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ABSTRACT

Title of Dissertation: AN INVESTIGATION OF THE RELATIONSHIPS
BETWEEN CORE JOB DIMENSIONS, PSYCHO-
LOGICAL STATES, AND PERSONAL AND WORK
OUTCOMES AMONG PUBLIC SCHOOL TEACHERS
Robert Allan Gorsuch, Doctor of Education, 1976
Dissertation directed by: Professor James Dudley
Department of Administration,
Supervision and Curriculum

The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation was
developed on the bases of prior research and theory in the
area of work redesign. The purpose of this study was to de-
termine the applicability of this model for predicting worker-
job interaction among one group of public sector employees-
teachers.

A sample of 90 full-time teachers was selected from
one public school system in Maryland. The Job Dlagnostic Sur-
vey was administered to all subjects as a measure of most of
the variables presented in the Job characteristics model.
Personnel records were used to obtain absenteelsm and perfor-
mance data. These data were analyzed through zero-order and
multiple regression analyses.

Five primary research questions were posed regarding
the validity of the job characteristics model. First, relation-
ships between core job dimensions and model specified worker

psychological states were investigated. Filndings indicated a

need to reexamine the core job dimensions in terms of how well



they measured all aspects of the job of teaching. The psy-
chological states were examined relevant to their dual role

as mediating variables, and as predictors of personal and

work outcomes. It was found that the psychological states
appeared to measure similar constructs and did not account

for the total psychological set of teachers in terms of per-
sonal and work outcomes. However, significant correlations
were reported between the combined psychological states and
these outcomes. Growth need strength as a moderator of rela-
tionships between core job dimensions and psychological states
and personal and work outcomes was determined to be ineffective.
Teachers generally scored high on this measure and little vari-
ance was reported. It was concluded that an alternative indi-
vidual difference moderator variable be used in subsequent
tests of the model.

Four secondary research questions were addressed to
determine teacher levels of personal and work outcomes and growth
need strength. A motivating potential score for the job of
teaching was also derived. Comparisons of these data wilth data
reported for business work groups indicated that teachers were
very similar, as a group, to business work groups. DMean scores
for the core job dimensions, and consequently the motivating
potential score for teaching, was found to be higher than those
in the comparison groups.

Recommendations were made to revise the job character-

istics model in terms of teacher data. It was suggested that



absenteelsm data not be used with work groups where there

was little incentive to avoid being absent from work. If in-
dividual differences among workers were to be measured in terms
of a moderator variable, something other than individual growth
need strength should be used. Finally, it was recommended

that a valid measure of teacher performance be used for further

tests of the job characteristics model.
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CHAPTER I

PROBLEM STATEMENT

Introduction

Early in this century, Frederick Taylor1 spoke of
scientific management as involving "...a complete mental
revolution on the part of the working man engaged in any
particular establishment or industry ...". It involved a
change in attitude and behavior of both management and
workers towards their respective duties and towards each
other. Through scientific management, workers and the work
itself were explicitly studied to promote Increased output
per unit of human effort. Management's responsibility was
to "inspire" workers to follow a scientifically prescribed
"one best way" of doing their Jobs. Using this scientific
approach both managers and workers were to benefit from
incregsed efficlency.

Whatever Taylor's intentions in the development of
this approach to the study of jobs, one of the outcomes was

an emphasis upon work simplification and standardization.

lprederick W. Taylor, "The Principles of Scientific
Management", Classics in Management, ed. Harwood F. Merrill
(New York: American Management Assoclatlon, Riverside Press,
1960) ; ». B89.
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As a result, workers who were placed in simple routine
non-challenging jobs were difficult to manage. Workers
under these conditions were highly dissatisfied, as was

1 As researchers

evidenced by high absenteeism and turnover.
began trying to determine what produced these negative out-
comes, two alternative approaches to work simplification
were developed. Argyri32 suggested that jobs be enlarged

to involve the worker in more than one specific job function.
Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman3 agreed with this proposi-
tion but suggested a further step. They were of the opinion
that jobs should not only be enlarged but also enriched,
making them more meaningful and more challenging. Consider-

able success was reported in the use of Jjob enrichment to

increase employee satisfaction and productivity.u However,

lchris Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the
Organization (New York: Wiley, 196L); Charles R. Walker,
"The Problem of the Repetitlve Job", Harvard Business Review
28 (1950): ©54-58; Charles R. Walker and Robert H. Guest,
The Man on the Assembly Line (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard
University Press, 1952).

2Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Organ-
ization.

3Frederick Herzberg, Bernard Mausner, and Barbara B.
Snyderman, The Motivation to Work (New York: Wiley, 1959).

BRobert N. Ford, Motivation Through the Work Itself
(New York: American Management Association, 1969); Eaton H.
Conant and Maurice D. Kilbridge, "An Interdisciplinary Analy-
sis of Job Enlargement: Technology, Costs, and Behavior
Implications", Industrial and Labor Relations Review 3 (1965):

3T T=385.
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for methodological and other reasons these findings appeared
insufficient to fully explain worker motivation and satis-
faction.l

Herzberg and others2 developed a theory relevant to
work redesign from which several propositions were derived
regarding conditions on the job that are motivating to em-
ployees. In particular, these writers felt a job should
enhance employee motivation to the extent that it provides
opportunities for (a) achlevement, (b) recognition, (c) re-
sponsibility, (d) advancement, and (e) growth in competence.
Ford3 summarized the findings of several successful Jjob
enrichment experiments based on these propositions. For the
purpose of work redesign, however, the theory did not ade-
quately specify how individual differences among employees
affected their responses to these motivating job conditilons.

Also, the theory falled to indicate how differences among Jobs

affect employee responses.

lcharles Hulin and Milton Blood, "Job Enlargement,
Individual Differences and Worker Responses," Psychological
Bulletin 69 (1968): 41-55.

2Frederick Herzberg, Work and the Nature of Man
(Cleveland: World, 1966) p. 196; Herzberg, Mausner, and
Snyderman, The Motivation to Work, pp. 44-49,

3Ford, Motivation Through the Work Itself.

”Richard Hackman and Edward Lawler, "Employee Reac-
tions to Job Characteristics", Journal of Applied Psychol-
ogy 55 (June 1971): 259,
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Turner and Lawrencel measured job characteristics
extensively on the assumption that the job i1tself contained
the key to improved worker attitudes and behaviors. Six
attributes of any given job were identifled and a summary
measure, the Requisite Task Attribute Index (RTA), was
devised to ascertain the relationships between the attributes
of a job and worker satisfaction and attendance. It was
concluded that job characteristics, as combined in the RTA
index, were related to and predictive of these outcomes.

Subsequent research by Hackman and Lawler,2 provided
additional support for this theoretical arrangement of vari-
ables. Hackman and Oldham3 supplemented Turner and Lawr'ence's"l
research with the development of a theoretical model specify-
ing the relationshilps between job dimensions and personal and

work outcomes. Adopting an interactive approach, these theor-

lpirthur N. Turner and Paul R. Lawrence, Industrial
Jobs and the Worker: An Investigation of Response to Task
Attributes (Boston, Mass.: Harvard University School of
Business Administration, 1965).

2Hackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job
Characteristics", pp. 271-280.

3Richard Hackman and Greg Oldham, Motivation Through
the Design of Work: Test of a Theory, Technical Report No. 6
(New Haven, Conn.: Yale University School of Organization
and Management, 1974), pp. 7-13.

UTurner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker.
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ists identified the psychological need structure of workers
as a moderator of job dimensions and personal and work out-
comes. This model, the Job Characteristics Model of Work
Motivation, was later empilrically tested by its developersl.
Finding support for their conceptualization, they suggested
that the Job characteristics model is a valid description of
employee-job interaction which is generalizable to all jobs
in all types of organizations.

The job characteristics model has been applied by
numerous business and industrial organizations to determine
the need for work redesign projects.2 Although this manage-
ment strategy has been assumed to be valid, the relationships
specified by Hackman and Oldham have not been tested with
employees in public service organizations and there has been
little effort to apply the model to work redesign in such
organizations. Thils research is an attempt to test these
relationships as applied to one public service organization's

employees- teacheérs in a public school setting.

lgackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work.

2Kenneth Purdy, interviewed by telephone at Roy
Waters Associates, Inc., Glen Rock, N.J., February 1976.



Problem

The problem investigated in this research 1s to
test the adequacy of the job characteristics model for des-
cribing job characteristics ~ job outcomes relationships for
one public service work group. Specifically, it seeks to
answer questions which involve (1) the relationships between
job characteristics and other model specified variables,

(2) the influence that the moderator variable (growth need
strength) has on these relationships, and (3) the utility of
the model for predicting personal and work outcomes. In
addition, an important question concerns the test population

as it is characterized through variable measurement. How em-
ployees percelve thelr job and how they respond to it in terms
of personal and work outcomes are questions with which managers
are constantly concerned.

The significance of additional tests of the model
stems from findings reported by Hackman and Oldham.l Speci-
fically, relationships involving absenteeism as a work outcome
were not as strong as expected. Simple correlations between

absenteeism and predictor variables ranged from .16 to -.2L4.

lgackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work, pp. 22-25.
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The moderator variable, employee growth need strength,
also failed to significantly influence predictions of absen-
teeism. More importantly, the relationships between two job
dimensions and thelr corresponding psychological states did
not operate 1n accordance with the model. Hackman and 0ld-
ham suggested that additional research be conducted to
"obtain increased specificity and clarity"l regarding the
function of these variables in the Job characteristics model.

Public school teachers should be representative of
the larger non-industrial, public service employee group.
If teacher attitudes and behaviors are found to be strongly
influenced by the design of their jobs, then work redesign
could be effectively used by management with similar work
groups. Increased performance, lower absenteeism, and im-
proved employee motivation and satisfaction are important
organizational goals. They are especlally important goals
in public education organizations since teachers have the
primary responsibility for delivering the services provided

by public schools.

Theoretical Base

Employees constantly interact with thelr work envir-

onment. The complexity of thils interaction has been documented

1rbid., p- 25.



by researchers for several decades.

8

To theoretically

explain these complex relationships, Hackman and Oldham

developed the Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation

(Figure 1). The model identifies three interrelated sets

of variables which are influenced by an individual differ-

ence moderator- employee growth need strength.

