in Organisational Behaviour reflects the variety of
philosophies which exist in the field of psychology., On the one hand there
are the 'scientific' studies of job satisfaction to which Brayfield and
Crockett refer., (See p.3) The theoretical models which are based on
these studies are influsnced by the work of experimental psychology and
emphasise reward and reinforcement in propounding causal models of

behaviour (McGregor 1960, Vroom 1964, Herzberg 1968),
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"Without doubt, the law of effect or principle of
reinforcement must be included among the most
substantiated findings of experimental psychology
and is at the same time among the most useful
findings for an applied psychology concerned with

the control of human behaviour." (Vroom 1964)

On the other hand there are those views based on the strongly
humanistic theories of certain personologists, notably Maslow and Allport.
These encourage a more lively and compassionate approach to the study of
social bshaviour yet frequently employ such global redescriptions as to

leave in their wake more enthusiasm than real explanation,

It may prove fruitful in studying behaviour at work to combine
empirical discipline with an acceptance of the kind of experienced
phenomena investigated in the concept of Psychological Ownership, By
this approach the frustrations of strict materialist reductionism or of
global redefinitions may both be avoided,

"I am therefore going to commit a final and incorrigibles
lewdness, I am going to assess certain of the broad
requirements for analyses of human motivation by
examining human motivational phenomena. ... I will

not be ashamed to consult the phenomena of human

experience as well as human behaviour," (Koch 1956)

In as much as the arguments against a reductionist approach are
valid, it must be a worthwhile exercise to explore this alternative. 1In

this sense Psychological Ownership does not replace any of the motivss

which may be proposed by other authors, but may help to explain the

complexities of social behaviour which seem inadequately explained in
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single motive terms. It may prove to be as DeCharms (1968) wrote of his

theory of Personal Causation:

" ... an overarching or guiding principle upon which

specific motives are built."
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1. THE PILOT STUDY

(a) Objectives

The aim of the research is to investigate the association betwseen
Autonomy and Task Commitment in terms of a person's perception of the task
and of his relationship to it, This perception, called in the study,
Psychological Ouwnership, is therefore a construct, It is an intervening
variable, a term which, as Kerlinger (1969) points out:

" ..o is invented to account for internal and directly
unobservable psychological processes that in turn account

for bshaviour ... an 'in=the=head! variable, It cannot

be ssen, heard or felt. It is inferred from behaviour."

Specifically, the pilot study is based on the following areas of

interest, as summarised in Chapter VI:

-~ The relationship of Psychological Ownership in a task and the

Autonomy (Freedom of Choice and Influence) the person has in it,

= The manifestation of Psychological Ownership in the commitment and
enthusiasm expressed by the individual and in other feslings,

negative or positive, which the task generates,

= The part played by three personality factors:
(i) Perception of self as the locus of control,
(ii) Conformity,

(iii) Attraction to Ownership,

(b{ Rationals for the Pilot Survey

The first step in the field research was to carry out a pilot survey.
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This was necessary for the following reasonss:

To ensure that it was realistic to ask respondents to define the

specific tasks which were ta be the vehicle for subsequent enquiry.

= To test all instruments for clarity and each scaled item for balance

and discriminating power.

= To ensure that open-ended questions were unambiguous, unthrsatening

and could be related by people to their own work situation.

= To review the order of questions and questionnaires, in order to

minimise responses being biased by previocus guestions or replies,

= To provide data which would be a basis for improving the grouping

of the items into 'clusters', for example Influence and Ownership.

= To find out how long the interview was likely to take,

(c) The Population

All the people interviswed were to be managers as it was necessary
that their jobs should contain sufficient challenge and complexity that the
relationship of Autonomy to Ownership could be explored. More specifically,
it was decided that research scientists were to be the main respondent
group because it could be expected that they would have considerable

autonomy in their jobs (Marquis 1966),

Access was available, through previous contacts from consultancy
and management courses, to a local manufacturing company with the numbers
of research staff required, Eight research managers were invited to take

part in the pilot survey, together with eight other managers from production
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or engineering departments who would serve as a control group. All of the
research scientists and most of the others were graduates., Both departments
had been subject to reorganisation in the eighteen months previous to the
survey, and there was no reason to believe that the two groups had had any
different exposure to behavioural science teaching. The R & D department
worked to a matrix model which msant that a manager could have a functional

head and also at least one project leader.*

Because of thes economic climate, the company had passed through a
phase of redundancies which had resulted in some feelings of uncertainty
in those who remained. But the worst of this was past, It was therefore
decided to carry out the study in this company as it offered the greatest
opportunity available for research, while being apparently free of any

organisational problems likely to limit the value of the data collected.

2, METHODOLOGY

The research was to be conducted using an interview supplemented by
scaled questionnaires, Before describing the procedure and instruments in
detail, the reasons for choosing this approach in preference to alternative

approaches, are discussed.

Firstly, an interview with open-ended questions was necessary
because of the exploratory nature of the study. No scales existed which

would measure the key variable - Psychological Ownership.

Observational methods or projsctive tests were not chosen because

of the problems of reliability and validity associated with them, The data

#R & D department was used in the main survey. A more detailed description
of the department follows in Chapter X,
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generated by both these methods lsaves more room for inference than would
verbal reports (Selltiz, Jahoda, Deutsch and Cook 1959). Morsover
observational methods alone would be incomplete, as the focus of the study
was to be an intervening variable and thersfore, by definition, unobservable.
AR projective test was considered but rejected because of the problems of
validation, It would have involved praesenting respondents with two

pictures of people at work., One picture would be described as being
associated with 'enthusiasm', the other not. Stories written about the
pictures would then have been coded for Ownership themes. Using a Thematic
Apperception Test is also difficult due to its sensitivity to factors in

the situation during its actual administration (Shipley and Veroff 1952),

The advantage of using an interview was that it would be possible
to draw on actual tasks in which the respondents were, or had besn
involved. An account could be obtained in terms of people's perceptions
of the tasks and of their attitudes and feelings towards them, The use of
an interview with open-ended questions was particularly suitable at the
pilot stage. Information might be lost if responses were restricted
within a framework of predetermined categories,

"Open-ended questions are called for when the issue is complex,
when the relevant dimensions are not known, or when the
interest of research lies in the exploration of a process

or of the individual's formulation of an issue,"

(Selltiz et al, 1959)

At the same tims however, supplementing the open=ended questions
with scaled guestionnaires, meant that the hypothesised constructs and
their relationships could be examined without having to depend on those

constructs being explicitly expressed in the respondents' 'open' ansuwers,
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The author's previous experiencs in teaching situations demonstrated

that managers often recognised the concept of Psychological Ownership once
it had been described to them. However, without such description, their
analysis of the reasons for enthusiasm in work was more likely to be in
terms of ‘achisvement?, It was as though the word achievement had come

to have a non=specific meaning and was often used merely as a synonym for
Job satisfaction. Scaled items which were designed to measure the concept

of ownership wsre therefore needed.

A further value of scaled questionnaires is that they introducs
more uniformity, help to reduce any bias from rsspondent or interviewer
sources, and make the total interview esxperience a more varied and

interesting one for the people who take part.

A final feature of the method was that respondents were to be
questioned about specific tasks, This was in order to obtain a more
definite picture than that resulting from more general approaches.
Descriptions of jobs as-a=whole embrace a number of tasks of varying
attractiveness and associated with different feelings, so that the

subsequent analysis is less specific and therefore less reliable.

3, PROCEDURES AND MEASURING INSTRUMENTS

Details of the interview schedule and the various scaled question-

naires used in the pilot survey are contained in Appendix D.

(a) The Choice and Description of the Two Tasks

Each respondent would be asked to describe what his job entailed,

and then to identify specific tasks, managerial or technical, on which he
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was currently working, These would then be ranked by him in order of his
enthusiasm for them, regardless of the importance they might have for the
company, Two aof these tasks would be selected for further enquiry and
called Tasks A and B,

Task A: The one he felt most enthusiastic about,

Task B: One towards which he felt indifferent,
A full account of both tasks would then be compiled from open-ended

questions concerning the following aspects:

Their nature,

Their origin and rationale,

How the respondent became involved in them,
What part he had played and was playing,

How he felt about the tasks and why,.

Each task was later to be the topic of a scaled questionnaire, a description

of which now follows,

(b) The Job Activity Questionnaire (J.A.Q.)

The Job Activity Questionnaire contained items designed to measure
the Autonomy and perception of Psychological Ownership associated with
each task, as well as various behavioural manifestations of Ouwnership,
Enthusiasm was the criterion on which the tasks were to be selected. The
J.A.Q. also measured various aspects of involvement, commitment and related
feelings for each individual (General Items). This questionnaire was to
be completed twice (for Tasks A and B)., In between, were open-ended
guestions and other scales so that conscious comparison of the two tasks
would be minimised. The J.A.Q. contained 26 scaled items to investigate
the history of the task and the respondent's attitude towards it. The

three broad categories and 26 items are presented in Table 8,1,
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Table 8,1, Categories and Items in the Job Activity Questionnaire (Pilotz

CATEGDRY ITEM NO, DESCRIPTION
AUTONDMY 3 Allocation of responsibilities

The perception

of influence #4 Task gensrated from his idea
and freedom 6 Able to choose or modify methods or
of choice procedures
#9 Initial freedom to accept or rejct the
task
#11 Target setting method
13 Opportunity for his ideas
16 Able to make changes
21 Use of fsedback
#23 Amount of freedom
25 Authority held
PSYCHOLOGICAL 1 Talking to others
DUNERSHIE 5 Identification with the task
The task is his 'pigson’'
10 Effects of task performance on feelings
about self
12 Rating in life
#15 Sense of personal involvement
19 Reaction to criticism
*20 Tendency to think about task after work
26 Perception of closeness of task to self
GENERAL ITEMS 2 Amount of challenge
*8 Interest contsnt
#14 Importance to department management
17 A source of gself~fulfilment
#18 Significance in departmental success
22 Source of self respect
24 Sense of accomplishment

*Reversed items
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Each item was in the form of a graphic rating scale (Selltiz et al.
1959) with four scale points and a brief description in each. The respondsnt
would be asked to check the box which best reflected the situation as he

saw it, For example:

Allocation of tasks, responsibilities, duties etc. or ths
approval of subordinates undertaking of them in this task:

is at my is at my is outside is almost
sole discretion my never at my
discretion for the discretion sale
most part at times discretion

This guestionnaire is in Appendix D, Its form was chosen in
preference to the Likert scale to encourage the respondents to rslate
each item to their work by having to read the descriptions and avoid
ticking boxes without much thought. The items were arranged in random
order to prevent inter-item influsnce and nine were reversed to minimise
'halo® effect. This reversal procedure was explained to the respondent to
avoid the confusion and irritation it can sometimes cause., Each item was
so constructed as to avoid the responses to some questions being pre-

determined by responses to others,

The measures which were to be of particular interest in the analysis
were those of the differences between Task A and Task B scores, The

advantages of this were as follows:

- It controlled for individual differences in expressing feelings.

= It controlled for differences in opportunity, for the aspects of
the task investigated,

= It provided more inter-respondent differentiation than using Task A
guestionnaire results alone. As the preferred task, Task A would
have been more likely to produce consistently high scores on all

items,
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(c) The Opportunity Scale

A 'climate' questionnaire was adapted from the one used by
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967)., It was included to test the assumption that
the structure and management philosophy of each department would be
differsnt becauss of the different functions involved., The aim of this
questionnaire was therefore to provide an indication of any difference
in the opportunities for personal influence and freedom in ths two
departments., By this means, it would be possible to assess the extent to
which the part playsd by Psychological Ownership was dependent on the

environment in which the person worked,

(d) Scales Measuring Personality Factors

(i) The Perceived Locus of Control = The I-E Scale

This scale was developed to measure a person's perception of the
amount of control or influences which he feels he has in certain specific
situations (Rotter 1966, Lefcourt 1966)., Rotter defines the scale as

follouws:

"If the person perceives that the svent is contingent upon
his own behaviour or his own relatively permanent
characteristics, we have termed this a belief in internal

control."
In contrast to this, external control is the perception of events:

" ... as the result of luck, chance, fate, as under the
control of powerful others, or as unpredictable because
of the great complexity of the forces surrounding him,*

(Rotter 1966)
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This concept is close to the influence component of Autonomy as defined
in this study (p.58). The I-E scale was therefore chosen as one general
characteristic which might determine the strength of association between

Autonomy and Task Commitment in a specific situation.

The I-E scale was found by Rotter (1966) to have reasonably high
internal consistency and test-retest reliability. The 10 items to be used
were those selected by Thomas (1970) as those with the highest intsrscale
correlation., The instructions and items are contained in Appendix D.

Each item involved a forced choice betwsen two statements, one reflecting
internal and one reflecting sxternal locus of control, For example:

a) Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck has

little or nothing to do with it. (internal)

b) Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the
right place at the right time. (external)

{(ii) Independence versus Conformity = The I=C Scale

Conformity was selected as it is related to the second aspect of
Autonomy: the Freedom of Choice the individual has to influence a situation,
People with diffserent tendencies to conform, could be expected to attach
different values to the opportunity for freedom of choice in relation to
a task, Conformity behaviour is also related to scores on the I-=E scale.
Extsrnals are found to be more conformist than internals. Internals on the
other hand are found to resist attempts to influence them unless they feel

it is to their own advantage to be influsnced (Rotter 1966),.

The scale was constructed with 10 items which Crutchfield (1955)

had found more frequently believed to be 'true! by independent subjects
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than by conforming subjects, The indepsndence of the individual was judged
from behaviour in an Asch-~type experimental situation, An example of an

item to which respondents answered 'true' or 'false' follouws,

"It is alright to get around the law if you don't actually
break it." (See Appendix D)

Siii{ Preference for Ownsrship = The 0-P Scale

fFourteen further items were added to those measuring conformity,
(See Appendix D) They were designed to distinguish betwsen individuals on
the basis of their attraction to situations likely to involve Ownership.

Respondents were asked to answer 'true' or "false' to such statements as:

"I usually find I'm reluctant to work to ideas or plans

I have had littls or no influence over."

"I find I often defend an author I am reading if someone
else attacks him,"
Agreement or disagreement with these items would indicate the importance
to the individual of the Ownership he could have in a situation, either
through personal influence (first example above), or by identification
(second example). This was the third personality factor whose effect on
the relationships of Autonamy, Psychological Ownership and Task Commitment,

would be investigated,

(e) Further Open-Ended Questions

(i) Respondents' Views on Motivation to Work

The managsrs would be asked what their beliefs were as to what
caused enthusiasm, pride or frustration at work, both from their own work

experisnce and from their experience as managers., These gquestions were
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designed to test the assumption posed earlier (p.78) that people might
show their awareness of the link between Autonomy and Task Commitment but
be as likely to express the nature of that link in terms of achievement

as they would bse to describe it in terms of Ownership,

(ii) Critical Incident Questions

Herzberg's original questions (p.7) and the ranked list of tasks
generated at the beginning of the interview, allowed the following prediction
to be investigated: that both situations recalled, whether associated
with bad or good feelings would have bsen important to the individual at
the time, The analysis of the answers to these questions would provide
the link between Part I and Part II of this study., It would demonstrate
that it is the commitment of the individual that causes him to remember
the task at all, and that the associated feelings determine how it is

remsmbersed, with or without some involvemsnt of perceptual defence.

4, RESULTS OF THE PILOT SURVEY AND DESIGN MODIFICATIONS

With this design the pilot survey was conducted., Before the
interviews began, a meeting was held with the R & D group to provide them
with an opportunity to ask questions about the survey, This was not possible
for the production and engineering group so they were visited individually,

A room was pravided in each department in which to interview the 16
members of staff. One or two expressed doubts as to the motive behind the
exercise but there was no svidence that this doubt remained when the
interviews began. One respondsnt had to leave before completing all the

questionnaires.
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The intervisw, which had been pretssted on colleagues, took thres
and a half hours at the first, but subsequently lasted about two hours,

Before beginning with the questions, the following points were made,

= Respondents were told the purpose aof the research and that it was
at the instigation of the author,

= Ags it was a pilot study, comments would be welcomed,

- Answers would be treated confidentially,

= Only their own opinions were sought,

At the end of the interview each respondent was asked not to reveal the

questions to his colleagues, The evidence suggested that they honoured

thiSo

The results of the pilot survsy and the subsequent modifications

to the design are now covered in four subsections:

(a) The choice and description of the two tasks (A and B),
(b) The Job Activity Questionnaire,
(c) Other scaled questionnaires,

(d) Other open-ended questions.

(a) The Choice and Description of the Two Tasks (A and B)

In most cases, respondents were able to subdivide their work into
specific tasks from which two of different preference could be chosen,

Several modifications were required.

- Some engineering managers and some senior managers of both groups

described their jobs in terms of broad areas of responsibility and
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could not identify specific tasks that were of a significant siza,

or differed in associated feelings,

= The choice of Task B left too many variables uncontrolled. For
example, the type of task, managerial or taechnical, and differences
in importance to the company, made interpretation of the role of the

key variable more difficult,

= The questions, designed to provide a detailed picture of the two
tasks, were not comprehensive enough and the data was therefore
incamplete, Additional questions were therefore added during the

pilot stage.

The Final Design: As in the pilot, each respondent would be asked:

= To describe his work in terms of specific and current tasks,
- To rank them in order of his enthusiasm for them,
= To choose as Task A the one he felt most enthusiastic about,
= To choose for Task B ons that met the following criteria:
« It would be seen as being at least as important to the
company as Task A,
o« It would be similar in type to Task A.

o It would be a task which the respondent felt less

enthusiastic about,.#

The revised questions, designed to provide data about the nature of ths task,
its origin, and the respondent's involvement in it and feelings about it,

are contained in Appendix E.

