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ABSTRACT 

The study begins w i t h an i n v e s t i g a t i o n designed to t e s t the 

2 - f a c t o r theory developed by Herzberg and his co-workers,, (Herzberg, 

Mausner and Snyderman 1959) I n t h i s e x p l o r a t o r y survey i t was possible 

to measure both the m o t i v a t i o n a l content of the work and people's 

a t t i t u d e s towards i t . The 2 - f a c t o r theory (Motivator and Hygeine f a c t o r s ) 

i s supported by the r e s u l t s , but only when c e r t a i n opinions known to 

e x i s t are suppressed. 

This f i n d i n g i s i n t e r p r e t e d using the concept of perceptual defence. 

When people i d e n t i f y w i t h the work they are doing, they are able t o t a l k 

openly about t h e i r successes but r e p o r t f a i l u r e experiences d e f e n s i v e l y . 

I t i s postulated t h a t Herzberg's r e s u l t s are a m a n i f e s t a t i o n of t h i s . 

The process of i d e n t i f y i n g w i t h work, of seeing a task as a p a r t of 

oneself, i s c a l l e d i n t h i s study Psychological Ownership and becomes the 

focus of the main i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 

The concept of Psychological Ownership i s i l l u s t r a t e d from 

managers' d e s c r i p t i o n s of tasks to which they f e e l committed. These tasks 

are compared w i t h others f o r which they f e e l less enthusiasm. The data 

was c o l l e c t e d using an i n t e r v i e w w i t h open-ended questions and scaled 

questionnaires. An a s s o c i a t i o n i s demonstrated between Psychological 

Ownership and the Autonomy which the i n d i v i d u a l had i n the t a s k 0 These 

f a c t o r s i n t u r n , are shown to be r e l a t e d to f e e l i n g s of Task Involvement. 

Autonomy i s compared w i t h a 'Sense of Achievement' as a source 

of Task Commitment and found to be a more important f a c t o r i n determining 
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p o s i t i v e a t t i t u d e s to a task than i s r e f l e c t e d i n managers' b e l i e f s 

about what motivates t h e i r subordinates,, The study concludes w i t h a 

discussion of Psychological Ownership as a concept, i t s r e l a t i o n to the 

other concepts, Achievement and Dob Involvement, and i t s i m p l i c a t i o n s 

f o r management theory and p r a c t i c e . 
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INTRODUCTION 

The aim of t h i s study i s to f u r t h e r an understanding of the f a c t o r s 

which i n f l u e n c e people's behaviour a t work. I t i n v e s t i g a t e s the con d i t i o n s 

necessary f o r people t o experience enthusiasm and commitment. 

The t h e s i s i s w r i t t e n i n three p a r t s . 

Part I - An explo r a t o r y i n v e s t i g a t i o n . 

Part I I = A t h e o r e t i c a l section l i n k i n g the f i n d i n g s of the 

exp l o r a t o r y i n v e s t i g a t i o n and the main study. 

Part I I I - The main study. 

Part I (Chapters I - I V ) introduces the study w i t h a summary of 

Herzberg's research and an a p p l i c a t i o n of h i s 2 ~ f a c t o r theory of mo t i v a t i o n 

to the anal y s i s of an o r g a n i s a t i o n a l problem. I n t h i s exploratory survey 

i t was possible t o measure both the m o t i v a t i o n a l content of work w i t h i n a 

company and the a t t i t u d e s of employees towards i t , Herzberg's 2-fa c t o r 

phenomenon was found to be r e p l i c a t e d but only when some opinions were 

suppressed. 

I n Part I I (Chapters V-VIl) t h i s f i n d i n g i s i n t e r p r e t e d i n terms of 

perceptual defence. While pre v i o u s l y observed as a flaw i n Herzberg's 

methodology, i n t h i s study i t becomes the foundation f o r developing thB 

concept of Psychological Ownership, Because t h i s i n v o l v e s the not i o n of 

s e l f - r e f e r r a l , the t h i r d chapter of Part I I contains a discussion of the 

phenomenological nature of the study and the i m p l i c a t i o n s of employing the 

concept of s e l f . 

Part I I I (Chapters V I I I - X I l ) i n v e s t i g a t e s the r e l a t i o n s h i p s 

hypothesised between Psychological Ownership, Autonomy and Task Commitment, 

The methodology and f i n d i n g s are presented, A discussion of the concept of 

Psychological Ownership and i t s i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r management p r a c t i c e 

concludes the study. 
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1o EXISTING PROBLEMS OF MEASUREMENT 

I n the l a s t twenty years there has been a great deal of research 

i n t o people's a t t i t u d e s t o t h e i r jobs, i n order t o l e a r n more of the 

connection between those a t t i t u d e s and m o t i v a t i o n i n the work context* 

The energy which has r e s u l t e d i n t h i s work has come, not only 

from the s c i e n t i s t s c u r i o s i t y , but also from the f e l t need of employers 

and managers t o understand the way i n which m o t i v a t i o n a f f e c t s 

p r o d u c t i v i t y , t u rnover, absenteeism and employee rel a t i o n s , , As t h i s 

understanding has increased, so our assumptions about man and hi s work 

behaviour have changed. 

There has also been an inc r e a s i n g concern on the p a r t of some 

to b e t t e r the l i v e s of people i n org a n i s a t i o n s f o r i t s own sake. As 

Herzberg (1959) w r i t e s i n his preface t o M o t i v a t i o n to works 

"To discover and then r e i n f o r c e the kind of thi n g s which 
make people happier - t o discover and di m i n i s h the kinds 
of t h i n g s t h a t make people unhappy - i s indeed a worthy 

can we say w i t h c e r t a i n t y about the source of man's m o t i v a t i o n t o work? 

How much nearer are we to understanding what i t i s he seeks and what the 

as s o c i a t i o n i s between job s a t i s f a c t i o n , choice of job and performance? 

Vroom (1964), i n h i s book Work and Mo t i v a t i o n c i t e s more than 

500 i n v e s t i g a t i o n s i n an attempt t o draw out some con s i s t e n t f i n d i n g s . 

end." 

But i n the face of a l l the data which has been c o l l e c t e d , what 

V 2 3 0rT 1973 J 
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Research workers had studied morale, job s a t i s f a c t i o n - both ge n e r a l l y 

and s p e c i f i c a l l y r e l a t e d t o defined aspects of the j o b , occupational 

choice, the reasons f o r remaining i n the job and performance. The main 

conclusions he drew were these: 

- People's s t a t e d preferences among occupations, were consistent 

w i t h the values or motives they expressed,, 

- The choice of occupation a person a c t u a l l y makes can be pr e d i c t e d 

from the s t r e n g t h of t h e i r values or motives. 

- The general job s a t i s f a c t i o n which people express i s r e l a t e d t o 

the extent t o which t h e i r jobs provide those aspects which could 

be assumed t o be a t t r a c t i v e t o them, (pay, promotion, s o c i a l 

acceptance, i n f l u e n c e e t c . ) 

= That performance w i l l increase i f i t i s seen t o r e s u l t d i r e c t l y 

i n an increase i n some f a c t o r (eg. pay) which i s de s i r a b l e t o the 

person concerned. 

(a) Problems w i t h Measures of Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Although there i s an inverse r e l a t i o n s h i p between job s a t i s f a c t i o n 

on the one hand and absenteeism and turnover on the other, there i s 

c e r t a i n l y no simple r e l a t i o n s h i p between job s a t i s f a c t i o n and performance, 

which i s considered by some t o be the outward m a n i f e s t a t i o n i n behaviour 

of the presence of a motive or motives. I f anything t h i s l a t t e r 

r e l a t i o n s h i p i s weakly negative. 
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Vroom quotes B r a y f i e l d and Crockett (1955) as concluding: 

" I n summary, i t appears t h a t there i s l i t t l e evidence i n 
the a v a i l a b l e l i t e r a t u r e t h a t employee a t t i t u d e s of the 
type u s u a l l y measured i n morale surveys bear any simple -
o r , f o r t h a t matter appreciable <-» r e l a t i o n s h i p t o 
performance on the j o b . " 

I n view of the wide use of job s a t i s f a c t i o n as a measure, i t i s 

d i s a p p o i n t i n g t o f i n d t h a t the subsequent r e s u l t s are not very s t a b l e 

(Herzberg 1959). There are a number of general problems w i t h t h i s 

approach, studies of occupational choice and job s a t i s f a c t i o n have 

us u a l l y been c a r r i e d out separately; a t t i t u d e s have been studied 

independently of the e f f e c t s they produce and the possible e f f e c t s of 

the environment have o f t e n been ignored. 

There are also s p e c i f i c problems encountered when considering 

the v a l i d i t y of job a t t i t u d e measures. For example: 

- S a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h one aspect of the job may mean the person i s 

i n d i f f e r e n t t o i t s absence. 

- Most methods i n v o l v e the respondent choosing from or r e a c t i n g t o , 

categories defined by an i n t e r v i e w e r . 

- People d i f f e r i n what they f i n d s a t i s f y i n g and the degree t o which 

they are s a t i s f i e d w i t h any given aspect of t h e i r work depends on 

previous experience, the cur r e n t s i t u a t i o n , and t h e i r value 

system, a f f e c t e d i n t u r n by what i s accepted i n the c u l t u r e as a 

whole. I f a t t r a c t i o n to f i n a n c i a l gain i s frowned upon, an 

i n d i v i d u a l ' s expression of s a t i s f a c t i o n or d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h 
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t h a t gain may be i n h i b i t e d , 

- I n the same way, a person i s in f l u e n c e d by the group t o which he 

or she belongs and by other groups w i t h which t h e i r own can be 

compared. 

- Respondents are not necessarily aware of the s p e c i f i c f a c t o r s i n 

a s i t u a t i o n which are responsible f o r the s a t i s f a c t i o n - or lack 

of i t - which they f e e l . 

- F i n a l l y therB i s the halo e f f e c t . S a t i s f a c t i o n or d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 

w i t h one f a c t o r may colour the respondent's perception of others. 

A l l these f a c t o r s w i l l a f f e c t what people f e e l or express t o be 

t h e i r preferences i n the work s i t u a t i o n . 

(b) Job S a t i s f a c t i o n and Mo t i v a t i o n 

But why are i n v e s t i g a t o r s i n t e r e s t e d i n measuring job s a t i s f a c t i o n 

as a way of l e a r n i n g about motivation? The r a t i o n a l e can be assumed to 

be t h a t job s a t i s f a c t i o n w i l l be an index of the s t r e n g t h of r e l e v a n t 

m o t i v a t i o n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s (needs). Yet Vfroom (1964) p o i n t s out t h a t 

most i n v e s t i g a t o r s begin by making o v e r - s i m p l i f i e d assumptions about 

the nature of respondents needs and t h e r e f o r e about those f a c t o r s which 

w i l l be experienced as reward or punishment. The assumption most 

commonly found i s t h a t job s a t i s f a c t i o n i s r e l a t e d to the d i f f e r e n c e 

between the s t r e n g t h of a need and the degree to which t h a t same need 

i s met i n the job environment - the ' s u b t r a c t i v e ' model. 
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The f a c t t h a t d i f f e r e n t people respond d i f f e r e n t l y to the same 

environment means t h a t needs cannot be looked a t so simply. The 

r e l a t i o n s h i p i s probably a more complex i n t e r a c t i o n between the job and 

the p e r s o n a l i t y of the i n d i v i d u a l than the ' s u b t r a c t i v e ' model suggests. 

But p e r s o n a l i t y v a r i a b l e s have played l i t t l e p a r t i n research. I t has 

been assumed t h a t d i f f e r e n c e s i n job s a t i s f a c t i o n must have been caused 

by d i f f e r e n c e s i n the work environment. This does not allow f o r 

variance i n values, motives and l e v e l s of competence between d i f f e r e n t 

people. 

( c ) Summary of the S i t u a t i o n Pre-Herzberg 

Looking a t the main methods a v a i l a b l e t o the researcher we have: 

= Subjective r e p o r t s , w i t h the d i f f i c u l t i e s summarised above. 

- Inferences from behaviour, w i t h the problem t h a t any s i n g l e a ct 

of behaviour may be the r e s u l t of d i f f e r e n t motives and o f t e n 

more than one motive. 

- P r o j e c t i v e techniques w i t h thB dangers of experimenter bias i n 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

I t i s perhaps no s u r p r i s e t h e r e f o r e , t h a t there are numerous 

studies showing l i t t l e c o r r e l a t i o n between expressed a t t i t u d e s and a c t u a l 

behaviour, or between behaviour and expressed d e s i r e s . I t i s d i f f i c u l t 

t o c o n t r o l f o r v a r i a b l e s i n the i n d i v i d u a l on the one hand and h i s 

environment on the ot h e r , without making e i t h e r seem disconnected. 
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As Urootn (1964) observes: 

" T r a d i t i o n a l l y , i n d u s t r i a l and occupational psychologists 
have focussed on the accummulation of e m p i r i c a l observations 
and neglected the c o n t r i b u t i o n of theory ... Instead of 
c o n t r i b u t i n g t o the c o n s t r u c t i o n of permanent e d i f i c e of 
knowledge, most a d d i t i o n s t o the morass of e x i s t i n g data 
only seem t o increase our respect f o r the complexity of 
human behaviour and t o emphasise our i n a b i l i t y t o achieve 
any l a s t i n g understanding of i t . " 

I t i s against t h i s background t h a t some i n v e s t i g a t o r s have 

searched f o r new methods i n order t o b u i l d up a more r e l i a b l e p i c t u r e 

of the sources of mo t i v a t i o n i n work. Probably the most i n f l u e n t i a l 

study of the 1960's was t h a t of Frederick Herzberg a t Western Reserve 

U n i v e r s i t y , Ohio. 

2. HERZBERG'S METHODOLOGY 

Herzberg wished to study what he described as the Factors-

A t t i t u d e s - E f f e c t s (F-A-E) complex, i n c o n t r a s t t o the many previous 

studies which had looked a t these aspects i n a disconnected, fragmentary 

way. He determined t o study t h i s a t an i n d i v i d u a l l e v e l , r a t h e r than 

on the basis of groups i n the population having some aspect of the 

F-A-E complex i n common. 

"That i s , an attempt should be made t o note, i n d i v i d u a l by 
i n d i v i d u a l , how given kinds of f a c t o r s lead to high or low 
morale and the consequences of the morale s t a t e as i n d i c a t e d 
by various c r i t e r i o n measures." (Herzberg 1959) 

The method he used was the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t approach, i n which 

he requested the respondent, i n an i n t e r v i e w , t o r e c a l l i n c i d e n t s i n h i s 

working l i f e which he remembered as g i v i n g r i s e to good or bad f e e l i n g s . 

The questions he asked were: 
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'Think of a time when you f e l t e x c e p t i o n a l l y good or 
ex c e p t i o n a l l y bad about your j o b , e i t h e r your present job 
or any other job you have had. This can be e i t h e r the 
'long-range' or the 'short-range' kind of s i t u a t i o n , as I 
have j u s t described i t . T e l l me what happened,,' 

Whether the respondent chose the 'good' or 'bad' time f i r s t , he was then 

asked t o describe the s i t u a t i o n g i v i n g r i s e t o the opposite feeling,, 

Respondents were also questioned about the d u r a t i o n of the f e e l i n g , how 

long ago the event had occurred, why they f e l t the way they d i d , and the 

e f f e c t s i t had had on t h e i r job performance. 

Three aims were accomplished by t h i s method: 

= Instead of ob t a i n i n g s a t i s f a c t i o n measures f o r the job i n general, 

the respondent was able t o c i t e h i s own events as causes of job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n and job d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , as d i f f e r e n t types of 

occurrence. 

- Rather than o b t a i n a s t a t i c measure of s a t i s f a c t i o n f o r any aspect 

of the job a t a given time, Herzberg looked p a r t i c u l a r l y f o r 

events which had r e s u l t e d i n a change of a t t i t u d e or f e e l i n g about 

the j o b . 

- A l i s t of job categories was b u i l t up from coding the responses 

to the open-Bnded questions, r a t h e r than d e f i n i n g them before the 

study was c a r r i e d out. 

3. HERZBERG'S FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 

(a) S a t i s f a c t i o n i s Two-Dimensional 

I t had usu a l l y been assumed t h a t a given f a c t o r i n a person's work 
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could be the cause of s a t i s f a c t i o n or d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , , So f o r example, 

the degree of s e c u r i t y a person f e l t he had could produce a range of 

f e e l i n g s from extreme d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n by i t s absence to extreme 

s a t i s f a c t i o n by i t s being guaranteed. 

Herzberg's f i n d i n g s d i d not i n d i c a t e such a continuum but r a t h e r 

a dichotomy. Certain f a c t o r s appeared t o cause s a t i s f a c t i o n by t h e i r 

presence but not nece s s a r i l y t o cause d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n by t h e i r absence. 

Conversely, a second group of f a c t o r s were a cause of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 

when they were absent but t h e i r presence merely removed t h i s 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , i t d i d not create any p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s . So i t seemed 

as though job f e e l i n g s were not opposites, but could be grouped as 

p o s i t i v e f a c t o r s and negative ones, Herzberg (1968) makes t h i s summary: 

"Two e s s e n t i a l f i n d i n g s were derived from t h i s study. 
F i r s t , the f a c t o r s i n v o l v e d i n producing job s a t i s f a c t i o n 
were separate and d i s t i n c t from the f a c t o r s t h a t l e d to 
job d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n s Since separate f a c t o r s needed to be 
considered, depending on whether job s a t i s f a c t i o n or job 
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n was i n v o l v e d , i t followed t h a t these two 
f e e l i n g s were not the obverse of each oth e r . Thus the 
opposite of job s a t i s f a c t i o n would not be job d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , 
but r a t h e r rio job s a t i s f a c t i o n ; s i m i l a r l y , the opposite of 
job d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n i s rio job d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , not s a t i s f a c t i o n 
w i t h one's j o b . The f a c t t h a t job s a t i s f a c t i o n i s made up 
of two u n i p o l a r t r a i t s i s not unique, but i t remains a 
d i f f i c u l t concept t o grasp."' 

(b) The Two Sets of Factors Represented E x t r i n s i c and I n t r i n s i c 

Categories of the Work S i t u a t i o n 

Herzberg found thats 
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S a t i s f i e r s uers a l l t h i n g s inherent i n the job i t s e l f ( i n t r i n s i c ) , 

they were p a r t of the job content. He c a l l e d these MOTIVATORS to 

denote t h a t they mere a source of increased performance and 

favourable a t t i t u d e s t o works 

D i s s a t i a f i e r s were a l l f a c e t s of the environment i n which the work 

was c a r r i e d out ( E x t r i n s i c ) , These Herzberg c a l l e d HYGEINE f a c t o r s . 

Figure 1. i l l u s t r a t e s the job f a c t o r s i d e n t i f i e d by Herzberg and the 

way i n which they were r e l a t e d t o s a t i s f a c t i o n and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

D i s s s t i s f i e r s S a t i s f i e r s 

Percentage frequency Percentage frequency 
40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40. 

I Achievement 

Recognition 

Work I t s e l f 
1 

R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
i 

Advancement 

Company p o l i c y 
1 

Supervision | 

Salary 

I n t e r p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s 

Working conditions! | 

Figure 1. Comparison of s a t i s f i e r s and d i s s a t i s f i e r s . (Adapted from 
Herzberg 1959) 
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(c ) The Duration of the E f f e c t 

In general Motivators seem t o a f f e c t the i n d i v i d u a l f o r a longer 

period of time. Herzberg hypothesised t h a t one i m p l i c a t i o n of t h i s was 

t h a t a t t e n t i o n would have t o be paid f r e q u e n t l y t o the l e v e l of Hygeine 

f a c t o r s . I n d u s t r i a l r e l a t i o n s h i s t o r y would, as Paul (1970) p o i n t s o u t , 

bear witness t o t h i s need. 

(d) The Relationship between Motivator and Hyqeine Factors 

Motivators have maximum e f f e c t i n the absence of any d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 

caused by inadequacies i n Hygeine f a c t o r s . I f however causes of 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n are present, t h e i r e f f e c t tends t o be overridden by the 

presence of Mo t i v a t o r s . Myers' work (1964), suggests t h a t i f the job 

i s low i n Motivators the worker becomes preoccupied w i t h Hygeine f a c t o r s 

and t h i s may show i t s e l f i n the form of i n d u s t r i a l s t r i f e and general 

disgruntlement. A l t e r n a t i v e l y , i f Motivators are present, Hygeine 

f a c t o r s have l i t t l e e f f e c t on l e v e l s of s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

(e) Support from Other Research 

Since Herzberg's o r i g i n a l study (1959) w i t h accountants and 

engineers, remarkably s i m i l a r f i n d i n g s have been drawn from research work 

using h i s method w i t h both sexes, a t a l l l e v e l s of work, i n d i f f e r e n t 

p r o f e s s i o n s , i n d i f f e r e n t i n d u s t r i a l environments and on both sides of 

the I r o n C urtain. With some minor d i f f e r e n c e s , i t appears t h a t when h i s 

methods are used, and the s e t t i n g i s business or i n d u s t r y , the same 

r e s u l t s are obtained.* I n f a c t Herzberg's method produces t h i s p a t t e r n 

*For a summary of supportive studies see Southgate 1969. 
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of r e s u l t s w i t h such constancy t h a t i n teaching seminars, the two questions 

can be used as a technique f o r demonstrating the theory. 

4. THE VALUE OF HERZBERG'S THEORY 

Herzberg's claim t o have produced a theory of mo t i v a t i o n a p p l i c a b l e 

to a l l s i t u a t i o n may be questioned, as the research was conducted i n a 

s p e c i f i c setting,,: 

"My task i s to o f f e r a d e f i n i t i o n of man's t o t a l needs -
one t h a t I have found w i t h i n the world of work." (Herzberg 1959) 

His research has however played an important p a r t i n encouraging both 

managers and management t h e o r i s t s t o examine the r o l e of the i n t r i n s i c 

f a c t o r s , whereas p r e v i o u s l y such f a c t o r s had not received as much a t t e n t i o n 

as had salary or s o c i a l needs f o r example. This s h i f t i n emphasis has 

also l e d t o increased e f f o r t s i n improving the amount of i n t e r e s t and 

challenge which people have i n t h e i r work. (Paul and Robertson 1970) 

A f u r t h e r c o n t r i b u t i o n of Herzberg's study i s t h a t i n using the 

c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t technique, researcher-bias i s reduced i n t h a t the 

categories emerge from d e s c r i p t i o n s of the a c t u a l s i t u a t i o n s , r a t h e r 

than from previous t h e o r i e s or opinions. 

Gob s a t i s f a c t i o n measures may, a f t e r a l l , be a r e l i a b l e way of 

i n v e s t i g a t i n g m o t i v a t i o n , and perhaps the previous d i f f i c u l t i e s encountered, 

were because job f a c t o r s had been regarded as having the same nature, 

r a t h e r than as forming the dichotomy which Herzberg i l l u s t r a t e d . 
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I f , as Herzberg claims, h i s r e s u l t s are v a l i d , Motivators are 

those f a c t o r s t o which a man responds i n a p o s i t i v e sense and are a 

r e l i a b l e i n d i c a t o r of h i s needs. The i m p l i c a t i o n s of t h i s are t h a t f o r 

the good of the i n d i v i d u a l and f o r the u l t i m a t e b e n e f i t of the 

or g a n i s a t i o n of which he i s a member, these are the f a c t o r s which should, 

as much as p o s s i b l e , be made a s i g n i f i c a n t f e a t u r e of the task on which 

he works. 



C H A P T E R I I 

THE APPLICATION OF THE 

MQTIV/ATQR-HYGEINE FRAMEWORK 

1. Background t o the Study 

2<> The Reason f o r the Survey 

3 0 Methodology 
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1o BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY 

In December 1967 work began on an a t t i t u d e survey c a r r i e d out on 

behalf of the Durham U n i v e r s i t y Business School i n a l o c a l o i l t e r m i n a l . 

The study was completed i n March 1968. 

The f u n c t i o n of the t e r m i n a l was t o s t o r e r e f i n e d o i l s brought 

i n from the company's r e f i n e r i e s by sea tanker f o r l a t e r d i s t r i b u t i o n 

t o i n d u s t r i e s and p e t r o l s t a t i o n s i n the North East of England by road 

and r a i l . There were 109 employees: 

S t a f f - managerial and c l e r i c a l 25 

Plant operatives 27 

Tanker d r i v e r s 57 

The types of work c a r r i e d out a t the t e r m i n a l were as f o l l o w s : 

Supervisors 

F i r s t l i n e supervisors had t r a d i t i o n a l l y been promoted from the 

ranks, a p r a c t i c e which seemed t o be disappearing as the r o l e of 

supervisor was i n c r e a s i n g l y being used as a t r a i n i n g ground f o r graduates 

w i t h higher management p o s i t i o n s i n view. The supervisors, whether of 

the d r i v e r s or of the p l a n t o p e r a t i v e s , worked s h i f t s w i t h t h e i r men and 

were the formal l i n k between them and higher management. 

Plant operatives 

The p l a n t , which covered unloading, storage and f i l l i n g f a c i l i t i e s , 

was manned 24 hours a day i n two twelve-hour s h i f t s . Apart from the 

s h i f t gangs, the work force was supplemented by day workers. The d u t i e s 

of the p l a n t operatives included maintenance of the vehicles and the 
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p l a n t f a c i l i t i e s and the process of unloading and storage from sea-

tankers. The p l a n t was mainly i n the open and uncovered. Wore t e c h n i c a l 

s k i l l s were required of p l a n t operatives i n i t i a l l y than of d r i v e r s , who 

could be a "milk f l o a t d r i v e r today and a tanker d r i v e r tomorrow". 

Drivers 

Each d r i v e r began work by c o l l e c t i n g h i s i n s t r u c t i o n s f o r which 

customers he should v i s i t and by what r o u t e . A f t e r checking h i s v e h i c l e 

he was then on h i s own f o r the day unless something went wrong, i n which 

case he could 'phone i n f o r help or advice. D r i v e r s worked two s h i f t s , 

from 6.0 a.m. t i l l 2.D p.m. or 2.0 p.m. t i l l 10.0 p.m., or were classed 

as day-drivers. 

2. THE REASON FOR THE SURVEY 

(a) On the Company's Part 

The company had, two years p r e v i o u s l y , entered i n t o a p r o d u c t i v i t y 

agreement a f f e c t i n g d r i v e r s and p l a n t o p e r a t i v e s . I t was of a usual form, 

i n t h a t some r e s t r i c t i v e p r a c t i c e s were r e l i n q u i s h e d i n exchange f o r 

increased pay. There had been some important changes i n the d r i v e r s ' 

job since the Agreement was introd u c e d . Their routes were planned w i t h 

to-the-minute schedules. This cut down the time they used t o be able to 

spend i n conversation w i t h t h e i r supervisors and w i t h other t r a n s p o r t 

d r i v e r s i n road cafes. 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y d r i v e r s no longer had mates, they d i d the same 

amount of work but i n less time, c u t t i n g overtime down t o a minimum, and 

were paid more. I n the event of f i n i s h i n g e a r l y , they had agreed to be 
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given a l t e r n a t i v e work around the p l a n t , though t h i s measure r a r e l y 

seemed to be put i n t o e f f e c t . 

I n more general terms, i t had been hoped t h a t r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h 

management would improve and i t was intended t h a t the men would be more 

f l e x i b l e , i n being prepared t o do work outside t h e i r main job d e s c r i p t i o n 

i f the s i t u a t i o n required i t . 

Since the Agreement however, i t was f e l t by management t h a t only 

the c l e a r l y defined changes, such as pay and hours worked, had i n f a c t 

occurred, but t h a t areas l e f t t o t r u s t and e x h o r t a t i o n had not 

m a t e r i a l i s e d . I n f a c t the general mood of the hourly paid people was 

not as good as i t was before the Agreement had been signed. As the 

t e r m i n a l manager put i t : 

"Even though they are g e t t i n g more money and the system 
i s more e f f i c i e n t i t has become more obvious t h a t there 
i s n ' t the same g o o d w i l l and f e e l i n g t h a t there used t o 
be between the company and the d r i v e r s . Rows occur over 
l i t t l e t h i n g s - they're j u s t not behind us l i k e they used 
to be. I t ' s happened gra d u a l l y but i t ' s there a l l r i g h t . " 

And a t the company headquarters we were t o l d t h a t the men were 

d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h the Unions because they f e l t t h a t the Agreement had 

not represented t h e i r own needs. O v e r a l l , i t was f e l t t h a t there had been 

no r e a l philosophy underlying the Agreement and t h e r e f o r e no forward 

planning. There was t o be a new agreement and there was concern t h i s 

time t h a t i t should be designed w i t h the employee's needs and opinions 

more i n mind. 
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Some other pressing f a c t o r s were revealed. The company's p r o f i t s 

had declined sharply over the l a s t three years, yet the employees viewed 

the company as a 'bottomless w e l l ' f i n a n c i a l l y . At l e a s t , t h a t was 

management's perception of the employees' a t t i t u d e . Also the company 

was ' s t r i k e - s h y * and the men knew i t , as i n the past, management had 

given away considerable concessions wi t h o u t gaining much i n r e t u r n . 

The hourly paid workers were r e a l i s i n g , some of them perhaps f o r the 

f i r s t time, t h a t r e s t r i c t i v e p r a c t i c e s had a market value. 

With t h i s recent h i s t o r y the company was anxious t o be more i n 

touch w i t h the a t t i t u d e s of i t s employees t o the new agreement, t o 

management and t o t h e i r jobs. More s p e c i f i c a l l y , these were some of the 

questions t o which answers would be sought: 

- What was the men's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the Agreement? 

- What was t h e i r a t t i t u d e t o f l e x i b i l i t y ? 

- How could they be given (and would they welcome) more r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ? 

- Did they want promotion? 

- What were t h e i r sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n and how d i d the Agreement 

c o n t r i b u t e , or f a i l t o c o n t r i b u t e t o t h i s ? 

I t was t h i s l a s t area of questioning which provided an o p p o r t u n i t y t o 

t e s t out Herzberg's framework. 

(b) The Opportunities Presented by the Study - The Research I n t e r e s t s 

The s i t u a t i o n a t the o i l t e r m i n a l provided an o p p o r t u n i t y t o study 

both the working environment and people's responses t o i t , p a r t i c u l a r l y 

i n the l i g h t of the changes t h a t had r e c e n t l y occurred as a r e s u l t of the 
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p r o d u c t i v i t y agreement. 

Using both a d i r e c t i v e and no n - d i r e c t i v e approach, i t was 

proposed t o o b t a i n opinions about s p e c i f i c aspects of the job and the 

company and to see what emerged from such open-ended questions as 

•What do you l i k e most about your job?' Using Herzberg's categories 

and his m o t i v a t i o n a l theory as a frame of reference, i t was of i n t e r e s t 

to see whether h i s views would be confirmed by the r e p l i e s given i n the 

l i g h t of the environment i n which these people worked; or whether there 

would be a l t e r n a t i v e explanations f o r the r e s u l t s , even i f they were 

apparently c o n s i s t e n t w i t h Herzberg's assumptions. I t would also be 

possible t o look f o r d i f f e r e n c e s between the two occupational groups 

working on the s i t e , d r i v e r s and p l a n t o p e r a t i v e s . 

These then, were the questions of i n t e r e s t : 

•» How complete were Herzberg's categories as a frame of reference? 

- bias the p r o d u c t i v i t y agreement Hygeine or Motivator oriented? 

- What were the l e v e l s of Hygeine or Motivator f a c t o r s i n various 

jobs as i n d i c a t e d by the s a t i s f a c t i o n of the people w i t h them? 

- Given these l e v e l s , would people's r e a c t i o n t o t h e i r environment 

confirm or d i s c o n f i r m Herzberg's theory of motivation? 

- Even i f the responses apparently confirmed the theory, would the 

nature of the men's jobs o f f e r a l t e r n a t i v e explanations f o r t h e i r 

responses? 

3. METHODOLOGY 

A f t e r the p r e l i m i n a r y discussions w i t h higher management i t was 

decided t o conduct the survey by i n t e r v i e w . The questions were open-ended 
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and care mas taken t o be n o n - d i r e c t i v e i n probing f u r t h e r or, where 

s p e c i f i c and d i r e c t e d probes were made, they were standardised. The 

three areas of enquiry were: 

( i ) The P r o d u c t i v i t y Agreement: An an a l y s i s of what i t had added 

to or subtracted from the job i n Motivator and Hygeine f a c t o r s . 

( i i ) The Work I t s e l f : Using the same framework f o r a n a l y s i s , to b u i l d 

up a p i c t u r e of the q u a l i t y of the work and working environment f o r the 

d r i v e r s and p l a n t o p e r a t i v e s . 

( i i i ) Sources of Job S a t i s f a c t i o n : To examine Herzberg's theory and 

methodology by using open-ended questions and analysing the r e s u l t s i n 

the l i g h t of ( i i ) above. 

The questions asked were f i r s t pre-tested on a small group of 

employees. Those r e l e v a n t t o t h i s p r e l i m i n a r y study are contained i n 

Appendix A. Some were s p e c i f i c a l l y r e l a t e d to various aspects of the 

Agreement or the work and people's associated f e e l i n g s . The questions 

used t o i n v e s t i g a t e 'sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n ' were open-ended and two 

were of the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t type, (see questions 14-19, Appendix A) 

The c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t questions werB of es p e c i a l i n t e r e s t . I n 

asking, f o r example, 'What i s i t makes you f e e l you have had a r e a l l y good 

day?', the l e v e l of various f a c t o r s i n the job a t present was c o n t r o l l e d . 

As w i t h Herzberg's questions, a person could c i t e 'achievement' even i f 

i t occurred but r a r e l y , and would not t h e r e f o r e appear as a general source 

of s a t i s f a c t i o n i n answer t o other questions such as 'What do you l i k e 

about your job?'. The sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n could thereby be i n v e s t i g a t e d 

independently of the curr e n t q u a l i t y of each i n d i v i d u a l ' s working 

environment. 



C H A P T E R I I I 

THE RESULTS OF THE OIL TERMINAL STUDY 

1o An Analysis of the Agreement i n 

Motivator-Hygeine Terms 

2. The Work I t s e l f 

3 0 Sources of Hob S a t i s f a c t i o n 



19 

1 B AN ANALYSIS OF THE AGREEMENT IN MOTIVATOR-HYGEINE TERMS 

In general, i t appeared t h a t the p r o d u c t i v i t y deal focussed on 

the Hygeine aspects of the work. I n t h i s respect i t was not d i s s i m i l a r 

from other p r o d u c t i v i t y deals. The main b e n e f i t s t o the employees were 

to be b e t t e r pay and short e r hours. The aim mas to t i d y up a s i t u a t i o n 

where p r e v i o u s l y overtime, though non-productive, was maintained by the 

employees as a boost t o t h e i r incomes and was used by management i n 

a t t r a c t i n g new r e c r u i t s . 

But some valued aspects of the job were diminished. Because of 

the t i g h t e r scheduling of routes, i t was no longer possible f o r the 

d r i v e r s t o meet i n t r a n s p o r t cafes, which had been one of the few times 

i n the day when they could t a l k t o each other. Nor was there enough 

time f o r them t o t a l k t o colleagues and supervisors back i n the depot. 

I t meant too, t h a t whereas a d r i v e r had been able to use his own 

i n i t i a t i v e i n planning h i s routes and dealing w i t h unforeseen d i f f i c u l t i e s 

t h a t occurred, h i s planning was now done f a r him and he was required t o 

r i n g i n t o the planners i n the event of some unprecedented occurrence 

(a garage being closed, f o r example). 

So the Agreement, while i t r a i s e d the l e v e l of some Hygeine f a c t o r s , 

took away others ( s o c i a l ) and reduced the Motivator content ( r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ) . 

There was subsequently l i t t l e evidence t h a t i t had done anything to 

increase the i n t r i n s i c s a t i s f a c t i o n of the job i t s e l f . What the 

Agreement gave or f a i l e d t o give i s summarised i n Tables 3.1 and 3.2. 
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Table 3.1. What People Liked about the Agreement; Percantaqes of 
Respondent Groups Who Cited Each Factor 

D r i v e r s Plant 

Ploney 79 82 

Bette r hours 49 22 

More l e i s u r e time 28 15 

Can get on w i t h the work 14 15 

F l e x i b i l i t y 0 15 

S h i f t s 0 19 

Table 3.2„ What People D i s l i k e d about the Agreement: Percentages of 
Respondent Groups Who Cited Each Factor 

D r i v e r s Plant 

Nothing 32 56 

Schedules 39 0 

T r i v i a l jobs 11 7 

Lack of promotion 0 11 

These r e s u l t s confirmed the general impression described above. No one 

mentioned Motivators as b e n e f i t s because they were not a f e a t u r e of the 

Agreement, the emphasis being on Hygeine f a c t o r s . I t i s also i n t e r e s t i n g 

t h a t the lack of Motivators was not r e f l e c t e d i n the ' d i s l i k e s 1 expressed 

by the d r i v e r s . 
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2. THE WORK ITSELF 

Using Herzberg's categories, the r e p l i e s of both d r i v e r s and 

p l a n t personnel to s p e c i f i c questions about the various aspects of t h e i r 

jobs, were analysed f o r Motivator and Hygeine content,, The r e s u l t s are 

presented i n Table 3.3. 

Table 3.3. Analysis of the Work I t s e l f 

Percentage of favourable responses 

Hyqeine Factors Drivers Plant 

A t t i t u d e t o the company and i t s p o l i c y 90 67* 

Pay 79 82 

Degree of supervision 91 86 

Confidence i n supervision 63 85* 

Working r e l a t i o n s h i p s 63 67 

Status 91 74* 

Security 65 85* 

Working c o n d i t i o n s 89 74 

Motivators 

R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 35 52 

Recognition 18 56* 

The work i t s e l f 30 46 

Opportunity f o r advancement 30 11 

* D i f f e r e n c e between occupational groups s i g n i f i c a n t a t the .05 l e v e l . 
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(a) Hyqeins Factors 

Both groups seemed content w i t h the Hygeine aspects of t h e i r 

j o b s 0 They enjoyed working f o r thB company, f e l t secure and were pleased 

w i t h both the ph y s i c a l c o n d i t i o n s and the amount of supervision they 

received. There were some d i f f e r e n c e s however. The p l a n t people had 

more confidence i n t h e i r supervisors than the d r i v e r s d i d and t h i s seemed 

t o be due t o the amount of time supervisors were able to spend w i t h 

t h e i r men* The new Agreement had not helped the t r a n s p o r t supervisors 

i n t h i s respect. 

On the other hand, the p l a n t personnel f e l t l e f t out of thi n g s 

and l a c k i n g i n s t a t u s . This was because i n the past the d r i v e r s had 

been the more demanding of the two groups and consequently most a t t e n t i o n 

had been paid t o them: the new Agreement was aimed p r i m a r i l y a t the 

d r i v e r s and they had more d i r e c t access t o higher management. 

Even a l l o w i n g f o r these d i f f e r e n c e s there was general s a t i s f a c t i o n 

w i t h Hygeine f a c t o r s , e s p e c i a l l y when compared w i t h how people f e l t 

about the Motivator content of t h e i r jobs. 

(b) Motivators 

Opinions about these f a c t o r s h i g h l i g h t e d the d e f i c i e n c i e s of the 

j o b . The percentage of people g i v i n g favourable r e p l i e s was uniformly 

lower than i t had been f o r Hygeine aspects. 

The d r i v e r s were d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h the type of work they had t o 

do, t h e i r o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r promotion and the amount of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
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they held. 

"When problems crop up, I'd l i k e a f r e e hand to s o r t i t 
out myself ... but i t has to be taken t o the supervisors.," 

They mere p a r t i c u l a r l y unhappy w i t h the r e c o g n i t i o n they received. 

(Only 18% favourable responses) 

"You don't know when you've done a good j o b , you only know 
you've done a bad one when you get jumped on." 

The p l a n t personnel were also less content w i t h Motivators than 

they had been w i t h the Hygeine f a c t o r s . Only 46% seemed t o enjoy the 

work they had t o do and as few as 11% were s a t i s f i e d w i t h promotion 

prospects. 

"There's no o p p o r t u n i t y f o r progress, I can only see a 
blank w a l l ahead of me." 

I t seemed then t h a t the jobs met the requirements f o r Hygeine 

f a c t o r s w e l l but d i d l i t t l e t o provide the l e v e l of Motivators which, 

as Herzberg maintains, are the source of productive energy. The 

Agreement had been p a r t l y responsible f o r t h i s p i c t u r e . I t was possible 

t o see some i n d i c a t i o n of the general l e v e l of s a t i s f a c t i o n i n t h a t 45% 

of p l a n t personnel had considered moving i n the previous s i x months, 

compared w i t h only 9% of d r i v e r s . Also, s i g n i f i c a n t l y more p l a n t 

personnel than d r i v e r s f e l t they had s u f f e r e d through the Agreement. 

These f i n d i n g s had provided a m o t i v a t i o n a l p r o f i l e of the work 

and working environment. The next s e c t i o n summarises the way i n which 

answers to less s p e c i f i c questions r e f l e c t e d t h i s high-Hygeine, low-

Motivator s i t u a t i o n , and the degree to which Hsrzberg's 2-fa c t o r 

phenomenon was demonstrated. 
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3. SOURCES OF 30B SATISFACTION 

The n o n - s p e c i f i c questions, s i x i n a l l , occurred i n the middle 

of the questionnaire but i n t h i s s e c t i o n have been numbered 1=6 f o r 

convenienceo The incidence of the various job categories was expressed 

as the frequency w i t h which the item occurred i n responses t o a given 

question,, An i n d i v i d u a l could be scored f o r any number of d i s t i n c t 

categories but w i t h a maximum score of 1 f o r any given category. So, 

f o r example, a person could only score 1 f o r achievement, but could 

also score 1 f o r r e c o g n i t i o n . The frequency counts were not converted 

i n t o percentageso This was unnecessary as scores which were compared 

came from an equal size of sample, and moreover percentages were f e l t 

t o be misleading i f the sample size was sm a l l . 