Figure 1

Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivationl

CORE JOB
DIMENSIONS
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l1bid., p.
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This conceptualization is based primarily on the expectancy
theory of motivation as formulated by Lewin1 and Tolman,?

and applied to work settings by Vroom3 and Porter and Law-
l

ler, Hackman and Lawler reviewed the propositions suggested

by this research and concluded that:

..... the long term congruence of high
satisfaction and high effort is seen as
depending upon (a) the existence of em-
ployee desires for higher order need
satisfactions and (b) conditions on the
job such that working hard and effective-
ly toward organization goals will Ering
about satisfaction of these needs.

Lewin and others6 suggested that individuals may experience

higher order need satisfaction when these conditions are met.

1gurt Lewin, The Conceptual Representation of the
Measurement of Psychological Forces (Durham: Duke Univer-
sity Press, 1938).

2Edward C. Tolman, "Principles of Purposive Behavior",

Psychology: A Study of Sclence, ed. S. Koch, vol. 2 (New York:
McGraw-Hill, 1959).

3Victor H. Vroom, Work and Motivation (New York:
Wiley, 1964).

”Lyman W. Porter and Edward E. Lawler, III, Managerial
Attitudes and Performance (Homewood, I1l.: Irwin, 1968).

SHackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job
Characteristies", p. 263.

6Kurt Lewin, Tamara Dembo, Leon Festinger, and
Pauline Sears, "Level of Aspiration", Personality and the
Behavior Disorders, ed. J. McV. Hunt (New York: Ronald Press,
194%); Argyris, Integrating the Individual and the Organization.
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The job must provide feedback about what 1s accomplished,
it must allow the employee to feel personally responsible
for a meaningful portion of the work, and the job must
provide outcomes which are intrinsically meaningful or ex-
perienced as worthwhile. These conditions are referred to
in the Jjob characteristics model as "critical psychological
states".

The concept of a hierarchy of needs as a basis for
human motivation was first developed by Maslow.l The propo-
sition that many employees desire higher order need satis-

e When

faction has been documented by several researchers.
employees have a high desire for higher order need satisfac-
tion, a job which produces high levels of the three psycho-
logical states should be motivating. Thus the personal and
work outcomes specified in the model should be optimum.
However, not all employees have a strong desire for higher
order need satisfaction and would therefore be less motivated

by the same job. This indivldual difference, called "growth

need strength" (GNS), moderates the relationships between the

labraham H. Maslow, "A Theory of Human Motivation",
Psychological Review 50 (1943): 370-396.

2David C. McClelland, John W. Atkinson, Russell A.
Clark, and Edgar L. Lowell, The Achievement Motive (New York:
Appleton Century Crofts, Inc., 1953); Clayton P. Alderfer,
Human Needs in Organizational Settings (New York: The Free
Press of Clencoe, 1971); Alderfer, "An Empirical Test of a
New Theory of Human Needs'", Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance 4 (1969): 142-175.
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psychological states and the outcomes they affect.

It was suggested by Hackman and 0ldham? that the
critical psychologlcal states experienced by employees are
dependent upon the presence of five specific "core job
dimensions". When a job is high on these dimensions, em-
ployees experience high levels of the psychological states.
Since the core dimensions create these feelings within
individuals, employee growth need strength also moderates
the relationships between core dimensions and psychological
states. Employees who desire higher order need satisfaction
from their jobs react differently to a high level of these
core dimensions than those who do not.

The core Job dimensions, as separate Job character-
istics, were derived from research by Turner and Lawrence®
and Hackman and Lawler.3 The combined core dimensions, as
a summary measure, are sald to determine the potential of a
job to be motivating. This motivating potential score (MPS)
closely approximates the Requlsite Task Attribute Index
devised by Turner and Lawrence. When jobs are high on the

MPS measure, the growth need strength of individual employees

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
Work, pp. 9-10.

2pyrner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker.

3Hackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
acteristics".
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serves as a moderator of the relationships specified in

the model. However, when a job receives a low MPS, this

individual difference is not expected to affect these re-

lationships. This is attributed to the fact that the job

characteristics model 1s based on the assumption that most

individuals are motivated by jobs that help them obtain

higher order need satisfactions. Therefore, the level of

individual growth need strength operates most effectively
as a moderator when the job has a high motivating potential.

In summary, the development of the job characteris-

tics model is based on theory and research in the areas of

motivation and work redesign. The model represents an

attempt to pull together and conceptually arrange factors

describing employee-job interactions as predictors of personal

and work outcomes. As Vroom stated:

..... data collection in the absence of
the construction of models or theory
to explain the data can be wasted
effort. The construction of theory
and accumulation of empirical obser-
vations must work hand in hand with
each providing the necessary correc-
tive adjustments in the other.l

The job characteristics model is an example of one such effort.

lyroom, Work and Motivation, pp. 286-287.
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Research Questions

This research 1s intended to serve a twofold pur-
pose. First, 1t undertakes an additional test of the job
characteristics model in an effort to add to current knowl-
edge about employee-job interaction. Secondly, by using
public school teachers as the research group, 1t seeks to
extend the application of work redesign theory to the
public service sector.

The first five research questions were derived from
the conceptualization presented in the job characteristics
model.

1. What relationships exist between the core job dimensions
and model specified psychological states?

2. What relationships exist between psychological states
and model specified personal and work outcomes?

3. What relationships exist between the combined core job
dimensions and outcome variables?

4, Do psychological states mediate the relationships
between core job dimensions and outcome variables?

5. Does the growth need strength measure moderate the rela-
tionships between (a) core job dimensions and psychological
states and (b) between psychological states and outcome varia-
bles?

Of secondary importance are the findings obtained
from variable measurement. The following research questions
reflect a concern for the specific population investigated

in this research.
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1. How potentially motivating is the job of teaching
and which core job dimensions account for this potential?
2. What are the levels of internal work motivation and
work satisfactlion among teachers?
3. What are the work performance and attendance levels of
teachers?

4, What is the level of teacher growth need strength?

Limitations

Often social science research does not lend itself
to an experimental approach. When such is the case, alter-
native approaches are required. Campbell and Stanleyl
referred to such approaches as quasi-experimental. The ex
post facto experiment is such a design and best describes
this research. The objective of most ex post facto designs
is to provide correlational support for hypothesized causal
relationships among variables. Although causation cannot be
determined through correlational analysis, disconfirmation
of causal hypotheses can be. "If a zero correlation is
obtained, the credibility of the hypothesis is lessened. If
a high correlation occurs, the credibility of the hypothesis
is strengthened in that 1t has survived a chance of discon-

firmation."? Since this 1s the objective of this research,

lponald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experi-
mental and Quasi-Experimental Designs for Research (Chicago:
Rand McNally College Publishing Co., 1963), pp. 64-65.

21pbid.
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the only threats to the validity of the findings are (1) how
representative the sample is of the population, and (2) whe-
ther or not the variables are accurately measured.

To overcome the first problem, the subjects were
randomly selected. The second concern posed a more serious
limitation. All variables in the job characteristics model
with the exception of absenteeism and work effectiveness,
were measured by the Job Diagnostic Survey (Appendix B).

1 and has

This instrument was developed by Hackman and Oldham
acceptable test validity and reliability. The work outcome
variables, absenteeism and work effectiveness, were measured
on the basis of existing school system records. Absenteeism
posed no problem in that only data tabulation was required.
However, the measure of work effectiveness used imposed a
major constraint. The instrument used by the school system
to evaluate overall teacher performance was not designed to
provide data that differentiates performance levels. Accept-
able alternative performance measures were not available
through the school system. A partial measure of performance
was therefore obtained through an analysis of forms used to

rate teaching behavior in the classroom. This was not a

valid measure of overall work effectiveness and might not

lHackman and Oldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey: An
Instrument for the Diagnosis of Jobs and the Evaluation of
Job Redesign Projects, Technical Report No. 4 (New Haven,
Conn.: Yale University School of Organization and Management,

19748},
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relate to causal variables as specified in the job char-
acteristics model. Also data bilas was possible with such
a measure since the data was not sufficient to obtain inter-
rater reliability coefficients. While these limitations
seem severe, it was felt that the research could still yield
valid information relative to the questions posed in the

study.

Definitions

Variables investigated in this study are those
presented in the job characteristics model. There are four
sets of variables which require definition. All variables
except the work outcomes are defined as suggested by Hackman
and Oldham.?t

There are five factors referred to as core job

dimensions:

Skill Variety - The degree to which a Job requires

a varlety of different activities in carry-
ing out the work, which involve the use of
a number of different skills and talents of

the employee.

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work, pp. 9-12.
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Task Identity - The degree to which the job

requires completion of a "whole" and
identifiable piece of work - that 1s,
doing a job from beginning to end with
a visible outcome.

Task Significance - The degree to which the

job has a substantial impact on the
lives or work of other people - whether
in the immediate organization or in the
external environment.

Autonomy - The degree to which the job provides
substantial freedom, independence, and
discretion to the employee in scheduling
the work and in determining the procedures
to be used 1n carrying it out.

Feedback - The degree to which carrying out the
work actlvities required by the job results
in the employee obtaining direct and clear
informatlion about the effectiveness of his
or her performance.

The second set of variables involve the three psycho-

logical states created by the core dimensions:

Experienced Meaningfulness of the Work - The degree

to which the employee experiences the job as
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one which is generally meaningful, valu-
able, and worthwhile.

Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomes - The

degree to which the employee feels personally
accountable and responsible for the results
of the work he or she does.

Knowledge of Results of Work Activities - The

degree to which the employee knows and
understands, on a continuing basis, how
effectively he or she is performing the job.
The individual difference moderator is defined as
follows:

Employee Growth Need Strength - The degree that

an individual desires to obtain "growth"
satisfaction from his or her work.
Finally, the fourth set of variables are personal and
work outcomes. The work outcome variables are defined as they
apply to this study.

Internal Work Motivation - The degree to which

the employee is self-motivated to perform
effectively on the job - that is, the em-
ployee experiences positive internal feel-
ings when working effectively on the job,
and negative internal feelings when doing

poorly.
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Satisfaction with Work - The degree to which

an employee is satisfied and happy with
various aspects of his or her job.

Quality Work Performance - The degree to which

subjects have been given satisfactory
ratings on instructional lesson charac-

teristics.

Absenteelsm ~ The total number of subject ini-

tiated incildences of absence from work

for a six and one half month period.