*In cases where two tasks could not be identified, a 'back-up procedure!
was used. (See Appendix E)
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(b) The Job Activity Questionnaire

During the pilot, the divisions on the scale were increased from
4 to B, as people found the smaller number too restricting, A number of
items were modified bscause either or both extremes of the scale were not
used. One item, concerning 'the effects of criticism®, was significantly
changed as respondents frequently commented on its ambiquity. Three items
were deleted: item 23 (the amount of freedom) and item 25 (the amount of
authority), were not specific enough, nor did they produce a sufficient
spread of the A minus B score, which was to be the critical one for
correlation, Item 22 (source of self respsct), was deleted bscause many

respondents found it too vague.

Category Formation from Psychological Dwnership and General Items

Some of the Psychological Ownership items were, at face value,

more specific than others, Compare for example the following items:
"All in all, I think of this as my pigeon." (specific Ownership)

"Depsnding on how well or how badly this goes, the effect on

how I feel about myself is likely to be ..." (non=-specific)
The items included under Psychological Ouwnership and some of those in the
General category, wers therefore regrouped as Psychological Ownership and
Task Involvement. (See Tables 8.2 and 8.3) Psychological Ownership
contained those items which were specific in describing feelings of
identification, (Table 8.2) Task Involvement contained items which
signified preoccupation or concern with the task., (Table 8.,3) As such,
the Task Involvement category was designed to measure a behavioural

manifestation of Psychological Ownership.
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Using data obtained with the J.A.Q. (Task A) and from both
occupational groups, these two categories were tested for internal
consistency by item=total correlation using Spearman's rho. The results

are in Tables 8,2 and 8,3,

Tablse B.2. Item=Total Correlations for Psychological Ownership#

Item rho significance
(5) Identification with the task 094 .01
(7) ‘'His pigeon’ 072 .01
(12) PRating in life 081 .01
(15) Personal involvement <19 Ne8e
(19) Reaction to criticism 091 .01

N.s. = Nat significant at .05 level.

Table B.3., Item=Total Correlations for Task Involvement

l1tem rho significance
(1) Talking to others <56 .05
(10) Effect on feelings about self «61 .05
(17) Source of self-fulfilment 064 .05
(20) Thinking about task after work .84 .01
(24) Personal accomplishment 028 NoSe

As a result of these findings, item 15 was modified, and item 24 was
included with two other items, Challenge and Interest, in an 'Achievement!

group, The item=total correlations for this group follow in Table B8.4.

#Item 26 - 'Closeness to self', would have been in the Psychological
Ownership group, but the scoring had been restricted to a four point
scale and could not be used in this correlation.
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Table 8.4, Item—=Total Correlations for Achievemsent

Ltem rho significance
(2) Challenge .90 .01
(8) Interest «81 <01
(24) Personal accomplishment .93 .01

The regrouping into these three categories was supported by the
high item=total correlation in each and by the low intergroup correlation,

(See Table 8,5)

Table 8,5, Intergroup Correlation of Psychological Ownership,
Task Involvement and Achisvement

Lorrelation rho significance
Psychological Task
Dwnership and Involvement - 38 NeSs
Pszs:gi;a;;al and Achisvement .38 NeSe
Invliszment and Achievement .01 NeS.

The Final Design: The three categories described above were included in

the J.A.Q., as were three others which measured aspects of Autonomy. These
were Influence, Freedom of Choice and Freedom to accept or reject the task,
The items measuring these aspects of Autonomy were grouped on grounds of
face validity rather than on the basis of inter~item correlations, It
would not necessarily follow that because for example, a person is free to

allocate responsibilities, he will also be able to make changes in procedure.
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The scores for the items in each of the categories mentioned were
to be summed in order to enhance discrimination between raspondents. With
twe further items measuring the importance of the task to the company,
the categories of the modified J.A.Q. were as below. (Table 8.6) The
abbreviated titles used in this table are used throughout the remaining

chapters. (See Appendix E for details)

Table 8,6, Factors Comprising the Redesigned Job Activity Questionnaire

Influence - The respondent's perception of the
amount of influence he exerts on the
task,

Freedom - The respondent's perception of the

amount aof freedom of choice which is
his in relation to ths task.

Autonomy - Influence and Freedaom,

Psychological Ownership - Feelings of Ownership and identity in
the task,

Achisvemsnt - A sense of achievement and related
feselings,

Task Involvement - Concern and preaccupation with the task.,

Initial Choice - Initial freedom to accept or reject the
task,

Importance - Importance to the company.

(c! Other Scaled Questionnaires

(i) Opportunity Scale

The results are tabulated in Appendix F, It will be seen from a
comparison of the 'total' columns that this scale failed to discriminate
between the two occupational groups in the way predicted from the Lawrence

and Lorsch study (1967). There was no evidence that the research scientist
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worked in a less structured, less constraining organisation. VYet this

is what would be expected, given the complexity of their technological
environment. A probable cause of this finding was that the questions

were answared by some managers with reference to their functional group

and others with reference to their operational or project group. 1In any

case it appsared that the scale did not provide the required information

in an explicit enough form., It did not measure the opportunity pseople

felt they had for those elements of their work which the J.A.Q., investigated.
In view of this, a second 'opportunity scale' was designed and piloted,

It was based on the J.,A.Q. items, and is refsrred to as the General Job

Attitude Questionnaire,

The Final Design = The Gensral Job Attitude Questionnaire (G,J.A.Q.)

The purpose of this questionnaire was firstly to provide a
comparison hetween the two occupational groups as to the opportunity they
felt their job provided, for the factors examined in the J.A.Q. Secondly,
and in conjunction with a measure of overall job satisfaction, it would
provide an opportunity to compare this more standard job-as—a-whole

procedure with that of comparing specific tasks,

For each of 19 items, respondents were required to check a seven

point scale which lay between two opposite responses. For example:

I do not have enough I have about as much
freedom, = versus = freedom as I could
wish for,.

A ssven point scale was chosen in prefersence to the eight point scale
used in the J.A.Q. for ease of siting the mid=point in the abssnce of any

guiding statements. The questionnaire was piloted with a group of managers
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attending a courss at the Durham University Business School and corrected
for clarity and bias., S5ix items were reversed. The factors, details of
which ars included in Appendix E, measured the opportunity the respondent

felt his work provided, for:

Autonomy
Psychological Ownership
Achisvement

Task Involvement

Two further items measured job satisfaction and job security.

(ii) Scales Measuring Perspnality Variables

The I-E Scalet The order of items needed changing to make better use of

the fillers. Some wording was changed but otherwise no significant

modifications were required.

The Independence=Conformity Scale: Three items (5, 7 and 10) were

modified as they showed low discriminating powsr because of extreme
wording., For example in item 10, the words 'a little! were deleted

from the sentence 'A person needs to show off a little now and then!'.

The Ownership=Prefersnce Scale: Again on the basis of discriminating

power, some items were modified (2, 8 and 9) and five were deleted (4, 11,

16, 19 and 24).

The final design for these questionnaires is contained in Appendix E,
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{d) Other DOpen—Ended Questions

Several open-ended questions were modified or deleted during the
pilot, as they proved redundant or difficult to answer., Some were ambiguous
or difficult for the person to relate to his experience., A few, having
the appearance of examination questions, obviously made a number of
respondents anxious, A content analysis of these questions was not carried
out at the pilot stage, as it had already besn decided to leave them open
to avoid restricting the language in which respondents would describe

their tasks.'
The Herzberg critical incident questions produced the usual
2-factor pattern of responses, with content factors being cited as causes

of good feelings and contextual factors as causes of bad feslings.

The Final Design: Those general questions which proved clear, relevant

and unthreatening were included in the final survey. The details of these

are in Appendix £, The areas they covered were:

- Stated beliefs as to the sources of commitment,

- Stated beliefs as to the sources of frustration.

- Preference for the managerial or technical aspects of the job.
- The two Herzberg questions,

= Age and position,
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1. THE PURPOSE OF THE OPEN=ENDED QUESTIONS

(a) Questions Relating to the Two Tasks (A and B)

These questions (1=39 in Appendix E) would provide descriptions
of the tasks and feelings associated with them, which would be examined
for expressions of Psychological Ownership to illustrate the operational
definition discussed in Chapter VI. Secondly, by comparing the ways in
which respondents had come to be associated with sach task and the part
they had played in themy, these questions would help define the forms in
which Autonomy manifests itself at work. They would also enable the
relationship to bs explored, between Autonomy, Psychological Ownership
and Enthusiasm for the task, which was the initial basis of distinguishing
between the two tasks, Finally, descriptions would be analysed for
evidence of ways in which people consciously sought to create the means

of increasing their sensse of Ownership, once a task was under way,

(b) Questions on Beliefs about Commitment

These general questions (41=43, 49 and 50 in Appendix E), would
help construct a picture of what managers believed to be thse sources of
commitment and enthusiasm at work. More specifically, it would be possible
to test out the view expressed sarlier (p.78), that the part played by
Autonomy and Ownership is not explicitly recognised because views are
biased culturally in favour of the Achievement concept, It would be of
particular interest therefore, to see how many people did not express
beliefs as to the role of Autonomy or Psychological Ownership in some form,
in gpite of already having completed questionnaires containing items based

on those same concepts,
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(c) The Herzberg Critical Incident Questions

Two predictions were made on the basis of thess questions. Firstly,
that the 2=factor phenomenon would be demonstrated using the same
categories as Herzberg developed. Secondly, that both incidents, whether
cited as a source of good feelings or of bad, would prove to have been of
similar importance to the individual at the time they took place. It is
not that the incident recalled as being a source of bad feelings is trivial,
but that to have identified contextual or Hygeine factors as the cause,
is only to give half the picture. The task must have besn important to
the psrson for him to recall it at all. If however, it was associated
with bad feslings, it can be more readily recalled if factors perceived

as being external to the individual can be identified as the cause,

Specifically, it was predicted that where a task cited in either
of the two Herzbsrg questions had been included at the outset of the
interview, it would also have been ranked high in terms of enthusiasm,
Where the task mentioned was in the past,; it would have been important
to the respondent at the time, These findings would therefore be
congistent with the analysis of the 2-factor phenomenon which was
developed in Part II. Incidents cited as giving rise to bad feelings
would be those in which the person felt some Ouwnership, but the cause of
bad feelings would be seen to have originated in others or in external

factors,
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2, HYPOTHESES FROM SCALED QUESTIONNAIRES

(a) The Significance of the Task A minus Task B Msasures

At the interview, the basis of differentiating between Task A and
Task B was the amount of enthusiasm the person felt for sach one, and his
willingness to put effort into them. Enthusiasm or commitment to a task

is assumed to be related to how well a task is performed,

The significance of the A minus B measure therefore, is that a
correlation of any two factors, say Autonomy and Task Involvement, not
only indicates that a difference in one is related to a difference in the
other, It also means that this association, in turn, will be related to
enthusiasm, as this was the basis from which the data about the tasks had

been generated.

By the same reasoning, it would be expected that A minus B valuss,
especially Autonomy and Psychological Ownership, would be mainly positive,
The exception to this would be valuss for Importance, the factor which was

controlled in the criteria for selecting tasks.

(b) Summary of the Investigation

The relationships to be investigated through the scaled questionnaires,

and their relevant hypotheses; can be summarised as follows:

(i) To explore the relationship between Autonomy, Psychological

Ownership and Task Involvement., (Hypotheses I, II and III)



o8

(ii) To compare these factors with Achievement as a source of

enthusiasm or commitment to a task, 1In particular:

= Can Achievement be distinguished from Psychological

Ownership as a sseparate concept?

- If so, in what ways are the two related, and is one a
greater source of Task Commitment than the other?

(Hypothesis IV)

(i1i) To compare the strengths of the above relationships, as
between researchers and engineers (Hypothesis V), and between
peaple of eithar occupation on the basis of certain personality
factors = locus of control, conformity and attraction to

Ownership, (Hypothesis VI)

(iv) Finally, to explore the different opportunities for these
factors as perceived by the two occupational groups = researchers

and engineers, (Hypothesis VII)

A diagram of the theoretical construct developed, follows in Figure 9.1,
It was developed after the pilot survey and forms the basis of the main
hypotheses, The abbreviated titles for factors are defined in the

previous chapter (p.91).




(¢) Construct Diagram — Related to the J.A.Q,

(post pilot)

Influence

Nature _ -~
of /
Task /

Psychological
_ - Bwnership

Achievement

Task
Involvement

\

Performance

Construct Diagram

Figure 9.1,

Note:

Fresdom

\

Enthusiasm
and
Commitment

JoR.0Q.

J.A.Q.

J.A.Q.

J.A.Q,

Choice
of
Tasks A & B

J.A‘Q.

The thickness of the lines depicts the predicted strength of
relationships.



100

HYPOTHESIS I

The more Autonomy an individual sees himself as havipg in

a task, the more Ownership he will feel towards it.

Autonomy is operationally defined as the individual's perception of the

amount of Influence and Freedom of Choice hs has in the task.

Prediction: There will be a positive correlation between the

three factors:

Influence

Psychological
Freedom and

Ownership
Autonamy

These will be the strongsst correlations observed, using J.A.Q,
A-B measures, because of the specific role of Autonomy in the

generation of feelings of Ownership,

Statistic: Kendall's Tau

HYPOTHESIS II

The more Ownership a person feels in a task, the more
positive will be his attitude towards it,

The measure of attitude to the task is Task Involvement, the individual's

concern for and preoccupation with, a task to which he is committed.

Prediction: There will be a positive correlation betuween:

Psychological Task
and
Ownership Involvement

Statistic: Kendall's Tau
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HYPOTHESIS III

The amount of choice the individual sees himself as

having had initially to accept or reject the task; will

not bs as obvious a source of enthusiasm as Autonomy, or

Psychological Ownership.

The assumption to be tested concerns the nature of organised work, with
its necessity for delegation and division of labour. UWhat happens after
the task has been apportioned, will be a stronger source of enthusiasm
than the initial freedom to accept it., Psychological Ownership can be

developed during the time the person is associated with a task,

Predictions:

(1) Using J.A.Q. (A) and J.A.Q. (B), there will not be a marked
difference between Tasks A and B in the free choice available
initially,

Statistic: Chi-Square.

(ii) Using J.A.Q. (A=-B), the correlations of:

Initial Psychological Ownership
with and
Choice Task Involvement

will not be as strong as those of

Influence Psychological Ouwnership
Freedom and with or
Autonomy Task Involvement

Statistic: Kendall's Tau.
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HYPOTHESIS IV

(i) The more Achievement a person associates with a

task, the more positive are his feelings towards it,

{ii) This association will not be as strong_as the

one between Autonomy and Psychological Bwnsership.

{ngotheses 1 and II!

(iii) Achievement will show a relationship with
Psychological Ownership,

The concept to be investigated is that the two factors, Achievement and
Psychological Ownership, are not one and the same, and that of the two,
Psychological Ownsrship is the more potent source of task enthusiasm and
related feelings. But neither factor is likely to occur without the other.
The more challenge the task seems to offer, the more desirable Ownership
becomes, Similarly the more Ownership is fslt in a task, the greater the

sense of Achievement possible from successes associated with it,

Predictions:

(i) There will be a positive correlation between Achisvement and
Task Involvement, but this will not be as strong as that betwsen

Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement.

(ii) There will be a positive correlation of Psychological Ownership
with Achievement, though weaker than those described in (i), and the

correlations of:

Influence
Psychological
Freedom and with
Ownership
Autonomy

will be weaker if the correlation is controlled for Achievement.

Statistics: Kendall's Tau and Partial Tau.
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HYPOTHESIS V

Autonomy and Psychological Ownership will be more obvious
sources of positive feelings towards tasks for the

researchers than for the enginesrs.

An observed difference in the part played by Ownership in the work of

these two groups of managers may be due to different opportunities, owing
to the nature of the work involved, Alternatively, previous raesearch bhas
indicated that Autonomy in work is seen as more important by researchsrs
than by engineers (Marquis 1966, Schultz 1964). Differences in opportunity
will be examined later (Hypothesis VII), This Hypothesis (V) explores the
possibility that if Autonomy is of greatsr value to the researchers,
Psychological Ownership will be too, and these two factors will be more
strongly associated with positive attitudes to a task in the case of the

researchers than in the case of the engineers,

Predictions:

(i) Using J.A.Q., (R) and J.,A.Q. (B) separately, there will be
more evidence of high scores for the rssearchers than for the

engineers in the following factors:

Influence
Freedom
Autonomy

Psychaological Ownership

Achievement and Task Involvement will not reflect this differencs.

Statistic: Mann=Whitney U,
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(ii) The correlations described in Hypotheses I and II, involving
Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, will be

stronger in the research than in the engineering group,

Statistic: Kendall's Tau,

HYPOTHESIS VI

The strength of the relationships between Autonomy,

Psychological Ownership and Task Involvemsnt, will depend

on the strenqth of three personality factors,

These are: The Perceived Locus of Control = I-E Scale,
The Independence=Conformity Scale = I=C Scals.

The Ownership=Preference Scale - 0-P Scale,

The first two are existing measures and the third was developed for this
study. The I-E and I-C scales were chosen because of their relationship

to Autonomy, a key variable in this research., This relationship was
discussed more fully in Chapter VIII (p.83)., The effects of all three
personality factors on the part played by Autonomy and Psychological
Ownership in generating positive attitudes are investigated. The procedure
to be adopted is as follows., Each respondent group will be divided into
two subgroups on the basis of sach of thé three personality factors in

turn (using the median value), The correlations in Hypotheses I and II
will then be repeated and a comparison made betwssn each pair of subgroups

so formed,

Prediction: The correlations carried out for Hypotheses I and II
involving Autonamy, Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement,
will be stronger in the case of the sub=group with the higher scores

on each of the three personality factor scales,

Statistic: Kendall's Tau,
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HYPOTHESIS VII

Researchers will see themsslves as having more Opportunity
for Autonomy and Psychological Ownership at work than

engineers will, Achievement will not reflect this difference,

The questionnaire designed for this was the G,J,A.Q. The aim of this
hypothesis is to see whethery in the perceptions of the managers themselves,
there is a difference in opportunity for the various factors because of

the nature of the work or organisational procedures,

Predictions: There will be higher scores from researchaers than

enginesers, ing

Opportunity for Influence
Opportunity for Frsedom
Opportunity for Autonomy

Opportunity for Psychological Ownership

but there will be no difference between the two groups in

Opportunity for Achievement or Task Involvement,

Statistic: Mann-Whitney U,

3, FURTHER PREDICTIONS

These were more peripheral to the study and are therefore summarised

in abbreviated form,

(a) Using J.A.Q. (A) and J.A.Q. (B), the same correlations would
be examined as in Hypotheses I, II and III, using the same statistic:

Kendall's Tau,
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(b) The results of the G.J.A.Q. would be compared with those of

the J.,A.Q. to see whether:

= Correlations of items measuring Opportunity for the various factors
will reflect the pattern of relationships shown by the factors

themselves (Influence, Autonomy etc.).