The s t a t i s t i c computed was the binomial t e s t because the data 

comprises a nominal scale and because i t i s i m p l i c i t i n Herzberg's 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of h i s r e s u l t s t h a t a s i g n i f i c a n t f i n d i n g i n Hygeine-

Motivator d i s t r i b u t i o n , i s one which diverges from a 1:1 r a t i o between 

s a t i s f a c t i o n and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . For questions 1-4 a t w o - t a i l e d t e s t 

i s used as i t was un c e r t a i n what the d i r e c t i o n of the r e s u l t s would be. 

I n questions 5 and 6 however, the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t questions, d i r e c t i o n 

was p r e d i c t e d and so a o n e - t a i l e d t e s t was a p p l i e d . 

(a) Likes and D i s l i k e s 

Question 1. What do you l i k e most about your .job? 

Question 2. What do you d i s l i k e most about your .job? 

I t i s possible to a n t i c i p a t e what people would f i n d s a t i s f y i n g or 

d i s s a t i s f y i n g about t h e i r work from the tables constructed e a r l i e r from 
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t h e i r r e p l i e s t o the more d i r e c t questions,, So f o r example, i n the case 

of the d r i v e r s , while Hygeine f a c t o r s seemed to be w e l l represented, 

Motivators were not, e s p e c i a l l y Recognition, Advancement and R e s p o n s i b i l i t y , 

I n the samB way p r e d i c t i o n s could be made f o r the p l a n t personnel. But 

do the responses to these less s p e c i f i c questions r e f l e c t the strengths 

and weaknesses of the j o b , or do they reveal more about the degree t o 

which a person i s aware of d i f f e r e n t f a c t o r s as sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n 

or d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , as demonstrated by the 2-fac t o r phenomenon? I n f a c t 

f o r the d r i v e r s , the Mo t i v a t o r s , Work I t s e l f and R e s p o n s i b i l i t y , behave 

as would be expected from Herzberg's theory, as do the Hygeine f a c t o r s , 

Working Conditions and Company P o l i c y , However, Security and Social 

Relationships do not. (See Appendix B) Table 3.4 summarises these 

r e s u l t s f o r the two groups of f a c t o r s . 

Table 3.4. Frequency of Occurrence of Motivators and Hyqeine Factors i n 
Responses to the Questions on Likes and D i s l i k e s 

Source of D i s l i k e s Source of Likes 

40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 

Driv e r s 
J L _ 

1 Motivators |37 

Hygeine Factors 

(p<.001) (n.s,,) 

30 

Plant 
J L 

7 Motivators }l3 

14 Hyqeine Factors |l4 

(n.s.) (n.s.) 
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The most s i g n i f i c a n t f i n d i n g i s t h a t Motivators do not stand out 

as ' d i s l i k e s ' , even though, e s p e c i a l l y i n the case of the d r i v e r s , there 

was considerable d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n expressed when they mere asked s p e c i f i c a l l y 

about Recognition, R e s p o n s i b i l i t y and Advancements Also, the Hygeine 

f a c t o r s Pay, Status and Company Policy were not c i t e d any more as ' l i k e s ' 

than ' d i s l i k e s * even though previous d i r e c t questions had shown t h a t 

people were pleased w i t h thesB aspects of t h e i r jobs. 

The r e s u l t s of these questions thus provide p a r t i a l support f o r 

Herzberg's theory, but there i s some doubt, e s p e c i a l l y i n the l i g h t of 

the p i c t u r e of the work already b u i l t up, whether his explanation of 

the dichotomy i s the only one. 

I t could be said t h a t Motivators were absent as expressed sources 

of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n i n these open-ended questions because the need f o r 

them had not been aroused. For example, R e s p o n s i b i l i t y as a motive 

could remain as a p o t e n t i a l f o r an i n d i v i d u a l , unless i t had been aroused 

by h i s being given i t or by h i s seeing others being given i t . Patchen 

(195B) showed t h a t a person's s a t i s f a c t i o n w i l l depend on how he compares 

h i s l o t w i t h r e l e v a n t o t h e r s . This could e x p l a i n why the d r i v e r s d i d 

not volunteer d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h promotion prospects - t h e i r peers 

were j u s t as badly o f f . 

S i m i l a r l y a worker may not expect promotion because i t has formed 

no p a r t of h i s previous experience, so he does not see i t as a r e a l i s t i c 

p o s s i b i l i t y , Patchen r e f e r s t o t h i s as the ' o b j e c t i v e standard', as 

opposed to the 'normative standard' i n r e l a t i o n t o comparisons w i t h other 

groups. Kelley (1951) showed t h a t people were less concerned about the 
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low s t a t u s of t h B i r job i f they d i d not see m o b i l i t y as a r e a l i s t i c 

expectation,, 

Whichever of these explanations i s the tr u e one, these r e s u l t s 

do suggest t h a t t h i s n o n - s p e c i f i c type of question may be of d o u b t f u l 

v a l i d i t y . Because i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s are absent i n responses t o questions 

about ' d i s l i k e s ' , i t does not nec e s s a r i l y mean t h a t they are present i n 

the person's j o b . 

(b) Sources of S a t i s f a c t i o n and Desires f o r Change 

Question 3 0 I s your job a major source of s a t i s f a c t i o n i n 
your l i f e ? 

Question 4. I s there one t h i n g you mould l i k e t o change t o 
make your job more s a t i s f y i n g ? 

These two questions were an a l t e r n a t i v e form of the s a t i s f a c t i o n -

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n dichotomy, i n t h a t i n t h i n k i n g of objects f o r change, 

a person i s l i k e l y t o r e f e r to those aspects of h i s job w i t h which he 

f e e l s d i s s a t i s f i e d . The f i r s t of these questions i d e n t i f i e s what the 

job contains or would have t o c o n t a i n , f o r i t t o be a major source of 

s a t i s f a c t i o n . Asking the question i n t h i s way, focussing on s a t i s f a c t i o n 

whether c u r r e n t l y present or absent, i s q u a l i t a t i v e l y d i f f e r e n t from 

asking about sources of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . When the r e s u l t s of questions 

3 and 4 are analysed f o r Motivators and Hygeine f a c t o r s (see Table 3.5), 

the 2 - f a c t o r phenomenon i s seen more c l e a r l y than i t was i n the f i r s t 

two questions. Three out of the four comparisons are s t a t i s t i c a l l y 

s i g n i f i c a n t . 
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Table 3.5. Frequency of Occurrence of Motivators and Hyqeine Factors 
i n Responses to Questions 3 and 4. 

Objects of chanqe 
(Question 4) 

Sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n 
(Question 3) 

40 30 20 10 10 20 30 40 

37 

Dr i v e r s Motivators 29 

Hygeine Factors 

(P<.001) 

Plant 

18 Hyg. Fact.- 4 

(P<.01) 

17 

(n.s.) 

Mots. 15 

(p<»05) 

The weight d r i v e r s give t o Hygeine f a c t o r s as p o t e n t i a l or a c t u a l 

sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n i s the one r e s u l t which does not r e p l i c a t e 

Herzberg's f i n d i n g s . And yet i t may s t i l l be explained from h i s theory. 

The d r i v e r s may, i n Herzberg's terms, be 'Hygeine seekers' i n t h a t they 

are preoccupied w i t h the e x t r i n s i c aspects of t h e i r j o b s . This i s 

co n s i s t e n t w i t h the p i c t u r e of t h e i r work which was constructed from the 

e a r l i e r and s p e c i f i c questions. As Myers (1964) observes: 

"An environment r i c h i n o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r s a t i s f y i n g 
m o t i v a t i o n needs leads to motivation-seeking h a b i t s , and 
a job sparse i n m o t i v a t i o n o p p o r t u n i t i e s encourages 
preoccupation w i t h maintenance (Hygeine) f a c t o r s . " 
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A f i n a l comment about the frequency of e x t r i n s i c f a c t o r s i n the 

responses t o the question on 'change'. Here too there i s an a l t e r n a t i v e 

explanation f o r the f i n d i n g s , i n the n a t u r a l i n c l i n a t i o n to i d e n t i f y 

'the company' as a t a r g e t f o r change r a t h e r than one's s e l f 0 This 

p o s s i b i l i t y becomes the main p o i n t of departure f o r Part I I of t h i s 

t h e s i s , 

( c ) Good Days and Bad Days 

Question 5, What i s i t which makes you f e e l you have 
had a r e a l l y good day? 

Question 6, What i s the s o r t of t h i n g which makes you 
glad when the day i s over? 

Both questions used the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t technique t o t e s t 

whether they could r e p l i c a t e the 2=factor phenomenon i n the context 

of the working day. I t was pre d i c t e d t h a t there would be a preference 

f o r Motivators i n answers about 'good days', and f o r Hygeine f a c t o r s 

i n answers about 'bad days'. 

The r e s u l t s i n Table 3.6 p a r a l l e l Herzberg's f i n d i n g s i n the 

case of the p l a n t personnel but not i n the case of the d r i v e r s . With 

the d r i v e r s , although the d e s c r i p t i o n of bad days r e f l e c t e d the p r e d i c t e d 

emphasis on Hygsine f a c t o r s , the answers about good days also contain 

more references t o Hygeine f a c t o r s than t o Moti v a t o r s , This i s e x a c t l y 

the p a t t e r n which had emerged from the two previous sets of questions. 

Some q u a l i f i c a t i o n s could be made i n t h a t Weather, Scenery and Soci a l 

R e l a t i o n s h i p s , a l l coded as Hygeine f a c t o r s , are a much greater p a r t of 

the a c t u a l job the d r i v e r has t o do, than i s the case f o r the p l a n t 

worker. 
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Table 3 .6 . Frequency of Occurrence of Motivators and Hyqeine Factors 
i n Responses to Questions on 'Good' and 'Bad* Days 0 

41 

4 5 f -

Bad days Good days 

40 3P 20 10 • 10 20 30 

D r i v e r s 1 Ach. 7 

13| Social r e l . 

1 p Work i t s e l f 

10 

Working con d i t i o n s 17 

I 
Problem f r e e 

Hvaeine 

2 (Mots H }g 

Factors 

40 

« i 0 5 ) 

(n.s.) 

J > 
(n.s.) 

«!oi) 

30 (<!o01) 

I I(P<.OOI) | j I Jj^Tj | 
> 4 2 

Plant 

21 

l | Ach. 14 

Working cond. 

Mots. j i f i 
2 3 H y g . Factors 

(P<.001) 

-»3 

( P < . 0 1 ) 

(< .001 ) 

( < . 0 0 1 ) 

Another f i n d i n g of i n t e r e s t i s t h a t Achievement f i g u r e s much more 

prominently i n a l l groups than i t d i d i n responses t o other questions. 

This i l l u s t r a t e s the way i n which a c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t type of question 

c o n t r o l s f o r the l e v e l of a f a c t o r i n the present work s i t u a t i o n , and 

i d e n t i f i e s more c l e a r l y the e f f e c t of t h a t f a c t o r on an i n d i v i d u a l . So 

t h a t even i f a d r i v e r has l i t t l e o p p o r t u n i t y f o r Achievement, i f he has 

any o p p o r t u n i t y a t a l l , he can r e c a l l t h i s as a source of good f e e l i n g s . 
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This demonstrates how Herzberg's method reveals mors about the respondent, 

than i t does about his work or working environments 

The 'Trouble-Free 1 Phenomenon 

This was a f a c t o r which was hard t o code w i t h Herzberg's 

categorieso I t i s i l l u s t r a t e d by the d e s c r i p t i o n s d r i v e r s gave f o r 

what makes a 'good day's 

"When the day runs smoothly, no d i f f i c u l t i e s i n drops. 
When everything's gone r i g h t . " 

"No stoppages and I get through a f a i r day's work w i t h a 
minimum of e f f o r t . " 

Sixty-two per cent of the d r i v e r s gave s i m i l a r responses. This 

i l l u s t r a t e s the e f f e c t of an environment scarce i n Motivator o p p o r t u n i t i e s , 

on the people who work i n i t . There i s a cle a r d i s t i n c t i o n between the 

problem-averse a t t i t u d e which these quotations i l l u s t r a t e and the more 

achievement-oriented a t t i t u d e where problems are a source of challenge 

and t h e r e f o r e p o t e n t i a l l y , of s a t i s f a c t i o n and f u l f i l m e n t . One a t t i t u d e 

expresses an avoidance of anything which threatens the u n e v e n t f u l , r o u t i n e , 

mechanically performed task. The other i m p l i e s an a t t r a c t i o n t o using 

i n i t i a t i v e and experiencing success. This i s i l l u s t r a t e d by a p l a n t 

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 f e e l 
you've achieved something." 

There are obvious i m p l i c a t i o n s here f o r the employer or manager. 

I f i t i s d e s i r a b l e f o r the e f f e c t i v e n e s s of the company, t h a t the i n d i v i d u a l 

seeks achievement and r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , then by denying him the o p p o r t u n i t i e s 

f o r t h i s , the man may u l t i m a t e l y avoid s i t u a t i o n s which challenge him or 
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c a l l f o r the development and use of his s k i l l s or i n i t i a t i v e . I f t h i s 

i s what the working c o n d i t i o n s produce, then human p o t e n t i a l i s wasted. 

With the d r i v e r s , problems were not a challenge, they were ' t r o u b l e ' 

and the s o c i a l norm was t o avoid them. 

To summarise, the responses to the s i x n o n - s p e c i f i c questions 

have demonstrated three main p o i n t s ; 

( i ) That the 2=-factor phenomenon i s r e p l i c a b l e by other than 

Herzberg's questions, 

( i i ) I t occurs when some negative f e e l i n g s known t o e x i s t , are 

not expressed, 

( i i i ) I n t h i s company, Hygeine f a c t o r s play a major p a r t i n 

the working l i v e s of the d r i v e r s . 

These po i n t s w i l l be discussed i n the next and f i n a l chapter of 

Part I o 
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1. SUPPORT FOR HERZBERG'S THEORY 

The study i n the o i l t e r m i n a l provided an op p o r t u n i t y t o ask 

d i f f e r e n t questions of the same groups of people and compare the 

patt e r n s of responses. This type of comparison, as Vroom (1964) po i n t s 

o u t , i s not common i n the l i t e r a t u r e . 

(a) The 2-Factor Phenomenon 

The r e s u l t s of the non-specific questions do provide some support 

f o r Herzberg's view t h a t job s a t i s f a c t i o n should not be considered as a 

unidimensional scale but as a dichotomy. Some f a c t o r s are associated 

p r i m a r i l y w i t h p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s towards the job and others w i t h negative 

f e e l i n g s . Factors which are sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n are more l i k e l y t o 

be Motivators (eg. Achievement, Recognition) and those which prove t o 

be sources of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n are more l i k e l y t o be Hygeine f a c t o r s 

(eg. Company P o l i c y , Working Conditions). 

(b) Hyqeins-Seekers 

Perhaps the c l e a r e s t i l l u s t r a t i o n of Herzberg's theory i s seen 

i n the d i f f e r e n t responses of d r i v e r s and p l a n t workers i n demonstrating 

the e f f e c t of the t o t a l working environment on people's a t t i t u d e s . When 

the d r i v e r s ' responses were analysed i t was seen t h a t : 

- Hygeine f a c t o r s were c i t e d as f r e q u e n t l y as Motivators as sources 

of s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

= Hygeine f a c t o r s were predominant as sources of good or bad f e e l i n g s 

i n answers t o the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t questions. 

- Good days were ' t r o u b l e - f r e e ' days. 
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The d r i v e r s appear to i l l u s t r a t e the a t t i t u d e which Herzberg 

describes as 1Hygeine-seeking', the r e s u l t of working i n an environment 

which emphasises e x t r i n s i c r a t h e r than i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s . I n t h i s 

s i t u a t i o n people l e a r n t o respond p o s i t i v e l y t o Hygeine f a c t o r s and are 

described by Herzberg as having the f o l l o w i n g c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s : * 

( i ) They are motivated by the nature of the environment. 

( i i ) They show chronic and heightened d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h 

aspects of the job context (eg. Salary, S e c u r i t y , Physical 

Working Conditions). 

( i i i ) ThBy over-react w i t h s a t i s f a c t i o n t o improvement i n 

Hygeine f a c t o r s , but only f o r a short time. 

( i v ) They over-react w i t h d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n when Hygeine f a c t o r s 

are not improved. 

(v ) They show l i t t l e i n t e r e s t i n the kind and q u a l i t y of work 

they do. 

The a t t i t u d e s of these men, i n the l i g h t of the ana l y s i s made of 

the work and p r o d u c t i v i t y agreement, supports t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n Herzberg 

makes concerning the e f f e c t which e x t r i n s i c f a c t o r s have on work behaviour, 

i n c o n t r a s t t o t h a t of i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s . I n the long term i t i s l i k e l y 

t h a t the i n d i v i d u a l becomes a v i c t i m of the stereotype which he i s helping 

to perpetuate, i n t h a t t h i s behaviour may cause h i s manager to create f o r 

him a Hygeine-dominated job and u l t i m a t e l y he may even come t o believe 

himself incapable of accepting challenge or r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . 

*Adapted from a t a b l e by Herzberg (1959). 
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2o HERZBERG'S CONTRIBUTION 

There have been e a r l i e r t h e o r i s t s who have shown eq u i v a l e n t , i f 

not precursory, views to t h a t of the 2 - f a c t o r concept of motivation,, I n 

p a r t i c u l a r , humanistic psychologists such as Fromm, A l l p o r t and Maslow 

found i t d i f f i c u l t t o accept m o t i v a t i o n as a u n i v e r s a l process of tension 

r e d u c t i o n . 

Fromm ( 1 9 4 2 ) drew the d i s t i n c t i o n between powerful d r i v e s which 

are the ' c r e a t i v e f u n c t i o n of s o c i e t y ' and oth e r , basic needs 'to s a t i s f y 

the p h y s i o l o g i c a l l y conditioned d r i v e s and the necessity t o avoid i s o l a t i o n 

and moral aloneness'. A l l p o r t ( 1 9 5 5 ) also postulated two types of motive: 

" D e f i c i t motives do, i n f a c t , c a l l f o r the re d u c t i o n of tension 
and r e s t o r a t i o n of e q u i l i b r i u m . Growth motives, on the other 
hand, maintain tension i n the i n t e r e s t of d i s t a n t and o f t e n 
u n a t t a i n a b l e goals." 

These views are s i m i l a r t o the dichotomy of motives which Herzberg 

p o s t u l a t e s . I n p a r t i c u l a r , Maslow's d e s c r i p t i o n of 'dsficiency-need-

g r a t i f i c a t i o n - b e n t * i n d i v i d u a l s , i n co n t r a s t t o those who are 'growth-

dominated', i s a close p a r a l l e l to the Hygeine-Motivator concept. 

Herzberg's c o n t r i b u t i o n i s t h a t he demonstrated t h i s 2 - f a c t o r d i s t i n c t i o n 

i n studying behaviour a t work, which seemed t o answer some of the 

d i f f i c u l t i e s encountered i n using unidimensional models of job s a t i s f a c t i o n 

3 . LIMITATIONS OF THE THEORY 

(a) The Categories 

The categories which r e s u l t e d from Herzberg's content analysis 

provide a u s e f u l framework which i s near complete i n the i n d u s t r i a l context 
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although there are some needs, such as power, which are not e x p l i c i t l y 

represented,, But the d i s t i n c t i o n between Motivator and Hygeine f a c t o r s 

depends on a d e l i n e a t i o n between categories which i s not r e a l i s t i c . 

Reference has already been made t o the d i f f e r e n c e i n importance of a 

f a c t o r l i k e S ocial R e l a t i o n s h i p s , depending on the type of occupation 

( p . 2 9 ) . Another f a c t o r classed by Herzberg as Hygeine i s Salary, which 

he maintains can only s a t i s f y avoidance needs. This neglects the 

importance of the i n d i v i d u a l ' s l i f e outside h i s work. Money i s not a 

goal but a means by which a number of goals may be a t t a i n e d , and some of 

these goals may represent s e l f - f u l f i l m e n t f o r the i n d i v i d u a l . Moreover, 

as French (1955) has demonstrated, e x t r i n s i c rewards d i f f e r i n t h e i r 

i n c e n t i v e power f o r d i f f e r e n t people. For low achievers they are an 

i n c e n t i v e , but less so f o r high achievers. On the other hand McClelland 

(1962), stresses the importance of f i n a n c i a l gain to the high achiever 

i n the i n d u s t r i a l s e t t i n g , as concrete evidence t o him of the degree of 

his accomplishment. Money can t h e r e f o r e be an important sign of 

r e c o g n i t i o n t o the i n d i v i d u a l and as such could be classed as a Mot i v a t o r . 

Advancement or Promotion are also more complex than Herzberg a l l o w s . 

I t i s u n r e a l i s t i c t o t h i n k of them only as 'needs', as something t o be 

a t t a i n e d f o r t h e i r own sake. Promotion represents a t r a n s f e r from one 

o r g a n i s a t i o n a l s t a t e t o another and t h i s t r a n s f e r may represent an increase 

i n s a l a r y , self-esteem, s t a t u s , r e c o g n i t i o n or a move t o more i n t e r e s t i n g 

work. 

(b) Allowance f o r I n d i v i d u a l D ifferences 

Herzberg sees the category 'Achievement' as i n c l u d i n g a l l 'growth 

p o t e n t i a l ' and quotes Jung i n support of t h i s view. 
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"The supreme goal of man i s t o f u l f i l himself as a c r e a t i v e 
unique i n d i v i d u a l according to h i s own innate p o t e n t i a l i t i e s 
and w i t h i n the l i m i t s of r e a l i t y . " ( I n Herzberg 1968) 

But Herzberg's categories and theory do not r e f l e c t a view of f u l f i l m e n t 

as broad as t h i s q u o t a t i o n would a l l o w . His theory i s developed from 

data c o l l e c t e d i n the i n d u s t r i a l s e t t i n g and i s s t r o n g l y achievement 

o r i e n t e d . Yet Achievement, as McClelland (1961) has amply demonstrated, 

i s only one way i n which an i n d i v i d u a l can f u l f i l h i m s elf, others being 

A f f i l i a t i o n and Power. As already mentioned, the Power motive i s 

scarcely represented i n Herzberg's coding and A f f i l i a t i o n i s relegated 

to the s t a t u s of a Hygeine f a c t o r . I n f a c t Herzberg's view i s t h a t people 

who are concerned about i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s are m o t i v a t i o n a l l y 

'sick'o This a l l seems to assume t h a t the optimum s t a t e i s one i n which 

people are motivated t o achieve, and t h a t to be preoccupied w i t h 

i n t e r p e r s o n a l r e l a t i o n s h i p s i s t o be o v e r l y concerned w i t h Hygeine. 

I f i t i s assumed t h a t i n d i v i d u a l s have d i f f e r e n t motives and 

respond d i f f e r e n t l y t o the same job f a c t o r (Graen 1968), then a person 

who i s seeking a f f i l i a t i o n can be regarded as being as c r e a t i v e or as 

expressive as a person who s t r i v e s f o r achievement. Their m o t i v a t i o n a l 

'energy' i s being channelled i n a d i f f e r e n t way. Southgate's study (1969) 

i s of p a r t i c u l a r importance i n t h i s respect. He predicted t h a t responses 

to Herzberg's questions would vary according t o the s o c i a l context i n 

which the i n c i d e n t s occurred. For example, A f f i l i a t i o n only behaved as 

a Hygeine f a c t o r i n h i e r a r c h i c a l s i t u a t i o n s , but as a Motivator i f the 

context was 'democratic', as i n the f a m i l y or a 'T-group'. 
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The i m p l i c a t i o n of t h i s work i s t h a t the s o c i a l context cannot 

be ignored i n g e n e r a l i s a t i o n s about the importance of various f a c t o r s . 

I t i s reasonable t o suppose t h a t people are a t t r a c t e d t o a work context 

of say, a democratic type because t h e i r m o t i v a t i o n a l d i s p o s i t i o n i s 

d i f f e r e n t from someone who pr e f e r s a h i e r a r c h i c a l s i t u a t i o n . A f f i l i a t i o n 

i n one context may have an equivalent motive power of achievement i n the 

other, and so both f a c t o r s may behave as Mo t i v a t o r s , 

4. THE SIGNIFICANCE OF THE SUPPRESSED DATA 

The f i n d i n g s of t h i s study support the view t h a t Herzberg's 

2- f a c t o r theory, while i t may have some coding d e f e c t s , has been valuable 

i n i n c r e a s i n g our understanding about which f a c t o r s are experienced by 

people as sources of good f e e l i n g s about t h e i r work. 

I t suggests t h a t l e v e l s of performance and sources of m o t i v a t i o n 

can be more r e l i a b l y p r e d i c t e d from job s a t i s f a c t i o n measures when they 

are assumed t o r e f l e c t an underlying dichotomy and when the e f f e c t on 

responses of the immediate environment i s c o n t r o l l e d by using a c r i t i c a l 

i n c i d e n t technique. 

But perhaps the most i n t r i g u i n g aspect of the r e s u l t s . has been 

t h a t the emergence of the 2-fa c t o r phenomenon i n the a n a l y s i s of 

responses t o open-ended, non-s p e c i f i c questions, seems dependent on 

c e r t a i n i n f o r m a t i o n being suppressed. 

A p a r t i c u l a r advantage of the o i l t e r m i n a l study was t h a t i t 

enabled an examination of these responses, having i d e n t i f i e d i n some 

d e t a i l what the strengths and weaknesses of the working environment were. 
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I t was seen t h a t some f a c t o r s , though poorly represented i n the jobs of 

the people interviewed,, were not volunteered as sources of d i s s a t i s f a c t i 

when from s p e c i f i c questions i t was cle a r t h a t people were unhappy w i t h 

theiDo 

Tine question which t h i s leaves, and from which the research 

continues i s t h i s : 

What i s the source of the Motivator-Hygeine p a t t e r n i n 

responses? I s t h i s i n f a c t a r e f l e c t i o n of some m o t i v a t i o n a l 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c , or does i t say more about the problems of 

the method used than of the behaviour i t i s designed to 

i n v e s t i g a t e ? 
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1„ INVESTIGATIONS TO CONFIRM HERZBERG'S FINDINGS 

The r e s u l t s of the studies by Herzberg and h i s co-workers led 

to t h e i r conclusion t h a t , contrary t o t r a d i t i o n a l theory, s a t i s f a c t i o n 

w i t h job f a c t o r s d i d not c o n s t i t u t e a b i p o l a r continuum 0 An i n v e s t i g a t i o n 

of t h i s concept, which bBcame known as the 2- f a c t o r theory of m o t i v a t i o n , 

was reviewed i n Part I . Since the o r i g i n a l s tudies there have been many 

fol l o w - u p s , some sup p o r t i v e , some not. 

(a) Supportive Studies 

Most of the studies which confirmed thB 2 - f a c t o r phenomenon, also 

used the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t technique (Myers 1964, Herzberg 1968). But 

there have also been some which were not based e x c l u s i v e l y on Herzberg's 

methods. Friedlander (1964) asked respondents t o assess the importance 

of 18 f a c t o r s as l i k e l y sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n or d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h 

reference t o events r e c a l l e d by the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t method. His r e s u l t s 

supported the 2- f a c t o r theory. S i m i l a r l y Halpern (1966) found t h a t when 

respondents considered t h e i r b e s t — l i k e d j o b , Motivators c o r r e l a t e d more 

s t r o n g l y w i t h o v e r a l l s a t i s f a c t i o n than Hygeine f a c t o r s d i d . This 

provided some support f o r the Herzberg theory but would have been more 

complete had the subjects also been asked t o consider t h e i r l e a s t - l i k e d 

j o b . 

P a r t i a l support was provided by Hinrichs and Mischkind (1967) who 

asked people t o t h i n k of two things which would be most l i k e l y t o i n f l u e n c e 

t h e i r f e e l i n g s , p o s i t i v e and negative, about the company they worked f o r . 

They demonstrated t h a t the 2 - f a c t o r d i s t r i b u t i o n depended on the person 

being s a t i s f i e d o v e r a l l w i t h h i s j o b . For people who were less content, 

Motivators were an equal source of p o s i t i v e and negative f e e l i n g s and 
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Hygeins f a c t o r s were a mors frequent source of good f e e l i n g s than was the 

case f o r people who were more s a t i s f i e d , , 

L a h i r i and S r i v a s t r a (1967) confirmed t h a t s a t i s f a c t i o n and 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n d i d not c o n s t i t u t e a b i p o l a r continuum i f Hygeines and 

Motivators were t r e a t e d as f a c t o r groups, but also showed t h a t i n d i v i d u a l 

Motivators and Hygeine f a c t o r s could be a source of both s a t i s f a c t i o n 

and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . More r e c e n t l y , Saleh and Grygier (1969) c o r r e l a t e d 

i n d i v i d u a l preference f o r Motivators and Hygeine f a c t o r s w i t h c e r t a i n 

p e r s o n a l i t y v a r i a b l e s and, i n support of Herzberg, observed t h a t o v e r a l l , 

"Concern w i t h i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s s i g n i f i e s approach tendencies 
while the regard f o r e x t r i n s i c f a c t o r s i s characterised by 
avoidance tendencies." 

(b) Non-Supportive Studies 

Ewen (1964), using an a t t i t u d e s cale, showed t h a t some f a c t o r s 

were as l i k e l y t o be a source of s a t i s f a c t i o n as of d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , and 

th a t others a c t u a l l y behaved i n the opposite way to t h a t presented i n the 

2- f a c t o r theory. Levine and Uleitz (1968), i n a f a c t o r a n a l y s i s of 

responses t o a 78 item questionnaire measuring the s a t i s f a c t i o n of graduate 

students a t two u n i v e r s i t i e s , also produced r e s u l t s which f a i l e d t o confirm 

Herzbsrg's concept. 

I n f a c t a number of studies appear t o confirm the t r a d i t i o n a l view 

of job s a t i s f a c t i o n as being a s i n g l e b i p o l a r continuum. Hulin and Smith 

(1967) f o r example, used three measures, the Dob D e s c r i p t i o n Index, a 

measure of o v e r a l l s a t i s f a c t i o n , and a scale they developed t o assess the 

importance of s p e c i f i c f a c t o r s i n determining s a t i s f a c t i o n or d i s s a t i s f a c t i 
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a l l other f a c t o r s being held constant, Motivators and Hygeine f a c t o r s 

seemed equally l i k e l y t o be a cause of both s a t i s f a c t i o n and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 

They comment: 

" I t would be reasonable to p o i n t out t h a t Herzberg's r e s u l t s 
appear to be method bound and the conclusions appear to 
p i v o t on method variance r a t h e r than tru e content or scale 
varianceo" 

A s i m i l a r conclusion was reached by Graen (1966) and Graen and Hulin (1968) 

re-examining data from previous research. 

Most of the s t u d i e s c i t e d i n t h i s chapter so f a r , have appeared to 

confirm e i t h e r the 2 — f a c t o r theory or the t r a d i t i o n a l view of s a t i s f a c t i o n 

as a b i p o l a r continuum. But there has also been considerable evidence 

since Herzberg's o r i g i n a l s tudies t o suggest t h a t i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s are 

more important than e x t r i n s i c , i n determining e i t h e r s a t i s f a c t i o n or 

d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . Ewen, Smith, Hulin and Locke (1966) concentrated on 

the f a c t o r s Work I t s e l f , Promotion and Pay. They found t h a t n e i t h e r the 

2 - f a c t o r nor the t r a d i t i o n a l t h e o r i e s were completely supported. S i m i l a r 

r e s u l t s were obtained by Graen (1968) and Ounnette, Campbell and Hakel 

(1967), using the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t technique w i t h a Q-sort f a c t o r 

a n a l y s i s , showed t h a t Achievement, R e s p o n s i b i l i t y and Recognition f i g u r e d 

more than any other f a c t o r s i n both good and bad events. 

This emphasis on i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s was also i l l u s t r a t e d by 

Wernimont (1966), i n a study i n v o l v i n g engineers and accountants and using 

f r e e and forced choice methods. He found t h a t w h i l e the r e s u l t s of the 

f r e e choice method r e p l i c a t e d Herzberg's f i n d i n g s , the forced choice 

method r e s u l t e d i n i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s p l a y i n g the g r e a t e s t p a r t i n both 
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s a t i s f a c t i o n and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . S i m i l a r l y Burke (1966), found t h a t 

when college students were asked to choose from a l i s t of ten job 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s ( f i v e i n t r i n s i c and f i v e e x t r i n s i c ) , the three which 

would be most l i k e l y t o cause s a t i s f a c t i o n and the three most l i k e l y t o 

cause d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n , i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s were seen as more l i k e l y t o be 

a cause of e i t h e r f e e l i n g . 

( c ) An A l t e r n a t i v e Explanation of Herzberq'3 Results 

I t appears t h a t i f the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t technique i s used, 

Herzberg's r e s u l t s are r e p l i c a t e d . I t also seems t h a t i f other methods 

are used or even i f r e c a l l e d events are analysed by other methods than 

Herzberg's, i n t r i n s i c or content f a c t o r s emerge as more important t o 

e i t h e r s a t i s f a c t i o n or d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n than e x t r i n s i c or context f a c t o r s . 

To be f a i r , t h i s f i n d i n g has been a consequence of the research 

st i m u l a t e d by Herzberg's work. 

"Herzberg must be given c r e d i t f o r h i g h l i g h t i n g the 
e s s e n t i a l m u l t i - d i m e n s i o n a l i t y of s a t i s f a c t i o n . The 
weight of recent evidence, however, i s against h i s two-
f a c t o r o v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n . " (Smith and Cranny 1968) 

More r e c e n t l y there have been attempts t o r e c o n c i l e the c o n f l i c t i n g 

f i n d i n g s by emphasising the content-context d i f f e r e n c e (Wolf 1970). The 

purpose of t h i s chapter i s t o focus on an aspect of the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t 

method which has so f a r only been regarded as a source of e r r o r . I t i s 

possible t h a t i t may also prove to be a u s e f u l s t a r t i n g p o i n t i n the 

search f o r f a c t o r s which i n f l u e n c e behaviour a t work. 



44 

I t has been observed t h a t the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t method gives r i s e 

t o bias i n responses. Dunnette e t a l 0 (1967) described t h i s bias as one 

of s o c i a l d e s i r a b i l i t y . They attempted to l i m i t i t by using methods based 

on r e c o g n i t i o n , t o s p e c i f y the nature of events which t h e i r subjects had 

r e c a l l e d . I n the same way, liiernimont (1966) reduced the bias e f f e c t by 

the use of forced choice methods. I n these studies and i n Burke's (1966), 

where r e c a l l was not used a t a l l , the 2=factor phenomenon di d not appear. 

What i s the nature of t h i s b i a s , and why should i t a f f e c t some 

methods (using r e c a l l ) and not others (using r e c o g n i t i o n ) ? Vroom and 

Maier (1961) comment on t h i s . 

" I t seems possible t h a t the obtained d i f f e r e n c e s between 
events may r e f l e c t defensive processes a t work w i t h i n the 
i n d i v i d u a l . I n d i v i d u a l s may be more l i k e l y t o perceive 
the causes of s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h i n the s e l f and hence describe 
experiences i n v o l v i n g t h e i r own achievement, r e c o g n i t i o n or 
advancement i n t h e i r j o b . " 

They go on t o say t h a t on the other hand i t i s equally n a t u r a l f o r 

i n d i v i d u a l s t o a t t r i b u t e d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n to environmental f a c t o r s r a t h e r 

than t o the s e l f . The same p o i n t i s made by L a h i r i and S r i v a s t r a (1967) 

and Kahn (1961), who c o n t r a s t s two job f a c t o r s as an i l l u s t r a t i o n of the 

way i n which t h i s bias i s manifested i n the 2 - f a c t o r phenomenon. Kahn 

po i n t s out t h a t i t i s l i k e l y t h a t an i n d i v i d u a l needs to f e e l he i s 

competent. 'Recognition' then means t h a t h i s competence i s appreciated 

and 'Unfairness', which appears a t the opposite end of the scale to 

Recognition, i s by way of focussing a t t e n t i o n on the lapse of others i n 

a p p r e c i a t i o n of h i s worth. I n both cases the person's sense of competence 

has been preserved. But i n the good event he draws a t t e n t i o n t o himself, 

i n the bad event to someone e l s e . 
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The explanation of the 2 - f a c t o r p a t t e r n which t h i s suggests, i s 

th a t i f the method i n v o l v e s r e c a l l and the i n c i d e n t concerned has negative 

a s s o c i a t i o n s , then the response may have been f i l t e r e d or d i s t o r t e d as 

the subject avoids having to see himself, or be seen, i n an unfavourable 

l i g h t . On the other hand, i f he i s asked t o s e l e c t reasons from a checks 

l i s t , he i s spared from having to volunteer such i n f o r m a t i o n and i s 

there f o r e more ready to elaborate on aspects of the s i t u a t i o n he may have 

otherwise p r e f e r r e d t o conceal, i f not f o r g e t . 

This argument i s consistent w i t h the f i n d i n g from thB o i l t e r m i n a l 

study (p.26) t h a t p o s i t i v e and negative opinions known to e x i s t are 

f i l t e r e d out when non-sp e c i f i c or c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t questions are employed. 

This i m p l i e s t h a t the 2 - f a c t o r phenomenon i s , i n p a r t a t l e a s t , the 

mani f e s t a t i o n of some defensive process. The question remains as t o what 

l i g h t t h i s phenomenon throws on the nature of job s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

2. EVIDENCE FROM STUDIES OF EGO-INVOLVEMENT AND TASK RECALL 

(a) I n t r o d u c t i o n — Repression i n Recall 

The l a s t s e c t i o n contained a discussion of two po i n t s t h a t had 

emerged from follow-up studies of Herzberg's o r i g i n a l work. These were 

t h a t : 

( i ) I n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s play a more important r o l e than e x t r i n s i c 

i n job s a t i s f a c t i o n or d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

( i i ) When the c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t method i s used, p r o t e c t i v e 

mechanisms may i n f l u e n c e the r e s u l t s . 
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"Psrhaps the most t B l l i n g and p e r s i s t e n t c r i t i c i s m s of 
the research supportive of the two-factor concept i s 
concerned w i t h possible biases i n the data because of 
the ... c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t method. This suggests t h a t 
there i s a tendency f o r people t o associate things 
remote from them ( j o b context) w i t h f a i l u r e ( d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n ) 
and t h i n g s close t o them (content) w i t h success ( s a t i s f a c t i o n ) , 
a tendency which could c e r t a i n l y have an impact on the data 
c o l l e c t e d by c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t methodology." ( H i n r i c h s 1970) 

There i s considerable evidence which suggests t h a t we do not r e c a l l 

a l l m a t e r i a l w i t h equal readiness but tend to suppress memories which are 

i n any way unpleasant or damaging to our self-esteem. Rapaport (1950), 

i n h i s summary of research on r e c a l l , concludes t h a t pleasant m a t e r i a l 

i s r e c a l l e d more r e a d i l y than unpleasant, and e s p e c i a l l y i f the m a t e r i a l 

i s meaningful i n personal terms t o the i n d i v i d u a l . H i l g a r d and Atkinson 

(1967) express a s i m i l a r view: 

"The theory of repression holds t h a t memories are not 
r e c a l l e d because t h e i r r e c a l l would i n some way be 
unacceptable to the person." 

This defence i s p a r t of the 'struggle to keep one's s e l f - p i c t u r e good*. 

(Murphy 1947) 

The p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t Herzberg's r e s u l t s are a ma n i f e s t a t i o n of 

some defensive a t t i t u d e i s supported by a s e r i e s of studies i n t o the e f f e c t 

of ego-involvement on repression of r e c a l l . These i n v e s t i g a t i o n s go some 

way towards an explanation of the reason why such defences are invoked and 

u l t i m a t e l y help t o define the nature of i n t r i n s i c aspects of work. 
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(b) Studies on Ego-Involvement and Repression of Recall 

These studies were m o d i f i c a t i o n s of the work by Zeigarnik (1927) 

i n which experiments i n v o l v i n g simple tasks, a r i t h m e t i c a l problems and 

puzzles, were devised t o i d e n t i f y any d i f f e r e n c e s i n the ease of r e c a l l 

of completed and uncompleted tasks. Zeigarnik found t h a t when subjects 

were asked t o r e c a l l what they had worked on, they remembered more of the 

tasks they had been prevented from completing than of those they had been 

allowed t o f i n i s h . The explanation f o r t h i s was t h a t the memory of the 

task had been strengthened by the unresolved motive t o complete i t . 

I n modified experiments where the motive to complete the task was 

more personal than merely completion f o r i t s own sake, the opposite r e s u l t 

occurred. I n these experiments, when the subjects were ' ego>=involved', 

t h a t i s , when the perception they had of themselves was a f f e c t e d i n some 

way by whether they completed thB task or n o t , then r e c a l l of incompleted 

tasks was not as good as of those completed. (Lewis and F r a n k l i n 1944, 

Z e l l e r 1950) Ego-involvement was generated i n various ways. I n some 

experiments subjects were t o l d t h a t the exercises represented 'a t e s t ' , 

but given no other explanation. Because they f e l t they were being t e s t e d , 

incompletion meant f a i l u r e . These subjects r e c a l l e d fewer incompleted 

tasks than completed tasks. Control s u b j e c t s , who had d i f f e r e n t 

i n s t r u c t i o n s , were described as 'task-involved* and r e c a l l e d more 

incomplete tasks - as i n Zeigarnik's o r i g i n a l experiments. 