Organization of the Study

This paper was organized into five chapters. Chapter I
was devoted to an explanation of the purpose and direction of
the effort as a whole. Chapter II provided a look at research
related to the problem under study. In Chapter III, a dis-
cussion was provided of the methodology and procedures used to
conduct the research. Findings reported and discussed in
Chapter IV were analyzed in Chapter V in terms of conclusions

and suggestions for further research.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

The present research involves a test of the adequacy
of the Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation to explaln
job characteristics - job outcome relationships among public
school teachers. This model, developed by Hackman and
others,l is a conceptualization of the psychological inter-
action between individual employees and theilr jobs. The rela-
tionships specified in the model are based on prior motivation
theory and research.?2

The first section of this chapter is devoted to a
discussion of the development of the model in terms of these
theoretical and research efforts. As stated previously, the
Job characteristics model has been applied in numerous business
settings. A review of these efforts and findings is provided
in section two. The implications of these efforts for the

present study are also discussed.

lHackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job

Characteristics", pp. 271-280; Hackman and Oldham, Motivation
Through the Design of Work.

2Primarily the work of Maslow, Herzberg, and Turner
and Lawrence.

20
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The final section of this chapter deals briefly with
the methodology used in this study. Although the analytical
procedures used by Hackman and Oldhaml have been used as a
guide for this effort, thelr reported findings suggest a few
modifications. The rationale for these changes is also pre-

sented in this section.

Development of the Model

Job enlargement theory suggests that the job itself
is most important in determining worker satisfaction and
motivation. Based on this theory "...work redesign is
becoming increasingly prominent as a strategy for attempting
to improve simultaneously the productivity and the qualilty
of the work experiences of employees in contemporary organ-
izations".?2 Among the many advocates3 of this view, one of
the more sophisticated and thorough accounts i1s provided by
Richard Hackman. Hackman and Lawler! reviewed research and

theory on motivation from which they derived several propo-

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work.

°Ibid., p. 1.

3John VanMaanen, Peter Gregg, and Ralph Katz, Work
in the Public Sector: An Economic Development Administrative
Technical Report (Washington, D.C.: National Training and
Development Service, 1974), p. 9.

uHackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
acteristics".
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sitions regarding employee-job interactions. These later
served as the foundation for the development of the Job Char-
acteristics Model of Work Motivation by Hackman and Oldham,l
These efforts do not represent a new theory of motivation,
but a consolidation of prior theory and research into an
empirically testable model.

Hackman and Lawler's® conceptualization of the inter-
action between job characteristics and individual differences
was based primarily on the expectancy theory of motivation.
Five propositions were derived from previous research which
addressed the specific problem of how employee motivation
could be enhanced through the way jobs are designed. These
propositions are summarized as follows:

1. Workers will do things they perceive as helpful
in obtaining outcomes they value.

2. Outcomes are valued by workers to the extent they
are perceived as enabling them to meet physiological and psy-
chological needs.

3. If work is arranged so that workers who are effect-
ive meet their needs, then organizational goals will be met.

4, Except in unusual circumstances, only higher
order needs are motivating. Satisfaction of higher order needs

does not diminish these needs; and, in fact, may even serve to

lgackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of

Work.

2Hackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
acteristics".
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increase them. However, not all employees will respond
to opportunities for higher order need satisfactions.

5. Individuals capable of higher order need satis-
faction will obtain satisfaction when the job (a) allows
workers to feel responsible for an identifiable and meaning-
ful portion of work, (b) provides outcomes which are intrin-
sically meaningful or experienced as worthwhile, and (c¢) pro-
vides feedback about performance effectiveness.l

Hackman and Lawler2 concluded that by designing a
job to provide for the three conditions specified in propo-
sition five, the manager could simultaneously achieve high
employee satisfaction and high employee effort toward organ-
izational goals. Four of Turner and Lawrence's> "requisite
task attributes" were chosen as measures of these three job
conditions. Perceived employee "autonomy" was said to tap
the degree to which workers felt personal responsibility for
their work. Experienced meaningfulness of the work was sald
to be measured by the degree to which the worker could identify
the work as a meaningful whole (task identity). Meaningfulness
of the work was also indicated by the perceived variety of

activities required to do the Job (skill variety). The third

11pid., p. 263.
2Tpid.

3Turner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker,
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Jjob condition appeared to be adequately measured by Turner
and Lawrence'st task attribute entitled "feedback". These
four attributes were renamed "core job dimensions".

Since workers were expected to respond differently
to opportunities for higher order need satisfaction, Hackman
and Lawler attempted to determine which individual difference
moderator would best explain interaction between workers and
job characteristics. Turner and Lawrence? suggested that
these relationships were substantially moderated by differ-
ences in the cultural backgrounds of employees. Blood and

3

Hulin-” provided additional support for the importance of sub-
cultural factors in determining worker responses to job fac-
tors. They hypothesized that an important moderator is
alienation from traditional middle class work norms. When
employees were alienated from these norms, more complex jobs

4

were responded to negatively. However, Shepard’ reported con-

l1pia.
2Ibid., pp. 75-84.

3Milton R. Blood and Charles L. Hulin, "Alienation,
Environmental Characteristics, and Worker Responses", Journal
of Applied Psychology 51 (1967): 284-290; Hulin and Blood,
"Job Enlargement, Individual Differences and Worker Responses'.

Hron M. Shepard, "Functional Specialization, Aliena-
tion, and Job Satisfaction", Industrial and Labor Relations
Review 23 (1970): 207-219.
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tradictory findings when using the same moderator. Stonel
used employee endorsement of the Protestant Work Ethic as
a moderator but also failed to show support for any effect
it had on job-response relationships.

Based on these findings, Hackman and Lawler? devel-
oped a measure of employee desires for growth satisfactions.
This measure, "employee growth need strength", was expected
to account for significant differences in worker responses
fo potentially motivating jobs. The greater a person's growth
need strength, the more responsive he should be to jobs per-
ceived as having high levels of the four core job dimensions.

In summary, Hackman and Lawler determined that
"...the long term congruence of high satisfaction and high
effort is seen as depending upon (a) the existence of employee
desires for higher order need satisfaction and (b) conditilons
on the job such that working hard and effectively toward or-
ganizational goals willl bring about satisfaction of these
needs".3 The presence of a high level of the four core job

dimensions should create the three conditions discussed pre-

lEugene F. Stone, "The Moderating Effect of Work-
Related Values on the Job Scope - Job Satisfaction Relation-
ship", Organizational Behavior and Human Performance 15 (1976):
147-167.

2Hackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
acteristics".

3Ibid., p. 263.
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viously. These job conditions, when present, should be
"causal”l of high employee satisfaction, motivation, per-
formance, and attendance.

Hackman and Lawler2

empirically tested a theoretical
construct derived from the research and propositions reported
above. Six job dimensions, similar to those used by Turner
and Lawrence,3 were identified as follows: (a) variety,

(b) autonomy, (c) task identity, (d) feedback, (e) dealing
with others, and (f) friendship opportunities. The first
four, the core job dimensions, were defined as presented
previously and were sald to tap the three conditions neces-
sarily present in any motivating job. The last two were
included to permit exploration of the impact of the inter-
personal characteristics of job design. These dimensions were
adapted with very minor revision from the task attributes
"required interaction" and "optional interaction" proposed

by Turner and Lawrence.u They were not, however, seen as
directly relevant to the conceptualization about job-based
work motivation and no specific predictions regarding them

were made. Instruments were developed to measure these job

lthe term "causal" was qualified by Hackman and 0ld-
ham in that causation cannot be determined through correlation.
The term is used here in the same context.

2Hackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job
Characteristics”.

3

uIbid.

Turner and Lawrence, Industrial Jobs and the Worker.




27

Characteristics from three points of view: (a) employee

Peérceptions, (b) perceptions of supervisors, and (c) job

ratings by the researchers based on observation. Compari -

Sons were also made with results obtained by using Turner

1
and Lawrence's objective coding procedure. Subjects for

the research were 208 employees and 62 supervisors Involved

in 13 different jobs in the plant and traffic departments or

an eastern telephone company.
High agreement among the four measurements was found

on all job dimensions with the exception of feedback. Tt

wWas suggested that this was due to the different attention

given by employees, supervisors, and researchers to different

aspects or levels of feedback. It was found that on 511

other dimensions, employees' perceptlons did not differ syp-

Stantially from the perceptions of others. The authors2

noted that how an employee percelves these dimensions wilj]

determine his affective and behavioral responses to the jop

rather than their objective state. Data on employee percep-

tions was therefore used in the rest of the analysis,

11pig.
2Hackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Chap-

acteristics"”.
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Four types of employee affective reactions to their
Jobs were obtalined and used as dependent variables. These
were (a) experienced work motivation, (b) job involvement,
(¢) general job satisfaction, and (d) specific satisfaction
items. "Experienced work motivation" included the amount of
intrinsic motivation experienced by employees and the source
of their motivation.

A measure of employee growth need strength was ob-
tained and it was predicted that this would moderate the
relationships between job dimensions and dependent variables.
For this analysis, the highest third and the lowest third of
employees scoring on this measure were compared. The Yale
Job Inventoryl was constructed and used to collect the affec-
tive responses of employees on the variables mentioned above.

Performance, as a dependent variable, was measured by
having supervisors rate employees on (a) quantity of work
produced, (b) quality of work produced, and (c) overall per-
formance effectiveness. Absenteeism data were collected from
company records. Occasions of absence rather than days of
absence were used.

In general, positive relationships were obtained
between the four core dimensions and dependent measures of mo-

tivation, satisfaction, performance, and attendance.

libid., pp. 267-271.
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Hackman and Lawler summarized their findings as
follows:

The higher jobs are on the core
dimensions, the more employees
tend to report feeling internal
pressures to take personal re-
sponsibility for their work and
to do high quality work. And,

in fact, when jobs are described
as being higher on variety, auton-
omy, and task identity, employees
are rated as doing higher quality
work and as being generally more
effective performers on the job.
Further, ...when jobs are high

on the core dimensions, employees
report having higher intrinsic
motivation to perform well.l

The two interpersonal dimensions did not relate very
consistently or strongly to employee affective responses or
to their actual work performance. As was expected, these
dimensions did not represent significant wvariables relative
to the dependent variables.

The specific satisfactlons that related highest wilth
the core job dimensions were: (a) the opportunity for inde-
pendent thought and action in my job, (b) the feeling of
worthwhile accomplishment in my job, (c¢) the opportunity for
personal growth and development in my job, (d) the self-esteem

and self-respect a person gets from being in my job. Three of

l1pig., p. 273.
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fthese appeared to reflect the growth need of the employee,
while the second might have been termed "task significance".