= The correlation of Job Satisfaction with Opportunity for Psychological
Ownership will be strongser than that of Job Satisfaction with

Opportunity for Achievement.

Statistic: Kendall's Tau,

(c) The three personality factor scales will be intercorrelated.
It is predicted that all the correlations will be positive, The scores
of the three scales will also be examined for their distribution bestuween

the two occupational groups,.

Statistic: Chi=Square,.

4, STATISTICAL NOTES

{a) The Rationale for using Nonparametric Tests

The criteria for choosing the statistics, are that they will enable
the data to be used appropriately and completely, in order to avoid adding
to, or losing, information, With the data available from the questionnaires,
neither a normal distribution nor equal=-intervals can be assumed., Non=

parametric tests are therefore more appropriate than parametric,




107

Some authors advocate using parametric tests in this situation,
while being aware of possible inequalities of intervals and using caution
in interpretation (Kerlinger 1969)., Indesd this is common practice when
Likert scales are used. In Oppenheim's terms (1966), the data is then
assumed to be more quantitative than qualitative., The decision to emplay
nonparametric tests means that the approach is therefore more conservative
than if parametric tests are used, but strictly speaking, the nature of the

data being at most, ordinal;, this was the more appropriate procedure.

(b) The Tests Used#*

The Kendall Rank Correlation Cosfficient (Tau): This test ‘requires

that both variables are measured in an ordinal scale and is more suitable
than Spearman's rho, where large numbers of ties are likely to occur, It
has a power-efficiency of 91%. Tau has the added advantage of having been
adapted to provide a partial corrslation_coefficient which allows for one
factor to be controlled, With this test the correlation of two variables

(x and y) may be found while removing any effects from the third variable

(z).

The Mann-Whitney U Test: This assumes ordinal measursment and two

independent groups drawn from the same population, Correction fer ties can

be made and its power-efficiency is 95,5%,

The Chi=Square Test: This assumes at least nominal data and twa

independent groups.

For all these tests except Chi-squars, the Scientific Subroutine Packagss

developed by I.B8.M. were used,

#Raference: Siegel (1956).



108

(c) Testing for Significance

Where possible the actual p value will be given, otherwise the
minimum level of statistical significance chosen, was .05, The tests
used are one-tailed for the most part, as direction has been predicted,
It is not possible to test for significance when using Kendall's partial
correlation coefficisnt, as its sampling distribution is not known (Siegel

1956),

Frequsntly, it was necessary to compare different tau values in
assessing the support they gave to the various hypotheses. Unfortunately,
there does not seem to be a statistic for determining how significant the
difference is, between the two tau values. Although values of Kendall's
tau are assumed to form a normal distribution for large values of N (Hays
1963), a test equivalent to the one used for parametric data (Blalock 1960)

could not be found.

The categories making up the J.A.Q. and the Ownership Preference
scale would be retested for reliability, using data from the main survey.
These two scales were to be retested as they had both besn newly devised
in order to investigats Psychological Ownership and its relation to other

factors.,

5, THE POPULATION

Although two other companies were considered, ths main survey was
carried out in the company in which the pilot had been conducted. The
pilot stage had met with interest and the numbers of respondents available
wers adequate, This decision also had the advantage of the instruments

having been piloted in the same environment,
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A request was therefore made to interview people from the R & D
department and from the Enginsering works. Twenty managers from each
department were chosen, from the same level, i.e., immediately senior to
first line supervision, A request was also made to be able to interview
4 to 6 more senior managers from each department so that a wider view of

the work situation would be possible,

The next chapter begins with a brief description of the departments

involved.



CHAPTER

X

RESEARCH FINDINGS FROM OPEN=ENDED QUESTIONS

10
2,
3.
4,

54

The Population

The Language of Psychological Ownership
The Differences Between Tasks A and B
Managers' Beliefs about Motivation to Work

Herzberg's Critical Incident Questions



110

1. THE POPULATION

The research was conducted in the same company as the pilot survey
had been, It was a division of a large company manufacturing chemicals

and employing approximately 10,000 people.

Two departments, Research and Engineering, were invited to take
part in the research with the same explapation and reassurances given in
the pilot survey (See p.B6)., The invitations were sent out through the
personnel officer in each department and all those who accepted the
invitation were interviewed. Any obvious preselection of respondents on
the basis of known attitudes to the company or thsir management was
avoided. Nevertheless, there may be some difference due to the respondent

group being more agreabls to the idea of taking part in the survey,

(a) The Research Managers

Amongst the management levels in research, thers were few non-

graduates, The work was of three kinds:
= QOriginal research and development af substances or processes.

-~ The development of ongoing processes, usually for the company, but

sometimes for customers, using the company's processes,

= An apalytical service for other departments and production units,

Managers interviewed were often in the position of belonging to at
least two working groups, the section in which they were organisationally
based, and one or more project teams. A project team could also include

people from non=research departments such as marketing,
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(bz The Engineering Managers

Three types of engineefing manager took part in the survey. Plant
engineers, who were responsible for on=going plant maintenance and breakdowns.
They reported to a senior engineer but received much of their work from
the plant manager, hierarchically their equal. Some engineers were
cantrally based, and wers responsible for the supervision of work of a
service nature to plants where thsre was more work than the local plant
team could deal with. Other projects, such as constructing, modifying or

repairing plant mechinery, were carried out in central warkshops.

There were alsoc thoss with a more general function such as planning
or inspecting and those who were in-=company consultant engineers, having
a team of subordinates and being available to give advice to plant
management,

About half these enginesring managers were graduatss.

(e) The Numbers Taking Part

A breakdown of the rsspondent population is in Table 10.1. One
research manager was not included in the analysis bscause of foreign
nationality. The repliss of the senior managers were not included in
the analysis either, They were interviswsd only to provide further
background information on the departments and the way they were organised.

This helped to clarify the descriptions given in the other intervisus.
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Table 10,1, Numbers of Managers Interviewed

Research Managers 21 {1 excluded
from analysis)

Research Senior Managers 5

Engineering Managers 23

Engineering Senior Managers

4
Total 53

‘d[ Age Distribution

Seventeen of the research managers were between 20 and 40 ysars
old. In the engineers' group howsver, the age range was wider. (See
Table 10.2) This raises the question as to what part age might play in
the findings. For sxample ten out of twelve engineers aged 20 to 40 years,
were able to refer to specific tasks, compared with only 5 out of the 11

older enginesring managers,

Table 10.2. Age Distribution of Managers Included in the Analysis

Numbers aof Managers

Age Group Ressarch Engineering
20=30 8 8
31=40 9 7
41-50 3 5
51+ 0 6

20 23

This could represent a source of error in subsequent findings, but ths
numbers do not allow any meaningful analysis of the part played by age in

Psychological Ownership and Task Commitment.
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2o, THE LANGUAGE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL _OWNERSHIP

The purpose of this section is to use the actual expressions with
which people described their tasks or attitudes to work, to amplify the

operational definition of Psychological Ownership that has been developed.

This is an important part of the study for two reasons. First,
because Psychological Ownership is not a concept about which respondents
can be questioned directly. It has not been adopted into the vernacular
as have the terms 'challenge' or ‘achievement®, Second, because in
presenting the expressions which people actually used, the concept is
illustrated in a more recognisable form than that developed by the more
rigorous process of constructing and analysing scaled items for a

questionnaire,

The quotations which follow are samples which illustrate various
aspects of Psychological Ownershipj how it is experienced, the sources
from which it is derived and what its relationship may be with ths other,
more familiar concept of Achievement. A fuller list of quotations forms

Appendix G,

The Way Ownership is Expsrienced

"I'm interested because this is my baby ... it's mine ... and
warts and all too. 1It's problematical but they're my

problems and I like that - I like that very much,"

The Way it is Sought

"I was looking for something that would grow out of what I

was doing, something that would be 'mine’, if you like."
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Its Origins

"I'd be very annoyed if I was pulled off it, because I did
a lot of thinking and work others didn't ses., I went my
way about it ... You carry a lot in your hands and head

which others don't have."

Its Relation to Achievement

"It's the enjoyment of a visible result of my own actions.

Eithsr success or failure in terms of what I do."

These and other expressions were derived mainly from descriptions
of the preferred task., They demonstrate the way Ownership is acquired,
the way it can be threatened by being taken over by others and how it can

conflict with organisational goals,

3. THE  DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TASKS A AND B

The last section demonstrated the language of Psychological
Ownershipe In this section a comparison will be made between the descriptions

of Tasks A and B, in order to investigate:

- The origins of Task Enthusiasm in the degree of Autonomy the person

sees himself as having,.

= The association of Autonomy and Enthusiasm with feelings of

Ownership in the task.

= The part played by other factors, such as Achievement, in the

generation of Enthusiasm,
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A number of categories were developed through content analysis
and used as the basis of distinguishing between tasks. The categories
are not merely presented as the prerequisite to coding. Because the study
is largely exploratory, one of its aims is to refine ways of studying the
key variable -~ Psychological Ownership. For this, categoriss had to be
developed. They have therefore been presented in some detail to illustrate

and identify their origins.

tach set of categories is constructed to meet the following

criterias

=~ It will involve a single classifying principla,
= It will be exhaustive, i.e. all responses can be found a category.
- It will be mutually exclusive, i.s, there should be no overlap

between the categories in each set.

(Selltiz et al. 1959)

When the responses toc the questions on Origin, Involvement and
Feelings for the Task werse examined, it was found they could be organised

into three category sets, These were:

= The timing of the person's involvement in the task,
= His degree of Autonomy in it.

- His reasons for the Enthusiasm he fselt towards it,
The first two of these sets are combined in the analysis of the part playsd

by Autonomy,

The two subsections which follow, describe the categories used in

coding responses and the results of content analysis for:
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(a) The Part Played by Autonomy, and

(b) The Reasons Given for Task Enthusiasm.

(a) The Part Played by Autonomy

(i) The Cateqories

The timing of the person's involvement with the project was

represented by two categories:

= The respondent was involved from the beginning.

= The respondent was involved after the beginning,

The second set of categories concerned the degree of Autonomy the person
had bad in the task, the amount of Influence, Control and Freedom of Choice
which was, or had been, his, Nine categories werse identified to reflect
the various degrees of Autonomy which the descriptions of the Tasks
suggested. (Table 10.3) The categories, their definitions and the
abbreviations used subsequently in the study, are grouped under thrse

broad headings. Thaey are:

- The task is self-ganerated.

= The task is not self=generated but provides significant scope for
Autonomy.

- The task is not self=generated and provides little or no scope for

Autonomy.
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Table 10,3, The Different Deaqrees of Task Autonomy

Self-Generated

Initially develops idea and introduces it. It is = HIS IDEA
outside his remit.

Initially develops the idea. Within his remit. = His idea
Responsible for introeducing an idea which = Imports

someone else developed outside his department
or company.

Not Self-Generated but with Scope for Autonomy

The subsequent development of the task is due to = Development
his ideas. There is a creative process involved
although he did not originate the task,

No creative element, but he is responsible for = [Management I
the development of the task through his

organisation or procedure., Formal authority

with minimal constraint.

Subsequent development partly due to his ideas, = Consultative I
A shared and central role, but without formal
authority,

Not Self-Generated and Little or no Scops for_ Autonomy

Subsequent development only affected by him to = Management II
a minor sxtent; i.,e. formal authority within
significant constraints.

Subsequent development only affected by him = Consultative II
to a minor extent. A shared but peripheral
role and without formal authority,

Subsequent development is in conflict with his = Conflict
ideas, beliefs or values.
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(ii) The Findings

The content analysis of the accounts of Tasks A and B shows a clsar

association between Autonomy and Enthusiasm,

The Researchers: In Tasks A, over half the researchers had

initiated the ideas from which the work had developed, The rasponses of
the other researchers demonstrated significant involvement in the tasks

through subsequent development of them. In contrast to this, in Tasks 8,
only one was self=generated and less than half ssem to have afforded any

significant scope for personal influence.

Respondents had also been involved from the beginning more often
in the preferred than the less preferred tasks, but the significance of
this finding is difficult to estimate as it is so often associated with

self-generated tasks.

The Engineers: The difference in the amount of Autonomy in Tasks

A as compared with Tasks B, was reflected in the engineers' descriptions
too, but they cited less sself-generated tasks than did the researchers,

Only one third of the engineers' preferrad tasks came in this category.

The results of both groups are summarised in Table 10.4. A mors
detailed analysis of the distribution of Autonomy in tasks of greater or

lesser enthusiasm is included in Appendix H,.
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Table 10.4. Distribution of Tasks According to the Degree of Autonomy

Researchers Engineers
Preferred Less Praferred Less
Task Preferred Task Preferred
Self=Generated 11 1 5 1
Significant Autonomy 9 9 10 5
Neither 0 10 0 9

Comparing the two Roles — Researcher and Engineer: Of the two

types of manager, it is the research scientist who has the greater
opportunity to see his work grow from his own ideas and inventions, It

is sven possible for him to influence the extent of financial support his
project receives because hs alone may have the detailed knowledge on which

such higher level decisions must be based.

The enginesr, on the other hand; provides a service. Most of his
work is on someone slse's project or someone else's plant. His scope for
creative solutions is limited by technology and procedurs. He is rarely
able to 'ses a job through' and is prevented from seeing a task as 'his!
bscause he works to detailed plans drawn up by another section in his

department.

There is a particular paradox in the plant engineer's role, as
some of them were awares, Their job is to prevent problems or breakdowns
occurring., They must therefore work themselves out of the very situations
which provide the opportunities for creativity and control which they enjoy,.
With Autonomy limited in this way, the psychological rewards open to
engineers are gained from technical problem solving and management of the

work force,
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For the research scientist the problem is not how to gain Autonomy,
but how to keep it. Collaboration, delegation or a senior's interest in
his project, may be seen as a threat to the Autonomy from which he derives
his energy and commitment,

"I've feelings of misgivings that my boss will want to get

involved and I'1l lose responsibility and have to take a

less influencing part in it, It's difficult to carry it

all but I'd like to maintain an identity and run the whole
show right the way through,"

(b) The Reasons Given for Task Enthusiasm

(i) The Categories

S5ix categories were defined on the basis of people's accounts of
why they felt, or did not feel, snthusiastic about the tasks they had
described. (See Table 10.5) Examples of the responses included in each

cateqgory are contained in Appendix H.

Table 10.5. Reasons for Enthusiasm

Achiesvemsnt - Success, challenge, solving problems.

Autonomy - A sense of control or influence over
the task. Demonstrating talents or
skills,

Importance = To the company.

Interest - The nature of the work,

Psychological Ownership - Identification, a sense of creativity.

Recognition = By superiors or peers,
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(ii) The Findings

The aim of this analysis was to ses whether the reasons psople gave
for feeling enthusiastic about the Tasks, would reflect the degree of
Autonomy they held in each, Detailed tables for both groups of managers

are contained in Appendix H.

Researchers: If all forty Tasks, both preferred and less preferred,
are examined, the categories most frequently cited by researchers as reasons

for their Enthusiasm are:

Achievement - 18 times
Psychological Ownership = 18 times
Autonomy - 16 times

When the preferred Tasks are examined separately, both Psychological
Ounership and Achievement are mentioned in approximately half of them, It
is interesting that feelings of Ownership should not be mentioned any more
frequently than this, when Autonomy had emerged in the previocus analysis,
as such an obvious feature of the preferred Tasks. However, thres=quarters
of the respondents mention gither Autonomy or Psychological Ownership as

reasons for their Enthusiasm for Task A,

It is in the self-generated tasks in particular, that expressions
of Ownership occur (8 out of 11). It would seem therefore, as though the
notion of Ownership is less readily recognised, in tasks which are not self-
generated, sven though subsequently they may present scope for influence
or ideas., In these cases, Task Enthusiasm appears to be expressed in terms
of Achisvement. In the next chapter, the relationship of Psychological
Ownership to Achievement, is discussed in the light of the results of the

scaled questionnaires,
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Engineers: Psychological Ownership plays lsss part in the snginesrs'
reasons for Enthusiasm, than it does in the case of the ressarchers., (See
Table 10.6) But the emphasis on Achievement is greater. Of the thirty
Tasks (A and B), described by the engineers, Psychclogical Ownership is
only mentioned in four of them compared with eighteen out of forty, in the
researchers' Tasks. Furthermore, when the fifteen preferred Tasks are
analysed separately, only two of them refer to feelings of Ownership
compared with ten which mention Achievement. Even when those which cited
either Psychological Ownership or Autonomy are added together, Achievement

is still the most frequent category.

Table 10.,6. Frequency of Factors Cited as Reasons for Enthusiasm

Researchers Engineers
N=20 =15
Achievement 10 10
Autonomy 9 5
Psychological Ownership 1 2

As fswer of the engineers were able to identify self=generated tasks,
this finding also adds support to the sxplanation offered in the discussion
of the researchers' replies, that Ownership is more likely to be recagnised
as an attitude, when the task concerned is self-generated, than when it is

not.

It appears from thess findings that Psychological Ownership plays

a greater part in the' life of the ressarcher than it does for the engineer,
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Importance to the Company: Of particular interest from the

ressarchers' replies is that in eight of the Task A accounts, Importance
was cited as a reason for Enthusiasm. The task was seen as being useful,
worthwhile, important or of value, to the company. This would ssem to
conflict with another finding, that when the tasks were chosen in the
interview, eleven out of the twenty 'A' Tasks were described as being less

important to the company than the 'B' Tasks with which they wers compared.

