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ABSTRACT

The purpose for this study was to examine the possible

dysfunctional effects of negotiating latitude on members of the in-group

over long periods of tenure with the same supervisor. The present

study was a field study in which 63 nonacademic business and finance

employees participated. Selected managers and directors nominated

subordinates under their direct supervision a priori for four experi

mental groups. These groups complied to a two by two design involving

in- or out-group status and long or short tenure with the supervisor.

The leaders were asked to match "assistants" and "regular workers" for

similar tenure. The managers and directors also evaluated each

nominated employee's performance. The nominated subordinates were

asked to complete a survey. The survey contained measures of validity

which were used to ascertain if the group members possessed

characteristics similar to those found in previous research (job scope,

psychological states, leader/member exchange, subordinates' ratings of

their leader's exchange behaviors) as well as measures of effect which

were used to detect possible dysfunctional effects of prolonged status in

the in-group (job satisfaction, role ambiguity, role conflict, role con

fusion, burnout, overload, strain, job involvement, and self and leader

rated performance). The format of this survey was in a "then-now"
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design for the purpose of examining a retrospective approach to within-

person change.

The results of the study suggested that in- and out-group

members could be distinguished based on the measures of validity. In

relation to the measures of effect, the results indicated that members of

the in-group with long tenure did not experience higher levels of strain,

overload, role ambiguity/conflict/confusion or burnout than the other

groups as a function of their prolonged status. However, weak evidence

was found for in-group members with long tenure reporting less satis

faction with growth and responsibility and ratings of their leader/

member exchange on their "now" responses than in-group members

with short tenure. These results are discussed in terms of theoretical

and practical contributions to the leader/member exchange literature.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

In the past two decades, researchers and organizational policy

makers have become increasingly interested in the field of leader

ship and how it impacts individual work experiences. Much of this

interest has stemmed from both a theoretical and an organizational

need to develop effective and efficient leader-subordinate relation

ships. Without effective leader-subordinate relationships, organiza

tional groups function at a loss.

Many traditional theories of leadership have not focused on the

leader and the group member together in an effective dyadic

relationship. Most orientations implicitly presume the leader-

subordinate relationship to be a unidirectional contract, and that

leaders react homogeneously and consistently with all members of

their group. This type of contractual relationship lacks an interactive

exchange between the leader and his or her group members.

One theory of leadership. Vertical Dyad Linkage theory (VDL;

Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975; Graen, 1973), has gained increasing

popularity for its insight in attempting to explain and understand

differing leadership relationships. VDL theory contends that leaders

react to subordinates heterogeneously by differentiating their leader

behaviors among individuals of the work group. This heterogeneous

approach develops into an exchange through the role making , process

(Graen & Scandura, 1986). Leaders give members the opportunity to



negotiate their work role in exchange for extra effort or time spent

on the job. This negotiation process is referred to as negotiating

latitude (Dansereau et al., 1975). Thus, by exchanging valuable

resources, the leader and the group member interact forming unique

dyadic relationships.

Several studies have investigated the vertical dyad linkage

process (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen, Liden, & Hoel, 1982; Scandura

& Graen, 1984; Seers «fe Graen, 1984) In a seminal study, Dansereau,

et al. (1975) examined 60 dyad exchanges. They discovered two

fairly distinct classes of leader/member exchanges. One group

reported high amounts of exchanges and was seen as "in" with their

supervisor. The other group reported low amounts of exchanges and

was seen as "out" with their supervisor.

According to Dansereau et al., (1975) subordinates become

members of the in-group by demonstrating more dependability,

competence, and skill than out-group members. Hence, in-group

members serve as informal assistants to the leader. Many studies

have characterized the in-group members as receiving higher

leadership attention and support, spending more time on the job, and

being more productive, satisfied, and committed to their jobs than

out-group members (Dansereau et al., 1975; Graen, et al., 1982; Liden

& Graen, 1980.) These outcomes seemingly are the result of the high

quality negotiation or exchange between the leader and the member.

Dansereau et al., (1975) consider this high quality exchange to

be an ongoing process for in-group members. In other words, the



more the in-group member puts forth extra effort and dependability

on the job, the more the leader will attempt to reward the member

by being flexible in defining his or her role, giving support, and

increasing job responsibility.

While most of the outcomes associated with the in-group

dyadic exchange process appear positive or functional for the

involved individuals, VDL literature has failed to examine the

possible dysfunctional effects of increasing the in-group member's

negotiating latitude beyond a reasonable amount over prolonged

periods of tenure with the supervisor. By increasing the scope and

responsibility of the in-group member's job over long periods of

time, the leader may actually overload the individual. Overload, in

turn, may lead to increased feelings of role strain, role conflict,

burnout, and dissatisfaction. Thus, by relying too heavily on the

members of the in-group, or informal assistants to carry the burden

of the work load, leaders may end up abusing their best workers.

Such abuse could result in dysfunction for the organization as

well. Many studies have documented that overload, dissatisfaction,

and stress lead to turnover, absenteeism, and somatic illness (Beehr

& Newman, 1978; McGrath, 1976; Schuler, 1980) Thus, the in-group

dyadic exchange, and the underlying possibility of overloading the

best workers, may not be as an effective management technique as

thought for the well-being of the individual or the organization.

The purpose of this study was to expand current leadership

research by investigating an area of VDL theory that has been



previously unexamined. Specifically, the focus of the study was to

investigate some of the possible dysfunctional effects (strain, role

conflict, overload, burnout, role ambiguity, dissatisfaction) of

increased negotiated latitude as perceived by the in-group member

with extended in-group status relative to members with more

limited status tenure.



CHAPTER II

LITERATURE REVIEW

In this chapter, the leader/member exchange literature will

be reviewed with a focus toward how it can be linked to possible

dysfunctional outcomes. The literature describing what types of

dysfunctional outcomes in-group members may experience over time

will also be reviewed. The research concerning the formulation and

subsequent support of the leader/member exchange theory will first

be discussed. Next, several leader/member exchange studies

suggesting that the results of the exchanges between leaders and in-

group members digress over time will be reviewed. Also, studies

investigating the link between negative work outcomes such as

turnover and dissatisfaction and leader/member exchanges will be

considered. Finally, literature discussing role stress, burnout, and

overload in the work place which shed light on the research problem

in question by suggesting what types of psychological dysfunction

over-burdened members of the in-group may experience will be

reviewed.

The Development of Leader/Member Exchange Theory

Traditionally, theories of leadership tended to imply that

leadership is manifested as simply a unidirectional relationship

between a leader and the work group. That is, the leader guides.



directs, and monitors the activities of the members of the group.

Two basic assumptions underlying this view, however, have come

into question. First, it is assumed that workers reporting to

immediate supervisors have the same perceptions, intentions, and

reactions such that they comprise a homogeneous group. Second,

traditional leadership theories assume that supervisors react the

same way to each subordinate, independent of the relationship

between the leader and the members. That is, the leader is thought

to use a consistent or "average" style by which he or she supervises

the work group uniformly (Dansereau et al., 1975).

More current theories of leadership, however, are gravitating

toward a social exchange approach with the understanding that

leader/subordinate relationships can take on different forms

(Hollander, 1954; Bass, 1985). One of the most prominent and widely

accepted models in contrast to the historical approaches is the

Vertical Dyad Linkage model or more recently the Leader/Member

Exchange (LMX) model.

The Leader/Member Exchange model (LMX) proposed by Graen

and his associates (Dansereau, et al., 1975; Cashman, Dansereau,

Graen, & Haga, 1976; Graen & Cashman, 1975) attempts to describe a

leadership perspective beyond the usual contractual relationship

between employees and their leaders. In contrast with previous

models of leadership which presume a homogeneous style of leader

ship, LMX clearly describes a heterogeneous style of leadership. LMX

asserts that leaders treat subordinates hetero-geneously by differ

entiating their leader behaviors among individuals of the work



group. Thus, the leader and the employee both have input into the

relationship as they develop a type of exchange relationship. While

traditional views focus on the leader as a supervisor relying solely on

the contractual/no exchange relationship between himself or herself

and the employee, LMX focuses on the leader's unique exchange

relationship with each of his or her subordinates. The LMX model

goes beyond the mere contractual supervisory relationship to suggest

that the subordinate and the leader exchange resources with each

other.

Several studies have investigated the emergence of leadership

and supervision in the vertical dyad through the role making

process. In a seminal investigation, Dansereau, et al., (1975)

attempted to investigate when a leader would use leadership and

when he or she would use supervision. Leadership and supervision

are considered to be phenomenonologically different. Leaders are

said to use an informal approach of acceptance with employees while

supervisors use a formal approach of authority. Dansereau et al.

studied 60 leader/subordinate dyads over a nine month period.

They contended that by monitoring the development of new dyads

over time, the conditions where leadership or supervision would

emerge could be explained by the nature of the vertical exchange

between the leader and his or her subordinates.

Dansereau et al., (1975) found considerable evidence for two

fairly distinct classes of leader/member exchanges. One group of

subordinates reported having many opportunities to negotiate the

job related matters of their role (high negotiating latitude), while



another group reported few opportunities to exchange ideas with

their supervisor in developing their work role (low negotiating

latitude). The high negotiating latitude group reported a high qual

ity, interpersonal exchange between themselves and their superior.

The low negotiating latitude group reported low quality, noninter-

personal exchanges with their superior. Thus, Dansereau et al.,

(1975) concluded that, "negotiating latitude within the vertical dyad

produced leadership relations when given in generous amounts and

produced supervision relations when given in meager amounts

(p.50)."

Each of the two exchange groups (high and low) were found to

have unique characteristics. The high negotiating latitude/high

exchange group was seen as "in" with their superior (IN-GROUP) and

the low negotiating latitude group was seen as "out" with their

superior (OUT-GROUP). The in-group was characterized as having

high levels of agreement and support with their superior, and

receiving meaningful job tasks and praise concerning work perfor

mance from their superior. The out-group, on the other hand,

reported little intra-dyad agreement on job related matters, little

support, uninteresting or nonchallenging job tasks, and little or no

praise or communication concerning work performance from their

superior. Other findings were that the in-group expressed more

satisfaction with the leader, the work, and work outcomes, more

commitment to the job, and more time spent on the job than did the

out-group. Members of the in-group reported performing extra-

contractual behaviors while members of the out-group reported a
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unidirectional influence from the superior and perceived themselves

as meeting minimum role demands (Dansereau et. al., 1975).

Role Making

According to Dansereau et al.'s (1975) original viewpoint, the

exchange relationship between a leader and his or her subordinates

develops through a role making process. This role making process

has been the subject of much of the current research in the leader/

member exchange literature, Graen and Scandura (1986) have

expanded the original conceptualization of role making in the

leader/member exchange in order to more clearly conceptualize the

interaction and exchange processes basic to role making. They pro

pose a descriptive model which emphasizes the underlying processes

of how dyads emerge.

According to this model, both members of the dyad bring their

personal characteristics, past experiences, and current circumstances

to the work scene. The model describes the role process as a

sequence of events called role taking, role making, and role routin-

ization. In role taking, the leader communicates a set of expectations

about job performance (i,e, a role) to the subordinate. The

subordinate then decides whether or not to accept the role. Upon

accepting the role, both members of the dyad negotiate their

functions in the work team and exchange what each perceives as

valuable resources. These resources act to the mutual benefit of both

members by getting the goals of the unit accomplished as well as

meeting the needs of the members of the dyad (Graen & Scandura,



1986). Thus, the role of each member of the dyad emerges through

the role making process.

The degree to which a supervisor allows a subordinate to

define his or her own role is one of the key issues underscoring the

leader/member exchange model. Dansereau et al., (1975) contended

that the nature of the vertical exchange between the leader/member

dyad (Vertical Dyad Linkage, VDL) is defined by the degree the

subordinate is allowed to define or negotiate his or her own role. It

seems that the leader gives negotiating latitude to the subordinate in

exchange for resources the subordinate could contribute to the

supervisor and the work unit, such as increased time and effort on

the job, dependability, initiative, etc. If the leader allows the

employee to negotiate many aspects or dimensions of his or her job,

the leader is said to be using a high amount of negotiating latitude

with that subordinate. When the leader uses high amounts of

negotiating latitude with a subordinate, the leader is encouraging a

high level of exchange and is acting in a leader role. This role goes

beyond a contractual relationship. When the leader does not allow

negotiating latitude with the subordinate, the leader is developing a

low quality exchange similar to the contractual relationship typical to

the supervisory role. Thus, a director of a group can differentiate his

or her behaviors to induce a high level "leadership" exchange with

some subordinates and a low level "supervisory" exchange with other

subordinates.

The present study is primarily concerned with the high level or

high quality exchanges that develop in certain vertical dyads and not
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in others. When the leader offers the employee the opportunity to

negotiate the latitude of his or her job related matters, he or she

develops an interpersonal exchange relationship with the employee.

The exchange involves a give and take relationship which is bene

ficial to both the leader and the employee. The leader enables the

employee to internalize the job, or make it more his or her own, and

in the process offers the employee beneficial outcomes such as

increased communication, participative decision making, support, and

consideration (Dansereau et al., 1975). In return for the high amount

of negotiating latitude, the leader is likely to receive higher intrinsic

motivation from the employee, longer tenure on the job (Graen, et al.,

1982), greater than average effort on the job, and greater commit

ment and responsibility to the job than an employee who reacts to a

contractual, non-interpersonal relationship (Dansereau et al., 1975).

According to Dansereau et al., (1975), members of the in-group

develop that status because during the role making process the

leader perceived them to be able to contribute more to the

functioning of the unit. They were more dependable, competent,

skillful, and motivated than other members of the group. Because

the leader is unable to perform all important tasks himself or herself,

he or she must be able to delegate certain tasks to competent,

trusted personnel. The in-group is seen as more capable. Therefore,

they receive the tasks with more responsibility. Thus, while the out-

group members may be perceived as "hired hands," the leader relies

on the in-group members to perform critical tasks as informal

"assistants."
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Theoretically, leaders react differentially to members because

they believe it will aid unit functioning and/or because their own

time and energy is inadequate to perform every task themselves.

Leaders give the in-group more support and attention in order to

develop and maintain the commitment and satisfaction of his or her

select subset of assistants. In return for sharing the burden of the

work unit, the leader attempts to satisfy the in-group with

increasingly attractive packages of outcomes. By increasing the

negotiating latitude, the leader hopes the member will invest himself

or herself in the job and continue to assume responsibility for the job

and its success (Dansereau et al., 1975). In order for the assistants to

continue assuming responsibility for jobs the leader delegates over

time, the leader must continually support the exercise of extending

job latitude, support, and attention as rewards which result from the

negotiating latitude process (Dansereau et al., 1975).

Subsequent LMX Research

Many studies have shown support for the LMX premises

articulated in the seminal study as well as indicating the charac

teristics of in and out-group members and which factors tend to

influence leader behavior differentiation, the role making process,

group status, and the quality of the leader/member exchange. The

research generally suggests individual and organizational beneficial

effects for the in-group members relative to the out-group members.

A study done by Vecchio and Gobdel (1984), seemed to confirm

the previous findings that in-group members were more satisfied,
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less likely to quit their jobs, and had higher performance ratings.

Vecchio and Gobdel found support for the presence of these out

comes of vertical dyad links and exchanges in low skilled jobs.

Previously, vertical dyad linkages had only been studied in jobs

requiring high levels of skill. Thus, their study seemed to provide

evidence that vertical dyad linkages and the outcomes associated

with them are pervasive in many different job levels.

Other researchers found further evidence for the existence of

leaders differentiating their behaviors among group members.

Cashman, et al. (1976) conducted a study which attempted to link

high performing group leaders to their superiors who were also

reported by a higher level of superiors to be in their in-group. They

found intraunit differentiation and concluded that the vertical dyad

linkages appeared to involve aspects of the positive resources of the

superior, such as more inside information, high influence in decision

making, much latitude to make changes, support given from the

superior, and attention given to the subordinates feelings and needs.

It appeared from this study that leaders shared these valuable

resources in exchange for higher degrees of involvement from the in-

group members. Thus in this study, the outcomes of the exchanges

of resources perceived by the group members to be valuable are

similar to the outcomes of the high quality exchanges found in the

seminal study.

Another study examined how perceptions of resources

influence the nature of the exchange between leaders and group

members (Novak & Graen, 1986). These researchers recognized that

13



leader and member perceptions of factors influencing the exchange

had not been discussed or examined. According to Pollard and

Mitchell (1972), perceptions of another's resources are critical to

reciprocal behavior. Following this logic, Novak and Graen examined

only the member perceptions of the leader's resources and how those

perceptions contributed to the quality of the leader/member

exchange. They measured the leader's perceived expertise and

formal control over resources. They asserted and found that the

exchange was moderated by the subordinate's perceptions of the

leader's resources, thus adding an additional component to the

previous model; i. e., another factor influencing the role making

process and the leader/member exchange.

In 1978, more elements of the role making process were

described. Graen and Schiemann concurred with the assumptions of

the 1975 study that the processes by which a leader and a member

developed interdependencies between their roles occurred through

vertical dyad linkages. In an attempt to expand on factors that

might contribute to the intraunit differentiation, they hypothesized

that high agreement between a leader and a member regarding

perceptions of mutual experiences would be related to high leader/

member exchanges. Their results confirmed the hypothesis by

finding that mutual agreement on problems on the job and mutual

agreement on member's needs were in fact related to high leader/

member exchanges.

Other studies have been conducted which further delineate the

factors that might affect the role making process. In an attempt to

14



support the antecedent variables of the seminal study, Liden and

Graen (1980) concluded that according to the LMX model, certain

subordinates are chosen to be in "in-groups" because of their

personal characteristics, such as competence, skill, trustworthiness,

and motivation to assume greater responsibility. In a longitudinal

study examining 41 dyads, Liden and Graen found that in over 90

percent of the dyads leaders formed differing quality relationships

with their subordinates. The supervisors did use the personal char

acteristics of the subordinate as criteria to differentiate their

behavior among unit members for the purposes of exchange relation

ships. Those subordinates in the higher quality exchanges reported

greater job responsibility, greater contributions to their unit, and

were higher performers than the subordinates reporting lower

quality exchanges. Thus, subordinate characteristics seemed to play

a large part in helping leaders select their informal assistants, or

their in-group members.

Duchon, Green and Taber (1986) also attempted to empirically

test the input variables earlier studies suggested would influence the

development of group status through the role making process. While

these researchers admitted that the in-group/out-group phenom

enon is important, they also realized that there was little research

focusing on which variables predicted a group member's status in

either group. Therefore, in an empirical test of Graen and Cashman's

(1975) suggested input variables (member characteristics and com

patibility of the member's characteristics with the leader's charac

teristics) they measured leader and member perception of demo-
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graphic information, sex, class status, position in the formal hier

archy, and group experience in a junior achievement organization.

They collected data through a longitudinal design and found that

certain demographic variables, such as class status and compatibility

with the leader, predicted in and out-group status.

Despite these previous studies, Dienesch and Liden (1986)

described the role making/LMX process research as merely

suggestive of what variables or factors influence the process. These

authors contend that without a sound theoretical base for the LMX

developmental process, empirical studies are of little use. They

suggest that the process could be conceptualized in terms of both

leader and member characteristics, the perceptions of the initial

interaction of the dyad, the leader delegation, leader and member

attributions for the member's performance, and certain contextual

variables. According to Dienesch and Liden, these factors could

impact the nature of the exchange, but an empirical test of these

factors in the LMX model has not yet been conducted.

Graen and Scandura (1986) also make suggestions about which

variables probably impact the development of the leader/member

exchange. As previously mentioned, both members of the dyad

bring their personal characteristics, past experiences, and current

circumstances to the exchange. Their model of the role making

process begins with role taking when the leader sizes up the

member's capabilities and assesses the member's performance on

sample tasks. In this period of time, the leader formulates an

impression of the member's capabilities and weaknesses. Then the
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leader communicates expectations of the member's role on certain

tasks. The subordinate then reacts to this sent role and decides

whether to accept the role or not. At this point, the subordinate's

role begins to develop as the subordinate and the leader interact and

are mutually dependent upon each other in the work place. The

subordinate plays a part in his or her role making by feeding back

his or her perceptions of the role to the supervisor. The subordinate

may negotiate the original role with the supervisor in order to obtain

more desirable responsibilities, etc. Once the dyad begins collabor

ating their efforts to meet their needs and the needs of the work

place, personal and positional resources are exchanged from both

members. Once the leader and the member tacitly agree on what the

role entails, the role becomes routinized or crystallized. Thus, the

role making process results in a social exchange of resources between

the leader and the member.

Suggestions for variables that may influence the social

exchange and its outcomes include position and personal resources of

the leader (information, influence, task exchange, latitude, support,

and attention) and characteristics of the quality of the dyadic inter

action (leader/member exchange, dyad loyalty, dyad support, dyad

trust) and coupling or the reciprocal influence process of the leader

and the subordinate concerning the subordinate's role (decision

influence, delegation, latitude, and innovativeness). Thus, the contri

butions of both Dienesch and Liden (1986) and Graen and Scandura

(1986) aid in the conceptualization and explanation of the reciprocal

patterns of exchanges to which previous literature alluded. Their
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suggestions could help provide insight into the emergence of the

leader/member exchange.

Taken as a whole, these studies confirm and/or expand the

initial premises of the seminal study. Basically, these studies

contend that many factors influence why a leader will select one

employee over another to be his or her favored assistant. The leader

then gives the favored assistant what the leader perceives to be

valuable rewards (increased job latitude, support, and meaningful

job tasks) and in return receives higher commitment, loyalty, and

time spent on the job from the subordinate in exchange. As a whole,

these studies seem to suggest that the effects of being in the in-

group for the subordinate, the leader, and the work unit are largely

positive or beneficial in nature.

Research Problem

What the above literature has failed to address is the possi

bility that during the exchange process, the leader comes to rely

heavily on in-group members and that a continual over-reliance on

any one employee or group of employees can lead to deleterious

consequences for everyone involved. It is possible that there are

unrecognized and potentially harmful effects associated with being in

the in-group that may develop and increase with prolonged status

tenure in the in-group.