One of the premises of Hackman and Lawler'sl concep-
tualization was that for maximum motivation, jobs should be
high simultaneously on all four of the core job dimensions.
It was predicted that when jobs were high on all four, that:

(a) experienced pressures to take

personal responsibillity for one's

work and to do high quality work

would be high, (b) intrinsic moti-

vation would be high, (c¢) rated

performance quality and overall

performance effectiveness would

be high, (d) job satisfaction and

involvement would be high, and

(e) absenteeism would be low.?2
All of these expectations were borne out substantially. Re-
sults were statistically significant at the .05 level - except
for expectations relative to absenteeism.

The investigation of the moderating effect of higher
order need strength led the researchers to conclude that:
"All in all, the data make a strong case for the moderating
effect of individual higher order need strength in determining

the effects of job characteristics on employee behavior and

attitudes at work".3

ltpbid., p. 276.

°Ibid., p. 277.

31bid., p. 280.
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As a result of thelr research, Hackman and Lawler
provided support for the major aspects of their job char-
acteristics - job outcomes theory. However, they also raised
questions concerning various components of their theory.
First, the validity of the use of attendance data as a measure
of employee performance was in question. No explanation was
apparent for the low correlations between attendance data and
the other wvariables.

Secondly, a redefinition of the feedback dimension
seemed necessary since there was no convergence among the
several methods for measuring this dimension. Further refine-
ment of the core dimensions was called for by the researchers
to determine if fewer or more core dimensions are implicit in
producing the three "conditions on the job" necessary for
internal work motivation.

As a result of Hackman and Lawler's work, Hackman and
Oldham2 stated these relationships in a paradigm later to be
called the Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation. The
model incorporated "task significance" as a core job dimension
and excluded reference to the interpersonal Job dimensions

included by Hackman and Lawler in their research (see Figure 1,

l1bida., p. 282.

°Hackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work, p. 8.
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page 8). This model became the basis for the research

to be discussed in the next section of this chapter.

Tests of the Model

Several empirical research studies have been con-
ducted to either test the entire Job characteristics model
or specific relationships suggested within the model. The
discussion that follows focuses first on the major research
studies which tested specific relationships implied in the
model and then on the research which tested the entire con-
struct using work groups from various types of organizations.

Work redesign or job enrichment is based on the
effects that manlpulation of factors related to the Job itself
have on employee affective and behavior responses. The under-
lying assumption here is that there 1s a causal relationship
between the nature of the Job itself and employee responses
to the job. Substantial research over the past 50 years has
shown that this assumption 1s valid. However, these various
research efforts have led to significant gquestions regarding
these relationships. Hulin and Bloodl reviewed this body of
research and concluded that: "The case for job enlargement

has been drastically overstated and overgeneralized."2 They

lHulin and Blood, "Job Enlargement, Individual Diff-
erences and Worker Responses".

2Tbid., p. 50
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pointed to the need to investigate differences among individ-
ual employees and work groups as they affect these relation-
ships. Job redesign 1s apparently not for everyone.

The proposition that individual differences interact
with the relationships between job characteristics and job
outcomes has been investigated in several studies. The focus
has been primarily on which individual differences moderate
these relationships.

It has been previously noted that Hackman and Lawlerl
found support for looking at individual differences in terms
of Maslow's hierarchy of needs. The greater a person's growth
need strength, the more responsive he appears to be to jobs
that are perceived as high on the core job dimensions.

Findings similar to the above were reported by Brief
and Aldag2 in a partial replication of Hackman and Lawler's
research. One hundred and four employees occupying Jobs
aimed at rehabilitating inmates completed a questionnaire in-
volving their (a) perceptions of four core job dimensions,
(b) internal work motivation, (c) general Job satisfaction,
(d) job involvement, (e) higher order need strength, and

(f) specific satisfactions. Positive correlations were found

lHackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
acteristics".

2Arthur P. Brief and Ramon J. Aldag, "Employee Reac-
tions to Job Characteristics: A Constructive Replication,"
Journal of Applied Psychology 60 (1975): 182-186.
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between job dimensions and employee reactions which were
significant at the .05 level. While results were in the
direction of Hackman and Lawler"s1 findings regarding growth
need strength, the role of this moderator was found to be
more complex. That is, persons low 1in growth need strength
displayed stronger relationships between job dimensions and
affective responses that were more extrinsic to the work
itself than did persons high in growth need strength. Brief
and Aldag2 suggested additional "constructive replications"
which sample different types of jobs and which use different
instrumentation to clarify these relationships.

Robey3 investigated extrinsic/intrinsic work values
as a moderator using sixty production management students in
a laboratory experiment. He found that work values did moder-
ate the interaction of task design with job satisfaction and
performance.

In an attempt to directly compare three individual
differences as moderators, WanousLl examined urban versus rural
background, strong versus weak belief in the Protestant work

ethic, and higher order growth need strength. Each was assessed

lHackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
acteristics".

2Brief and Aldag, "Employee Reactlions: A Replication",

ps 186

3Daniel Robey, "Task Design, Work Values, and Worker
Response: An Experimental Test," Organizational Behavior and
Human Performance 12 (1974): 264-273.

uJohn P. Wanous, "Indlvidual Differences and Reactions
to Job Characteristics," Journal of Applied Psychology 59 (1974):
616-622,
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as to its strength in explaining the relationships between
job characteristics and (1) specific job facet satisfactions,
(2) overall Job satisfaction, and (3) job behavior. Wanoust
used a sample of 80 volunteers who were newly hired female
telephone operators. Urban-rural background was determined
by a questionnaire and the group was divided into two groups
according to where they had lived most of the time while
growing up. Separate measures of Protestant work ethic and
higher order need strength were used and subjects were divided
at the median on both measures. Findings indicated that the
higher order need strength moderator was the most useful way
to measure individual differences in reactions to job char-
acteristics as related to satisfaction. No differences were
found between the three moderators as to their usefulness in
explaining the relationships between job characteristics and
job behavior. However, all three did successfully serve as
moderators. Hackman and Oldham summarized these efforts as
follows:

In sum, there is now substantial

evidence that differences among

people do moderate how they react

to the complexity and challenge of

their work - and studles using di-

rect measures of individual needs

seem to provide more consistent and

strong support for this finding than

do measures of sub-cultural back-

ground or of generalized work values.®

l1pia.

“Hackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work, p« T




36

On the basis of this support, Hackman and Oldham included
growth need strength in their model as a moderator of the rela-
tionships between the five core job dimensions and the three
psychological states and as a moderator of the relationships
between psychological states and personal and work outcomes.

Two major research studies have been conducted testing
Hackman and Oldham's model. The first study1 tested a modi-
fied version of the job characteristics model; the second,
Hackman and Oldham's2 own research, empirically tested the
entire theoretical construct.

An empirical test of a model similar to Hackman and
Oldham's was undertaken by VanMaanen, Gregg, and Katz.3
A sample of approximately 3,500 public employees of four
municipal governments was chosen. The total useable sample
was 3,086 employees constituting eighty-eight percent of the
planned sample. Hackman and Lawler's Yale Job Inventoryu
and the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire5 (MSQ) were com-
pleted by all subjects. Organizational commitment was measured

with a 15 item questionnaire. This affective response category

lvanMaanen, Gregg, and Katz, Work in the Public Sector.

2Hackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of

Work.

3VanMaanen, Gregg, and Katz, Work in the Public Sector.

”Hackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
acteristics™".

5David J. Weiss, Rene V. Dawils, George W. England, and
Lloyd H. Lofquist, Manual for the Minnesota Satisfactlion Ques-
tionnaire (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Industrial
Relations Center, Work Adjustment Project, 1967).
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was added to the Hackman and Oldhaml model as an outcome
variable. Demographic data on each subject was also collect-
ed. Turnover, as a dependent varliable, was determined by
asking each respondent if he or she was going to go job hunt-
ing the next year. Absenteeism as a dependent variable was
not investigated. Although a measure of growth need strength
was obtained, the purpose of the study was such that no data
were reported on its effect as a moderator.

Findings of this extensive study empirically supported
the relationships suggested by the Job characteristics model.
For the overall sample, the correlations among the core
dimensions, psychological states, motivating potential score
(MPS) and overall job satisfaction were all positive and sig-
nificant, ranging from .23 to .47. The correlations between
the same variables and overall satlisfaction were also positive
and significant for each of eight job categories into which
the sample was divided.

Those individuals having more
varliety, identity, signiflcance,
autonomy and feedback than their
peer employees also tend to be
more satlsfied (and hopefully
more motivated). Job redesign
programs therefore can be con-
structed around those job di-
mensions whenever a particular

job dimension appeags deficient
for a specific Jjob.

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
Work, p. 8.

2yan Maanen, Gregg, and Katz, "Work in the Public Sec-
cort . . 110
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As stated above, the growth need strength moderator
was not dealt with in terms of data reported or analyzed.
In light of Hackman and Oldham's?t research, one would expect
higher correlations between variables if the data had been
examined 1in terms of subjects with high versus low growth
need strength.

Hackman and Oldham2 attempted to emplrically test
the relationships suggested in their Job Characteristics Model
of Work Motivation. A sample of 658 employees working on 62
different jobs in seven organizations was used. The jobs were
highly heterogeneous, including blue collar, white collar, and
professional work. Both industrial and service organizations
were included in the sample, but all were business organiza-
tions. The organizations were located in the east, southwest,
and midwest, in both urban and rural settings.

The primary data collection instrument used was the
Job Diagnostic Survey3 (JDS). This survey was specifically
designed to measure the variables in the job characteristics

model and includes most of the items in the Yale Job Inventory

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work.

21pid.

3Hackman and Oldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey.
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used by Hackman and Lawlerl and Van Maanen, Gregg and Katz.2
In addition to employee perceptions acquired through admin-
istering the JDS, a Job Rating Form3 was completed by em-
ployee supervisors and the researchers. Members of manage-
ment were asked to rate the work performance of each subject
on (a) effort expended on the job, (b) work quality, and
(¢) work quantity. A summary measure of rated work effective-
ness was obtalned by averaging these ratings across the three
scales and across supervisors who rated each employee. Absence
data were obtalned from company records in terms of the total
number of days of absence for each employee for the preceding
year.