This r e v e r s a l of the Zeigarnik e f f e c t was also seen i f task 

completion was associated w i t h a b i l i t y (Rosenweig 1943), i n t e l l i g e n c e 

(Eriksen 1952), or by appealing t o the sub j e c t s ' w i l l i n g n e s s t o help 
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the experimenter (Hays 1952). Also, the more threatened the subject 

was made to f e e l by the s i t u a t i o n , the greater the tendency f o r r e c a l l 

of incompleted tasks to be repressed (Gilmore 1954). Green (1963) has 

demonstrated t h a t i n t h i s type of experiment, ego-involvement was indeed 

increased by the d i f f e r e n t i n s t r u c t i o n s . The subjects* need to p r o t e c t 

t h e i r self-esteem outweighed the tendency t o r e c a l l tasks t h a t had not 

been completed. M i l l e r and Suianson (1960) summarise t h i s experimentally 

produced repression as: 

"The tendency t o remember more successes, or completed 
tasks, than f a i l u r e s , or incompleted tasks, on a t e s t 
i n which subjects were h i g h l y motivated t o succeed." 

The e a r l i e r comments of Lewis and F r a n k l i n (1944) suggest why t h i s occurs. 

"Whenever the person i s using tasks as a means of ego-
enhancement ... then i n t e r r u p t i o n of the tasks i s more 
l i k e l y to be regarded as a blow a t ego-status. Since the 
goal i s enhanced ego-status and i n t e r r u p t i o n prevents 
f u l f i l m e n t of t h a t g o a l , i n t e r r u p t i o n i s l i k e l y t o give 
r i s e t o f e e l i n g s of f a i l u r e . " 

Thus when an i n d i v i d u a l perceives himself as having f a i l e d , he 

tends t o repress the memory of the s i t u a t i o n which demonstrated h i s f a i l u r e . 

These f i n d i n g s support Horney's view t h a t n e u r o t i c disturbances i n work 

increase t o the extent t h a t the work r e q u i r e s 'personal i n i t i a t i v e , 

v i s i o n , r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , s e l f - r e l i a n c e , i n g e n u i t y ' (Homey 1951). A 

person i s u n l i k e l y t o become defensive about the bad c o n d i t i o n s under 

which he works, i f they can i n no way be a t t r i b u t e d t o e i t h e r h i s personal 

involvement or lack of i t . 

The term 'Repression' presents a d i f f i c u l t y of d e f i n i t i o n . I t i s 

used d i f f e r e n t l y i n the studies on ego-involvement, where i t i s an 

experimental phenomenon, than i t i s i n psychoanalytic l i t e r a t u r e . I n t h i s 
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chapter, the language has been adopted from the i n v e s t i g a t i o n s under 

review,, What emerges as a working d e f i n i t i o n of a defence mechanism 

f o r t h i s study i s a process of d i s s o c i a t i o n from c e r t a i n aspects of an 

unpleasant memory, or of d i f f i c u l t y and reluctance i n r e c a l l i n g i t 0 

3. IMPLICATIONS 

(a) I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the I n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Herzberg's Results 

The 2-fa c t o r concept maintains t h a t i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s are u n l i k e l y 

to be a cause of bad f e e l i n g s towards the j o b . An a l t e r n a t i v e explanation 

i s t h a t events are r e c a l l e d i n such a way as to preserve the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

self-image. 

M o t i v a t o r s , which imply a degree of personal involvement i n the 

s i t u a t i o n (Achievement, R e s p o n s i b i l i t y e t c . ) , are the key features of 

events r e c a l l e d as sources of good f e e l i n g s . There i s less reason t o 

describe a s i t u a t i o n i n which a successful outcome was due to other people 

or c o n t e x t u a l f a c t o r s (Hygeine). 

More e s p e c i a l l y , when a person i s asked t o r e c a l l an i n c i d e n t 

which gave r i s e t o bad f e e l i n g s , he i s u n l i k e l y t o do so i n a way which 

i m p l i e s personal f a i l u r e , hence Motivators are absent i n h is account. 

Such i n f o r m a t i o n w i l l be w i t h h e l d or even f o r g o t t e n and he w i l l describe 

the s i t u a t i o n i n a way which i m p l i c a t e s other people or outside f a c t o r s 

as responsible f o r the f a i l u r e or f r u s t r a t i o n which gave r i s e t o the bad 

f e e l i n g s . 

To e x p l a i n the 2- f a c t o r phenomenon i n terms of repression of r e c a l l 

p o i n t s to the e s s e n t i a l d i f f e r e n c e i n the nature of i n t r i n s i c and e x t r i n s i c 
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f a c t o r s and the degree of personal involvement they imply. Of the two 

types of f a c t o r i t i s those which are i n t r i n s i c which give r i s e t o 

f e e l i n g s associated w i t h both success and f a i l u r e . 

"When success or f a i l u r e of goal-achievement are perceived 
by the person as s i g n i f y i n g basic accomplishments or defects 
of the s e l f , deeper and more c e n t r a l emotions of pride or 
shame may be engendered." (Krech and C r u t c h f i e l d 1958) 

Both of Herzberg's questions i l l u s t r a t e d t h i s , the f i r s t d i r e c t l y through 

expressions of achievement and the l i k e , the second by invoking mechanisms 

of defence as was i l l u s t r a t e d i n the o i l t e r m i n a l data. 

(b) I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the C r i t i c a l I n c i d e n t Method 

I t would appear t h a t the r e c a l l of c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t s i s , on i t s 

own, an u n r e l i a b l e source of data about a t t i t u d e s t o work. This i s f u r t h e r 

complicated i n t h a t people vary i n t h e i r tendency t o repress memories 

under the same c o n d i t i o n s . The preference f o r pleasant over unpleasant 

memories f o r example, d i f f e r s w i t h i n d i v i d u a l s (Meltzer and Ludwig 1968). 

Repression also v a r i e s w i t h the s t r e n g t h of achievement m o t i v a t i o n 

(Rietman 1961) and w i t h a perceptual measurement c a l l e d by Fisher and 

Cleveland (1956) the •Body-Image-Barrier *, defined as the firmness w i t h 

which an i n d i v i d u a l sees the boundary between himself and h i s environment. 

I t i s not the purpose of t h i s chapter to expand on these v a r i a b l e s , 

but the f a c t t h a t they and the mechanism of repression e x i s t , means t h a t 

r e c a l l data should always be supplemented by other methods, or the f i n d i n g s 

w i l l be incomplete. Methods which r e l y on r e c o g n i t i o n r a t h e r than r e c a l l 
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may not e l i c i t the 2-fac t o r phenomenon but the data i s more completes 

Recognition not only provides more data ( C o l l i n s and Drev/er 1936) but i s 

less s u s c e p t i b l e to the phenomenon of repression. 

"Probably thB most s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e between r e c a l l 
and r e c o g n i t i o n l i e s i n the f a c t t h a t a s s o c i a t i v e 
i n t e r f e r e n c e plays a major r o l e i n r e c a l l but not i n 
r e c o g n i t i o n . " ( K i n t s c h 1970) 

4. SUMMARY 

This chapter has proposed an a l t e r n a t i v e explanation f o r the 

2«factor phenomenon. I t i s based on e a r l i e r studies which demonstrated 

repression of r e c a l l i n subjects who were unable to complete tasks i n which 

they had some sense of involvement. 

I t uas suggested t h a t a s i m i l a r process i s involved when the 

c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t technique i s used. Good events are expressed i n terms 

of Motivators ( i n t r i n s i c ) and bad events i n terms of Hygeine f a c t o r s 

( e x t r i n s i c ) . I n both of these cases the self-image of the i n d i v i d u a l i s 

preserved and f u r t h e r f e e l i n g s of f a i l u r e avoided. 

The next chapter explores how the nature of i n t r i n s i c and e x t r i n s i c 

f a c t o r s can be i n f e r r e d from the d i f f e r e n t way these two types of f a c t o r 

are l i n k e d w i t h perceptual defence. This argument forms the foundation 

of a theory of m o t i v a t i o n t o work, which w i l l be i n v e s t i g a t e d i n the 

research which f o l l o w s . 
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1. THE NATURE OF I N T R I N S I C FACTORS - A GUIDE TO THE RESEARCH 

CONSTRUCT 

(a) I n t r i n s i c Factors and Personal Involvement 

The review of Herzberg's research methodology and subsequent f i n d i n g s 

has provided a basis f o r f u r t h e r enquiry. The r o l e of perceptual defence 

which has been p r e v i o u s l y noted as merely a source of e r r o r becomes the 

keystone of the t h e o r e t i c a l framework t o be developed. Not only do 

i n t r i n s i c aspects of the job provide the main source of both p o s i t i v e 

and negative f e e l i n g s , but the 2«=factor phenomenon demonstrates t h a t they 

are masked by defensive processes i f the outcome i s p o t e n t i a l l y damaging 

to the person's self-esteem. 

The dichotomy of i n t r i n s i c and e x t r i n s i c , or content and context, 

might a t face value appear t o need no f u r t h e r d e f i n i t i o n . One set of 

f a c t o r s i s i n some way d i r e c t l y associated w i t h the person, the other set 

w i t h the environment i n which he works. But the a s s o c i a t i o n of i n t r i n s i c 

f a c t o r s w i t h perceptual defence gives the d i v i s i o n added s i g n i f i c a n c e . 

I t i m p l i e s t h a t when an i n d i v i d u a l uses i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s i n speaking 

of a task, he i s i n d i c a t i n g a sense of personal involvement, HB i d e n t i f i e s 

w i t h the task, he perceives i t as something close t o him, and t h a t i s 

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

associated w i t h i t . 

I n order t o ob t a i n a sharper d e f i n i t i o n of what ' i n t r i n s i c ' means, 

and i n p a r t i c u l a r t o explore the way i n which i t i n d i c a t e s personal 

involvement or 'closeness t o s e l f , a questionnaire was designed t o t e s t 
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the hypothesis t h a t as a group, i n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s mould be seen by an 

i n d i v i d u a l as being more open to h i s personal i n f l u e n c e than e x t r i n s i c 

f a c t o r s . The r a t i o n a l e was t h a t i n f l u e n c e mould be a source of involvement 

i n t h a t the more a person puts i n t o a task, the more involved he f e e l s . 

The d i v i s i o n i n t o the two f a c t o r groups was the same as t h a t developed 

by Herzberg 0 Respondents* were asked to i n d i c a t e how much i n f l u e n c e 

they f e l t they were l i k e l y to have over each f a c t o r . The questionnaire 

used and the r e s u l t s obtained, form Appendix C„ The hypothesis was 

confirmed. I n t r i n s i c f a c t o r s were seen as being more open to i n f l u e n c e 

than e x t r i n s i c by the people t a k i n g p a r t i n the study. (Result 

s i g n i f i c a n t a t < o05) 

This f i n d i n g supports a r e d e f i n i t i o n of ' i n t r i n s i c ' i n terms of 

closeness t o s e l f , p r o v i d i n g t h a t the assumed connection between i n f l u e n c e 

and involvement can be v e r i f i e d . I t suggests t h a t the construct so f a r 

described as 'closeness t o s e l f should be f u r t h e r i n v e s t i g a t e d , i n order 

to i d e n t i f y i t s o r i g i n s and i t s nature i n terms of the way i n which i t i s 

experienced by the i n d i v i d u a l . I f t h i s f a c t o r u n d e r l i e s the need f o r 

perceptual defence demonstrated by the Herzberg s t u d i e s , i t i s also 

reasonable t o assume t h a t i t w i l l be associated w i t h personal commitment. 

I n the l i g h t of the discussion and the review of research so f a r , what 

w i l l be the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the construct t o be examined? 

(b) C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the Factor t o be I n v e s t i g a t e d 

F i r s t l y , the f a c t o r w i l l take the form of a continuum r a t h e r than 

a dichotomy. As already pointed out, there are d e f i c i e n c i e s i n the 

dichotomy i n t o two groups, content and context. For example, Pay or 

•Managers i n an American manufacturing company. 



54 

Status cannot be as r i g i d l y d i s s o c i a t e d from Achievement, Recognition 

or Promotion as such a dichotomy would demand. Also, Personal I n f l u e n c e , 

assumed i n the previous s e c t i o n to be r e l a t e d t o the f a c t o r t o be 

i n v e s t i g a t e d , i s i t s e l f a continuum. The f a c t o r w i l l t h e r e f o r e also be 

assumed t o form a continuous v a r i a b l e , which u n d e r l i e s and i s r e l a t e d 

t o the Herzberg categories. I t can be considered as a scale on which 

the categories have been broadly d i v i d e d i n t o the two classes, Motivators 

and Hygeine f a c t o r s , as about a median value. 

Secondly, the f a c t o r t o be i n v e s t i g a t e d may be seen as p l a y i n g 

a p a r t i n any d e c i s i o n , task or a c t i v i t y and the f e e l i n g s associated 

w i t h i t . The research w i l l focus on the nature of the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the i n d i v i d u a l and the j o b , r a t h e r than on some f i x e d or absolute 

property of the job alone. Dust as Recognition and I n t e r p e r s o n a l 

Relationships are by nature a process of i n t e r a c t i o n between s e l f and 

other (Lewin 1935), so other job f a c t o r s cannot be thought of as d i s c r e e t 

e n t i t i e s somehow separate from the i n d i v i d u a l . This approach of loo k i n g 

f o r the dynamics of the person-job r e l a t i o n s h i p , may help to exp l a i n why 

f o r example, a p o t e n t i a l l y challenging task may prove less a t t r a c t i v e 

to some than t o ot h e r s . To have l a b e l l e d the task as 'challenging' i s 

not a s u f f i c i e n t basis f o r p r e d i c t i n g d i f f e r e n t people's a t t i t u d e s towards 

i t . 

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 r e l a t i o n s h i p which e x i s t s between himself and some idea or 
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a c t i v i t y . I n the previous s e c t i o n i t was pos t u l a t e d t h a t the more 

i n f l u e n c e a person has had i n a task the more c e n t r a l t o him i t becomes. 

So f o r example, i t i s impossible f o r an author t o be d i s s o c i a t e d from the 

thoughts and ideas which are contained i n a research p r o j e c t on which he 

i s working. The more i t has been developed by him, the more c l o s e l y 

associated w i t h i t he f e e l s . A l l p o r t (1955), c a l l s t h i s 'ego-extension' 

which he defines as the way i n which an o b j e c t or i d e a l becomes seen by 

the person as ' h i s 1 . 

The concept of Ownership in v o l v e s the n o t i o n of psychological 

distance. An i n d i v i d u a l uses himself as a c e n t r a l reference p o i n t i n 

hi s perception of other o b j e c t s or s i t u a t i o n s . S h e r i f and C a n t r i l (1947) 

describe t h i s as a process i n which: 

"any stimulus or s i t u a t i o n i s consciously or unconsciously 
r e l a t e d t o them by the i n d i v i d u a l . " 

I n the same way i n t e r e s t s or needs are d i f f e r e n t i a t e d i n t o areas c e n t r a l 

or p e r i p h e r a l to the person (Lewin 1935). This i s a dynamic phenomenon, 

as Lewin (1948) i l l u s t r a t e s by p o i n t i n g to the way i n which the d i f f e r e n t 

groups t o which a person belongs may vary i n the importance they hold f o r 

him a t d i f f e r e n t times. For example, the f a m i l y can become more or less 

c e n t r a l t o an i n d i v i d u a l , depending on whether he i s a t home or a t h i s 

place of work. 

(b) The Ma n i f e s t a t i o n of Ownership 

That which an i n d i v i d u a l owns, i s a source of p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s 

to him, not only because of the features which i n i t i a l l y a t t r a c t e d him 

t o i t , but also because he i s i n t e r e s t e d i n and committed t o t h a t which 

he i d e n t i f i e s w i t h h i s ' s e l f . 
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"We d e l i g h t i n t h a t which we sense and t h a t which we do. 
I t i s good i n i t s e l f , but i t i s a l l the b e t t e r because 
i t i s our own." (Murphy 1957) 

Lewis and F r a n k l i n (1944), o f f e r a s i m i l a r explanation i n the context of 

so l v i n g a problem. 

"A person who has j u s t solved a d i f f i c u l t problem w i l l f e e l 
p r i d e i n h i s success, although he d i d not solve the problem 
to win t h i s ' p r i d e ' . What i s important i n t h i s case i s t h a t 
so much of the person was involved i n h i s s t r u g g l e w i t h the 
d i f f i c u l t problem - h i s i n t e l l i g e n c e , h i s emotions, h i s 
energy - the problem, i n other words, was so c e n t r a l to the 
person, t h a t i t s s o l u t i o n r e s u l t s i n s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h the 
competent s e l f . " 

I t i s because an a c t i v i t y i s seen by a person i n t h i s way, t h a t he f e e l s 

emotionally i n v o l v e d , and wishes to appear t o himself and others, as 

u s e f u l , worthwhile or successful. While t h e r e f o r e , he may be i n d i f f e r e n t 

t o c r i t i c i s m of a task which i s not 'his own', he i s l i k e l y t o be defensiv 

towards c r i t i c i s m of one t h a t i s . I t then becomes c r i t i c i s m of himself. 

I f however, a task i n which a person has some sense of ownership 

becomes a source of negative f e e l i n g s , through f a i l u r e or f r u s t r a t i o n , he 

may attempt t o d i s s o c i a t e himself from the source of h i s discomfort. A 

discussion overheard between a l e c t u r e r and h i s students i l l u s t r a t e s t h i s . 

The discussion centred on whether a view the l e c t u r e r had put forward was 

p l a u s i b l e . At f i r s t he 'owned' the theory by t a l k i n g of i t i n terms of 

'what I meant' or 'what I am t r y i n g to convey'. But a f t e r a w h i l e , i t 

was cle a r t h a t he was l o s i n g ground and f o r the r e s t of the discussion 

h i s account was characterised by such expressions as 'what I t h i n k they 

are g e t t i n g a t ' or 'the reason they hold t h i s view i s ...', and so on. 

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

t o him. 
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I f then, a person has a sense of ownership i n a task or idea, 

the f e e l i n g s he experiences w i l l depend on i t s outcome and on the 

a t t i t u d e of others towards i t . When i t i s threatened so i s he, when 

i t i s derided he may f e e l f o o l i s h , angry or ashamed, but i f i t i s 

successful i t becomes f o r him a source of p r i d e . 

3. PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP AND THE CONCEPT OF AUTONOMY 

(a) The Weaning of Autonomy 

Another aspect of Ownership i s i m p l i c i t i n the d e f i n i t i o n proposed 

i n the previous s e c t i o n . 'Doing what I want to do* i s close t o the idea 

of 'doing what I see as mine*. This r a i s e s the question of whether 

Autonomy i s r e l a t e d t o Ownership, or whether the two terms are merely 

synonymous. 

The importance of Autonomy has been stressed p a r t i c u l a r l y by 

those w r i t e r s whose t h e o r i e s of p e r s o n a l i t y are based on the concept of 

s e l f - f u l f i l m e n t : 3ung (1940), Fromm (1942), Murphy (1947), Homey (1951), 

Anygal (1952), Flaslow (1954) and A l l p o r t (1955). The view of personal 

autonomy which they share, i s of the i n d i v i d u a l who emerges from the 

c o n s t r a i n t s of f a m i l y and s o c i e t y and becomes free from the pressures 

t o conform. This process i s v a r i o u s l y described as one of i n d i v i d u a t i o n 

(3ung, Fromm, A l l p o r t ) , s e l f - r e a l i s a t i o n (Horney), or s e l f - d e t e r m i n a t i o n 

(Anygal), and r e s u l t s i n the person having the freedom to choose, decide 

and l i v e as he wishes, guided by h i s own law (3ung 1940). 3ung described 

p e r s o n a l i t y as 'the highest r e a l i s a t i o n of the inborn d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of 

the p a r t i c u l a r human being' and stressed the importance of the 'greatest 

p o s s i b l e freedom of personal d e c i s i o n ' . A l l p o r t (1955) describes the 
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s t a t e of autonomy which i s the ma n i f e s t a t i o n of freedom i n these terms; 

"The emerging f i g u r e of man appears endowed w i t h a 
s u f f i c i e n t margin of reason, autonomy and choice t o 
p r o f i t from l i v i n g i n a fr e e s o c i e t y . " 

Autonomy t h e r e f o r e , can be seen as the r e a l i s a t i o n of a l l t h a t 

the person i s capable of becoming. Above a l l , i t i m p l i e s wanting to and 

being able t o , l i v e and act as a person sees he must. Further, Horney 

and A l l p o r t emphasise the need f o r the person t o accept t h a t i t i s he 

who must decide and a c t , i t i s h i s r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . 

"For me the r e a l s e l f i s the spring of emotive f o r c e s , of 
co n s t r u c t i v e energies, of d i r e c t i v e and j u d i c i a r y powers." 

(Horney 1951) 

(b) Redefining Autonomy i n Relation t o Psychological Ownership 

A d i s t i n c t i o n can be made between these two concepts i n d e f i n i n g 

the d i f f e r e n t r e l a t i o n s h i p s to which they r e f e r . So, i n the context of 

a task, Autonomy r e f e r s to the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the person and others 

connected w i t h the task, whereas Psychological Ownership r e f e r s to the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p between the person and the task i t s e l f . The d e f i n i t i o n of 

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

AUTONOMY - The Relationship w i t h Others. The degree of freedom 

the i n d i v i d u a l has from the c o n t r o l or c o n s t r a i n t s of other persons i n 

making his choice of a c t i o n . He only experiences himself as being i n 

c o n t r o l of a s i t u a t i o n i f the i n f l u e n c e he has had i s seen by him as 

greater than the i n f l u e n c e of re l e v a n t o t h e r s , ( c f . Lewin's concept of 

a ' f i e l d of power' 1935) At most he may have i n i t i a t e d the a c t i v i t y , 

and a t l e a s t he may have had some choice when t a k i n g p a r t . I n t h i s sense 

Autonomy i s defined as the freedom which allows the i n d i v i d u a l t o i n f l u e n c e 

thB s i t u a t i o n i n which he i s i n v o l v e d . 
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PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP - The Relationship w i t h the Object or 

Activity» This i s the degree to which the person, as a r e s u l t of the 

freedom and th e r e f o r e of the i n f l u e n c e he has, experiences the obje c t 

or a c t i v i t y as a p a r t of himselfo 

I n t h i s model, then, the two concepts Autonomy and Psychological 

Ownership, are r e l a t e d but d i s t i n c t . The greater the sense of autonomy, 

of freedom of choice, of the f e e l i n g t h a t one i s the cause, o r i g i n or 

source of an a c t i v i t y , the more one experiences Ownership i n i t . And 

because the a c t i v i t y has been adopted as p a r t of the ' s e l f , the person 

i s committed t o i t and his f e e l i n g s are a f f e c t e d by i t s outcome. The 

p i c t u r e we have of ourselves i s enhanced i f we see the work we are doing 

as ours, more than i f i t 'belongs* t o someone e l s e . U l t i m a t e l y a man 

wishes t o f e e l t h a t he i s a fr e e agent, a c t i n g out h i s choice r a t h e r than 

someone else' s . 

"When a man perceives h i s behaviour as stemming from h i s own 
choice, he w i l l cherish t h a t behaviour and i t s r e s u l t s . " 

(DeCharms 1968) 

4. THE AIM OF THE STUDY 

The o v e r a l l aim of t h i s study i s t o demonstrate an as s o c i a t i o n 

between a person's perception of Ownership i n an a c t i v i t y , w i t h the 

commitment he f e e l s towards i t , t o v e r i f y the claim which Sha r i f and 

C a n t r i l (1947) make t h a t : 

" I t i s c l e a r beyond any shadow of doubt t h a t the s a t i s f a c t i o n 
an i n d i v i d u a l has i n h i s job can never be complete unless he 
f e e l s t h a t the work he i s doing i s h i s j o b . " 
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I t i s also intended to i n v e s t i g a t e the f a c t o r s which c o n t r i b u t e 

to a sense of ownership. There i s considerable evidence t h a t the i n f l u e n c e 

or c o n t r o l which a person has over a s i t u a t i o n , disposes him t o increased 

e f f o r t and involvement (French, I s r a e l and Aas 1960), and t h a t p a r t i c i p a t i o n 

i n goal s e t t i n g i s a major f a c t o r i n determining the outcome, whether the 

goals are of personal change (Kolb and Boyatzis 1970) or of performance 

set i n an a p p r a i s a l scheme (French, Kay and Meyer 1966), Involvement i n 

decisions has also been shown to c o n t r i b u t e to change i n behaviour, whether 

i n an o r g a n i s a t i o n (Coch and French 1948), or i n the food-buying habits 

of housewives (Lewin 1947), 

The basis of t h i s study, i s t h a t an i n v e s t i g a t i o n of Psychological 

Ownership w i l l i d e n t i f y the process by which an a s s o c i a t i o n such as t h a t 

between i n f l u e n c e and performance, comes about. 

At t h i s stage i t i s possible to summarise the r e l a t i o n s h i p s to be 

i n v e s t i g a t e d and which form the basis f o r the p i l o t study which f o l l o w s 

i n Chapter V I I I . The account which f o l l o w s i s also represented by the 

c o n s t r u c t diagram. (See Figure 6,1) 

( i ) The degree of Psychological Ownership i n a task w i l l be a 

f u n c t i o n of the Autonomy (freedom of choice, i n f l u e n c e ) the person 

has had i n t h a t task, 

( i i ) The degree of Psychological Ownership i n a task w i l l be 

manifested i n the extent of the i n d i v i d u a l ' s commitment to i t , h i s 

w i l l i n g n e s s to spend e f f o r t on i t and the f e e l i n g s , p o s i t i v e or 

negative, w i t h which the task i s associated. 
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( i i i ) The s t r e n g t h of these r e l a t i o n s h i p s - Psychological Ownership, 

Autonomy and the behavioural manifestations - w i l l i n t u r n be a 

f u n c t i o n of three p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r s selected as r e l e v a n t t o t h i s 

study. (The r a t i o n a l e f o r these choices and t h e i r precise 

d e f i n i t i o n s w i l l be explored i n Chapter V I I I ) They are: 

- The tendency of the i n d i v i d u a l t o conform t o norms or 

c o n s t r a i n t s e x t e r n a l to himsel f . 

- His perception of himself as the o r i g i n or the obj e c t of 

circumstances w i t h which he i s in v o l v e d (locus of c o n t r o l ) . 

= His a t t r a c t i o n t o s i t u a t i o n s p r o v i d i n g Ownership. 
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AUTONOMY 

In f l u e n c e , c o n t r o l 

freedom of choice 

PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP 

The a c t i v i t y associated 

w i t h the s e l f 

BEHAVIOURAL MANIFESTATIONS 

COMMITMENT 

DEFENCE 

AFFECT 

PERSONALITY FACTOR PERSONALITY FACTOR 

Locus of c o n t r o l A t t r a c t i o n t o 

Ownership 

PERSONALITY FACTOR 

Tendency t o 

Conform 

Figure 6.1 0 Construct Diagram 
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4« I m p l i c a t i o n s f o r Understanding M o t i v a t i o n t o Work 

One group welcomed i n t u i t i v e f e e l i n g s 
and i n s i g h t s but scorned the trappings 
of science w i t h i t s r e s t r i c t i o n upon the 
imagination and i t s narrow t e c h n i c a l s k i l l s . 
The other applauded the r i g o u r and p r e c i s i o n 
of d e l i m i t e d i n v e s t i g a t i o n and shrank i n 
d i s t a s t e from the unrestrained use of 
c l i n i c a l judgement and imaginative 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . 

H a l l and Lindzey 1957 
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1o INTRODUCTION 

One of the problems i n the study of m o t i v a t i o n , i s t h a t i t not 

only i n v o l v e s choosing between d i f f e r e n t concepts, but i t also r a i s e s the 

more fundamental question of deciding whether a p a r t i c u l a r explanatory 

model i s v a l i d i n terms of the assumptions on which i t i s based. So 

there have been and are, d i f f e r i n g views, o f t e n mutually e x c l u s i v e , as 

to what c o n s t i t u t e s a l e g i t i m a t e approach to e x p l a i n i n g human behaviour, 

and as t o what c o n s t i t u t e s a u s e f u l one. 

The aim of t h i s chapter i s t o make e x p l i c i t the explanatory model 

of t h i s study, and i t s u nderlying assumptions. I t i s intended t o c l a r i f y 

what the model does and does not attempt t o e x p l a i n , by r e f e r r i n g t o some 

of the more i n f l u e n t i a l t h e o r i e s . The con s t r u c t of Psychological 

Ownership has been developed through a re-examination of Herzberg's data 

and an a l t e r n a t i v e a n a l y s i s which centres on the phenomenon of perceptual 

defence. As H i l g a r d (1949) observes, i t i s d i f f i c u l t t o understand 

defence mechanisms without adopting the concept of ' s e l f . He p o i n t s 

out t h a t experiences of which we are aware, such as s e l f - c r i t i c i s m , s e l f -

e v a l u a t i o n , g u i l t or S B l f - r e g a r d a l l imply some reference p o i n t , some 

process of s e l f - r e f e r r a l . This c o n s t i t u t e s a mediating mechanism, 

something w i t h i n the person which i n f l u e n c e s the responses to e x t e r n a l 

s t i m u l i . 

" ... between the ph y s i c a l p r o p e r t i e s of the S and the R 
stands a whole system of p o t e n t i a l choices i n the prepared 
and e v a l u a t i n g , not passive organism." ( S h l i e n 1964) 

3. B. Watson and B. F. Skinner defined t h e i r explanation of 

behaviour i n terms of observable e x t e r n a l e n t i t i e s based on the r e f l e x or 
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S-R connection,, They had th e r e f o r e no need to elaborate any i n t e r n a l 

process. I n f a c t , Skinner's view was t h a t t h i s model made the very concept 

of m o t i v a t i o n unnecessary (DeCharms 1968). But l a t e r , t h i s purely e x t e r n a l 

approach was f e l t t o be inadequate to expl a i n a l l aspects of behaviour 

and models were developed which assumed the existence of some mediating 

mechanism (S-O-R). A b r i e f summary of the more i n f l u e n t i a l of these, 

provides a context i n which t o review the mediating process i m p l i c i t i n 

t h i s present study and the fundamental questions of v a l i d i t y i t poses. 

2. THE NATURE OF MEDIATING MECHANISMS 

C. L. H u l l (1943) postulated s t a t e s of t i s s u e d e f i c i t s which, by 

a c t i n g on the nervous system, caused a s t a t e of tension or ' d r i v e ' which 

was the o r i g i n of goal-seeking behaviour through reinforcement and 

ins t r u m e n t a l l e a r n i n g . Later t h e o r i s t s were i n f l u e n c e d by two developments 

the increased knowledge of p h y s i o l o g i c a l processes a c t i n g on or w i t h i n 

the c e n t r a l nervous system, and research which demonstrated t h a t not a l l 

behaviour could be explained i n terms of d r i v e - r e d u c t i o n . Examples of 

t h i s are: the f i n d i n g t h a t hungry r a t s l e a r n to accept saccharine s o l u t i o n 

even though i t has no n u t r i t i v e value ( S h e f f i e l d and Roby 1949), the 

exp l o r a t o r y behaviour of monkeys (Harlow 1953) and the discovery of 

'pleasure' centres i n the r a t ' s b r a i n (Olds 1956). Hebb's theory (1949) 

included a more c e n t r a l l y located mediating mechanism i n the form of 

'motive s t a t e s ' based on the o r g a n i s a t i o n of br a i n c e l l s i n 'phase 

sequences'. 

McClelland and h i s co-workers, l i k e Hebb, believed t h a t approach 

and avoidance behaviour was a f u n c t i o n of the degree of discrepancy 

from accustomed p h y s i o l o g i c a l s t a t e s (McClelland, Atkinson, Lowell and 

Clark 1953). They saw t h i s mechanism as the basis of pleasure and 
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displeasure as experienced by an i n d i v i d u a l This i n v o l v e d the i n c l u s i o n 

of experienced phenomena i n the explanation of behaviour, a development 

which i s even more c e n t r a l to the t h e o r i e s put forward by the humanistic 

psychologists Rogers (1951), Maslow (1954) and White (1959). These 

t h e o r i s t s reacted against d r i v e - r e d u c t i o n explanations of human behaviour, 

which they saw as too narrow and negative. They could not accept the 

passive view of man which such explanations seemed to i n f e r 0 

"We may seek r e s t and minimal s t i m u l a t i o n a t the end of the 
day, but t h a t i s not what we are l o o k i n g f o r the next 
morningo Even when i t s primary needs are s a t i s f i e d and 
i t s homeostatic chores are done, an organism i s a l i v e , 
a c t i v e and up t o something." (White 1959) 

I n c o n t r a s t to the more ' s c i e n t i f i c ' explanations, these a l l use the 

concept of s e l f - r e f e r r a l as the process which mediates between the person 

and h i s immediate environment. 

This summary of the mediating mechanisms proposed i n some of the 

more i n f l u e n t i a l t h e o r i e s , has i l l u s t r a t e d a range of concepts from the 

purely p h y s i o l o g i c a l ( H u l l or Hebb), through an approach which attempts 

to e x p l a i n e x p e r i e n t i a l s t a t e s i n p h y s i o l o g i c a l terms (McClelland), t o 

those which are purely e x p e r i e n t i a l (Naslou or White). These d i f f e r e n c e s 

i n the type of mechanism proposed, r a i s e s a fundamental question f o r 

research i n t o s o c i a l behaviour. Should models of explanation i n t h i s 

f i e l d , i n v o l v e the r e d u c t i o n of s o c i a l phenomena to p h y s i c a l phenomena, 

or i s i t acceptable t o e x p l a i n s o c i a l phenomena i n terms of the reasons 

and meanings which people themselves, observers or agents, a t t a c h t o them? 

This question i s discussed p r i o r t o a more d e t a i l e d account of the concept 

of s e l f t o which i t i s r e l a t e d . 
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2. THE PHYSICAL BASIS OF EXPLANATION 

The study of Psychological Ownership w i l l i n v o l v e the use of f i r s t 

person data, the person's f e e l i n g s , perceptions and a t t i t u d e s as experienced 

by hinio This i s i n c o n t r a s t t o the beh a v i o u r i s t ' s approach, which would 

be t o e x p l a i n behaviour only i n terms of p h y s i c a l events,, The m a t e r i a l i s t 

reductionism on which the b e h a v i o u r i s t ' s approach i s based, has been 

in f l u e n c e d by the Logic a l P o s i t i v i s t movement a t the beginning of t h i s 

century. I t s proponents advocated the b u i l d i n g of a science on f a c t u a l 

and simple concepts gained from experiments, i n order t h a t complex 

t h e o r i e s could be developed from v e r i f i a b l e data. I t was an attempt t o 

b u i l d a s c i e n t i f i c d i s c i p l i n e modelled a f t e r the n a t u r a l sciences such 

as physics or chemistry.. Previous and more p h i l o s o p h i c a l explanations 

of behaviour were shunned as being vague. The only l e g i t i m a t e mode of 

explanation was one which reduced observable phenomena t o p h y s i o l o g i c a l 

or p h y s i c a l events. F i r s t person data was held to be of p a r t i c u l a r l y low 

s t a t u s , 

TihB concept of reinforcement, one of the c e n t r a l themes i n 

be h a v i o u r i s t theory, i l l u s t r a t e s the r e d u c t i o n i s t approach i n being based 

on a mechanical model of c a u s a l i t y . But the a p p l i c a t i o n of t h i s model t o 

broader p a t t e r n s of behaviour, has been questioned by s o c i a l s c i e n t i s t s 

and philosophers, Ryan (1970) f o r example, questions the v a l i d i t y of 

reducing s o c i a l behaviour to mechanical causal processes. While accepting 

t h a t r e g u l a r i t i e s i n s o c i a l behaviour occur and can form the basis of 

p r e d i c t i o n , and t h a t a r e d u c t i o n i s t approach may be appr o p r i a t e i n 

e x p l a i n i n g c e r t a i n l i m i t e d phenomena, he maintains t h a t t h i s model i s too 

s p e c i f i c t o be ap p l i e d t o the i n t e g r a t e d and complex p i c t u r e of s o c i a l 

behaviour. His p o i n t i s t h a t i t i s i l l o g i c a l t o apply a model derived 
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from the study of inanimate objects to human beings, who d i f f e r i n t h e i r 

capacity to give meaning to events and to have thoughts and f e e l i n g s , who 

are able t o act on as w e l l as to react t o , t h e i r environment. 

"Obviously the one claim t h a t has t o be r e s i s t e d i s t h a t 
we should hope to develop a u n i f i e d science of the whole 
n a t u r a l order, both human and non-human." (Ryan 1970) 

Ryan i s sympathetic to the model of man as a reasoning, r u l e f o l l o w i n g 

being, arguing t h a t t h i s i s more appropriate than a p h y s i c a l causal 

framework, which of necessity d i s t o r t s or loses the ' s o c i a l 1 aspect of 

s o c i a l behaviour,, 

E a r l i e r , Peters (1958) expressed a s i m i l a r p o i n t of view i n 

advocating an approach which was not l i m i t e d by the assumption t h a t a 

s i n g l e explanatory model would e x p l a i n behaviour i n a l l s i t u a t i o n s , under 

any c o n d i t i o n s . Peters observed t h a t mechanical causal explanations may 

be r e l e v a n t but i n s u f f i c i e n t i n e x p l a i n i n g human behaviour, because the 

g e n e r a l i s a t i o n from p h y s i o l o g i c a l to s o c i a l phenomena i s a speculative 

step and i n v o l v e s a d e n i a l of the fundamental d i f f e r e n c e s i n v o l v e d . 

"For apart from the f a c t t h a t i t i s l o g i c a l l y absurd to say 
t h a t one could be d r i v e n t o know anything, the use of the 
same term f o r a l l these very d i f f e r e n t types of a c t i o n , i s 
a case of unwarranted a s s i m i l a t i o n i n the i n t e r e s t of an 
o v e r - a l l theory." (Peters 1958) 

Most r e c e n t l y , these views have been supported by Harre and Secord 

(1972) i n t h e i r a n a l y s i s of what they see as a growing and fundamental 

change i n the t h e o r e t i c a l approach w i t h i n the s o c i a l sciences. They argue 
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f o r : 

" ,00 a view of man as an a c t i v e , s e l f - d i r e c t i n g , s e l f -
monitoring agent whose acts occur i n a s o c i a l framework 
constructed out of meaningso" 

These authors, l i k e Ryan, stress the need to adopt an explanatory model 

of behaviour which takes i n t o account the meaning which people give t o 

t h e i r own a c t i o n s . The i m p l i c a t i o n f o r research, i s t h a t , u n l i k e studies 

based on a m a t e r i a l i s t r e d u c t i o n i s t framework, the i n v e s t i g a t i o n must 

i n v o l v e data i n the form of people's perceptions of themselves, of others 

and of events w i t h which they are concerned. I t should include the 

i n d i v i d u a l ' s experience and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of those events i n the way 

i n which he represents them to himself. This can only be accomplished 

by s t a r t i n g from the d e s c r i p t i o n s he gives of them (Leeper and Madison 

1959, Bannister and Fransella 1971). The importance of t h i s mode of 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n i s t h a t , as Shlisn (1964) a s s e r t s : 

"The person i s not an empty organism who reacts t o s t i m u l i 
he f i n d s rewarding. He gives meaning to s t i m u l i i n h i s 
experience of them and i t i s t h i s meaning which i n f l u e n c e s 
and d i r e c t s h i s behaviour." 

This use of the expressed content of immediate experience i s i n 

the phenomenological t r a d i t i o n (see Farber 1966) and i s s t r o n g l y supported 

by such authors as DeCharms (1968), Harre'and Secord (1972) and Hudson 

(1968), who says of i t : 

" I t o f f e r s the prospect ... of more accurate, more parsimonious 
p r e d i c t i o n . We make b e t t e r sense of an i n d i v i d u a l ' s responses 
t o h i s environment from the moment we discover what t h a t 
environment and those responses s i g n i f y t o him." 
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These arguments support the i n v e s t i g a t i o n of constructs such as 

Psychological Ownership and Autonomy, by way of the accounts which people 

give of t h e i r experience of them. I n p a r t i c u l a r , these constructs i n f e r 

the process of s e l f - r e f e r r a l and the concept of s e l f . I t i s t h e r e f o r e 

w i t h t h i s concept t h a t the discussion continues. 

3. THE CONCEPT OF SELF 

ThB research i s designed to i n v e s t i g a t e the concept of Psychological 

Ownership, i n order t o e x p l a i n the observed r e l a t i o n s h i p between the two 

f a c t o r s , Autonomy and Task Commitment. The mediating process i n v o l v e d i s 

one of s e l f - r e f e r r a l i n t h a t i t deals w i t h the person's perception of 

outside events i n r e l a t i o n t o himself, 

William James (1892) regarded the s e l f as a v i a b l e concept. He 

considered i t t o be comprised of two components, the s e l f as known ('me'), 

and more d i f f i c u l t t o describe, the s e l f as knower ( ' I ' ) . Since t h a t time 

and w i t h the i n c r e a s i n g weight of i n t e r e s t i n behaviourism and experimental 

psychology, the concept of the s e l f appeared to be l i t t l e more than a word 

to f i l l the gap t h a t e m p i r i c a l data had so f a r not been able t o f i l l . At 

worst, i t was considered by b e h a v i o u r i s t s as having 'a s l i g h t f l a v o u r of 

s c i e n t i f i c obscenity' ( A l l p o r t 1955). As such i t s value was i n doubt and 

f o r a considerable time i t a l l but disappeared from the domains of 

psychology (Sarbin 1952). 