According to Dansereau et al., (1975) the leader must, because

of time and energy limitations, delegate important tasks to capable
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group members. The leaders continually delegate more and more

important tasks to the in-group members because of their dependa

bility and capability and also because more meaningful tasks are

perceived to be rewarding to the in-group members.

Dansereau et al., (1975) contended that the leader must

continue to reward the in-group member with job latitude,

responsibility, support, and attention over time in order to ensure

commitment from his or her informal assistants. The researchers

implicitly assume the existence of a positive linear relationship

between the rewards of the exchange for the in-group members (job

latitude, responsibility, support, and attention) and the satisfaction

with the job and leader, the quality of the leader/member exchange,

job involvement, and productivity (i.e. more is better). An implicit

assumption behind this linear relationship seems to be that the in-

group members perceive these rewards to be continuously

rewarding, even as their job scope and responsibility increase over

time. However, increased job latitude and responsibility may not

always be perceived as rewarding to the in-group member,

especially if they continuously increase over long periods of time.

In other words, it seems plausible that an in-group member

may come to feel overworked. While speculative, there is some

"suggestive" evidence for such a phenomenon. For example, in their

nine month "longitudinal" study, Dansereau et al., (1975) assume that

increases in negotiating latitude result in increases in satisfaction,

suggesting a linear relationship between negotiating latitude and

positive rewards and outcomes of the exchange.
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.  . the superior must consistently support the exercise
of job latitude that results from the negotiation process as well as
encouraging the selected members to take action.
If the superior fails to support the member's exercise
of negotiated latitude, the negotiated promise is empty
and commitment would probably not occur (pp. 73-74).
Over time as the trusted members become trusted assistants,
the superior may become more dependent upon them not only
to assure adequate unit functioning but also to deal with
problems that may arise within the unit. On the other side
the trusted assistants may become more dependent upon
the superior for the rewards of their contributions (e.g.,
visibility in the organization, and eventual promotions).
.  . . The trusted assistants accept additional responsibilities
and duties and are compensated by greater latitude in doing
their job and by special treatment from the superior (pp. 74-75).

Over time, it may be that the initial reward potential to the in-group

member of increased responsibility may exceed a saturation point,

and that the support and attention the leader gives may not be

enough to compensate for the stress incurred by the job exceeding

reasonable bounds. Unintentionally, the leader may be relying too

heavily on his or her select few, favored assistants to carry heavy

burdens of the work load that he or she does not have the resources

to carry out. Thus, the leader extends the in-group's job beyond a

reasonable job scope. It is proposed that as a result of this over-

extension, outcomes previously viewed as positive will decline over

tithe creating harmful effects for the subordinate, the leader, and

ultimately, the organization.

Studies Suggesting Declines in Positive Outcomes

While the premise of this study is somewhat speculative, there

is some evidence available in the leader/member exchange literature

that merits consideration. The results contained in several studies
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curiously allude to a decrease in positive outcomes for the in-group

over time. Many of these results have not been directly addressed in

the literature.

For example, in the seminal study, several indications of

possible dysfunction as a result of group status appear to be present,

although weakly so. Data reported in Figure 1 of the 1975 study

(Dansereau, et al., 1975, p. 60) show a decline over time (i.e. 7 to 9

months) in the perceived leadership attention received by in-group

members. While the results report the in-group as receiving higher

amounts of leadership attention from the superior than reported by

the out-group, a long term decline in attention for the in-group

seems to be also present. Also, in Figure 5 of the same study (p. 68)

the congruency of the member's role with the member's preferences

for that role are shown to decline over time. The researchers discuss

this finding by reporting that, "the in-group members reported that

their role was more highly congruent with their own preferences

than that reported by the out-group members" (p. 68). However,

the researchers do not discuss the fact that the congruency of the

roles with the member's preferences seems to be declining over time.

Similar results suggesting a decline over time in positive outcomes of

the exchange can be found in Table 8 of the same study (p. 69). In

an evaluation of the role outcomes (intrinsic outcomes of the work,

supervisor interpersonal relations, and supervisor technical com

petence) experienced by both in- and out-group members, the in-

group members showed a downward trend from the second month to

the ninth month for each variable (see Figure 1 below). For the in-
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group members, the intrinsic outcomes of their work, their inter

personal relations with their supervisor, their perceptions of their

supervisor's technical competence, and the psychological value they

placed on their rewards all showed a decline (albeit, presumably

nonsignificant) in the seventh as well as in the nine month of the

study relative to the second month.
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Figure 1
Role Outcomes for In-Group

This pattern of results is also evident in a study designed to

assess employee productivity and satisfaction before and after the
member and the supervisor were trained in leader/member

exchange techniques (Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982). In
Figure 1 of their study (Graen, et al., 1982, p. 119), the results of the
LMX treatment versus the other control conditions show the

treatment or training condition with a preliminary upward trend in
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productivity after the LMX training. However, after only twenty

weeks, a downward trend in productivity becomes apparent. Similar

effects are found in job related stress variables in the same study.

In Table 7 reported in the study, the researchers report the effects of

the leader-member exchange training versus no leadership training

on employee reactions to the job (p. 124; see Figure 2 below).
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Figure 2
Effects of LMX Training on Employee Reactions to the Job

The leadership group showed significant increases in role overload

and in the subordinates' preferred work load, thus demonstrating

that an increase in job scope occurred over time (see Figure 2). As

the job scope increased, so did role overload and job stress. While

the downward production trend, the increases in role overload, and

the increases in job stress after LMX training cannot be declared a
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result of group status, they at least suggest that something about the

leader/member exchange can lead to dysfunctional effects over time.

Finally, similar downward trends after a LMX intervention can

be found in Scandura and Graen's 1984 study. Figure 2 of their

study (Scandura & Graen, p. 432) reports the weekly quantity of

production for high leader/member exchange treatment and control

groups before and after the leadership intervention. Both of the high

leader/member exchange groups show a downward trend in pro

duction from approximately the nineteenth week after training until

the end of the study. Similar negative mean changes are also

reported in Table 2 of the study (Scandura & Graen, p. 432) by the

members of the high LMX treatment groups for satisfaction with the

supervisor and the supervisor's support. Taken together, these

results suggest that being in the in-group does not always mean

progressively increasing satisfaction, productivity, or high leader/

member relations. In fact, some results suggest that the in-group

actually incurs dysfunctional effects as time progresses.

If dysfunctional effects manifest over time, it seems probable

that the once high quality leader-member exchange relationship

between the in-group member and the leader may deteriorate. Few

studies have actually studied the relationship between a member's

perceptions of poor, low quality leader-member exchanges and neg

ative outcomes of the exchange, such as turnover. However, Graen

and Ginsburgh (1977) have studied the end result of poor leader/

member exchanges, or what they term as attachments. They con

ceptualized the vertical dyad in terms the degree to which the job is
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relevant to the subordinate's career (role orientation) and the

acceptance of the leader in the exchange. According to the

researchers, when acceptance of the leader and the role orientation

elements of the leader/member exchange are weak, the subordinate

will be inclined to resign. Thus, when the subordinate perceives the

dyad to be weak or of low quality, he or she may resign. This seems

in keeping with the premise of the current study that in-group

members may suffer from dysfunctional effects (i. e. resign) if low

leader/member attachments develop, perhaps as a result of being

over-relied upon and under-rewarded by the leader.

Similar findings for turnover as related to low quality leader/

member exchanges are found in Graen, et al., 1982 study as well as

in Vecchio and Gobdel (1985). Graen et al. found that the leader/

member exchange was an effective predictor of employee turnover.

They contend that it is the unique exchange between a leader and a

member that influences the member to remain on the job. The

members who remain on the job, according to Graen et al. are the

members who see themselves actively exchanging support,

resources, and extra effort with their leaders (high quality leader/

member exchanges). Those who do not remain on the job are the

members who do not perceive the relationship to be an interactive

exchange of support and resources (low quality leader/member

exchanges). These findings seem to suggest that low quality leader/

member exchanges can be deleterious to the members and result in

negative outcomes such as turnover. Thus, if the in-group members

with long tenure experience less satisfying exchanges of support and
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resources with their leader as their tenure progresses, they may

choose to leave that relationship.

Stress

The current research problem suggests the possibility that

dysfunctional variables involving job related stress would result

from an over-reliance on members of the in-group. Theoretically, as

the in-group is delegated more and more responsibility, and perhaps

perceives the rewards and the quality of the exchange as decreasing

over time, psychological stress may ensue. Dysfunctional effects (i.e.

strain, burnout, role overload, etc.) may be a function of increased

task demands over time and interpersonal relations with the super

visor. These effects may be probable for the in-group members due

to increased job scope and responsibilities. As a result, increases in

job. scope may contribute to poorer performance, intentions to resign,

role conflict, role overload, role ambiguity, and burnout.

Research studies in the field of work related stress explain and

clarify employee experiences of dysfunction and how they are

related to other outcomes at work. It seems that work stress has

become an increasing popular topic of discussion and research over

the past few years because researchers and practitioners alike are

realizing the undesirable effects of stress in the work place (Jamal,

1984). Although it is difficult to reach one clear definition of the

concept, most definitions explain work related stress as an inter

action of the worker and the environment when the demand made
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on the worker exceeds the worker's capabilities and resources

(McGrath, 1976). According to McGrath, six sources contribute to

work related stress; task-based stress occurs in difficult, ambiguous

task as well as with task overload; role-based stress occurs in

conflicting, ambiguous roles; stress inherent to the work environment

may occur in undermanned situations; stress in interpersonal

relations occurs with lack of communication and high interpersonal

conflicts; stress from the environment itself; and stress from within

the individual occurs when the person feels anxious.

Work-related stress has antecedent causes stemming from the

job and ultimately results in detrimental physical consequences for

the employee (Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986). It is usually

regarded as an unpleasant emotional experience associated with

elements of fear, dread, anxiety, and depression, each of which is a

dysfunctional consequence for the worker. For example, perceived

stress can lead to job-related strain. Strain is the psychological

manifestation of stress; it is an internal change within the individual

resulting from stress (Hall & Mansfield, 1971). Examples of indi

vidual strains are anxiety, depression, and physical illness (Moto-

wildo, Packard, & Manning, 1986; Tetrick & LaRocco, 1987). Many

studies have shown that work related stress has dysfunctional

effects for employees' physical and mental health (Beehr &. Newman,

1978; Schuler,1980; Spector, Dwyer, and Jex, 1988). Research has

also linked stress to outcomes which are dysfunctional for both the

employee and the organization, such as absenteeism and turnover
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(Gupta & Beehr, 1979) and job dissatisfaction (Beehr, 1976; Miles,

1975).

Empirical studies concerning work related stress often

concentrate on three types of role based stresses: role conflict, role

ambiguity, and role overload (Jamal, 1984; Johnson & Graen, 1973;

McGrath, 1976). Across these studies, each of these role based

stresses has been related to job induced dysfunctional outcomes,

such as tension, anxiety, and turnover (Miles, 1976).

Role conflict occurs when a worker experiences conflicting

signals or expectations about his or her performance on the job from

superior, his or her own values, or from actual job tasks. Thus, role

conflict can be a within-person phenomenon (personal values) or an

inter-role sender phenomenon external to the individual (divergent

expectations from different individuals sending roles (Johnson &

Graen, 1973; McGrath, 1976; Miles, 1976). Role conflict stems from

reduced job satisfaction associated with the uncertainty of the mixed

expectations of the role (House & Rizzo, 1972) and this dissatis

faction, in turn, contributes to mental stress and strain (Locke, 1976).

Across many studies, role conflict has been shown to be

directly related to adverse personal and work related outcomes.

Aspects of the job which create role conflict have been found to be

related to job tension, propensity to leave the organization, and

inversely related to job satisfaction and attitudes such as trust,

respect, and liking toward role senders (Gross & Kraut, 1984; Miles,

1976; Tetrick & LaRocco, 1987). Other dysfunctional findings of role

conflict and work outcomes include feelings of futility on the job, lack
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of confidence in the organization, inability to influence decision

making, and unfavorable attitudes toward role senders (Miles &

Perreault, 1976). Thus, role conflict appears to be associated with a

variety of undesirable outcomes which are generally regarded as

dysfunctional for the organization and the employee.

Another role stress, role ambiguity, occurs when the employee

is unsure about the expectations the role senders have about the

employee's performance (Johnson & Graen, 1973) Role ambiguity is

most prevalent in dynamic organizations with high levels of

uncertainty. It develops from confusion of the scope of responsi

bility on the job, the limits of authority and behavior, and the goals

of the job and the role sender. Johnson and Graen believe that role

amisiguity, as well as role conflict, may impede or block the role

making process thus creating tension and strain between the worker,

his or her co-workers, and his or her superiors.

As is the case for role conflict, many dysfunctional conse

quences have been related to role ambiguity. Role ambiguity has

been found to increase interpersonal tension and decrease job

satisfaction, self esteem, and liking of co-workers (Caplan & Jones,

1975; McGrath, 1976; Miles, 1976). Significant relationships

between role ambiguity and the desire to leave the organization and

decreases in job performance have been well documented (Jackson &

Schuler, 1985; Johnson & Graen, 1973; Lyons, 1971; Rizzo et al.,

1970).

Role overload has also been empirically related to strain and

negative work outcomes. Overload occurs when job obligations and
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responsibilities require more than the individual is able to do in the

time available. Stress results because failure is associated with not

being able to complete the volume of tasks in the time allotted (Sales,

1970). Shaw and Weekly (1985) specify two types of overload,

quantitative and qualitative, which are germane to this study. Quan

titative overload is a condition in which the individual is required to

do more than he or she is able to do because of a restrictive time

limit on performance. Qualitative overload creates tension in the

individual because each separate task is beyond his or her capa

bilities. The individual can not perform the tasks regardless of the

amount of time allotted.

Role overload has been found to be a way of life in many of

today's competitive organizations (Caplan & Jones, 1975; Kahn, 1963;

Motowidlo, Packard, & Manning, 1986). Overload studies reveal that

overload is imposed on employees from work related sources, mostly

supervisors. It leads to greater levels of perceived job pressure,

resentment, anxiety, depression, hostility, lower levels of task enjoy

ment, decreased self esteem, and even physical health problems such

as heart disease and high blood pressure (Kahn, 1964; Kraut, 1965;

Sales, 1969; Shaw & Weekly, 1985). Job performance is also

adversely affected by overload. As job tasks are increased beyond

the individual's capacity, output and performance fall off sharply

(Shaw & Weekly, 1985).

Chernis (1980) contends that role conflict, role ambiguity, and

role overload are strong contributors to the incidence of job burnout.

Burnout is comprised of three components: emotional exhaustion,
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depersonalization, and feelings of low personal accomplishment.

Emotional exhaustion refers to a psychological and physical state

caused by excessive emotional demands made on employees. It is an

important aspect of burnout, because burnout occurs most often in

jobs that are very psychologically draining or involving (Jackson,

Schwab, & Schuler, 1986). A second important aspect of burnout is

the tendency for heavily involved workers to experience deindi-

vidualization or depersonalization. Individuals experiencing deper

sonalization treat clients as objects rather than referring to clients by

name; they react to clients with a detached, unconcerned manner.

Depersonalization minimizes the amount of emotional energy the

individual suffering from burnout must expend on a client (Jackson,

Schwab, & Schuler, 1986). The final component of burnout is feelings

of low personal accomplishment. Empirical studies show that people

in situations where their efforts repeatedly fail to produce positive

results develop symptoms of stress and depression. Thus, burnout is

generally conceptualized as an overall index of these three com

ponents.

According to the research in this area, burnout seems to be

ubiquitous among workers today. It is thought to be caused by

employee characteristics, supervisory practices, political processes,

and organizational structure. Its detrimental effects include

decreased productivity and feelings of job dissatisfaction (Jackson,

Schwab, & Schuler, 1986; Leiter & Meechan, 1986), disrupted

personal relationships, poor client care, poor health, absence, and

turnover (Chemiss, 1980; Maslach, 1973; Maslach & Jackson, 1985;
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Schwab, 1983). Burnout also contributes to intrastaff conflicts,

requests for transfers to other work areas, and even leaving the

profession entirely (Constable & Russell, 1986). In sum, role conflict,

role ambiguity, role overload, and burnout have each been

empirically identified as being major contributors to stress, strain,

absenteeism, turnover, and decreased performance in the work

place.

The Present Investigation

The purpose for this study was to explore whether or not in-

group members with long tenure suffer dysfunctional effects as a

result of their prolonged status. Specifically, in-group members with

prolonged group status are suspected to experience higher levels of

role overload/conflict/ambiguity/confusion, burnout, strain, and

lower levels of job satisfaction, involvement, and performance than

in-group members with short tenure or out-group members because

their supervisor continually delegates tasks of high responsibility to

them over time. As tenure increases, so does the likelihood of in-

group members with long tenure experiencing work related stress

and the dysfunctional outcomes associated with it. If this is the case,

organizations could end up misusing one of their most vital

resources, their "favored assistants" who are vital to organizational

functioning.
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Research Hypothesis

Hypothesis In-group members with long tenure will experience
more dysfunctional effects (dissatisfaction with the job and the
leader, role conflict, role ambiguity, role overload, burnout, job
involvement, and decreased performance) relative to out-group
members or in-group members with short tenure. (This is expected
as a result of increases in negotiating latitude/job scope, which are
perceived by the in-group member as excessive over long periods of
tenure).
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CHAPTER III

METHOD

Research Design

The present study was a field study of subordinate employees

identified a priori via a structured survey with their supervisor. The

study involved a two-by-two design composed of two between-

subject factors: group status (in-group or out-group) and status

tenure (long or short). These factors differentiated participants

according to four groups: in-group subordinate members with long

and short tenure and out-group subordinate members with long and

short tenure.

The first factor in this study, group status, differentiated

subordinates into two groups, "in-group" and "out-group." Subor

dinates with in-group status are considered special employees who

serve their supervisor as an informal assistant. These employees are

thought to become in-group members by being dependable and

capable of handling tasks requiring responsibility. Subordinates with

out-group status, in contrast, are employees who the supervisor

either chooses not to or feels he or she cannot rely on or depend on

as an assistant. Out-group members are more like formal, regular

workers to the supervisor.

Tenure, the second factor in this study, also differentiated

subordinates into two groups, "long" and "short" tenure. Long and

short tenure were operationalized as the relative difference in tenure
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with a supervisor within a department. In order to control for

differential effects normally associated with long tenure, both in-

group and out-group members of varying tenure were included in

this study. That is, the hypothesized dysfunctional effects should be

particular to the in-group members only, because of the excessive

demands of increasing latitude over time, rather than a generalized

effect of prolonged tenure.

Members of each of the four groups were asked to complete a

survey. Major variables measured were demographics, subordinates'

perceptions of various job characteristics, job facet satisfaction,

intervening psychological states, job involvement, role overload, role

conflict, role ambiguity, role confusion, role strain, burnout, and the

subordinates' perceptions of the leader/member exchange rela

tionship. In addition, subordinate performance was assessed via

self-evaluation and leader-evaluation. Leader performance on

leader/member exchange behaviors was also evaluated by the

subordinates. As described later, these major variables compose a

set of variables intended as "validity checks" of the in-group

relationship and a set of variables intended as the major "effect"

variables considered in the hypothesis.

Most of the variables were measured two ways, "then" and

"now." The "then" retrospective approach was used as another way

to assess the hypothesized within-person effect, (i.e. increasing

dysfunction over time) which underscores the study. The partici

pants were asked to remember how they felt or performed at the

onset of their job with their supervisor ("then" ratings) as well as
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how they currently feel or perform under the same supervisor

("now" ratings). Thus, a comparison of "then'V'now" ratings was

intended to provide a measure of change within subjects, over time,

as a function of increased tenure with their supervisor. The

"then'V'now" design has been used with success to study several

within-person phenomena (Terborg & Davis, 1982).

In the present study, perceptions of job characteristics, job facet

satisfaction, psychological states, role conflict, role ambiguity, role

confusion, role strain, role overload, burnout, the quality of the

leader/member exchange, job involvement, and subordinate

performance were measured both "then" and "now." "Then" was

operationalized as the state of the job with their supervisor at its

onset and "now" was operationalized as the state of the job at

present with the same supervisor. The "then"/"now" approach as a

measurement device provides an additional vehicle for controlling

for individual differences in length of tenure with the supervisor. As

such, the "then"/"now" discrepancy should be related to the hypothe

sized effects only for the in-group members.

Setting and Participants

Work groups for this study were selected from a large, public

southeastern university's nonacademic business and finance

employees as well as employees from the computing center. These

organizational units contain many job levels, including clerical,

professional, managerial, and administrative positions. Selected

participants from each of these levels completed similar surveys.
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The departments in the organizations included management

services, risk management, treasury, administrative data systems,

personnel, retirement, graphic arts, transportation, and computer

services. These departments are primarily autonomous in function.

Because of the nature of the departmental hierarchy, traditional

leader role, and nature of the job tasks in the department, sections of

the management services, treasury, administrative data systems,

personnel, graphic arts, and computer services departments were

surveyed for this study. Each department was chosen on the bases

of having large numbers of subordinates under each permanent

leader, delegation from leader to subordinate, leaders with at least

one year of tenure at his or her job, stable groups, and nonroutine

jobs with elements of pressure.

Not all the dyads from the six departments were included in the

study. Leaders were asked to nominate four employees based on in-

or out-group status and long or short tenure with the leader relative

to the typical distribution for their department. Only nominated

subordinates were asked to complete the survey.

The purpose of the nomination process was to separate par

ticipants according to group status and length of tenure. This

provided a method of examining any dysfunctional effects of being in

the in-group over long periods of tenure. In the nomination process,

leaders matched ordinary, regular workers who were not often relied

upon (i.e. out-group members) with employees who were heavily

relied upon and serve as informal assistants (i.e. in-group members)

on the basis of their relative tenure with the leader particular to
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their department. This procedure resulted in the selection of ordi

nary workers and informal assistants matched for long and short

tenure, thus making four groups. As noted, the out-group members

served as controls to the in-group members according to tenure.