Findings concerning employee descriptions of the jobs
as compared to researcher and supervisor job descriptions
yielded a median correlation of .65.“ Thus, the researchers
used only employee perceptions for tests of the model.

The results obtained by correlating the five core job
dimensions and the three psychologlcal states with the out-
come measures were generally consistent with expectatilons

derived from the model. All correlations were reported as

lyackman and Lawler, "Employee Reactions to Job Char-
agteristiaa™.

2Van Maanen, Gregg, and Katz, Work in the Public Sec-

10 @ A

3Hackman and Oldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey,
Appendix E.

“Hackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
Work, p. 14.
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being in the predicted direction with most reaching accept-
able levels of statistical significance. The psychological
states generally correlated higher with the outcome measures
than did the job dimensions. This was as expected since in
the model the psychological states are the immediate causal
factors of the outcomes.

The core job dimension scores were combined to pro-
duce an overall motivating potential score (MPS) for each
job.:L This summary measure correlated higher with the outcome
measures than did the separate job dimensions. Relationships
involving absenteeism and performance, however, were not as
strong as expected.2

The mediating function of the psychological states was
tested by correlating the psychological states, first singly
and then in all possible combinations, with the outcome vari-
ables. Results showed that as additional psychological states
were added to the regression equations, the amount of explained
outcome measure varilance increased as expected. Correlations
between job dimensilons and outcome variables were substantially
lowered when the scores for the psychological states were

statistically controlled through partial regression analysis.

lyps equals the sum of the scores for skill variety,
task identity, and task significance divided by three and then
multiplied by the scores for autonomy and feedback.

2Hackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
Work, p. 15.
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However, results were less strong for "feedback" and

"autonomy" than for the other job dimensions.
Although relationships between
these variables and the outcome
measures do decrease moderately
when the corresponding psycho-
logical states are controlled
for, partial correlations involv-
ing feedback do not approach zero
for any of the dependent measures,
and partials involving autonomy
approach zero only for the measure
of internal motivation.l

A complementary analysis was conducted by using mul-
tiple regression with the psychological states as primary
predictors and the job dimensions as secondary predictors.

It was predicted that the introduction of the secondary
predictors in the multiple regression equation would not
substantially increase the amount of dependent variable
variance controlled. As predicted, the psychological states
accounted for substantial varilance for each dependent measure.
The five core dimensions, when added to the multiple re-
gression equation, resulted 1n near zero to small increases
in variance controlled.

Inconsistencies revealed by data analysis were report-
ed in reference to the psychological state "experienced respon-
sibility". It was found that experienced responsibllity scores
added 1little to prediction for two of the outcome states. For

both measures, autonomy (the job dimension said to be medlated

by the experlenced responsibility measure) had a relatively

l1pid., p. 18.
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larger regression coefficient than did experienced respon-
sibility.
Hackman and Oldham summarized this part of the analy-

sis as follows:

In sum, the results ...provide

generally strong support for

the predictions of the job char-

acteristics model, although some

difficulties having to do with

certaln specific job dimension-

psychological state relationships

were identified.l

In an attempt to determine whether or not the job

dimensions related to the psychological states as specified
in the model, regression equations were computed for each
of the psychological states in which the predictor(s) were
the job dimensions specified in the model as directly causal
of that psychological state. In addition, job dimensions not
expected to affect a given psychological state were introduced
into the equation for each psychological state. Findings
indicated that the functions of two of the psychological states,
experienced meaningfulness and knowledge of results, were as
specified in the model. However, the psychological state ex-
perienced responsibility was not in complete accord with the
model. When job dimensions other than autonomy were introduced

in the regression equation, the variance controlled increased

by .16. Experienced responsibility, then, appeared also to

11b14., p. 19.
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be influenced by the other job dimensions.

To test the moderating effect of growth need strength
(GNS), the researchersl selected subjects scoring in the top
quartile for comparison with subjects scoring in the bottom
quartile. Indlvidual GNS operates in the model at two points.
The first moderating effect is between the job dimensions and
the psychological states. It was reported that all differ-
ences between correlations for high vs. low GNS groups were
in the predicted direction and (except for task identity) were
statistically significant.

The moderating effect of GNS between psychological
states and outcome variables was tested, yielding similar
results. Except for the measure of absenteeism, differences
in the magnitude of the correlations for high vs. low GNS
employees were all in the predicted direction and statis-
tically significant.

In an effort to support the method in which the moti-
vating potential score (MPS) was derived, five possible alter-
natives for combining the job dimension scores into a single
measure were computed and compared. The performance of
the five alternatives indlcated little difference between
them as to how well they correlated with the outcome varlables.
Multiple regression was reported as being the best method; but
the MPS as derived by the researchers dld not differ signifi-

cantly.

l1pi4.
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In summary, the results of this research provided
generally strong support for the validity of the job char-

acteristics model.

The basic relationships be-

tween the job dimensions and

the outcome measures were as
predicted and generally of
substantial magnitude, although
correlations involving absen-
teeism and work performance were
lower than those for the other
outcome measures. Similarly,
substantial support was found

for the proposition that indi-
vidual growth need strength
moderates other model-specified
relationships - and that the
moderating effect occurs both at
the link between the job dimen-
sions and the psychological states,
and at the 1link between the psy-
chological states and the outcome
variables. This moderating effect
was not, however, obtained for the
measure of absenteeism.l

The author32

suggested that the failure of absenteeism data,

and to some extent performance data, to relate as predicted

by the model could be due to (1) the possibility that these
behaviors are more causally remote from job characteristics

than are employees' affective reactions to their work, (2) the
fact that the motivation and satisfaction variables are measured
in the same questionnalre resulting in an inflation in rela-
tionships due to common method variance, and/or (3) absentee-

i1sm data being collected on the basis of days absent, rather

than occasions of absence.

l1vig., p. 22.

2Tpid., p. 23.
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General support was also found for the mediating
effect of the three psychological states. Problems identi-
fied were that:

(a) results involving the feed-
back dimension are 1n some cases
less strong than those obtained
for the other job dimensions; and
(b) the autonomy - experienced
responsibility linkage does not
operate exactly as specified by
the model in predicting the out-
come variables.

The problem with feedback was percelved as resulting
from the fact that only feedback from the Job itself was dealt
with in the research, and that feedback from other sources
was not accounted for in the analysis. The results relative
to the autonomy - experienced responsibility linkage showed
"...two findings that were contrary to expectation: (a) exper-
ienced responsibility is determined not only by autonomy but
by other job dimensions as well, and (b) autonomy has direct
effects on certain of the outcome variables that equal or
exceed its predicted indirect impact via experienced respon-

ne Explanations suggested for these discrepanciles

sibility,
included the fact that the job dimensions were not empirically
independent and that autonomy was the least independent of the

five job dimensions. Autonomy served, at least in part, to

Tetd. , Bs 28

2Tpid.
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summarize the overall complexity of a job and was both more
multiply determined and had a greater diversity of effects
than did the other job dimensions. Additional research was
called for to obtain Iincreased specificity and clarity of the
functions of autonomy and experienced responsibility in the

job characteristics model.t

Implications for Research

Substantial support was reported by Hackman and
Oldham® for the validity of the relationships specified in
their job characteristics model. However, questions concern-
ing the autonomy-experienced responsibility link and the feed-
back dimension were raised. Low correlations between perceilved
Job characteristics and performance and absenteeism data were
also reported. In addition, the job characteristics model was
reputed by Hackman and Oldham3 to be valid for all employee
groups, although it had only been tested in business organiza-
tions. This assertion and the problems reported above regqulre
additional tests of the model, especilally with non-business

work groups.

11pid., p. 25.

27. Richard Hackman and Greg R. Oldham, "Development
of the Job Diagnostic Survey", Journal of Applied Psychology
B0 {1875)s 158170

3Ibid., p. 160.
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The methodology used by Hackman and Oldham! ex-
cluded other methods for collecting and analyzing data. Al-
ternative methodologies should serve to provide clarification
of model specified relationships and thereby strengthen work
redesign theory. As stated by Lykken2, a constructive
replication 1s a study which, if successful, extends the gen-
eralizability of the research after which it 1s modeled, by
avoiding the exact duplication of the first researcher's

methods. Such is the approach taken in this research.
Summary

The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation 1s
a product of research and theory relative to work motivation.
The model represents an attempt to draw together the research
evidence acquired during the past several decades into one
conceptual structure. Efforts to validate this conceptuali-
zation of employee-job interaction have met wlth some success.
Most model specified relationships have received general
support for work groups in a variety of business organizations.
However, as a result of reported findings, further clarifica-

tion of some relationships is required if the model is to be

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of

Work.

2David T. Lykken, "Statistical Significance In
Psychological Research", Psychological Bulletin 70 (1968):
155-156.
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considered fully valid. In addition, further tests of the
model with other types of work groups are needed to determine
how generalizable the model is. This study is an attempt
to serve both of these needs by applying the model to public

school teachers.



CHAPTER IIT

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

The relationships specified in the Job Character-
istics Model of Work Motivation are reported to be an ade-
quate explanation of Jjob characteristics - Job outcomes
relationships for any selected work group.l Employees!
perceptions of their jobs are said to produce three psycho-
logical states within the individual - experienced meaning-
fulness of the work, experienced responsibility, and knowl-
edge of results. Causal relationships are suggested between
these states and employee job attendance, performance, sat-
isfaction, and motivation. The individual employee's growth
need strength is presented as a moderator of the relationships
between job dimensions and psychologlcal states and between
psychological states and personal and work outcomes.

The conceptﬁalization described above has receilved

support in studies conducted in business and industry.2

1Hackman and Oldham, "Development of the Job Diagnos-
tie Survey", p. 160.

°Tpbid., p. 165.

49
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However, the model, as devised by Hackman and Oldham,t has
not been applied 1n public service organizations. The pur-
pose of this research is therefore to test the adequacy of
the job characteristics model for describing these relation-
ships for one such work group - public school teachers.
The focus of this chapter 1s on how this test of the model
was accomplished.

The chapter is organized into four sections. In
section one, the variables to be dealt with are identified
and labelled. Research hypotheses are presented which were
derived from the research duestions posed in Chapter I.
Section two i1s devoted to a discussion of the research popu-
lation, sample, and procedures used to gather data. Empirical
properties of the major data collection instrument, the Job
Diagnostic Survey, are discussed in section three. The final
section describes the statistical treatment of the research

data.