But more r e c e n t l y t h i s concept has played an in c r e a s i n g p a r t i n 

the research and theory of p e r s o n a l i t y (Wylie 1961) and i s thought l i k e l y 

to continue t o do so ( H i l g a r d and Atkinson 1967). H i l g a r d , i n h i s 

p r e s i d e n t i a l address t o the A.P.A. i n 1949, c a l l e d f o r more research i n t o 
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the s e l f and H a l l and Lindzey (1957), i n t h e i r review of p e r s o n a l i t y 

t h e o r i e s , s t a t e t h a t the s e l f plays a r o l e i n most of them. The question 

remains as t o whether the s e l f i s 'a f a c t of nature, or the a r t e - f a c t of 

men's minds' (Lowe 1961). A l l p o r t , i n answering the same question as 

posed by Lowe, sees the s e l f as a u n i f y i n g concept which i s dangerous i f 

used as a 'factotum', a lazy way of binding together the fragments of more 

s p e c i f i c data produced by the labours of empiricism. However, he f e l t 

t h a t i t could be a valuable concept to a i d t h i n k i n g and f u r t h e r enquiry. 

His conclusion i s worth quoting i n f u l l . 

"But so f a r as psychology i s concerned our p o s i t i o n , i n b r i e f 
i s t h i s : a l l psychological f u n c t i o n s commonly ascribed t o a 
s e l f or ego must be admitted as data i n the s c i e n t i f i c study 
of p e r s o n a l i t y . These f u n c t i o n s are n o t , however, coextensive 
w i t h p e r s o n a l i t y as a whole. They are r a t h e r the s p e c i a l 
aspects of p e r s o n a l i t y t h a t have to do w i t h warmth, w i t h u n i t y , 
w i t h a sense of personal importance. I n t h i s e x p o s i t i o n I 
have c a l l e d them ' p r o p r i a t e ' f u n c t i o n s . I f the reader p r e f e r s , 
he may c a l l them s e l f - f u n c t i o n s , and i n t h i s sense s e l f may be 
said to be a necessary psychological concept. What i s 
unnecessary and inadmissible i s a s e l f (or s o u l ) t h a t i s said 
to perform a c t s , t o solve problems, to steer conduct, i n a 
tra n s p s y c h o l o g i c a l manner, i n a c c e s s i b l e t o psychological 
a n a l y s i s . " ( A l l p o r t 1955) 

The s e l f then, may be defined as t h a t p a r t of the i n d i v i d u a l ' s 

p e r s o n a l i t y of which he i s aware, sometimes c a l l e d the phenomenal s e l f , 

and i s made up of his thoughts, b e l i e f s , perceptions, values and f e e l i n g s . 

Murphy, i n the index t o h i s book on p e r s o n a l i t y defines s e l f as "the 

i n d i v i d u a l as known t o h i m s e l f (Murphy 1947), and t h i s i s close t o the 

meaning adopted i n t h i s present study. I t i s the awareness of s e l f which 
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i s the key 0 I t a r i s e s through growth and experience. The newborn i n f a n t 

cannot d i s t i n g u i s h between himself and thi n g s outside himself. Gradually 

the idea of 'me' and 'mine' emerge and the perception of s e l f i s f u r t h e r 

r e f i n e d through the process of s o c i a l i n t e r a c t i o n . As Harvey (1963) 

suggests, i t i s the s e l f as a t o t a l i t y of our concepts which makes the 

world meaningful t o us. 

The approach of t h i s study i s based on the f a c t t h a t although a 

s e l f cannot be observed, the process of r e f e r r i n g to s e l f can, i n t h a t 

i n d i v i d u a l s r e l a t e s t i m u l i from t h e i r s o c i a l or ph y s i c a l environment, 

consciously or unconsciously, t o a p i c t u r e they have of themselves. I t 

i s i n t h i s sense t h a t the c e n t r a l theme of t h i s study focusses, not on 

the i n t e r n a l p h y s i c a l mechanisms of the person, nor on some o b j e c t i v e 

property of the task, but on the dynamics of the perceived r e l a t i o n s h i p 

between the two. Within t h i s framework the concept of s e l f i s used as 

Lowe describes i t : ' ... an a r t e - f a c t which i s invented to e x p l a i n 

experience' (Lowe 1961). 

4. IMPLICATIONS FOR UNDERSTANDING MOTIVATION TO WORK 

The l i t e r a t u r e i n Organisational Behaviour r e f l e c t s the v a r i e t y of 

philosophies which e x i s t i n the f i e l d of psychology. On thB one hand there 

are the ' s c i e n t i f i c ' studies of job s a t i s f a c t i o n to which B r a y f i e l d and 

Crockett r e f e r . (See p.3) The t h e o r e t i c a l models which are based on 

these s t u d i e s are i n f l u e n c e d by the work of experimental psychology and 

emphasise reward and reinforcement i n propounding causal models of 

behaviour (McGregor 1960, Uroom 1964, Herzberg 1968) 0 
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"Without doubt, the law of e f f e c t or p r i n c i p l e of 
reinforcement must be included among the most 
substantiated f i n d i n g s of experimental psychology 
and i s a t the same time among the most u s e f u l 
f i n d i n g s f o r an applied psychology concerned w i t h 
the c o n t r o l of human behaviour." (Vroom 1964) 

On the other hand there are those views based on the s t r o n g l y 

humanistic t h e o r i e s of c e r t a i n p e r s o n o l o g i s t s , notably haslow and A l l p o r t . 

These encourage a more l i v e l y and compassionate approach t o the study of 

s o c i a l behaviour yet f r e q u e n t l y employ such g l o b a l r e d e s c r i p t i o n s as t o 

leave i n t h e i r wake more enthusiasm than r e a l e x p l a n a t i o n . 

I t may prove f r u i t f u l i n studying behaviour a t work to combine 

e m p i r i c a l d i s c i p l i n e w i t h an acceptance of the kind of experienced 

phenomena i n v e s t i g a t e d i n the concept of Psychological Ownership. By 

t h i s approach the f r u s t r a t i o n s of s t r i c t m a t e r i a l i s t reductionism or of 

g l o b a l r e d e f i n i t i o n s may both be avoided. 

" I am t h e r e f o r e going t o commit a f i n a l and i n c o r r i g i b l e 
lewdness. I am going t o assess c e r t a i n of the broad 
requirements f o r analyses of human m o t i v a t i o n by 
examining human m o t i v a t i o n a l phenomena. ... I w i l l 
not be ashamed t o consult the phenomena of human 
experience as w e l l as human behaviour." (Koch 1956) 

I n as much as the arguments against a r e d u c t i o n i s t approach are 

v a l i d , i t must be a worthwhile exercise t o explore t h i s a l t e r n a t i v e . I n 

t h i s sense Psychological Ownership does not replace any of the motives 

which may be proposed by other authors, but may help t o e x p l a i n the 

complexities of s o c i a l behaviour which seem inadequately explained i n 
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s i n g l e motive terms,, I t may prove t o be as DeCharms (1968) wrote of h i s 

theory of Personal Causation; 

" an overarching or guiding p r i n c i p l e upon which 
s p e c i f i c motives are b u i l t o " 
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1. THE PILOT STUDY 

(a) Objectives 

The aim of the research i s to i n v e s t i g a t e the a s s o c i a t i o n between 

Autonomy and Task Commitment i n terms of a person's perception of the task 

and of h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p t o i t . This p e r c e p t i o n , c a l l e d i n the study, 

Psychological Ownership, i s t h e r e f o r e a c o n s t r u c t . I t i s an i n t e r v e n i n g 

v a r i a b l e , a term which, as K e r l i n g e r (1969) p o i n t s out: 

" ... i s invented to account f o r i n t e r n a l and d i r e c t l y 
unobservable psychological processes t h a t i n t u r n account 
f o r behaviour ... an 'in-the-head' v a r i a b l e . I t cannot 
be seen, heard or f e l t . I t i s i n f e r r e d from behaviour." 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , the p i l o t study i s based on the f o l l o w i n g areas of 

i n t e r e s t , as summarised i n Chapter Vis 

- The r e l a t i o n s h i p of Psychological Ownership i n a task and the 

Autonomy (Freedom of Choice and I n f l u e n c e ) the person has i n i t 0 

- The m a n i f e s t a t i o n of Psychological Ownership i n the commitment and 

enthusiasm expressed by the i n d i v i d u a l and i n other f e e l i n g s , 

negative or p o s i t i v e , which the task generates. 

- The p a r t played by three p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r s : 

( i ) Perception of s e l f as the locus of c o n t r o l , 

( i i ) Conformity, 

( i i i ) A t t r a c t i o n t o Ownership. 

(b) Rationale f o r the P i l o t Survey 

The f i r s t step i n the f i e l d research was t o carry out a p i l o t survey 0 
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This was necessary f o r the f o l l o w i n g reasons? 

= To ensure t h a t i t was r e a l i s t i c t o ask respondents to define the 

s p e c i f i c tasks which were to be the v e h i c l e f o r subsequent enquiry, 

= To t e s t a l l instruments f o r c l a r i t y and each scaled item f o r balance 

and d i s c r i m i n a t i n g power. 

- To ensure t h a t open-ended questions were unambiguous, unthreatening 

and could be r e l a t e d by people t o t h e i r own work s i t u a t i o n . 

~ To review the order of questions and questionnaires, i n order t o 

minimise responses being biased by previous questions or r e p l i e s . 

- To provide data which would be a basis f o r improving the grouping 

of the items i n t o ' c l u s t e r s ' , f o r example Influence and Ownership. 

- To f i n d out how long the i n t e r v i e w was l i k e l y t o take. 

( c ) The Population 

A l l the people interviewed were t o be managers as i t was necessary 

t h a t t h e i r jobs should contain s u f f i c i e n t challenge and complexity t h a t the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p of Autonomy t o Ownership could be explored. More s p e c i f i c a l l y , 

i t was decided t h a t research s c i e n t i s t s were t o be the main respondent 

group because i t could be expected t h a t they would have considerable 

autonomy i n t h e i r jobs (Marquis 1966), 

Access was a v a i l a b l e , through previous contacts from consultancy 

and management courses, t o a l o c a l manufacturing company w i t h the numbers 

of research s t a f f required,. Eight research managers were i n v i t e d t o take 

p a r t i n the p i l o t survey, together w i t h e i g h t other managers from production 
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or engineering departments who would serve as a c o n t r o l group. A l l of the 

research s c i e n t i s t s and most of the others were graduates. Both departments 

had been subject t o r e o r g a n i s a t i o n i n the eighteen months previous to the 

survey, and there was no reason t o believe t h a t the two groups had had any 

d i f f e r e n t exposure to behavioural science teaching. The R & D department 

worked t o a matrix model which meant t h a t a manager could have a f u n c t i o n a l 

head and also a t l e a s t one p r o j e c t leader.* 

Because of the economic c l i m a t e , the company had passed through a 

phase of redundancies which had r e s u l t e d i n some f e e l i n g s of u n c e r t a i n t y 

i n those who remained. But the worst of t h i s was past. I t was t h e r e f o r e 

decided t o carry out the study i n t h i s company as i t o f f e r e d the grea t e s t 

o p p o r t u n i t y a v a i l a b l e f o r research, while being apparently f r e e of any 

or g a n i s a t i o n a l problems l i k e l y t o l i m i t the value of the data c o l l e c t e d . 

2. METHODOLOGY 

The research was t o be conducted using an i n t e r v i e w supplemented by 

scaled questionnaires. Before d e s c r i b i n g the procedure and instruments i n 

d e t a i l , the reasons f o r choosing t h i s approach i n preference to a l t e r n a t i v e 

approaches, are discussed. 

F i r s t l y , an i n t e r v i e w w i t h open-ended questions was necessary 

because of the e x p l o r a t o r y nature of the study. No scales exist e d which 

would measure the key v a r i a b l e - Psychological Ownership. 

Observational methods or p r o j e c t i v e t e s t s were not chosen because 

of the problems of r e l i a b i l i t y and v a l i d i t y associated w i t h them. The data 

*R & D department was used i n the main survey. A more d e t a i l e d d e s c r i p t i o n 
of the department f o l l o w s i n Chapter X, 
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generated by both these methods leaves more room For inference than would 

v e r b a l r e p o r t s ( S e l l t i z , Gahoda, Oeutsch and Cook 1959). Moreover 

obs e r v a t i o n a l methods alone would be incomplete, as the focus of the study 

was to be an i n t e r v e n i n g v a r i a b l e and t h e r e f o r e , by d e f i n i t i o n , unobservable 

A p r o j e c t i v e t e s t was considered but r e j e c t e d because of the problems of 

v a l i d a t i o n . I t would have involved presenting respondents w i t h two 

p i c t u r e s of people a t work 0 One p i c t u r e would be described as being 

associated w i t h 'enthusiasm', the other not. S t o r i e s w r i t t e n about the 

p i c t u r e s would then have been coded f o r Ownership themes. Using a Thematic 

Apperception Test i s also d i f f i c u l t due t o i t s s e n s i t i v i t y t o f a c t o r s i n 

the s i t u a t i o n during i t s a c t u a l a d m i n i s t r a t i o n (Shipley and Ueroff 1952). 

The advantage of using an i n t e r v i e w was t h a t i t would be possible 

t o draw on a c t u a l tasks i n which the respondents were, or had been, 

i n v o l v e d . An account could be obtained i n terms of people's perceptions 

of the tasks and of t h e i r a t t i t u d e s and f e e l i n g s towards them. The use of 

an i n t e r v i e w w i t h open-ended questions was p a r t i c u l a r l y s u i t a b l e a t the 

p i l o t stage. I n f o r m a t i o n might be l o s t i f responses were r e s t r i c t e d 

w i t h i n a framework of predetermined categories. 

"Open-ended questions are c a l l e d f o r when the issue i s complex, 
when the r e l e v a n t dimensions are not known, or when the 
i n t e r e s t of research l i e s i n the e x p l o r a t i o n of a process 
or of the i n d i v i d u a l ' s f o r m u l a t i o n of an issue." 

( S e l l t i z e t a l . 1959) 

At the same time however, supplementing the open-ended questions 

w i t h scaled questionnaires, meant t h a t the hypothesised constructs and 

t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p s could be examined wit h o u t having to depend on those 

constructs being e x p l i c i t l y expressed i n the respondents' 'open* answers. 
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The author's previous experience i n teaching s i t u a t i o n s demonstrated 

t h a t managers o f t e n recognised the concept of Psychological Ownership once 

i t had been described t o them. However, w i t h o u t such d e s c r i p t i o n , t h e i r 

a n a l y s i s of the reasons f o r enthusiasm i n work was more l i k e l y to be i n 

terms of 'achievement's I t was as though the word achievement had come 

to have a no n - s p e c i f i c meaning and was o f t e n used merely as a synonym f o r 

job s a t i s f a c t i o n . Scaled items which were designed to measure the concept 

of ownership were t h e r e f o r e needed. 

A f u r t h e r value of scaled questionnaires i s t h a t they introduce 

morB u n i f o r m i t y , help to reduce any bias from respondent or i n t e r v i e w e r 

sources, and make the t o t a l i n t e r v i e w experience a more va r i e d and 

i n t e r e s t i n g one f o r the people who take p a r t . 

A f i n a l f e a t u r e of the method was t h a t respondents were t o be 

questioned about s p e c i f i c tasks. This was i n order to obt a i n a more 

d e f i n i t e p i c t u r e than t h a t r e s u l t i n g from more general approaches. 

Descr i p t i o n s of jobs as-a-whole embrace a number of tasks of varying 

a t t r a c t i v e n e s s and associated w i t h d i f f e r e n t f e e l i n g s , so t h a t the 

subsequent a n a l y s i s i s less s p e c i f i c and t h e r e f o r e less r e l i a b l e . 

3. PROCEDURES AND MEASURING INSTRUMENTS 

D e t a i l s of the i n t e r v i e w schedule and the various scaled question­

naires used i n the p i l o t survey are contained i n Appendix D. 

(a) The Choice and De s c r i p t i o n of the Two Tasks 

Each respondent would be asked to describe what his job e n t a i l e d , 

and then t o i d e n t i f y s p e c i f i c tasks, managerial or t e c h n i c a l , on which he 
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was c u r r e n t l y working. These would then be ranked by him i n order of h i s 

enthusiasm f o r them, regardless of the importance they might have f o r the 

company,, Two of these tasks would be selected f o r f u r t h e r enquiry and 

c a l l e d Tasks A and B, 

Task A: The one he f e l t most e n t h u s i a s t i c abouto 
Task Bj One towards which he f e l t i n d i f f e r e n t . 

A f u l l account of both tasks would then be compiled from open-ended 

questions concerning the f o l l o w i n g aspects: 

Their nature. 

Their o r i g i n and r a t i o n a l e 0 

How the respondent became involved i n them. 

What p a r t he had played and was playing,, 

How he f e l t about the tasks and why 0 

Each task was l a t e r t o be the t o p i c of a scaled quest i o n n a i r e , a d e s c r i p t i o n 

of which now f o l l o w s . 

(b) The Job A c t i v i t y Questionnaire (3.A.Q.) 

The 3ob A c t i v i t y Questionnaire contained items designed t o measure 

the Autonomy and perception of Psychological Ownership associated w i t h 

each task, as w e l l as various behavioural manifestations of Ownership. 

Enthusiasm was the c r i t e r i o n on which the tasks were to be sele c t e d . The 

3.A.Q. also measured various aspects of involvement, commitment and r e l a t e d 

f e e l i n g s f o r each i n d i v i d u a l (General Items). This questionnaire was to 

be completed twice ( f o r Tasks A and B). I n between, were open-ended 

questions and other scales so t h a t conscious comparison of the two tasks 

would be minimised. The 3.A.Q. contained 26 scaled items to i n v e s t i g a t e 

the h i s t o r y of the task and the respondent's a t t i t u d e towards i t . The 

three broad categories and 26 items are presented i n Table 8,1 0 
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Table 801<> Categories and Items i n the Job A c t i v i t y Questionnaire ( P i l o t ) 

CATEGORY ITEM NO, DESCRIPTION 

AUTONOMY 
The perception 
of i n f l u e n c e 
and freedom 
of choice 

3 
*4 
6 

*9 

*11 
13 
16 
21 

«23 
25 

A l l o c a t i o n of r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 
Task generated from h i s idea 
Able t o choose or modify methods or 
procedures 
I n i t i a l freedom to accept or r e j c t the 
task 
Target s e t t i n g method 
Opportunity f o r h i s ideas 
Able t o make changes 
Use of feedback 
Amount of freedom 
A u t h o r i t y held 

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
OWNERSHIP 

1 
5 
7 

10 

12 
*15 
19 

*20 
26 

Talking t o others 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the task 
The task i s his 'pigeon' 
E f f e c t s of task performance on f e e l i n g s 
about s e l f 
Rating i n l i f e 
Sense of personal involvement 
Reaction t o c r i t i c i s m 
Tendency to t h i n k about task a f t e r work 
Perception of closeness of task t o s e l f 

GENERAL ITEMS 2 
*8 

*14 
17 

*18 
22 
24 

Amount of challenge 
I n t e r e s t content 
Importance to department management 
A source of s e l f - f u l f i l m e n t 
S i g n i f i c a n c e i n departmental success 
Source of s e l f respect 
Sense of accomplishment 

•Reversed items 
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Each item bias i n the form of a graphic r a t i n g scale ( S e l l t i z e t a l . 

1959) w i t h f o u r scale p o i n t s and a b r i e f d e s c r i p t i o n i n each. The respondent 

would be asked t o check the box which best r e f l e c t e d the s i t u a t i o n as he 

saw i t o For example; 

A l l o c a t i o n of tasks, r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , d u t i e s e t c . or the 
approval of subordinates undertaking of them i n t h i s task: 

i s a t my i s a t my i s outside i s almost 
sole d i s c r e t i o n my never a t my 

d i s c r e t i o n f o r the d i s c r e t i o n sole 
most p a r t a t times d i s c r e t i o n 

This questionnaire i s i n Appendix D. I t s form was chosen i n 

preference t o the L i k e r t scale t o encourage the respondents t o r e l a t e 

each item t o t h e i r work by having to read the d e s c r i p t i o n s and avoid 

t i c k i n g boxes wit h o u t much thought. The items were arranged i n random 

order t o prevent i n t e r - i t e m i n f l u e n c e and nine were reversed t o minimise 

'halo* e f f e c t . This r e v e r s a l procedure was explained to the respondent to 

avoid the confusion and i r r i t a t i o n i t can sometimes causes Each item was 

so constructed as to avoid the responses to some questions being pre­

determined by responses to others. 

The measures which were t o be of p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t i n the an a l y s i s 

were those of the d i f f e r e n c e s between Task A and Task 8 scores. The 

advantages of t h i s were as f o l l o w s : 

- I t c o n t r o l l e d f o r i n d i v i d u a l d i f f e r e n c e s i n expressing f e e l i n g s . 

- I t c o n t r o l l e d f o r d i f f e r e n c e s i n o p p o r t u n i t y , f o r the aspects of 

the task i n v e s t i g a t e d . 

- I t provided more inter-respondent d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n than using Task A 

questionnaire r e s u l t s alone. As the p r e f e r r e d task, Task A would 

have been more l i k e l y to produce c o n s i s t e n t l y high scores on a l l 

items. 
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(c) The Opportunity Scale 

A 'climate* questionnaire was adapted from the one used by 

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967), I t was included t o t e s t the assumption t h a t 

the s t r u c t u r e and management philosophy of each department would be 

d i f f e r e n t because of the d i f f e r e n t f u n c t i o n s i n v o l v e d . The aim of t h i s 

q uestionnaire was t h e r e f o r e to provide an i n d i c a t i o n of any d i f f e r e n c e 

i n the o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r personal i n f l u e n c e and freedom i n the two 

departments. By t h i s means, i t would be possible t o assess the extent t o 

which the p a r t played by Psychological Ownership was dependent on the 

environment i n which the person worked. 

(d) Scales Measuring P e r s o n a l i t y Factors 

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

This scale was developed t o measure a person's perception of the 

amount of c o n t r o l or i n f l u e n c e which he f e e l s he has i n c e r t a i n s p e c i f i c 

s i t u a t i o n s ( R o t t e r 1966, Lefcourt 1966), Rotter defines the scale as 

f o l l o w s : 

" I f the person perceives t h a t the event i s contingent upon 
h i s own behaviour or his own r e l a t i v e l y permanent 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , we have termed t h i s a b e l i e f i n i n t e r n a l 
c o n t r o l , " 

I n c o n t r a s t to t h i s , e x t e r n a l c o n t r o l i s the perception of events: 

" ... as the r e s u l t of l u c k , chance, f a t e , as under the 
c o n t r o l of powerful others, or as unpredictable because 
of the great complexity of the forces surrounding him," 

(Rotter 1966) 



83 

This concept i s close to the i n f l u e n c e component of Autonomy as defined 

i n t h i s study ( p 0 5 8 ) . The I-E scale was t h e r e f o r e chosen as one general 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c which might determine the s t r e n g t h of a s s o c i a t i o n between 

Autonomy and Task Commitment i n a s p e c i f i c s i t u a t i o n . 

The I-E scale was found by Rotter (1966) t o have reasonably high 

i n t e r n a l consistency and t e s t - r e t e s t r e l i a b i l i t y . ThB 10 items t o be used 

were those selected by Thomas (1970) as those w i t h the highest i n t e r s c a l e 

c o r r e l a t i o n * The i n s t r u c t i o n s and items are contained i n Appendix D. 

Each item involved a forced choice between two statements, one r e f l e c t i n g 

i n t e r n a l and one r e f l e c t i n g e x t e r n a l locus of c o n t r o l . For example! 

a) Becoming a success i s a matter of hard work, luck has 
l i t t l e or nothing t o do w i t h i t . ( i n t e r n a l ) 

b) Getting a good job depends mainly on being i n the 
r i g h t place a t the r i g h t time, ( e x t e r n a l ) 

( i i ) Independence versus Conformity - The I-C Scale 

Conformity was selected as i t i s r e l a t e d t o the second aspect of 

Autonomy: the Freedom of Choice the i n d i v i d u a l has t o i n f l u e n c e a s i t u a t i o n . 

People w i t h d i f f e r e n t tendencies t o conform, could be expected t o a t t a c h 

d i f f e r e n t values to the o p p o r t u n i t y f o r freedom of choice i n r e l a t i o n to 

a task. Conformity behaviour i s also r e l a t e d t o scores on the I-E scale. 

Externals are found to be more conformist than i n t e r n a l s . I n t e r n a l s on the 

other hand are found to r e s i s t attempts t o i n f l u e n c e them unless they f e e l 

i t i s to t h e i r own advantage to be i n f l u e n c e d ( R o t t e r 1966). 

The scale was constructed w i t h 10 items which C r u t c h f i e l d (1955) 

had found more f r e q u e n t l y believed t o be ' t r u e ' by independent subjects 
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than by conforming subjects,, The independence of the i n d i v i d u a l was judged 

from behaviour i n an Asch-type experimental s i t u a t i o n . An example of an 

item to which respondents answered ' t r u e ' or ' f a l s e * f o l l o w s . 

" I t i s a l r i g h t to get around the law i f you don't a c t u a l l y 
break i t . " (See Appendix D) 

( i i i ) Preference f o r Ownership - The Q-P Scale 

Fourteen f u r t h e r items were added t o those measuring conformity. 

(See Appendix D) They were designed t o d i s t i n g u i s h between i n d i v i d u a l s on 

the basis of t h e i r a t t r a c t i o n t o s i t u a t i o n s l i k e l y t o i n v o l v e Ownership. 

Respondents were asked t o answer ' t r u e ' or ' f a l s e ' t o such statements as: 

" I u s u a l l y f i n d I'm r e l u c t a n t t o work t o ideas or plans 
I have had l i t t l e or no i n f l u e n c e over." 

" I f i n d I o f t e n defend an author I am reading i f someone 
else a t t a c k s him." 

Agreement or disagreement w i t h these items would i n d i c a t e the importance 

to the i n d i v i d u a l of the Ownership he could have i n a s i t u a t i o n , e i t h e r 

through personal i n f l u e n c e ( f i r s t example above), or by i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

(second example). This was the t h i r d p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r whose e f f e c t on 

the r e l a t i o n s h i p s of Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task Commitment, 

would be i n v e s t i g a t e d . 

(e) Further Open-Ended Questions 

( i ) Respondents' Views on Motiv a t i o n t o Work 

The managers would be asked what t h e i r b e l i e f s were as to what 

caused enthusiasm, p r i d e or f r u s t r a t i o n a t work, both from t h e i r own work 

experience and from t h e i r experience as managers. These questions were 
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designed to t e s t the assumption posed e a r l i e r (p«78) t h a t people might 

show t h e i r awareness of the l i n k between Autonomy and Task Commitment but 

be as l i k e l y t o express the nature of t h a t l i n k i n terms of achievement 

as they would be t o describe i t i n terms of Ownership, 

( i i ) C r i t i c a l I n c i d e n t Questions 

Herzberg's o r i g i n a l questions (p,7) and the ranked l i s t of tasks 

generated a t the beginning of the i n t e r v i e w , allowed the f o l l o w i n g p r e d i c t i o n 

t o be i n v e s t i g a t e d : t h a t both s i t u a t i o n s r e c a l l e d , whether associated 

w i t h bad or good f e e l i n g s would have been important to the i n d i v i d u a l a t 

the time. The a n a l y s i s of the answers t o these questions would provide 

the l i n k between Part I and Part I I of t h i s study. I t would demonstrate 

t h a t i t i s the commitment of the i n d i v i d u a l t h a t causes him to remember 

the task a t a l l , and t h a t the associated f e e l i n g s determine how i t i s 

remembered, w i t h or without some involvement of perceptual defence. 

4. RESULT5 OF THE PILOT SURVEY AND DESIGN MODIFICATIONS 

With t h i s design the p i l o t survey was conducted. Before the 

i n t e r v i e w s began, a meeting was held w i t h the R & D group to provide them 

w i t h an o p p o r t u n i t y to ask questions about the survey. This was not possible 

f o r the production and engineering group so they were v i s i t e d i n d i v i d u a l l y . 

A room was provided i n each department i n which t o i n t e r v i e w the 16 

members of s t a f f . One or two expressed doubts as t o the motive behind the 

exercise but there was no evidence t h a t t h i s doubt remained when the 

i n t e r v i e w s began. One respondent had t o leave before completing a l l the 

questionnaires. 
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ThB i n t e r v i e w , which had been pretested on colleagues, took three 

and a h a l f hours a t the f i r s t , but subsequently l a s t e d about two hours. 

Before beginning w i t h the questions, the f o l l o w i n g p o i n t s were mads, 

= Respondents were t o l d the purpose of the research and t h a t i t was 

a t the i n s t i g a t i o n of the author. 

- As i t was a p i l o t study, comments would be welcomed. 

- Answers would be t r e a t e d c o n f i d e n t i a l l y , , 

- Only t h e i r own opinions were sought. 

At the end of the i n t e r v i e w each respondent was asked not to r e v e a l the 

questions t o his colleagues. The evidence suggested t h a t they honoured 

t h i s . 

The r e s u l t s of ths p i l o t survey and the subsequent m o d i f i c a t i o n s 

to the design are now covered i n four subsections: 

(a) The choice and d e s c r i p t i o n of the two tasks (A and B), 

(b) The Job A c t i v i t y Questionnaire. 

( c ) Other scaled questionnaires. 

(d) Other open-ended questions. 

(a) The Choice and D e s c r i p t i o n of the Two Tasks (A and B) 

I n most cases, respondents were able t o subdivide t h e i r work i n t o 

s p e c i f i c tasks from which two of d i f f e r e n t preference could be chosen. 

Several m o d i f i c a t i o n s were r e q u i r e d . 

- Some engineering managers and some senior managers of both groups 

described t h e i r jobs i n terms of broad areas of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and 
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could not i d e n t i f y s p e c i f i c tasks t h a t were of a s i g n i f i c a n t s i z e , 

or d i f f e r e d i n associated f e e l i n g s , 

= The choice of Task B l e f t too many v a r i a b l e s u n c o n t r o l l e d . For 

example, the type of task, managerial or t e c h n i c a l , and d i f f e r e n c e s 

i n importance to the company, made i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the r o l e of the 

key v a r i a b l e more d i f f i c u l t , 

- The questions, designed t o provide a d e t a i l e d p i c t u r e of the two 

tasks, were not comprehensive enough and the data was t h e r e f o r e 

incomplete. A d d i t i o n a l questions were t h e r e f o r e added during the 

p i l o t stage. 

The F i n a l Design; As i n the p i l o t , each respondent would be asked: 

- To describe h i s work i n terms of s p e c i f i c and curr e n t tasks, 

- To rank them i n order of h i s enthusiasm f o r them. 

- To choose as Task A the one he f e l t most e n t h u s i a s t i c about. 

- To choose f o r Task B one t h a t met the f o l l o w i n g c r i t e r i a : 

. I t would be seen as being a t l e a s t as important t o the 
company as Task A. 

. I t would be s i m i l a r i n type t o Task A. 
, I t would be a task which the respondent f e l t less 

e n t h u s i a s t i c about.* 

The revised questions, designed t o provide data about the nature of the task, 

i t s o r i g i n , and the respondent's involvement i n i t and f e e l i n g s about i t , 

are contained i n Appendix E, 

* I n cases where two tasks could not be i d e n t i f i e d , a 'back-up procedure 
was used. (See Appendix E) 



BB 

( t p The 3ob A c t i v i t y Questionnaire 

During the p i l o t , the d i v i s i o n s on the scale were increased from 

4 t o 8, as people found the smaller number too r e s t r i c t i n g , A number of 

items were modified because e i t h e r or both extremes of the scale were not 

used. One i t e m , concerning 'the e f f e c t s of c r i t i c i s m ' , was s i g n i f i c a n t l y 

changed as respondents f r e q u e n t l y commented on i t s ambiguity. Three items 

were de l e t e d : item 23 (the amount of freedom) and item 25 ( t h e amount of 

a u t h o r i t y ) , were not s p e c i f i c enough, nor d i d they produce a s u f f i c i e n t 

spread of the A minus B score, which was to be the c r i t i c a l one f o r 

c o r r e l a t i o n . Item 22 (source of s e l f r e s p e c t ) , was deleted because many 

respondents found i t too vague. 

Category Formation from Psychological Ownership and General Items 

Some of the Psychological Ownership items were, a t face value, 

more s p e c i f i c than others. Compare f o r example the f o l l o w i n g items: 

" A l l i n a l l , I t h i n k of t h i s as my pigeon." ( s p e c i f i c Ownership) 

"Depending on how w e l l or how badly t h i s goes, the e f f e c t on 
how I f e e l about myself i s l i k e l y t o bB ..." ( n o n - s p e c i f i c ) 

The items included under Psychological Ownership and some of those i n the 

General category, were t h e r e f o r e regrouped as Psychological Ownership and 

Task Involvement. (See Tables 8.2 and 8.3) Psychological Ownership 

contained those items which were s p e c i f i c i n d e s c r i b i n g f e e l i n g s of 

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n . (Table 8.2) Task Involvement contained i t B m s which 

s i g n i f i e d preoccupation or concern w i t h the task. (Table 8.3) As such, 

the Task Involvement category was designed to measure a behavioural 

m a n i f e s t a t i o n of Psychological Ownership. 
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Using data obtained w i t h the 3 0A 0C] 0 (Task A) and from both 

occupational groups, these two categories were tested f o r i n t e r n a l 

consistency by i t e m - t o t a l c o r r e l a t i o n using Spearman's rho„ The r e s u l t s 

are i n Tables 8.2 and 8.3, 

Table 8.2. Item-Total C o r r e l a t i o n s f o r Psychological Ownership* 

Item rho s i q n i f i c a n c e 

(5) I d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the task .94 .01 
(7) 'His pigeon' .72 .01 
(12) Rating i n l i f e .81 .01 
(15) Personal involvement .19 n. So 
(19) Reaction t o c r i t i c i s m .91 .01 

n.s. = not s i g n i f i c a n t a t .05 l e v e l . 

Table 8.3. Item-Total C o r r e l a t i o n s f o r Task Involvement 

Item rho s i q n i f i c a n c e 

Talking t o others .56 .05 
E f f e c t on f e e l i n g s about s e l f .61 .05 
Source of s e l f - f u l f i l m e n t .64 .05 
Thinking about task a f t e r work .84 .01 
Personal accomplishment .28 n o So 

As a r e s u l t of these f i n d i n g s , item 15 was m o d i f i e d , and item 24 was 

included w i t h two other items, Challenge and I n t e r e s t , i n an 'Achievement' 

group. The i t e m - t o t a l c o r r e l a t i o n s f o r t h i s group f o l l o w i n Table 8.4. 

*Item 26 - 'Closeness to s e l f , would have been i n the Psychological 
Ownership group, but the scoring had been r e s t r i c t e d to a four p o i n t 
scale and could not be used i n t h i s c o r r e l a t i o n . 
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Table 8.4. Item-Total C o r r e l a t i o n s f o r Achievement 

Item 

(2) Challenge 
(8) I n t e r e s t 
(24) Personal accomplishment 

rho s i g n i f i c a n c e 

o90 
.81 
.93 

.01 

.01 

.01 

The regrouping i n t o these three categories was supported by the 

high i t e m - t o t a l c o r r e l a t i o n i n each and by the low i n t e r g r o u p c o r r e l a t i o n . 

(See Table 8.5) 

Table 8.5. Intergroup C o r r e l a t i o n of Psychological Ownership. 
Task Involvement and Achievement 

C o r r e l a t i o n rho s i g n i f i c a n c e 

Psychological 
Ownership and Task 

Involvement .38 n.s. 

Psychological 
Ownership and Achievement .38 n.s. 

Task 
Involvement and Achievement .01 n.s. 

The F i n a l Design; The three categories described above were included i n 

the 3.A.Q., as were three others which measured aspects of Autonomy. These 

were I n f l u e n c e , Freedom of Choice and Freedom to accept or r e j e c t the task. 

The items measuring these aspects of Autonomy were grouped on grounds of 

face v a l i d i t y r a t h e r than on the basis of i n t e r - i t e m c o r r e l a t i o n s . I t 

would not necessarily f o l l o w t h a t because f o r example, a person i s f r e e t o 

a l l o c a t e r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s , he w i l l also be able t o make changes i n procedure 
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The SCOTBS f o r the itBms i n each of the categories mentioned were 

to be summed i n order to enhance d i s c r i m i n a t i o n between respondents. With 

two f u r t h e r items measuring the importance of the task to the company, 

the categories of the modified 3.A.Q. were as below. (Table 8.6) The 

abbreviated t i t l e s used i n t h i s t a b l e are used throughout the remaining 

chapters. (See Appendix E f o r d e t a i l s ) 

Table 8.6. Factors Comprising the Redesigned Job A c t i v i t y Questionnaire 

Influence 

Freedom 

The respondent's perception of the 
amount of i n f l u e n c e he exerts on the 
task. 

The respondent's perception of the 
amount of freedom of choice which i s 
his i n r e l a t i o n to the task. 

Autonomy 

Psychological Ownership 

Achievement 

Task Involvement 

I n i t i a l Choice 

Importance 

Influence and Freedom. 

Feelings of Ownership and i d e n t i t y i n 
the task. 

A sense of achievement and r e l a t e d 
f e e l i n g s . 

Concern and preoccupation w i t h the task. 

I n i t i a l freedom t o accept or r e j e c t the 
task. 

Importance t o the company. 

(c ) Other Scaled Questionnaires 

( i ) Opportunity Scale 

The r e s u l t s are tabulated i n Appendix F. I t w i l l be seen from a 

comparison of the ' t o t a l ' columns t h a t t h i s scale f a i l e d to d i s c r i m i n a t e 

between the two occupational groups i n the wey pr e d i c t e d from the Lawrence 

and Lorsch study (1967). There was no evidence t h a t the research s c i e n t i s t 
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worked i n a less s t r u c t u r e d , less c o n s t r a i n i n g o r g a n i s a t i o n . Yet t h i s 

i s what would be expected, given the complexity of t h e i r t e c h n o l o g i c a l 

environment. A probable cause of t h i s f i n d i n g was t h a t the questions 

were answered by some managers w i t h reference t o t h e i r f u n c t i o n a l group 

and others w i t h reference t o t h e i r o p e r a t i o n a l or p r o j e c t group. I n any 

case i t appeared t h a t the scale d i d not provide the required i n f o r m a t i o n 

i n an e x p l i c i t enough form. I t d i d not measure the o p p o r t u n i t y people 

f e l t they had f o r those elements of t h e i r work which the 3.A.Q. i n v e s t i g a t e d . 

In view of t h i s , a second 'opportunity scale' was designed and p i l o t e d . 

I t was based on the 3.A.Q. items, and i s r e f e r r e d to as the General Job 

A t t i t u d e Questionnaire. 

The F i n a l Design - The General Job A t t i t u d e Questionnaire (G.3.A.Q.) 

The purpose of t h i s questionnaire was f i r s t l y t o provide a 

comparison between the two occupational groups as t o the op p o r t u n i t y they 

f e l t t h e i r job provided, f o r the f a c t o r s examined i n the J.A.Q. Secondly, 

and i n conjunction w i t h a measure of o v e r a l l job s a t i s f a c t i o n , i t would 

provide an oppor t u n i t y to compare t h i s more standard job-as-a-whole 

procedure w i t h t h a t of comparing s p e c i f i c tasks. 

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

p o i n t scale which l a y between two opposite responses. For example: 

A seven p o i n t scale was chosen i n preference to the e i g h t p o i n t scale 

used i n the 3.A.Q. f o r ease of s i t i n g the mid-point i n the absence of any 

guiding statements. The questionnaire was p i l o t e d w i t h a group of managers 

I do not have enough 
freedom. 

I have about as much 
- versus - freedom as I could 

wish f o r . 
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attending a course a t the Durham U n i v e r s i t y Business School and corrected 

f o r c l a r i t y and b i a s . Six items were reversed. The f a c t o r s , d e t a i l s of 

which are included i n Appendix E, measured the o p p o r t u n i t y the respondent 

f e l t h i s work provided, f o r s 

Autonomy 

Psychological Ownership 

Achievement 

Task Involvement 

Two f u r t h e r items measured job s a t i s f a c t i o n and job security,, 

( i i ) Scales Measuring P e r s o n a l i t y Variables 

The I-E Scalet The order of items needed changing t o make b e t t e r use of 

the f i l l e r s . Some wording was changed but otherwise no s i g n i f i c a n t 

m o d i f i c a t i o n s were r e q u i r e d . 

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

modified as they showed low d i s c r i m i n a t i n g power because of extreme 

wording. For example i n item 10, the words 'a l i t t l e * were deleted 

from the sentence 'A person needs t o show o f f a l i t t l e now and then'. 

The Ownership-Preference Scale: Again on the basis of d i s c r i m i n a t i n g 

power, some items were modified ( 2 , 8 and 9) and f i v e were deleted ( 4 , 11, 

16, 19 and 24). 

The f i n a l design f o r these questionnaires i s contained i n Appendix E. 
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(d) Other Open-Ended Questions 

Several open-ended questions were modified or deleted during the 

p i l o t , as they proved redundant or d i f f i c u l t to answer. Some were ambiguous 

or d i f f i c u l t f o r the person to r e l a t e t o h i s experience. A few, having 

the appearance of examination questions, obviously made a number of 

respondents anxious. A content a n a l y s i s of these questions was not c a r r i e d 

out a t the p i l o t stage, as i t had already been decided t o leave them open 

to avoid r e s t r i c t i n g thB language i n which respondents would describe 

t h e i r tasks. 

The Herzberg c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t questions produced the usual 

2 - f a c t o r p a t t e r n of responses, w i t h content f a c t o r s being c i t e d as causes 

of good f e e l i n g s and contextual f a c t o r s as causes of bad f e e l i n g s . 