In addition to the nomination process, the managers were also

asked to evaluate the performance of the nominated subordinates

using specially developed performance evaluation forms (see appen

dix D.) Managers were also provided extra materials and instructions

to complete the nomination/evaluation process again if they could

truly nominate four more employees for the designated groups. As

noted, only managers having at least one year of tenure in the

current job (sufficient for "long" tenure of members) and with at

least four subordinates under their direct supervision (one for each

experimental cell) were asked to participate in the study.

In a similar process, some of the managers themselves were

nominated by their supervisor. That is, several of the managers

were also nominated for the four cells and asked to complete a

survey. Therefore, managers could also participate in the study as a

member of a leader-subordinate dyad. In sum, 7 directors, 43

managers and 138 subordinates were asked to participate in the

study. Altogether, at least 171 employees were candidates for

participants of this study.

Procedure

The materials sent to supervisors included a cover letter, a

structured nomination form, instructional materials, and envelopes
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containing surveys and performance evaluation forms. The cover

letter introduced the researcher and explained the researcher's

interest in individual work experiences. The letter explained that

the study was endorsed and supported by Mr. Ely Fly, Vice President

and head of the Business and Finance Departments for the manage

ment services, treasury, administrative data systems, personnel,

graphic arts departments, and by Dr. Gordon Sherman for the

computer services department. A letter from Mr. Fly/Dr. Sherman

supporting the study was also included for their respective depart

ments. The cover letter stressed that participation in the study was

entirely voluntary and that all individual results would be kept

confidential from the Business and Finance Department/Computer

Services Department. The letter also encouraged the managers/

directors to participate in the study because their insight in

identifying the employees for the experimental groups was vital to

initiating the study.

On the structured nomination form, managers and directors

were asked to nominate subordinates for each of four groups (i.e. in-

group, short and long tenure, and out-group, short and long tenure).

In order to identify subordinates for groups, the managers/ directors

received four large envelopes with yellow posted notes attached to

the outside. The notes were marked as follows: 1-long time

assistant, 2-long time regular worker, 3-short time assistant, 4-short

time regular worker.

Following explicit instructions, (see appendix C) managers were

asked to think of a worker they consistently relied on as a valued
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assistant who had been in that position for what he or she considered

to be a long length of time. The managers/directors then wrote this

person's name on the large envelope marked "1-long time assistant."

At that time, the managers also took out the appropriate perfor

mance evaluation form (1-long time assistant) and rated that

person's performance without giving his or her name.

Next, the managers/directors were asked to think of another

employee under their direct supervision whom they did not rely on

as a valued assistant. This employee was to be a regular worker who

had been under his or her direct supervision for about the same

length of time as the first person nominated. The managers/

directors wrote this person's name on the envelope marked "2-long

time regular worker" and evaluated his or her performance on the

evaluation form similarly marked.

In the next step of the instructions, the managers/directors

were asked to think of another employee who they considered to be

one of their special assistants who had been with them for a shorter

length of time than the employees nominated in the first two steps.

After writing this person's name on the envelope marked "3-short

time assistant", the managers/directors evaluated this assistant's

performance on a similarly marked form.

Finally, the managers/directors were asked to think of another

employee under their direct supervision who they did not rely on as

a special assistant, but one they considered to be a regular worker

who had been with them about the same length of time as the short

time assistant. After writing this employee's name on the envelope
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marked "4-short time regular worker," the managers/directors

evaluated this person's performance on a similarly marked perfor

mance evaluation form.

The managers/directors then distributed the large envelopes

to the appropriate subordinate. These large envelopes contained

smaller envelopes which in turn contained the surveys. (Subordi

nates were instructed to discard the large envelope with their names

on it as its only purpose was to give them the correct survey).

The subordinate's small envelope contained a cover letter, a

survey, and a feedback index card. The small envelope was a

sealable mailing envelope with the researchers' address on the

outside. Instructions in the cover letter indicated that the smaller

envelope was to be returned sealed, with the survey inside. The

feedback index card was to be returned separately. The cover letter

also informed the subordinates that participation in the study was

voluntary, that their responses were confidential, and that the

survey was to be completed and returned sealed directly to the

researcher.

After following the initial steps in the instructions, the

managers/directors were finally instructed to return the perfor

mance evaluations they had completed on each subordinate in a

sealed envelope before delivering the subordinates' surveys to the

nominated employees. An extra group of four envelopes and

performance evaluations was provided in case the manager/director

was able to truly nominate and evaluate four additional subordinates

in a similar fashion.
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In order to distinguish the four groups resulting from each

nomination process, performance evaluation forms and the surveys

were embossed with code numbers in the upper left hand corner.

The subordinates' surveys were coded according the manager or

director number and by their group status and tenure (i.e., in-group

with long tenure = 1, in-group with short tenure = 2, out-group with

long tenure = 3, and out-group with short tenure = 4). By using this

number sequence, managers/directors could be identified with their

group. Therefore, it was possible to group the subordinate's survey

responses according to the manager's nomination process. The code

also identified in-group and out-group status for the long and short

tenures on the surveys so that it was possible to differentiate among

perceptual responses for each group. In addition, since group

member #1 was matched with group member #2 of that manager's/

director's group and likewise for members #3 and #4, it was possible

to match surveys with the out-group members serving as controls

for the tenure effect.

The performance evaluation forms were also coded according to

manager/director and the corresponding manager/director number.

Thus, the performance evaluations completed by the leaders could be

matched to the corresponding survey completed by the subordinate.

The manager's performance evaluation was used to determine if

performance declined with tenure and if it was possible to differen

tiate between groups on the performance measures.

All of the surveys were identical except that the directors'

surveys omitted the leader/member exchange items referring to
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their leader. While the directors' responses had no direct effect on

the hypothesis of the study, it was believed that their responses

would be beneficial to future research.

Measures

The surveys were designed to gather data on two classes of

variables: measures of "validity" and measures of "effect."

Measures of validity were used to substantiate in- or out-group

status characteristics and included demographic variables, job scope,

leader/member exchange, and psychological states. Measures of

effect had direct bearing on the hypothesis of this study and were

intended to assess the possible dysfunctional effects of long tenure in

the in-group. These measures included job facet satisfaction, role

strain, role overload/conflict/ambiguity/confusion, burnout, job

involvement, and self- and leader-rated performance.

As noted, several measures of validity (job scope, psychological

states, and the leader/member exchange) and effect (strain, satis

faction, involvement, burnout, role overload/conflict/ ambiguity/

confusion, and ratings of subordinate performance) were measured

with a "then"/"now" approach described previously. This approach

was expected to lend insight to the changes occurring within

individuals with increasing tenure with the leader.
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Measures of Validity

1. Pp-mngranhics Demographic variables were included in this

study as a partial validation check for group status. The

demographic variables collected were tenure in the organization,

tenure in the current position, tenure with the current leader,

number of years of education, the number of years work experience

in the current type of job, the number of professional or clerical

employees under the participant's supervision, and part-time or full-

time employment status (see Figure 3).

2. Job Scone Elements of job scope were also included in this

study since they can serve as indications of in- or out-group status.

It was expected that in-group members would have a broader job

scope than out-group members. Furthermore, the broader job scope

of the in-group was considered an antecedent condition to dys

functional effects for in-group members.

The nature of the job characteristics, or scope, was assessed

with the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) developed by Hackman and

Oldham (1974). Section two of the JDS deals with seven core job

dimensions (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy,

feedback from the job and agents, and dealing with others) and

contains 14 items rated on a seven-point descriptive accuracy scale

ranging from 1 = "very inaccurate" to 7 = "very accurate." A sample

statement for skill variety is, " The job is quite simple and repetitive

(see Figure 3)."

3. Psychological States Section three of the JDS was used to

assess the psychological states of the respondents (experienced
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Part 1. Demographic/Background Information

1. Sex;

2. Years of education completed
3. Type of position you currently hold:
Clerical Professional Manager Director (Other)
4. Are you Part-time or Full time employed?
5. Length of service in present position
6. Length of service with immediate current supervisor or boss
7. Length of service as a University Wide Employee
8. Number of subordinates you currently supervise:
Clerical Professional Managerial (Other)_

Part 2 Job Scope

Skill Variety

I. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level
skills.

5. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

Task Identity

3. The job is arranged so that I do not have the chance to do an
entire piece of work form beginning to end.
II. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces
of work I begin.

Task Significance
8. This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how
well the work gets done.
14. The job itself is not very significant or important in the broader
scheme of things.

Autonomy

9. The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or
judgement in carrying out the work.
13. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and
freedom in how I do the work.

Figure 3
Demographic and Job Scope Survey Items
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Feedback from the Job

4. Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances
for me to figure out how well I am doing.
12. The job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am
performing well.

Feedback from Agents

7. The supervisors and co-workers on this job almost never give me
any "feedback" about how well I am doing in my work.
10. Supervisors often let me know how well they think I perform
the job.

Dealing with Others
2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people.
6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone
without talking or checking with other people.

Figure 3 (Continued)
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meaningfulness of the work, experienced responsibility for work

outcomes, general satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, and knowledge of

results; see Figure 4). The 15 items in this section were assessed on a

seven-point scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 =

"strongly agree." A sample item for the experienced meaningfulness

of the work was "Most of the things I have to do on this job seem

useless or trivial." These items served as a validity check for

characteristics of the group member status. It was expected, for

example, that out-group members would experience low

meaningfulness of the work in their jobs relative to in-group

members.

4. T.ftader/memher Exchange Assessments of the amount of

latitude the respondent was allowed in defining his or her role, as

well as the quality of the leader/member exchange, were also

included in this study. Negotiating latitude is the extent to which the

leader allows the subordinate to define his or her own role

(Dansereau et al., 1975)

Research (Dansereau, Graen, and Haga,1975) suggests that

members of the in-group have^ higher quality leader/member

exchanges than members of the out-group. The quality of the

exchange can be defined as the extent to which both the leader and

subordinate give and take valuable resources from each other, or

have many meaningful exchanges of valuable resources. A high

quality relationship would be one where the leader allows much

flexibility in defining the subordinate's role, and the subordinate, in
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Part 3 Psychological States

Meaningfulness

7. The work I do on this job is very meaningful to me.

Responsibility

8. I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for the work I
do on this job.
11. I feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results
of my work on this job.
14. Whether or not this job gets done right is clearly my
responsibility.

Knowledge of Results
5. I usually know whether or not my work is satisfactory on this
job.

General Satisfaction

3. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job.
12. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.

Intrinsic Motivation

2. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well.
6. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job
well.

9. I feel bad and unhappy when I discover that I have performed
poorly on this job.

Figure 4

Psychological States Survey Items
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exchange, puts forth extra effort to get important tasks done for the

leader.

It was expected that in-group members would report higher

quality leader/member exchanges than out-group members. It was

also hypothesized that in-group members with long tenure would no

longer regard their exchange as being one of high quality "now"

given their "then" responses. This was expected to occur because of

excessive expansion of their job scope, role overload, or burnout. The

quality of the leader/member exchange was assessed with the

Leader/Member Exchange XVII (Graen, 1985) containing 17 items on

a one-to-five scale, 1 = "rarely" to 5 = "almost always." A sample

item from this scale asks the respondent how often his or her

supervisor spends time investing in his or her career (see Figure 5).

Of the above mentioned variables, job scope, psychological

states, and the leader/member exchange were measured with a

"then'V'now" procedure. It was expected that the "then'V'now"

discrepancy for in-group members would be larger than the

discrepancy for out-group members. For example, the in-group

members were expected to report a greater increase in job scope

"now" given their "then" responses than the out-group. In addition,

in-group members with long tenure were predicted to report the

greatest within-person change from "then" to "now" on each of the

measures of validity.
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Part 8 Leader/Member Exchange

1. Do you know where you stand... do you usually know how
satisfied he/she is with what you do?
2. How well does your superior understands your job problems and
needs?

3. How well does your superior recognizes your potential?
4. Regardless of how much formal authority your superior has built
into his/her position, how often would he/she use that power to help
you solve problems at work?
5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority, how often
would your superior bail you out at his/her expense.
6. How often is your working relationship with your superior
extremely effective?
7. How often would you defend and justify his/her decisions if
he/she were not present to do so?
8. How often does he/she spend time investing in your career?
9. Given the same complex decision, how often can he/she count on
you to make the same decision he/she would make?
10. How often do you show potential for analyzing problems the way
he/she does?
11. In an emergency situation, how often can he/she count on you to
complete an assignment he/she started?
12. How often does your immediate superior expose you to various
aspects of other departments' functions withing the organization?
13. How often does your immediate supervisor provide you with
special information through which you can better learn company
strategies?
14. How often does he/she entrust you with confidential work-
related information?
15. How often does he/she give you challenging assignments?
16. How often does he/she delegate important responsibilities to you
when his/her workload is heavy?
17. How often does your superior serve as confidant to you about
career problems?

Figure 5

Leader/Member Exchange Survey Items
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Measures of Effect

1. Toh Satisfaction Measures of job facet satisfaction were

expected to reveal relative dissatisfaction (a dysfunctional effect) for

long tenured in-group members. Section four of the JDS contains 14

items and was used to measure several facets of satisfaction,

including job security (two items), pay and compensation (two

items), social (three items), supervision (three items), and growth

(four items) satisfaction (see Figure 6). Each item was measured on a

seven-point scale ranging from 1 = "extremely dissatisfied" to 7 =

"extremely satisfied."

Two additional questions regarding satisfaction with promotion

in the organization were added to this scale to determine if the

members of the in-group were satisfied with the opportunities for

promotion in the organization. If not, lack of upward mobility may

be a source of their dissatisfaction rather than hypothesized effect of

prolonged status in the in-group.

Two additional items dealing with satisfaction with job

responsibility were also incorporated within this scale. It was

expected that, as a result of prolonged status in the in-group, the in-

group members with long tenure would report less satisfaction with

job responsibility than any other group.

Job facet satisfaction was also measured as the respondents

remembered feeling at the onset of the job ("then") and as they

currently felt at the present level of tenure ("now") with the same

supervisor. It was expected that in-group members with long tenure
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Part 4 Job Satisfaction

Satisfaction with Pay

2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.
10. The degree to which I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this
organization.

Satisfaction with Security

1. The amount of job security I have.
12. How secure things look for me in the future in this organization.

Satisfaction with Social

4. The people I talk to and work with on my job.
7. The chance to get to know other people while on the job.
13. The chance to help other people while at work.

Satisfaction with Supervisor

5. The degree of respect and fair treatment I receive from my boss.
9. The amount of support and guidance I receive from my
supervisor.
15. The overall quality of the supervision I receive in my work.

Satisfaction with Growth

3. The amount of personal growth and development I get in doing
my job.
6. The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get from doing my
job.
11. The amount of independent thought and action I can exercise in
my job.
14. The amount of challenge in my job.

Satisfaction with Promotion

16. The amount of promotional opportunities in this organization.
17. The possibilities of developing my career in this organization.

Satisfaction with Responsibility

8. The amount of responsibility I take on in my job.
18. The possibility of adding more responsibility to my job.

Figure 6

Job Facet Satisfaction Survey Items
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would report less job facet satisfaction on their "now" responses than

any other group.

2. Role Overload Role overload can be described as the

uncomfortable feelings of not having enough time to complete

necessary tasks (Kahn et al., 1964.) Both quantitative and qualitative

overload were assessed with four items from Beehr, Walsh, and

Taber's Work Role Overload Scale (1976) and eight items developed

for work overload (Thompson, 1985; see Figure 7). Each item used a

seven-point scale ranging from 1 = "strongly disagree" to 7 =

"strongly agree." According to the hypothesis, in-group members

with long tenure were expected to experience higher perceptions of

role overload than the in-group members with short tenure or the

out-group members. In-group members with long tenure were also

expected to report more role overload on their "now" responses given

how their job was perceived at the onset of their tenure than any

other group.

3. Role Ambiguitv/Conflict/Confusion It was also predicted

that as tenure and negotiating latitude increased, the long tenured

in-group member's job responsibilities would increase. These

responsibilities could increase to the point where conflicting signals

or task demands in the role could occur. Thus, the long tenured in-

group member's role could become distorted, causing role ambiguity,

role conflict, and/or role confusion. Each of these phenomenon has

the potential for creating distress and dissatisfaction.

Role ambiguity occurs when a person does not know what is

expected of him or her in order to perform well on the job (Caplan &.
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Part 5 Role Variables
Role Ambiguity

2. I feel certain about how much authority I have.
4. There are clear, planned goals and objective for my job.
6. I know that I have divided my time properly.
8. I know what my responsibilities are.
10. I know exactly what is expected of me.
12. There is a clear understanding of what has to be done.
14. I work on unnecessary things.

Role Conflict

1. I have to do things that should be done differently.
3. I receive an assignment without the resources to complete it.
5. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out an
assignment.
7. I work with two or more groups who operate quite differently.
9. I receive incompatible requests from two or more people.
11. I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not by
others.

13. I receive an assignment without adequate resources and
materials to execute it.

Role Confusion

15. I get what I am supposed to do on my job confused with what
others are supposed to be doing on their jobs.
16. I have discrepancies with others about what my job entails.
17. It is difficult to figure out where my job ends and other peoples'
jobs begin.

Part 6 Role Overload

1. It often seems like I have too much work for one person to do.
2. I never have enough time to do everything that is expected of
me.

3. I often feel rushed to do the things I have to do.
4. I usually have enough time to do all the things I have to do.
5. I often feel overloaded or overworked because of my job.
6. I often feel like my attention is divided among several activities.
7. Sometimes I feel like I am working too hard.
8. Finding time for breaks at work is not a problem.

Figure 7
Role Variables Survey Items
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9. I have a lot of time on my hands at work.
10. I often think about quitting my job.
11. I will probably look for a new job next year.
12. I often carry a heavy work load.

Part 9 Strain

Alarm

1. I feel angry about some things that happen at work.
2. I feel frustrated at work.
3. I feel anxious about what I have to do at work.

Resistance

5. I feel like challenging individuals and groups at work who try to
keep me down.
6. I feel like I have to constantly struggle to get things done my way
at work.

7. I feel defensive about what I say or do at work.

Withdrawal

9. I feel like withdrawing from everyone and everything at work.
10. I feel like I'm in a hopeless situation at work.
11. I feel like I'm losing control over things at work.

Figure 7 (Continued)
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Jones, 1975). Role conflict is defined as incompatible standards or

values defining the role or roles the person must fill (House & Rizzo,

1972). Both role ambiguity and role conflict are seen as inhibitors of

successful unit functioning. In this study, role ambiguity and role

conflict were assessed with seven items each from a section of Rizzo,

House and Lirtzman's (1977) role conflict and role ambiguity scale

(see Figure 7). The seven-point scale provided responses as 1 =

"definitely not true" to 7 = "definitely true."

Four newly developed items concerning role confusion were

also added to this scale (see Figure 7). Role confusion is the degree to

which the participant fails to differentiate his role from the roles of

superiors or subordinates. That is, it is the extent to which

discrepancies existing in the participant's role allow him or her to

confuse his or her role with someone else's. An example of an item

assessing role confusion was "I get what I am supposed to do on my

job confused with what others are supposed to be doing on their

jobs."

It was predicted that in-group members with long tenure would

experience more role overload, conflict, ambiguity, and confusion

than any other group as a result of prolonged group status. In

addition, in-group members with long tenure were expected to

report more role conflict, ambiguity, and confusion on their "now"

responses relative to their "then" responses than any other group.

4. Role Strain Role strain, the internal change within an

individual resulting from stress, was also predicted to be a dys

functional effect of long tenure in the in-group. In-group members
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with long tenure were expected to experience the most role strain of

any of the groups because of their broad job scope, increased job

responsibilities, and burden of the work load as the assistants. They

were also expected to report the most role strain on their "now"

responses given how they felt about their jobs at the onset of their

tenure with the leader.

High amounts of role strain may result in dysfunctional effects

for the individual and the organization in terms of productivity, job

involvement, and turnover. Role strain was assessed with 13 items

using a five-point response scale 1 = "never" to 5 = "almost always

developed by Beauvais (1986; see Figure 7). Three subscales were

used in this study; alarm (3 items), resistance (3 items), and

withdrawal (3 items).

In sum, the job role variables, including overload, conflict,

ambiguity, confusion, and strain were assessed as possible dys

functional effects resulting from long tenure in the in-group. Each

role variable was assessed two ways, "then" and "now." It was

hypothesized that discrepancy between "then" and "now" would be

the greatest, and thus the most dysfunctional, for the in-group

members with long tenure on each measure.

5. Burnout Burnout was also considered a potential dys

functional effect of heavy work loads for certain group members.

Burnout has been defined as emotional exhaustion which leads to

lack of concern for others and feelings of inadequacy and failure.

Research findings indicate that burnout results from job strain in

various professions (Constable & Russell, 1986). The consequences of

57



burnout include turnover, group conflict, absenteeism, and somatic

illnesses.

It was predicted that members of the in-group with long tenure

would suffer most from feelings of burnout. Burnout was measured

with the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI) developed by Maslach

and Jackson (1981). The scale consists of three subscales: a nine

item emotional exhaustion scale, a five item depersonalization scale,

and an eight item personal accomplishment scale (see Figure 8). Each

of the subscales is rated on a frequency response format with the

anchors ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (every day). An example of an

item from this scale is "I worry that this job is hardening me

emotionally." "Then'V'now" responses on burnout were also

measured to examine the hypothesis that long tenured in-group

members suffer from the greatest within person experiences of

burnout "now" as opposed to "then" than any other group.