This apparent preoccupation with Importance to the company as a
reason for Enthusiasm, is probably indicative of researchers' perceptions
of how projects are selected for company support., While much of the
engineers' work is obviously necessary if existing plant is to run
efficiently, the researcher is dependent on the valus of his project to

the company, if it is to continue. Their responses reflect this difference.

4, MANAGERS' BELIEFS ABOUT MOTIVATION TO WORK

The respondents were asked for their own opinions as to the source
of people's commitment to work. It was of particular interest to see
whether they would refer to Autonomy and Psychological Ownership, or
whather their views would reflect the preoccupation with Achievement which
characterises much of the management theory to which they are exposed,

The findings demonstrate that Paychological Ownership did not emerge as a
ma jor aspect of managers' expressed belisfs on motivation, even though
they had seen items in the J.,A.Q. which described it. However, thesy did
seem to bs aware of the means by which feelings of Ownsrship could be

generated,
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The questions asked, were:

= What is your personal view, and from your experience as a manager,

as to what causes people to be committed to their work?
- What implications does this (expressed visw) have for managers?

The same categories for coding were used, that had been developed for the
analysis of Enthusiasm for the Tasks, together with three others which had
not occured at that stage. Appendix H contains detailed definitions and

illustrative quotations.

The two categories most frequently cited by both groups of managers
were Autonomy, (giving people freedom, responsibility, a chance to use
their ideas) and Boss-Subordinate Relationships (fair play, good listening,
trust)., Psychological Ownership was mentioned only eight times, and six
of these were by research scientists, whersas Achievemant was mentioned
twice as often by both researchers and enginesers. The results follow in

Table 10.7.

Table 10.7. frequency of Cateqories of Motivational Beliefs in the
Total Group - Research and Engineering (N=44)

Category Frequency
Autonomy 21
Boss=Subordinate Relationship 21
Achievement 15
Racognition 10
Importance 10
Psychological Ownership 8
Salary

6
Loyalty 4
3

Intersest
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Conclusions These findings suggest that the concept of Psychological
Ownership is not represented in the motivational vocabulary of the managers
interviewed, as much as the examination of their preferred Tasks would have
implied. This conclusion gains further support if the replies on Beliefs
ars compared with those on Reasons for Task Enthusiasm., (See Table 10.8)
Nearly half the managers who had mentioned Achievement as a source of
Enthusiasm for a preferred Task, also referred to it as a source of
Commitment in other people. The equivalent proportion for Psychological

Ownership was less than a third.

Table 10.8. Numbers of Respondents who Cite Achievemsnt and Psychological
Ownershlg in Both Task A and the Quastlon on Beliafs

Lited in both
Task A and the
guestion on beliefs

Cited in
Jask A

Achisvement 20
Psychological Ownership 13

It is evident that managers are aware of the importance of Influence
and Freedom of Choice in generating Commitment. But there is less trans-
ference of the notion of Ownership from their own experience of work, to
acknowledging it as a source of Enthusiasm for others. It is as if it is

easier to recognise that:

"l feel enthusiastic about this task because I see it as mine."
Than it is to allow that:

"He will be committed if he sees the job as his own,"
This is illustrated by the reply of one research manager who said:

"I am a prime mover. I can start things going and see results
from my idsas. It is very difficult for the junior staff,
some ares not able to contribute so they cannot see they are

creating anything,."
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S5, HERZBERG'S CRITICAL INCIDENT QUESTIONS

Each manager was asked to think of two incidents in his working
life, one remembered as a cause of good feselings and one as a cause of bad
feelings. The purpose of repeating Herzberg's questions was to gain
additional support for the explanation developed in Chapter V; that the
2-factor phenomenon was due to perceptual defence, It was predicted that
both types of incidents would be recalled because the task concerned had
been important to the individual at the time. The way in which tﬁe incidents
would be described, i.e., in terms of intrinsic or extrinsic factors,
depends on whether or not the nature of the event is seen by the person

to show him in a good light,

Procedure

(1) The responses were analysed by Herzberg's categories and
grouped into Motivators and Hygeine factors. The 2~factor phenomenon was
demonstrated by both researchers' and engineers! responses. (S5ee Table

10.9. Details in Appendix H)

Table 10.9. Frequency of Motivators and Hygeine Factors in Responses
to Herzberg's Questions

Researchers Engineers
Good Events Bad Events Good Events Bad Events
Motivators 19 4 20 6
Hygeine Factors 0 13 0 14
Both 0 2 1 1

(ii) In order to compare the incidents in terms of their importance

to the individuals, only those which related to specific tasks were retained
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for the next step in the analysis. As was seen in the choice of specific
tasks for the sarlier part of the interview, the engineers referred mainly
to general situations and this left ingufficient cases to continue the

analysis for this group of managers.

Thirteen researchers described an incident relating to a specific
task for both Herzberg questions. In no case was there any evidence for
the bad incident being associated with a task of lesser importance to the
individual, than the task connected with the good incident. 1In fact,

eight of the thirteen respondents referred to the same task in answer to

both Herzberg questions. Furthermore, a Task A was mentioned ten times
in descriptions of incidents giving rise to bad feelings but a Task B

only twice.

This investigation supports the alternative analysis offered for
the 2-factor phenomenon, The incidents cited in answer to both Herzberg's
questions concern tasks which were important to the individual at the time
the incident occurred. If the incident gave rise to bad feelings, it is
recalled, or at least recounted, in a way which protects the individual

from feelings of fallure or lack of competence.

This finding provides the link betwesn Herzberg's methodology,
discussed earlier, and the theory of Psychological Ownership., The division
into Motivator and Hygeines factors only distinguishes between the way
incidents are recalled, The tasks with which they were connected may all

have been associated with feelings of Ownership by the individual concerned.
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The previous chapter presented an analysis of the responses to the
open-ended questions. In particular, it dealt with expressions of
Psychological Ownership in people's descriptions of tasks they were

working on and with the finding that Enthusiasm is related to Autonomy.

This chapter summarises the findings and correlations of the
scaled questionnaires, Hypotheses based on thesse questionnaires cover
a further investigation of the relationship between Autonomy and
Psychological Ownership. A comparison is made between these twao factors
and Achisvement as sources of Enthusiasm and related feelings towards a

task,

The part played by Opportunity, type of occupation and certain

personality factors is also investigated.
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1, SOURCES OF ENTHUSIASHM

Each respondent had been asked to identify two tasks, one more
preferred than the other, and these tasks were each to be the subject of
a Job Activity Questionnairs. It had been predicted that the preferred
tasks would differ from the others in that respandents would score them
higher in all J.A.Q. factors sxcept Importance to the Company, which had
besn controlled by the method of selection., With few exceptions, this
prediction was confirmed. Table 11,1 shows how the tasks differed from

each othsr,

The researchers are likely to characterise the difference between
a task they prefer and one they do not, in terms of Psychological
Ownership and Task Involvement, and to a lesser extent, Influence and
Achievement, But they would be unlikely to identify Freedom of Choice in
this way., The engineers on the other hand, while they would also see
Task Involvement as a difference between preferred and less preferred tasks,

are more likely to emphasise Achisvement than Psychological Ownership.

So with some important differences, which are explored further in
the hypotheses, preferrsd tasks do differ from the others, particularly
in the amount of Task Involvement, Psychological Ownership, Influence and

Achievement which researchers and engineers associate with them,
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Table 11.1. The Differencs Between the Two Tasks (A and B) Reflected in

the J.A.Q. Factors, Cases Where the A Score was Equal to
the B Score are Omitted from the Tablse.

Researchers (N=20)

Number Number
scoring higher scoring lower Difference

in A than in B in A than in B

Influence 16 3 13
fFreadom 12 a8 4
Autonomy 15 4 11
Psychological Ouwnership 19 1 18
Achisvement 15 2 13
Task Involvement 18 2 16
Initial Choics 14 2 12
Importance 12 6 6
Engineers (N=15)
Influence 11 3 8
Freedom 12 3 9
Autonomy 13 2 11
Psychological Ownership 13 1 12
Achiavemsnt 14 0 14
Task Involvement 15 0 15
Initial Choice 10 3 7
Importance 8 4 4

2, THE HYPOTHESES

—— =1

The summaries of findings which follow, refer to the research group

unless stated otherwise.
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Hypothesis I

Autonomy and Psychological Ownership: It was predicted that there

would be a strong correlation bstween Autonomy {with its component factors
Influence and Freedom of Choice), and Psychological Ownership. This is the
central construct of this study. The more Autonomy a person feels he has
in a task, through the ideas hs puts into it or through the choice of
approach open to him, the mors he will identify it as being 'his',
Psychological Ownership is related specifically to Autonomy because it is
through Autonomy that feelings of Ownership are created. The correlations

in Table 11.2 are significant and support this hypothesis,

Table 11.2, Corrslation of Psychological Ownership and Autonomy

Factors correlated with

Psychological Ouwnership tau significance
Influence 0.57 001
Freedom 0.67 0001
Autonomy 0.65 0001

Hypothesis 11

Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement: It was predicted

that thers would be an association between these two factors, but not as
strong as those in the previous hypothesis bstween Psychological Ownership
and Autonomy. Task Involvement is defined as the positive feelings a person
has towards a task, his concern for it and the way its outcome affects him,
It can reasonably be expected, that feelings of Task Involvement will be
more pronounced, the more he identifiss with tasks, But there ars other
sources of positive feelings besides Autonomy and Psychological Ownership,

Achisvement for example. In other words, the association betwsen
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Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement will not be as strong as the
one between Autonomy and Psychological Ownership because it is not as
specific. In fact, as Table 11.3 shows, the correlation of Psychological
Ownership and Task Involvement is the highest discussed so far. Further,
although a partial correlation shows that Achievement is also involved
(tau value of D.54 as opposed to uncontrolled value of 0.68), the
association of these two factors is at least as strong as that between

Psychological Ownership and Autonomy,

Table 11.3. Correlation of Ouwnership and Task Involvament

Correlation tau significance

Psychological Ownership

and Task Involvement 0.68 -0001

These results indicate that the more Psychological Ownership a
research manager experiences in a task, the stronger will be his feelings
towards it and the more invoiued in it he will be, They also demonstrate
that Achievemsnt is not entirely distinct from the association between
feelings of Ownership and Task Involvement, This relationship is more
fully explored in the fourth hypothesis, which compares the two factors
Psychological Ownership and Achisvement, and investigates the connection

between them,

Hypothesis 111l

The Part Played by Initial Choice: The third hypothesis stated

that the opportunity a person had initially, to choose whether he would

take on the task or not, would be a less important factor in determining
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subsequent Enthusiasm than the other 'source' factors investigated
(Influence, Freedom of Choice and Autonomy).

This pé;diction was made on the basis of assumptions about working
in organisations and from discussions with senior managers in this company.
It is not usual for individuals to be able to choose whether a task is
carried out or not. The rule is that such decisions are made at a higher
level in the light of wider considerations such-as market forecasts or

production needs. Specifically, it was prasdicted:

= That Initial Choice would be no more strongly represented in

preferred tasks than in non-preferred,

-~ That Initial Choice would not prove to be as important a source
of Psychological Ownership or Task Involvement as the Autonomy

factors (source factors),.

Table 11.4 contains chi-square values for ths distribution of source
factors between the two groups of tasks (A and B). Contrary to the above
prediction, Initial Choice is more evident in preferred than less preferred

Tasks, and at a level of significance as high as for the other source factors.

Table 11,4, Distribution of Source Factors Betwsen Tasks A and B

Factor chi-square significance
Initial Choicse 7.85 .01
Influence 10.00 .01
Freedom ) 1.60 030

Autonomy 4,90 005
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On the other hand, Initial Choice did not play a significant part in
determining feelings of Ouwnership or other positive attitudes towards the

task. (S5ee Table 11.5)

Table 11.5. Jau Values and Significance Levels for Correlations of
Source Factors with Psychological Ownership and Task

Involuemant
Correlation with Correlation with
Psychological Ownership Jask Involvement
tau significance tau significance

Initial Choice 0.10 NoSo 0.10 NeSoe
Influence 0.57 .001 D42 .005
Freedom 0.67 0001 0.48 -005
Autonomy 0,65 - 0001 0.49 005

It may be concluded from these results that in preferred tasks, a person
may have some initial choice to accept or reject the work, But this is
partly because so many of these tasks, especially in research, often
develop from people's oun ideas. In this event, as was seen in the

previous chapter, some initial choice is bound to be involved,

On the other hand, these results also support the view that what
happens once a task is under way, is at least as important as the freedom
to choose it at the start, The Autonomy a person is given in a task he has
had to accept, can ultimately become a source of feelings of Ownership and

other positive attitudes towards it,

Hypothesis IV

Comparing Achievement and Psychological Ownership: The purpose of

this hypothesis is to compare the concept of Psychological Ownership with
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that of Achievement. Achiesvement has received considerable attention in
previous motivational studies. (See for example Herzberg 1968, and
McClelland 1953) The results of the pilot study had supported these two
factors being treated separately (p.90) and the open-snded questions had
revealed that Achievemsnt was at least as important as Psychological
Ownership in the beliefs which people expressed about the sources of
Enthusiasm and Commitment, whether related to their own preferred tasks,

or to their experience of those who worked for them (pp.121 and 124).

The questions which remained were these:

= I8 Achisvement as important a source of positive feelings towards

a task as Autonomy or Psychological Ownership?

- Is Achievement emphasised as much as it is, because the notion of
Ownership is absent from people's motivational vecabulary? In which
case, do feelings of both Achisvement and Ownership come to be

expressed in terms of Achievement?

~ 1Is Achievement involved in the association between Autonomy and

Psychological Ownership or are the two processes entirely distinct?

The results show, that contrary to the beliefs people expressed
about sources of Task Commitment in others, as far as their own experience
is concerned, Psychological Ownership is more strongly asscciated with
positive feelings towards a task, than is Achievement. This is illustrated
by the correlations of Psychological Ownership and Achievement with Task
Involvement, which are significant at 0001 and .001 respectively. (This
finding receives additional support from the partial correlations in

Appendix I.)
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In answer to the sscond question as to the reslationship between
Psychological Ownership and Achievement, they do appear to be associated
in that their correlation is significant at the .001 lsvel. Howsver, if
this correlation is controlled for Task Involvement, its tau value is
reduced to 0,20. This reduction in the tau value certainly confirms that
the two factors are distinct, but does not provide much support for
assuming them to be related. More conclusive evidence is gained from the
partial correlations of Psychological Ownership and the Autonomy factors,
When Achievement is partialled out, these correlations are all reduced

in strength. (See Table 11.6)

| Table 11.6. Correlations Demonstrating the Involvement of Achievemsnt
in_the Relationship Betwseen Psychological Ownership and
Autonomy

. tau value
Factors correlated with tau valus =84 _yasue
e A T T S S ————————— ‘ Contrnlled f'or
Psychological Ownership (uncontrolled) -
Achievement)

Influence 0.57 0.47
Freedom D.67 0,56
Autonomy 0.65 0.53

These results and the relative strength of association betwseen the factors,
are summarised in Figure 11.1. It confirms the pre=-survey construct

depicted in Chapter IX (p.99).

PSYCHOLOGICAL
OWNERSHIP
TASK
AUTONOMY INVOLVEMENT
ACHIEVEMENT

Figure 11.1. The Relationship of Autonomy, Achievement, Psychological
Ownership and Task Involvement.
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The explanation of the difference between the part played by
Achievemsent on the one hand and by Autonomy and Psychological Ownership
on the othery, will be developed in the final chapter., It is reasaonable
to assume that these factors should be connected., The more Autonomy
afforded the individual and the more the task is 'owned', the greater
the sense of Achievement gained from its successful completion, Alternatively,
the more challenge the task is seen to offer, the more interested the

individual will be in 'owning' it,

Howsver, this reciprocal relationship cannot be a complets
explanation of the findings. As Autocnomy and Psychological Ownership play
the greater part in generating Enthusiasm, it would appear that, for the

research managers at least, these are the most potent sources of Commitment.

Hypothesis V

Comparing the Two Occupational Groups: This hypothesis was

designed to explore the possibility that, as Autonomy has been shouwn to

play a more central part in the working lives of researchers (Marquis 1966),
Psychological Ouwnership would be too., It was predicted that these two
factors would be a more evident source of positive feelings for a task in
the cass of the researchers than of the engineers. Also, although
differences in opportunity for these factors are covered in a later
hypothesis (VII), this comparison was intended to help answer the question
of whether differences between the two groups reflect differences of

opportunity or of personal charactsristics.,

The results do not provide a simple answer to these questions,
Firstly, when the J.A.Q. results were compared, there was no support for

the prediction that Autonomy and Psychological Ownership would be given
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higher scores by the researchers than by the engineers. On the contrary,
one of these factors, Freedom of Choice, was scored higher by the engineers.
(See Appendix I) Secondly, there was no difference in the strength of
association between Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement when the

findings for the two groups of managers wers compared., (See Table 11.7)

Table 11.7., Lavels of Significance Compared for Correlations of Autonomy,
Psychological Ouwnership and Task Involvement = Researchers
and Enginsers

Researchers Engineers

Factors correlated with . aps . e ops
e i significance significance
Psychological Ownership

Influence . 001 04

Freedam 0001 03

Autonomy .0001 01

Task Involvement 0001 0001

However, Table 11.7 does show that the association betwsen Autonomy
and Psychological Ownership in the engineers' responses, while significant,

is weaker than in the rssponsss of the researchers.