The F i n a l Design: Those general questions which proved c l e a r , r e l e v a n t 

and unthreatening were included i n the f i n a l survey. The d e t a i l s of these 

are i n Appendix E. The areas they covered were: 

- Stated b e l i e f s as t o thB sources of commitment. 

- Stated b e l i e f s as t o the sources of f r u s t r a t i o n . 

- Preference f o r the managerial or t e c h n i c a l aspects of the j o b . 

- The two Herzberg questions. 

- Age and p o s i t i o n . 
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1. THE PURPOSE OF THE OPEN-ENDED QUESTIONS 

(a) Questions Relating t o the Two Tasks (A and B) 

These questions (1=39 i n Appendix E) would provide d e s c r i p t i o n s 

of the tasks and f e e l i n g s associated w i t h them, which would be examined 

f o r expressions of Psychological Ownership t o i l l u s t r a t e the o p e r a t i o n a l 

d e f i n i t i o n discussed i n Chapter VIo Secondly, by comparing the ways i n 

which respondents had come t o be associated w i t h each task and the p a r t 

they had played i n them,these questions would help define the forms i n 

which Autonomy manifests i t s e l f a t work,, They would also enable the 

r e l a t i o n s h i p t o be explored, between Autonomy, Psychological Ownership 

and Enthusiasm f o r the task, which was the i n i t i a l basis of d i s t i n g u i s h i n g 

between the two t a s k s 0 F i n a l l y , d e s c r i p t i o n s would be analysed f o r 

evidence of ways i n which people consciously sought t o create the means 

of i n c r e a s i n g t h e i r sense of Ownership, once a task was under way* 

(b) Questions on B e l i e f s about Commitment 

These general questions (41-43, 49 and 50 i n Appendix E), would 

help c o n s t r u c t a p i c t u r e of what managers believed t o be the sources of 

commitment and enthusiasm a t work. More s p e c i f i c a l l y , i t would be possible 

t o t e s t out the view expressed e a r l i e r (p„78), t h a t the p a r t played by 

Autonomy and Ownership i s not e x p l i c i t l y recognised because views are 

biased c u l t u r a l l y i n favour of the Achievement concept,, I t would be of 

p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t t h e r e f o r e , to see how many people d i d not express 

b e l i e f s as to the r o l e of Autonomy or Psychological Ownership i n some form, 

i n s p i t e of already having completed questionnaires c o n t a i n i n g items based 

on those same concepts,. 
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( c ) The Hsrzberq C r i t i c a l I n c i d e n t Questions 

Two p r e d i c t i o n s were made on the basis of these questions. F i r s t l y , 

t h a t the 2~fac t o r phenomenon would be demonstrated using the same 

categories as Herzberg developed,, Secondly, t h a t both i n c i d e n t s , whether 

c i t e d as a source of good f e e l i n g s or of bad, would prove t o have been of 

s i m i l a r importance to the i n d i v i d u a l a t the time they took place. I t i s 

not t h a t the i n c i d e n t r e c a l l e d as being a source of bad f e e l i n g s i s t r i v i a l , 

but t h a t t o have i d e n t i f i e d c o n textual or Hygeine f a c t o r s as the cause, 

i s only t o give h a l f the p i c t u r e . The task must have been important t o 

the person f o r him t o r e c a l l i t a t a l i o I f however, i t was associated 

w i t h bad f e e l i n g s , i t can be more r e a d i l y r e c a l l e d i f f a c t o r s perceived 

as bBing e x t e r n a l t o the i n d i v i d u a l can be i d e n t i f i e d as the cause. 

S p e c i f i c a l l y , i t was pr e d i c t e d t h a t where a task c i t e d i n e i t h e r 

of the two Herzberg questions had been included a t the outset of the 

i n t e r v i e w , i t would also have been ranked high i n terms of enthusiasm. 

Where the task mentioned was i n the past, i t would have been important 

t o the respondent at the time. These f i n d i n g s would t h e r e f o r e be 

con s i s t e n t w i t h the an a l y s i s of the 2-fact o r phenomenon which was 

developed i n Part I I . I n c i d e n t s c i t e d as g i v i n g r i s e t o bad f e e l i n g s 

would be those i n which the person f e l t some Ownership, but the cause of 

bad f e e l i n g s would be seen t o have o r i g i n a t e d i n others or i n e x t e r n a l 

f a c t o r s . 
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2. HYPOTHESES FROM SCALED QUESTIONNAIRES 

(a) The S i g n i f i c a n c e of the Task A minus Task B Measures 

At the i n t e r v i e w , the basis of d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g between Task A and 

Task B was the amount of enthusiasm the person f s l t f o r each one, and h i s 

w i l l i n g n e s s t o put e f f o r t i n t o them 0 Enthusiasm or commitment t o a task 

i s assumed t o be r e l a t e d t o how w e l l a task i s performed. 

The s i g n i f i c a n c e of the A minus B measure t h e r e f o r e , i s t h a t a 

c o r r e l a t i o n of any two f a c t o r s , say Autonomy and Task Involvement, not 

only i n d i c a t e s t h a t a d i f f e r e n c e i n one i s r e l a t e d t o a d i f f e r e n c e i n the 

other<> I t also means t h a t t h i s a s s o c i a t i o n , i n t u r n , w i l l be r e l a t e d t o 

enthusiasm, as t h i s was the basis from which the data about the tasks had 

been generated. 

By the same reasoning, i t would be expected t h a t A minus B values, 

e s p e c i a l l y Autonomy and Psychological Ownership, would be mainly p o s i t i v e . 

The exception t o t h i s would be values f o r Importance, the f a c t o r which was 

c o n t r o l l e d i n the c r i t e r i a f o r s e l e c t i n g tasks. 

(b) Summary of the I n v e s t i g a t i o n 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p s t o be i n v e s t i g a t e d through the scaled q u e s t i o n n a i r e s , 

and t h e i r r e l e v a n t hypotheses, can be summarised as f o l l o w s : 

( i ) To explore the r e l a t i o n s h i p between Autonomy, Psychological 

Ownership and Task Involvement. (Hypotheses I , I I and I I I ) 
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( i i ) To compare these f a c t o r s w i t h Achievement as a source of 

enthusiasm or commitment to a task. I n p a r t i c u l a r s 

- Can Achievement be d i s t i n g u i s h e d from Psychological 

Ownership as a separate concept? 

- I f so, i n what ways are the two r e l a t e d , and i s one a 

greater source of Task Commitment than the other? 

(Hypothesis IV) 

( i i i ) To compare the strengths of the above r e l a t i o n s h i p s , as 

between researchers and engineers (Hypothesis V), and between 

people of e i t h e r occupation on the basis of c e r t a i n p e r s o n a l i t y 

f a c t o r s = locus of c o n t r o l , conformity and a t t r a c t i o n t o 

Ownership. (Hypothesis VI) 

( i v ) F i n a l l y , t o explore the d i f f e r e n t o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r these 

f a c t o r s as perceived by the two occupational groups - researchers 

and engineerss (Hypothesis V I I ) 

A diagram of the t h e o r e t i c a l construct developed, f o l l o w s i n Figure 9 o 1 o 

I t was developed a f t e r the p i l o t survey and forms the basis of the main 

hypotheses,, The abbreviated t i t l e s f o r f a c t o r s are defined i n the 

previous chapter ( p 0 9 l ) . 



9 9 

(c) Construct Diagram - Related t o the J.A.Q. (post p i l o t ) 

I nfluence 

Nature 
of 

Task 

Psychological 
- Dwnership 

Achievement 

Task 
Involvement 

Freedom 

Enthusiasm 
and 

Commitment 

Performance 

Figure 9 . 1 . Construct Diagram 

Notes The thickness of the l i n e s d e p i c t s the pr e d i c t e d s t r e n g t h of 
r e l a t i o n s h i p s . 
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HYPOTHESIS I 

The mors Autonomy an i n d i v i d u a l sees himself as having i n 
a task, the more Ownership he w i l l f e e l towards i t . 

Autonomy i s o p e r a t i o n a l l y defined as the i n d i v i d u a l ' s perception of the 

amount of Influence and Freedom of Choice he has i n the task. 

P r e d i c t i o n ; There w i l l be a p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n between the 

three f a c t o r s ! 

I n fluence 
Psychological 

Freedom and 
Ownership 

Autonomy 

These w i l l be the strongest c o r r e l a t i o n s observed, using 3.A.Q. 

A-B measures, because of the s p e c i f i c r o l e of Autonomy i n the 

generation of f e e l i n g s of Ownership, 

S t a t i s t i c s Kendall's Tau 

HYPOTHESIS I I 

The more Ownership a person f e e l s i n a task, the more 
p o s i t i v e w i l l be h i s a t t i t u d B towards i t . 

The measure of a t t i t u d B t o the task i s Task Involvement, the i n d i v i d u a l ' 

concern f o r and preoccupation w i t h , a task to which he i s committed. 

Pred i c t i o n s There w i l l be a p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n between; 

Psychological Task 
and 

Ownership Involvement 

S t a t i s t i c s Kendall's Tau 
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HYPOTHESIS I I I 

The amount of choice the i n d i v i d u a l sees himself as 
having had i n i t i a l l y t o accept or r e j e c t the task, w i l l 
not be as obvious a source of enthusiasm as Autonomy, or 
Psychological Ownership. 

The assumption t o be tested concerns the nature of organised work, w i t h 

i t s necessity f o r delegation and d i v i s i o n of labour. What happens a f t e r 

the task has been apportioned, w i l l be a stronger source of enthusiasm 

than the i n i t i a l freedom t o accept i t . Psychological Ownership can be 

developed during the time the person i s associated w i t h a task. 

P r e d i c t i o n s ; 

( i ) Using 3.A.Q. (A) and 0oA.Q. ( B ) , there w i l l not be a marked 

d i f f e r e n c e between Tasks A and B i n the f r e e choice a v a i l a b l e 

i n i t i a l l y . 

S t a t i s t i c : Chi-Square. 

( i i ) Using 3.A.Q. (A-B), the c o r r e l a t i o n s o f : 

I n i t i a l Psychological Ownership 
and 

Task Involvement 
w i t h 

Choice 

w i l l not be as strong as those of 

Influence Psychological Ownership 

Freedom and w i t h or 

Autonomy Task Involvement 

S t a t i s t i c ; Kendall's Tau. 
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HYPOTHESIS I\< 

( i ) The more Achievement a person associates w i t h a 
taska the more p o s i t i v e are his f e e l i n g s towards i t . 

( i i ) This a s s o c i a t i o n w i l l not be as strong as the 
one between Autonomy and Psychological Ownership. 
(Hypotheses I and I I ) 

( i i i ) Achievement w i l l show a r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h 
Psychological Ownership. 

The concept t o be i n v e s t i g a t e d i s t h a t the two f a c t o r s , Achievement and 

Psychological Ownership, are not one and the same, and t h a t of the two, 

Psychological Ownership i s the more potent source of task enthusiasm and 

r e l a t e d f e e l i n g s . But n e i t h e r f a c t o r i s l i k e l y to occur wit h o u t the other. 

ThB more challenge the task seems t o o f f e r , the more d e s i r a b l e Ownership 

becomes. S i m i l a r l y the more Ownership i s f B l t i n a task, the greater the 

sense of Achievement possible from successes associated w i t h i t . 

P r e d i c t i o n s } 

( i ) There w i l l be a p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n between Achievement and 

Task Involvement, but t h i s w i l l not be as strong as t h a t between 

Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, 

( i i ) There w i l l be a p o s i t i v e c o r r e l a t i o n of Psychological Ownership 

w i t h Achievement, though weaker than those described i n ( i ) , and the 

c o r r e l a t i o n s o f : 

Infl u e n c e 
Psychological 

Freedom and w i t h 
Ownership 

Autonomy 

w i l l be weaker i f the c o r r e l a t i o n i s c o n t r o l l e d f o r Achievement. 

S t a t i s t i c s ; Kendall's Tau and P a r t i a l Tau. 
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HYPOTHESIS \l 

Autonomy and Psychological Ownership m i l l be more obvious 
sources of p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s towards tasks f o r the 
researchers than f o r the engineers. 

An observed d i f f e r e n c e i n the p a r t played by Ownership i n the work of 

these two groups of managers may be due to d i f f e r e n t o p p o r t u n i t i e s , owing 

to the nature of the work i n v o l v e d . A l t e r n a t i v e l y , previous research has 

i n d i c a t e d t h a t Autonomy i n work i s seen as more important by researchers 

than by engineers (Marquis 1966, Schultz 1964). Differences i n o p p o r t u n i t y 

w i l l be examined l a t e r (Hypothesis V I I ) . This Hypothesis (V) explores the 

p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t i f Autonomy i s of greater value t o the researchers, 

Psychological Ownership w i l l be too, and these two f a c t o r s w i l l be more 

s t r o n g l y associated w i t h p o s i t i v e a t t i t u d e s t o a task i n the case of the 

researchers than i n the case of the engineers. 

P r e d i c t i o n s ; 

( i ) Using 3.A.Q. (A) and 3.A.Q. (B) separately, there w i l l be 

more evidence of high scores f o r the researchers than f o r the 

engineers i n thB f o l l o w i n g f a c t o r s i 

I n f l u e n c e 

Freedom 

Autonomy 

Psychological Ownership 

Achievement and Task Involvement w i l l not r e f l e c t t h i s d i f f e r e n c e . 

S t a t i s t i c ; Mann-Whitney U. 
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( i i ) The c o r r e l a t i o n s described i n Hypotheses I and I I , i n v o l v i n g 

Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, w i l l be 

stronger i n the research than i n the engineering group. 

S t a t i s t i c ; Kendall's Tau. 

HYPOTHESIS VI 

The s t r e n g t h of the r e l a t i o n s h i p s between Autonomy. 
Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, m i l l depend 
on the st r e n g t h of three p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r s . 

These are; The Perceived Locus of Control - I-E Scale. 

The Independence-Conformity Scale - I-C Scale. 

The Ownership-PrefBrencB Scale - 0-P Scale, 

The f i r s t two are e x i s t i n g measures and the t h i r d was developed f o r t h i s 

study. The I-E and I-C scales were chosen because of t h e i r r e l a t i o n s h i p 

t o Autonomy, a key v a r i a b l e i n t h i s research. This r e l a t i o n s h i p was 

discussed more f u l l y i n Chapter V I I I (p.83). The e f f e c t s of a l l three 

p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r s on the p a r t played by Autonomy and Psychological 

Ownership i n generating p o s i t i v e a t t i t u d e s are i n v e s t i g a t e d . The procedure 

to be adopted i s as f o l l o w s . Each respondent group w i l l be di v i d e d i n t o 

two subgroups on the basis of each of the three p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r s i n 

t u r n (using the median v a l u e ) . The c o r r e l a t i o n s i n Hypotheses I and I I 

w i l l then be repeated and a comparison made between each p a i r of subgroups 

so formed. 

P r e d i c t i o n ; The c o r r e l a t i o n s c a r r i e d out f o r Hypotheses I and I I 

i n v o l v i n g Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, 

w i l l be stronger i n the case of the sub-group w i t h the higher scores 

on each of the three p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r scales. 

S t a t i s t i c ; Kendall's Tau. 
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HYPOTHESIS l / I I 

Researchers m i l l see themselves as having more Opportunity 
f o r Autonomy and Psychological Ownership a t work than 
engineers w i l l . Achievement w i l l not r e f l e c t t h i s d i f f e r e n c e . 

The questionnaire designed f o r t h i s was the G.3„A.Q0 The aim of t h i s 

hypothesis i s to see whether, i n the perceptions of the managers themselves, 

there i s a d i f f e r e n c e i n o p p o r t u n i t y f o r the various f a c t o r s because of 

the nature of the work or o r g a n i s a t i o n a l procedures. 

P r e d i c t i o n s : There w i l l be higher scores from researchers than 

engineers, i n : 

Opportunity f o r Influence 

Opportunity f o r Freedom 

Opportunity f o r Autonomy 

Opportunity f o r Psychological Ownership 

but there w i l l be no d i f f e r e n c e between the two groups i n 

Opportunity f o r Achievement or Task Involvement, 

S t a t i s t i c : Mann-Whitney U, 

3. FURTHER PREDICTIONS 

These were more p e r i p h e r a l to the study and are t h e r e f o r e summarised 

i n abbreviated form, 

(a) Using 0,A,Q, (A) and J.A.Q, ( B ) , the same c o r r e l a t i o n s would 

be examined as i n Hypotheses I , I I and I I I , using the same s t a t i s t i c : 

Kendall's Tau, 
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(b) The r e s u l t s of the G.3.A.Q. would be compared w i t h those of 

the 3.A.Q. t o see whether: 

= Cor r e l a t i o n s of items measuring Opportunity f o r the various f a c t o r s 

w i l l r e f l e c t the p a t t e r n of r e l a t i o n s h i p s shown by the f a c t o r s 

themselves ( i n f l u e n c e , Autonomy e t c s ) 0 

= The c o r r e l a t i o n of 3ob S a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h Opportunity f o r Psychological 

Ownership w i l l be stronger than t h a t of 3ob S a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h 

Opportunity f o r Achievement. 

S t a t i s t i c s Kendall's Tau. 

(c) The three p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r scales w i l l be i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d . 

I t i s p r e d i c t e d t h a t a l l the c o r r e l a t i o n s w i l l be p o s i t i v e . The scores 

of the three scales w i l l also be examined f o r t h e i r d i s t r i b u t i o n between 

the two occupational groups. 

S t a t i s t i c : Chi-Square, 

4. STATISTICAL NOTES 

(a) The Rationale f o r using Nonparametric Tests 

The c r i t e r i a f o r choosing the s t a t i s t i c s , are t h a t they w i l l enable 

the data t o be used a p p r o p r i a t e l y and completely, i n order t o avoid adding 

t o , or l o s i n g , i n f o r m a t i o n . With the data a v a i l a b l e from the questionnaires, 

n e i t h e r a normal d i s t r i b u t i o n nor e q u a l - i n t e r v a l s can be assumed. Non-

parametric t e s t s are t h e r e f o r e more appropriate than parametric. 
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Some authors advocate using parametric t e s t s i n t h i s s i t u a t i o n , 

w h i l e being aware of possible i n e q u a l i t i e s of i n t e r v a l s and using caution 

i n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ( K e r l i n g e r 1969). Indeed t h i s i s common p r a c t i c e when 

L i k e r t scales are used. I n Oppenheim's terms (1966), the data i s then 

assumed t o be more q u a n t i t a t i v e than q u a l i t a t i v e . The decision t o employ 

nonparametric t e s t s means t h a t the approach i s t h e r e f o r e more conservative 

than i f parametric t e s t s are used, but s t r i c t l y speaking, the nature of the 

data being a t most, o r d i n a l , t h i s was the more appropriate procedure. 

(b) ThB Tests Used* 

The Kendall Rank C o r r e l a t i o n C o e f f i c i e n t (Tau); This t e s t r e q u i r e s 

t h a t both v a r i a b l e s are measured i n an o r d i n a l scale and i s more s u i t a b l e 

than Spearman's rho, where large numbers of t i e s are l i k e l y to occur. I t 

has a power-efficiency of 91%'. Tau has thB added advantage of having been 

adapted to provide a p a r t i a l c o r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t which allows f o r one 

f a c t o r to be c o n t r o l l e d . With t h i s t e s t the c o r r e l a t i o n of two v a r i a b l e s 

(x and y) may be found while removing any e f f e c t s from the t h i r d v a r i a b l e 

( z ) . 

The Mann-Whitney U TBst; This assumes o r d i n a l measurement and two 

independent groups drawn from the same p o p u l a t i o n . Correction f o r t i e s can 

be made and i t s power-efficiency i s 95.5$ 0 

The Chi-Square Test; This assumes a t l e a s t nominal data and two 

independent groups. 

For a l l these t e s t s except Chi-square, the S c i e n t i f i c Subroutine Packages 

developed by I.B.FI. were used. 

^Reference; Siegel (1956). 
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(c) Testing f o r S i g n i f i c a n c e 

Where possible the a c t u a l p value w i l l be given, otherwise the 

minimum l e v e l of s t a t i s t i c a l s i g n i f i c a n c e chosen, was o05„ The t e s t s 

used are o n e - t a i l e d f o r the most p a r t , as d i r e c t i o n has been predicted,, 

I t i s not possible to t e s t f o r s i g n i f i c a n c e when using Kendall's p a r t i a l 

c o r r e l a t i o n c o e f f i c i e n t , as i t s sampling d i s t r i b u t i o n i s not known ( S i e g e l 

1956). 

Frequently, i t was necessary to compare d i f f e r e n t tau values i n 

assessing the support they gave to the v a r i o u s hypotheses. U n f o r t u n a t e l y , 

there does not seem to be a s t a t i s t i c f o r determining how s i g n i f i c a n t the 

d i f f e r e n c e i s , between the two tau values. Although values of Kendall's 

tau are assumed to form a normal d i s t r i b u t i o n f o r large v a l u e s of N (Hays 

1963), a t e s t e g u i v a l B n t t o the one used f o r parametric data (Blalock 1960) 

could not be found. 

The categories making up the 3.A.Q. and the Ownership Preference 

scale would be r e t e s t e d f o r r e l i a b i l i t y , using data from the main survey. 

These two scales were to be r e t e s t e d as they had both been newly devised 

i n order t o i n v e s t i g a t e Psychological Ownership and i t s r e l a t i o n t o other 

f a c t o r s . 

5. THE POPULATION 

Although two other companies were considered, the main survey was 

c a r r i e d out i n the company i n which the p i l o t had been conducted. The 

p i l o t stage had met w i t h i n t e r e s t and the numbers of respondents a v a i l a b l e 

were adequate. This d e c i s i o n also had the advantage of the instruments 

having been p i l o t e d i n the same environment. 
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A request was t h e r e f o r e made t o i n t e r v i e w people from the R & 0 

department and from the Engineering works. Twenty managers from each 

department were chosen, from the same l e v e l , i , e 0 immediately senior t o 

f i r s t l i n e s u p e r v i s i o n , A request was also made to be able t o i n t e r v i e w 

4 to 6 more senior managers from each department so t h a t a wider view of 

the work s i t u a t i o n would be p o s s i b l e . 

The next chapter begins w i t h a b r i e f d e s c r i p t i o n of the departments 

i n v o l v e d . 
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1. THE POPULATION 

The research was conducted i n the same company as the p i l o t survey 

had been 0 I t was a d i v i s i o n of a large company manufacturing chemicals 

and employing approximately 10,000 people. 

Two departments, Research and Engineering, were i n v i t e d t o take 

p a r t i n the research w i t h the same explanation and reassurances given i n 

the p i l o t survey (See p,86) 0 The i n v i t a t i o n s wers sent out through the 

personnel o f f i c e r i n each department and a l l those who accepted the 

i n v i t a t i o n were interviewed,, Any obvious p r e s e l e c t i o n of respondents on 

the basis of known a t t i t u d e s to the company or t h e i r management was 

avoided. Nevertheless, there may be some d i f f e r e n c e due t o the respondent 

group being more agreable t o the idea of t a k i n g p a r t i n the survey. 

(a) The Research Managers 

Amongst the management l e v e l s i n research, there were few non-

graduates. The work was of three kinds: 

- O r i g i n a l research and development of substances or processes. 

- The development of ongoing processes, u s u a l l y f o r the company, but 

sometimes f o r customers, using the company's processes. 

- An a n a l y t i c a l service f o r other departments and production u n i t s . 

Managers interviewed were o f t e n i n the p o s i t i o n of belonging t o a t 

l e a s t two working groups, the sect i o n i n which they were o r g a n i s a t i o n a l l y 

based, and one or more p r o j e c t teams. A p r o j e c t team could also i n c l u d e 

people from non-research departments such as marketing. 
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(b) The Engineering Managers 

Three types of engineering manager took p a r t i n the survey* Plant 

engineers; uiho were responsible f o r on-going p l a n t maintenance and breakdowns. 

They reported t o a senior engineer but received much of t h e i r work from 

the p l a n t manager, h i e r a r c h i c a l l y t h e i r equal* Some engineers were 

c e n t r a l l y based, and were responsible f o r the super v i s i o n of work of a 

ser v i c e nature t o p l a n t s where there was more work than the l o c a l p l a n t 

team could deal w i t h . Other p r o j e c t s , such as c o n s t r u c t i n g , modifying or 

r e p a i r i n g p l a n t machinery, were c a r r i e d out i n c e n t r a l workshops. 

There were also those w i t h a more general f u n c t i o n such as planning 

or i n s p e c t i n g and those who were in-company consultant engineers, having 

a team of subordinates and being a v a i l a b l e t o give advice to p l a n t 

management. 

About h a l f these engineering managers were graduates. 

( c ) The Numbers Taking Part 

A breakdown of the respondent population i s i n Table 10.1. One 

research manager was not included i n the an a l y s i s because of f o r e i g n 

n a t i o n a l i t y . The r e p l i e s of the senior managers were not included i n 

the a n a l y s i s e i t h e r . They were interviewed only t o provide f u r t h e r 

background i n f o r m a t i o n on the departments and the way they were organised. 

This helped t o c l a r i f y the d e s c r i p t i o n s given i n the other i n t e r v i e w s . 



112 

Table 10„1o Numbers of Managers Interviewed 

Research Managers 21 (1 excluded 
from a n a l y s i s ) 

Research Senior Managers 5 

Engineering Managers 23 

Engineering Senior Managers 4 

T o t a l 53 

(d) Age D i s t r i b u t i o n 

Seventeen of the research managers were between 20 and 40 years 

oldo I n the engineers' group however, the age range was wider.. (See 

Table 10.2) This r a i s e s the question as t o what p a r t age might play i n 

the f i n d i n g s o For example ten out of twelve engineers aged 20 t o 40 years, 

were able to r e f e r t o s p e c i f i c tasks, compared w i t h only 5 out of the 11 

older engineering managers. 

Table 10.2. Age D i s t r i b u t i o n of Managers Included i n the Analysis 

Numbers of Managers 

Age Group Research Engineering 

20-30 8 5 
31-40 9 7 
41-50 3 5 
51+ 0 6 

20 23 

This could represent a source of e r r o r i n subsequent f i n d i n g s , but the 

numbers do not allow any meaningful a n a l y s i s of the p a r t played by age i n 

Psychological Ownership and Task Commitment. 
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2. THE LANGUAGE OF PSYCHOLOGICAL OWNERSHIP 

The purpose of t h i s s e c t i o n i s t o use the a c t u a l expressions w i t h 

which people described t h e i r tasks or a t t i t u d e s t o work, t o amplify the 

o p e r a t i o n a l d e f i n i t i o n of Psychological Ownership t h a t has been developed. 

This i s an important p a r t of the study f o r two reasons. F i r s t , 

because Psychological Ownership i s not a concept about which respondents 

can be questioned d i r e c t l y . I t has not been adopted i n t o the vernacular 

as have the terms 'challenge' or 'achievement'. Second, because i n 

presenting the expressions which people a c t u a l l y used, the concept i s 

i l l u s t r a t e d i n a more recognisable form than t h a t developed by the more 

rigo r o u s process of c o n s t r u c t i n g and analysing scaled items f o r a 

questio n n a i r e . 

The quotations which f o l l o w are samples which i l l u s t r a t e various 

aspects of Psychological Ownership; how i t i s experienced, the sources 

from which i t i s derived and what i t s r e l a t i o n s h i p may be w i t h the other, 

more f a m i l i a r concept of Achievement. A f u l l e r l i s t of quotations forms 

Appendix G. 

The Way Ownership i s Experienced 

"I'm i n t e r e s t e d because t h i s i s my baby ... i t ' s mine ... and 
warts and a l l too. I t ' s p r o b l e m a t i c a l but they're my 
problems and I l i k e t h a t - I l i k e t h a t very much." 

The May i t i s Sought 

" I was looking f o r something t h a t would grow out of what I 
was doing, something t h a t would be 'mine', i f you l i k e . " 
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I t s O rigins 

" I ' d be very annoyed i f I was p u l l e d o f f i t , because I d i d 
a l o t of t h i n k i n g and work others d i d n ' t see. I went my 
way about i t „.„ You carry a l o t i n your hands and head 
which others don't have." 

I t s R e l a t i o n to Achievement 

" I t ' s the enjoyment of a v i s i b l e r e s u l t of my own a c t i o n s . 
E i t h e r success or f a i l u r e i n terms of what I do." 

These and other expressions were derived mainly from d e s c r i p t i o n s 

of the p r e f e r r e d task. They demonstrate the way Ownership i s acquired, 

the way i t can be threatened by being taken over by others and how i t can 

c o n f l i c t w i t h o r g a n i s a t i o n a l goals. 

3. THE • DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TASKS A AND B 

The l a s t s e c t i o n demonstrated the language of Psychological 

Ownership. I n t h i s s e c t i o n a comparison w i l l be made between the d e s c r i p t i o n s 

of Tasks A and B, i n order t o i n v e s t i g a t e s 

- The o r i g i n s of Task Enthusiasm i n the degree of Autonomy the person 

sees himself as having. 

- The as s o c i a t i o n of Autonomy and Enthusiasm w i t h f e e l i n g s of 

Ownership i n the task. 

- The p a r t played by other f a c t o r s , such as Achievement, i n the 

generation of Enthusiasm. 
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A number of categories were developed through content a n a l y s i s 

and used as the basis of d i s t i n g u i s h i n g between tasks. The categories 

are not merely presented as the p r e r e q u i s i t e t o coding. Because the study 

i s l a r g e l y e x p l o r a t o r y , one of i t s aims i s t o r e f i n e ways of studying the 

key v a r i a b l e - Psychological Ownership. For t h i s , categories had t o be 

developed. They have t h e r e f o r e been presented i n some d e t a i l t o i l l u s t r a t e 

and i d e n t i f y t h e i r o r i g i n s . 

Each set of categories i s constructed t o meet the f o l l o w i n g 

c r i t e r i a : 

- I t w i l l i n v o l v e a s i n g l e c l a s s i f y i n g p r i n c i p l e . 

- I t w i l l be exhaustive, i . e . a l l responses can be found a category. 

- I t w i l l be mutually e x c l u s i v e , i . e . there should be no overlap 

between the categories i n each s e t . 

( S e l l t i z e t a l . 1959) 

When the responses to the questions on O r i g i n , Involvement and 

Feelings f o r the Task WBTB examined, i t was found they could be organised 

i n t o three category s e t s . These were: 

- The t i m i n g of the person's involvement i n the task, 

= His degree of Autonomy i n i t . 

- His reasons f o r the Enthusiasm he f e l t towards i t . 

The f i r s t two of these sets are combined i n the a n a l y s i s of the p a r t played 

by Autonomy. 

The two subsections which f o l l o w , describe the categories used i n 

coding responses and the r e s u l t s of content a n a l y s i s f o r : 
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(a) The Part Played by Autonomy, and 

(b) The Reasons Given f o r Task Enthusiasms 

(a) The Part Played by Autonomy 

( i ) The Categories 

The t i m i n g of the person's involvement w i t h the p r o j e c t bias 

represented by two c a t e g o r i e s : 

- The respondent was i n v o l v e d from the beginning. 

= The respondent was i n v o l v e d a f t e r the beginning. 

The second set of categories concerned the degree of Autonomy the person 

had had i n the task, the amount of I n f l u e n c e , Control and Freedom of Choice 

which was, or had been, h i s . Nine categories were i d e n t i f i e d t o r e f l e c t 

the various degrees of Autonomy which the d e s c r i p t i o n s of the Tasks 

suggested. (Table 10.3) The categories, t h e i r d e f i n i t i o n s and the 

abbreviations used subsequently i n the study, are grouped under three 

broad headings. They are: 

- The task i s self-generated. 

- The task i s not self-generated but provides s i g n i f i c a n t scope f o r 

Autonomy. 

- The task i s not self-generated and provides l i t t l e or no scope f o r 

Autonomy. 
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Table 10.3o The D i f f e r e n t Degrees of Task Autononr 

Categories Abbreviations 

Self-Generated 

I n i t i a l l y develops idea and introduces i t . I t i s 
outside h i s r e m i t . 

I n i t i a l l y develops the idea. Within h i s r e m i t . 

Responsible f o r i n t r o d u c i n g an idea which 
someone else developed outside h i s department 
or company. 

Not Self-Generated but w i t h Scope f o r Autonomy 

The subsequent development of the task i s due t o 
his ideas. There i s a c r e a t i v e process i n v o l v e d 
although he d i d not o r i g i n a t e the task. 

No c r e a t i v e element, but he i s responsible f o r 
the development of the task through h i s 
or g a n i s a t i o n or procedure. Formal a u t h o r i t y 
w i t h minimal c o n s t r a i n t . 

Subsequent development p a r t l y due to h i s ideas. 
A shared and c e n t r a l r o l e , but with o u t formal 
a u t h o r i t y . 

Not Self-Generated and L i t t l e or no Scope f o r Autonomy 

Subsequent development only a f f e c t e d by him t o - Management I I 
a minor e x t e n t , i . e . formal a u t h o r i t y w i t h i n 
s i g n i f i c a n t c o n s t r a i n t s . 

Subsequent development only a f f e c t e d by him - Consultative I I 
t o a minor e x t e n t . A shared but p e r i p h e r a l 
r o l e and w i t h o u t formal a u t h o r i t y . 

Subsequent development i s i n c o n f l i c t w i t h h i s - C o n f l i c t 
ideas, b e l i e f s or values. 

- HIS IDEA 

- His idea 

- Imports 

- Development 

= Management I 

- Consultative I 
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( i i ) Ths Findings 

The content a n a l y s i s of the accounts of Tasks A and B shows a c l e a r 

a s s o c i a t i o n between Autonomy and Enthusiasm. 

The Researchers; I n Tasks A, oyer h a l f the researchers had 

i n i t i a t e d the ideas from which the work had developed. The responses of 

the other researchers demonstrated s i g n i f i c a n t involvement i n the tasks 

through subsequent development of them. I n c o n t r a s t to t h i s , i n Tasks B, 

only one was self-generated and less than h a l f seem to have a f f o r d e d any 

s i g n i f i c a n t scope f o r personal i n f l u e n c e . 

Respondents had also been involved from the beginning more o f t e n 

i n the p r e f e r r e d than the less p r e f e r r e d tasks, but the s i g n i f i c a n c e of 

t h i s f i n d i n g i s d i f f i c u l t to estimate as i t i s so o f t e n associated w i t h 

self-generated tasks. 

The Engineers; The d i f f e r e n c e i n the amount of Autonomy i n Tasks 

A as compared w i t h Tasks B, was r e f l e c t e d i n the engineers' d e s c r i p t i o n s 

t o o , but they c i t e d less self-generated tasks than d i d the researchers. 

Only one t h i r d of the engineers' p r e f e r r e d tasks came i n t h i s category. 

The r e s u l t s of both groups are summarised i n Table 10.4. A more 

d e t a i l e d a nalysis of the d i s t r i b u t i o n of Autonomy i n tasks of greater or 

le s s e r enthusiasm i s included i n Appendix H. 
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Table 10o4 0 D i s t r i b u t i o n of Tasks According t o the Degree of Autonomy 

Researchers Engineers 

Preferred 
Task 

Less 
Preferred 

Preferred 
Task 

Leas 
Preferred 

Self-Generated 11 
S i g n i f i c a n t Autonomy 9 
Neither 0 

1 
9 

10 

5 
10 
0 

1 
5 
9 

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

types of manager, i t i s the research s c i e n t i s t who has the greater 

o p p o r t u n i t y t o see h i s work grow from h i s own ideas and i n v e n t i o n s . I t 

i s even possible f o r him t o i n f l u e n c e the extent of f i n a n c i a l support h i s 

p r o j e c t receives because he alone may have the d e t a i l e d knowledge on which 

such higher l e v e l decisions must be based. 

The engineer, on the other hand, provides a s e r v i c e . Most of h i s 

work i s on someone else's p r o j e c t or someone else's p l a n t . His scope f o r 

c r e a t i v e s o l u t i o n s i s l i m i t e d by technology and procedure. He i s r a r e l y 

able t o 'see a job through' and i s prevented from seeing a task as ' h i s ' 

because he works t o d e t a i l e d plans drawn up by another s e c t i o n i n h i s 

department. 

There i s a p a r t i c u l a r paradox i n the p l a n t engineer's r o l e , as 

some of them were aware. Their job i s t o prevent problems or breakdowns 

o c c u r r i n g . They must t h e r e f o r e work themselves out of the very s i t u a t i o n s 

which provide the o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r c r e a t i v i t y and c o n t r o l which they enjoy. 

With Autonomy l i m i t e d i n t h i s way, the psychological rewards open to 

engineers are gained from t e c h n i c a l problem s o l v i n g and management of the 

work f o r c e . 
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For the research s c i e n t i s t the problem i s not how to gain Autonomy, 

but how to keep i t . C o l l a b o r a t i o n , delegation or a senior's i n t e r e s t i n 

hi s p r o j e c t , may bB seen as a t h r e a t t o the Autonomy from which he derives 

h i s energy and commitment,, 

"I've f e e l i n g s of misgivings t h a t my boss w i l l want to get 
involved and I ' l l lose r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and have to take a 
less i n f l u e n c i n g p a r t i n i t 0 I t ' s d i f f i c u l t t o carry i t 
a l l but I ' d l i k e t o maintain an i d e n t i t y and run the whole 
show r i g h t the way through," 

(b) The Reasons Given f o r Task Enthusiasm 

( i ) The Categories 

Six categories were defined on the basis of people's accounts of 

why they f e l t , or d i d not f e e l , e n t h u s i a s t i c about the tasks they had 

described. (See Table 10.5) Examples of the responses included i n each 

category are contained i n Appendix H. 

Table 10.5. Reasons f o r Enthusiasm 

Achievement Success, challenge, s a l v i n g problems. 

Autonomy A sense of c o n t r o l or i n f l u e n c e over 
the task. Demonstrating t a l e n t s or 
s k i l l s . 

Importance To the company. 

I n t e r e s t The nature of the work. 

Psychological Ownership - I d e n t i f i c a t i o n , a sense of c r e a t i v i t y . 

Recognition By superiors or peers. 
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( i i ) Th8 Findings 

The aim of t h i s a nalysis was t o see whether the reasons people gave 

f o r f e e l i n g e n t h u s i a s t i c about the Tasks, would r e f l e c t the degree of 

Autonomy they held i n each. Detailed t a b l e s f o r both groups of managers 

are contained i n Appendix H. 

Researchers; I f a l l f o r t y Tasks, both p r e f e r r e d and less p r e f e r r e d , 

are examined, the categories most f r e q u e n t l y c i t e d by researchers as reasons 

f o r t h e i r Enthusiasm are: 

Achievement - 18 times 

Psychological Ownership = 18 times 

Autonomy - 16 times 

When the p r e f e r r e d Tasks are examined se p a r a t e l y , both Psychological 

Ownership and Achievement are mentioned i n approximately h a l f of them. I t 

i s i n t e r e s t i n g t h a t f e e l i n g s of Ownership should not be mentioned any more 

fr e q u e n t l y than t h i s , when Autonomy had emerged i n the previous a n a l y s i s , 

as such an obvious f e a t u r e of the p r e f e r r e d Tasks. However, three-quarters 

of the respondents mention e i t h e r Autonomy or_ Psychological Ownership as 

reasons f o r t h e i r Enthusiasm f o r Task A. 

I t i s i n the self-generated tasks i n p a r t i c u l a r , t h a t expressions 

of Ownership occur (8 out of 11). I t would seem t h e r e f o r e , as though the 

not i o n of Ownership i s less r e a d i l y recognised, i n tasks which are not s e l f -

generated, even though subsequently they may present scope f o r i n f l u e n c e 

or ideas. I n these cases, Task Enthusiasm appears t o be expressed i n terms 

of Achievement. I n the next chapter, the r e l a t i o n s h i p of Psychological 

Ownership t o Achievement, i s discussed i n the l i g h t of the r e s u l t s of the 

scaled questionnaires. 
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Engineers; Psychological Ownership plays less p a r t i n the engineers 

reasons f o r Enthusiasm, than i t does i n the case of the researchers. (See 

Table 10.6) But the emphasis on Achievement i s g r e a t e r . Of the t h i r t y 

Tasks (A and B), described by the engineers, Psychological Ownership i s 

only mentioned i n f o u r of them compared w i t h eighteen out of f o r t y , i n the 

researchers' Tasks. Furthermore, when the f i f t e e n p r e f e r r e d Tasks are 

analysed separately, only two of them r e f e r t o f e e l i n g s of Ownership 

compared w i t h ten which mention Achievement. Even when those which c i t e d 

e i t h e r Psychological Ownership or Autonomy are added together, Achievement 

i s s t i l l the most frequent category. 

Table 10.6. Frequency of Factors Cited as Reasons f o r Enthusiasm 

Researchers Engineers 
N=20 N=15 

Achievement 10 10 

Autonomy 9 5 

Psychological Ownership 11 2 

As fewer of the engineers were able t o i d e n t i f y self-generated tasks 

t h i s f i n d i n g also adds support t o the explanation o f f e r e d i n the discussion 

of the researchers' r e p l i e s , t h a t Ownership i s more l i k e l y t o be recognised 

as an a t t i t u d e , when the task concerned i s self-generated, than when i t i s 

not. 

I t appears from these f i n d i n g s t h a t Psychological Ownership plays 

a greater p a r t i n the' l i f e of the researcher than i t does f o r the engineer. 
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Importance t o the Company; Of p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t from the 

researchers' r e p l i e s i s t h a t i n e i g h t of the Task A accounts, Importance 

was c i t e d as a reason f o r Enthusiasm. The task was seen as being u s e f u l , 

worthwhile, important or of value, to the company. This would seem t o 

c o n f l i c t w i t h another f i n d i n g , t h a t when the tasks were chosen i n the 

i n t e r v i e w , eleven out of the twenty 'A' Tasks were described as being less 

important t o the company than the 'B* Tasks w i t h which they were compared. 