6. Job Involvement Previous research (Dansereau et al., 1975)

has found that members of the in-group have higher commitment to

their jobs and their organization than members of the out-group. (Job

involvement, or the internalization of the goodness of work, was used

as a more specific measure of job commitment in this study). Job

involvement was expected to be low for long tenured in-group

members, perhaps as a result of strain, overload, or burnout. When

in-group members carry a heavy work load for long periods of time

it is expected that they will become less involved with their job.

Job involvement was measured with the job involvement scale

developed by Lodahl and Kejner (1965). The scale contains 14 items
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Part 7 Burnout
Emotional Exhaustion

1. I feel emotionally drained from my work.
2. I feel used up at the end of the work day.
3. I feel fatigued when I get up in the morning and have to face
another day on the job.
4. Working with people all day is really a strain for me.
5. I feel burned out from my job.
6. I feel frustrated by my job.
7. I feel I'm working too hard on my job.
8. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me.
9. I feel like I'm at the end of my rope.

Personal Accomplishment

10. I can easily understand how my coworkers feel about things.
11. I deal very effectively with my problems at work.
12. I feel I'm postively influencing other people's lives through my
work.

13. I feel very energetic.
14. I can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my coworkers.
15. I feel exhilarated after working closely with my coworkers.
16. I have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job.
17. In my work, I deal with emotional problems very calmly.

Depersonalization

18. I feel I treat some coworkers as if they were impersonal 'objects.'
19. I've become more callous toward people since I took this job.
20. I worry that this job is hardening me emotionally.
21. I don't care what happens to some of my coworkers.
22. I feel some of my coworkers blame me for their some of their
problems.

Figure 8

Burnout Survey Items
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Job Involvement Survey Items

Part 10 Job Involvement

1. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job.
2. The most important things that happen to me involve my work.
3. I'm really a perfectionist about my work.
4. I have other activities more important than my work.
5. I live, eat, and breathe my job.
6. I am very much involved personally in my work.

Figure 9
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using a one-to-five response scale (1 = "strongly disagree" to 5 =

"strongly agree"; see Figure 9). It was predicted that long tenured,

in-group members would be less involved with their jobs than any

other group as a result of the dysfunctional effects of remaining in

the in-group for a long period of time. In order to examine the

effects on job involvement due to increasing tenure with the leader a

"then"/"now" measures were also collected. It was predicted that

in-group members with long tenure would report the greatest

decreases in job involvement relative to the out-group members and

the in-group members with short tenure as a result of their

prolonged status in the in-group.

7. Performance To examine the effects the leader/member

exchange had on subordinate performance, the subordinates

completed a self-rated performance evaluation similar in format to

the one used in the employee nomination/evaluation process (see

figure 10.) Respondents rated themselves as compared with other

members of their group based on percentiles for overall performance

and on nine work related capabilities using a "then'V'now" format.

The subordinates also rated their supervisors on items measuring the

extent to which the supervisor fosters a high quality exchange

relationship with the subordinate.

It was predicted that the in-group members with long tenure

would report the lowest level of performance relative to any other

group, perhaps as a result of their dysfunctional experiences. It was

also predicted that performance would decline most for the long
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Part 11 Performance

Leader Rates the Subordinate/Subordinate Self Rating
This employee/I:
1. Work without close supervision on the job.
2. Act in a dependable manner on the job when working with
important tasks.
3. Show potential for working with difficult tasks in the future.
4. Persist at getting tough jobs done on time.
5. Am willing to take on extra work; stay late.
6. Finish whole tasks on or before the deadline.
7. Produce high quality work.
8. Can be held responsible for getting difficult jobs done on time.
9. Show initiative on the job by volunteering to take on difficult
projects.
lO.Overall Performance.

Subordinate Rates the Leader

My direct supervisor;

1. Provides me with special information so that I can learn how the
company really works.
2. Exposes me to information regarding opportunities available at
work.

3. Gives me challenging assignments.
4. Prepares me for challenging assignments.
5. Delegates enough authority to me so that I can complete
important assignments.
6. Allows me to put some of my ideas into assignments.
7. Includes my input in decisions my supervisor is responsible for.
8. Encourages me by paying attention to my work progress, being
willing to help, and giving constructive guidance.
9. Works at developing a trusting relationship with me.

Figure 10
Job Performance Survey Items
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tenured in-group members from "then" to "now" because of their

prolonged status with their leader.

Strategy for Analysis

Prior to hypothesis testing, reliability estimates and descriptive

statistics for the "then" and "now" scales for the measures of validity

and measures of effect were computed. The correlations among the

"now" scales of validity and effect were also computed (see Appendix

G).

The results of the study were analyzed in two major phases: the

"now" responses and the "then'V'now" responses. In the first major

phase of the analyses, the "now" measures were analyzed in two

parts. In part one, the measures of validity were analyzed to detect

in- and out-group characteristics and in part two, the measures of

effect were analyzed to test the hypothesis of the existence of

dysfunctional effects experienced by the in-group members with

long tenure. The "now" measures of validity were analyzed using

traditional analyses of variance (ANOVA) with two between-group

factors, each having two levels: group status (in and out) and tenure

(long and short). These ANOVAs were expected to reveal significant

main effects for group status on the measures of validity. The "now"

measures of effect concerning the hypothesis of this study were also

analyzed with analyses of variance and were expected to reveal

significant status-by-tenure interactions.
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The second major phase of the analyses examined discrepancies

in the participants' responses between the measures of "then" and

"now" for the measures of validity and effect. An analysis of

covariance procedure involving the "now" measures, with the "then"

measures as the covariate, was expected to reveal significant main

effects for status and significant status-by-tenure interactions for the

measures of validity and significant interactions between group

status and tenure for the measures of effect. All data were analyzed

with the statistical analysis programs available in SPSS-X (1983).
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

The purpose for this study was to investigate the possible dys

functional outcomes experienced by members of the in-group as a

result of prolonged membership status. Specifically, it was proposed

that in-group members would experience more dysfunctional effects

(burnout, overload, role ambiguity, role conflict, role confusion, job

dissatisfaction, less job involvement) than out-group members as

tenure with the leader increased.

In this chapter, the results of the study are reported. Section 1

of the chapter details the demographic characteristics of the partici

pants of the study. Section 2 reports the psychometric properties of

the scales used in the study and the descriptive statistics for each

scale. Section 3 reports the between-group analyses of the relevant

variables in relation to the expected results for group status and

tenure; and section 4 reports the results of alternate methods (i.e.

within-person change) used to examine possible dysfunctional effects

as a result of group status and tenure.

Demographics

A total of 63 usable surveys were returned from the 171

potential participants contacted, resulting in a 37% response rate. A

demographic breakdown of the sample revealed that 1) 54% of the

respondents were female, 2) 5% had less than a high-school degree,

21% had a high-school degree, 27% had some college, 25% had a

college degree, 17% had graduate degrees, 3) 43% held clerical, 27%
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professional, 11% managerial, and 11% director positions, 4) 2%

worked part-time, 95% worked full-time, 5) 19% had been in their

current position for less than 1 year, 32% had been in their current

position between 1 and 5 years, 27% had been in their position

between 5 and 10 years, 22% had been in their position over 10

years, 6) 24% had worked with his or her current immediate

supervisor for less than 1 year, 41% had worked with his or her

supervisor between 1 and 5 years, 22% had worked with his or her

supervisor between 5 and 10 years, 11% had worked with his or her

supervisor for more than 10 years, 7) 28% were in the long tenured

in-group, 28% were in the long tenured out-group, 24% were in the

short tenured in-group, and 19% were in the short tenured out-

group, according to the immediate supervisors. The demographic

characteristics of each of the four groups in the study are reported in

Figure 11.

Psychometric Properties of Scales and Descriptive Statistics

Measures of Validitv

For purposes of analysis, the rated measures in this study were

categorized as "measures of validity" of group status and "measures

of hypothesized effects". The measures of validity were used to

assess whether the members of the in- and out-groups possessed

similar characteristics as have been reported in previous research

(Dansereau et. al, 1975). The measures of effect were used in this
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Tenure in the Position
Tenure as a UWE Employee
Tenure wiih the Leader
Type ot Leader the Pamci-
pant has
Sex

Years ot Education

Type of Current Position

Employment Hours

Mean Number of Subordi
nates the Participant
Supervises

Tenure in the Position
Tenure as a UWE Employee
Tenure with the Leader
Type of Leader the Partici
pant has
Sex

Years of Education

Type of Current Position

Employment Hours

Mean Number of Subordi
nates the Participant Super
vises

In-group, Long Tenure Out-group, Long Tenure

Mean = 11 years Mean = 12 years
Mean = 21 years Mean = 19 years
Mean = T years Mean = 13 years
Manager = '^4% Manager = 39%
Director =56% Director = 61%

Male =56% Male = 39%
Female = 39% Female =56%
Two Years College = 6% Two Years of College = 28%
Four Years College = 39% Four Years of College = 17%
More than Four Years More than Four Years
College = 28% College = 11%
Clerical = 17% Gerical = 50%
Professional = 44% Professional = 17%
Managerial = 28% Manager = 0%
Other = 11% Other = 28%
Full Time Employed = 94% Full Time = 94%
Part Time = 0% Part Time = 0%
Mean Number of Mean Number of
Subordinates = 4 Subordinates = 7

In-group, Short Tenure Gut-group, Short Tenure

Mean = 3 years Mean = 3 years
Mean = 7 years Mean = 4 years

Mean = 4 years Mean = 2 years
Manager = 40% Manager =33%
Director = 60% Director = 67%

Male = 47% Male = 25%

Female = 53% Female = 75%

Two Years College = 33% Two Years College = 8%
Four Years College = 27% Four Years College = 17%
More than Four Years More than Four Years
College = 7% College = 25%
Clerical = 47% Clerical = 67%

Professional = 27% Professional = 17%

Manager = 13% Manager = 0%
Other = 13% Other = 17%

Full Time Employed = 93% Full Time Employed = 100%
Part Time Employed = 7% Part Time Employed = 0%
Mean Number of Mean Number of

-  Subordinates = I Subordinates = 0

Figure 11

Group Demographics
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study to assess reported dysfunction, or the disadvantageous effects

of being in a particular group over time.

The measures of validity in this study included seven dimen

sions of job scope, five dimensions of psychological states associated

with work, the members' perceptions of the leader/member

exchange, and the subordinates' ratings of their leaders exchange

behaviors. The subordinates participating in the study responded to

job scope, psychological states, and leader/member exchange items

both in the "then" and "now" format, and rated their leader's

exchange behaviors according to their perceptions "now". The subor

dinate was instructed to respond to the "then" items recollecting

when the subordinate first began his or her job with his or her

current supervisor. The participants were instructed to respond to

"now" items according to how they currently felt under the same

supervisor they had when they first began their job.

Descriptive statistics for the "now" measures of validity (i.e. job

scope, psychological states, leader/member exchange, and the sub

ordinates ratings of their leaders behaviors) are reported in Table 1.

Similar statistics for the "then" measures of validity are reported in

Table 2. These tables include the total sample mean and standard

deviation for each subscale, and the cell means and standard devia

tions for short and long tenure in the in- and out-groups, respec

tively. In addition, marginal means for tenure (short and long) and

status (in and out) are reported. The table also indicates the

standardized coefficient alpha estimate of the reliability for each of

the scales.
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TABLE 1
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR NOW MEASURES OF VALIDITY

Means (SO)

Coefficient

Aloha

Total

Tenure

Short Long

(n-27) (n.36)

Status Short Tenure LongTenure

In ^ la Out In Qui

(n.33)(n-30)(n-15) (n.l2) (n-18) (n-18)

Job Scope
Skill Variety AO 5.44

(1.36)
4.93

(1.50)
5.82

(1.11)

5.76 5.08

(l.29)(1.16)
5.43 4.29

(1.50(1.29)

6.03 5.61

(1.09)0.56)

Task .78

Identification

4.90

(1.84)

5.00

(1.88)

4.82

(1.83)

4.56 5.27

(1.64)(1.99)

4.70 5.38

(1.69)(2.10)

4.44 5.19

0.64)0.97)

Task .51

Significance

5.72

(1.42)

5.52

(1.40)
5.88

(1.43)

5.61 5.85

(1.53)(1.29)

5.23 5.88

(1.56)0.15)
5.92 5.83

0.49)0.40)

Autonomy .47 5.04

(1.47)

5.02

(1.36)

5.06

(1.56)
5.17 4.90

(1.47)(1.48)
5.27 4.71

(1.16)0.57)
5.08 5.03

(1.7 0 0.45)

Feedback .58

(Job)
5.29

(1.24)

5.02

(1.55)
5.49

(.91)
5.35 5.22

(i.05)(l.43)

5.20 4.79

(1.36) 1.79)
5.47 5.50

(.72) (1.10)

Feedback .70

(Agenul

4.38

(1.71)
4.63

(1.89)

4.19

(1.56)
4.53 4.22

(1.67)(1.77)
5.10 4.04

(1.55)(2.18)
4.06 4.33

0.66)0.49)

Dealing .37

with Others

6.06

(1.02)
5.83

(1.16)
6.22

(.89)
6.36 5.72 6.23 5.33
(.88)(1.08) (1.10)(1.07)

6.47 5.97

(.65) (1.04)

Psychological States

Meaningfulness-.ll 5.36

(1.01)

5.48

(1.45)

5.28

(1.37)
5.79 4.90

(1.02)(1.60)
5.93 4.92

(.96)0.78)

5.66 4.89

0.08)0.53)

Responsibility.60

(.26)
5.84

(1.07)
6.04 5.69

(.85) (1.20)
6.04 5.61

(.79)(1.29)
6.13 5.92
(.66)0.06)

5.96 5.41

(.89)0.42)

Knowledge .02

of Results

5.81

(1.22)
5.59 5.98

(1.42) (1.03)
5.55 6.10
(l.30)(1.06)

5.13 6.17

(1.46)0.19)
5.89 6.06

0.08)0.0)

General .80

Satisfaction

5.59

(1.09)

5.57

(1.39)
5.61

(.82)
5.83 5.33

(.94)(1.20)
5.91 5.14

0.11)0.62)
5.76 5.46

(.80) (.84)

Intrinsic .69

Motivation (.43)
5.98

(.91)

6.04

(.88)
5.94

(.93)

6.11 5.84

(.77)(1.03)
6.13 5.92

(.85) (.94)
6.09 5.80

(.71) 0.12)
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TABLE 1 (continued)

Means (SD)

Coefficient Tom

Aloha

Tenure Status Short Tenure Lfflg Tgnufc

Short Long In Out la OaL In ^

(n-27)(n-36) (n-33) (n-30){n-15) (n-12) (n.l8)(n-l8)

Leader/Meaber

£xcliaiige.9l 3.6S 3.73 3.62
(.68) (.64) (.72)

3.86 3.48 3.97 3.49 3.76 3.47

(.55) (.77) (.49) (.72) (.59) (.82)

Subordi- .85 5-05 5.22 4.94
nate Rates (.89) (1.07) (.91)
Leader

5.34 4.75 5.59 4.75 5.12 4.76
(.73)(1.13) (.58) (1.36) (.79X1.00)

1

Item 1 was deleted from the responsibility subscale
I

Item 13 was deleted from the intrinsic motivation subscale
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TABLE 2
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THEN MEASURES OF VALIDITY

Means (SD)

Coefficent Total

Aloha

Tenure Status Short Tenure Long Tenure
Short Long In Out in. Out la Out

(n-27)(n-36) (n-33)(n-30)(n-13)(n-12) (n-18)(n-18)

Job Scope
Skill Variety .53 5.10 4.98 5.19 5.27 4.92 5.03 4.92 5.47 4.92

(.65) U.46) (1.28) (1.45) (1.23)(1.72)(1.15)(1.21) (1.32)(1.32)

Task .58 4.87 4.93 4.83 4.58 5.20 4.97 4.88 4.25 5.42

Identification (1.64) (1.65) (1.66) (1.32) (1.90) (1.08)(2.22) (1.44)(1.69)

Task .63 5.42 5.30 5.51 5.21 5.65 4.97 5.71 5.42 5.61

Significance (1.49) (1.43) (1.55) (1.59) (1.37) (1.51)(1.27) (1.67) (1.46)

Autonomy .64 4.52 4.37 4.63 4.74 4.27 4.50 4.21 4.94 4.31

(1.47) (1.57) (1.40) (1.30) (1.62) (1.34)(1.86) (1.27)0.49)

Feedback .56 5.06 4.61 5.39 5.09 5.02 4.83 4.33 4.31 5.47

(Job) (1.32) (1.62) (.94) (1.20) (1.47) (1.56)(1.72) (.77)0.10)

Feedback .70 4.49 4.56 4.44 4.68 4.28 4.90 4.13 4.50 4.39

(Agents) (1.67) (1.87) (1.53) (1.49)(1.85) (1.50)(2.24) 0.50)0.61)

Dealing .66 5.80 5.87 5.75 6.00 5.58 5.80 5.96 6.17 5.33

With Others (1.25) (1.30) (1.23) (1.21) (1.28)(1.42)(1.18) (1.02)0.32)

Psychological States
Meaningfulness .50 5.82 5.69 5.64 5.70 5.62 5.53 5.87 5.83 5.44

(1.01) (1.19) (.85) (.95)0.06) 0.16) (1.25) (.75) (.92)

Responsibility 55 5.81 5.94 5.70 5.94 5.66 6.05 5.81 5.85 5.56

(.90) (.71) (1.02) (.72 ) 0.06) (.67) (.76) (.77)0.23)

Knowledge of .65 5.02 4.76 5.22 4.97 5.08 4.60 4.96 5.28 5.17
Results (1.40) (1.60) (1.22) (1.29) (1.53) 0.38)0.88) (1.17)0.31)

General .71 5.59 5.67 5.54 5.73 5.44 5 58 5.78 5.85 5.22
Satisfaction (.98) (.95) (1.01) (.70)0.22) (.83)0.11) (.55)0.26)

Intrinsic .72 5.81 6.00 5.68 5.91 5.71 5.95 6.06 5.88 5.47

Motivation (.93) (.74) (1.04) (.71)0.13) (.72) (.80) (.73)0.27)

Leader/Member

Exchange .90 3.43 3.43 3.43 3.56 3.28 3.50 3.31 3.61 3.25

(.62) (.56) (.56) (.59) (.63) (.72) (.72) (.46) (.59)
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Job scope was measured with Hackman and Oldham's (1974)

Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS). Section two of the JDS deals with seven

core job dimensions (skill variety, task identity, task significance,

autonomy, feedback from the job and agents, and dealing with

others) and contains 14 descriptive items measured on a seven point

scale ranging from "very inaccurate" to "very accurate." Each of the

subscales contains two items. As indicated in Table 1, the coefficient

alpha estimates of reliability for these scales obtained with this

sample ranged from .37 (dealing with others) to .78 (task identifi

cation). While these estimates of reliability are somewhat lower than

expected, they approximate previously reported estimates and hence

a decision was made to retain all variables for analysis. The coef

ficient alphas for the corresponding "then" measures of job scope, as

reported in Table 2, were somewhat higher, ranging from .56 (feed

back from the job) to .70 (feedback from agents).

The psychological states of the subordinates were measured

with section three of the JDS (Hackman & Oldham, 1974) which

contains five subscales (the meaningfulness of the job, the experi

enced responsibility of work outcomes, the knowledge of results,

general satisfaction, and intrinsic motivation). The measure is

comprised of fourteen items, four items each for responsibility and

intrinsic motivation and two items each for meaningfulness, know

ledge of results, and general satisfaction. The items are measured

with a seven-point scale ranging from "strongly disagree" to

"strongly agree".
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The standardized coefficient alpha for the "now" measure of

general satisfaction, as reported in Table 1, was sufficient for

research purposes (.80). When item 1 of the scale was deleted from

the responsibility subscale, the coefficient alpha changed from .26 to

.60, and thus the modified responsibility subscale was included in

the investigation. A modified intrinsic motivation subscale was also

included in this study as the coefficient alpha increased from .43 to

.69 when item 13 was deleted. The meaningfulness and knowledge

of results subscales, however, did not obtain coefficient alphas of

sufficient magnitude to warrant further analysis and thus, were

eliminated from the study.

Each of the coefficient alphas for the corresponding "then"

measures of psychological states (see Table 2), was deemed sufficient

for. inclusion in the study (meaningfulness, .50; responsibility, .55

knowledge of results, .65; general satisfaction, .71; intrinsic motiva

tion, .72). However, since the "now" measures of meaningfulness and

knowledge of results were deleted, the "then" measures of meaning

fulness and knowledge of results were also deleted in order to fully

accommodate the then-now design for analysis.

The quality of the leader/member exchange was measured

with a scale recently developed by Graen (1987). This scale contains

17 items measuring the quality of the leader/member exchange on a

five-point scale ranging from "rarely" to "almost always". The

estimated coefficient alphas for the scale were .85 for "now" (Table

1) and .90 for "then" (see table 2). Thus, the entire measure was

retained for analysis.
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The subordinates' ratings of their leaders' exchange behaviors

were also measured in the "now" format. This newly developed scale

was composed of ten items assessing the subordinate's perception of

the leader's contribution to the leader/member exchange. The

estimated reliability for the scale was .85| thus, the entire measure

was retained for analysis.

Measures of Fffect for Now and Then

The measures of effect used in the study included measures of

affect (job facet satisfaction), dysfunction, (role ambiguity, role

conflict, role confusion, burnout, overload, strain) and job

performance and involvement. The subordinates responded to each

measure of effect using both the now and the then format.

Descriptive statistics for the "now" measures of job satisfaction,

role ambiguity, role conflict, role confusion, role overload, strain,

burnout, job involvement, and performance are reported in Table 3.

A similar report for the "then" measures can be found in Table 4.

The total sample mean and standard deviation for each subscale, as

well as the cell means and standard deviations for short and long

tenure in the in- and out-groups are reported. In addition, marginal

means and standard deviations for tenure (short and long) and status

(in and out) are reported.