These findings suggest that engineers may differ from researchers
as to the sources of their feelings of Ownership but not in its importance
to them. Psychological Ouwnership, where present, is a source of positive
feelings towards a task for both groups. AR explanation for the difference
between them may be that the engineer is usually responsible for more
smployess than the research manager. He therefore gains his sense of
Ownership, not only from influence over and freedom in a task, but also
from his sense of control over the people who work for him., This

explanation is consistent with the results of the open-ended questions
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where control was more frequently cited by the engineers as a daterminant
of Task Enthusiasm. (See Appendix H) Autonomy appears to be as much a
source of Enthusiasm for engineers as for researchers., But the way in
which Autonomy is derived may depend on how much management is involved

in the two roles,

Hypothesis VI

Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and the Involvement of Personality

Factors: So far in this chapter, an association has been demonstrated
between Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and positive feelings towards a
task (Enthusiasm and Task Involvement). Differences between occupational
groups have also been explored. Hypothesis VI eBxamines the role of certain
personality characteristics, to see whether Autonomy or Psychologicel
Ownership is equally important to different peopls as a source of
Enthusiasmy, or whether factors count more for some managers than they do

for others.

To investigate this, three aspects of psrsonality were chosen as

relevant to the concept of Psychological Ownsrship,

= Perceiving the locus of control as 'internal!.
= The tendency to independence versus conformity.

- Having a prefsrence for situations involving Ownership.

In sach case it was expected that people in whom these attitudes were
pronounced, would show the strongest association between Autonomy,
Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, So for example, the manager
who sees himself as an autonomous person (locus of control internal), is

more likely to find the source of his Enthusiasm in Autonomy and
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Psychological Ownership. In the same way, Autonomy in a task is less
likely to be a source of positive feelings for a manager who shows a

strong tendsncy to conformity. The one factor limits the other,

The results are summarised in Table 11.8. They confirm the

hypothesis for the first two personality factors but not for the third.

Table 11.8. Comparison of Significance Levels for Correlations of
Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task Inveolvement for

High and Low Scoring Subgroups on the Three Personality
Scales = Total Groug ZN=35i

I-E Scale I-C Scale 0=P Scale
Correlation M L—D.li rlin. l._l\.l_’. M LLM

Scorers Scorers Scorers Scorsers Scorers Scarers

Influence and
Psychological «001 .a1# .01 «05% 005 «01
Ownership

Freadom and
Psychological .005 «01% 005 NeSe# «01 . 005
Ownership

Autonomy and

Psychological 001 .005% .0005 . 10% <01 001
Ownership

Psychological

Ownership and .0001 «005% «001 .0005 .005 .0005

Task Involuvement

#The difference between p levels is in the predicted direction,

In sach case the procedure was to use the scores on the personality scale
to divide the total respondent group about the median value. The
correlations carried out in Hypotheses I and II were repeated for the
subgroups so formed. The total group of respondents had to be used for
these calculations because of the large number of cases which shared the

median values and so had to be discarded.
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These results suggest that managers who see themselves as origins
of their behaviour and who prefer to act independently of others or of
sacial canstraints, are more liksly to derive their Enthusiasm at work
from the Autonomy and sensse of Ownership which they experisence in it,
But this finding provides no evidence for which comes first. There are
two possibilities. Firstly, a person's attitude to conformity or his
perception of himself as the lacus of control, may determine the importance
of Autonomy as a factor in his work., Secondly, these attitudes to
conformity and locus of controcl, may result from his work experience if
te has been given Autonomy. Both explanations seem reasonable but a

further investigation would be needed to decide which of them was true.

Hypothesis VII

Differences in Opportunity: It was predicted on the bas;s of
studies of different organisations and departments (Lawrence and Lorsch
1967) that the researchers would see themsslves as having more opportunity
for Autonomy and feelings of Ownership than the enginsers would. Opportunities

for Achievement and Task Involvement would be equally distributed.

The results of the G.J.A.Q. offer littls support for this hypothesis.
Achievement is the only factor which behaves as predicted. (Appendix I)
This is surprising in view of the previous studies mentioned above and
the findings from the open-snded questions on specific tasks. The
descriptions of the Tasks had clsarly shown that Autocnomy was more evident

in the sxperience of the researchsrs,

A possiblse explanation for this apparent contradiction is that the
engineers do have less Autonomy, but they also expect less, Their

responses are a realistic reflection of their past experience. Alternatively,

ey
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it may be that the engineers! general impression of their job had been
biased by having hady, sarlier in the interview, the opportunity to reflect

on one situation where they did have Autonomy and a sense of Ownership (Task A).

Whether these sxplanations are true or not, the results of this
questionnaire do not confirm the distinction made bstween ths two types
of job. The support for using engineers as a control group comes from

previous studies and the results of the open-ended questions,

This concludes the review of the hypotheses. The next
section summarises the predictions relating to the
J.A.Q. (A) and J.A.Q. (B) separately, and other

investigations more peripheral to the study.



143

4, FURTHER PREDICTIONS

gal Autonomy, Psychological Ownership, Achisvement and Task Involvement

When these factors are correlated as for Hypotheses I, II and III,
but using the two questionnaires J.A.Q. (A) and J.A.Q. (B) separately,
the decision to uss the difference between A and B scores in the main

study is vindicated.

The J.A.Q. scores on the preferred Tasks (Tasks A) do not discriminate
sufficisntly between the factors, although there is a signifiecant
correlation between Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, (See

Table 11.9)

Table 11.9. Summary of Correlations for Both Occupational Groups Usin
JoAoQe ZA) Data

Researchers Engineers
Correlations tau significance tau significance
Influence and
Psychological 0.01 NeSe 0.34 .05
Ownership
Freedom and
Psychological 0.06 No.Se =-0.06 N.Se
Ownership
Autonomy and
Psychological 0.05 N.S, G.24 NeSa
Swnership
Psychological
Ownership and 0.48 .005 0.48 201
Task Involvement
Achievemant and 0,08 ReSe 0,12 eSo

Task Involvemsnt
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When the data is used from J.A.Q. (B) qusstionnaires, there is more
spread betwseen respondents' scores. Here, the engineers differ from the
researchers in that Autonomy is less associated with positive feelings
(Task Involvement) than is Achievement. (Table 11.,10) This lends
additional support to the findings from open-ended questions, that
Achievement is more important to engineers, This is especially the case

when the work is not particularly enjoyable (Tasks B).

Table 11.10. Summary of Correlations for Both Occupational Groups Using
JoAaQo (B) Data

Researchers Engineers
Correlations au significance tau significance
Influence and
Psychological D.55 -001 0.12 NoSe
Ownership
freedom and
Psychological 0.54 «001 0.38 .03
Ownership
Autonomy and
Psychological 0.58 0001 0.26 NoSe
Ownership
Psychological
Ownership and 0,50 005 0.58 -005
Task Involvement
Achievement and 0.80 .0001 0,68 .001

Task Involvement

le Correlations of G.J.A.J. Factars

This questionnaire measursd the perceived opportunity for the same
factors studied with the J.A.Q. Its analysis reflects the results obtained
from the specific tasks. (See Appendix J) Positive feelings are more

strongly related to Psychological Ownership than to Achievement, although
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neither of these associations is as strong as it is when J.,A.0Q. data is
used. The opportunity for Autonomy is more strongly associated with the
opportunity for Psychological Ownership in the researchers' answers than

in thoss of the enginsers.

(c) Correlations of G.JoA.Q. Factors with Job Satisfaction

These results ars presented in Table 11.11. From the investigation
of thes hypotheses in the previous section, it might be expected that job
satisfaction would be directly related to how much opportunity for
Psychological Ouwnership managers felt their jobs provided, There is no
svidence for this in the researchsers' data from the G.J.A.Q., even though
Paychological Ownership is strongly related to Enthusiasm in their specific

Tasks (using the JoA.Q.)e

In a previous chapter (VIII), the rationale for using specific
tasks as the basis of the study, was explained. It was hoped to improve
on the less precise measures of attitudes to the job-as-a=whole, The
findings support this decision., Job satisfaction may reflect more
attitudes than those held towards specific tasks. Status, financial
rewvard and other aspects of the job can bs expected to have more effect
on job satisfaction measures, than attitudes to specific tasks, As job
satisfaction has bsen shown not to have a simple relationship to task

performance, Task Enthusiasm may well prove to be a more useful measure,.

A second finding from this table (11.11) is that Autonomy appears
more relesvant to the researchers than to the engineers. This confirms the
~expected organisational difference between the two types of work, which
failed to emerge in the previous section using a different procedure

(Hypothasis VII),
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Table 11.11. Correlations of Job Satisfaction with G,J.A.Q. Factors
Measuring Opportunity = Both Occupational Groups

Factors correlated with

job satisfaction Researchers Engineers
Opportunity for: tau significance tau significance
Influence 0031 .03 0.31 03
Freedom 0,49 «005 0620 NeSo
Autonomy 0.48 005 D.24 NeSo
Psychological Ownership 0.14 No8, 0,36 «01
Achievement 0,47 001 0045 001
Task Involvement 0,24 NeSo 0.26 «05

Overall, it would seem that gsneral scales such as the G.J.A.Q.
are more helpful in measuring the opportunity for different factaors than

in invsestigating the strength of relationships between them.

(d) The Personality Factor Scale

Here, there were two questions of interest:

- lWould the three scales show the direct association with sach other

that on face value they might be expected to?

= How would sach of the three characteristics be distributed betwsen

the two occupational groups?

The only significant correlation was demonstrated by the engineers!
responses, which showed an association between the Independence=Conformity
scale (I=C) and the Preference for Ownership scale (0-P). (Significant

at the .03 level*) The only significant difference in distribution

#*Although this data is nominal, Kendall's tau was used, as the size of
the groups after division about the median value was too small to permit
thi-square. Chi~-sgquare is the initial step in calculating the Contingency
Coefficient 'C', which would have been more appropriate with this data.
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of the three factors was that researchers were more attracted to situations
involving Ownership than were the engineers. (Difference significant at

the .05 level)

4, VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY

{a) Aims of the Tests

Validity: The aim here is to assess the extent to which the
measurements are actually of the criterion being studied, rather than any
other. Mostly this involves an sxamination of construct validity and is
thereforey not only concerned with the measuring instrument, but also with
the theory on which it is based. This type of validity is based on the
prediction of how the construct behaves in relation to other constructs,

while being able to distinquish betwsen them.

In some cases the assessment of validity was either pragmatic,
i.e. by being able to make predictions from the results of an instrument,
or was aon face value, in that it was presumed that the validity of the

measures was self-svident,

Reliability: Here, the interest is in the accuracy of the
measurement, the extent to which variation in results is dus to
inconsistencies in the measuring instrument. Because the key variables
were intervening variables, and because there is therefore no direct way
of assessing validity, assessing reliability is especially important,
The specific interest was in the equivalence or internal consistency of

the scales, i.e, that all the items are measures of the same criterion.
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(b)Y The Instruments Tested

It had bsen decided to test the Job Activity Questionnaire and the
0=P scale. As thess two instruments had been specially designed for this
study, there were no previous estimates of their validity or reliability,
although in the J.A.Q., the grouping of items had been based on data from

a pilot survey (p.90).

The Job Activity Questionnaire: This scale was re-checked using

main survey data and Kendall's W (Siegel 1956). The three factors

suitable for testing for reliability were:

Psychological Ownership - 6 items
Achievemant - 3 items
Task Involvement - 4 items

The reliability of these scales is supported by the iter-item corrslations

using Kendall's W, (See Table 11.12)

Table 11,12, Internal Consistency of J.A.Q. Factors#*

Factor W significance
Psychological Ownership 0.647 -001
Achisvement 0,711 .02
Task Involvemant 0,932 .001

The Ownership-—Praeference Scale: As the data collected from this

scale was nominal, the test used is the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20

(Guilford 1954).

#Data was from J.A.Q. (B). Fifteen questionnaires were chosen, using
random number tables,
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The basis of validity of this scale is one of content, or 'face-
validity'., The items were chosen because they could be presumed to give
an indication of an individual's probable bshaviour. The K.R. 20 result
however, indicated low internal consistency (0.21). This is disappointing,
although as Selltiz et al. (1959) point out, low reliability can be
compatible with a valid scale where each item corrslates with the criterion

but not with the other items.

Some support can bs drawn from the Pindings that a) researchers
scored higher as a group, on this scale than the engineers did, and that
b) Psychological Ownership was most strongly present in the researchers'
Task descriptions. Further development of this scale would require a

larger number of items,



CHAPTER XII

PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP IN WORK = SUMMARY AND

BISCUSSION

1. A Summary of the Research

2. Discussion of Theory

3. Discussion of Implications for Management Practice
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1. A SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH

Sa{ Its Oriqins in Herzberq's 2-Factor Theory of Motivation

In the initial research project, Herzberg's Motivator-Hygeins
framework was used to analyse job attitudes in an organisation where the
motivational content of the work and the environment in which it was
performed was also measured., The 2-factor phenomenon was replicated by
people's responses to non-directed questions about their jobs, but only
when some sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction known to exist were
suppressed, So for example, although most respondents were unhappy with
their promotion prospects, they did not volunteer this when asked what

they disliked about their jobs.

Herzberg's conslusions were reviewed in the light of these findings
and those of previous investigators, and the involvement of some mechanism
of perceptual defence proposed as a basis of the 2=factor phenaomenon. It
was suggested that some such process was influencing the different ways
in which people referred to the intrinsic (content) and extrinsic (context)
aspects of their jobs. Support for this explanation was provided by
earlier studies into the effect of ego-involvement on repression of recall

in the presence of unfinished tasks,

The aim of further ressarch was dsfined as the investigation of
the differences betwsen the intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of wark, not
as distinct job factors (promotion, pay, achievement) but in terms of the
perception of a job or task as being close to or distant from ths self.
It is this closeness to self (Psychological Ownership) which determines
that an incident is remembered as having been associated with strong
feslings of any kind. The nature of the feslings will affect just houw

the incident is recalled,
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{b) The Formulation of the Concept of Psychological Ownership

This concept was defined as the degree to which a person could
perceive a task as his own, could identify it with himself, as part of
him., The focus of the research was thus a relationship betwesn a person

and a task as he experienced it.

It was predicted that this perception would depend on the amount
of Autonomy the person saw himself as having in the task = the influence

he had and the freedom of choice he exercised in relation to it.

A Sense of Achievement would also be studied as distinct from
but related to feelings of Ownership. It was expected that Autonomy and
Psychological Ownership, because of their specific role in the generation
of Commitment to a task, would be the most potent sources of Enthusiasm and

feelings of involvement towards it.

(c) Methods and Findings

Two groups of managers were interviewed, research scientists and
engineers. Each person was asked to describe two tasks in detail,
including its origin, the role he played and his feelings about it, The
two tasks ware to differ in the enthusiasm the person concerned felt
towards them. Open-snded questions and scaled questionnaires were used
to investigate the tasks, people's general beliefs about motivation and

certain personality characteristics,

The findings may be summarised as follows: (See Table 12.1)
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Table 12,1. Summary of Factor Intercorrelations from Scaled

Questionnaire Data = Researchers (tau values)

2 3 4 5
L2 1:] % +*
1. Autonomy D.65 0.48 0.49 0.23
%% L-2:2:3
2, Psychological Ownership 0.52 0.68 0.10
*i
3. Achievement 0.59 0.07
4, Task Involvement 0.10
S5 Initial Choice

# significant at the 005 level

## gignificant at the ,001 level
### gignificant at the ,0001 level

(i) Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Enthusiasm for a task

(Task Involvement), were strongly associated,

(ii) The Initial Choice open to the person to choose whether he
would take on the task or not, was not as important as the way in

which he could gain Autonomy once the task was under way.

(iii) Achievement did not emerge as such a potent source of
Enthusiasm or related feelings as did Autonomy and Psychological
Ownership when ths responses to scaled questionnaires were analysed,
This finding conflicted with the emphasis given to Achievement in
the earlier replies to open-ended questions., Achievement and
Psychological Ownership showed a relatively weak association with

each othsr.

(iv) The association of Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task
Involvement was stronger in the case of the research group but

significant for the enginsers also.
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(v) Evidence for differsnces in opportunity for the various

factors as between the two occupational groups was inconclusive,.

(vi) The strength of association of the key factors was related

to the respondsnts' scores on two personality scales, measuring

the perception of locus of control and independence,

(vii) Both Herzberg's critical incident guestions appeared to

elicit accounts of tasks which were important to the individual

at the time the svents occurred. The way in which the events were

perceived dspended on the feelings associated with them,

2, DISCUSSION OF THEORY

The theoretical discussion will cover these four aspects:

(a)
(b)
(e)
(d)

The phenomenon of Psychological Dwnership
Its roats in Autonomy
Its relation to Achievement

The related concept of Job Involvement

{a) The Phenaomenon_of Psychological Ownership

Psychological Ownership is experienced as an extension of self,

This is illustrated in the way people talked about the tasks they enjoyed

most. For example they used such expressions as:

"It's my baby."

"There's a bit of my blood in there."

"A bit of you is really involved,"

"It has my name on it,"
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Thess expressions imply that the individual projects himself into the

task and so subsequently identifies with it, it becomes 'his'.

The processes of projection and identification occupy a central
place in psychoanalytic literature, but it is beyond the scope of this
study to determine whether Psychological Ownership is analogous to these
processes or whether it has its roots in their influence on infant
development, In any case, the perceived relationship betwesn person and
task so formed is clear, and is as Murphy (1947) describes it in his
discussion of Ailport's theory of Functional Autonomy:

"All this is of special weight of course, when the activity

is deeply coloured with the character of selfhoody it is not

simply an activity, it is my own activity."