This apparent preoccupation w i t h Importance t o the company as a 

reason f o r Enthusiasm, i s probably i n d i c a t i v e of researchers' perceptions 

of how p r o j e c t s are selected f o r company support. While much of the 

engineers' work i s obviously necessary i f e x i s t i n g p l a n t i s t o run 

e f f i c i e n t l y , the researcher i s dependent on the value of h i s p r o j e c t t o 

the company, i f i t i s to continue. Their responses r e f l e c t t h i s d i f f e r e n c e . 

4o MANAGERS' BELIEFS ABOUT MOTIVATION TO UIORK 

The respondents were asked f o r t h e i r own opinions as t o the source 

of people's commitment t o work. I t was of p a r t i c u l a r i n t e r e s t t o see 

whether they would r e f e r t o Autonomy and Psychological Ownership, or 

whether t h e i r views would r e f l e c t the preoccupation w i t h Achievement which 

charac t e r i s e s much of the management theory t o which they are exposed. 

The f i n d i n g s demonstrate t h a t Psychological Ownership d i d not emerge as a 

major aspect of managers' expressed b e l i e f s on m o t i v a t i o n , even though 

they had seen items i n the 3.A.Q. which described i t . However, they d i d 

seem t o be aware of the means by which f e e l i n g s of Ownership could be 

generated. 
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The questions asked, were: 

- What i s your personal view, and from your experience as a manager, 

as t o what causes people t o be committed t o t h e i r work? 

- What i m p l i c a t i o n s does t h i s (expressed view) have f o r managers? 

The same categories f o r coding were used, t h a t had been developed f o r the 

an a l y s i s of Enthusiasm f o r the Tasks, together w i t h three others which had 

not occured a t t h a t stage. Appendix H contains d e t a i l e d d e f i n i t i o n s and 

i l l u s t r a t i v e q uotations. 

The two categories most f r e q u e n t l y c i t e d by both groups of managers 

were Autonomy, ( g i v i n g people freedom, r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , a chance t o use 

t h e i r ideas) and Boss-Subordinate Relationships ( f a i r p l a y , good l i s t e n i n g , 

t r u s t ) . Psychological Ownership was mentioned only e i g h t times, and s i x 

of these were by research s c i e n t i s t s , whereas Achievement was mentioned 

twice as o f t e n by both researchers and engineers. The r e s u l t s f o l l o w i n 

Table 10.7. 

Table 10.7. Frequency of Categories of M o t i v a t i o n a l B e l i e f s i n the 
To t a l Group - Research and Engineering (N=44) 

Category Frequency 

Autonomy 21 
Boss-Subordinate Relationship 21 
Achievement 15 
Recognition 10 
Importance 10 
Psychological Ownership 8 
Salary 6 
Loyalty 4 
I n t e r e s t 3 
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Conclusion; These f i n d i n g s suggest t h a t the concept of Psychological 

Ownership i s not represented i n the m o t i v a t i o n a l vocabulary of the managers 

i n t e r v i e w e d , as much as the examination of t h e i r p r e f e r r e d Tasks would have 

i m p l i e d o This conclusion gains f u r t h e r support i f the r e p l i e s on B e l i e f s 

are compared w i t h those on Reasons f o r Task Enthusiasm,, (See Table 10.8) 

Nearly h a l f the managers who had mentioned Achievement as a source of 

Enthusiasm f o r a p r e f e r r e d Task, also r e f e r r e d t o i t as a source of 

Commitment i n other people. The equivalent p r o p o r t i o n f o r Psychological 

Ownership was less than a t h i r d . 

Table 10„8« Numbers of Respondents who Cite Achievement and Psychological 
Ownership i n Both Task A and the Question on B e l i e f s 

Cited i n 
Task A 

Cited i n both 
- ~ Task A and the 

question on b e l i e f s 

Achievement 
Psychological Ownership 

20 
13 

B 
4 

I t i s evident t h a t managers are aware of the importance of I n f l u e n c e 

and Freedom of Choice i n generating Commitment. But there i s less t r a n s ­

ference of the n o t i o n of Ownership from t h e i r own experience of work, t o 

acknowledging i t as a source of Enthusiasm f o r others. I t i s as i f i t i s 

easier t o recognise t h a t : 

" I f e e l e n t h u s i a s t i c about t h i s task because I see i t as mine." 

Than i t i s t o allow thats 

"He w i l l be committed i f he sees the job as h i s own." 

This i s i l l u s t r a t e d by the r e p l y of one research manager who s a i d : 

" I am a prime mover. I can s t a r t t hings going and see r e s u l t s 
from my ideas. I t i s very d i f f i c u l t f o r the j u n i o r s t a f f , 
some are not able t o c o n t r i b u t e so they cannot see they are 
c r e a t i n g anything." 
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5. HERZBERG'S CRITICAL INCIDENT QUESTIONS 

Each manager was asked to t h i n k of two i n c i d e n t s i n h i s working 

l i f e , one remembered as a cause of good f e e l i n g s and one as a cause of bad 

f e e l i n g s . The purpose of repeating Herzberg's questions was t o gain 

a d d i t i o n a l support f o r the explanation developed i n Chapter V, t h a t the 

2 - f a c t o r phenomenon was due to perceptual defence. I t was p r e d i c t e d t h a t 

both types of i n c i d e n t s would be r e c a l l e d because the task concerned had 

been important t o the i n d i v i d u a l a t the time. The way i n which thB i n c i d e n t s 

would be described, i . e . i n terms of i n t r i n s i c or e x t r i n s i c f a c t o r s , 

depends on whether or not the nature of the event i s seen by the person 

t o show him i n a good l i g h t . 

Procedure 

( i ) The responses were analysed by Herzberg's categories and 

grouped i n t o Motivators and Hygeine f a c t o r s . The 2 - f a c t o r phenomenon was 

demonstrated by both researchers' and engineers' responses. (See Table 

10.9. D e t a i l s i n Appendix H) 

Table 10.9. Frequency of Motivators and Hyqeine Factors i n Responses 
to Harzberq'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 

( i i ) I n order t o compare the i n c i d e n t s i n terms of t h e i r importance 

t o the i n d i v i d u a l s , only those which r e l a t e d t o s p e c i f i c tasks were r e t a i n e d 
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f o r the next step i n the analysis,. As was seen i n the choice of s p e c i f i c 

tasks f o r the e a r l i e r p a r t of the i n t e r v i e w , the engineers r e f e r r e d mainly 

to general s i t u a t i o n s and t h i s l e f t i n s u f f i c i e n t cases to continue the 

a n a l y s i s f o r t h i s group of managers. 

Thirteen researchers described an i n c i d e n t r e l a t i n g t o a s p e c i f i c 

task f o r both Herzberg questions. I n no case was there any evidence f o r 

the bad i n c i d e n t being associated w i t h a task of lesser importance t o the 

i n d i v i d u a l , than the task connected w i t h the good incident,, I n f a c t , 

e i g h t of the t h i r t e e n respondents r e f e r r e d t o the same task i n answer to 

both Herzberg questions. Furthermore, a Task A was mentioned ten times 

i n d e s c r i p t i o n s of i n c i d e n t s g i v i n g r i s e t o bad f e e l i n g s but a Task B 

only t w i c e . 

This i n v e s t i g a t i o n supports the a l t e r n a t i v e a n a l y s i s o f f e r e d f o r 

the 2 - f a c t o r phenomenon. The i n c i d e n t s c i t e d i n answer to both Herzberg's 

questions concern tasks which were important to the i n d i v i d u a l a t the time 

the i n c i d e n t occurred. I f the i n c i d e n t gave r i s e t o bad f e e l i n g s , i t i s 

r e c a l l e d , or a t l e a s t recounted, i n a way which p r o t e c t s the i n d i v i d u a l 

from f e e l i n g s of f a i l u r e or lack of competence. 

This f i n d i n g provides the l i n k between Herzberg's methodology, 

discussed e a r l i e r , and the theory of Psychological Ownership. The d i v i s i o n 

i n t o Motivator and Hygeins f a c t o r s only d i s t i n g u i s h e s between the way 

i n c i d e n t s are r e c a l l e d . The tasks w i t h which they were connected may a l l 

have been associated w i t h f e e l i n g s of Ownership by the i n d i v i d u a l concerned. 
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The previous chapter presented an a n a l y s i s of the responses to the 

open-ended questions,, I n p a r t i c u l a r , i t d e a l t w i t h expressions of 

Psychological Ownership i n people's d e s c r i p t i o n s of tasks they were 

working on and w i t h the f i n d i n g t h a t Enthusiasm i s r e l a t e d t o Autonomy. 

This chapter summarises the f i n d i n g s and c o r r e l a t i o n s of the 

scaled questionnaires. Hypotheses based on these questionnaires cover 

a f u r t h e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between Autonomy and 

Psychological Ownership. A comparison i s made between these two f a c t o r s 

and Achievement as sources of Enthusiasm and r e l a t e d f e e l i n g s towards a 

task. 

The p a r t played by Opportunity, type of occupation and c e r t a i n 

p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r s i s also i n v e s t i g a t e d . 
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1o SOURCES OF ENTHUSIASM 

Each respondent had been asked t o i d e n t i f y two tasks, one more 

p r e f e r r e d than the other, and these tasks were each t o be the subject of 

a Dob A c t i v i t y Questionnaire. I t had been pr e d i c t e d t h a t the p r e f e r r e d 

tasks would d i f f e r from the others i n t h a t respondents would score them 

higher i n a l l 3.A.Q. f a c t o r s except Importance to the Company, which had 

been c o n t r o l l e d by the method of s e l e c t i o n . With few exceptions, t h i s 

p r e d i c t i o n was confirmed. Table 11.1 shows how the tasks d i f f e r e d from 

each other. 

The researchers are l i k e l y t o chara c t e r i s e the d i f f e r e n c e between 

a task they p r e f e r and one they do not, i n terms of Psychological 

Ownership and Task Involvement, and to a lesser e x t e n t , I n f l u e n c e and 

Achievement. But they would be u n l i k e l y t o i d e n t i f y Freedom of Choice i n 

t h i s way. The engineers on the other hand, while they would also see 

Task Involvement as a d i f f e r e n c e between p r e f e r r e d and less p r e f e r r e d t a s k s , 

are more l i k e l y t o emphasise Achievement than Psychological Ownership. 

So w i t h some important d i f f e r e n c e s , which are explored f u r t h e r i n 

the hypotheses, p r e f e r r e d tasks do d i f f e r from the ot h e r s , p a r t i c u l a r l y 

i n the amount of Task Involvement, Psychological Ownership, In f l u e n c e and 

Achievement which researchers and engineers associate w i t h them. 
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Table 1101<> The D i f f e r e n c e Between the Two Tasks (A and B) Reflected i n 
the 3«A 0Q B Factors. Cases Where the A Score was Equal t o 
the B Score are Omitted from thB Table. 

Researchers (N=20) 

Number 
scoring higher 
i n A than i n B 

Number 
scoring lower 
i n A than i n B 

Di f f e r e n c e 

I n f l u e n c e 
Freedom 
Autonomy 
Psychological Ownership 
Achievement 
Task Involvement 
I n i t i a l Choice 
Importance 

16 
12 
15 
19 
15 
18 
14 
12 

3 
8 
4 
1 
2 
2 
2 
6 

13 
4 

11 
18 
13 
16 
12 
6 

Engineers (N=15) 

Infl u e n c e 11 3 8 
Freedom 12 3 9 
Autonomy 13 2 11 
Psychological Ownership 13 1 12 
Achievement 14 0 14 
Task Involvement 15 0 15 
I n i t i a l Choice 10 3 7 
Importance 8 4 4 

2. THE HYPOTHESES 

The summaries of f i n d i n g s which f o l l o w , r e f e r t o the research group 

unless stat e d otherwise. 
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Hypothesis I 

Autonomy and Psychological Ownership: I t was p r e d i c t e d t h a t there 

would be a strong c o r r e l a t i o n between Autonomy ( w i t h i t s component f a c t o r s 

I n f l u e n c e and Freedom of Choice), and Psychological Ownership,, This i s the 

c e n t r a l c o n s t r u c t of t h i s study. The more Autonomy a person f e e l s he has 

i n a task, through the ideas he puts i n t o i t or through the choice of 

approach open to him, the more he w i l l i d e n t i f y i t as being ' h i s 1 . 

Psychological Ownership i s r e l a t e d s p e c i f i c a l l y t o Autonomy because i t i s 

through Autonomy t h a t f e e l i n g s of Ownership are created. The c o r r e l a t i o n s 

i n Table 11 02 are s i g n i f i c a n t and support t h i s hypothesis. 

Table 11.2. C o r r e l a t i o n of Psychological Ownership and Autonomy 

Factors c o r r e l a t e d w i t h 
Psychological Ownership tau s i g n i f i c a n c e 

I nfluence 0.57 .001 
Freedom 0.67 .0001 
Autonomy 0.65 .0001 

Hypothesis I I 

Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement: I t was pr e d i c t e d 

t h a t there would be an a s s o c i a t i o n between these two f a c t o r s , but not as 

strong as those i n the previous hypothesis between Psychological Ownership 

and Autonomy. Task Involvement i s defined as the p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s a person 

has towards a task, h i s concern f o r i t and the way i t s outcome a f f e c t s him. 

I t can reasonably be expected, t h a t f e e l i n g s of Task Involvement w i l l be 

more pronounced, the more he i d e n t i f i e s w i t h tasks. But there are other 

sources of p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s besides Autonomy and Psychological Ownership, 

Achievement f o r example. I n other words, the a s s o c i a t i o n between 
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Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement w i l l not be as strong as the 

one between Autonomy and Psychological Ownership because i t i s not as 

s p e c i f i C o I n f a c t , as Table 11.3 shows, the c o r r e l a t i o n of Psychological 

Ownership and Task Involvement i s the highest discussed so f a r . Further, 

although a p a r t i a l c o r r e l a t i o n shows t h a t Achievement i s also involved 

( t a u value of 0.54 as opposed to u n c o n t r o l l e d value of 0.68), the 

a s s o c i a t i o n of these two f a c t o r s i s a t l e a s t as strong as t h a t between 

Psychological Ownership and Autonomy, 

Table 11.3o C o r r e l a t i o n of Ownership and Task Involvement 

C o r r e l a t i o n 

Psychological Ownership 
and Task Involvement 

These r e s u l t s i n d i c a t e t h a t the more Psychological Ownership a 

research manager experiences i n a task, the stronger w i l l be h i s f e e l i n g s 

towards i t and the more in v o l v e d i n i t he w i l l be. They also demonstrate 

t h a t Achievement i s not e n t i r e l y d i s t i n c t from the a s s o c i a t i o n between 

f e e l i n g s of Ownership and Task Involvement. This r e l a t i o n s h i p i s more 

f u l l y explored i n the f o u r t h hypothesis, which compares the two f a c t o r s 

Psychological Ownership and Achievement, and i n v e s t i g a t e s the connection 

between them. 

Hypothesis I I I 

The Part Played by I n i t i a l Choice; The t h i r d hypothesis s t a t e d 

t h a t the o p p o r t u n i t y a person had i n i t i a l l y , t o choose whether he would 

take on the task or not, would be a less important f a c t o r i n determining 

tau s i g n i f i c a n c e 

0.68 .0001 
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subsequent Enthusiasm than the other 'source' f a c t o r s i n v e s t i g a t e d 

( i n f l u e n c e , Freedom of Choice and Autonomy), 

This p r e d i c t i o n was made on the basis of assumptions about working 

i n o r g a n i s a t i o n s and from discussions w i t h senior managers i n t h i s company. 

I t i s not usual f o r i n d i v i d u a l s t o be able t o choose whether a task i s 

c a r r i e d out or not. The r u l e i s t h a t such decisions are made a t a higher 

l e v e l i n the l i g h t of wider considerations such as market forecasts or 

production needs. S p e c i f i c a l l y , i t was p r e d i c t e d : 

That I n i t i a l Choice would be no more s t r o n g l y represented i n 

pr e f e r r e d tasks than i n non-preferred. 

That I n i t i a l Choice would not prove to be as important a source 

of Psychological Ownership or Task Involvement as the Autonomy 

f a c t o r s (source f a c t o r s ) . 

Table 11.4 contains chi-square values f o r the d i s t r i b u t i o n of source 

f a c t o r s between the two groups of tasks (A and B). Contrary t o the above 

p r e d i c t i o n , I n i t i a l Choice is_ more evident i n p r e f e r r e d than less p r e f e r r e d 

Tasks, and a t a l e v e l of s i g n i f i c a n c e as high as f o r the other source f a c t o r s . 

Table 11.4. D i s t r i b u t i o n of Source Factors Between Tasks A and B 

Factor chi-square s i g n i f i c a n c e 

I n i t i a l Choice 7.85 .01 
Influence 10.00 .01 
Freedom 1.60 .30 
Autonomy 4.90 .05 
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On the other hand, I n i t i a l Choice d i d not play a s i g n i f i c a n t p a r t i n 

determining f e e l i n g s of Ownership or other p o s i t i v e a t t i t u d e s towards the 

task. (See Table 11.5) 

Table 11.5. Tau Values and S i g n i f i c a n c e Levels f o r C o r r e l a t i o n s of 
Source Factors w i t h Psychological Ownership and Task 
Involvement 

C o r r e l a t i o n w i t h C o r r e l a t i o n w i t h 
Psychological Ownership Task Involvement 

I n i t i a l Choice 
InfluencB 
Freedom 
Autonomy 

tau 

0.10 
0.57 
0.67 
0.65 

s i g n i f i c a n c e 

n.s. 
.001 
.0001 
.0001 

tau 

0.10 
0.42 
0.48 
0.49 

s i g n i f i c a n c e 

n 0So 

.005 

.005 

.005 

I t may be concluded from these r e s u l t s t h a t i n p r e f e r r e d tasks, a person 

may have some i n i t i a l choice to accept or r e j e c t the work. But t h i s i s 

p a r t l y because so many of these tasks, e s p e c i a l l y i n research, o f t e n 

develop from people's own ideas. I n t h i s event, as was seen i n the 

previous chapter, some i n i t i a l choice i s bound t o be i n v o l v e d . 

On the other hand, these r e s u l t s also support the view t h a t what 

happens once a task i s under way, i s a t l e a s t as important as the freedom 

to choose i t a t thB s t a r t . The Autonomy a person i s given i n a task he has 

had t o accept, can u l t i m a t e l y become a source of f e e l i n g s of Ownership and 

other p o s i t i v e a t t i t u d e s towards i t . 

Hypothesis IV 

Comparing Achievement and Psychological Ownership; The purpose of 

t h i s hypothesis i s t o compare the concept of Psychological Ownership w i t h 
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t h a t of Achievements Achievement has received considerable a t t e n t i o n i n 

previous m o t i v a t i o n a l s t u d i e s . (See f o r example Herzberg 196B, and 

RcClelland 1953) The r e s u l t s of the p i l o t study had supported these two 

f a c t o r s being t r e a t e d separately (p.90) and the open-ended questions had 

revealed t h a t Achievement was a t l e a s t as important as Psychological 

Ownership i n the b e l i e f s which people expressed about the sources of 

Enthusiasm and Commitment, whether r e l a t e d t o t h e i r own p r e f e r r e d tasks, 

or t o t h e i r experience of those who worked f o r them (pp.121 and 124). 

The questions which remained were these: 

- I s Achievement as important a source of p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s towards 

a task as Autonomy or Psychological Ownership? 

- I s Achievement emphasised as much as i t i s , because the no t i o n of 

Ownership i s absent from people's m o t i v a t i o n a l vocabulary? I n which 

case, do f e e l i n g s of both Achievement and Ownership come to be 

expressed i n terms of Achievement? 

- I s Achievement i n v o l v e d i n the a s s o c i a t i o n between Autonomy and 

Psychological Ownership or are the two processes e n t i r e l y d i s t i n c t ? 

The r e s u l t s show, t h a t contrary t o the b e l i e f s people expressed 

about sources of Task Commitment i n others, as f a r as t h e i r own experience 

i s concerned, Psychological Ownership i s more s t r o n g l y associated w i t h 

p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s towards a task, than i s Achievement. This i s i l l u s t r a t e d 

by the c o r r e l a t i o n s of Psychological Ownership and Achievement w i t h Task 

Involvement, which are s i g n i f i c a n t a t .0001 and .001 r e s p e c t i v e l y . (This 

f i n d i n g receives a d d i t i o n a l support from the p a r t i a l c o r r e l a t i o n s i n 

Appendix I . ) 
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In answer t o the second question as to the r e l a t i o n s h i p between 

Psychological Ownership and Achievement, they do appear to be associated 

i n t h a t t h e i r c o r r e l a t i o n i s s i g n i f i c a n t a t the .001 l e v e l . However, i f 

t h i s c o r r e l a t i o n i s c o n t r o l l e d f o r Task Involvement, i t s tau value i s 

reduced to 0,20, This r e d u c t i o n i n the tau value c e r t a i n l y confirms t h a t 

the two f a c t o r s are d i s t i n c t , but does not provide much support f o r 

assuming them t o be r e l a t e d . More conclusive evidence i s gained from the 

p a r t i a l c o r r e l a t i o n s of Psychological Ownership and the Autonomy f a c t o r s . 

When Achievement i s p a r t i a l l e d out, these c o r r e l a t i o n s are a l l reduced 

i n s t r e n g t h , (See Table 11.6) 

Table 11.6. Co r r e l a t i o n s Demonstrating the Involvement of Achievement 
i n the Relationship Between Psychological Ownership and 
Autonomy 

Factors c o r r e l a t e d w i t h tau value 
Psychological Ownership ( u n c o n t r o l l e d ) 

tau value 
( c o n t r o l l e d f o r 

Achievement) 

Inf l u e n c e 
Freedom 
Autonomy 

0.57 
0.67 
0.65 

0.47 
0.56 
0.53 

These r e s u l t s and the r e l a t i v e s t r e n g t h of a s s o c i a t i o n between the f a c t o r s 

are summarised i n Figure 11.1. I t confirms the pre-survey cons t r u c t 

depicted i n Chapter IX (p.99). 

PSYCHOLOGICAL 
OWNERSHIP 

AUTONOMY T A S K 

INVOLVEMENT 

ACHIEVEMENT 

Figure 11.1. The Relationship of Autonomy, Achievement, Psychological 
Ownership and Task Involvement. 
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The explanation of the d i f f e r e n c e between the p a r t played by 

Achievement on the one hand and by Autonomy and Psychological Ownership 

on the other, w i l l be developed i n the f i n a l chapter. I t i s reasonable 

to assume t h a t these f a c t o r s should be connected. The more Autonomy 

af f o r d e d the i n d i v i d u a l and the more the task i s 'owned', the greater 

the sense of Achievement gained from i t s successful completion. A l t e r n a t i v e l y , 

the more challenge the task i s seen t o o f f e r , the more i n t e r e s t e d the 

i n d i v i d u a l w i l l be i n 'owning' i t . 

However, t h i s r e c i p r o c a l r e l a t i o n s h i p cannot be a complete 

explanation of the f i n d i n g s . As Autonomy and Psychological Ownership play 

the greater p a r t i n generating Enthusiasm, i t would appear t h a t , f o r the 

research managers a t l e a s t , these are the most potent sources of Commitment. 

Hypothesis M 

Comparing the Two Occupational Groups: This hypothesis was 

designed t o explore the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t , as Autonomy has been shown to 

play a more c e n t r a l p a r t i n the working l i v e s of researchers (Marquis 1966), 

Psychological Ownership would be too. I t was p r e d i c t e d t h a t these two 

f a c t o r s would be a more evident source of p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s f o r a task i n 

the case of the researchers than of the engineers. Also, although 

d i f f e r e n c e s i n o p p o r t u n i t y f o r these f a c t o r s are covered i n a l a t e r 

hypothesis ( V I I ) , t h i s comparison was intended to help answer the question 

of whether d i f f e r e n c e s between the two groups r e f l e c t d i f f e r e n c e s of 

o p p o r t u n i t y or of personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 

The r e s u l t s do not provide a simple answer to these questions. 

F i r s t l y , when the 3.A.Q. r e s u l t s were compared, there was no support f o r 

the p r e d i c t i o n t h a t Autonomy and Psychological Ownership would be given 
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higher scores by the researchers than by the engineers. On the c o n t r a r y , 

one of these f a c t o r s , Freedom of Choice, was scored higher by the engineers. 

(See Appendix I ) Secondly, there was no d i f f e r e n c e i n the s t r e n g t h of 

a s s o c i a t i o n between Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement when the 

f i n d i n g s f o r the two groups of managers were compared. (See Table 11.7) 

Table 11.7. Lev/els of S i g n i f i c a n c e Compared f o r C o r r e l a t i o n s of Autonomy. 
Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement - Researchers 
and Engineers 

Researchers Engineers 

Factors c o r r e l a t e d w i t h . ... . r~~: :—:—- — — s i g n i f i c a n c e s i g n i f i c a n c e Psychological Ownership — 3 — ^ 

Influence .001 .04 
Freedom .0001 .03 
Autonomy .0001 .01 
Task Involvement ,0001 .0001 

However, Table 11.7 does show t h a t the a s s o c i a t i o n between Autonomy 

and Psychological Ownership i n the engineers' responses, while s i g n i f i c a n t , 

i s weaker than i n the responses of the researchers. 

These f i n d i n g s suggest t h a t engineers may d i f f e r from researchers 

as to the sources of t h e i r f e e l i n g s of Ownership but not i n i t s importance 

t o them. Psychological Ownership, where present, i s a source of p o s i t i v e 

f e e l i n g s towards a task f o r both groups. An explanation f o r the d i f f e r e n c e 

between them may be t h a t the engineer i s u s u a l l y responsible f o r more 

employees than the research manager. He t h e r e f o r e gains h i s sense of 

Ownership, not only from i n f l u e n c e over and freedom i n a task, but also 

from h i s sense of c o n t r o l over the people who work f o r him. This 

explanation i s consistent w i t h the r e s u l t s of the open-ended questions 
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where c o n t r o l was more f r e q u e n t l y c i t e d by the engineers as a determinant 

of Task Enthusiasm. (See Appendix H) Autonomy appears to be as much a 

source of Enthusiasm f o r engineers as f o r researchers. But the way i n 

which Autonomy i s derived may depend on how much management i s i n v o l v e d 

i n the two r o l e s . 

Hypothesis VI 

Autonomy. Psychological Ownership and the Involvement of P e r s o n a l i t y 

Factors: So f a r i n t h i s chapter, an a s s o c i a t i o n has been demonstrated 

between Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s towards a 

task (Enthusiasm and Task Involvement). Differences between occupational 

groups have also been explored. Hypothesis VI examines the r o l e of c e r t a i n 

p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s , t o see whether Autonomy or Psychological 

Ownership i s squally important to d i f f e r e n t people as a source of 

Enthusiasm, or whether f a c t o r s count more f o r some managers than they do 

f o r o t h e r s. 

To i n v e s t i g a t e t h i s , three aspects of p e r s o n a l i t y were chosen as 

r e l e v a n t t o the concept of Psychological Ownership. 

- Perceiving the locus of c o n t r o l as ' i n t e r n a l ' . 

- The tendency to independence versus conformity. 

- Having a preference f o r s i t u a t i o n s i n v o l v i n g Ownership. 

I n each case i t was expected t h a t people i n whom these a t t i t u d e s were 

pronounced, would show the strongest a s s o c i a t i o n between Autonomy, 

Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement, So f o r example, the manager 

who sees himself as an autonomous person (locus of c o n t r o l i n t e r n a l ) , i s 

more l i k e l y to f i n d the source of his Enthusiasm i n Autonomy and 
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Psychological Ownership, I n the same way, Autonomy i n a task i s less 

l i k e l y t o be a source of p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s f o r a manager who shows a 

strong tendency t o conformity. The one f a c t o r l i m i t s the other,, 

The r e s u l t s are summarised i n Table 11.B. They confirm the 

hypothesis f o r the f i r s t two p e r s o n a l i t y f a c t o r s but not f o r the t h i r d . 

Table 11.8. Comparison of S i g n i f i c a n c e Levels f o r C o r r e l a t i o n s of 
Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement f o r 
High and Low Scoring Subgroups on the Three P e r s o n a l i t y 
Scales - T o t a l Group (N=35) — — 

Co r r e l a t i o n 

I n f l u e n c e and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Freedom and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Autonomy and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Psychological 
Ownership and 

Task Involvement 

I-E Scale 

High Low 
Scorers Scorers 

.001 .01* 

.005 .01* 

.001 .005* 

.0001 .005* 

I-C Scale 

High Low 
Scorers Scorers 

.01 .05* 

.005 n.s.* 

.0005 .10* 

.001 .0005 

0-P Scale 

High Low 
Scorers Scorers 

.05 .01 

.01 .005 

.01 .001 

.005 .0005 

*The d i f f e r e n c e between p l e v e l s i s i n the p r e d i c t e d d i r e c t i o n . 

I n each case the procedure was t o use the scores on the p e r s o n a l i t y scale 

to d i v i d e the t o t a l respondent group about the median value. The 

c o r r e l a t i o n s c a r r i e d out i n Hypotheses I and I I were repeated f o r the 

subgroups so formed. The t o t a l group of respondents had to be used f o r 

these c a l c u l a t i o n s because of the large number of cases which shared the 

median values and so had t o be discarded. 



141 

These r e s u l t s suggest t h a t managers who see themselves as o r i g i n s 

of t h e i r behaviour and who p r e f e r t o act independently of others or of 

s o c i a l c o n s t r a i n t s , are more l i k e l y t o derive t h e i r Enthusiasm at work 

from the Autonomy and sense of Ownership which they experience i n i t 0 

But t h i s f i n d i n g provides no evidence f o r which comes f i r s t , . There are 

two p o s s i b i l i t i e s . F i r s t l y , a person's a t t i t u d e t o conformity or h i s 

perception of himself as the locus of c o n t r o l , may determine the importance 

of Autonomy as a f a c t o r i n h i s work. Secondly, these a t t i t u d e s t o 

conformity and locus of c o n t r o l , may r e s u l t from h i s work experience i f 

he has been given Autonomy. Both explanations seem reasonable but a 

f u r t h e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n would be needed t o decide which of them was t r u e . 

Hypothesis V I I 

D ifferences i n Opportunity; I t was p r e d i c t e d on the basis of 

studies of d i f f e r e n t organisations and departments (Lawrence and Lorsch 

1967) t h a t the researchers would see themselves as having more o p p o r t u n i t y 

f o r Autonomy and f e e l i n g s of Ownership than the engineers would. Opportunities 

f o r Achievement and Task Involvement would be equally d i s t r i b u t e d . 

The r e s u l t s of the G.3.A.Q. o f f e r l i t t l e support f o r t h i s hypothesis. 

Achievement i s the only f a c t o r which behaves as p r e d i c t e d . (Appendix I ) 

This i s s u r p r i s i n g i n view of the previous studies mentioned above and 

the f i n d i n g s from the open-ended questions on s p e c i f i c tasks. The 

d e s c r i p t i o n s of the Tasks had c l e a r l y shown t h a t Autonomy was more evident 

i n the experience of the researchers. 

A possible explanation f o r t h i s apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n i s t h a t the 

engineers do have less Autonomy, but they also expect l e s s . Their 

responses are a r e a l i s t i c r e f l e c t i o n of t h e i r past experience. A l t e r n a t i v e l y , 
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i t may be t h a t the engineers' general impression of t h e i r job had been 

biased by having had, e a r l i e r i n the i n t e r v i e w , the o p p o r t u n i t y t o r e f l e c t 

on one s i t u a t i o n where they d i d have Autonomy and a sense of Ownership (Task 

Whether these explanations are t r u e or not, the r e s u l t s of t h i s 

q uestionnaire do not confirm the d i s t i n c t i o n made between the two types 

of j o b . The support f o r using engineers as a c o n t r o l group comes from 

previous studies and the r e s u l t s of the open-ended questions,, 

This concludes the review of the hypotheses. The next 

s e c t i o n summarises the p r e d i c t i o n s r e l a t i n g to the 

D.A0Q. (A) and J.A«Q„ (B) separately, and other 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n s more p e r i p h e r a l to the study. 
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4. FURTHER PREDICTIONS 

(a) Autonomy,, Psychological Ownership. Achievement and Task Involvement 

When these f a c t o r s are c o r r e l a t e d as f o r Hypotheses I , I I and I I I , 

but using the two questionnaires O.A.Q. (A) and D.A.Qo (B) separately, 

the d e c i s i o n t o use the d i f f e r e n c e between A and B scores i n the main 

study i s v i n d i c a t e d . 

The G o A o Q o scores on the p r e f e r r e d Tasks (Tasks A) do not d i s c r i m i n a t e 

s u f f i c i e n t l y between the f a c t o r s , although there i s a s i g n i f i c a n t 

c o r r e l a t i o n between Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement* (See 

Table 11.9) 

Table 11.9. Summary of Co r r e l a t i o n s f o r Both Occupational Groups Using 
3.A.Q. (A) Data 

Researchers Engineers 

C o r r e l a t i o n s 

I n f l u e n c e and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Freedom and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Autonomy and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Psychological 
Ownership and 

Task Involvement 

Achievement and 
Task Involvement 

tau s i g n i f i c a n c e tau s i g n i f i c a n c e 

0.01 

0.06 

0.05 

0.4B 

0.08 

n.s. 

n.s, 

n.s. 

.005 

n.s, 

0.34 

-0.06 

0.24 

0.48 

0.12 

.05 

n.s, 

n.s. 

.01 

n.s. 
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U/hen the data i s used from 3.A.Q. (B) que s t i o n n a i r e s , there i s more 

spread between respondents' scores. Here, the engineers d i f f e r from the 

researchers i n t h a t Autonomy i s less associated w i t h p o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s 

(Task Involvement) than i s Achievement. (Table 11.10) This lends 

a d d i t i o n a l support to the f i n d i n g s from open-ended questions, t h a t 

Achievement i s more important t o engineers. This i s e s p e c i a l l y the case 

when the work i s not p a r t i c u l a r l y enjoyable (Tasks B). 

Table 11.10. Summary of Cor r e l a t i o n s f o r Both Occupational Groups Using 
3.A.Q. (B) Data 

Researchers Engineers 

C o r r e l a t i o n s 

I n f l u e n c e and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Freedom and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Autonomy and 
Psychological 

Ownership 

Psychological 
Ownership and 

Task Involvement 

Achievement and 
Task Involvement 

tau s i g n i f i c a n c e 

0.55 

0.54 

0.5B 

0.50 

0.80 

,001 

,001 

.001 

.005 

.0001 

tau 

0.12 

0.38 

0.26 

0.58 

0.68 

s i g n i f i c a n c e 

n.s< 

.03 

n.s, 

.005 

.001 

(b) C o r r e l a t i o n s of G.3.A.Q. Factors 

This questionnaire measured the perceived o p p o r t u n i t y f o r the same 

f a c t o r s studied w i t h the 3.A.Q. I t s a n a l y s i s r e f l e c t s the r e s u l t s obtained 

from the s p e c i f i c tasks. (See Appendix 3) P o s i t i v e f e e l i n g s are more 

s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d to Psychological Ownership than t o Achievement, although 
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n e i t h e r of these a s s o c i a t i o n s i s as strong as i t i s when • 0A»Qo data i s 

usedo The opp o r t u n i t y f o r Autonomy i s more s t r o n g l y associated w i t h the 

o p p o r t u n i t y f o r Psychological Ownership i n the researchers' answers than 

i n those of the engineers,, 

( c ) C o r r e l a t i o n s of G.3.A.Q. Factors w i t h Job S a t i s f a c t i o n 

These r e s u l t s are presented i n Table 11.11. From the i n v e s t i g a t i o n 

of the hypotheses i n the previous s e c t i o n , i t might be expected t h a t job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n would be d i r e c t l y r e l a t e d t o how much o p p o r t u n i t y f o r 

Psychological Ownership managers f e l t t h e i r jobs provided. There i s no 

evidence f o r t h i s i n the researchers 1 data from the G.3.A.Q., even though 

Psychological Ownership i s s t r o n g l y r e l a t e d to Enthusiasm i n t h e i r s p e c i f i c 

Tasks (using the 3.A.Q.). 

I n a previous chapter ( V I I I ) , the r a t i o n a l e f o r using s p e c i f i c 

tasks as the basis of the study, was explained. I t was hoped t o improve 

on the less precise measures of a t t i t u d e s t o the job-as-a~whole 0 The 

f i n d i n g s support t h i s d e c i s i o n . 3ob s a t i s f a c t i o n may r e f l e c t more 

a t t i t u d e s than those held towards s p e c i f i c tasks. Status, f i n a n c i a l 

reward and other aspects of the job can be expected t o have more e f f e c t 

on job s a t i s f a c t i o n measures, than a t t i t u d e s to s p e c i f i c tasks. As job 

s a t i s f a c t i o n has been shown not t o have a simple r e l a t i o n s h i p t o task 

performance, Task Enthusiasm may w e l l prove t o be a more u s e f u l measure. 

A second f i n d i n g from t h i s table (11,11) i s t h a t Autonomy appears 

more r e l e v a n t to the researchers than t o the engineers. This confirms the 

expected o r g a n i s a t i o n a l d i f f e r e n c e between the two types of work, which 

f a i l e d to emerge i n the previous s e c t i o n using a d i f f e r e n t procedure 

(Hypothesis V I I ) 0 
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Table 1 1 . 1 1 . C o r r e l a t i o n s of Job S a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h G.3.A.Q. Factors 
Measuring Opportunity - Both Occupational Groups 

Factors c o r r e l a t e d w i t h n u r„ • 
r-r , . „ Researchers Engineers 
.lob s a t i s f a c t i o n 

Opportunity fors tau s i g n i f i c a n c e tau s i g n i f i c a n c e 

I nfluence 0 o 3 1 . 0 3 0 . 3 1 . 0 3 

Freedom 0 . 4 9 . 0 0 5 0 . 2 0 n.s. 
Autonomy 0 . 4 8 . 0 0 5 0 . 2 4 n.So 

Psychological Ownership 0 . 1 4 n.s. 0 . 3 6 . 0 1 

Achievement 0 . 4 7 . 0 1 0 . 4 5 . 0 0 1 

Task Involvement 0 . 2 4 n.s. 0 . 2 6 . 0 5 

O v e r a l l , i t would seem t h a t general scales such as the G.3.A.Q. 

are more h e l p f u l i n measuring the o p p o r t u n i t y f o r d i f f e r e n t f a c t o r s than 

i n i n v e s t i g a t i n g the s t r e n g t h of r e l a t i o n s h i p s between them. 

(d) The P e r s o n a l i t y Factor Scale 

Here, there were two questions of i n t e r e s t : 

- Would the three scales show the d i r e c t a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h each other 

t h a t on face value they might be expected to? 

- How would each of the three c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s be d i s t r i b u t e d between 

the two occupational groups? 

The only s i g n i f i c a n t c o r r e l a t i o n was demonstrated by the engineers' 

responses, which showed an a s s o c i a t i o n between the Independence-Conformity 

scale (I-C) and the Preference f o r Ownership scale ( 0 - P ) . ( S i g n i f i c a n t 

a t the . 0 3 l e v e l * ) The only s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e i n d i s t r i b u t i o n 

"Although t h i s data i s nominal, Kendall's tau was used, as the size of 
the groups a f t e r d i v i s i o n about the median value was too small to permit 
chi-square. Chi-square i s the i n i t i a l step i n c a l c u l a t i n g the Contingency 
C o e f f i c i e n t 'C, which would have been more appropriate w i t h t h i s data. 
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of the three f a c t o r s was t h a t researchers were more a t t r a c t e d to s i t u a t i o n s 

i n v o l v i n g Ownership than were the engineers. ( D i f f e r e n c e s i g n i f i c a n t a t 

the .05 l e v e l ) 

4. VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY 

(a) Aims of the Tests 

V a l i d i t y : The aim here i s t o assess the extent to which the 

measurements are a c t u a l l y of the c r i t e r i o n being s t u d i e d , r a t h e r than any 

other . Mostly t h i s i n v o l v e s an examination of co n s t r u c t v a l i d i t y and i s 

t h e r e f o r e , not only concerned w i t h the measuring instrument, but also w i t h 

the theory on which i t i s based. This type of v a l i d i t y i s based on the 

p r e d i c t i o n of how the construct behaves i n r e l a t i o n t o other c o n s t r u c t s , 

while being able t o d i s t i n g u i s h between them. 

In some cases the assessment of v a l i d i t y was e i t h e r pragmatic, 

i . e . by being able t o make p r e d i c t i o n s from the r e s u l t s of an instrument, 

or was on face value, i n t h a t i t was presumed t h a t the v a l i d i t y of the 

measures was s e l f - e v i d e n t . 

R e l i a b i l i t y : Here, the i n t e r e s t i s i n the accuracy of the 

measurement, the exte n t to which v a r i a t i o n i n r e s u l t s i s due t o 

in c o n s i s t e n c i e s i n the measuring instrument. Because the key v a r i a b l e s 

were i n t e r v e n i n g v a r i a b l e s , and because there i s t h e r e f o r e no d i r e c t way 

of assessing v a l i d i t y , assessing r e l i a b i l i t y i s e s p e c i a l l y important. 