Measures of job facet satisfaction were assessed with scales

from section four of the JDS. The measure contains five subscales:

satisfaction with pay (2 items), job security (2 items), social (3

items), supervision (3 items), and job growth (4 items). Two
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TABLE 3
DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR NOW MEASURES OF EFFECT

Means (SD)

Tenure Status Short Tenure Lona Tenure

Coefficient

Aloha

Total Short Lonfl

(n-27)(n-36)

ia. Qui, jn Out In Out

(n-33)(n-30)(n-15)(n-12)(n-18)(n-18)

Job
Satisfaction

Pay ,80 4.50

(1.42)
4.39

(1.60)
4.58

(1.29)

4.74 4.23

(1.30(1.52)
4.67 4.04

0.47)0.75)
4.81 4.36

0.19)0.38)

Security ,70 5.79

(.85)
5.83
(.77)

5.75
(.91)

5.71 5.87

(.81) (.89)
5.63 6.08
0.47)0.75)

5.78 5.72
0.19)0.38)

Socialization .65

(.45)

5.52

(1.05)

5.69
(.87)

5.39

(1.16)
5.61 5.42

(1.11)(.98)
5.63 5.75

(1.03) (.66)
5.58 5.19

(1.20)0.11)

Supervision .89 5.52

(1.33)
5.90

(.85)
5.23

(1.56)
5.65 5.38
(1.29)0.39)

6.11 5.64

(.64)0.02)
5.26 5.20
0.57)0.59)

Growth .82 5.27

(1.07)
5.29
(1.27)

5.25
(.92)

5.60 4.91
(.95)0.10)

5.73 4.73
(1.01)0.38)

5.49 5.03
(.90) (.90)

Promotion .85 4.40

(1.60)
4.63

(1.56)
4.22

(1.64)

4.83 3.92

0.37)0.72)
5.13 4.00
0.25)0.73)

4.83 3.86

0.46)0.76)

Responsibility ,57 5.11
(1.00)

5.24

(1.10)
5.01

(.92)
5.41 4.78

(.82) (1.09)

5.67 4.71

(.77)0.00)
5.19 4.83

(.82)0.25

Role Variables

Role Ambiguity.75 5.41

(.88)
5.29

(.88)
5.49

(.89)
5.45 5.35

(.80) (.98)
5.22 5.38

(.94) (.83)
5.65 5.33

(.63)0.09)

Role Conflict .76 3.29

(1.06)
3.09

(.88)
3.44

(1.67)
3.50 3.06

(.97)0.12)
3.28 2.84

(.82) (.92)
3.67 3.21

(1.07)0.24)

Role Confusion ,84 2.37

(1.37)
2.33

(1.40)
2.39

(1.36)
2.34 2.38

(1.21)0.54)
2.42 2.22

0.35)0.51)

2.78 2.50

(1.11)0.59)

Burnout

Emotional

E.\haustion

,83 2.42

(1.56)
2.34

(1.15)

2.48

(1.17)
2.30 2.56

(1.15)0.17)
2.18 2.54

(1.19)0.12)
2.40 2.57

(1.14)0.23)

Personal ,80 4.05 4.1 1 4.00 4.32 3.74 4.12 4.10 4,49 3,50
Accomplishment (1.08) (.90) (1.21) (.98)11.12) (1,05)(.72) (.92)(1.29)

Oepersonal- ,88 1.50

izaiion (1.52)
1,42 1.56 1.50 1.50

(1.34) (1.67) (1.53)(1.54)

75
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Table 3 (continued)

Means(SD)

Coefficient

Aloha

Total

Tenure

Short tons

(n-27)(n-36)

Status Short Tenure Lona Tenure

]JL Gut Jn fillL llL Qul

(n-33)(n-30)(n.l5)(n-12)(n-18)(n-I8)

Owerload .90 4.46

(1.13)

4.37 4.53

(1.21) (1.08)
4.62 4.28

(.90)(1.34)
4.59 4.10

(.85)(1.55)

4.64 4.41

(.96)(1.21)

Strain

Alarm .86

(.66)

2.97

(.80)

2.80

(.75)

4.00

(.83)

2.80 3.15

(.61)1.95)
2.73 2.88

(.56) (.96)
2.86 3.33

(.66) (.92)

Resistance .70 2.48

(.87)
2.43

(.87)
2.51

(.88)

2.58 2.37

(.94) (.79)
2.51 2.33

(.90) (.87)
2.63 2.39

(.99) (.76)

Withdrawal .77 2.06

(.87)
1.83

(.72)
2.23

(.94)
1.91 2.22

(.82) (.91)

1.76 1.92

(.79) (.64)
2.04 2.43

(.84)(1.02)

Involwe-

ment

.78 2.85

(.65)

2.98

(.70)
2.73

(.60)
3.02 2.66

(.75) (.48)
3.12 2.85

(.87) (.39)

2.94 2.53

(.64) (.49)

Performance

Self Rated .89 4.57

(.57)
4.55
(.62)

4.59

(.54)
4.66 4.47

(.47) (.65)
4.53 4.58
(.60) (.66)

4.78 4.40

(.31) (.66)

Leader Rated .92 4.30

(.60)
4.30

(.67)
4.28

(.64)
4.35 4.24
(.70) (.60)

4.24 4.37

(.76) (.57)
4.45 4.11
(.64) (.61)

1

Item 13 was deleted from the satisfaction with socialization subscale.

item 3 was deleted from the alarm subscale.
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TABLE 4

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS FOR THEN MEASURES OF EFFECT

Means(SD)

Coefficient TqUI

Aloha

Tenure

Short Long

(n-27) (n-J6f

Status Shgft TfflVffi

In Qui in Ojji

(n-33)(n-30Mn-l5)fn-l2)

Long Tenure

_ln_ 2jii
(ft-18) fn-l8,>

Job
Sfttisfftctioa

Pay .86 4.42

(1.42)
4.70 4.21

(1.50)(l.35)

4.68 4.13

(1.27)0.55)

4.73 4.67

(1.39) (1.68)

4.64 3.78

(1.20) 0.39)

Security .55 5.44

(.89)

5.39 5.49
(.97) (.87)

5.32 5.58

(.87) (.90)

5.23 5.58

(.88) (1.00)

5.39 5 58

(.88) (.86)

Socialization .71 5.38

(.86)
5.36 5.39

(.95) (.81)
5.52 5.22
(.75) (.96)

5.51 5.17
(.79) (1.12)

5.52 5.26
(.73) (.88)

Supervision .76 5.36
1.06

5.59 5.19

(.95X1.11)

5.42 5.29

(.93)0.19)

5.56
(.97)

5.64
(.96)

5.32 5.06

(.91) (1.30)

Growth .80 5.05

(1.05)

5.13 4.99
(I.I2)(1.01)

5.30 4.78
(.95)0.10)

5.18

(1.08)
5.06

0.22)
5.40 4.58

(.85) (1.01)

Promotion .86 4.56
(1.37)

4.94 4.26

(1.39X1.30)
4.94 4.13

(1.03)0.58)
5.23
(1.12)

4.58

(1.65)

4.69 3.83

(.91) (1.51)

Responsibility .38 4.95
(.92)

4.98 4.93

(1.06) (.82)
4.95 4.95
(.87) (.99)

4.90

(1.02)
5.08

0.15)

5.00 4.86

(.75) (.90)

Role Variables
Role Ambiguity .76 5.05

(1.05)

4.96 5.12

(.95)(1.12)
5.08 5.02

(.93)0.18)
4.83

(.90)
5.11
(1.03)

5.29 4.94

(.92) (1.30)

Role Conflict .77 3.18

(.96)
2.88 3.40

(.80X1.02)
3.37 2.97

(.82)0.07)
3.08

(.64)
2.65
(.94)

3.61 3.19

(.88) 0.13)

Role Confusion .85 2.44

(1.35)

2.46 2.43

(1.40(1.32)
2.46 2.41

0.17)0.53)
2.69

(1.38)

2.17

0.45)

2.28 2.57
(.97) (1.61)

Burnout
Emotional

Exhaustion

.87 2.07

(1.14)
1.93 2.18

(1.03)(1.22)
1.97 2.19

0.10)0.20)
1.78

(1.09)
2.11

(.96)
2.12 2.24

(1.11) 0.35)

Personal .78

Accomplishment

3.84

(1.07)
3.76 3.90

(.99X1.14)
4.06 3.60

(1.06)0.05)
3.66

0.14)
3.90

(.79)
4.40 3.40

(1.11) (1.35)

Depersonal-
ization

.89 1.15
(1.41)

.89 1.35
(1.16)0.56)

1.14 1.17

0.39)0.46)
.83

0.18)
.97

0.17)
1.40 1.30

(1.52) (1.65)
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Table 4 (continued)

Means (sd)

Coefficient Toul

Aloha

Tenure

Short Long

(n-27) (0-36)

Status Short Tenure

la Out la Out

(n-33) (n-30)(n-i5)(n-12)

Long Tenure

In Out

(n-ia)(n-l8)

Oyerload .86 3.81 3.68 3.91 3.80 3.83 3.67 3.69 3.91 3.91

(.95) (.95) (.94) (.79)(I.I0) (.97) (.97) (.62) (1.21)

Strain

Alarm .75 2.70 2.63 2.74 2.58 2.81 2.67 2.58 2.52 2.96

(.74) (.76) (.73) (.66) (.82) (.79) (.77) (.54) (.84)

Resistance .70 2.32 2.09 2.49 2.43 2.19 2.22 1.92 2.61 2.37

(.78) (.77) (.75) (.80) (.75) (.90) (.55) (.69) (.82)

Withdrawal .87 1.97 1.89 2.04 1.89 2.07 1.98 1.78 1.82 2.26

(.93) (.83)(l.00) (.82)(l.04) (.87) (.80) (.80) (1.15)

InTolTe>aent.SO 2.95 2.98 2.93 3.13 2.75 3.13 2.80 3.13 2.72

(.69) (.71) (.69) (.72)(.6I) (.86) (.41) (.59) (.73)

Performance

Self Rated .91 4.17 4.00 4.29 4.25 4.07 4.00 3.99 4.46 4.13

(.73) (.80) (.66) (.74) (.73) (.87) (.75) (.56) (.72)

Leader Rated .95 4.11 3.49 3.61 3.57 3.55 4.11 4.09 4.21 4.01

(.75) (.80) (.90) (.90) (.81) (.68) (.59) (.71) (.57)
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additional questions regarding satisfaction with promotion and

movement in the organization were added to determine if the sub

ordinates were satisfied with their opportunities to move up in the

organization. Two items addressing satisfaction with job responsi

bility were also included in the measure.

As indicated in Table 3, the internal consistency of the "now"

subscales for satisfaction with pay, supervision, growth, and promo

tion ranged from .82 (growth) to .89 (supervisor). The internal con

sistency of the social satisfaction subscale was .65 when item 13 was

deleted from the scale. The satisfaction with responsibility subscale

had an estimated internally consistent reliability of .57. The subscale

was retained for analysis since the effect of responsibility is a major

factor of interest in this study.

The internal consistency reliabilities of the "then" measures of

satisfaction with pay, social, supervision, growth, and promotion

were deemed sufficient for analysis (i.e. greater than .70; see Table

4). Measures of satisfaction with security and responsibility,

however, were somewhat less internally consistent (.55 and .38,

respectively). These subscales were included in the study, however,

to accommodate the planned then-now design for analysis.

The dysfunctional variables of role stress, burnout, overload,

and strain were also assessed using the then-now format. The role

variables included measures of ambiguity (6 items) and conflict (8

items) from Rizzo, House, and Lirtzman's (1977) scale. In addition, a

measure of role confusion (3 items) was developed as another impor

tant role stress variable for study. The measure of role overload
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contained 12 items and was assessed with items from Beehr, Walsh,

and Taber's 1976 scale as well as some newly developed items from

Thompson's 1985 scale. Role strain was assessed with 13 items on a

five-point scale developed by Beauvais (1986). This scale has three

subscales; alarm, resistance, and withdrawal.

All of the role stress measures, in both the "now" and "then"

format, were found to be internally consistent with coefficient

alphas exceeding .70. As reported in Table 3, the estimated internal

consistency of the "now" subscales ranged from .75 (role ambiguity)

to .90 (overload). The alarm subscale of the "now" role strain scale

obtained .86 reliability when item 3 was deleted. The estimated

reliabilities for the "then" measures ranged from .76 (role ambiguity)

to .86 (overload).

Subordinate burnout was assessed with Maslach and Jackson's

(1981) scale containing three subscales: emotional exhaustion (9

items), personal accomplishment (8 items), and depersonalization (5

items). Each of these subscales of burnout for both the now and the

then measures demonstrated at least a .78 coefficient alpha (see

Table 3).

Finally, the subordinates responded to Lodahl and Kejner's

1965 job involvement scale (6 items) and a self-rated performance

appraisal scale (10 items) developed for this study. The leaders used

the same performance appraisal scale to rate their subordinates'

performance. Job involvement and performance were measured

both then and now, and were deemed internally consistent with

coefficient alphas of at least .80 (see Tables 3 and 4).
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Analysis of Now Variables in Relation to the Hypothesized Results

The first set of analyses used to test the hypotheses proposed

in this study involved separate univariate analysis of variance of the

between-person factors (status and tenure) for the "now" measures

of validity and the "now" measures of effect. The results of the

univariate analyses for the main effects and interactions for all the

"now" variables of validity and effect are reported in columns 1-3 of

Tables 5 and 6. In addition, simple main effects (oneway analyses of

variance) for tenure within levels of status were investigated in

order to further specify any of the univariate interactions. These

results are reported for both the measures of validity and effect in

columns 4 and 5 of Tables 5 and 6.

"Nnw" of Validitv

Measures of validity were used in this study to assess how

much members of the in-group relative to the out-group possessed

qualities similar to the qualities of in-group members reported in

previous literature. These qualities would include reports of higher

amounts of job scope, psychological meaningfulness of the job,

leader/member exchange, and ratings of the leader's exchange

behavior than the out-group would report. Within the measures of

validity, univariate analyses of variance were expected to reveal

significant main effects for group status. Also, significant main

effects for tenure would be understandable given the normal expan

sion of duties associated with increased time on a job.
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TABLE 5
ANOVA Results for "Nov Measures of Validity

F ratios/(p)

Status Tenure Interaction

Tenure

Within In

Tenure

Within Out

Job Scope

Sk'ill Variety 5,99

(.02)

9.02

(.00)

1.30

(.26)

1.77

(1.93)

8.56
(.00)

Task identification 2.29

(M)
<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Task Significance d.OO <1.00 <1.00 1.66

(.21)

<1.00

Autonomy <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Feedbackijobi <1.00 2.40

(.13)
<1.00 <1.00 1.82

(.19)

Feedi)ack(Agcnu) <1,00 <1.00 2.36

(.13)

3.44

(.07)
<1.00

Dealing with
Others

S.04

(.01)

3.16

(.08)

<1.00 <1.00 2.66

(.11)

Psychological States

Responsibility 2.04

(.16)

1.58

(.21)

<1.00 <1.00 1.13

(.30)

General Satisfaction 3.74

(.06)
<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Intrinsic Motivation 1.19

(.28)

<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Leader/Member

Exchange
5.20

(.03)

<1.00 <1.00 1.23

(.28)

<1.00

Subordinate
Rates Leader

On LlfX Behawiors

6.32

(.02)

<1.00 <1.00 3.70

(.06)
<1.00
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TABLES

ANOVA RESULTS FOR -NOW MEASURES OF EFFEQ

F ratios (pi

Status Tenure Interartion

Tenure Tenure

Within In Within Out

Job
Satisfaction
Pay

Security

2.H
(.iS)

- 1.00

Socialization <1.00

Supervision < 1.00

Growth

Promotion

7.70

(.01)

5.^1

(.02)

Responsibility 7.27
(.01)

Role Variables

Role Ambiguity <1.00

Role Conflict <1.00

Role Confusion <1.00

Burnout

Emotional

Exhaustion

<1.00

Personal 3.60

Accomplishment (.06)

Depersonalization <1.00

Orerload l.;5
(.22)

<1.00

1.00

1.27

(.26)

3.67

(.06)

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

cl.OO

1.3!5

(.2.S)

<1.00

<1.00

1.07

(.31)

<1.00

\A9

(.23)

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

3.42

(.07)

<1.00

<1.00

(1.00 <1.00

(1.00

<1.00

IM

(.06)

<1.00

1.33

(.26)

2.04

(.13)

2.43

(.13)

1.33

(.26)

<1.00

<1.00

1.21

(.28)

<1.00

<1.00

1.19

(.28)

2.41

(.13)

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

2.18

(.15)

<1.00

<1.00
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Table 6 (continued)

Status Tenure Interaction

Tenure Tenure

Within In Within Out

Strain

Alarm

Resistance

Withdrawal

2.34

(.13)

<1.00

1..S9

(.21)

Inyolvement 4.30
(.04)

Performance

Self Rated 1.26

(.26)

Leader Rated cl.OO

2.13

(.15)

<1.00

2.48

(.08)

2.48

(.12)

cl.OO

(1.00

<1.00

<1.00

cl.OO

<1.00

2.32

(.13)

2.02

(.16)

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

<1.00

2.04

(.13)

<1.00

1.72

(.20)

<1.00

2.35

(.14)

3.36

(.07)

(1.00

1.37

(.25)
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In Table 5, the univariate analyses of variance for some of the

measures of job scope revealed the expected main effect for status.

The in- and out-groups were significantly different on skill variety

(F=5.99, £,=.02) and dealing with others (F=8.04, £=.01) with the in-

group reporting higher levels of both factors than the out-group, as

predicted. The analyses also revealed a main effect for tenure in

relation to skill variety (F=9.02, £=.004) and a marginal effect for

tenure in relation to dealing with others (F=3.16, £=.08). These

results indicated that long tenure members had more skill variety in

their jobs and reported higher levels of dealing with others in their

work environment than short tenure members. None of the other

job scope subscales indicated any affect from status or tenure.

In addition to the univariate analyses of variance, an analysis

of the simple main effect for tenure within group status for the

measures of job scope indicated that only the measure of skill

variety exhibited a significant difference as a function of tenure, and

only among the out-group members (F=8.56, £=.004; see Table 5,

column 5). This effect indicated that the out-groups with long tenure

reported significantly more skill variety than out-group members

with short tenure. These effects are understandable given the

broadening scope of job duties over time. A marginal effect for

tenure within in-group status was also found for the feedback from

agents measure (F=3.44, £=.07; see column 4, Table 5). In-group

members with long tenure reported less feedback from agents than

in-group members with short tenure.
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The results of the univariate analyses of variance for the

psychological states variables are also reported in Table 5. These

analyses revealed a marginal main effect for status in relation to

general satisfaction (F=8.04, p.= 06) with in-group members reporting

higher amounts of general satisfaction than out-group members.

None of the other psychological states measures revealed any

significant effects due to status or tenure.

The final two measures of validity did exhibit the hypothesized

main effect for status in the univariate analyses of variance. As

reported in Table 5, leader/member exchange (F=5.20, p.=.026) and

the subordinates' ratings of their leaders' exchange behaviors

(F=6.32, 2.=-015) exhibited significant differences between in and

out-group members. The results indicate (see Table 1) that in-group

members reported higher quality leader/member exchanges and

higher ratings of their leaders' exchange behaviors as expected. An

analysis of the simple main effects of tenure within the levels of

group status for the subordinate ratings of their leaders' exchange

behaviors revealed a marginal effect for tenure within the in-group

(£=3.70, el= 06; see Table 5, column 4). In-group members with short

tenure reported higher ratings of their leaders' behaviors than did

in-group members with long tenure.

"Now" Measures of Effect

The measures of effect in this study were used to examine the

hypothesized dysfunctional effects of being overrelied upon over

extensive periods of time. These measures provided direct tests of
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the hypothesis presented in chapter 2 and included dimensions of

job facet satisfaction, role stress, burnout, job involvement, and self-

and leader-rated performance. It was proposed that members of the

in-group who had been with their supervisors for long periods of

time would experience dysfunctional effects as a result of being over

relied upon for extended periods of time.

To test the hypothesis, univariate analyses of variance were

used to examine differences between in- and out-group members

with long and short tenure. Interactions between group status and

tenure were of primary interest as an indication that any differences

in dysfunction were a result of both being in the in-group and having

long tenure with the supervisor.

The univariate analyses for dimensions of job facet satisfaction

are reported in Table 6 (columns 1-3). None of the affective

measures of facet job satisfaction revealed the hypothesized inter

action between status and tenure. Thus, the premise that in-group

members with long tenure would report significantly less satisfaction

than any other group was not supported.

The analyses did reveal, however, significant main effects for

status in relation to several facets of job satisfaction. Specifically,

satisfaction with job growth, promotion, and responsibility indicated

significant effects (F=7.70, p.=.01; F=5.41, p.=.02; F=7.27, 2.=.01,

respectively) with in-group members reporting higher levels of each

dimension. The fact that in-group members reported more

satisfaction with growth opportunities, promotion, and responsibility
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than out-group members is consistent with previous research

(Dansereau et al., 1975).

A marginal main effect for tenure in relation to satisfaction

with supervision was also found (F.=3.67, p,=.06). Short tenured

members reported higher satisfaction with their supervisors than

long tenured members (see Table 3 for reported averages). An

analysis of the simple main effects for tenure within group status for

satisfaction with the supervisor also revealed a marginal difference

between short and long tenure for the in-group members (F=3.88,

2.=.06; see Table 6, column 2). The in-group members with long

tenure reported less satisfaction with their supervisors than the in-

group members with short tenure (see Table 2 for reported

averages). This finding tends to concur with the premise of this

study.