The person ‘'puts himself' into the task, he 'invests' somsthing of himself

in it and so perceives it as part of him, as an extension of himself,

From this point of view, the concept of Psychological Ownership
doss not imply possession, as of an object, but a more creative rslation-
ship., As onse research manager described it:

"Men in particular fesl they have to create something

permanent ... something that remains behind when they

are dead,"

The quality of Ownership is thus more parental, more procreative. However
it is still open to debate as to whether such expressions of procreation
repraesent a transference of imagery from the experience of parenthood, or
whether they are a manifestation of some such process as an ‘anima‘,

" ... @ man brings forth his work as a complste creation out

of his inner feminine nature ..." (Jung 1953)
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There is a similar theme to Fromm's writings in his description
of "Productive Orientation' as one of the ways in which a man can relate
to his world. Fromm (1949) talks of 'giving birth to one's own potentia-
lities'! and of caring for and responding to the outcoms. In an earlier
work (1942) he wrote:

"Ours is only that to which we are genuinely related by our

creative activity,”
Whatever the explanation for this projective imagery, at a phenomenological
level, the basis of the person~task relationship is one of psychological
distance, As the individual increases his sense of Ouwnership in an
activity, so he closes the distance bstween it and himself as reference
point. (cf., Sherif and Cantril's definition of Ego-Involvement, 1947)
Allport (1955) describes this as 're-centering'.

"What once seemed to him cold, ‘out there', ‘not mins' may

change places and become hot and vital, 'in here';, 'mine' ..."

But he goes on to say that ! just why or how such shifts occur we cannot say'.

The outcome of this is that the more the activity becomes 'his', the
more he likes it., It 'energises' him (Koch 1956), it is a source of
pleasure, of excitement, and also of disappointment, The managers who
took part in this investigation illustrated all of these attitudes. It is
also likely that attempts to adopt the ‘offspring® will be resisted, as
illustrated by a plant manager's blunt description of his reaction to a
senior's interference:

"It looked as if he was going to bundle it up and put it in

bis pocket. The rotten ####u#st wag going to pinch my baby!"

How does this bond become forged?
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{b) The Role of Autonomy

The interviews confirmed that Influence and Freedom of Choice,
the two aspects of Autonomy defined, were strongly associated with the

perception of Ownership.

In a previous section, the definition of Influence in a task has
been defined as the active process by which a persan invests something of
himself in it, his skills, ideas and energy. B8ecause he is aware of this
and in as much as he can see evidence of it in the way the task takes
shape, his perception of the task itself changes and so therefore do his
affective attitudes towards it (Newcombe 1952). The managers' descriptions
of their tasks illustrated the different ways and degrees in which a sense
of Ownership was genserated, through invention or organisation, and that
this process is one of which people can be aware and which they may seek
to promote,

"1 was looking for something that would grow out of what I

was doing, something that would be 'mine' if you like."

The results also indicated that freedom of Choice is implicated in
the creation of Ownership, This second facet of Autonomy, the relationship
of the person to relevant others, has both an indirect and a direct effact

on how 'owned! the task is felt to be,

Firstly, the more free choice the individual has, the more his
scope to apply his ideas or skills in exercising his discretion in the
task. But secondly, freedom of choice means that the person is able to
locate the source of his actions within himself, rather than to external
forces as when he is more constrained. He is therefore aware of his
self-involvement, Becauss he is free to act, the actions are born of him

and the outcome is his, He acts as an ‘origin' rather than a ‘pawn!
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(DeCharms 1968). He is able to:

"exercise his freedom and to organise the relevant items of
his world out of the autonomous centre of government which
is his self.” (Anygal 1952)
This state contrasts with the powerlessness of a person whoy having littls
freedom, 'can act; but the sense of independence, significance, has gone'

(Fromm 1942),

(c) Psychological Ownership and Achiesvement

Because of the smphasis it receives in currant management theory,
a Senss of Achievement was chosen as one factor whose role could be
compared>with those of Autonomy and Psychological Ownsrship., It seemed
from this study to have a disproportionate place in people's beliefs

about motivation to work,

The most intensive study of Achisvement has been that conducted by
McClelland and his co-workers over the last twenty years. (Ses McClelland
et al. 1953 and McClelland 1961). Using thematic apperception tests (TAT's)
under different arousal conditions, McClelland defined the need for
achievement (nAch) as a motive. People with a high n Achievement were
those whose TAT's:

"contained more references to 'standards of excellence'! and
to doing well, or wanting to do well, with respect to the
standards.” (McClelland 1961)
MecClelland's visw was that people with a strong need to achieve, would
seek out situations which would provide satisfaction of this motive, He
identified the characteristics of such peoplse as, for example, moderats
risk-taking, sesking personal responsibility and using concrete feedback

on their performance (McClelland 1962)., This description of the
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Achievement motive is strongly represented in the motivational assumptions

made by Herzberg (1968) and McGregor (1960).

There are difficulties with McClelland's theory, both in the
reliability of the method and the validity of the thought-action paradigm
underlying it. These and other points are covered in detail in ths revisw
of the Achievement motive made by DeCharms (1968), who states:

"The only kind of achievement involved in n Achievemant

is achievement through competition,"

Moreover, while a 'Sense of Achievement' is an expression of feslings
rather than a motive, and while it may not necessarily be reached through
competition, it has in common with n Achievsment, the elsment of success
or accomplishment. This is different from the process of identification
implied in Psychological Ownership, in that it refers to the nature of the
outcome of the task rather than to the person's perception of his

relationship with it.

A 'Sense of Achievement' will reflect both elaements, Psychological
Ouwnership and success, in that the greater the sense of Ownership, the
greater will be the sense of accomplishment if the task is successful,
The results of the study support this conclusion. The two factors were
shown to be distinct (p.90) and related (p.136). One manager expressed
the connection in this way during the interview,

"It's the enjoyment of a visible result of my own actions,

Either success or failure in terms of what I do,"

These conclusions do not contradict the view that the actual degree
of success will be a function of such slements of behaviour as individual

risk=taking, use of feedback and target-setting. What they do suggsst is
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that providing opportunity for challenge and success without Autonomy

may still result in a low lsvel of Commitment or Enthusiasm for the task.
These attitudes will depend on whether the person identifies with the
targets, the element of risk taken and the eventual outcome because of

the Influsnce he has had and the Freedom of Choice he has been given,

Perhaps the most significant finding to emerge from this comparison
is that a 'Sense of Achievement' is compound in nature and as such, is too
global to use for making specific predictions about work behaviour. It
is also probable that while 'achievesment' predominates in ths motivational
vocabulary of managers and management theorists, the comparative signifi=
cance of Autaonomy and Psychological Ownership may be masked, and the
fesling of success gained from tasks in which there has been littlse

personal involvement may, in Fromm's words, 'be illusory' (Fromm 1942),

At worst, the achiever may strive relentlessly to improve against
organisational standards and in pursuit of tasks to which he has
subordinated himself, as Charles Reich (1970) describes the state of mind
he calls consciousness II:

"It has been persuaded that the richness, the satisfactions,
the joy of life ars to be found in power, success, status,

acceptance, popularity, achievements, rewards, excellance

and the rational compstent mind."

!d[ Psychological Ownership and Job Involvement

These concepts appear similar enough to merit the difference
between them being made explicit, In this study two concepts have been

employed:
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(i) Psychological Ownership = identifying the task with self.
(ii) Task Involvement - being preoccupied with the task, concerned

about it and affected by its outcoms.

Lohdahl and Kejner (1965) define Job Involvement as 'the degree to which
a person's work affects his self-estesm', This is a claose parallel to
Task Involvement as defined above, but some of the items Lohdahl and

Ke jner used to measure Job Involvement were concerned with identification

and some with preoccupation, viz,

- I live, eat and breathe my job, (Identificatiaon)
- Sometimes I lie awake at night thinking ahsad to the next day's

work. (Preoccupation)

Later, Lawler and Hall (1970) set out to investigate whether
Job Involvement, Intrinsic Motivation and Satisfaction could be regarded
as distinct factors and commented that the theoretical definitions of these
conceptse were unclear. But in using Lohdahl and Ke jner's earliest
definition of Job Involvement, Lawler and Hall again include both
psychological processes of identification and preoccupation,

"Job Involvement is the degree to which a person is

identified psychologically with his work, or the

importance of work in his total self-image."

These measures of Job Involvement may provide some indication of
the stage of Ownership which the person has reached, but they measure
its effects rather than ths phenomenon itself, A contribution of this
present investigation has been to distinguish betwesn two related
processas of identification (Psychological Ownership) and preoccupation
(Task Involvement), and, as Vroom (1964) urged, to determine the conditions

under which they occur.
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3o DISCUSSION OF IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT PRACTICE

These conclusions have been derived from a study which has been
primarily of research scientists, who as a profession, are known to differ
from others in a number of ways (McClslland 1964). In particular,

Autonomy has been shown to play more part in their jobs than in engineers’',
and the longer they remain in the job, the more this difference bscomes
apparent (Marquis 1966, Schultz 1964)., How generally can the concept of

Psychological Ownership be applisd?

The evidence from this investigation is that Autonomy and
Psychological Ownership are significant sources of enthusiasm for
engineers as well as for research managers., Similarly, although Autonomy
is a greater source of enthusiasm for people who have high scores on the
I-E scale, and it can be assumed that this factor varies from individual
to individual (Rotter 1966), these differences are only of degree and so
do not materially reduce the significance of the part played by Autonomy

in shaping people's attitudes to work,

Autonomy has been recorded as a source of job commitment before,
(Vroom 1964, Tannenbaum 1966) and particularly by the proponents of
9

participative management (Argyris 1964, McGregor 1967). Thse guestion i

whether this study elaborates the way in which Autonomy affects individuals

at work, or whether it also adds to or changes in any way the implication

of these views for management practics.

(a) Theories of Participative Management

As Bennis (1966) points out, participative management theorists

were influenced by Lewin's work on leadership styles, Mayo's illustration
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of the social factors affecting task performance and by Maslow's concept

of self-actualisation,

Argyris and McGregor have been the most influsntial authors, and
Autonomy in some form is cited by them both as one factor which can act
as a reward for the individual and which accordingly ensergises and directs
his behaviour. Argyris (1962) postulates self-ssteem as the 'reward which
drives the individual to greater heights', and defines its source as the
ability to define goals which are related to one's central nesds. He also
emphasises the notion of psychological success:

the basic drive of human beings to experience success in

living and experisencing their human condition."
With this somewhat global view of a rswarding end state similar to White's
(1959) concept of competence, Argyris advocates the need for the
organisation to provide an opportunity for individuals to mest their own
nesds in the pursuit of organisaticnal goals rather than be thwarted by

them,

McGregor (1967) questions simple cause and effect models which
emphasise external rewards and punishments as determinants of behaviour.
His (Lewinian) view is of an interactive process between environmental
variables and the internal characteristics of the person. Adopting
fMaslow's theory of self-actualisation, McGregor asserts that once basic
needs are satisfied, the individual will act in a way which incurs
'internal' rewards.

"These include needs for a degree of control over his own
fate, for self-respect, for using and increasing his talents,
for responsibility, for achievement both in the sense of

status and recognition and in the ssnse of personal

develapment and effective problem solving,"
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In this sense McGregor views man as 'being motivated' (a state), rather

than needing 'to be motivated' (by external rewards or punishments),

The managerial strategy which McGregor advocates is one which
achieves 'goal congruence'. Organisational goals are linked with
opportunities for self-actualisation, for obtaining intrinsic rewards.
This state of goal congruence, described by McGregor as identificationg
is a source of commitment., It is created by the individual being
involved in a joint or transactional process of setting objectives and

standards and identifying the contribution he can make to achieving them.

At this point it is worth noting that:

— Achigvement and Autonomy are cited as two intrinsic rewards.

= The self-actualisation towards which managerial strategy aims,
is similar enough to the concept of Psychalogical Ownership for

the difference to need further discussion.

= Achievement and Autonomy are linked in McGregor's view in that he
sees individuals as wanting to be identifisd with tasks that are

‘exciting and challenging's,

(b) Participative Managesment and the Concept of Psychological Ownership

(i) The Emphasis on Achisvement

Autonomy and Achievement are at mast, alternative sources of
motivation in the participative approach. In fact MecGregor's view,
emphasising goal attainment, standards and feedback, schoes the

characteristics which McClelland identified in high achievers,
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In contrast to this, the implication of the concept of

Psychological Ownership, is that Autonomy is not merely one of a number

of possible sources of psychological rewards., It is specifically and

inextricably a part of the process by which Task Commitment is generated.

Achievement, recognition and other factors, where present, will
contribute to a person's enjoyment of a task, but cannot be a substitute
for personal autonomy. Individuals may be given challenging tasks which
remain, in their perception, the organisation's and not their own. This
situation would fall short of that described by Holmes (1967).

"here we make a decision, there do we put ourselves into

that which we do and so feel an identification and a

sense of ownership. Here a sense of ouwnership springs

straight from a sense of control."

(ii) Collaboration_and Consensus

Participative theorists, espscially Argyris, stress the importance
of arriving at decisions and solutions by team work and consensus. But
in as much as collaboration of this type begins with a process of group
sharing, with the attendant possibility of compliant membsrship governed
by group constraints, there may be little that any individual can see as
'his own', as having his psrsonal ‘'stamp' on it. If there is thus no real

independence, then thers can be little possibility of true interdependence,

On the other hand, in a situation which first provides for the
development of Ownership, independence is ensured in that each person has
some task or responsibility with which he can identify. Then, directly or
indirectly, his efforts can be integrated with those of others, and in this
way interdependence is achisved without loss of Ownership in the final task,

decision or solution,
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This view of collaboration is consistent with that described by
Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) as the ‘'achievement of unity of effort'. 1t
accepts the desirability of independent activity where people can,
wherever possible, ses clearly the work for which they are responsible.
As a result two psople may be ‘'differentiated' because of their
preoccupation with their own tasks, in the same way that two departments
may be differentiated in function, time or goal orientation. Lawrence
and Lorsch observe that:

" e+ 0iven the need for differentiated ways of working

and points of view in various units of large organisations,

recurring conflict is inevitables The important question

which we have tried to answer is ..., how can integration be

facilitated without sacrificing the needed differentiation?"

This statement may also be applicable at the level of individuals,
If differentiation between them is inevitable, there is subsequently a
need for intsgration of their efforts to those of others, This may be
either through direct collaborationy, or it may be indirectly through the
management integrator function. Lawrence and Lorsch's view (1967a) would
support such a rols if individual orientations are too dissimilar for
direct transaction to be a realistic goal, or if each person's presoccupation
with his own task colours his perception of information relevant to it.
Attitudes affect the selection of information as well as the output of

behaviour (Newcomb 1952),

This Ownership and Integration approach contrasts with a team—~centred
philosophy which begins with the group rather than with the individual., It
therefore enhances the commitment which is derived from a senss of
Ownership rather than limiting it in a premature attempt to reach

consensus.
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In conclusion, we raturn to the question which began this section
as to the implications of this study. Firstly, at the conceptual level,
it has amplified the Autonomy-Commitment relationship by investigating
the intervening variable in the experience of people who express
Enthusiasm for their tasks. Secondly, the concept of Psychological
Ownership implies that whatever attractions a task holds for an individual,
however interesting or challenging it may be, his commitment will
ultimately depend on the opportunity he has to generate the ideas from

which the task evolves and to be involved with it from the beginning.

If the original idea was not his own, a person's commitment to a
task will accompany the sense of Ownership which can still grow after
the task has been delegated tc him. This will depend on the extent to

which he is able:

= To put in his own idseas,

= To choose methods or procedures.

= To decide on targets, timing or allocation.
- To maka any changes he feels are necessary.

- To see the job through.

Thess are the conditions through which the process of Psychological
Bwnership is developed, from which in turn, Enthusiasm and Commitment to

a task are derived,
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APPENDIX A

Questionnaire Used in the 0il Terminal Survey

1o
2,
3

4,

5,
6,
7
8o

9.

10,

1.

12,
13.
14,
15.
16.
17,
18,
19,
20,
21,

22,

23,

24,

What do you think of shift work?
Do you enjoy working overtims?
How do you like working for (the company)?

Would you like to know more about the reasons behind the policies
and decisions the company makes?

Since the New Deal, has management been more approachable or less?
What do you like about the New Deal?

What do you dislike about the New Deal?

Who do you go to for help or advice?

Has your supervisor the time to listen when you want to sort out a
problem?

Is the supervisor given enough backing by management?

Do you feel free to take complaints above your supervisor to your
superintendent?

Which group of workers got mast out of the New Deal?

How does your job compare with others at the terminal?

What do you like most about your job?

What do you dislike most about your job?

Is your job a major source of satisfaction in your 1life?

What is it makes you feel you have had a really good day?

What is the sort of thing which makes you glad when the day is over?
Is there one thing you would change to make your job more satisfying?
Is there an opportunity for you to make progress in your company?
Would you like your work to be made more interesting?

How often does your job entail coopsrating with other people in the
terminal? Does this ever cause any difficulty?

Has the New Deal made your work more satisfying?

How closely are you supervised?
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26,

27,

28.

29,

30.

3.,
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Do peopls at the terminal work as a team?
Are you given freedom to use your own judgement?

Are there any Company rules or regulations which you think are
unnecessary?

Do you feel you have to hide any mistakes you might make from your
supervisor?

Does your supervisor discuss your job performance with you?
Do you think your individual efforts are appreciated?

How do you know whsn you have done a good job?
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APPENDIX B

(i) Freguency of Occurrence of Job Factors in Responses to the Questions
on Likes and Disglikes - Orivers#

Source of Source of Significancs
Dislike Like
Work Itself 0 27 - 001
Social Relationships 5 18 .01
Responsibility 0 8 .01
Economic 0 5 N.S,
Security 0 1 .05
Physical Working Conditions 26 9 «01
Company Policy 7 0 .05
Supervision 5 i) NeS,

(ii) Coding Cateqories for Investigation of 2-Factor Phenomenon

Achievement: Successful completion of task. Work going well, Successful
idea,

Advancement: Promotion. Opportunity to increase skills,

Responsibility: Freedom to work without close supervision. Opportunity
to solve problems for onesslf. Being trusted.