The s p e c i f i c i n t e r e s t was i n the eguivalence or i n t e r n a l consistency of 

the scales, i 0 e . t h a t a l l the items are measures of the same c r i t e r i o n . 
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(b) The Instruments Tested 

I t had been decided t o t e s t the Job A c t i v i t y Questionnaire and the 

0-P scale. As these two instruments had been s p e c i a l l y designed f o r t h i s 

study, there were no previous estimates of t h e i r v a l i d i t y or r e l i a b i l i t y , 

although i n the 3.A.Q., the grouping of items had been based on data from 

a p i l o t survey (p,90). 

The Job A c t i v i t y questionnaires This scale was re-checked using 

main survey data and Kendall's W (Siege l 1956), The three f a c t o r s 

s u i t a b l e f o r t e s t i n g f o r r e l i a b i l i t y were; 

Psychological Ownership - 6 items 

Achievement - 3 items 

Task Involvement - 4 items 

The r e l i a b i l i t y of these scales i s supported by the i t e r - i t e m c o r r e l a t i o n s 

using Kendall's W. (See Table 11,12) 

Table 11 012, I n t e r n a l Consistency of 3.A.Q. Factors* 

Factor IJ s i g n i f i c a n c e 

Psychological Ownership 0,64? ,001 
Achievement 0,711 .02 
Task Involvement 0,932 .001 

The 0wnership~Preference Scale? As the data c o l l e c t e d from t h i s 

scale was nominal, the t e s t used i s the Kuder-Richardson Formula 20 

( G u i l f o r d 1954). 

*Data was from 3.A.Q, ( B ) . F i f t e e n questionnaires were chosen, using 
random number t a b l e s . 
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The basis of v a l i d i t y of t h i s scale i s one of content, or 'face-

v a l i d i t y ' . The items were chosen because they could be presumed t o give 

an i n d i c a t i o n of an i n d i v i d u a l ' s probable behaviour. The K.R. 20 r e s u l t 

however, i n d i c a t e d low i n t e r n a l consistency (0.21). This i s d i s a p p o i n t i n g , 

although as S e l l t i z e t a l . (1959) p o i n t out, low r e l i a b i l i t y can be 

compatible w i t h a v a l i d scale where each item c o r r e l a t e s w i t h the c r i t e r i o n 

but not w i t h the other items. 

Some support can be drawn from the f i n d i n g s t h a t a) researchers 

scored higher as a group, on t h i s scale than the engineers d i d , and t h a t 

b) Psychological Ownership was most s t r o n g l y present i n the researchers' 

Task d e s c r i p t i o n s . Further development of t h i s scale would r e g u i r e a 

l a r g e r number of items. 
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1. A SUMMARY OF THE RESEARCH 

(a) I t s Origins i n Herzberq's 2-Factor Theory of Motiv a t i o n 

I n the i n i t i a l research p r o j e c t , Herzberg's Motivator-Hygeine 

framework was used to analyse job a t t i t u d e s i n an org a n i s a t i o n where the 

m o t i v a t i o n a l content of the work and the environment i n which i t was 

performed was also measured. The 2- f a c t o r phenomenon was r e p l i c a t e d by 

people's responses t o non-directed questions about t h e i r jobs, but only 

when some sources of s a t i s f a c t i o n and d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n known to e x i s t were 

suppressed. So f o r example, although most respondents were unhappy w i t h 

t h e i r promotion prospects, they d i d not volunteer t h i s when asked what 

they d i s l i k e d about t h e i r jobs. 

Herzberg's conslusions were reviewed i n the l i g h t of these f i n d i n g s 

and those of previous i n v e s t i g a t o r s , and the involvement of some mechanism 

of perceptual defence proposed as a basis of the 2-factor phenomenon. I t 

was suggested t h a t some such process was i n f l u e n c i n g the d i f f e r e n t ways 

i n which people r e f e r r e d t o the i n t r i n s i c ( c o n t e n t ) and e x t r i n s i c ( c o n t e x t ) 

aspects of t h e i r jobs. Support f o r t h i s explanation was provided by 

e a r l i e r studies i n t o the e f f e c t of ego-involvement on repression of r e c a l l 

i n the presence of un f i n i s h e d tasks. 

The aim of f u r t h e r research was defined as the i n v e s t i g a t i o n of 

the d i f f e r e n c e s between the i n t r i n s i c and e x t r i n s i c aspects of work, not 

as d i s t i n c t job f a c t o r s (promotion, pay, achievement) but i n terms of the 

perception of a job or task as being close t o or d i s t a n t from the s e l f . 

I t i s t h i s closeness to s e l f (Psychological Ownership) which determines 

t h a t an i n c i d e n t i s remembered as having been associated w i t h strong 

f e e l i n g s of any k i n d . The nature of the f e e l i n g s w i l l a f f e c t j u s t how 

the i n c i d e n t i s r e c a l l e d . 
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(b) Tha Formulation of the Concept of Psychological Ownership 

This concept mas defined as the degree to which a person could 

perceive a task as h i s own, could i d e n t i f y i t w i t h himself, as p a r t of 

him. The focus of the research was thus a r e l a t i o n s h i p between a person 

and a task as he experienced i t 0 

I t was p redicted t h a t t h i s perception would depend on the amount 

of Autonomy the person saw himself as having i n the task - the i n f l u e n c e 

he had and the freedom of choice he exercised i n r e l a t i o n to i t . 

A Sense of Achievement would also be studied as d i s t i n c t from 

but r e l a t e d t o f e e l i n g s of Ownership, I t was expected t h a t Autonomy and 

Psychological Ownership, because of t h e i r s p e c i f i c r o l e i n the generation 

of Commitment to a task, would be the most potent sources of Enthusiasm and 

f e e l i n g s of involvement towards i t , 

( c ) Methods and Findings 

Two groups of managers were i n t e r v i e w e d , research s c i e n t i s t s and 

engineers. Each person was asked to describe two tasks i n d e t a i l , 

i n c l u d i n g i t s o r i g i n , the r o l e he played and his f e e l i n g s about i t . The 

two tasks were to d i f f e r i n the enthusiasm the person concerned f e l t 

towards them. Open-ended questions and scaled questionnaires were used 

to i n v e s t i g a t e the tasks, people's general b e l i e f s about m o t i v a t i o n and 

c e r t a i n p e r s o n a l i t y c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . 

The f i n d i n g s may be summarised as f o l l o w s : (See Table 12.1) 
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Table 12.1. Summary of Factor I n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n s from Scaled 
Questionnaire Data -• Researchers ( t a u values) 

2 3 4 5 

1, Autonomy •»•»* 
0 o65 

« 
0.48 

* 
0.49 0.23 

2. Psychological Ownership #» 
0.52 

«#« 
0.68 0.10 

3. Achievement *•» 
0.59 0.07 

4. Task Involvement 0.10 

5. I n i t i a l Choice 

« s i g n i f i c a n t a t the ,005 l e v e l 
*•» s i g n i f i c a n t a t the .001 l e v e l 

s i g n i f i c a n t a t the .0001 l e v e l 

( i ) Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Enthusiasm f o r a task 

(Task Involvement), were s t r o n g l y associated. 

( i i ) The I n i t i a l Choice open to the person to choose whether he 

would take on the task or not, was not as important as the way i n 

which he could gain Autonomy once the task was under way. 

( i i i ) Achievement d i d not emerge as such a potent source of 

Enthusiasm or r e l a t e d f e e l i n g s as did Autonomy and Psychological 

Ownership when the responses to scaled questionnaires were analysed. 

This f i n d i n g c o n f l i c t e d w i t h the emphasis given to Achievement i n 

the e a r l i e r r e p l i e s t o open-ended questions. Achievement and 

Psychological Ownership showed a r e l a t i v e l y weak a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h 

each other. 

( i v ) The a s s o c i a t i o n of Autonomy, Psychological Ownership and Task 

Involvement was stronger i n the case of the research group but 

s i g n i f i c a n t f o r the engineers a l s o . 
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(v) Evidence f o r d i f f e r e n c e s i n o p p o r t u n i t y f o r the various 

f a c t o r s as between the two occupational groups was inconclusive,, 

( v i ) The s t r e n g t h of a s s o c i a t i o n of the key f a c t o r s was r e l a t e d 

to the respondents' scores on two p e r s o n a l i t y scales, measuring 

the perception of locus of c o n t r o l and independence,, 

( v i i ) Both Herzberg's c r i t i c a l i n c i d e n t questions appeared to 

e l i c i t accounts of tasks which were important to the i n d i v i d u a l 

a t the time the events occurred. The way i n which the events were 

perceived depended on the f e e l i n g s associated w i t h them. 

2. DISCUSSION OF THEORY 

The t h e o r e t i c a l discussion w i l l cover these four aspects: 

(a) The phenomenon of Psychological Ownership 

(b) I t s roots i n Autonomy 

(c) I t s r e l a t i o n t o Achievement 

(d) The r e l a t e d concept of 3ob Involvement 

(a) The Phenomenon of Psychological Ownership 

Psychological Ownership i s experienced as an extension of s e l f . 

This i s i l l u s t r a t e d i n the way people t a l k e d about the tasks thBy enjoyed 

most. For example they used such expressions as: 

" I t ' s my baby." 

"There's a b i t of my blood i n t h e r e . " 

"A b i t of you i s r e a l l y i n v o l v e d . " 

" I t has my name on i t . " 



154 

These expressions imply t h a t the i n d i v i d u a l p r o j e c t s himself i n t o the 

task and so subsequently i d e n t i f i e s w i t h i t , i t becomes ' h i s ' 0 

The processes of p r o j e c t i o n and i d e n t i f i c a t i o n occupy a c e n t r a l 

place i n psychoanalytic l i t e r a t u r e , but i t i s beyond the scope of t h i s 

study to determine whether Psychological Ownership i s analogous to these 

processes or whether i t has i t s roots i n t h e i r i n f l u e n c e on i n f a n t 

development,. I n any case, the perceived r e l a t i o n s h i p between person and 

task so formed i s c l e a r , and i s as Murphy (1947) describes i t i n h i s 

discussion of A l l p o r t ' s theory of Functional Autonomy! 

" A l l t h i s i s of s p e c i a l weight of course, when the a c t i v i t y 
i s deeply coloured w i t h the character of selfhood; i t i s not 
simply an a c t i v i t y , i t i s my own a c t i v i t y . " 

The person 'puts h i m s e l f i n t o the t a s k , he ' i n v e s t s ' something of himself 

i n i t and so perceives i t as p a r t of him, as an extension of himself. 

From t h i s p o i n t of view, the concept of Psychological Ownership 

does not imply possession, as of an o b j e c t , but a more c r e a t i v e r e l a t i o n ­

s h i p . As one research manager described i t : 

"Men i n p a r t i c u l a r f e e l they have to create something 
permanent ... something t h a t remains behind when they 
are dead." 

The q u a l i t y of Ownership i s thus more p a r e n t a l , more p r o c r e a t i v e . However 

i t i s s t i l l open to debate as t o whether such expressions of p r o c r e a t i o n 

represent a transference of imagery from the experience of parenthood, or 

whether they are a m a n i f e s t a t i o n of some such process as an 'anima*. 

" ... a man brings f o r t h h i s work as a complete c r e a t i o n out 
of h is i n n e r feminine nature ..." (Dung 1953) 
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There i s a s i m i l a r theme to Fromm's w r i t i n g s i n his d e s c r i p t i o n 

of 'Productive O r i e n t a t i o n ' as one of the ways i n which a man can r e l a t e 

t o h i s world. Fromm (1949) t a l k s of ' g i v i n g b i r t h to one's own p o t e n t i a ­

l i t i e s ' and of caring f o r and responding to the outcomes In an e a r l i e r 

work (1942) he wrote; 

"Ours i s only t h a t to which we are genuinely r e l a t e d by our 
c r e a t i v e a c t i v i t y . " 

Whatever the explanation f o r t h i s p r o j e c t i v e imagery, a t a phenomenological 

l e v e l , the basis of the person-task r e l a t i o n s h i p i s one of p sychological 

distance. As the i n d i v i d u a l increases his sense of Ownership i n an 

a c t i v i t y , so he closes the distance between i t and himself as reference 

p o i n t , ( c f . S h e r i f and C a n t r i l ' s d e f i n i t i o n of Ego-Involvement, 1947) 

A l l p o r t (1955) describes t h i s as ' r e - c e n t e r i n g ' . 

"What once seemed to him c o l d , 'out t h e r e ' , 'not mine' may 
change places and become hot and v i t a l , ' i n h e r e 1 , 'mine' ..." 

But he goes on to say t h a t ' j u s t why or how such s h i f t s occur we cannot say'. 

The outcome of t h i s i s t h a t the more the a c t i v i t y becomes ' h i s ' , the 

more he l i k e s i t . I t 'energises' him (Koch 1956), i t i s a source of 

pleasure, of excitement, and also of disappointment. The managers who 

took p a r t i n t h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n i l l u s t r a t e d a l l of these a t t i t u d e s . I t i s 

also l i k e l y t h a t attempts to adopt the ' o f f s p r i n g ' w i l l be r e s i s t e d , as 

i l l u s t r a t e d by a p l a n t manager's b l u n t d e s c r i p t i o n of his r e a c t i o n t o a 

senior's i n t e r f e r e n c e s 

" I t looked as i f he was going to bundle i t up and put i t i n 
his pocket. The r o t t e n ***«•*« was going to pinch my babyi" 

How does t h i s bond become forged? 
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(b) The Role of Autonomy 

The i n t e r v i e w s confirmed t h a t Influence and Freedom of Choice, 

the two aspects of Autonomy defined, were s t r o n g l y associated w i t h the 

perception of Ownership. 

In a previous s e c t i o n , the d e f i n i t i o n of I n f l u e n c e i n a task has 

been defined as the a c t i v e process by which a person i n v e s t s something of 

himself i n i t , h i s s k i l l s , ideas and energy* Because he i s aware of t h i s 

and i n as much as he can see evidence of i t i n the way the task takes 

shape, his perception of the task i t s e l f changes and so t h e r e f o r e do h i s 

a f f e c t i v e a t t i t u d e s towards i t (Newcombe 1952). The managers' d e s c r i p t i o n s 

of t h e i r tasks i l l u s t r a t e d the d i f f e r e n t ways and degrees i n which a sense 

of Ownership was generated, through i n v e n t i o n or o r g a n i s a t i o n , and t h a t 

t h i s process i s one of which people can be aware and which they may seek 

to promote. 

" I was l o o k i n g f o r something t h a t would grow out of what I 
was doing, something t h a t would be •mine' i f you l i k e 0 " 

The r e s u l t s also i n d i c a t e d t h a t Freedom of Choice i s i m p l i c a t e d i n 

the c r e a t i o n of Ownership, This second f a c e t of Autonomy, the r e l a t i o n s h i p 

of the person to r e l e v a n t others, has both an i n d i r e c t and a d i r e c t e f f e c t 

on how 'owned' the task i s f e l t to be. 

F i r s t l y , the more f r e e choice the i n d i v i d u a l has, the more his 

scope to apply h i s ideas or s k i l l s i n e x e r c i s i n g h i s d i s c r e t i o n i n the 

task. But secondly, freedom of choice means t h a t the person i s able t o 

l o c a t e the source of h i s actions w i t h i n himself, r a t h e r than to e x t e r n a l 

forces as when he i s more constrained. He i s t h e r e f o r e aware of his 

self-involvement. Because he i s f r e e t o a c t , the a c t i o n s are born of him 

and the outcome i s h i s . He acts as an ' o r i g i n ' r a t h e r than a 'pawn' 
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(DeCharms 1968). He i s able t o : 

"exercise h is freedom and t o organise the r e l e v a n t items of 
h i s world out of the autonomous centre of government which 
i s h i s s e l f o " (Anygal 1952) 

This s t a t e c o n t r a s t s w i t h the powerlessness of a person who, having l i t t l e 

freedom, 'can a c t ; but the sense of independence, s i g n i f i c a n c e , has gone' 

(Fromm 1942). 

( c ) Psychological Ownership and Achievement 

Because of the emphasis i t receives i n c u r r e n t management theory, 

a Sense of Achievement was chosen as one f a c t o r whose r o l e could be 

compared w i t h those of Autonomy and Psychological Ownership,, I t seemed 

from t h i s study t o have a d i s p r o p o r t i o n a t e place i n people's b e l i e f s 

about m o t i v a t i o n t o work. 

The most i n t e n s i v e study of Achievement has been t h a t conducted by 

McClelland and his co-workers over the l a s t twenty years. (See McClelland 

Bt a l . 1953 and McClelland 1961). Using thematic apperception t e s t s (TAT's) 

under d i f f e r e n t arousal c o n d i t i o n s , McClelland defined the need f o r 

achievement (nAch) as a motive. People w i t h a high n Achievement were 

those whose TAT'ss 

"contained more references t o 'standards of excellence' and 
to doing w e l l , or wanting t o do w e l l , w i t h respect to the 
standards." (McClelland 1961) 

McClelland*s view was t h a t people w i t h a strong need to achieve, would 

seek out s i t u a t i o n s which would provide s a t i s f a c t i o n of t h i s motive. He 

i d e n t i f i e d the c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of such people as, f o r example, moderate 

r i s k - t a k i n g , seeking personal r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and using concrete feedback 

on t h e i r performance (McClelland 1962). This d e s c r i p t i o n of the 
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Achievement motive i s s t r o n g l y represented i n the m o t i v a t i o n a l assumptions 

made by Herzberg (1968) and McGregor (1960). 

There are d i f f i c u l t i e s w i t h McClelland*s theory, both i n the 

r e l i a b i l i t y of the method and the v a l i d i t y of the thought-action paradigm 

underlying i t . These and other p o i n t s are covered i n d e t a i l i n the review 

of the Achievement motive made by DeCharms (1968), who s t a t e s : 

"The only kind of achievement i n v o l v e d i n n Achievement 
i s achievement through competition." 

Moreover, while a 'Sense of Achievement* i s an expression of f e e l i n g s 

r a t h e r than a motive, and while i t may not nec e s s a r i l y be reached through 

competition, i t has i n common w i t h n Achievement, ths element of success 

or accomplishment. This i s d i f f e r e n t from the process of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

i m p l i e d i n Psychological Ownership, i n t h a t i t r e f e r s to the nature of the 

outcome of the task r a t h e r than t o the person's perception of h is 

r e l a t i o n s h i p w i t h i t . 

A * Sense of Achievement' w i l l r e f l e c t both elements, Psychological 

Ownership and success, i n t h a t the greater the sense of Ownership, the 

greater w i l l be the sense of accomplishment i f the task i s successful. 

The r e s u l t s of the study support t h i s conclusion. The two f a c t o r s were 

shown t o be d i s t i n c t (p.90) and r e l a t e d (p.136). One manager expressed 

the connection i n t h i s way during the i n t e r v i e w . 

" I t ' s the enjoyment of a v i s i b l e r e s u l t of my own a c t i o n s . 
E i t h e r success or f a i l u r e i n terms of what I do." 

These conclusions do not c o n t r a d i c t the view t h a t the a c t u a l degree 

of success w i l l be a f u n c t i o n of such Elements of behaviour as i n d i v i d u a l 

r i s k - t a k i n g , use of feedback and t a r g e t - s e t t i n g . What they do suggest i s 
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t h a t p r o v i d i n g o p p o r t u n i t y f o r challenge and success without Autonomy 

may s t i l l r e s u l t i n a low l e v e l of Commitment or Enthusiasm f o r the task. 

These a t t i t u d e s w i l l depend on whether the person i d e n t i f i e s w i t h the 

t a r g e t s , the element of r i s k taken and the eventual outcome because of 

the I n f l u e n c e he has had and the Freedom of Choice he has been given. 

Perhaps the most s i g n i f i c a n t f i n d i n g t o emerge from t h i s comparison 

i s t h a t a 'Sense of Achievement' i s compound i n nature and as such, i s too 

g l o b a l to use f o r making s p e c i f i c p r e d i c t i o n s about work behaviour* I t 

i s also probable t h a t w h i l e 'achievement' predominates i n the m o t i v a t i o n a l 

vocabulary of managers and management t h e o r i s t s , the comparative s i g n i f i ­

cance of Autonomy and Psychological Ownership may be masked, and the 

f e e l i n g of success gained from tasks i n which there has been l i t t l e 

personal involvement may, i n Fromm's words, 'be i l l u s o r y * (Fromm 1942), 

At worst, the achiever may s t r i v e r e l e n t l e s s l y to improve against 

o r g a n i s a t i o n a l standards and i n p u r s u i t of tasks t o which he has 

subordinated himself, as Charles Reich (1970) describes the s t a t e of mind 

he c a l l s consciousness I I : 

" I t has been persuaded t h a t the richness, the s a t i s f a c t i o n s , 
the joy of l i f e are t o be found i n power, success, s t a t u s , 
acceptance, p o p u l a r i t y , achievements, rewards, excellence 
and the r a t i o n a l competent mind," 

(d) Psychological Ownership and Job Involvement 

These concepts appear s i m i l a r enough t o mer i t the d i f f e r e n c e 

between them being made e x p l i c i t . I n t h i s study two concepts have been 

employed: 
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( i ) Psychological Ownership - i d e n t i f y i n g the task w i t h s e l f . 

( i i ) Task Involvement - being preoccupied w i t h the task, concerned 

about i t and a f f e c t e d by i t s outcome. 

Lohdahl and Kejner (1965) define Dob Involvement as 'the degree to which 

a person's work a f f e c t s h i s self-esteem'. This i s a close p a r a l l e l to 

Task Involvement as defined above, but some of the items Lohdahl and 

Kejner used t o measure Dob Involvement were concerned w i t h i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

and some w i t h preoccupation, v i z . 

- I l i v e , eat and breathe my j o b , ( I d e n t i f i c a t i o n ) 

- Sometimes I l i e awake a t n i g h t t h i n k i n g ahead t o the next day's 

work. (Preoccupation) 

Later, Lawler and H a l l (1970) set out t o i n v e s t i g a t e whether 

3ob Involvement, I n t r i n s i c M o t i v a t i o n and S a t i s f a c t i o n could be regarded 

as d i s t i n c t f a c t o r s and commented t h a t the t h e o r e t i c a l d e f i n i t i o n s of these 

concepts were unclear. But i n using Lohdahl and Kejner's e a r l i e s t 

d e f i n i t i o n of Dob Involvement, Lawler and H a l l again i n c l u d e both 

psychological processes of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and preoccupation. 

"Job Involvement i s the degree t o which a person i s 
i d e n t i f i e d p s y c h o l o g i c a l l y w i t h h i s work, or the 
importance of work i n his t o t a l self-image." 

These measures of Dob Involvement may provide some i n d i c a t i o n of 

the stage of Ownership which the person has reached, but they measure 

i t s e f f e c t s r a t h e r than the phenomenon i t s e l f . A c o n t r i b u t i o n of t h i s 

present i n v e s t i g a t i o n has been t o d i s t i n g u i s h between two r e l a t e d 

processes of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n (Psychological Ownership) and preoccupation 

(Task Involvement), and, as Vroom (1964) urged, to determine the condi t i o n s 

under which they occur. 
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3. DISCUSSION OF IMPLICATIONS FOR MANAGEMENT PRACTICE 

These conclusions have been derived from a study which has been 

p r i m a r i l y of research s c i e n t i s t s , who as a p r o f e s s i o n , are known to d i f f e r 

from others i n a number of ways (McClelland 1964). I n p a r t i c u l a r , 

Autonomy has been shown t o play more p a r t i n t h e i r jobs than i n engineers', 

and the longer they remain i n the j o b , the more t h i s d i f f e r e n c e becomes 

apparent (Marquis 1966, Schultz 1964). How g e n e r a l l y can the concept of 

Psychological Ownership be applied? 

The evidence from t h i s i n v e s t i g a t i o n i s t h a t Autonomy and 

Psychological Ownership are s i g n i f i c a n t sources of enthusiasm f o r 

engineers as w e l l as f o r research managers. S i m i l a r l y , although Autonomy 

i s a greater source of enthusiasm f o r people who have high scores on t h e 

I-E scale, and i t can be assumed t h a t t h i s f a c t o r v a r i e s from i n d i v i d u a l 

t o i n d i v i d u a l (Rotter 1966), these d i f f e r e n c e s are only of degree and so 

do not m a t e r i a l l y reduce the s i g n i f i c a n c e of the p a r t played by Autonomy 

i n shaping people's a t t i t u d e s to work. 

Autonomy has been recorded as a source of job commitment before, 

(Uroom 1964, Tannenbaum 1966) and p a r t i c u l a r l y by the proponents of 

p a r t i c i p a t i v e management ( A r g y r i s 1964, McGregor 1967). ThB question i s 

whether t h i s study elaborates the way i n which Autonomy a f f e c t s i n d i v i d u a l s 

a t work, or whether i t also adds to or changes i n any way the i m p l i c a t i o n 

of these views f o r management p r a c t i c e . 

(a) Theories of P a r t i c i p a t i v e Management 

As Bennis (1966) p o i n t s out, p a r t i c i p a t i v e management t h e o r i s t s 

were in f l u e n c e d by Lewin's work on leadership s t y l e s , Mayo's i l l u s t r a t i o n 
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of the s o c i a l f a c t o r s a f f e c t i n g task performance and by Maslow's concept 

of s e l f - a c t u a l i s a t i o n 0 

A r g y r i s and McGregor have been the most i n f l u e n t i a l authors, and 

Autonomy i n some form i s c i t e d by them both as one f a c t o r which can act 

as a reward f o r the i n d i v i d u a l and which accordingly energises and d i r e c t s 

h i s behaviour. A r g y r i s (1962) postulates self-esteem as the •reward which 

d r i v e s the i n d i v i d u a l to greater he i g h t s ' , and defines i t s source as the 

a b i l i t y t o define goals which are r e l a t e d to one's c e n t r a l needs. He also 

emphasises the n o t i o n of psychological success! 

"the basic d r i v e of human beings to experience success i n 
l i v i n g and experiencing t h e i r human c o n d i t i o n . " 

With t h i s somewhat g l o b a l view of a rewarding end s t a t e s i m i l a r t o White's 

(1959) concept of competence, Ar g y r i s advocates the need f o r the 

or g a n i s a t i o n t o provide an oppor t u n i t y f o r i n d i v i d u a l s to meet t h e i r own 

needs i n the p u r s u i t of o r g a n i s a t i o n a l goals r a t h e r than be thwarted by 

them. 

McGregor (1967) questions simple cause and e f f e c t models which 

emphasise e x t e r n a l rewards and punishments as determinants of behaviour. 

His (Lewinian) view i s of an i n t e r a c t i v e process between environmental 

v a r i a b l e s and the i n t e r n a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s of the person. Adopting 

Maslow's theory of s e l f - a c t u a l i s a t i o n , McGregor asserts t h a t once basic 

needs are s a t i s f i e d , the i n d i v i d u a l w i l l a c t i n a way which i n c u r s 

• i n t e r n a l * rewards. 

"These include needs f o r a degree of c o n t r o l over his own 
f a t e , f o r s e l f - r e s p e c t , f o r using and in c r e a s i n g h i s t a l e n t s , 
f o r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , f o r achievement both i n the sense of 
status and r e c o g n i t i o n and i n the sense of personal 
development and e f f e c t i v e problem s o l v i n g . " 
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I n t h i s sense McGregor views man as 'being motivated' (a s t a t e ) , r a t h e r 

than needing 'to be motivated' (by e x t e r n a l rewards or punishments). 

The managerial s t r a t e g y which McGregor advocates i s one which 

achieves 'goal congruence'. Organisational goals are l i n k e d w i t h 

o p p o r t u n i t i e s f o r s e l f - a c t u a l i s a t i o n , f o r o b t a i n i n g i n t r i n s i c rewards. 

This s t a t e of goal congruence, described by McGregor as i d e n t i f i c a t i o n , 

i s a source of commitment. I t i s created by the i n d i v i d u a l being 

i n v o l v e d i n a j o i n t or t r a n s a c t i o n a l process of s e t t i n g o b j e c t i v e s and 

standards and i d e n t i f y i n g the c o n t r i b u t i o n he can make to achieving them. 

At t h i s p o i n t i t i s worth noting t h a t : 

- Achievement and Autonomy are c i t e d as two i n t r i n s i c rewards. 

- The s e l f - a c t u a l i s a t i o n towards which managerial s t r a t e g y aims, 

i s s i m i l a r enough to the concept of Psychological Ownership f o r 

the d i f f e r e n c e t o need f u r t h e r discussion. 

- Achievement and Autonomy are l i n k e d i n McGregor's view i n t h a t he 

sees i n d i v i d u a l s as wanting to be i d e n t i f i e d w i t h tasks t h a t are 

' e x c i t i n g and c h a l l e n g i n g ' . 

(b) P a r t i c i p a t i v e Management and the Concept of Psychological Ownership 

( i ) The Emphasis on Achievement 

Autonomy and Achievement are a t most, a l t e r n a t i v e sources of 

m o t i v a t i o n i n the p a r t i c i p a t i v e approach. In f a c t McGregor's view, 

emphasising goal attainment, standards and feedback, echoes the 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s which McClelland i d e n t i f i e d i n high achievers. 
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In c o n t r a s t t o t h i s n the i m p l i c a t i o n of the concept of 

Psychological Ownership, i s t h a t Autonomy i s not merely one of a number 

of p o s s i b l e sources of psychological rewards. I t i s s p e c i f i c a l l y and 

i n e x t r i c a b l y a p a r t of the process by which Task Commitment i s generated. 

Achievement, r e c o g n i t i o n and other f a c t o r s , where present, w i l l 

c o n t r i b u t e t o a person's enjoyment of a task, but cannot be a s u b s t i t u t e 

f o r personal autonomy. I n d i v i d u a l s may be given challenging tasks which 

remain, i n t h e i r p e rception, the organis a t i o n ' s and not t h e i r own. This 

s i t u a t i o n would f a l l short of t h a t described by Holmes (1967). 

"lilhere we make a d e c i s i o n , there do we put ourselves i n t o 
t h a t which we do and so f e e l an i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and a 
sense of ownership. Here a sense of ownership springs 
s t r a i g h t from a sense of c o n t r o l . " 

( i i ) C o l l a b oration and Consensus 

P a r t i c i p a t i v e t h e o r i s t s , e s p e c i a l l y A r g y r i s , s t r e s s thB importance 

of a r r i v i n g a t decisions and s o l u t i o n s by team work and consensus. But 

i n as much as c o l l a b o r a t i o n of t h i s type begins w i t h a process of group 

sharing, w i t h the attendant p o s s i b i l i t y of compliant membership governed 

by group c o n s t r a i n t s , there may be l i t t l e t h a t any i n d i v i d u a l can see as 

'his own*, as having his personal 'stamp' on i t . I f there i s thus no r e a l 

independence, then there can be l i t t l e p o s s i b i l i t y of t r u e interdependence. 

On the other hand, i n a s i t u a t i o n which f i r s t provides f o r the 

development of Ownership, independence i s ensured i n t h a t each person has 

some task or r e s p o n s i b i l i t y w i t h which he can i d e n t i f y . Then, d i r e c t l y or 

i n d i r e c t l y , h i s e f f o r t s can be i n t e g r a t e d w i t h those of oth e r s , and i n t h i s 

way interdependence i s achieved wit h o u t loss of Ownership i n the f i n a l task, 

d e c i s i o n or s o l u t i o n . 
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This view of c o l l a b o r a t i o n i s consistent w i t h t h a t described by 

Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) as the 1 achievement of u n i t y of e f f o r t ' . I t 

accepts the d e s i r a b i l i t y of independent a c t i v i t y where people can, 

wherever p o s s i b l e , see c l e a r l y the work f o r which they are responsible,, 

As a r e s u l t two people may be ' d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ' because of t h e i r 

preoccupation w i t h t h e i r own tasks, i n the same way t h a t two departments 

may be d i f f e r e n t i a t e d i n f u n c t i o n , time or goal o r i e n t a t i o n . Lawrence 

and Lorsch observe t h a t ! 

" ... given the need f o r d i f f e r e n t i a t e d ways of working 
and points of view i n various u n i t s of l a r g e o r g a n i s a t i o n s , 
r e c u r r i n g c o n f l i c t i s i n e v i t a b l e . The important question 
which we have t r i e d t o answer i s ... how can i n t e g r a t i o n be 
f a c i l i t a t e d w i t h o u t s a c r i f i c i n g the needed d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ? " 

This statement may also be a p p l i c a b l e a t the l e v e l of i n d i v i d u a l s . 

I f d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n between them i s i n e v i t a b l e , there i s subsequently a 

need f o r i n t e g r a t i o n of t h e i r e f f o r t s t o those of ot h e r s . This may be 

e i t h e r through d i r e c t c o l l a b o r a t i o n , or i t may be i n d i r e c t l y through the 

management i n t e g r a t o r f u n c t i o n . Lawrence and Lorsch*s view (1967a) would 

support such a r o l e i f i n d i v i d u a l o r i e n t a t i o n s are too d i s s i m i l a r f o r 

d i r e c t t r a n s a c t i o n to be a r e a l i s t i c g o a l , or i f each person's preoccupation 

w i t h h i s own task colours h i s perception of i n f o r m a t i o n r e l e v a n t t o i t . 

A t t i t u d e s a f f e c t the s e l e c t i o n of i n f o r m a t i o n as w e l l as the output of 

behaviour (Newcomb 1952). 

This Ownership and I n t e g r a t i o n approach con t r a s t s w i t h a team-centred 

philosophy which begins w i t h the group r a t h e r than w i t h the i n d i v i d u a l . I t 

th e r e f o r e enhances the commitment which i s derived from a sense of 

Ownership r a t h e r than l i m i t i n g i t i n a premature attempt to reach 

consensus. 
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In conclusion, uie r e t u r n to the question which began t h i s s e c t i o n 

as t o the i m p l i c a t i o n s of t h i s study. F i r s t l y , a t the conceptual l e v e l , 

i t has a m p l i f i e d the Autonomy-Commitment r e l a t i o n s h i p by i n v e s t i g a t i n g 

the i n t e r v e n i n g v a r i a b l e i n the experience of people who express 

Enthusiasm f o r t h e i r tasks. Secondly, the concept of Psychological 

Ownership i m p l i e s t h a t whatever a t t r a c t i o n s a task holds f o r an i n d i v i d u a l , 

however i n t e r e s t i n g or challenging i t may be, his commitment w i l l 

u l t i m a t e l y depend on the o p p o r t u n i t y he has t o generate the ideas from 

which the task evolves and t o be involved w i t h i t from the beginning. 

I f the o r i g i n a l idea was not his own, a person's commitment to a 

task w i l l accompany the sense of Ownership which can s t i l l grow a f t e r 

the task has been delegated t o him. This w i l l depend on the extent to 

which he i s able: 

- To put i n his own ideas. 

- To choose methods or procedures. 

- To decide on t a r g e t s , t i m i n g or a l l o c a t i o n . 

- To make any changes he f e e l s are necessary. 

- To see the job through. 

These are the co n d i t i o n s through which the process of Psychological 

Ownership i s developed, from which i n t u r n , Enthusiasm and Commitment t o 

a task are derived. 
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APPENDIX A 

Questionnaire Used i n the O i l Terminal Survey 

1 0 What do you t h i n k of s h i f t work? 

2. Do you enjoy working overtime? 

3. How do you l i k e working f o r (the company)? 

4. Would you l i k e t o know more about the reasons behind the p o l i c i e s 
and decisions the company makes? 

5. Since the New Deal, has management been more approachable or less? 

6. What do you l i k e about the New Deal? 

7. What do you d i s l i k e about the New Deal? 

8 0 Who do you go t o f o r help or advice? 

9* Has your supervisor the time to l i s t e n when you want t o s o r t out a 
problem? 

10. I s the supervisor given enough backing by management? 

11. Do you f e e l f r e e to take complaints above your supervisor t o your 
superintendent? 

12. Which group of workers got most out of the New Deal? 

13. How does your job compare w i t h others a t the terminal? 

14. What do you l i k e most about your job? 

15. What do you d i s l i k e most about your job? 

16. I s your job a major source of s a t i s f a c t i o n i n your l i f e ? 

17. What i s i t makes you f e e l you have had a r e a l l y good day? 

18. What i s the s o r t of t h i n g which makes you glad when the day i s over? 

19. I s there one t h i n g you would change to make your job more s a t i s f y i n g ? 

20. I s there an o p p o r t u n i t y f o r you to make progress i n your company? 

21. Would you l i k e your work to be made more i n t e r e s t i n g ? 

22. How o f t e n does your job e n t a i l cooperating w i t h other people i n the 
terminal? Does t h i s ever cause any d i f f i c u l t y ? 

23. Has the New Deal made your work more s a t i s f y i n g ? 

24. How c l o s e l y are you supervised? 



1 6 8 

2 5 s Do people a t the t e r m i n a l work as a team? 

2 6 s Are you given freedom t o use your own judgement? 

2 7 « Are there any Company r u l e s or r e g u l a t i o n s which you t h i n k are 
unnecessary? 

2 8 . Do you f e e l you have to hide any mistakes you might make from your 
supervisor? 

2 9 . Does your supervisor discuss your job performance w i t h you? 

3 0 . Do you t h i n k your i n d i v i d u a l e f f o r t s are appreciated? 

3 1 o How do you know when you have done a good job? 
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APPENDIX B 

( i ) Frequency of Occurrence of 3ob Factors i n Responses to the Questions 
on Likes and D i s l i k e s - D r i v e r s * 

Source of Source of 
D i s l i k e Like S i g n i f i c a n c e 

Work I t s e l f 0 27 .001 
Socia l Relationships 5 18 .01 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 0 8 .01 
Economic 0 5 n.s. 
Sec u r i t y 0 7 .05 
Physical Working Conditions 26 9 .01 
Company Po l i c y 7 0 .05 
Supervision 5 0 n.s, 

( i i ) Coding Categories f o r I n v e s t i g a t i o n of 2-Factor Phenomenon 

Achievement: Successful completion of task. Work going w e l l . Successful 
idea. 

Advancement: Promotion. Opportunity t o increase s k i l l s . 

R e s p o n s i b i l i t y : Freedom to work without close s u p e r v i s i o n . Opportunity 
t o solve problems f o r oneself. Being t r u s t e d . 

Recognition: Praise from supervisor. Achievement appreciated. 

Work I t s e l f : I n t e r e s t , v a r i e t y . 

Company P o l i c y : Procedure, p o l i c y . Decisions from senior management. 

Supervision: Fairness and competence of supervisor. Relationship w i t h 
supervisor. 

I n t e r p e r s o n a l R e l a t i o n s h i p s : Team f e e l i n g . Cooperation from colleagues. 

3ob S e c u r i t y : Confidence i n keeping j o b . 

Pay: Salary, bonus, overtime. 

Working Conditions: Workload, p h y s i c a l c o n d i t i o n s , f a c i l i t i e s . 

•Data f o r p l a n t personnel i n s u f f i c i e n t f o r d e t a i l e d f a c t o r breakdown. 
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APPENDIX C 

The Association Between Personal Influence and notivator-Hyqeine Factors 

( i ) The Questionnaire 

To what extent do you see the f o l l o w i n g aspects of your 
job as being subject to your own influence? 

my own 
i n f l u e n c e 

h a l f 
and 

h a l f 
others' 

i n f l u e n c e 

The amount of r e c o g n i t i o n or praise 
you receive 

Your job s e c u r i t y 

The salary you receive 

The extent t o which you get a sense of 
challenge or achievement from your job 

Your f u t u r e advancement o p p o r t u n i t i e s 

The r e l a t i o n s h i p s w i t h the people 
w i t h whom you work 

Your past advancement 

The way your work i s supervised 

The amount of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y you 
have 

The r e p u t a t i o n of your o r g a n i s a t i o n 

The l e v e l of c r e a t i v i t y i n your 
work 

Your p h y s i c a l working con d i t i o n s 
or f a c i l i t i e s 

Your st a t u s ( p r e s t i g e ) w i t h i n the 
or g a n i s a t i o n 

2 3 5 6 7 

5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 

2 3 4 5 6 7 



171 

( i i ) The Results - Correspondence of Order of Factors i n the Influence 
Scale and i n Herzberq's O r i g i n a l Results 

Factor Herzberq 1s Ranking on 
Ranking Influence Scale 

Achievement 1 1= 
Recognition 2 1= 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 3 6 
Advancement 4 4 
Work I t s e l f 5 5 
Salary 6 8 
Supervision 7 7 
I n t e r p e r s o n a l Relationships 8 3 
Working Conditions 9 9 

Spearman's rho 0,674 
Si g n i f i c a n c e l e v e l .05 
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APPENDIX D 

P i l o t Survey Instruments 

( i ) I n t e r v i e w Schedule 

( i i ) Opportunity Questionnaire 

( i i i ) 3ob A c t i v i t y Questionnaire 

( i v ) Opinion Questionnaire I (The I=C and 0-P Scales) 

(v) Opinion Questionnaire I I (The I-E Scale) 
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( i ) P i l o t Survey - In t e r v i e w SchedulQ 

Background 

1„ What i s the f u n c t i o n of yourdepartment? 

2<> What i s your o f f i c i a l job d e s c r i p t i o n ? 

3 . What are your c h i e f r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ? 

4. To whom are you responsible? 

L i s t i n g S p e c i f i c Tasks 

5 . L i s t a c t i v i t i e s , 

6. Rank them i n terms of your enthusiasm f o r them, the f e e l i n g you have 
t h a t you want t o spend time and e f f o r t on them 0 

Task A and Task B 

7 0 Describe how you f e e l about i t . 

8. How d i d you come to be doing i t ? 

9. What p a r t do you play i n the task? Has i t always been the same? 

General Questions on Views about Work 

1 D o I n general, what decides whether you get e n t h u s i a s t i c or committed 
about a p a r t i c u l a r job or not? 

1 1 . Most of us get f r u s t r a t e d or disappointed i n our jobs a t some time. 
What would make you f e e l l i k e t h a t ? 