The major proposition advanced in the present study was that

long tenured in-group members may suffer from higher amounts of

dysfunctional role stress, burnout, and strain than the out-groups

with similar tenure or either status group with short tenure. How

ever, univariate analyses of variance did not reveal the hypothesized

interaction effect indicating dysfunctional effects as a result of being

both an in-group member and having long tenure. As reported in

Table 6, the only interaction effect found in the analysis was a

marginal interaction between status and tenure in relation to the

personal accomplishment subscale of the burnout measure (F=3.42,

j2.=.07). Long tenured in-group members reported the highest level

of personal accomplishment. This is contrary to the hypothesized
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effect. Thus, overall, in-group members with long tenure did not

experience significantly more role stress, strain, or burnout than any

of the other groups. Similarly, there was no evidence that either the

in- or out-groups, or the long or short tenure groups, differed

significantly on the amount of role stress, burnout, or strain they

experienced.

The univariate analysis of variance for job involvement also

did not reveal the expected interaction between status and tenure.

Thus, the hypothesis that long tenured in-group members would

have less job involvement than any of the other groups was not

confirmed. The significant main effect for status (F=4.50, £=.04; see

page 2 of Table 6, column 1) revealed that in-group members

reported higher levels of job involvement than the out-group

members. This finding coincides with the findings of previous

research. An analysis of simple main effects for tenure in relation to

job involvement revealed a marginal difference between the short

and long tenure, out-group members (F=3.36, £=.07; see page 2 of

Table 6, column 5). The out-group members with short tenure

reported more job involvement than out-group members with long

tenure.

Finally, the univariate analyses of variance for job perfor

mance, both self-rated and leader-rated, also did not reveal the

expected interaction effect. This finding was contrary to the

hypotheses offered in the study. In addition, no significant differ

ences were detected for either the group status or tenure factors, nor
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were any simple main effects significant within group status for any

of the performance measures.

Alternate Methods of Detecting Dysfunction

This section of the chapter reports the results of an alternative

method of analysis. Because the dysfunctional variables investigated

in this study should be experienced as a within-person phenomenon,

the participants responded to the items according to "then" when the

participant first began his or her job with his or her supervisor and

"now" according to how he or she feels currently with the same

supervisor. Accordingly, it was possible to evaluate within-person

change over time. In order to detect significant within-person

differences over time on the measures of validity and effect while

simultaneously avoiding the problems of gain scores (unreliability,

spurious associations, and arbitrary meanings of gain scores), an

analysis of covariance was used to examine the "now" responses,

holding the "then" responses constant. It was proposed that an

analysis of the within-person differences (i.e., "now" variables after

holding the "then" responses constant) would reveal a significant

status-by-tenure interaction for both the measures of validity and

the measures of effect. Tables 7 and 8 (columns 5-8) report the

results of the analyses of covariance for the measures of validity and

effect, respectively. Tables 7 and 8 also report the adjusted means

for each group on each dependent variable as well as the raw

difference score between the "then" means and the "now" means for
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each dependent variable (columns 1-4). Given the problems of inter-

pretating simple gain scores, these raw differences are provided

merely to indicate whether the changes in the dependent variables

from "then" to "now" were positive or negative.

Measures of Validity

The analyses of covariance for the "now" measures of validity

after the "then" scores had been partialed out are reported in Table 7

(columns 5-8). The in-group members with long tenure were

expected to report larger amounts of within-person change on the

"now" responses on the job scope, experienced responsibility, know

ledge of results, satisfaction, and intrinsic motivation, and leader/

member exchange measures than any other group. Therefore, an

analysis of covariance for the measures of validity was expected to

reveal significant interactions for status and tenure, given that the

in-group members with long tenure would report the highest degree

of change from "then" to "now" as a result of their group

membership.

The analyses of covariance for job scope revealed significant

interactions of status and tenure for skill variety (F=4.11, £.= .001)

and dealing with others (F=4.88, £=.03). These analyses indicated

that the effect of tenure was stronger for out-group members than

for the in-group members. The out-group members with long tenure

reported the most within-person change on the "now" responses

given their "then" responses on both measures (see Table 7, columns

1-4), contrary to the premise of this study. In addition, an analysis
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Table 7

ANCOVA Results for the "Now" Measures of Validity

Short Long Status. l£jau££ iil Tenure Tenure

IXL Oul In Out (p) Within In Within Out

Job Scope
Skill Variety 5 46

(40)

4 39

(-63)
5 80 5 71 66
(.56) (.68) ( 00)

5 59

(.02)

11.49

(.00)
4,11

(05)
1.02
(.32)

11.17

(00)

Task Identity 4,62
(-.27)

5,38
(50)

4,98 4.73 ,75
(.19) (-.22) ( 00)

<1,00 <1,00 2,48
(.12)

<1,00 1,78

(19)

Task
Significance

5 60
(.26)

5 65
(.95)

5,92 568 85
( 44) ( 91) (.00)

<1,00 <1,00 <1,00 1,21
(.28)

<1.00

Autonomy 5,26
(77)

4 9))

(50)

4,77 5,15 ,68
(14) (.71) (.00)

<1,00 <1,00 1,72
(.20)

2,03
(.16)

<1,00

Feedback (lob) "5 32
(.37)

5 28 5,23 5,13 78
(.46) (1,16) ( 03) ( 00)

<1,00 <1,00 <1,00 <100 <1,00

Feedback
(Agents)

4,76 4,33 4,04 4,41 ,80
(,20) (-.09) (-.45) (- 06) ( 00)

<1.00 1,50
(.23)

2.31
(.13)

3,00
(09)

<1,00

Dealing
w/Others

6,24 5,26
( 43) (-,63)

6,30 6,21 ,62
( 30) ( 64) (.00)

7,42
(.00)

6,58
(.01)

4,88

(.03)
<1,00 7.75

(.01)

Psychological
States

Responsibility 5 94
(.08)

5,92
(07)

5,94 5.63 72
(15) (-15) ( 00)

<1,00 <1,00 <1,00 <1.00 <1,00

General

Satisfaction
5,93 5.06 5,64 565 ,43
( 33) (-.71) (- 02) (.24) ( 00)

2,91
(09)

<1,00 2,90

(09)
<1,00 2,76

(11)

Intrinsic

Motivation

6,06

(18)

5.78
(.04)

6,07 6.03 .64
(.03) ( 33) ( 00)

<1,00 <1,00 <1,00 <1,00 <1,00

Leader/Member

Exchange 3,91 357

(.47) (-13)
3,61 3,60 ,74

(.45) ( 22) (.00)

2,09

(.15)
1.25
(.27)

2.00

(.16)

4,27

(.05)

<1,00
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of the simple main effects revealed significant effects for tenure

within the out-group members in relation to skill variety (F = 11.17;

p. = .00) and dealing with others (F = 7.75; p_= .01; see Table 7, last

column). For each of these effects, the out-group members with long

tenure reported more within-person change (e.g., an increase) than

the out-group members with short tenure.

Significant main effects for both status and tenure in relation to

skill variety (F=11.49, p.=.001) and dealing with others (F=6.58,

p.=.01) were also found. These effects were consistent with the

expectations for this study. The in-group members reported the

highest levels of skill variety "now" given their "then" responses. As

expected, significant main effects for tenure on the skill variety

(F=4.11, p.=.05) and dealing with others (F=4.88, p.=.03) subscales also

revealed that participants with long tenure with their leader

reported higher levels of both dimensions "now" given their "then"

responses than participants who had been with their leader only a

short time (see columns 7-10, Table 1).

None of the measures of psychological states exhibited the

expected interaction effect in the analysis of covariance. However, a

marginal interaction between status and tenure was found for

general satisfaction (F=2.90, £.=.09; Table 7, column 8). The results

indicated that the in-group members with short tenure reported the

highest level of general satisfaction "now" while out-group members

with long tenure, relative to those with short tenure, reported more

general satisfaction "now".
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The expected interaction effect for the measure of the

leader/member exchange was also not exhibited. However, a simple

main effect for tenure within the in-group was found (F = 4.27, p. =

.05). The in-group members with short tenure relative to those with

long tenure reported higher ratings of the leader/member exchange.

Although a weak effect, it appears that as tenure within the in-group

increases, the ratings of the leader/member exchange decrease.

These findings, although not reaching conventional levels of alpha,

seem to concur with the hypothesis of the study.

Measures of Effect

Analyses of covariance for the measures of effect are reported

in Table 8. It was hypothesized that these measures would reveal

the participants' within-person experiences of dysfunctional effects

over time. It was predicted that in-group members with long tenure

with their leader would report experiencing more dysfunctional

effects "now", given their job as it was when they first began it with

their supervisor than any other group. Thus, these variables were

expected to reveal significant interactions between status and tenure

with the in-group, long tenure participants reporting the highest

levels of dysfunctional effects.

The results of the analyses of covariance for the measures of

job facet satisfaction revealed significant interactions for satisfaction

with growth (F=8.33, £=.00) and responsibility (F=5.58, £=.02; see

Table 8, column 8). In terms of satisfaction with growth, the in-

group members with short tenure relative to long tenure reported
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Table »

ANCOVA Results for the "Now" Measures of Effect

Adjusted Mean (Raw Change Score) F ralios/(n)

Short Lopg B Status Tenure SxT Tenure Tenure
In OuL In Out (p) Within In Within Out

JOD

Satisfaction

Pay
1

452
(-.06)

3.93
(-.62)

4.71

(.17)
4.72

(.58)
52

(.00)

<1,00 2.38
(.13)

<1.00 <1.00 2.35
(.14)

Security 5.74
(.40)

6.02

(50)
5.81

(.39)
5.66

(.14)
.51

(.00)
<1.00 <1.00 1.29

(.26)

<1.00 1.58

(.22)

Supervision 6.00

(.55)

5.44 5 32
(-.00) (-.06)

5.47
(.14)

.64

(.00)

<1.00 1.41

(.24)

1.74

(.19)

3.24
(.08)

<1.00

Grovth 5.64

(55)
4.73
(-.33)

5.23
(.09)

538

(45)
.73
(00)

4.27

(.04)

<1.00 8,33
(.00)

3.04
(09)

5.00
(.03)

Promotion 4 49

(-.10)

4.00 4.48

(-.58) (-.11)

4.61

(.03)
.83

(.00)
<1.00 1.56

(.22)
1.85
(.18)

<1.00 3.24
(.08)

Responsibil
ity

5.71
(.77)

4.62

(-.37)
5.17 4.91
(.19) (-.03)

.71

(.00)
14.95
(.00)

<1.00 558
(.02)

6.40

(.02)
1.13
(.30)

Role Variables

Role 5.34
Ambiguity (39)

534
(.27)

551
(.36)

5.39
(.39)

.66

(.00)
<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Role Conflict 334
(.20)

333
(.19)

3.19
(.06)

3.15
(.02)

.88

(.00)

<1.00 145
(23)

<1.00 <1.00 2.10

(.16)

Role

Confusion

2.22
(-.27)

2.42 2.39 2.39
(.05) (-.05) (-.07)

.76

(.00)
<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Burnout

Emotional

Exhaustion

2.37
(.40)

2.50
(.43)

2.35
(.27)

2.46

(.33)
.66

(.00)

<1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Personal

Accomplish
ment

4.27

(.46)
4.05
(.20)

4.01

(.09)
3.88

(.10)
.85

(.00)
1.46

(.23)
2.29

(.14)
<1.00 <1.00 <1.00

Depersonal-
ization

1.66

(.54)
1.64

(.51)
1.34
(.21)

1.34
(.21)

.89

(.00)
<1.00 2.64

(.11)

<1.00 1.53
(.23)

1.14

(.30)
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Table 8 (continued)

Adjusted Mean (Raw Change Score) F ratios/(o)

Short Long ^ StatU? Tgnvr? ill Tgnvre Tenure
In QuL In (M (p) Within In Within Out

Orerload 4.67 4.17 4.57 4.33 56
(.92) (.41) (.73) (.50) (.00)

2.33 <100 <1.00 <1.00 <100

(.13)

Strain

Alarm 2.74

(9.06)

2.90

(.30)
2.90

(.34)
3.27

(.37)
.20

(.12)

1.80

(.19)

1.82 <1.00

(.18)

<1.00 1.12

(.30)

Resistance 2.56
(.29)

2.62

(41)

2.37
(02)

2.32

(.02)

.67

(.00)

<1.00 1.88 <1.00

(.18)

<1.00 1.85
(.19)

Withdrawal 175
(-.22)

201

(.14)

2,11

(.22)

2.27

(.17)
56

(.00)
1.35
(.25)

2.94 <100

(09)

2 44

(.13)

<1 00

InTOlTC-

ment

2.99

(-00)

2.95 2.81 2.68
( 05) (-.20) (- 19)

.73
(00)

<1.00 4.24 <1.00

(04)

1.03
(32)

5.98

(02)

Performance

Self Rated 4.59

(53)
4.65
(.59)

4.64

(.32)
4.40

(.27)
.58

(.00)

<1.00 <1.00 1.54
(.22)

<1.00 1.59
(.22)

Leader Rated 4.24 4.38 4.41 4.11 49

(.00)

<1.00 <1.00 1.92

(.17)

<1.00 2.13
(.16)
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the highest level of satisfaction with growth, while out-group

members with long tenure relative to those with short tenure

reported the highest level of growth satisfaction.

The analysis of covariance for job facet satisfaction also

revealed a significant main effect for status in relation to growth

satisfaction (F=4.27, p.=.04 see Table 8, column 6). In-group

members reported higher levels of satisfaction with growth "now"

given their "then" responses than did the out-group members.

Additionally, an analysis of the simple main effects for tenure in

relation to growth satisfaction revealed that out-group members

with long tenure reported a higher level of growth satisfaction "now"

than the out-group members with short tenure (F = 5.00, p. = .03).

These three findings tend to concur with the predictions offered in

this study. When the "now" responses were adjusted for their initial

level of satisfaction for in- and out-groups, the in-group members

with short tenure reported more growth satisfaction than the in-

group members with long tenure. Presumably, the comparisons

within group status reflect only differences in tenure. As tenure

increases within status, growth satisfaction decreases for in-group

members and increases for out-group members. That is, the in-

group members with long tenure reported less growth satisfaction

"now" than did the in-group members with short tenure, which

indicates a downward trend in growth satisfaction for in-group

members. In addition, an upward trend in growth satisfaction for

out-group members was apparent. The out-group members with

long tenure reported more growth satisfaction "now" than the out-
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group members with short tenure. These findings conform with the

hypothesis of this study.

The significant interaction between status and tenure in

relation to satisfaction with responsibility (F = 5.58, £ = -02) indicated

results similar to those found for satisfaction with growth. While the

in-group members with short tenure reported the highest level of

satisfaction with responsibility "now", the in-group members with

long tenure reported significantly less satisfaction with responsibility

"now" (simple main effect F = 6.40, p. = .02). This decrease in the

level of satisfaction with responsibility as tenure increases within the

in-group conforms with the premise of this study. Also, the results

indicated a significant main effect for status (F=14.95, p.=.00; see

Table 8, column 6). In-group members reported greater amounts of

satisfaction with responsibility than did the out-group members, as

would be expected.

In addition, the analyses indicated a marginal simple main

effect for tenure within the in-group relative to satisfaction with the

supervisor (F = 3.24, p. = .08). Given the initial adjustment for the

level of satisfaction "then", the in-group members with short tenure

reported more satisfaction with the supervisor "now" than the in-

group members with long tenure. Although a weak effect, as tenure

increases within the in-group, the reported level of satisfaction with

the supervisor decreases, which concurs with the hypothesis in this

study.

Contrary to the hypothesis offered in this study, the results of

the analyses of covariance for the measures of role stress, burnout,
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strain, and job performance did not reveal the expected interactions

effect demonstrating more dysfunction for the long tenured in-group

members. Thus, the major proposition of this study, that the in-

group members would report more of an increase in the measures of

dysfunctional effects as a result of their group status and tenure was

not demonstrated.

In summary, the results of the between-group analyses of

variance revealed many of the expected main effects for status with

the in-group members reporting higher levels of the attributes

examined in the measures of validity. The analyses did not,

however, reveal the anticipated interactions between status and

tenure for the dysfunction measures of effect. The alternative

method for examining dysfunction (ANCOVA) also revealed several

main effects for status with the in-group reporting higher levels of

the attributes than the out-group members on the measures of

validity. The analyses did not reveal many of the status-by-tenure

interactions for the measures of validity or effect, indicating that the

in-group members with long tenure did not report the greatest

within person change from "then" to "now" on many of the hypothe

sized variables. However, a few significant interaction effects were

found relative to satisfaction with growth and responsibility which

indicated that the in-group members with long tenure reported

lower levels of adjusted scores (the greatest within-person change

indicating a decrease) in these measures of satisfaction than in-group

members with short tenure. Also, two marginal simple main effects

for satisfaction with the supervisor and ratings of the leader/
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member exchange indicated that as tenure within the in-group

increased, the levels of these variables decreased, or became more

dysfunctional.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

The purpose for this study was to expand previous leader/

member exchange research by examining the possibility of dys

functional effects accruing to in-group members with prolonged

status. In this chapter, the major findings of the study are discussed

with emphasis on the results of the between-group and the within-

person analyses. The results of the between-group analyses will be

discussed first in terms of discriminating group status and the

possible dysfunction associated with in-group status and long tenure.

The within-person analyses will be discussed next in terms of the

within-person change from "then" to "now" on the measures of

validity and effect. Theoretical and practical implications of the

study are also discussed, as well as the limitations of the study.

In- and Out-Group Status

The measures of validity were used in this study to establish

that the in- and out-group members identified in the study were

significantly different on key variables which have been found in

previous leader/member exchange studies. Typically, the in-group

members exceed out-group members on levels of job scope, reported

meaningfulness on the job, or psychological states, the quality of the

leader/member exchange (Dansereau, et. al., 1975; Liden & Graen,
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1980), and ratings of the leader's behavior on the job (Cashman,

Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1976).

The in-group members examined in previous research have

reported spending greater time and energy on the job (Dansereau et

al., 1975), accepting greater responsibility on the job (Graen, Hoel, &

Liden, 1980), and were assigned to more challenging tasks (Steiner &

Dobbins, 1986) than out-group members. The results of the

between-groups analyses in this study indicated that a distinction

between in- and out-groups could be made based on some elements

of the measure of job scope. The in-group members reported

significantly higher amounts of skill variety and dealing with others

than the out-group members (see Table 5, column 1). In addition,

the within-person analyses revealed that in-group members

reported higher levels of skill variety and dealing with others "now"

as compared with their responses when they first began their jobs

("then") than did the out-group members (see Table 7, column 6).

Additional evidence for a valid identification of in- and out-

group members was provided by the between-group analysis of the

psychological states variables. As found in previous literature

(Dansereau et al.,1975), in-group members in the current study

reported marginally more general satisfaction than the out-group

members (see Table 5, column 1). A similar marginal effect for

status in regard to general satisfaction was found in the within-

person analyses. The in-group members reported higher levels of

general satisfaction than did the out-group members on their "now"

responses given their "then" responses (see Table 7, column 6).
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Perhaps the strongest indication of in- and out-group status

within this study was found with the leader/member exchange

measure. In accordance with the seminal study (Dansereau et

al.,1975), the in-group members in this study reported significantly

higher ratings of the quality of their leader/member exchange than

did the out-group members (see Table 5; column 1). In-group

members also rated their leaders' exchange behaviors more

favorably than did the out-group members, which also concurs with

the previous literature (Cashman, Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1976).

Further indication in the between-group analyses for in- and

out-group status was revealed in several other measures as well. In

relation to the measures of satisfaction with job growth, promotion,

and responsibility, and job involvement, the in-group members were

found to report the highest levels of each attribute. The within-

person analysis also revealed, for the measures of satisfaction with

growth and responsibility, that the in-group members reported

higher levels of these attributes "now" given their "then" responses

than the out-group members. Overall, while some of the measures of

validity did not reveal significant status main effects, several

significant main effects for status from both the univariate analyses

of variance and the analyses of covariance in relation to key

variables (skill variety, dealing with others, general satisfaction,

leader/member exchange, the subordinates' ratings of the leader's

exchange behaviors, satisfaction with growth and responsibility, and

job involvement) seem to indicate the existence of in- and out-

groups in this study.
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Results in Relation to Hypothesized Dysfunctional Effects

Between-Group Analyses

Given what appears to be a valid identification of in- and out-

group members with characteristics similar to those found in

previous studies, a discussion of these groups in terms of the

hypotheses of the study appears warrented. It was predicted that

the in-group members with long tenure would report more dys

functional effects than in-group members with short tenure or out-

group members (i.e., the between group analysis was expected to

reveal interactions between status and tenure on the measures of

effect).

Contrary to expectations, no significant between-group

interactions for the measures of effect were found in this study

which would indicate that in-group members with long tenure

experience more dysfunction in their jobs than any other group.

Instead of the long tenured, in-group members reporting sig

nificantly less satisfaction with pay, security, social, supervision, job

growth, promotion, and responsibility, no distinction between groups

could be made on the basis of these variables in the between-group

analyses.

It was also hypothesized that in-group members with long

tenure would report more experiences of role stress, burnout, strain,

and decreases in job involvement and performance. However, these

dysfunctional effects of being in the in-group over long tenure did

not occur in this study. Surprisingly, none of the subscales of any of
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these variables exhibited significant interactions associated with

effects for long tenured in-group members. The one marginal

interaction effect for personal accomplishment, part of the burnout

scale, that was found in the study revealed that in-group members

with long tenure reported feeling more personal accomplishment on

their jobs than any of the other groups. Higher scores on the

personal accomplishment subscale indicate lower levels of burnout.

Thus, the in-group members with long tenure did not experience

more burnout from their jobs than the members of any other group.

Similarly, in-group members with long tenure did not report

significantly higher levels of dysfunction for the measures of role

conflict, ambiguity, confusion, overload, or strain than any other

group. According to the results of the between-group analyses,

being in the in-group over long periods of tenure was not a highly

stressful or dysfunctional experience. These findings are contrary to

the predictions offered in this study.