Recognition: Praise from supervisor. Achievement apprsciated.
Work Itself: Interest, varisty.
Company Policy: Procedure, policy. Decisions from senior management,

Supervision: Fairness and competsnce of supervisor. Relationship with
supervisor,

Interpersonal Relationships: Team feeling. Cooperation from colleagues,
Job Security: Confidence in keeping job.
Pay: Salary, bonus, overtime,

Working Conditions: Workload, physical conditions, facilities,

#Data for plant psrsonnel insufficient for detailed factor breakdown.
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APPENDIX C

The Association Bstween Personal Influence and Motivator=Hygeine Factors

i The Questionnairs

To what extent do you see the following aspects of your

job as being subject to your own influence?

my own
influence

The amount of recagnition or praise 1

you receive

Your job security 1

The salary you receivs 1

The extent to which you get a sense of
challengs or achievement from your job

Your future advancement opportunities

The relationships with the people
with whom you work

Your past advancement

The way your work is supervised

The amount of responsibility you
have

The reputation of your organisation
The level of creativity in your

work

Your physical working conditions
or facilities

Your status (prestige) within the
organisation

1

others'
influence
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
6 7
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(ii) The Results — Correspondence of Order of Factors in the Influence
Scale and in Herzberg's Original Results

Factor Herzberg's Ranking on

—_— Ranking Influence Scale
Achievement 1 1=
Recognition 2 1=
Responsibility 3 6
Advancemsent 4 4
Work Itself 5 5
Salary 6 8
Supervision 7 7
Interpersonal Relationships 8 3
Working Conditions 9 9

Spearman's rho 0.674

Significance level .05



172

APPENDIX D

Pilot Survey Instruments

(i) Interview Schedule

(ii) Opportunity Questionnaire

(iii) 3Job Activity Questionnaire

(iv) Opinion Questionnaire I (The I=C and 0-P Scalaes)

(v) Opinion Questionnaire II (The I-E Scale)
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Rank them in terms of your enthusiasm for them, the feeling you have

What part do you play in the task? Has it always been the same?

In general, what decides whether you get enthusiastic or committed

Most of us get frustrated or disappointed in our jobs at some time,

What are the five things you would say mattered most in 1life? (Rank)

"Five years from now I would like to think I was spending my time cceoco"

Let's say your boss asks you what you would advise him, in order to
get your full commitment and effort. What would you advise?

What is it you think attracts some peoples to taking responsibility?

In your view, what makes one activity more interesting than another?

(i) Pilot Survey = Interview Schedule
Background
1. UWhat is the function of yourdepartment?
2, What is your official job description?
3. What are your chief responsibilities?
4, To whom are you responsible?
Listing Specific Tasks
5. List activities.,
6.
that you want to spend time and effort on them.
Task A and Task B
7. Describe how you fesl about it,
8, How did you come to be doing it?
9,
General Questions on Views about Work
10,
about a particular job or not?
1.
What would make you feel like that?
12,
13, "At work, I seem to spend most of my time ceeccosecos"
14,
15,
16,
17,
18.

"For a successful task to give me a sense of achievement, it has to
be oNe ccevecoss’



19,

20,

21,

22,
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(a) How often do you get pulled off a job?
(b) If you do, how do you feel?
(e) why?

In your experience, what is it that makes people want to do a job?

Think of a time when you felt exceptionally good about your job.
Describe what happened and how you felt,

Now think of a time when you felt exceptionally bad about your job.
Describe what happened and how you felt,
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(ii) DEPARTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE
(Opportunity Questionnaire)

Read the following statements which you should refer
to your present department.

Please indicate next to each statement your degree of
agreement or disagreement by writing 1, 2, 3 or 4.

1 means strong agresment

2 means mild aqreement

3 means mild disagreement

4 means strong disagrsement
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Strong agreement 3 = Mild disagresment
Mild agreement 4 = Strong disagreement
1. The jobs in this Department are clearly defined and logically

3.

T

8o

9,

10.

11,

12.

13

structured,

We don't rely too heavily on individual judgement in this
Department; almost everything is double=checked,

You won't get ahead in this Dspartment unless you stick your
neck out and try things on your own sometimes.

The policies and structure of the Department have besn clearly
defined,

The importance of taking calculated risks at the right time is
clearly recognised herse,

Red tape is kept to a minimum in this Department,

In this Department it is sometimes unclear who has the formal
authority to make a decision,

Our management is willing to take a chance on a good idea,

Our philosophy emphasises that psople should snlve their problems
by themsslves,

I think our productivity must sometimes suffer from lack of
organisation and planning.

Decision making in this Department is too cautious for maximum
effectiveness,

Our management isn't so concerned about formal organisation and
authority, but concentrates instead on getting the right people
to do the job.

Excessive rules, administrative details, and red tape make it
difficult for new and original ideas to receive consideration.
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(iii) Job Activity Questionnaire

Instructions

For each of the questions or st: tements in th’s booklet, check the one
response which most closely reflects your opinion or feelings.

Important (1) Relate this to the specific activity in
question, not to your job as a whole.

(2) Read each of the 4 responses before choosing
one of them.
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How likely would you be to enjoy an opportunity you were given to talk to people
you know socially about this part of your work ?

Very likely

Quite likely

Not very likely

Most unlf »ly

This activity-----

is definitely
challenging

P R N 3

can;sznaetimes
be challenging

oiiers little
challenge

is plain
sailing

Allbcation of tasks, responsibilities, duties etc or the approval of subordinates
undertaking of them in thiz fack. ... cvvevecvannenes

is at my sole is at my is outside my is almost never
discretion. discretion for the Iscretion at at my sole

most part times discretion,
The ideas or suggestions which generated this activity in the first place..........

Here ooy really
mine at all,

Someone else
thought of it.

were not much

mine, but I was
consulted about
them.

Were mine in part.
I had quite a lot of
say early on.

" Were mainly mine,
I thought -f it,

If people were io ! alk about this aspect of the job, would you feel they were

virtually talking about you - the person?

Yes, IthinkI

vrouid.,

To some extient,
Yes.

Possibley, but it
wouldn't be a
streng fzeling.

Most unlikely.

In choosing or modifying methods or procedures for this activity.

I certainly do
not have to do
the job a cert-
ain way if I
dont want to.

I am lefi free
to choese,

I heve a fair

amount of free-
dom but within
some constraints}

(By vhat or whom)

|

I have some
fr eedom but
with significant
constraints.

I am virtually
constrained to
do this job a
certain way.
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All in all, I think of this as my pigeon.
Yes - very true } To some extent Not quite that Not at all,
strongly
This aspect of my workis,........
Dull as Not very interesting | Quite interesting Fascinating,
ditchwater. absorbing.

When you undertook this activity.........

Were you
instructed by
your superior?

Were you asked by
your superior but
it was difficult to
say no?

Was it suggested
as a possibility
by your superior?

Was it on your
own regp onsibility?

Depending on how well or how badly this goes, the effect on how I feel about
myself is likely to be

Considerable

Quite significant

Not very marked

Little - if any

- - ———

The tarj2ts I work to in connection with this activity are set

Largely by
othere, I am
allowed little
say over what
targets are
set.

Largely by others
but I have some
say.

By me in conjunction
with my superior (s)

Entirely by me,
while taking into
consideration the
exp ectations and
needs of other
relevant parts of
the organisation,

Of all I am doing in life at present, this rates

Extremely
highly with me

Quite highly
with me.

Some, but not
a lot.

Really not very
much at all,




3.

Opportunity for my own ideas to be used in this activity is

Plentiful Present a fair
amount

 Not present as
much as I would
like.
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Pretty rare.

Top management regard this as

Insignificant Not very important

| Fairly important

Definitely
important.

The personal involvement I feel in thi

Little - if any. | Some, but not much

s part of my work is

A fair amount

Quite strong

o

The changes I can make in this activity are

Major, and off { Major, but usually
my own bat, only after -

though I may consultation with
have to keep mx my superior.
superior posted

Not often major,
but minor ones at
my own discretion

Not even minor
unless first cleared
with my superior,

This activity is a source of self-fulfilment..

Definitely Quite a bit

- Marginally

Hardly at all.

In determining the success of the department, this particular task

Doesn't affect

things much Is marginal

Is fairly important

is Critical.




-4 -

181

If I was to overhear criticism of this activity I would be likely to be

Annoyed or hurt

A bit irritated

perhaps milily
affected

. pretty much

indifferent,

This is something I would tend to go on thinking about when I
left work in the evening,

Unlikely.

Perhaps - from time
to time,

Possibly true

Pro®ably true

Are the results of what you decide or do in connection with this activity fed back

To you for
your own
benefit

To you, before being
passed to your
superior,

To your superior,
who' then communic-
ates them to you,

To your superior
and not to you in
time for it to be

useful.

Potentially, as a source of self respect to me, this part of my work counts:

Considerably

Moderately

Not greatly

Hardly at all

The amount of freedom I have in this part of the job is

Almost non-
existeant

Not a great deal

A fair amount, but
I would like more

About as much
as I would like.

-

How likely is it that this will give you.a feeling of personal accomplishment
if it turns out as it should?

Very likely

Quite likely

Not very likely

Unlikely
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5.

o

The authority I have over this activity.

Is virtually i s not absolute but Is not as much as is not much
absolute significant I would wish at all,

. Of the circles below, imagine that the centre one represents your 'self' and
- all that is close to you, and the outer circle represents the more remote aspects,
things you are not so close to.

Where would you place this activity?
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(iv) Opinion Questionnaire I

Instructions

This questionnaire contains 24 statemeats relating to situations not

just at work but in everyday life and about which opinion seems pretty
everly. divided.

Any one statement would be true for some people but not for others. The
purpose of this questionnaire is to find out what your personal reaction is
to the statements.

Read each one and decide whether it is true or false as far as you are
concerned,

If a statement is TRUE or MOSTLY TRUE for you, putT in the right hand
column, If a statement is FALSE or NOT USUALLY TRUE as far as you
are concerned, put an F,

Work Rapidly
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-2.
T or F

. The exc itement for me in studying, would be in becoming familiar and
competent with existing theories rather than having to develop my own.,

(S -)
.

It is preferable that a professional clergy 4ake the leading role in
church worship.

3. Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing things I'm
not supposed to.

5. It is only natural and right for a person to think his family is better than
any other.

5. I am in favour of very strict enforcement of all laws no matter what the
consequences,

6. I find I often defen an author I am reading if someone else attacks him,

7, I like to fool around with new ideas, even if they turn out later to be a

total waste of time,

8. 'Doing your own thing'is an overrated value.

9. I am very likely to get annoyed if someone criticises a car,record or book
which would be my choice.

10. A person needs to ''show off'" a little now and then.

1. Even if a piece of work was of interest to me, I would have no
reluctance in delegating it.

12. 1 would find it difficult to discard an idea which I had developed, even
: if the weight of opinion was against it.

1
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If I was in a music role, I would rather be a performer than a
composer.

T or F

At times, I have been so entertained by the cleverness of a criminal,
I have hoped he would get away with it.

Fools learn by experiences, wise men by the experience of others.

It is a good rule to accept nothing as certain or proved till you have
proved it for yourself,

It is alright to get around the law if you don't actually break it.

It is unusual for me to express strong approval or disapproval of the
actions of others.

Other people's problems are never likely to be as of much interest
to you as your own,

Most people are honest chiefly through fear of being caught.

I usually find I'm reluctant to work to ideas or plans I have had
little or no influence over,

I am so annoyed when someone tries to get ahead of me in a queue that
I speak to him about it.

Compared to your own self respect, the respect of others means
very little,

Being self-centred is almost always an undesirable trait.
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(v) Opinion Questionnaire II

Instructions

This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which certain important
events in our society affect different people. Each item consists of a
pair of alternatives lettered a or b. Please select the one statement

of each pair ( and only one) which you more strongly believe to be the
case as far as you're concerned. Be sure to select the one you actually
believe to be more true rather than the one you think you should choose
or the one you would like to be true. This is a measure of personal
belief: obviously there are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer these items carefully but do not spend too much time on any
one item. Be sure to find an answe r for every choice.

In some imtances you may discover that you believe both statements or
neither one, In such cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly
believe to be the case as far as you're concerned. Also try to respond to
each item independently when making your choice; do not be influenced by
your previous choices.
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Circle the letter a or b according to your belief,

Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much.

The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy
with them,

In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world.

Unf ortunately, an individual's worth often passes un-recognised no matter
how hard he tries.

Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.

Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their
opportunities,

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work,luck has little or nothing

to do with it.

Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time.

The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions.

This world is run by:the few people in power, and there is not much the
little guy can do about it.

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the
right place first.

Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or
nothing to do with it.

In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck.

Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin,

Ag far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces
we can neither understand, nor control,

By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can control
world events.

Most people don't realise the extent to which their lives are controlled by
accidental happenings.

There really is no such thing as ''luck"

One should always be willing to admit mistakes.

It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen

to me.

It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role
in my life.

What happens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction my life
is taking.
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APPENDIX E

Main Survey Instruments

Interview Schedule

Key to Job Activity Questionnaire

Job Activity Questionnaire

Opinion Questionnaire I (The I-E Scals)

Opinion Questionnaire II (The I-C and 0-P Sqales)
General Job Attitude Questionnaire

Back Up Procedure for Identifying Tasks
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(i) Interview Schedule = Main Survey

1. Can you give me an idea of what your job is and where it fits in?

2, Filling out cards with specific tasks.

(a) What are you doing at present that you fesl most enthusiastic
about? (effort regardless of importance)

(b) List others = rank - pick pair.
3. Why is Task A highest in enthusiasm?

4, UWhy is Task B less so?

Task A = Specific Questions

5, First, briefly describe the nature of Task A (how problematical),

Origin

6., When did it come into being?
7. How? How was the decision made?
8, Whose idea was it?

9. What were the reasons for it?

Involvement

10, How did you come to be associated with it?
1. When was that?
12, UWhy you?

13, What stage is it at now?

Part Played

14, UWhat part did you play at the beginning?
15, Can you remember the first step?
16. UWhat part do you play now?

17, UWho else is involved?

Subordinates:
Superiors:
Peers:
Others:
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18. How central is your part?

19, Who makes the final decisions and how? How free a hand?

feslings

20, Could you describe how you feel overall about this task? What does
it mean to you? Why? How would you feel if it was criticised?

21, How would you feel (have felt) if you had been pulled off it half
way through to do something else? (of corresponding interest)

22, Are there any changes you would like to see?

Task B

23, Describe its nature (how problematical),

Origin

24, \UWhen did it come into being?

25, How? How was the decision made?

26, UWhose idea was it?

27. What were the reasons for it?

Involvement

28, How did you come to be associated with it?

29, VUWhen was that?

30. UWhy you?

31. What stage is it at now?

Part Played

32,

33,

34,

What part did you play at the beginning?
Can you remember the first step?

What part do you play now?
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35, Who else is involved?
Subordinates:
Supseriors:
Peers:
Others:
36, How central is your part?
37. Who makes the final decisions and how? How frse a hand?
38, Could you describs how you feel overall about this task? What does
it mean to you? Why? How would you feel if it was criticised?
Feelings
39, How would you feel (have felt) if you had been pulled off it half

way through to do something else? (of corresponding interest)

JAQ A,
I=E

General Questions on views towards work and people's attitudes to it.

41,

42,

43,

44,

45,

46,

47.

What is your personal view, and from your experience as a manager
as to what causes people to be committed to their work?

What implications does this have for managers?

Most of us are frustrated or disappointed from time to time in our
work, what would make you feel like that?

poFo and JOAOQO B

How long have you been with the company?

Think of a time when you felt exceptionally good about your job,
Describe what happened and how you felt,

How important was it at the time?

Now think of another time, ope when you felt especially bad about
your job, Describe what happened and how you felt,
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48, How important was it at the time?
49. How do you feel if you're pulled off a job half way through?

50. Which do you prefer, the managerial or the technical part of your job?

GoJdoRalo

51. Ags 20-30
31=40
41=50
51 or

over

52, Number of subordinates.
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(ii) Key to Items in Job Activity Questionnaire

Cateqory

Influence

Freedom of Choice
Psychological Ownership
Achievement

Task Involvement
Initial Choice

Importance to the Company

*Rgvarsed Items

4%, 6, 13.

3, 11%, 16, 21,

5, 7, 12, 15%, 19, 23#,
2, 8%, 22,

1, 10, 17, 20%,

9%,

14%, 18%,
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(iii) Job Activity Questionnaire

Instructions

For each of the questions or statements in this booklet, check the one
response which most closely reflects your opinion or feelings.

Important (1) Relate this to the specific activity in
question, not to your job as a whole.

(2) Read each of the 4 responses before choosing__
one of them, But they are only guides.

(3) Work steadily without hurrying.

Activity: -
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How likely would you be to enjoy an opportunity you were given to talk to
people you know socially about this part of your work?

ery likely

Quit e likely

Not very likely

Most unlikely

This activity at present,

s definitely
heallenging

is quite
chellenging

offers some
challenge

offers little
challenge

-+t

H
T

llocation of tasks, responsibilities, duties etc or the approval of subordinates
ndertaking of them in this task.

ig within my
ole discretion

is within my
discretion for the
most part

is outside my
discretion for the
most part

is not often
within my sole
discretion.

The ideas or suggestions which generated this activity in the first place.

/ ere not really
nine at all.
Someone else
hought of it,

Were not much
mine, but I was
consulted about
them.

Were mine in part.
I had quite a lot of
say early on.

Were mainly
mine, I thought
of it.

If peaple were to talk about this aspect of the job, would y

virtually talking about you - the person?

Yeg, I think I
would,

To some extent,
Yes.

|

Possibly, but it
wouldn't be a
strong feeling.

ou feel they were

unlikely,

In choosing or modifying methods or procedures for this activity.

I have consider-
able freedom of |

choice,

I have a fair amount I have some freedom

of freedom but
within some
constraints.

\

1

but with significant
constraints.

Methods and
procedures are]
predetes»mined ;
for the most
part.
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To some extent

All in all, I think of this as my pigeon.

| Not quite that

strongly

Not at all.

Does not have a
}ery high
nterest content

|

At present, this aspect of my work

Has some interest
content

Has quite a high
interest content,

Has a very high
interest content.

When you undertook this activity

Nere you
nstructed by
rour superior?

Were you asked by |
your superior but
it was difficult to
say no?

Was it suggested as
a possibility by your
superior?