Research Variables and Hypotheses

The variables considered in this study were derived
from the relationships graphically presented in the job
characteristics model (see Figure 1, page 8). The five core

job dimensions are independent variables which create the

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design
of Work, p. 8.
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three psychological states. High levels of skill variety,
fask identity, and task significance produce the first
psychological state, experienced meaningfulness of the work;
a high level of autonomy produces experienced responsibility
for work output; and feedback produces knowledge of results.
The psychological states, then, are outcome variables in the
first part of the construct. The psychological states in
combination, however, function as a predictor variable with
the personal and work outcomes as outcome variables in the
second part of the construct. Although it 1s hypothesized
that the combined core job dimensions also relate positively
with the personal and work outcomes, the psychological states
are hypothesized to account for most of the explained vari-
ance, with the core job dimensions accounting for little, if
any, additional explained variance when added to the psycho-
logical states in a multiple regression analysis.

In addition, the employee's growth need strength is
salid to moderate the relationships between the predictor
variables and the outcome variables. Growth need strength is
a moderator of the relationships between (a) the model speci-
fied core job dimensions and thelr related psychological state,
and (b) the combined psychological states and the four per-
sonal and work outcomes. Table 1 below indicates the rela-

tionships among variables from which hypotheses were derilved.
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Table 1

Relatlonships Among Model Varilables

Predictor Mediating Outcome

Variables Psychological States Variables

Skill variety Experienced meaning- Intrinsic motivation
fulness

Task identity Experienced responsi- Work satisfaction
bility

Task significance Knowledge of results Work performance

Autonomy ¥Growth need strength Attendance

Feedback

¥Growth need strength

¥The growth need strength variable will be treated as
an added predictor variable in multiple regression equations
(a) predicting appropriate psychological states, and (b) pre-
dicting outcome variables from psychological states.

Based on these variables and thelr arrangement in the
job characteristics model, flve research questions pertalning
to the model were posed in Chapter I. The following hypothe-
ses were formulated to provide answers to those questions:

1. A positive relationship exists between job dimen-
sions and the psychological states which they are sald to
create.

2. Specific job dimensions will correlate higher
with the psychological state to which they are said to be
related than to other psychologlcal states.

3. Positive relationships exist between the combined

measures of psychological states and the outcome variables.
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4. The three psychologlcal states as a single,
combined measure will correlate higher with the four personal
and work outcomes than they do individually or in pairs.

5. The combined core job dimensions will have a
stronger relatlionship with the outcome variables than they do
individually.

6. Each of the job dimensions willl account for an

1 when

appreclable additional amount of explained variance
added to the multiple regression equation predicting outcome
variagbles.

7. No appreciable additional amount of wvariance

will be explained when the measures of the core Job dimensions

are added as secondary predictors to the multiple regression

equation predicting outcome variables from psychological states.

8. An appreciable additional amount of variance will
be explained when the growth need strength (GNS) score is
added to multiple regression equations predicting psychologi-
cal states from core job dimensions.

9. An appreclable additional amount of wvariance will
be explained when the growth need strength (GNS) score 1s
added to multiple regression equations predicting outcome

variables,.

1an "appreciable additional amount of explained vari-
ance'" 1is defined as equal to or greater than three percent of
total variance.
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A second set of research questions related to variable
measurement were also presented in Chapter I. The mean
scores for the model specified variables were used to pro-
vide answers to those questions.

As stated in Chapter II, problems were reported
by Hackman and Oldham1 wilth the feedback dimension. Feed-
back from the job itself was not as strongly related to the
outcome variables as expected. One explanation suggested
by the researchers2 was that feedback from other sources
was not accounted for in their analyses. Therefore, a secon-
dary analysis was done in this study which combined feedback
from the job itself with feedback from other sources. The Job
Diagnostic Survey3 provided a measure of both variables.

Selection of an appropriate research deslign for this
study was limited to one of several quasi-experimental designs.
Such designs have often been used in social sclence research
when experimental approaches were not possible. The hypotheses
and questions considered in this research suggested that corre-
lation and regression be used to analyze the data. Campbell

and Stanleyu designated the ex post facto design as most

lgackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
Work, p. 24.

2

Ibid.

3Hackman and Oldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey,
Appendix A.

4Campbell and Stanley, Experimental and Quasi-
Experimental Designs for Research, pp. 64-65.
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appropriate when this type of analysis was called for. The

ex post facto design therefore best describes this study.

Population, Sample, and Procedures

This study was conducted in the Kent County Public
School System, Kent County, Maryland. The population from
which the research sample was selected was composed of 175
full time classroom teachers. This teacher population was
similar to most other teacher populations in rural counties
in Maryland. The majJority of these teachers were trained
by Maryland educational institutions; those who were not were
mostly from the state of Pennsylvania. All of the teachers
in the population were ten month employees who were employed
on a continuing yearly contract. Most of the teachers were
from white, middle class backgrounds and generally had been
employed for less than three years or more than ten.t

For the purposes of this study, 90 teachers were
randomly drawn from the population described above. A table
of random numbers was used to determine which teachers would
be asked to participate. Prior to approaching the subjects,

however, several steps were taken to obtain approval of and

support for the research.

lRobert J. Eckert, interview held at Kent County Board

of Education, Chestertown, Md., March, 1976.
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In January, 1976, a presentation of the research
purposes, design, and methodology was made at the monthly
administrative and supervisory staff meeting. All school
administrators and supervisors employed by the county were
present and had the opportunity to ralse questions. An
abbreviated version of the research proposal was distri-
buted along with a list of selected teachers and a suggested
schedule of meetings. Full support for the research effort
was obtained from the Superintendent of Schools and the
others present. To assist the researcher, building level
administrators agreed to announce meeting times and dates
and encourage the selected teachers to attend the initial
meeting.

A second simllar presentation was made before the
Representative Council of the Kent County Teachers Associa-
tion, also in January, 1976. As a result of this meeting,
a letter was provided by the teachers' association indicating
their support for the research (Appendix A). In a sub-
sequent meeting with the same group, in February, 1976, a
methodological change was explained. Followlng questions
and discussion, a vote was taken which indicated continued
support for the study.

A schedule of meetings with subjects was developed
and distributed to all school principals. During the last

two weeks 1n January and the first two weeks 1n February,
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three meetings were held with each group of subjects at
each of eight schools. Subjects were given an explanation
of the research and how they were selected. A copy of the
teacher association letter of support was distributed to
each subject. Of the 90 teacher sample, 85 volunteered
to participate in the study.

The Job Diagnostic Surveyl (Appendix B) was admin-
istered to all participating subjects in groups ranging in
size from four to twenty-four. Anonymity of respondents was
maintained through the use of a researcher designed coding
system that required the subjects to develop a unique six
digit code by answering three questions. The same three
questions were responded to each time data was provided -
thus providing the same individual code on each data collec-
tion instrument (Appendix B). The Job Diagnostic Survey
provided measures of all variables included in the job char-
acteristics model, except for absenteelsm and work performance.
As stated previously, turnover data was not collected.

Absenteelsm data was collected from employee records
for the period from September 1, 1975, to February 15, 1976.
Incidents of absence, as defined in Chapter I, was used as
the measure of absenteeism. Subjects were provided the absen-
teeism data in a second meeting and asked to code 1t by re-

producing their six digit identification code.

1Hackman and Oldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey,
Appendix A.
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Obtaining an adequate measure of work performance
was the most difficult part of the data collection procedure.
The negotiated agreement between the Kent County Board of
Education and the teachers' assoclation required that any
performance rating of teachers conform to the procedures
stated therein. Since this agreement was adopted board of
education policy, a policy change would had been requlred
to allow the use of any other performance evaluation instru-
ment. The evaluation procedure used in Kent County provided
a limited quantity of data in that teachers were rated as
"satisfactory" or "needs to improve" in five broad categories.
Although appropriate for its purpose, this type of evalua-
tion did not provide sufficient data for meaningful analysis.
As an alternative to obtaining a measure of over-all perfor-
mance, 1t was decided to compile the periodic ratings com-
pleted by administrators and supervisors during observations
of classroom teaching. The form used (Report of Classroom
Visitation) contalned twenty items representing teacher be-
haviors which might be observed during any given instructional
session (Appendix B). Each teacher had been rated on each
item as "satisfactory", "needs to improve", or "not applica-
ble". Written permission was obtalined from each subject to
allow the researcher to review thelr Classroom Visitation
Reports for the period from September 1, 1975, to February 15,

1976 (Appendix A). The ratings on the visitation summary
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form were summarized by the researcher. A third meeting
was then held to allow each participant to review their
summary form and to code it, as explained previously. The
written comments in the "additional comments" section of the
visitation report forms could not be objectively weighted,

and thus were not dealt with.

The Job Diagnostic Survey

The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) was developed by
Hackman and Oldham1 to measure most of the variables in
their Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation. It was
designed to be administered to employees on any given job,
as long as (1) those employees have obtained at least an
eighth grade education, (2) the employees remain anonymous
to reduce the tendency to provide socially acceptable or other-
wise fake answers and (3) the analysis of the results of the
JDS are based on no less than five persons in a work group.2
The JDS included measures of two supplementary job dimensions
which are not characteristics, per se, of the job itself.
These were "feedback from agents" and "dealing with others".
"Dealing with others" was not dealt with as a variable in
this research and "feedback from agents" was used only in a

secondary analysis as discussed previously. In addition to

11p14.

2J. Richard Hackman and Greg R. Oldham, Instructions
for Administering the Job Diagnostic Survey (Glen Rock, N.J.:
Roy W. Walters and Associates, Inc., 1975), pp. 1l-2.
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the global measure of general job satisfaction used in
this research, measures of five specific satisfactions were
also included in the JDS to provide supplementary data for
Job redesign projects. Again, this supplementary data was

not used in this research.

1

The research by Hackman and Oldham™ reported in

Chapter II provided the basis for establishing the relia-
bility and valldity of the JDS. In review, 658 employees

in seven business organizations, holding 62 different jobs,
completed the JDS. Reported scale split half reliability
coefficients showed that internal consistency reliabilities
ranged from a high of .88 to a low of .59 for the measures

used in this research.? The median off-diagonal correla-

tions ranged from .12 to .26 for the same constructs.> "In
general, the results suggest that both the internal cocnsistency

reliability of the scales and the discriminant validity of

the items are satisfactory."4

Correlations among the scales indicated that the core
job dimensions were moderately intercorrelated, ranging from

.16 to .51.5 This was as expected since it was assumed that

lHackman and Oldham, "Development of the Job Diagnos-
tic Survey", p. 165.