Within-Person Analvses

Alternative within-person analyses were used to detect the

possible dysfunctional effects of being in the in-group and also

having long tenure. The in-group members were expected to report

the highest levels of each of the job scope attributes on the measures

of validity for their "now" scores given the adjustment for group

differences on their "then" responses. Also, the in-group members

with long tenure were expected to report the highest levels of each

of the attributes for the measures of effect "now" given the
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adjustment for group differences on their "then" responses. Again, it

was expected that the within-person analyses would indicate status

main effects with in-group members reporting the highest levels of

the validity attributes as well as status by tenure interactions with

long tenured in-group members reporting the highest level of the job

scope measures of validity "now" given their "then" responses. For

the measures of effect, status by tenure interactions with the long

tenured in-group members reporting the highest level of each

attribute were expected.

Only a few of the interactions between status and tenure tested

for the measures of validity resulted in significant differences "now"

given the adjustment for group differences on the "then" reponses.

In relation to skill variety and dealing with others, the in-group

members with long tenure reported the highest adjusted level of

each attribute. Also, in-group members with short tenure reported

higher ratings of their leader/ member exchange "now" than in-

group members with long tenure after adjusting for the "then" levels.

For the measures of effect, the within-person analysis was

expected to reveal that the in-group members with long tenure

would report the highest levels of dysfunction on each of the

measures. However, only two significant status-by-tenure inter

actions were found in relation to satisfaction with growth and

responsibility. For both of these measures, the in-group members

with short tenure reported the highest levels of adjusted "now"

scores, while the in-group, long tenure reported lower levels of

satisfaction "now" given their responses "then".
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Contrary to the hypothesis offered in this study, many of the

expected interaction effects for the measures of validity and effect

were not exhibited in the within-person analyses. However, some

weak evidence supporting the hypothesis was found. That is, a few

significant interaction effects suggested that the long tenured in-

group members may have experienced some (more) dysfunction

than any other group as a result of their prolonged status.

The results of the study, for example, revealed weak evidence

pointing to the decline in positive outcomes associated with the

leader/member exchange. The decline among in-group members

with increasing tenure seemed to occur for a few measures of facet

satisfaction and the rating of the leader/member exchange, all of

which could be considered key variables in relation to the

hypothesis. As previously noted, the in-group members with short

tenure reported more satisfaction with growth and responsibility

relative to in-group members with long tenure on the adjusted "now"

responses (i.e., after adjustment for group differences in "then" levels

of satisfaction). The comparisons of in-group members reflects only

differences in tenure. Thus, as tenure increased within the in-group,

reported levels of satisfaction appeared to decrease. Further, this

decrease in satisfaction was apparent only for in-group members.

For the out-group members, the data suggested that as tenure

increased, reported levels of satisfaction increased.

Similar results were exhibited in the ratings of the leader/

member exchange. A weak simple main effect for tenure indicated

that as tenure within the in-group increased, the ratings of the
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leader/member exchange decreased. This decrease in the ratings of

the leader/member exchange would indicate experiences of a lower

quality relationship. Again, this effect was found only for in-group

members. The out-group members, in fact, reported higher ratings

of the leader/member exchange or experiences of a higher quality

relationship as tenure increased. While the effects for the measures

of satisfaction and the ratings of the leader/member exchange were

admittedly weak, they seem to indicate that prolonged status in the

in-group may result in some dysfunctional levels of satisfaction and

affect the quality of the leader/member exchange, which in effect

conforms to the hypothesis offered in this study.

In sum, however, neither the within-person analyses nor the

between-group analyses revealed many of the hypothesized effects

for the in-group members with long tenure. As noted, the within-

person analyses did reveal some weak evidence that prolonged

status in the in-group may have resulted in dysfunctional levels of

satisfaction with growth and responsibilty and the leader/member

exchange relationship. Nevertheless, the technical conclusion to be

drawn from this study is that the long tenured in-group members

did not experience or exhibit many of the more serious dysfunctional

effects (burnout, role overload, role strain, role ambiguity, conflict,

confusion, etc.) thought to occur.

Several possible explanations are available for the lack of

statistical evidence of dysfunctional effects exhibited in this study.

First, it appears from the results that many of the expected effects

were in the data, some of which approached conventional levels of
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significance. However, most of these effects did not reach sufficient

levels of significance because of the lack of power in the study. It is

now suspected that the effect size for the phenomenon under

investigation, instead of being of moderate size, is probably much

smaller than originally expected. Thus, the small cell size relative to

the presumed small effect size resulted in less than adequate

statistical power. It is believed that if the cell sizes in this study had

been larger, many of the hypothesized effects would have reached

conventional levels of significance. It is also possible, however, that

if no real dysfunctional effects exist in this sample, an increase in the

sample size will still not reveal the hypothesized effects.

Obviously, another possible explanation for the nonsupportive

results could be that the speculative premise of the study was

incorrect. Perhaps the expansion of the work role and being relied

on as a "good" performer do not create the tension and conflict

hypothesized in this study because the in-group members were able

to accept or adapt to the strain of their work. That is, it is possible

that some other adaptive process was occuring simul-taneously with

the exchange relationship as it progressed over tenure which mit

igated any dysfunctional effects (i.e., burnout, role overload, strain)

of prolonged status. It is possible that forces exist, either within the

in-group member, the supervisor, or the environment, which allowed

the long tenured, in-group member to take on additional respon

sibility without suffering many adverse effects.

For example, many of the expected results of this study may

not have materialized because of a coping mechanism adopted by the
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individual in-group members. The results of this study seem to

suggest that some type of coping mechanism within the long tenured,

in-group members may have existed. The in-group members with

long tenure in this study reported the highest level of personal

accomplishment on the job. The in-group members with long tenure

did not report high levels of burnout, role strain, overload, conflict,

ambiguity, or confusion. These results may have indicated that some

type of general value orientation (i.e. job involvement) the in-group

members possess that other group members do not possess enabled

them to cope with stress when their role was increased. It could be

that strong feelings of personal accomplishment neutralized the

adverse effects of their prolonged status.

It is also possible that in-group members did not experience

many dysfunctional effects with increases in job scope and tenure

because of a coping mechanism provided by the leader. An example

of how the supervisor may have acted as a coping mechanism has

already been shown in recent research. In a recent study of the

relationship between burnout and leader behavior. Seltzer and

Numerof (1988) discovered an interaction effect between levels of

leader consideration, initiating structure, and employee burnout. The

lowest levels of employee burnout in their study were associated

with high amounts of leader consideration and initiating structure,

while the highest degrees of burnout were experienced by

employees whose leaders were high in initiating structure and low

on consideration. This research indicates that by providing initiating

structure, the leader may be able to reduce employee experiences of
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role ambiguity, conflict, and confusion. In addition, this study

suggests that high amounts of leader support and consideration may

offset employee burnout. This suggests that a possible explanation

for why the long tenured, in-group members of the present study

did not report high levels of burnout was because the special

leader/member relationship that developed for in-group members

(i.e., the support and negotiation inherent to the relationship) offsets

the overload, increased job scope, etc.

Finally, an additional coping mechanism for long tenured, in-

group members may have existed in their working environment or

in the nature of their tasks. Unlike many other working environ

ments (e.g., hospitals) it may be that the participants in this sample

were able to withdraw from their work when their feelings of

burnout increased. It may have been that the participants in this

sample worked in a less pressured environment than many other

types of industries. Thus, the in-group members with long tenure

may not have been overloaded or burned out because of the more

flexible nature of their work environment. The results of this study

seem to suggest that this explanation for the lack of burnout effects

may be possible given that none of the four groups in this study

reported experiencing high levels of burnout, role stress, overload, or

strain.

Limitations of the Study

Before discussing the theoretical and practical implications of

the study, the limitations of the study should be mentioned. One
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problem with this study is the sole reliance on questionnaire data.

The participants could have biased their responses or could have

been uncertain as to how to respond to the questions on the survey,

thus affecting the results. Future research of this kind should

attempt to use additional forms of data collection, such as interviews

with the subordinates and their supervisors or actual observations of

on-the-job activities in order to increase the accuracy of our

understanding of the leader/member exchange process, as well as

the relationship between the exchange process and any dysfunctional

outcomes associated with it.

The nature of the then-now design of this study could also be

considered a limitation, given the purpose of the study. This study

attempted to examine the possible dysfunctional effects of prolonged

status in the in-group. The then/now design was used to determine

within-person differences on "now" scores in relation to how the

participants perceived their jobs at the onset of their tenure with the

supervisor "then." A better design for testing these effects as tenure

increased would have been a longitudinal study. In a longitudinal

study, more observations could have been made as tenure increased,

thus providing a more accurate account of the relationship between

the leader/member exchange and any possible dysfunctional effects

associated with it. The advantage of the then-now design is that it is

a relatively resource cost effective (i.e. expedient) means of examin

ing the effects of prolonged status in the in-group.

Another limitation to this study was that the nature of the

research in this study involved change scores. In order to evade the
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reliability problem associated with change scores, an analysis of

covariance was used. An analysis of covariance minimizes the

unreliability of the change scores by controling statistically for any

initial differences in group members which might have confounded

the resulting differences on the dependent measures for the groups.

However, this procedure is not exactly desirable because each par

ticipant is understandably different on their "then" responses. Thus,

a simple gain score would be more indicative of a natural change in

the scores from "then" to "now"; however, because of the problems

associated with using simple gain scores, the analysis of covariance

procedure was considered the best alternative.

Another limitation in interpreting the results of this study is

that no information was collect concerning how the people who

responded to the survey were different than the people who did not

participate in the study. Because of the managers who agreed to

participate in this study nominated their subordinates for the four

groups, the sample was not random. Systematic differences may

have existed in the individuals who chose not to respond. It is

possible that the characteristics of those participants who chose to

respond were different than those individuals who chose not to

respond (i.e., they were experiencing less burnout, overload, etc.).

Therefore, the results of this single study should not be overgeneral-

ized.

Another problem with this study was the small sample size.

The analyses of the study required the total N to be divided into

two-by-two factorial design, thus creating four cells. The N for each

113



of these cells was too small for adequate statistical power, given that

the effect size appeared to be smaller than expected.

Another factor to be considered when interpreting the results

of this study is the way in- and out-groups were identified. Previous

leader/member exchange research identified in- and out-groups by

measuring their negotiated latitude or leader/member exchange

apriori. In the present study, the managers themselves identified

their employees as either being in their "in-group" or their "out-

group" with explicit written instructions given by the researcher. If

the managers misunderstood the instructions concerning how to

identify the in- and out-group characteristics of their employees, the

group identification could have been jeopardized. Thus, it is

unknown how completely or correctly the in- and out-group

members were identified. However, the descriptive measures of

validity used in this study seem to indicate that the members of each

group as identified by the managers did in fact possess the

characteristics of each group as exhibited in previous research.

Theoretical Implications

The intent of this study was to challenge an assumption in the

seminal Leader/Member Exchange study (Dansereau et al., 1975):

that heavily relied on in-group members find progressive increases

in job scope, responsibility, etc. rewarding over long periods of

tenure. In this study, the members of the in-group with long tenure

did not report many of the dysfunctional experiences expected as a
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result of their group status and tenure, nor did they report many of

the within-person increases in dysfunctional experiences as their

tenure increased. Weak evidence was obtained, however, which

seemed to indicate that in-group members with long tenure, relative

to those with short tenure, reported less satisfaction with growth and

responsibility and lower ratings of their leader/member exchange on

their adjusted "now" responses. Therefore, this study tested the

assumption of the seminal study and did not find sufficient evidence

to believe that in-group members with long tenure suffer from many

of the deleterious effects expected in the study. While the results in

a few of the previously mentioned studies (Dansereau, Graen, & Haga,

1975; Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp, 1982) seemed to indicate an

increase in dysfunctional variables for in-group members with long

tenure, these increases may not have been significant, as was the

case for many of the measures of dysfunction in this study. Thus,

this study was an empirical test of an added dimension (tenure) to

the leader/member exchange research which was derived from both

the seminal study and previous leader/member exchange research

findings. The results of this test were not as robust as expected in

this sample.

Specifically, the study explored a new dimension of the leader/

member exchange research in order to obtain a better understanding

of what the exchange entails, and what the possible consequences of

it are. This study introduced the temporal factor of tenure as a key

element for understanding what might happen to the relationship

over time. Previous research has not investigated the effects of long
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tenure in relation to the quality of the leader/member exchange or

the outcomes associated with the exchange. This study suggested

that the initial reward power of increased responsibility may reach a

saturation point and then decline over time, thus extending the long

tenured, in-group member beyond a reasonable and continously

rewarding job scope. Some weak evidence to this effect was in fact

discovered in this study.

Perhaps the most substantial theoretical contribution made by

this study is that it identifies another area of research which may

broaden our understanding of the leader/member exchange

relationship. The results of this study seem to allude to some type of

coping mechinism which occurs in either within the in-group

members themselves, is provided to the in-group members by the

supervisor, or occurs in the work environment itself. It appears that

any one or perhaps all three of these mechanisms are possible

sources of coping which may mitigate the dysfunctional effects

resulting from prolonged status in the in-group. As noted, it was

suggested that a coping mechanism may explain the lack of dys

functional effects reported by the in-group members with long

tenure. This area of inquiry warrants further research to enhance

our knowledge of factors which may affect and are affected by the

leader/member exchange.
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Practical Implications

The basic premise of this study, that in-group members may

become overloaded over time, implies that leaders should be

cognizant of the possiblity of abusing their best workers. Previous

leader/member exchange research (Graen, Novak, & Sommerkamp,

1982) has indicated that as job scope increases, job related stress

variables also increase. Therefore, leaders should be sensitive to the

fact that they rely on members of their groups to perform important

tasks. This suggests that leaders should attempt to delegate duties

and responsibilities among in-group members in proportion to their

willingess and capabilities in order to try to prevent role overload.

In addition, managers should be aware of the possible dysfunctional

effects their hard working, in-group members may experience and

continue to provide them with continued support. This seems to be

the essence of the leader/member relationship being an exchange.

Supervisory support in exchange for employee responsibility is the

special mechanism or characteristic which keeps the relationship

from burning out. Contempory research has shown the effects of

supervisor support in offsetting dysfunctional effects (Kirmeyer &

Dougherty, 1988; Seltzer & Numeroff, 1988). It is suspected that

support serves a vital function of providing the means for the

employee to cope with extended job demands.

Another implication drawn from this study is related to the

temporal nature of the exchange relationship. It was suggested that

experiences in the leader/member exchange are dynamic and subject
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to change over time. This implies that leaders should not "rest on

their laurels" or assume that their in-group members will be as

satisfied with the relationship and its outcomes as tenure progresses.

Without continued leader consideration and support, the in-group

members may become dissatisfied with the relationship as their job

scope increases. Eventually, the in-group members may reach a

point where the time and effort they give to the job are no longer

rewarding. This may lead to low quality leader/member relation

ships and even turnover. Therefore, leaders should be aware that in

order to retain their best worker, they must continue to provide

support and rewards as the job increases over time.

Another practical implication is that leaders should be sensitive

to the fact that they may be neglecting their out-group members.

Previous leader/member exchange research has revealed that out-

group members feel that they receive less than adequate managerial

support and are less satisfied with their jobs than in-group members

(Dansereau et al., 1975). In order to retain these dissatisfied

workers in the work force, leaders should become more aware of the

concerns and abilities of the out-group members. Leaders should

attempt to develop their out-group members to enrich the out-group

members' tasks and provide them with more support and assistance

on the job. Such development and attention may enhance their

leader/member exchange relationship, decrease the work load of the

in-group members, increase the out-group members' satisfaction on

the job, and enable the out-group members to make more of a

contribution to the work unit.

118



Leaders could use several strategies to develop the out-group

members of their work unit. One technique might be training in the

leader/member exchange theory in which out-group members could

learn to change their behaviors in order to receive tasks with more

responsibility from their leader. Previous research (Scandura &

Graen, 1984) has documented the success of such a training inter

vention. Leaders could also assess their out-group members' skill

deficiencies through a training needs assessment and then provide

them with training to remove these deficiencies. Leaders could also

develop out-group members by increasing their job scope and

rewarding successive approximations of the desired behaviors.

Leaders could also develop out-group members by linking desired

behaviors with career planning strategies to obtain desired career

outcomes.

Suggestions for Further Research

Several suggestions for future research can be made as a result

of this study. It is clear that longitudinal research designs are

needed to study the Leader/Member Exchange as it develops and

progresses over time. Because the relationship between the leader

and the members is a dynamic, interactive process, only longi

tudinal observation can accurately determine the variables that

affect and are results of the exchange process. Perhaps a more

accurate account of the leader/member exchange relationship could

be assessed by interviewing and observing leaders and in- and out-
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group members and recording their behaviors and reactions over

extended periods of time.

Furthermore, further research should be conducted on the

temporal nature of the leader/member exchange. Many questions

concerning the effect tenure has on the relationship over extended

periods of time remain unexamined. For example, it is reasonable to

expect that at some point in time, in-group members may begin to

experience dysfunctional effects. At what point does this occur?

Also, the question of when the coping mechanism, be it from within

the in-group member, the supervisor, or the work environment,

begins to take effect to neutralize dysfunctional experiences should

be investigated.

Future research should also investigate the coping mechanisms

alluded to in this and other current studies (Seltzer & Numeroff,

1988; Kirmeyer & Dougherty, 1988). Research should attempt to

discover which coping mechanism, the individual, the supervisor, or

the environment, is the most prevalent in neutralizing dysfunctional

effects of increased work loads. Perhaps these mechanisms occur

simultaneously. Further investigations should attempt to discover

what these coping mechanisms entail and how they occur. For

example, future research could examine what it is about the within-

person coping mechanism that makes it effective. It may be that in-

group members possess a general value orientation stressing their

role at work, and therefore do not become distressed when their role

is increased. The leader/member exchange literature would be

enhanced by discovering what special coping characteristics in-group
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members possess. Future research should examine what factors or

combination of factors contribute to an effective leader/member

relationship which enable in-group members to adapt to potentially

stressful increases in their job scope.

Additional research is also needed to explore the role of the

supervisor in employee burnout, as well as the actions the leader

may take to mitigate these dysfunctional experiences. Current

research is beginning to explore these effects (Kirmeyer & Dougherty,

1988; Seltzer & Numeroff, 1988). However, more research applying

these effects to the leader/member exchange relationship is needed

to increase our understanding of the possible dysfunctional outcomes

which may be associated with the leader/member exchange rela

tionship.

It is also suggested that further research on the relationship

between group members and their leaders should concentrate on

working situations other than the nonacademic samples used in

many previous LMX studies. This would provide insight in two ways.

First, it would increase the generalizability of any effects related to

status. Second, it would broaden our understanding of the character

istics of work environments which may detract or contribute to

employee reactions. Future studies need to discover, for example, if

the type of situation the long tenured in-group members are working

in affects their ability to cope with their expanded work role. It

could be that some working environments in particular stretch the

leader/member exchange relationship until dysfunction occurs.
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The present study focused on the possible dysfunctional effects

of being an "informal assistant" or in-group member with long tenure

with the same leader. While in-group members in this study did not

appear to suffer greatly from burnout, overload, strain, etc.. Seltzer

and Numerof (1988) argue that future studies should investigate

levels of burnout across the members of individual work groups, the

nature of the tasks performed, and moderator variables, such as

managerial support, that can affect the relationship of leader

behavior and burnout.
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Industrial-Organizational Psychology Program
408 Slokaly Managwmnt Canter

The Universrty ot Ten
Knoxvllle. 37996-0545

Telephone: (615) 974-3161

An invitation to Participate... Novemoer 16. 1987

We frequently think of a job as nothing more than the vrork we do. But. a job is more than
that it is a personal experience - an experience that involves how we feel atxiut the tasks we
do and the people we work with, and how well we work with them.

Inofder to investigate some of the causes and effects of these personal expenencences.
Or. Gordon Sherman has given permission for a team of researchers at the University of
Tennessee to survey employees within the Computing Center at UTK. Although we would like to
survey ail employees, only the reactions of certain employees are of interest at the present time.
Your insight in identifying these particular employees is crucial to the proceedings of this
study.

Your pan in the study would involve two activities. Rrst. we would like you to nominate
subordinatas under your direct supervision who correspond to the groups we wish to study.
These subordinates wil completa a survey. Second, we would ISce you to evaluate the
perfbrmanca of each subordinate that you nominate. Naturally, all responses will be held in the

mnflrfenna. Only you will know who you nominated and why. and how you evaluated
their performance.

Of course, completing both the nominating process and the performance evaluations is
voluntary. However, your responses wdl greatly benefit the research project and will be
fifwativ appreciated, if you cannot participate in the study, please notify the principle
investigator at the address above so that we may find another group to survey.

If you choose to participate in the study, please follow the enclosed directions carefully and
complete the nomination and evaluation process as soon as possible (by November 26).
Please encourage your subordinates to complete and return the survey. Having as
many sutxirdinates as possible complete and return the survey is vital to obtaining meaningful
results and completing the study.

Group results of the survey will be available in approximately ten weeks, if you would
like a summary of the results, please complete the index card provided and mail to the address on
the card.

Thank you very much for your time and assistance on this project! Without your help,
this project would not be possible.

Sincerely,

Jill George
Principle Investigator

Michael C. Rush. Ph.D.

Project Director
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Industrial-Organizational Psychoiogy Program
408 StoMey Management Canter

The Unlveretty ot Tan
Knoxvilla, 37996-0545
Telephone: (615) 974-3161

An Invitation to Participate ... November 16,1987

We freguently think of a job as nothing more than the work we do. But. a job is more than
that. It is a personal experience - an experience that invotves how we feel about the tasks we do
and the people we work with, and how weil we work with them.

inorder to investigate some of the causes and effects of these personal experiences.
Dr. Gordon Sherman has given pemtission for a team of researchers at the University of
Tennessee to survey employees within the Computer Center of UTK. Although we would like to
survey ail employees, only the reactions of certain employees are of interest at the present time.

The study involves completing a sunrey asking questions about your perceptions and
insights on your job. Your responses to the survey will remain ggmPlfltfllY gonfidentiai.
Responses to this study will be entireiy group based, so neither the researcher nor anyone in the
Computer Center will be able to identify you as an indivkjuai.