1 2 . What are the f i v e t h i n q s you would say mattered most i n l i f e ? (Rank) 

1 3 . "At work, I seem to spend most of my time " 

1 4 . "Five years from now I would l i k e to t h i n k I was spending my time " 

1 5 . Let's say your boss asks you what you would advise him, i n order to 
get your f u l l commitment and e f f o r t . What would you advise? 

16. What i s i t you t h i n k a t t r a c t s some people t o tak i n g r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ? 

1 7 . I n your view, what makes one a c t i v i t y more i n t e r e s t i n g than another? 

1 8 . "For a successful task to give me a sense of achievement, i t has t o 
t3S O O O O Q O O O o " 
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1 9 0 (a) Hou o f t e n do you get p u l l e d o f f a job? 
(b) I f you do, how do you f e e l ? 
(c) Why? 

2 0 o I n your experience, what i s i t t h a t makes people want t o do a job? 

2 1 „ Think of a time when you f e l t e x c e p t i o n a l l y good about your job» 
Describe what happened and how you f e l t , 

2 2 . Now t h i n k of a time when you f e l t e x c e p t i o n a l l y bad about your job„ 
Describe what happened and how you f e l t . 



175 

( U ) DEPARTMENT QUESTIONNAIRE 
(Opportunity Questionnaire) 

Read the f o l l o w i n g statements which you should r e f e r 
t o your present department,, 

Please i n d i c a t e next t o each statement your degree of 
agreement or disagreement by w r i t i n g 1 9 2, 3 or 4 0 

1 means strong agreement 

2 means mil d agreement 

3 means mil d disagreement 

4 means strong disagreement 



176 

Strong agreement 3 = Mi l d disagreement 

Mild agreement 4 = Strong disagreement 

1. The jobs i n t h i s Department are c l e a r l y defined and l o g i c a l l y 
s t r u c t u r e d . 

2. We don't r e l y too heavily on i n d i v i d u a l judgement i n t h i s 
Department; almost everything i s double-checked. 

3. You won't get ahead i n t h i s Department unless you s t i c k your 
neck out and t r y things on your own sometimes. 

4. The p o l i c i e s and s t r u c t u r e of the Department have been c l e a r l y 
defined. 

5. The importance of t a k i n g c a l c u l a t e d r i s k s a t the r i g h t time i s 
c l e a r l y recognised here. 

6. Red tape i s kept t o a minimum i n t h i s Department. 

7 . I n t h i s Department i t i s sometimes unclear who has the formal 
a u t h o r i t y t o make a d e c i s i o n . 

8. Our management i s w i l l i n g to take a chance on a good idea. 

9. Our philosophy emphasises t h a t people should solve t h e i r problems 
by themselves. 

10. I t h i n k our p r o d u c t i v i t y must sometimes s u f f e r from lack of 
o r g a n i s a t i o n and planning. 

1 1 . Decision making i n t h i s Department i s too cautious f o r maximum 
e f f e c t i v e n e s s . 

12. Our management i s n ' t so concerned about formal o r g a n i s a t i o n and 
a u t h o r i t y , but concentrates instead on g e t t i n g the r i g h t people 
to do the j o b . 

13. Excessive r u l e s , a d m i n i s t r a t i v e d e t a i l s , and red tape make i t 
d i f f i c u l t f o r new and o r i g i n a l ideas to receive c o n s i d e r a t i o n . 
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( i i i ) Job Act ivi ty Questionnaire 

Instructions 

For each of the questions or si; tements 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. 
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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 l ikely Quite l ikely Not very l ike ly Mostunl£ *ly 

This activity-

is definitely 
challenging 

can;... mist imes 
be challenging 

offers l i t t l e 
challenge 

is plain 
sailing 

Allocation of tas 
undertaking of t 

is at my sole 
discretion. 

sks, responsibilities, ( 

is at my 

discretion for the 
most part 

iuties etc or the appro 

is outside my 
discretion at 
times 

val of subordinates 

is almost never 
at my sole 
discretion. 

The ideas or suggestions which generated this activity in the f i r s t place. 

W i r ' ' nr i really 
mine at a l l . 
Someone else 
thought of i t . 

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 ?t. 

If people were to alk about this aspect of the job, would you feel they were 
vi r tual ly talking about you - the person? 

Yes. I think I To some extent. Possibley, but i t Most unlikely. 
would., Yes. wouldn't be a 

strcng failing. 

In choosing or modifying methods or procedures for this activity. 

I certainly do .1 have a f a i r I have some I am vi r tua l ly 
not have to do amount of f ree­ f r eedom but constrained to 
the job a cert­ dom but within with significant do this job a 
ain way i f I some constraints constraints. certain way. 
dont want to. 
I am lef t f ree 
to choose. (By v/nat or wjhom) 
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A l l in a l l , I think o f this as my pigeon. 

Yes - very true To some extent Not quite that 
strongly 

Not at a l l . 

This aspect of n 

Dul l as 
ditchwater. 

Not very interesting Quite interesting Fascinating, 
absorbing. 

When you under1 

Were you 
instructed by 
your superior? 

Were you asked by 
your superior but 
i t was d i f f icul t to 
say no? 

Was i t suggested 
as a possibility 
by your superior? 

Was i t on your 
own reap onsibility 

Depending on ho 
myself is l ikely 

Considerable 

w well or how badly th i 
to be 

Quite significant 

sgoes, the effect on ho 

Not very marked 

w I feel about 

Li t t l e - i f any 

The t a r j e t s I w< 

Largely by 
o£here« I am 
allowed l i t t le 
say over what 
targets are 
set. 

Drk to in connection wit! 

Largely by others 
but I have some 
say. 

1 this activity are set 

By me in conjunction 
with my superior (s) 

Entirely by me, 
while taking into 
consideration the 
expectations and 
needs of other 
relevant parts of 
the organisation. 

Of a l l I am doing in l i f e at present, this rates 

Extremely 
highly with me 

Quite highly 
with me. 

Some, but not 
a lot . 

Really not very 
much at a l l . 
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Opportunity fo r my own ideas to be used in this activity is 

1 8 0 

Plentiful Present a fa i r 
amount 

Not present as 
much as I would 
l ike . 

Pretty rare. 

Top managemen 

Insignificant 

t regard this as 

Not very important Fa i r ly important Definitely 
important. 

The personal in 1 

Li t t l e - i f any. 

irolvement I feel in this 

Some, but not much 

part of my work is 

A f a i r amount Quite strong 

The changes I c 

Major , and off 
my own bat, 
though I may 
have to keep m j 
superior posted 

an make in this activity 

Major , but usually 
only after 
consultation with 
my superior. 

are 

Not often major , 
but minor ones at 
my own discretion 

Not even minor 
unless f i r s t cleared 
with my superior. 

This activity is 

Defiaitely 

a source of s e l f - f u l f i l n 

Quite a bit 

lent.. 

Marginally Hardly at a l l . 

In determining 1 

Doesn't affect 
things much 

;he success of the depa 

Is marginal 

rtment, this particular 

Is f a i r l y important 

task 

is Cr i t i ca l . 
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If I was to overhear c r i t i c i sm of this activity I would be l ikely to be 

Annoyed or hurt A bit i r r i ta ted perhaps milrlly pretty much 
affected indifferent. 

This is something I would tend to go on thinking about when I 
l e f t work i n the evening. 

Unlikely. Perhaps - f r o m time 
to t ime. 

Possibly true Probably true 

Are the results 

To you fo r 
your own 
benefit 

of what you decide or c 

To you, before being 
passed to your 
superior. 

lo in connection with th] 

To your superior, 
who -then communic­
ates them to you. 

LS activity fed back 

To your superior 
and not to you in 
time fo r i t to be 
useful. 

Potentially, as 

Considerably 

a source of self respec 

Moderately 

t to me, this part of m 

Not greatly 

y work counts: 

Hardly at a l l 

, The amount of f 

Almost non­
existent 

reedom I have i n this p 

Not a great deal 

>art of the job is 

A f a i r amount, but 
I would l ike more 

About as much 
as I would l ike . 

How l ikely is tt that this w i l l give you. a feeling of personal accomplishment 
i f i t turns out as i t should? 

Very l ikely Quite l ikely Not very l ikely Unlikely 



1 8 2 

5. 

The authority I have over this activity. 

Is vir tual ly i s not absolute but Is not as much as is not much 
absolute significant I would wish at a l l . 

Of the circles below, imagine that the centre one represents your ' s e l f and 
al l 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 statements relating to situations not 
just at work but i n everyday l i f e and about which opinion seems pretty 
evenly divided. 

Any one statement would be true fo r some people but not f o r others. The 
purpose of this questionnaire is to find out what your personal reaction is 
to the statements. 

Read each one and decide whether i t 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. I f a statement is FALSE or NOT USUALLY TRUE as f a r as you 
are concerned, put an F . 

Work Rapidly 
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The excitement fo r me in studying, would be in becoming fami l ia r and 
competent with existing theories rather than having to develop my own. 

T or F 

2. It is preferable that a professional clergy lake the leading role in 
church worship. 

3. Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing things I ' m 
not supposed to. 

I . 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 s tr ic t enforcement of all laws no matter what the 
consequences. 

6. I f ind I often defend an author I am reading i f someone else attacks him. 

7. I l ike to fool around with new ideas, even i f they turn out later to be a 
total waste of t ime. 

8. 'Doing your own thing'is an overrated value. 

9. I am very l ikely to get annoyed i f someone crit icises a car .record or book 
which would be my choice. 

10. A person needs to "show off" a l i t t le now and then. 

11. Even i f a piece of work was of interest to me, I would have no 
reluctance i n delegating i t . 

12. I would f ind i t d i f f icul t to discard an idea which I had developed, ev«n 
i f the weight of opinion was against i t . 
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T or F 

If I was in a music role, I would rather be a performer than a 
composer. 

At times, I have been so entertained by the cleverness of a c r imina l , 
I have hoped he would get away with i t . 

Fools learn by experiences, wise men by the experience of others. 

I t is a good rule to accept nothing as certain or proved t i l l you have 
proved i t for yourself. 

It is alright to get around the law i f you don't actually break i t . 

It is unusual fo r me to express strong approval or disapproval of the 
actions of others. 

Other people's problems are never l ikely to be as of much interest 
to you as your own. 

Most people are honest chiefly through fear of being caught. 

I usually f ind I ' m reluctant to work to ideas or plans I have had 
l i t t l e or no influence over. 

I am so annoyed when someone tr ies to get ahead of me in a queue that 
I speak to him about i t . 

Compared to your own self respect, the respect of others means 
very l i t t l e . 

Being self-centred is almost always an undesirable t r a i t . 
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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. E a c h 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 i s 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 answa r for every choice. 

In some fcstances 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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C i r c l e the letter a or b according to your belief. 

1 8 7 

i 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. 

i In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 

3 Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes un-recognised no matter 
how hard he tr ies . 

a Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 

3 Capable people who fai l to become leaders have not taken advantage of their 
opportunities. 

a Becoming a success is a matter of hard work,luck has little or nothing 
to do with it. 

L Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time. 

a The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions. 

b This world is run byrthe. few people in power, and there is not much the 
little guy can do about it. 

a Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the 
right place f irs t . 

b Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability, luck has little or 
nothing to do with it. 

a In my case getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck, 

b Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 

a A s far as world affairs are concerned, most of us are the victims of forces 
we can neither understand, nor control. 

b B y taking an active part in political and social affairs the people can control 
world events. 

a Most people don't real ise the extent to which their l ives are controlled by 
accidental happenings. 

b There real ly is no such thing as "luck" 

a One should always be willing to admit mistakes, 

b It i s usually best to cover up one's mistakes. 

a Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen 
to me. 

b It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role 
in my l ife . 

a What happens to me is my own doing. 

b Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction my life 
i s taking. 
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APPENDIX E 

Wain Survey Instruments 

( i ) I n t e r v i e w Schedule 

( i i ) Key t o Dob A c t i v i t y Questionnaire 

( i i i ) Dob A c t i v i t y Questionnaire 

( i v ) Opinion Questionnaire I (The I-E Scale) 

(v ) Opinion Questionnaire I I (The I-C and 0-P Scales) 

( v i ) General Dob A t t i t u d e Questionnaire 

( v i i ) Back Up Procedure f o r I d e n t i f y i n g Tasks 
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( i ) Interv/ieui Schedule - Wain Survey 

1 o Can you give me an idea of what your job i s and inhere i t f i t s in? 

2, F i l l i n g out cards w i t h s p e c i f i c tasks,, 
(a) What are you doing a t present t h a t you f e e l most e n t h u s i a s t i c 

about? ( e f f o r t regardless of importance) 

(b) L i s t others - rank - pick p a i r , 

3„ Why i s Task A highest i n enthusiasm? 

4. Why i s Task B less so? 

Task A - S p e c i f i c Questions 

5 0 F i r s t 9 b r i e f l y describe the nature of Task A (how p r o b l e m a t i c a l ) . 

O r i g i n 

6. When d i d i t come i n t o being? 

7 . How? How was the deci s i o n made? 

B o Whose idea was i t ? 

9. What were the reasons f o r i t ? 

Involvement 

10 s How d i d you come t o be associated w i t h i t ? 

11. When was that? 

12. Why you? 

13. What stage i s i t a t now? 

Part Played 

14. What p a r t d i d you play a t the beginning? 

15. Can you remember the f i r s t step? 

16. What p a r t do you play now? 

17. Who else i s involved? 
Subordinates: 
Superiors: 
Peers: 
Others: 
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18. How c e n t r a l i s your part? 

19. Who makes the f i n a l decisions and how? How f r e e a hand? 

Feelings 

20. Could you describe how you f e e l o v e r a l l about t h i s task? What does 
i t mean to you? Why? How would you f e e l i f i t was c r i t i c i s e d ? 

21o How would you f e e l (have f e l t ) i f you had been p u l l e d o f f i t h a l f 
way through to do something else? ( o f corresponding i n t e r e s t ) 

22. Are there any changes you would l i k e t o see? 

Task B 

23 s Describe i t s nature (how p r o b l e m a t i c a l ) . 

O r i g i n 

24. When d i d i t come i n t o being? 

25. How? How was the decision made? 

26. Whose idea was i t ? 

27. What were the reasons f o r i t ? 

Involvement 

28. How d i d you come to be associated w i t h i t ? 

29. When was that? 

30. Why you? 

31. What stage i s i t a t now? 

Part Played 

32. What p a r t d i d you play a t the beginning? 
33. Can you remember the f i r s t step? 

34. What p a r t do you play now? 
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35,, Who else i s involved? 
Subordinates: 
Superiors: 
Peers: 
Others: 

36. How c e n t r a l i s your part? 

37. Who makes the f i n a l decisions and how? HOUJ f r e e a hand? 

38. Could you describe how you f e e l o v e r a l l about t h i s task? What does 
i t mean t o you? Why? How would you f e e l i f i t was c r i t i c i s e d ? 

Feelings 

39. How would you f e e l (have f e l t ) i f you had been p u l l e d o f f i t h a l f 
way through t o do something else? (of corresponding i n t e r e s t ) 

3 AG) A. 

General Questions on views towards work and people's a t t i t u d e s to i t . 

4 1. What i s your personal view, and from your experience as a manager 
as to what causes people t o be committed to t h e i r work? 

42. What i m p l i c a t i o n s does t h i s have f o r managers? 

43. Most of us are f r u s t r a t e d or disappointed from time to time i n our 
work, what would make you f e e l l i k e that? 

P.F. and 3.A.Q. B 

44. How long have you been w i t h the company? 

45. Think of a time when you f e l t e x c e p t i o n a l l y good about your j o b . 
Describe what happened and how you f e l t . 

46. How important was i t a t the time? 

47. Now t h i n k of another time, one when you f e l t e s p e c i a l l y bad about 
your j o b . Describe what happened and how you f e l t . 
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48. How important was i t a t the time? 

49. How do you f e e l i f you're p u l l e d o f f a job h a l f way through? 

50. Which do you p r e f e r , the managerial or the t e c h n i c a l p a r t of your job? 

G o 3 o A o Q o 

51. Age 20-30 
31-40 
41-50 
51 or 
over 

52. Number of subordinates. 
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( i i ) Key t o Items i n Job A c t i v i t y Questionnaire 

Category 

Influence 

Freedom of Choice 

Psychological Ownership 

Achievement 

Task Involvement 

I n i t i a l Choice 

Importance t o the Company 

4*, 6, 13. 

3, 11*, 16, 21. 

5, 7, 12, 15*, 19, 23*. 

2, 8», 22. 

1, 10, 17, 20*. 

9*. 

14*, 18*. 

•Reversed Items 
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( i i i ) Job Activity Questionnaire 

Instructions 

F o r 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: -



195 
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? 

T e r y l ikely Quit e likely Not very likely Most unlikely 

This activity at present, 

s definitely 
challenging 

i s quite 
challenging 

offers some 
challenge 

offers little 
challenge 

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

I B within my 
sole discretion 

i s within my 
discretion for the 
most part 

i s outside my 
discretion for the 
most part 

i s not often 
within my sole 
discretion. 

The ideas or suggestions which generated this activity in the f irst place. 

Were not really Were not much Were mine in part. Were mainly 
mine at a l l . mine, but I was I had quite a lot of mine, I thought 
Someone else consulted about say early on. of it. 
thought of it. 

, l 

them. 

If people were to talk about this aspect of the job, would you feel they were 
virtually talking about you - the person? 

Y e s , I think I 
would. 

To some extent, 
Yes . 

Possibly, but it 
wouldn't be a 

strong feeling. 

unlikely. 

In choosing or modifying methods or procedures for this activity. 

I have consider­
able freedom of 
choice. 

I have a fa ir amount I have some freedom 
of freedom but 
within some 
constraints. 

but with significant 
constraints. 

Methods and 
procedures are 
predetermined 
for the most 
part 
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A l l in a l l , I think of this as my pigeon. 

res - very true To some extent Not quite that 
strongly 

Not at all . 

At present, this aspect of my work 

)oes not have a 
rery high 
nterest content 

Has some interest 
content 

Has quite a high 
interest content. 

Has a very high 
interest content 

When you undertook this activity 

iVere 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 i s l ikely to be 

Considerable F a i r l y 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. | 

I 

Large ly by others By me in conjunction 
but I have some 
say. 

with my superior (s) 
Largely hy me 
while taking into 
consideration the 
expectations and 
needs of others. 

Of all I am doing in l ife at present, this rates 

Moderately Very highly 
with me. 

Quite highly with 
me. 

fairly low. 
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Opportunity for my own ideas to be used in this activity is 

lentiful Present a fa ir present lii some fairly low 

I 
amount 

I 
extent 

I 
Department top management regard this as 

isignificant Not very important F a i r l y important Definitely 

I 
important. 

The sense of personal involvement I feel in this part of my work is 

lot very great moderate quite strong considerable. 

The changes I can mal* in this activity (or can see are made), are 

i/Iajor, and off 
ny 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. 

Even some minor 
ones may have to 
be cleared with 
my superior f irst . 

This activity i s a source of self-fulfilment. 

Definitely Quite a bit to some extent Not much real ly 

In determining the success of the department, this particular task 

Doesn't affect 
:hings much Is marginal Is fair ly important is cr i t ica l . 
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If someone whose opinion you respected was to make some derogatory 
remark to you about the value of th is activity, would you feel hurt or annoyed. 

probably Possibly Perhaps a little Unlikely 

Thi s is something I might st i l l go on thinking about when I left work in 
the evening. 

Jnlikely Perhaps - from time! Possibly true 
to time.. 

Probably true 

A r e the results of what you decide or do in connection with this activity fed 
back. 

To you for To you, prior to To your superior, To your superior 
rour own discussion with who then communic­ who then 
>enefit 

I 
your superior. ates them to you 

with his views. 
communicates 
his views to you. 

How likely i s it that this wi l l give you a feeling of personal accomplishment 
if it turns out as it should? 

Very l ikely Quite l ikely Possibly Not very likely 

The Right Hand End of this scale represents your 'Self' and al l that you 
feel is close to you. The Left Hand End represents the remoter aspects, 
things you are not so close to. 

Where would you place this activity. Think in terms of your life as a whole. 

emote from Close to 
s e l f 

I I 
•Self 

i 
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( iv) Opinion Questionnaire T 

Below are 19 statements relating to situations in every day l ife and about 
which opinion seems evenly divided. 

The purpose of this questionnaire i s to find your personal reaction 
to each statement. 

If a statement i s T R U E or M O S T L Y T R U E for you, put T in the right hand 
column. If a statement is F A L S E or NOT U S U A L L Y T R U E 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 famil iar 
and competent with existing theories rather than having to develop 
my own. 

2. It makes sense to me that a professional clergy takes the leading 
role in church worship. 

3. Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing things 
I 'm not supposed to. 

4. I am in favour of strict enforcement of all laws no matter what 
the consequences. 

5. I find I often defend an author I am reading if someone else attack 
him. 

6. I l ike to fool around with new ideas, even if they turn out later 
to be a total waste of time. 

7. 'Doing your own thing' i s perhaps an overrated value. 

8. I am likely to get annoyed if someone cr i t ic i ses a c a r , record 
or book which would be my choice. 

9. At times, I have been so entertained by the cleverness of a 
cr iminal , I have hoped he would get away with it. 
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10. A person needs to "show off" now and then. T or F 

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 i s alright to get around the law if you don't actually break it. 

14. It i s unusual f o r me to express strong approval or disapprov|al 
of the actions of others. 

15. If I was a musician, I would rather be a performer than a 
composer. 

16. Most people are honest chiefly through fear of being caught. 

17. I usually find I'm reluctant to vork 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. Compared 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 v/ay in which certain important 
events in our society affect different people. E a c h 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 fcstances 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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C i r c l e the l e t ter a or b according to your be l i e f 

Who gets promoted often depends on who w a s l u c k y enough to be in the 
right p lace f i r s t . 

Gett ing people to do the r ight thing depends upon abi l i ty , luck has l i t t l e 
or nothing to do with i t . 

In the long run people get the re spec t they d e s e r v e i n th is wor ld . 

Unfortunately , an indiv idual ' s worth often p a s s e s u n - r e c o g n i s e d no 
mat ter how h a r d he t r i e s . 

C h i l d r e n get into trouble because t h e i r parents punish them too much. 

T h e trouble v/ith most c h i l d r e n nowadays i s that t h e i r parents a r e too 
easy with them. 

Many t i m e s I fee l that I have l i t t le inf luence over the things that happen 
to m e . 

It i s i m p o s s i b l e for me to be l i eve that chance p lays an important ro le 
in m y l i f e . 

A s f a r as wor ld a f f a i r s a r e concerned , mos t of us a r e the v i c t i m s 
of f o r c e s we can nei ther unders tand, nor control . 

B y taking an act ive part i n po l i t i ca l and s o c i a l a f f a i r s the people 
can contro l w o r l d events. 

Without the right b r e a k s one cannot be an ef fect ive l e a d e r . 

Capab le people who f a i l to become l e a d e r s have not taken advantage 
of t h e i r opportunit ies . 

In m y c a s e getting what I want has l i t t le or nothing to do with J u c k . 

Many t i m e s we might just as we l l decide what to do by f l ipping a coin. 

T h e average c i t i zen can have an inf luence i n government dec i s ions . 

T h i s wor ld i s run by the few people in power, and there i s not m u c h 
the m a n in the s tree t can do about it . 

Most people don't r e a l i s e the extent to which t h e i r l i v e s a r e control led 
by acc identa l happenings. 

T h e r e r e a l l y i s no s u c h thing as "luck" 

One should a lways be w i l l ing to admit m i s t a k e s . 

It i s u s u a l l y best to c o v e r up one's m i s t a k e s . 

B e c o m i n g a s u c c e s s i s a mat ter of hard work, luck has l i t t l e or nothing 
to do with it . 

Gett ing a £ o o d job depends m a i n l y on being in the right p lace at the 
right t ime . 

What happens to me i s my own doing. 

S o m e t i m e s I fee l that I don't have enough control over the d irect ion 
my l i f e in taking. 
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( v i ) Job Ques t ionna ire ( G o 3 . A 0 Q 0 ) 

Q U E S T I O N N A I R E R E F E R S T O Y O U R P R E S E N T J O B A S A W H O L E . F o r each 
r e a d B O T H statements and check {J) W h i c h e v e r space on the 7-point s c a l e 

c l o s e l y r e f l e c t s the situation as you see it . 

I would be v e r y l i k e l y to 
enjoy any opportunity I 
was given to talk to 
people about m y job. 

T h e r e i s a great deal 
of chal lenge i n th is job. 

I do not have enough 
f r e e d o m 

Most of what I work on 
c o m e s f r o m m y own 
ideas and suggestions 

F o r the most par t , I 
f ind it easy to think of 
what I do at work as 
"my own". 

T h e r e a r e usua l ly 
cons tra in t s as to what 
methods and 
p r o c e d u r e s a r e used . 

T h e in teres t content of 
the job i s v e r y high. 

How the job goes, has a 
cons iderab le effect on 
how I f e e l about m y s e l f 

T h e targets I work to 
a r e set l a r g e l y by 
o thers . 

Of a l l I a m doing in l i f e , 
my job r a t e s 
e x t r e m e l y highly with 
me . 

T h e r e i s plenty of 
opportunity for m y 
own ideas to be u s e d 
in this job. 

J i i i, J i ' i 

J i i ' ' i » i 

J i L I I L 1 I 

I i i i i i j i 

J i < i » i i i 

• ' » J i i i i 

I would not be p a r t i c u l a r l y 
l i k e l y to enjoy an opportunity 
I was given to talk to people 
about my job. 

I have about as much 
f reedom as I could w i s h for . 

F o r the most part I don't 
think I f ind it easy to think 
of what I do at work as 
i t - i t m y own . 

I am able to choose what 
methods and p r o c e d u r e s a r e 
used. 

The in teres t content of the 
job i s not v e r y high. 

How the job goes, does not 
have m u c h effect on how I 
fee l about m y s e l f . 

T h e r e i s not much 
opportunity 1'or my own 
ideas to be used in this job. 

The targets I work to 
are set l a r g e l y by me . 

Of a l l I a m doing i n l i f e , 
my job doesn't rate v e r y 
highly with me . 

T h e r e i s not a great deal of 
chal lenge in th is job. 

Most of what I work on comes 
J f r o m other people's ideas , 

reques t s , or suggestions. 
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I do not get m u c h 
sense of p e r s o n a l 
i nvolvement in this 
j o b . 

I can m a k e most m a j o r 
changes off my own bat. 

My job i s not a m a j o r 
s o u r c e of se l f 
fu l f i lment . 

J i i i i i i t 
I get. a cons iderable sense 
of p e r s o n a l involvement 
in this job. 

E v e n s o m e m i n o r changes 
I am expected to c l e a r with 
my boss f i r s t . 

My job i s a m a j o r s o u r c e 
J — 1 — 1 — L — 1 — 1 — 1 — L of se l f fu l f i lment . 

- I I I . • I L I I ' 

If the job i s made a 
subject of c r i t i c i s m , 
I would be v e r y l i k e l y 
to f ee l i t persona l ly . 

I often go on thinking 
about the job when I 
have le f t work. 

j L i i i i i 

' i • » • i , i • 

If the job i s made a subject 
of c r i t i c i s m ] would be 
u n l i k e l y to fee l it persona l ly . 

I do not often go on thinking 
about the job when I have 
left work. 

In this job, there i s 
cons iderab le 
opportunity to f ee l I 
have accompl i shed 
something. 

:A11 in a l l , I do not 
fee l v e r y happy with 
m y present job. 

J i L I I i I I 

In this job, there i s not much 
opportunity to fee l I have 
accompl i shed anything. 

A l l in a l l , I f ee l v e r y happy 
J — i — i — J — i — i — i — i with m y p r e s e n t job. 

I f ee l v e r y s e c u r e in 
m y job. 

i i i i i i t i I do not f ee l v e r y s e c u r e 
in my job. 
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( v / i i ) Back Up Procedure f o r I d e n t i f y i n g Tasks 

(a) I f Task A but no s i m i l a r Task B, a d i s s i m i l a r Task would be chosen. 

(b) I f Task A was not s p e c i f i c (eg. ' I l i k e managing people b e s t ' ) , two 
s p e c i f i c Tasks would be picked, C and B where the enthusiasm f o r C 
was greater than B. 

(c) I f no Tasks, A or B, only general questions would be asked: 
- How do tasks a r i s e ? How do they come t o you? 
- What p a r t do you play i n them? 
- How do decisions get made i n your department? 
- What determines how you f e e l about a task? 
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APPENDIX F 

Results of the Opportunity Questionnaire - Scores f o r Researchers and 
Works Managers N=14 

n . Production and Engineering Researchers M
 n ^ — — — — — Managers 

21 23 
23 17 
19 19 
22 22 
27 31 
23 19 
22 18 

Scores represent items f o r S t r u c t u r e , Climate and Risk. 
No s i g n i f i c a n t d i f f e r e n c e between the two occupational groups 
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APPENDIX G 

Expressions of Psychological Ownership 

1. The way i t i s experienced 

"I'm i n t e r e s t e d because t h i s i s my baby . 0 0 I t ' s mine ... and warts and 
a l l too. I t s p r o b l e m a t i c a l but they're my problems and I l i k e t h a t -
I l i k e t h a t very much."* 

"You're committed i f you or a b i t of you i s r e a l l y i n v o l v e d , i f there's 
a b i t of you t i e d up i n what you're doing." 

"There's a b i t of my blood i n there." 

" I l i k e t o t h i n k t h a t when they t a l k about the ( j o b ) , they are t a l k i n g 
about me." 

" I t ' s my hobby ... i t ' s my l i f e «.. a l l my thoughts are b u i l t around i t . " 

"One l i k e s to carve a l i t t l e niche f o r oneself." 

" I have a long a s s o c i a t i o n w i t h (a technique), i t s deeper i n s i d e me ... 
I have a f e e l f o r i t , I grew up w i t h i t , i t ' s s t i l l a l i v e both i n me and 
outside me."* 

2, The way i t i s sought 

" I was loo k i n g f o r something t h a t would grow out of what I was doing, 
something t h a t would be 'mine' - i f you l i k e . " 

" I wanted to do my own work - do my own t h i n g . " 

" I want something which i s my own."* 

3. I t s Origins 

"You get f r u s t r a t e d when you can't see i t through. (Why?) I t ' s a 
personal t h i n g . You l i k e to take a t h i n g from i t s o r i g i n to f u l l 
development. I t ' s your baby."* 

" I t ' s a process I have developed ... myself. The idea t h a t i t should be 
done wasn't mine ... I've seen thB development of i t r i g h t through." 

" I get committed as soon as I've put my name on i t , as soon as I t ' s taken 
a d i f f e r e n t d i r e c t i o n - no matter how s l i g h t , I've a l t e r e d something, then 
I'm much more keen." 

•Quotations abstracted from p i l o t not main survey. 
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" I ' d be very annoyed i f I was p u l l e d o f f i t , because I d i d a l o t of 
t h i n k i n g and work others d i d n ' t see<, I went my way about i t . a o you 
carry a l o t i n your hands and head which others don't have."* 

"They become committed i f they are c r e a t i n g something,, I f they can say 
something they have produced i s t h e i r s , i f t h e i r stamp i s on i t . " 

"Men i n p a r t i c u l a r f e e l they have t o create something permanent ... 
something t h a t remains behind when they're dead ... t o do something they 
are proud of„" 

" I n a job he knows thoroughly, he looks on i t as h i s j o b . " 

4 0 A c t i v e l y a c q u i r i n g Ownership 

" I take i t over, I make i t i n t o something, I change i t t i l l i t doesn't 
look l i k e i t d i d when I got i t - i t belongs t o me, so I don't want t o 
give i t up." 

"People above me take the high l e v e l d e c i s i o n s , but on the basis of what 
I t e l l them, so I can ensure i t goes the way I want i t t o . " 

"I'm sure they ( s e n i o r s ) wouldn't have done i t i f I hadn't pushed i t ... 
I showed them the way through." 

5 . What i s owned being threatened 

"I've f e e l i n g s of misgivings t h a t my boss w i l l want t o get involved and 
I ' l l lose r e s p o n s i b i l i t y and have t o take a less i n f l u e n c i n g p a r t i n i t . 
I t ' s d i f f i c u l t t o carry i t a l l but I'd l i k e t o maintain an i d e n t i t y and 
run the whole show r i g h t the way through." 

" I t looked as i f ( h i s manager) was going t o bundle i t (a p r o j e c t ) o f f and 
put i t i n his pocket. The r o t t e n ****** was going t o pinch my baby."* 

6. The owned task i n c o n f l i c t w i t h o r g a n i s a t i o n goals 

" I t wasn't the boss's idea, so he d i d n ' t f o l l o w i t up." 

"(Task A) gives me a sense of achievement, but some people would laugh 
because i t ' s only a small t h i n g , there's not much oppor t u n i t y f o r work 
l i k e t h i s . " ( i . e . i n i t i a t e d by him) 

"This was my baby but i t ' s complicated by p o l i t i c s , I can do myself harm 
i f I spend too much time on t h i s because they don't l i k e i t - i t doesn't 
f i t i n . " 
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7 o Psychological Ownership and c o l l a b o r a t i o n 

"The f i n i s h e d product i s not my baby because there are others i n v o l v e d . " 

"We have rows, but once having decided i t you abide by i t because you 
i d e n t i f y w i t h i t even i f you've disagreed." 

8 . I t s r e l a t i o n t o the concept of Achievement 

"You have o r i g i n a l thoughts and see them come to f r u i t i o n , i t feeds your 
personal sense of power i f they are successful." 

"There's a l o t of s a t i s f a c t i o n . 0 . from seeing something you've been i n 
from planning coming o f f . " * 

"I'm e n t h u s i a s t i c because I have sole c o n t r o l of a problem s o l v i n g 
experience." 

" I t ' s the enjoyment of a v i s i b l e r e s u l t of my own a c t i o n s . E i t h e r success 
or f a i l u r e i n terms of what I do." 
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APPENDIX H 

D e t a i l s of Categories and Results from Open-Ended Questions 

( i ) D i s t r i b u t i o n of Tasks According t o the Degree of Autonomy. 

( i i ) Reasons f o r Task Enthusiasm - Categories and i l l u s t r a t i v e 
Quotations. 

( i i i ) Frequency of Categories Cited as Reasons f o r Enthusiasm. 

( i v ) Managers• b e l i e f s about M o t i v a t i o n t o Work - Categories 
D e f i n i t i o n s and i l l u s t r a t i v e Quotations. 

(v ) Frequency of Categories i n Responses t o Herzberg's Questions. 
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( i ) D i s t r i b u t i o n of Tasks According to the Degree of Autonomy 

Researchers (N=20) Engineers (N=15) 

Degree of 
Autonomy* 

Preferred Less 
Task Pr e f e r r e d 

Preferred Less 
Task Preferred 

HIS IDEA 
His idea 
Imports 
Development 
Management I 
Consultative I 
Management I I 
Consultative I I 
C o n f l i c t 

1 
7 
3 
8 
1 

1 
4 
2 
3 
4 
5 
1 

1 
4 

2 
4 
4 4 

4 
4 
1 

*For d e f i n i t i o n of categories, see Table 10«3. 
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( i i ) Reasons f o r Task Enthusiasm - Categories and I l l u s t r a t i v e Quotations 

Achievement: 

Autonomy: ( C o n t r o l ) 

( I n f l u e n c e ) 

Importance: 

I n t e r e s t : 

Psychological Ownership 

Recognition: 

A sense of challenge. Feelings of success, 

Being a cog i n a wheel„ Having a 
personal sense of power. Having c o n t r o l . 

I can demonstrate my t a l e n t s . There's no 
scope f o r my s k i l l s . 

I t ' s good cash value. I t ' s a worthwhile 
p r o j e c t . 

I t ' s an i n t e r e s t i n g p r o j e c t . 

Having a p r o j e c t of your own. I t ' s my 
baby. Doing someone else's work. 

Increasing my c r e d i b i l i t y . Ply seniors 
are i n t e r e s t e d . 
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( i i i ) Frequency of Categories Cited as Reasons f o r Enthusiasm 

Researchers (N=2Q) Engineers (N=15) 

Cateqory Task A Task B Task A Task 

Achievement 10 8 10 3 
*Autonomy 9 7 5 8 
Importance 8 2 0 0 
I n t e r e s t 5 3 2 1 
Psychological Ownership 11 7 2 2 
Recognition 2 1 3 0 
Others, 2 3 1 1 

* ' C o n t r o l 1 was mentioned by engineers i n 10 out of 13 cases and by 
researchers i n 6 out of 16 cases. 
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( i v ) Managers' B e l i e f s about M o t i v a t i o n to Work - Categories,, D e f i n i t i o n s 
and I l l u s t r a t i v e Quotations 

Category D e f i n i t i o n s I l l u s t r a t i o n s 

Achievement Challenge 
Seeing r e s u l t s 

- Having something t o s t r i v e f o r . 
- Whatever i t i s t h a t makes you 

want t o win, t e s t i n g y o u r s e l f . 

Autonomy Control 
Freedom of Choice 
Inf l u e n c e 

I f they know the p l a n t runs 
s o l e l y due t o them. 
Most people, given freedom, 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y , i n f o r m a t i o n and 
reasons, are w i l l i n g to do i t . 

Boss-Subordinate 
Relationship 

Trust 
F a i r play 
Giving support 
Commanding respect 

- The respect they have f o r the boss 
- I f they know they have someone 

they can t a l k t o . 

Importance B e l i e v i n g i n the 
work. 
Useful, Worthwhile 

You can't be committed t o 
anything you don't believe i n . 
Most people need t o f e e l i t ' s 
of some use. 

I n t e r e s t I n t e r e s t of the 
work I t s e l f 

I f you have a job which i n t e r e s t s 
you, you're h a l f way therB. 

Loyalty Sense of 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y to 
the company 
Understanding the 
company's p o i n t of 
view 

Having a sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y 
t o do the best f o r the company. 
Being w i l l i n g to understand the 
company's side. 

Psychological 
Ownership 

Self expression 
C r e a t i v i t y 
I d e n t i f i c a t i o n 

- I f he i s able to express himself-
i n the j o b . 

- A b i t of you i s i n v o l v e d . 

Recognition Praise 
Respect from peers 
Promotion 

Giving praise l a v i s h l y and 
avoiding being excessively 
c r i t i c a l . 
Recognition by someone who i s i n 
a p o s i t i o n to know. 
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Salary 

Others 

Pay - I f you pay them enough t h e y ' l l 
Fringe b e n e f i t s f e e l obliged t o do the job 

they're supposed to be doing. 

A u t h o r i t y 
I n t e r p e r s o n a l 
Relationships 
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Goad Events 
Q i c . Both Researchers Engineers „ — — — — — ^ Group 

Achievement 10 17 27 
Work I t s e l f 3 0 3 
Recognition 7 3 10 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 3 2 5 
In t e r p e r s o n a l Relationships 0 1 1 
Company Pol i c y 0 0 0 
Supervision 0 0 0 
Security 0 0 0 

Bad Events 

Achievement 3 4 7 
Work I t s e l f 0 1 1 
Recognition 1 1 2 
R e s p o n s i b i l i t y 1 1 2 
In t e r p e r s o n a l Relationships 3 5 8 
Company Pol i c y 4 3 7 
Supervision 7 4 11 
Security 1 2 3 

Note: I t i s possible f o r a respondent t o c i t e more than one category 
i n answer to each question. 
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APPENDIX I 

A d d i t i o n a l Tables of Scaled Questionnaire Data 

( i ) P a r t i a l C o r r e l a t i o n s of Autonomy, Psychological Ownership. Task 
Involvement and Achievement (Re. Hypothesis I I ) 

Factors c o r r e l a t e d w i t h , n . . ,, . ~ 
. , • , . tau P a r t i a l l e d f o r : tau 

Psychological Ownership ______________ 

Infl u e n c e 0,57 Task Involvement 0,43 
Freedom 0.67 " " 0.53 
Autonomy 0.65 " " 0.50 
Task Involvement 0.68 Achievement 0.54 

Notes The c o r r e l a t i o n of Psychological Ownership and Task Involvement 
i s the strongest even a f t e r Achievement has been p a r t i a l l e d out. 

( i i ) D i s t r i b u t i o n of 3.A.Q. Factors between Researchers and Engineers -

Factor 3.A.Q. (A) 3.A.Q. (B) 

Influence n.So n.s. 
Freedom .05* n.s. 
Autonomy n.s. n.s. 
Psychological Ownership n.s. n.s. 
Achievement n 0 s 0 n.s. 
Task Involvement n.So .07** 

* I n favour of engineers, 
** I n favour of researchers. 
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( i i i ) D ifferences i n Opportunity f o r Factors (G.3.A.Q.) Betueen 
Researchers and Engineers (Re. Hypothesis V I I ) 

Factor 

Opportunity f o r ; s i g n i f i c a n c e 

I nfluence n ss> 
Freedom n 0 s . 
Autonomy n.s. 
Psychological Ownership n.s. 
Achievement n.s. 
Task Involvement .02* 

* S i g n i f i c a n c e of Mann-Whitney U. I n favour of researchers. 
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APPENDIX 3 

C o r r e l a t i o n of G.3.A.Q. Factors Using Kendall's Tau 

Factors c o r r e l a t e d u i i t h 
o p p o r t u n i t y f o r 

Psychological Ouinership s i g n i f i c a n c e 

Opportunity f o r ; 

I n f l u e n c e 

Freedom 

Autonomy 

Achievement 

Task Involvement 

C o r r e l a t i o n of op p o r t u n i t y f o r 
Achievement and oppor t u n i t y f o r 
Task Involvement 

Researchers 

.01 

.01 

.005 

.001 

.001 

.01 

Engineers 

.03 

n. s. 

n.s. 

.0001 

.0001 

.001 
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