2Tbid., p. 17.

3Ibid., p. 164.
uHackman and Oldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey, p. 19.

5Hackman and Oldham, "Development of the Job Diagnos-
tic Survey", p. 167.
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"good" jobs are good in a number of ways and "bad" jobs
are often generally "bad". Thils non-independence, however,
must be recognized and accounted for in interpreting the
scores of jobs on a given job dimension.

Data provided on the validity of the instrument
showed that the variables measured by the JDS related to one
another and to external criterion variables generally as pre-
dicted by the theory on which the instrument was based.
Ratings of job characteristics by employees, supervisors, and
outside observers showed a moderate level of convergence for
most of the job dimensions. The authors concluded that:

"In general, theory-specified relationships among JDS scales
(and between these scales and behaviorally based dependent
measures) are in the direction predicted by the theory on

which the instrument is based".l

Norms were not available for the JDS due to revisions
made in the last three years. However, means for each scale
across for the 658 employees surveyed in this study were avail-

able for the purpose of comparison with subsequent work groups
which completed the JDS.
The first five sections of the JDS, containing a

total of 60 items, required the subject to respond to a seven-

point Likert-type scale. Section six, with eleven ltems, was

lHackman and 0ldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey, pp. 27-
28.
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similar except that a ten-point Likert-type scale was used.
This section measured the specific satisfactions of employees.
Section seven, with twelve items, was bullt on a five point
Likert-type scale. Section eight, not used in this study,
requested bilographical data on each subject. Items measuring
each construct were dispersed throughout the instrument
(Appendix B). An average of item scores for each construct
provided the individual score for each variable measured.

The instrument was designed to be completed by sub-
jects in one sitting - about twenty-five minutes in length.
Specific instructions and a sample item were provided on the
JDS itself. The researcher was present during all adminis-
trations of the instrument to answer questions and to pro-

hibit collaboration on or discussion of responses.

Statistical Treatment of Data

All raw data were coded by the researcher and key-
punched through services avallable at the Computer Selence
Center, University of Maryland, College Park Campus. The

Statistical Package for the Social Sciencesl (SPSS) was used

as the major medium for data manipulation. Data analysis in

print-out form was obtained through the use of the Unlvac

computers at the Computer Science Center.

INorman H. Nie, C. Hadlai Hull, Jean G. Jenkins,
Karin Steinbrenner, and Dale H. Bent, Statistical Package for
the Social Sciences, 2nd. ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1975).
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Prior to keypunching, the responses to the Likert

scale for section seven of the JDS were linearally trans-

formed manually to a seven point scale (Table 2). Although

not mentioned by Hackman! in his writing, this transformation

was used by Hackman and Oldham2 in their research.

Table 2

Linear Transformation of Scales

5 pt. sealex: i

7 pt. scale: 1 2.5 4y 5.5 7

In addition, absenteeism data were manually transformed to an

attendance index by subtraction. This was done to obtain pos-

itive rather than negative correlations with other variables

and thereby simplify data interpretation.

Variable characteristic data were then obtained for all

variables and parametric statistics were chosen for the remain-

ing data treatment. Spearman - Brown zero - order or product -

moment correlations were computed for all variables against

themselves in a correlation matrix. Multiple regression and/or

simple regression analyses were used to test the hypotheses,

using raw data.

) .1Richard Hackman, intervliewed by telephone at Yale
University, New Haven, Conn., March, 1976.

o °Hackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
O »
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The motivating potential score (MPS) for the job
of teaching was calculated to provide a response to the
first secondary research question. However, the MPS measure
was not used in prediction equations. Instead, the five
core job dimension scores were comblned in a multiple regress-
ion equation to allow for maximum prediction efficiency. Since
public school teachers as a test population were expected to
differ somewhat from business work groups, this method was
pelieved to be a better option. Also, Hackman and Oldham?
found this method to yield the highest correlations with out-
come variables.

The moderating effect of growth need strength was
tested by introducing it as an additional predictor variable
in multiple regression equations. It was expected that the
GNS measure would account for three percent or more additional
explained variance. This method was selected as an alterna-
tive to Hackman and Oldham's2 procedure for dividing the

sample into high GNS and low GNS groups.
Summary

The methodology and procedures described 1n this
chapter were designed to extend work redesign theory by apply-

ing Hackman and Oldham's3 model to a group of public school

l1pig., p. 26.
2Tpid.
3Ibid., p. 8.
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teachers. The stated hypotheses were developed to answer

questions concerning the adequacy of this model to describe

teacher-job interaction. These hypotheses, and questions

concerning the nature of the population dealt with, provided

direction for data collection and treatment. The results

obtained from data analysis are presented in the next chapter.




CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS

Introduction

This research represents an attempt to apply the Job

Characteristics Model of Work Motivationl to a population of

public school teachers. The model was developed through

research with workers in business organizations. Therefore,

the utility of the model for predicting teacher personal and

work outcomes was a major focus of the study. In addition,

the interrelationships among the variables presented in the
model were investigated to determine whether or not the model
was a valid conceptualization of teacher-job interaction.

Problems with model specified relationships, as reported in

previous research, were also dealt with. Secondary research

questions relative to the motivating potential of the job of

teaching and the levels of teacher personal and work outcomes

were addressed through variable measurement.
Most data collection was accomplished through the use

of the Job Diagnostic Survey2 (JDS). The JDS provided a measure

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
Work, p. 9.
2Hackman and Oldham, The Job Diagnostic Survey.

66
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of all varlables presented in the job characteristics model
with the exception of teacher performance and attendance.
These data were obtained from employer records.

A sample of 90 teachers was selected; 85 of whom volun-
teered to participate in the study. The JDS was administered
to all subjects and performance and attendance data collected.
These data were then statistically treated through the use of
distribution characteristics, simple correlation, and multiple
regression.

The purpose of this chapter is to present research
findings and data analyses. The chapter 1s divided into three
major sections, each of which presents data in tabular form
according to the type of analysis used. A summary of these

analyses 1is included at the end of the chapter.

Distribution Characteristics

The first step taken in data analysils was to deter-
mine whether or not the data derived from variable measurement
approximated a normal distribution and could therefore be
treated with parametric statistics. These data were also
required to provide responses to the secondary research ques-
tions involving teacher levels of growth need strength and
personal and work outcomes. The mean, standard deviation,
range, and skewness index were therefore obtained for each
variable. All variables except Job attendance were measured

on or transformed to a seven polnt scale. The Job attendance
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index provided scores with a possible low score of one
and a possible high score of eleven. A score of eleven on
this index indicated zero incidences of absence.

Data obtalned for the performance measure for teachers
proved to be useless for the purpose of further analysis. Of
the 13,380 ratings given teachers by administrators and super-
visors, only 1.7 percent indicated "needs to improve". The
data obtained therefore could not be used to determine levels
of performance. As a result, no further analysis was performed
using the performance data. The distribution data for each
variable are presented in Table 3.

Although the distribution characteristics indicated
that most data curves were skewed, the variables appeared to
approximate normal distributions. Parametric statistics were
therefore selected for the rest of the analyses.

The mean scores shown below for the growth need vari-
able and the personal and work outcomes closely approximated
the mean scores reported by Hackman and Oldhaml for business
work groups. These comparison data are presented below in
Table 4. Attendance data were not obtained through the same
method in this research as obtained by Hackman and 0ldham®. No

comparison was therefore attempted relative to this work outcome.

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of

Work.

27pid.
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TABLE 3
MEAN, STANDARD DEVIATION, RANGE AND

SKEWNESS INDEX FOR TEACHERS ON MODEL
SPECIFIED VARIABLES

Variables Me an Standard Range Skewness
Measured Deviation

Skill

Variety 5.71 .97 5.67 -1.43
Task

Identity 4,93 1.21 5.67 - .71
Task Sig-

nificance 6.08 .93 3.67 - .95
Autonomy 5.09 T sl 5.00 - .bb
Feedback 5.48 1,04 5.67 -1.13
Feedback

from others 4.99 1.50 5.67 - .95
Experienced

Meaningfulness 5.69 .95 3.75 - .55
Experienced

Responsibility 5.34 .97 4.33 - .39
Knowledge of

Results 5425 1.10 5.:50 - .91
Growth Need

Strength 5.21 .66 3.00 - .52
Satisfaction 4.69 12 4,40 - .05
Motivation 5.96 .01 3.00 - .97
Attendance T.81 2,27 10,00 - .57

n=85.

TABLE 4

COMPARISON OF MEAN OUTCOME VARIABLE SCORES
FOR TEACHING WITH BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS

Personal and Teaching Business t - ratio
Work Outcomes (n=85) (n=658)

Work Satisfaction 4,69 4,62 - .538

Internal Motivation 5.96 5.39 -8.636
Attendance i b T S

Growth Need Strength B sl 5.02% 5.726

¥The Job Diagnostic Survey included two measures of GNS
which were averaged. This mean reflects only one measure since
the other was not avallable for Hackman and Oldham's research.
Critical value of t at the .05 level equals *1.9888; t ratios
were derived from the Student t statistic where t=X-u/sg and
8g = S/ﬁ.
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Comparisons were also made between the mean scores
for business and those for teaching relative to the core job
dimensions. Core job dimension scores for teachers were then
combined according to Hackman and Oldham's formula to provide
a basis for comparing the teacher motivating potential score
(MPS) with the mean MPS for business organizations. These

data are presented in Table 5.

TABLE 5

COMPARISON OF MEAN JOB DIMENSION SCORES
FOR TEACHING WITH BUSINESS ORGANIZATIONS

Core Job Teaching Business t - ratio
Dimensions (n=85) (n=658)

Combined Job

Dimensions (MPS) 155.46 118.32 Eay 45 N5
Skill Variety 5.71 .49 —~11.: 619
Task Identity 4.93 .87 - 1,286
Task Significance 6.08 5.049 -~ 5,842
Aut onomy 5.09 4,80 - 2.283
Feedback 5.48 4,98 ~ 4,425

Critical value of t at .05 level equals - 1.9888; t ratios
were derived from the student t statistic where t=X-u/sz and

SX = SAwW .