Of course, completing the survey is voluntary. However, your responses will greatly
benefit the research project and will be nraattv appreciated. Please complete the attached survey
as soon as possible (by November 26) and send it sealed in the small envelope it came in by
way of campus mail to the address on the envelope. Your responses to this survey are
vital to the collection of meaningful information and the completion of this
study.

(aroup results of the survey will be available in approximately ten weeks. If you would like
a summary of the results, please complete the index card provided and mail to the address on the
card. Please do not include the card in the envelope with the survey.

Thank you very much for your time and assistance on this projecti

Sincerely,

Jill George
Principle Investigator

Michael C. Rush. Ph.D.

Project Director
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Industrial-Organizational Psychology Program
408 Stokety Management Center

The University of Tennessee
Knoxville, 3799M54S
Telephone: (615) 974-3181

Instructions for the nominating process and
performance evaluations

Most supervisors have a few spedal subordinates who comprise their inner circle. These
are your valued 'assistants." the ones you especially care about, the ones you can really count on.
Supervisors often also have a few subordinates (who. please understand, are not necessanly
poor performers) who they do not rely on as "assistants." These are your "regular workers."
For purposes of the present study, we ask you to identify the "assistants" and "regular workers
under your direct supervision.

INSTRUCTIONS: (Please follow these instructions carefully):

In front of you should be four large envelopes. These envelopes are labled as: i. long
time assistant, 2. long time regular worker, 3. short time assistant, and 4. short
time regular worker. Please arrange the envelopes in this order. Also in front of you should
be four sheets of paper marked nnminatsd emolovea perfc^fmanrfl flvaluation form. Please keep
these sheets handy. You should also have another bounded set of large envelopes: this is an extra
set Please set the extra set aside until the end of these instmctions.

STEP 1: A. Please think of an employee under your direct supervision who you have relied on
and counted on consistently as a valued "assistanr -- one who has been among your inner-circle
for a long time (the longest.)

B. Write this person's name on the large envelope in the package marked 1 - long time
assistant (the employee will discard this envelope with his/her name on it: the survey is in a
sealabie envelope inside this envelope). Set this envelope aside.

C. Now. please rate this person's performance withouf qivinn his/her name on the
performance evaluation form which corresponds to l - long time assistant. Set this form
aside.

STEP 2: A. Next, please think of an employee under your direct supervision who you have ngi
relied on or counted on consistently in the past. This person is not a valued "assistant" but a
"regular worker" who has been under your supervision ahoiit the samp ipnnth of time as the
ppf^nn in «:tpn 1.

B. Write this person's name on the large envelope marked 2 - long time regular
worker. Set this enveiope aside with the step l envelope.

C. Please rate this person's performance without aivinn his/her name on the perfgrmanca
evaluaton sheet corresponding to 2 - long time regular worker. Set aside.
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STEP 3: A. Now, please think of another employee under your direct supervision who you
have relied on and counted on as a valuable "assistant" but one who has been a member of your
inner-circle for a shorter length of time than the employees identified in steps 1 and 2.

B. Please write this person's name on the large envelope marked 3 - short time
assistant. Set aside.

C. Please rate this person's performance without aivinn his/her name on the performance
evaluation sheet corresponding to 3 - short time assistant. Set aside.

STEP 4: A. Rnally, please think of an employee under your direct supervision whom you have
QQl relied on or counted on as a valuable "assistant" in the past (another "regular worker") but
one who has been under your supervision ahmut the same length of time as the person identified
in step a.

B. Write this person's name on the large envelope marked 4 - short time regular
worker. Set aside.

C. Please rate this person's performance without givinf^ his/her name on the performance
evaluation sheet corresponding to 4 - short time regular worker. Set aside.

STEP 5: When you have completed the nomination and performance evaluation processess,
please give the large envelopes with the names of the employees you nominated on them to the
appropriate employee. Please encourage each subordinate to complete and return the
survey. We need each subordinate to respond inorder to get accurate and
meaningful data. Please put the performance evaluation sheets back in the envelope they
came in and seal it. Please drop this envelope in the campus mail.

STEPS: Relax. You have just helped make a research project possiblel Thank you very much
for your time and effbrti (Please do not discuss your participation in the study with fellow
workers until January i as it may bias the study.)
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Nominated Subordinate Performance Evaluation Form
3-Short Time Assistant

1. Please evaluate this person's performance on the following capabilities as compareo with the
capabilities of the other members of your group.

Please remember this employee s job performance at the onset of the job with you as the
supen/isor and write these percentiie ratings under then. Also, think of this employee s
performance on the job currently, and use the following percentiie ratings to rate this person
under now.

How would you rate this person according to how she/he:

1  2 3 4 5

0 - 20% 20 - 40% 40 • 60% SO - 80% 80 - 100%
THEN NOW

Works without dose supervision on the job:

Acts in a dependable manner on the job
when working with important tasks: ______

Shows potential for working with difficult
tasks in the future:

Persists at getting tough jobs done on time:

Is willing to take on extra work; stay late:

Rnishes whole tasks on or before the deadline:

Produces high quality work:

Can be held responsible for getting difficult
jobs done:

Shows initiative on the job by volunteering
to take on difficult projects:

Overall performance:

2. Please rate the following statements according to how accurately they describe your
relationship with this particular subordinate. Use the following scale:

1  2 3 4 5 6 7
highly mostly slightly neutral slightly mostly highly
inaccurate inaccurate inaccurate accurate accurate accurate

1. I provide spedal information to this person so that he/she can learn how
the company really operates.

2. i expose this member of my group to information regarding opportunities
available at work.

3. I give this member of my group challenging assignments.
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4. I prepare this member for challenging assignments.

5. 1 delegate enough authority to this member to complete important
assignments.

6. I allow this member to put some of his/her ideas into assignments.

7. 1 include this member's input in decisions for which only I am responsible.

8. I encourage this member by paying attention to his/her work progress,
being willing to help, and giving constructive guidance.

9. I work at developing a trusting relationship with this member.

10. My expectations for this employee's performance have risen over time.
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A STUDY OF INDIVIDUAL WORK EXPERIENCES

This survey is designed to broaden our understanding of some of
the causes and effects of personal work experiences.

Please answer all of the questions. Thank you for your time
and help!

Return this survey to: Jill George
Department of Management
Stokely Management Center
University of Tennessee
Knoxville, TN 37996
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GENERAL INSTRUCTIONS

This survey is concerned with the feelings you have about your
job, your leader, and your satisfaction. In the survey, leader refers to
your immediate supervisor or boss.

Please follow the specific instructions given at the beginning of
each section. The survey takes about 30 minutes to complete but it
goes quickly. I hope you will find it interesting. Please keep in mind
that all your responses are confidential.

Thanks again for helping to make this study possible.
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Part 1. Demographic/Background Information

This information is needed so that group results can be tabulated. This information will
not. nor will any other information on this survey, be used to iden
tify you as an individual.

1. Sex: M P
2. Years of education completed
3, Type of position you currently hold: Clerical Professional

Manager Director (Other)

4. Are you Part-time or Full time employed?
5 Length of service in present position: years and months
6 Length of service with immediate current supervisor or boss years andmonths

7. Length of service as a University Wide Employee years arid —_ months
8 Number of subordinates you currently supervise: Clericai Professional_^

Managerial (Other)

9. Who is your direct supervisor?
Part 2

Listed below are a number of statements which could be used to describe a job. Please
indicate whether each statement is an accurate or inaccurate description of your job. Please try
to be as objective as you can in deciding how accurately each statement descnbes your job
regardless of whether you like or dislike your job. . ^ ^ v

Please recall the aspects of your job (witfi the supervisor that you have now) at
its onset and rate these statements under then; then, think of the aspects of your job as it is
now (with the same supervisor) and rate the statements under now.

Write a number in the blank beside each statement, based on the following scale:
prn..ratP i<; the statpmpnt In dflsnrihinn vour iob?

1  2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Mostly Slightly Uncertain Slightly Mostly Very

Inaccurate Inaccurate Inaccurate Accurate Accurate Accurate

then now

1. The job reguires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.

2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other people.

3. The job is arranged so that I do nol have the chance to do an entire piece
of work form beginning to end.

4. Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances for me
to figure out how well I am doing.

5. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone-without
talking or checking with other people.

7. The supervisors and co-workers on this job almost nfiyfi£ give me any
"feedback" about how well I am doing in my work.

8. This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well
the work gets done.

9. The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative orjudgement
in carrying out the work.
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10. Supervisors often let me know how well they think I perform the job.

11. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work
I begin.

_ 12. The job itself provides very few clues about whether or not I am
performing well.

13. The job gives me considerable opportunity for independence and freedom
in how I do the work.

_ 14. The job itself is ud very significant or important in the broader
scheme of things.

Part 3

Now, please indicate how you personally feel about your job. Each of the statements below
is somethirig that a person might say about his or her job. You are to indicate your own. personal
feelings about your job by marking how much you agree with each of the statements about your
iob

• Please recall your feelings back when you first started your job yyith your supervisor and
put your responses in the blanks under then. Please also think of your job as it is now with the
gamp fsiinprvisor and respond in the blanks under now.

Write a number in the blank for each of the two blanks for each statement based on this
scale:

How much dn vnii anrep with thp statement?
■) 2 3 4 5 6 7

Disagree Disagree Disagree Neutral Agree Agree Agree
Strongly SPightly SHghtly Strongly

THEN NOW
*

1. It's hard, on this job, for me to care very much about whether
or not the work gets done right.

2. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well.

3. Generally speaking. I am very satisfied with this job.

4. Most of the things I have to do on my job seem useless or trivial.

5. i usually know whether or not my work is satisfactory on this job.

6. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.

7. The work I do on this job is very meaningful to me.

8. I feel a very high degree of personal responsibility for the work I do on
this job.

9. I feel bad and unhappy when I discover that I have performed poorly on
this job.

10. I often have trouble figuring out whether I'm doing well or poorly on
this job.

11. 1 feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results of my
work on this job.

12. 1 am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.

13. My own feelings generally are DQl affected much one way or the other
by how well I do on this job.
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14. Whether or not this job gets done right is clearly my responsibility.
Part 4

Please indicate how satisfied you are with each aspect of your iob listed below. Once
again, write the appropriate number in the blank beside each statement. Please recall how you
felt at the beginning of your job (with your supervisor) and respond under then. Then,
please think about how you feel about your job as it is now (with the same supervisor) and
respond under now.

Mrtw <;atl';fied are von with this asoect Qf VOUf iOb?
1  2 3 4 5 6 7

Extremely Dissatisfied Slightly Neutral Slightly Satisfied Extremely
Ssfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfied
THEN NOW

1. The amount of job security I have.

2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.

3. The amount of personal growth and development I get in doing my job.

4. The people I talk to and work with on my job.

5. The degree of respect and fair treatment I receive from my boss.

6. The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get from doing my job.

7. The chance to get to know other people while on the job.

8. The amount of responsibility I take on in my job.

9, The amount of support and guidance I receive from my supervisor.

10. The degree to which I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this
organization.

11. The amount of independent thought and action I can exercise in my job.

12. How secure things look for me in the future in this organization.

13. The chance to help other people while at work.

14. The amount of challenge in my job.

15. The overall quality of the supervision I receive in my work.

16. The amount of promotional opportunities in this organization.

17. The possibilities of developing my career in this organization.

18. The possibility of adding more responsibility to my job.

19. My job overall.
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Part 5

Please indicate the degree to which you feel the following statements are descriptive of
your job by writing the number you feel is the most accurate description of how you feel about
your job.

Please recall how you felt about your job at the beginning of the job (with your
supervisor) as well as how you feel about your job as it is now (with the same
supervisor.)

1  2 3 4 5 6 7
Definitely Mostly Slightly Neutral Slightly Mostly Definitely
Not True Untrue Untrue True True True

THEN NOW

1. I have to do things that should be done differently.

2. I feel certain about how much authority I have.

3. I receive an assignment without the resources to complete it.

4. There are dear, planned goals and objective for my job.

5. I have to buck a rule or policy in order to carry out an assignment.

6. I know that I have divided my time properly.

7. I work with two or more groups who operate quite differently.

8. I know what my responsibilities are.

9. I receive incompatible requests from two or more people.

10. I know exactly what is expected of me.

11. I do things that are apt to be accepted by one person and not by others.

12. There is a clear understanding of what has to be done.

13. I receive an assignment without adequate resources and materials to
execute it.

14. I work on unnecessary things.

15. I get what I am supposed to do on my job confused with what others are
supposed to be doing on their jobs.

16. 1 have discrepancies with others about what my job entails.

17. It is difficult to figure out where my job ends and other peoples' jobs
begin.
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Part 6

Next, please consider your job as it was at the beginning (with your supervisor)
and how it is now (with the same supervisor) and indicate how much you agree or disagree
with the foiiowing statements in the appropriate spaces:

1  2 3 4 5 6 7
Strongly Disagree Slightly Neutral Slightly Agree Strongly
Disagree Disagree Agree Agree

THEN NOW

1. It often seems like I have too much work for one person to do.

2. I never have enough time to do everything that is expected of me.

3. 1 often feel rushed to do the things I have to do.

4. I usually have enough time to do all the things I have to do.

5. I often feel overloaded or overworked because of my job.

6. i often feel like my attention is divided among several activities.

7. Sometimes I feel like I am working too hard.

8. Finding time for breaks at work is not a problem.

9. I have a lot of time on my hands at work.

10. I often think about quitting my job.

11. 1 will probably look for a new job next year.

12. I often carry a heavy work load.
Part 7 •

Please indicate the degree to which you feel the following statements are descriptive of how
you feel about your job by writing the number you feel is the most accurate description of how
you feel about your job. ,

Please rate how often you experience each of the following statements in the appropriate

'''^"'^^Again. it is important that you rate each statement recalling how you felt about your job at
the beginning of the job (with your supervisor) as well as how you feel about your job as
it is now (with the same supervisor.) -,_,omont

Please use the "then" and "now" blanks for both how often you experience each statement.
Never A few Monthly A few Every A few Every

times a year times a month week times a week day

How often: 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

THEN NOW

1. I feel emotionally drained from my work.
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2. I feel used up at the end of the work day.

3. I feel fatigued when I get up In the morning and have to face another day
on the job.

4. Working with people all day is really a strain for me.

5. I feel burned out from my job.

6. I feel frustrated by my job.

7. I feel I'm working too hard on my job.

8. Working with people directly puts too much stress on me.

9. I feel like I'm at the end of my rope.

10.1 can easily understand how my coworkers feel about things.

11. 1 deal very effectively with my problems at work.

12. 1 feel I'm postlvely influencing other people's lives through my work.

13. 1 feel very energetic.

14. 1 can easily create a relaxed atmosphere with my coworkers.

15.1 feel exhilarated after working closely with my coworkers.

16.1 have accomplished many worthwhile things in this job.

17. In my work. I deal with emotional problems very calmly.

18. 1 feel I treat some coworkers as if they were impersonal 'objects.'

19. I've become more callous toward people since I took this job.

20. 1 worry that this job is hardening me emotionally.

21.1 don't care what happens to some of my coworkers.

22. 1 feel some of my coworkers blame me for their some of their problems.
Part 8

Before answering the following questions, please think about yniirVYdrkinfl relationship
utfith vniir immpriiatP gimpfvisor. All of the following questions ask about this particular
working relationship.

Please use the following scale to describe this working relationship. Please recall this
relationship at the beginning of your job. Also, please think of this relationship as it is now.

1  2 3 4 5
Rarely Seldom Sometimes Usually Almost Always

THEN NOW

1. Do you know where you stand... do you usually know how satisfied
he/she is with what you do?
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2. How well does your superior understands your job problems and
needs?

3. How well does your superior recognizes your potential?

4. Regardless of how much formal authority your superior has built into
his/her position, how often would he/she use that power to help you
solve problems at work?

5. Again, regardless of the amount of formal authority, how often wouid
your superior "bail you out" at his/her expense.

6. How often is your working relationship with your superior extremely
effective? x u , u

7. How often would you defend and justify his/her decisions if he/she
~  were not present to do so?
_ 8. How often does he/she spend time investing in your career?

9. Given the same complex decision, how often can he/she count on you to
~  make the same decision he/she would make?
10. How often do you show potential for analyzing problems the way

he/she does?

11. In an emergency situation, how often can he/she count on you
to complete an assignment he/she started?

12. How often does your immediate superior expose you to various
aspects of other departments' functions withing the organization?

13. How often does your immediate supervisor provide you with
special information through which you can better learn company
Str3t6Qt6S?

14. How often does he/she entrust you with confidential work-related
information?

15. How often does he/she give you challenging assignments?

16. How often does he/she delegate important responsibilities to you
when his/her workload is heavy?

17. How often does your superior serve as confidant to you about
career problems?

Part 9

Again, please think about yourself at work back when you began your job with yoursupervisor and think about yourself at work now with the same supervisor.
How often do you feel the way described in each item? Write a number in the blank under

then for how you felt at the beginning of your job with your supervisor and under now
for how you feel about your job as it is now with the same supervisor.

1  2 3 4 5
Never Rarely Sometimes Frequently Almost Always

THEN NOW

1. I feel angry about some things that happen at work.

2. I feel frustrated at work.

3. 1 feel anxious about what I have to do at work.

4. I feel happy at work.
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5. 1 feel like challenging individuals and groups at work who try
to keep me down.

6. I feel like I have to constantly struggle to get things done my
way at work.

7. 1 feel defensive about what I say or do at work.

_ 8. 1 feel calm at work.

9. I feel like withdrawing from everyone and everything at work.

10. I feel like I'm in a hopeless situation at work.

11. 1 feel like I'm losing control over things at work.

12. I feel like I am a capable employee.

13. I feel like the pressures on this job are reasonable.

14. I feel like there is too much responsibility in this job.

Part 10

The following items are comments people make about their work. Please indicate the
extent to which you agree or disagree that the statement describes how you feel about your job.

Please indicate how you felt about your job with your supervisor at the beginning
as well as how you feel about your job as it is now with the same supervisor.

1  2 3 4 5
Strongly Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly
Disagree Agree

THEN NOW

1. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job.

2. The most important things that happen to me involve my work.

3. I'm really a perfectionist about my work.

4. 1 have other activities more important than my work.

5. I live. eat. and breathe my job.

6. I am very much involved personally in my work.

Part 11

Please think of your performance on your job as compared with other workers in your
group. .. . ̂

Answer the following questions by rating your performance according to how you think
you did at the beginning of your job as well as how you think you are doing now.

(Continued on next page...)
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1  Please evaluate your performance on the following capabilities as compared with the
capabilities of the other members of your group.

Rate your performance back at the beginning of your job (with your supervisor)
under then and rate your performance as it is now (with the same supervisor) under

"°*Please use the following scale to rate your performance as a percentile when compared to the
performance of the others in your group.

How would you rate yourself according to how you:
1  2 3 4 5

0-20% 20-40% 40-60% 60-80% 80-100%

THEN NOW

work without close supervision on the job:

Act in a dependable manner on the job when
working with important tasks:

Show potential for working with difficult
tasks in the future:

Persist at getting tough jobs done on time:

Are willing to take on extra work; stay late:

Rnish whole tasks on or before the deadline:

Produce high quality work:

Can be held responsible for getting difficult
jobs done on time:

Show initiative on the job by volunteering to
take on difficult projects:

Overall Performance:

2. Please use the following statements to rate how accurately they decribe your relationship
with your immediate supervisor. Use the following scale:

1  2 3 4 5 6 7
highly mostly slightly neutral slightly mostly highly

inaccurate inaccurate inaccurate accurate accurate accurate

fyly direct supervisor:

1. Provides me with special information so that I can leam how the company
really works.

2. Exposes me to information regarding opportunities available at work.

3. Gives me challenging assignments.

4. Prepares me for challenging assignments.
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5. Delegates enough authority to me so that I can complete important assignments.

6. Allows me to put some of my ideas into assignments.

7. Includes my input in decisions my supervisor is responsible for.

8. Encourages me by paying attention to my work progress, being willing to help, and
giving constructive guidance.

9. Works at developing a trusting relationship with me.

3 Please use the following scale to rate your response to this question:
1  2 3 4 5

much lower slightly lower the same slightly higher much higher
How would you rate your performance relative to your supervisor's expectations of
your performance?
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Key for Variable Names in the Correlation Matrix

Job Scope
NSKVAR: Now Skill Variety
NTKID: Now Task Identity
NTKSIG: Now Task Significance
NAUTO: Now Autonomy

NFDJ: Now Feedback from the Job
NFDA: Now Feedback from Agents

Psychological States
NDEAL: Now Dealings with Others
NMEAN: Now Experienced Meaningfulness
NRESP: Now Experienced Responsibility
NKNOW: Now Knowledge of Results
NGSAT: Now General Satisfaction
NIMOT: Now Intrinsic Motivation

Job Satisfaction
NSPAY: Now Satisfaction with Pay
NSSEGULE: Now Satisfaction with Security
NSSOCIAL: Now Satisfaction with Social
NSSUPER: Now Satisfaction with the Supervisor
NSGROW: Now Satisfaction with Growth
NSPROMO: Now Satisfaction with Promotion

NSRESP: Now Satisfaction with Responsibility

Role Variables

NRAMB: Now Role Ambiguity

NCNF: Now Role Conflict
NCONFN: Now Role Confusion

NOVER: Now Role Overload

Burnout

NEMEX: Now Emotional Exhaustion
NPACOM: Now Personal Accomplishment
NDPER: Now Depersonalization
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Appendix F (Continued)

Leader/Member Exchange

NUVK: Now Leader/Member Exchange

Strain

NALARM: Now Alarm

NRESIST: Now Resistance

NWITHD: Now Withdrawal

Job Involvement
NINVMT: Now Job Involvement

Performance

NSPERF: Now Subordinate Ratings of Their Own Performance
NLDSUB: Now Leader's Ratings of the Subordinate's Performance
NSPACT: Now Subordinate's Ratings of the Leader's Behaviors
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