Was it on your
own responsibility{

Depending on how well or how badly this goes, the effect on how I feel about
myself is likely to be

Considerable

Fairly considerable

Moderate

Not very marked,.

The targets I work to in connection with this activity are set

Largely by
others. I am
allowed little
say over what
targets are
set, |

Largely by others
but I have some
say.

|

By me in conjunction
with my superior (s)

Largely hy me
while taking into
congideration the
expectations and
needs of others.

Of all I am doing in life at present, this rates

Very highly
with me.

Quite highly with
me,

Moderately

fairly low.




Opportunity for my own ideas to be used in this activity is
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entiful Present a fair present o some fairly low
amount extent
Department top management regard this as
significant Not very important} Fairly important Definitely
important.

The sense of personal involvement I feel in this part of my work is

ot very great

|

moderate

quite strong

considerable.

The changes I can mak

ajor, and off
 y own bat,

hough I may have}

o keep my
juperior posted

Major, but some-
times only after
consultation with
my superior.

Major ones usually
only after consult-
ation, but minor
ones at my own
discretion.

in this activity (or can see are made), are

Even some minor
ones may have to
be cleared with

my superior first.

This activity is a source of self-fulfilment,

efinitely

-

Quite a bit

to some extent

Not much really

In determining the success of the department, this patticular task

Joesn't affect
hings much

Is marginal

Is fairly important

is critical,
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H someone whose opinion you respected was to make some derogatory
remark to you about the value of this activity, would you feel hurt or annoyed.

Probably

Possibly

Perhaps a little

Unlikely

This is something I might still go on thinking about when I left work in

the evening.

Jnlikely

Perhaps - from timg
to time.,

Possibly true

Probably true

Are the results of what you decide or do

back.

Fo you for
rour own
»enefit

To you, prior to
discussion with
your superior,

J

To your superior,

who then communic <}

ates them to you
with his views.

in connection with this activity fed

To your superior
who then
communicates
his views to you,

How likely is it that this will give you a feeling of personal accomplishment
if it turns out as it should?

Very likely

Quite likely

Possibly

Not very likely

The Right Hand End of this scale represents your 'Self' and all that you

feel is close to you.

things you are not so close to.

The Left Hand End represents the remoter aspects,

Where would you place this activity., Think in terms of your life as a whole.

emote from
self!

|

Close to
'Self! .
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(iv) Opinion Questionnaire T

Below are 19 statements relating to situations in every day life and about
which opinion seems evenly divided.

The purpose of this questionnaire is to find your personal reaction
to each statement.

If a statement is TRUE or MOSTLY TRUE for you, put T in the right hand
column, If a statement is FALSE or NOT USUALLY TRUE as far as you
are concerned, put an F,

Work Rapidly T or F

1. The excitement for me in studying, would be in becoming familiar
and competent with existing theories rather than having to develop
my own,

2. It makes sense to me that a professionsl clergy takes the leading
rcle in church worship.

3. Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing things
I'm not supposed to. '

4, 1 am in favour of strict enforcement of all laws no matter what
the consequences.

5. 1find I often defend an author I am reading if someone else attack&;
him.

6. I like to fool around with new ideas, even if they turn out later
to be a total waste of time,

7. 'Doing your own thing' is perhaps an overrated value,

8. I am likely to get annoyed if someone criticires a car, record
or book which would be my choice.

9, At times, I have been so entertained by the cleverness of a
criminal, I have hoped he would get away with it.
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10. A person needs to "'show off' now and then.
11. I sometimes find it difficult to discard an idea which I have
developed, even if the weight of opinion is against it.
12. Fools learn by experience, wise men by the experience of
others.
13. It is alright to get around the law if you don't actually break it.
14, It is unusual f or me to express strong approval or disapprovial
of the actions of others. '
15, If I was a musician, I would rather be a performer than a
composer.
T
16, Most people are honest chiefly through fear of being caught.
17. I usually find I'm reluctant to work to ideas or plans I have
had little or no influence over.
18. I am so annoyed when someone tries to get ahead of me in
a queue that I speak to him about it.
19. Clompared to your own self respect, the respect of others

means very little,
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(v) Opinion Questionnaire II

Instructions

This is a questionnaire to find out the way in which certain important
events in our society affect different people. Each item consists of a
pair of alternatives lettered a or b. Please select the one statement

of each pair ( and only one) which you more strongly believe to be the
case as far as you're concerned. Be sure to select the one you actually
believe to be more true rather than the one you think you should choose
or the one you would like to be true. This is a measure of personal
belief: obviously there are no right or wrong answers.

Please answer these items carefully but do not spend too much time on any
one item. Be sure to find an answe r for every choice.

In some irstances you may discover that you believe both statements or
neither one, In such cases, be sure to select the one you more strongly
believe to be the case as far as you're concerned. Also try to respond to
each item independently when making your choice; do not be influenced by
your previous choices,
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Circle the letter a or b according to your belief

Who gets promoted often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the
right place first.

Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little
or nothing to do with it.

In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world.

Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes un-recognised no
matter how hard he tries.

Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much.

The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too
easy with them,

Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen
to me,

It is impossible for me to believe that chance plays an important role
in my life.

As far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims
of forces we can neither understand, nor control.

By taking an active part in political and social affairs the people
can control world events.

Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader.

Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage
of their opportunities,

In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with ]uck.
Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin.
The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions.

This world is run by the few people in power, and there is not much
the man in the street can do about it.

Most people don't realise the extent to which their lives are controlled
by accidental happenings.

There really is no such thing as "luck"
One should always be willing to admit mistakes.
It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes.

Becoming a success is a matter of hard work, luck hasg little or nothing
to do with it. "

Getting a sood job depends mainly on being in the right place at the
right time.

What happens to me is my own doing.

Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction
my lifs is taking
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(vi) Job Questionnaire (G.J.A.Q.)

5 QUESTICNNAIRE REFERS TC YCUR PRESENT JOB AS A WHCGLE. For each
, read BOTH statements and check (.\/) Whichever space on the 7-point scale
t closely reflects the situation as you see it.

I would be very likely to I would not be particularly

enjoy any opportunity I
was given to talk to
people about my job.

There is a great deal
of challenge in this job,

I do not have enough
freedom

Most of what I work on
comes from my own
ideas and suggestions

For the most part, I
find it easy to think of
what I do at work as

There are usually
constraints as to what
methods and
procedures are used.

The intersst content of
the job is very high.

How the job goes, has a

considerable effect on
how I feel about myself

The targets I work to
are set largely by
others.

Of all I am doing in life,

my job rates
extremely highly with
me.

There is plenty of
opportunity for my
own ideas to be used
in this job.

likely to enjoy an opportunity
I was given to talk to people
about my job.

There is not a great deal of
challenge in this job.

I have about as much
freedom as I could wish for,

Most of what I work on comes
from other people's ideas,
reqguests, or suggestions.

For the most part I don't
think I find it easy to think
of what I do at work as
"my own''.

I am able to choose what
methods and procedures are
used.

The interest content of the
job is not very high.

How the job goes, does not
have much effect on how 1
feel about myself.

The targets I work to
are set largely by me.

Of all T am doing in life,
my job doesn't rate very
highly with me.

There is not much
opportunity for my own
ideas to be used in this job.



I do not get much
sense of personal
involvement in this
job.

I can make most major

changes off my own bat.

My job is not a mé&jor
source of self
fulfilment,

If the job is made a
subject of criticism,
I would be very likely
to feel it personally.

I often go on thinking
about the job when I
have left work.

In this job, there is
considerable
opportunity to feel I
have accomplished
something,

‘All in all, I do not
feel very happy with
my present job,

I feel very secure in
my job.

204

1 get a considerable sense
of personal involvement
in this job.

Even some minor changes
I am expected to clear with
my boss first.

My job is a major source
of self fulfilment.

If the job is made a subject
of criticism 1 would be
unlikely to feel it personally.

I do not often go on thinking
about the job when I have
left work,

In this job, there is not much
opportunity to feel I have
accomplished anything.

All in all, I feel very happy
with my present job.

I do not feel very secure
in my job,
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(vii) Back Up Procedure for Identifying Tasks

(a) If Task A but no similar Task B, a dissimilar Task would be chosen.

(b) If Task A was not specific (eg. 'l like managing people best'), two
specific Tasks would be picked, C and B whare the enthusiasm for C
was greater than B.
(c) If no Tasks, A or B, only general questions would be asked:
- How do tasks arise? How do they come to you?
~ What part do you play in them?
= How do decisions get made in your department?

= What determines how you fsel about a task?
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APBENDIX F

Results of the Opportunity Questionnaire — Scores for Researchers and
Works Manaqers N=14

Production and Enginsering

Regearchers Manacers
21 23
23 17
19 19
22 22
27 31
23 19
22 18

Scores represent items for Structure, Climate and Risk,

No significant difference between the two occupational groups
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APPENDIX G

Expregsions of Psychological Ownership

1. The way it is experienced

"I'm interested because this is my baby ... It's mine ..., and warts and
all too. Its problematical but they're my problems and I like that =
I like that very much."#

"You're committed if you or a bit of you is really involved, if there's
a bit of you tied up in what you're doing."

"There's a bit of my blood in there."

"I like to think that when they talk about the (job), thsy are talking
about me."

"It's my hobby ... it's my life ... all my thoughts are built around it."
"One likes to carve a little niche for oneself."
"I have a long association with (a technique), its deeper inside me ...

I have a fesel for it, I grew up with it, it's still alive both in me and
outside me."#

2, The way it is sought

"I was looking for something that would grow out of what I was doing,
something that would be 'mine! = if you like."

"I wanted to do my own work = do my own thing."

"I want something which is my own."#

3, Its Oriqins

"You get frustrated when you can't see it through. (Why?) It's a
personal thing. You like to take a thing from its origin to full
development, It's your baby,'"#

"It's a process I have developsd ... myself, The idea that it should be
done wasn't mine ... I've seen the development of it right through,"

"I get committed as soon as I've put.my name on it, as soon as It's taken
a different direction = no matter how slight, I've altered somathing, then
I'm much more keen,"

*Quotations abstracted from pilot not main survey,.
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"I'd be very annoyed if I was pulled off it, because I did a lot of
thinking and work others didn't see. I went my way about it ... you
carry a lot in your hands and head which others don't have."#*

"They become committed if they are creating something. If they can say
something they have praduced is theirs, if their stamp is on it."

"Men in particular fesl they have to create something permanent ...
something that remains behind when they're dead ... to do something they
are proud of,"

"In a job hs knows thoroughly, he looks on it as his job."

4, Actively acquiring Ownership

"I take it over, I make it into something, I changs it till it doesn't
look like it did when I got it - it belongs to me, so I don't want to
give it up."

"People above me take the high level decisions, but on the basis of what
I tell themy, so I can ensure it goes the way I want it to."

"I'm sure they (seniors) wouldn't have done it if I hadn't pushed it oee
I showed them the way through."

5. What is owned being threatened

"I've feelings of misgivings that my boss will want to gst involved and
I'11l lose responsibility and have to take a less influencing part in it,
It's difficult to carry it all but I'd like to maintain an identity and
run the whole show right the way through."

"It looked as if (his manager) was going to bundle it (a project) off and
put it in his paocket., The rotten #####% wag going to pinch my baby."#

6. The owned task in conflict with organisation goals

"It wasn't the boss's idea, so he didn't follow it up."

"(Task A) gives me a sense of achievement, but some people would laugh
because it's only a small thing, there's not much opportunity for work
like this." (i.e. initiated by him)

"This was my baby but it's complicated by politics, 1 can do myself harm
if I spend too much time on this because they don't like it - it doesn't
fit in."
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7. Psychological Ownership and collaboration

"The finished product is not my baby because there are others involved."

"We have rows, but once having dscided it you abide by it because you
identify with it even if you've disagreed."

B. Its relation to the concept of Achievemsnt

"You have original thoughts and see them come to fruition, it feeds your
personal sensa of power if they are successful,"

"There's a lot of satisfaction ... from seeing somsthing you've bsen in
from planning coming off,"#

"I'm enthusiastic because I have socle control of a problem solving
expesrience,.”

"It's the enjoyment of a visible result of my own actions. Either success
or failure in terms of what I do."
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APPENDIX H

Details of Categories and Results from Open-Ended Questions

(i) Distribution of Tasks According to the Degree of Autonomy,.

(ii) Reasons for Task Enthusiasm - Categories and illustrative

Quotations,
(iii) Frequency of Categories Cited as Reasons for Enthusiasm,

(iv) Managers' beliefs about Motivation to Work = Categoriss

Definitions and illustrative Quotations.

(v) Frequency of Categories in Responses to Herzberg's Questions.
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(i) Distribution of Tasks According to the Deqree of Autonomy

Ressarchers (N=20) Engineers (N=15)
Degreg of Preferred Less Preferred Less
Autonomy# Task Prefarred Jask Preferred
HIS IDEA 1 - -
His idea 7 - 4 1
Imports 3 1 - -
Development 8 4 2 1
Management I 1 2 4 -
Consultativs I - 3 4 4
Management II - 4 - 4
Consultative II - 5 - 4
Conflict - 1 - 1

*for definition of categories, see Table 10.3,
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(ii) Reasons for Task Enthusiasm = Categories and Illustrative Quotations

Achisvement:

Autonomy: (Control)

(Influence)

Importance:

Interest:

Psychological Ownership

Recognitiaons

A sense of challenge. Feelings of success.

Being a cog in a wheel, Having a
personal sense of power, Having control.

I can demonstrate my talents., Thsere's no
scope for my skills,

It's good cash value, It's a worthwhile
pro ject,

It's an interesting project.

Having a project of your own., It's my
baby. Doing someone else's work.

Increasing my credibility. WMy seniors
are interested,
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(iii) Frequency of Categories Cited as Reasons for Enthusiasm

Researchers (N=20) Engineers (N=15)
Category Task A Task B Task A Task B
Achievement 10 8 10 3
#Autonomy 7 5 8
Importance 8 2 0 0
Interest 5 3 2 1
Psychological Ownership 1" 7 2 2
Recognition 2 1 3 0
Others, 3 1 1

*'Control' was mentionsd by engineers in 10 out of 13 cases and by
researchers in 6 out of 16 cases,
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to Work = Cateqories, Definitions

and Illustrative Quotations

Category

Achiesvement

Autonomy

Boss=Subordinate
Relationship

Importance

Interest

Loyalty

Psychological
Ownership

Recognition

Definitions

Challenge
Seeing results

Control
Freedom of Choice
Influence

Trust

Fair play

Giving support
Commanding respect

Believing in the
work,
Useful, Worthwhile

Interest of the
Work Itsself

Sense of
Responsibility to
the company

Understanding the
campany's point of
view

Self expression
Creativity
Identification

Praiss
Respect from peers
Promotion

Illustrations

- Having something to strive for.

~ Whatsver it is that makes you
want to win, testing yourself.

-~ If they know ths plant runs
solely due to them,

~ Most peopls, givsn freedom,
responsibility, information and
reasons, are willing to do it,

- The respect they have for the boss,

- If they know they have someone
they can talk to.

- You can't be committed to
anything you don't believe in,

- Most people need to feel it's
of some use.

-~ If you have a job which interests
you, you're half way there.

- Having a sense of responsibility
to do the best for the company.

- Being willing to understand the
company's side.

- If he is able to express himsslf.
in the job,

- A bit of you is involved.

= Giving praise lavishly and
avoiding being excessively
critical.,

Racognition by someone who is in
a position to knouw,



Salary

Others
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Pay
Fringe bensfits

Authority

Interpersonal
Relationships

= If you pay them enough they'll
feel obliged to do the job
they're supposed to be doing.
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(v) Freguency of Cateqories in Responses to Herzberq's Questions

Achievement

Work Itself

Recognition

Responsibility
Interpersonal Relationships
Company Policy

Supervision

Security

Achievement

Wlork Itself

Recognition

Responsibility
Interpersonal Relationships
Company Policy

Supervision

Security

Rasearchers

O 0O O 0O B ~NN & O

gl D - R 7 = Ry &

Good Events

Engineers

O O 0O < N U O =N

Bad Events

N & L1 1 = = -

-
W = 3 @ NN = 3

Notes It is possible for a respondent to cite more than one category
in answer to sach question,
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APPENDIX I

Additional Tables of Scaled (uestionnaire Data

(i) Partial Correlations of Autonomy, Psychological Ownership, Task
Involvement and Achievement (Re, Hypothesis IT)

Factors correlated with

Psychological Ownership tay Partialled for: tau
Influence 0.57 Task Involvement 0,43
Freedom 0.67 " " 0.53
Autonomy 0.65 " " 0.50
Task Involvement 0.68 Achiesvement 0.54

Note: The correlation of Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement
is the strongsst even after Achievement has been partialled out.

(ii) Distribution of J.,A.Q. Factors between Researchers and Enginsers -
Significance levels of Mann=Whitney U (Re., Hypothesis V)

Factar d.A.Q. (R) J.A.Q. (B)
Influence No.Soe NoSe
Freedom «056% NeS,
Autonomy NeSe NeSe
Psychological Ownership NeS, NeSe
Achievement NoSo NeSa
Task Involvement NeSo o Q7%

#* In favour of engineers,
#% In favour of researchsrs,
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(iii) Differences in Opportunity for Factors (G.J.A.Q.) Betwsen
Researchers and Enginesrs (Re, Hypothesis VII)

Factor

Opportunity for: significance
Influence NoSoe
Freedom NeSe
Autonomy NoeSe
Psychological Ownership NoSoe
Achievement NeSoe
Task Involvement ' .02%

*Significance of Mann=Whitney U, In favour of researchers.



219

APPENDIX J

Correlation of G,J.R.Q. Factors Using Kendall's Tau

Factors carrelated with
opportunity for

Psychological Bwnership significance
Opportunity fors Ressarchers Engineers
Influence «01 «03
Freedom 201 N.S,
Autonomy .005 NeS,
Achievement 001 0001
Task Involvement 001 . 0001
Correlation of opportunity for 01 .001

Achievement and opportunity for
Task Involvement
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