The MPS measures reported above were derived from the

following formula: =
Skill Task Task
MPS = Variety Identity Significance x Autonomy x Feedback
3

This formula was not used in subsequent data analyses. In-
stead, multiple regression equatlons were used to allow for
appropriate weightings of each job dimension according to how

each contributed to the prediction of each outcome variable.

l1bid., p. 11.
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Findings in Table 5 indicated that the mean scores for each
Job dimension, and consequently the MPS, for the job of teach-

ing exceeded those reported for business organizations.

Simple Correlation Analysis

The simple correlations reported in this section were
derived from the use of the Pearson product-moment statistic.
In order to determine linear relationships among variables,
this statistic was applied at several steps in the data analy-
sis. First, the five core job dimensions were correlated with
each other to determine whether they represented independent

Job dimensicns.

TABLE 6

CORRELATIONS (r) BETWEEN CORE JOB DIMENSIONS

Core Job Task Task Autonomy Feedback
Dimensions Identity Significance

Skill

Variety .040 . 309 « 110 .068
Task

Identity e e .133 . 356 L2Th
Task

Significance <o <. .140 .087
Autonomy . e s « e e v w 224

n=85; critical value of r at the .05 level equals .2124.

As shown in Table 6, the findings indicated small to
moderate convergence among these dimensions, with correlations
ranging from .04 between skill variety and task 1dentity to .34
between task identity and autonomy. Four of the correlation

coefflcients reached significance at the .05 level.
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A similar analysis was conducted with the critical
psychological states to determine whether they were independent

of each other. These data are presented in Table 7.

TABLE 7

CORRELATIONS (r) BETWEEN PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES

Psychological Experienced Knowledge
States Responsibility of Results
Experienced
Meaningfulness .637 417
Experienced
Responsibility s e G s 20F

n=85; critical value of r at the .05 level equals .2124.

A moderate to high degree of convergence among these three
states was found with one correlation coefficient exceeding .63.
A third analysis was performed to determine the degree

to which the personal and work outcomes were related.

TABLE 8

CORRELATIONS (r) BETWEEN OUTCOME VARIABLES

Personal and Internal Job
Work Outcomes Motivation Attendance
Work Satlsfaction .193 -.001
Internal Motivation ... «129

n=85; critical value of r at the .05 level equals .2124.

As shown in Table 8, a near zero relationship was found between

work satisfaction and job attendance. None of the relatlionships
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among outcome variables was significant at the .05 level.

In the job characteristics model each of the core
Job dimensions was shown to be related to a specific psycho-
logical state. Experienced meaningfulness was saild to be
produced by the first three job dimensions with autonomy
creating experlenced responsibility and feedback creating
knowledge of results. Correlations between job dimensions

and psychological states were therefore obtained. These data

are given below in Table 9.

TABLE 9

CORRELATIONS (r) BETWEEN JOB DIMENSIONS
AND PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES

Job Psychological States
Dimensions Experienced Experlenced Knowledge
Meaningfulness Responsibility of Results

skill

Variety .458 « 310 276
Task

Identity <115 126 227
Task

Significance .391 «167 273
Aut onomy .181 .073 .130
Feedback .200 s AL 27 . 361

n=85; critical value of r at the .05 level equals .2124,

Only seven of the correlations reached significance at the

.05 level.
Although the psychological states were sald to mediate

the relationships between core job dimenslons and personal and

———

. N 4w W
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work outcomes, the job dimensions were expected to have a

moderate direct relationship with the outcome variables.

TABLE 10

CORRELATIONS (r) BETWEEN JOB DIMENSIONS
AND PERSONAL AND WORK OUTCOMES

Core Personal and Work Outcomes

Job Work Internal Job
Dimensions Satisfaction Motivation At tendance
Skill
Variety . 314 .362 -.011
Task
Identity .492 -.119 -.220
Task
Significance . 305 .206 .202
Autonomy 327 .061 . 025
Feedback . 302 124 -.163

n=85; critical value of r at the .05 level equals .2124.

As shown above, correlations obtained between these variables
indicated that all of the job dimensions related moderately
well with work satisfaction. However, only two additional
correlations were shown to be significant at the .05 level;
one of which was a significant negative correlation.

In a similar analysis, correlations were obtained be-
tween the psychologlcal states and personal and work outcomes.
Although the outcomes were said to be produced by the comblned
psychological states, each separate psychological state was ex-
pected to correlate moderately wilth the outcome variables. These
data are presented below in Table 11. With respect to work sat-

isfaction and internal motivation the psychologlical states were
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TABLE 11

CORRELATIONS (r) BETWEEN PSYCHOLOGICAL
STATES AND PERSONAL AND WORK OUTCOMES

Psychological Personal and Work Outcomes
States Work Internal Job
Satisfaction Motivation Attendance

Experlenced

Meaningfulness .654 347 olgd
Experienced

Responsibility 454 . 387 .035
Knowledge of

Results .376 .034 2, T8

n=85; critical value of r at the .05 level equals 2124,

generally moderately related. However, knowledge of results
showed a near zero correlation with internal motivation and
none of the psychological states correlated at the .05 level

with job attendance.

Multiple Regression Analysis

Many of the relationships specified in the job charac-
teristics model depended upon the combination of variables in
a linear prediction equation. Multiple regression analysis
was therefore used to examine the data in terms of these stated
relatlonships. The first multiple regression analysis comple-
ted was that dealing with the combined core job dimensions as
a predictor of personal and work outcomes. The linear predic-
tion method was selected for this analysis as an alternative
to the weighted formula method used in previous research. In
addition, the effect of the moderator variable, growth need

strength (GNS), was tested by adding it to the five core job
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dimensions as a sixth predictor variable. The addition of
the GNS score was expected to increase the amount of wvariance
explained by the five variable equation by three percent or

more. These data are presented in Table 12.

TABLE 12

MULTIPLE REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS (R) AND ADDITIONAL
EXPLAINED VARIANCE USING FIVE AND THEN
SIX PREDICTORS OF PERSONAL AND WORK OUTCOMES

Predictors Personal and Work Outcomes
In Work Internal Job

Equation Satisfaction Motivation Attendance
Core Job

Dimensions (R) .62} 427 . 366
Core Job

Dimensions

Plus GNS (R) .637 .431 .368
Additdonal

Variance 016 . 003 .002

n=85; critical value of R at the .05 level equals .3594
for the five predictor equation and .3827 for the six predictor
equation.

As shown above, moderate to high relationships between the com-
bined job dimensions and personal and work outcomes were found.
However, the addition of the GNS variable as a slxth predictor
did not explain a significant additional amount of variance.
Related to the previous analysis was the examination
of the amount of varlance accounted for by each core job dimen-
sion as 1t was entered into a multiple equation predicting per-
sonal and work outcomes. Each of the job dimensions is an

integral part of what makes a Job acceptable and therefore
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should account for three percent or more outcome variable

variance.

TABLE 13

OUTCOME VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY CORE JOB
DIMENSIONS WHEN SUCCESSIVELY ENTERED IN FIXED ORDER

Order Predictors Outcome Variance Explained

of In Work Internal Job
Entry Equations Satisfaction Motivation At tendance

1 Skill Variety .099 A3 . 000

2 Task Identity = .231 .018 L0438

3 Task Signifi-

cance .025 014 .060
4 Aut onomy LT .004 .008
5 Feedback T L0108 o EN LBLY
n=85.

The findings, shown in Table 13, indicated that when task
identity was added as the second predictor, the criterion of
three percent additional explained variance was met relative
to work satisfaction and job attendance. Also when task sig-
nificance was added as the third predictor, the explalned
variance for job attendance increased by six percent. In all
other cases, less than three percent additional variance was
explained as other Job dimensions were added to the first
predictor- skill variety.

Since the first three core job dimensions were said to
produce the first psychological state (experienced meaningful-
ness of the work), they were combined in a multiple regression
equation and the multiple coefficient compared with the simple

correlations shown in Table 9. As shown in Table 14, the mul-
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TABLE 14

A COMPARISON OF SIMPLE CORRELATIONS (r) WITH THE
MULTIPLE REGRESSION COEFFICIENT (R) USING THREE JOB
DIMENSIONS TO PREDICT EXPERIENCED MEANINGFULNESS

Psychological Predictor Variables
State Skill Task Task 3 Dimension
Variety Identity Significance Equation
Experienced
Meaningfulness ©r=.458 r=,175 r=.391 R=.542

n=85; critical value of r at the .05 level equals .2124;
critical value of R at the .05 level equals .3031.
tiple coefficient exceeded all of the simple correlations be-
tween individual job dimensions and experienced meaningfulness.

The combined psychological states were presented in

the job characteristics model as being causal of personal and
work outcomes. When combined as predictors in multiple re-
gression equations, relationships with work satisfaction and
internal motivation were positive and significant at the .05
level. In contrast, the multiple correlation coefficient was
not significant at the .05 level relative to job attendance.

These findings are presented 1n Table 15.

TABLE 15

MULTIPLE REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS (R) BETWEEN COMBINED
PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES AND PERSONAL AND WORK OUTCOMES

Predictors Personal and Work Outcomes
g Work Internal Job
Equation Satisfaction Motivation Attendance

3 Psycholog-
ical States .666 U2 .233

n=85; critical value of R at the .05 level equals .3031.
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The psychological states were also expected to corre-
late higher with the personal and work outcomes when combined
than they did individually or in pairs. To test this propo-
sition, the three possible pairs of psychological states were
placed in multiple regression equations predicting personal

and work outcomes. These data are presented in Table 16.

TABLE 16

MULTIPLE REGRESSION COEFFICIENTS (R) FOR
PATRED PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES AS PREDICTORS
OF PERSONAL AND WORK OUTCOMES

Predictors Personal and Work Outcomes
In Work Internal Job
Equations Satisfaction Motivation Attendance

Experienced

Meaningfulness
Experienced

Responsibility .656 L408 . 132
Experienced

Meaningfulness
Knowledge of

Results .664 .368 .222
Experienced

Responsibility

Knowledge of

Results 537 . 390 .134

n=85; critical value of R at the .05 level equals .2660.

These findings were then compared with data already presented
in Table 11 and Table 15. As was expected the multiple re-
gression coefficients in Table 15 exceeded all other coeffi-
cients reported.

The psychoclogical states appeared in the job charac-

teristics model as mediating the relationships between the core
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Job dimensions and the personal and work outcomes. Therelore ,
the core job dimensions should have accounted for less than
three percent additional explained variance when added as
secondary predictors in multiple regression equations predict-
ing personal and work outcomes from the combined psychological
states. The findings from this analysis, presented in Table ik
showed that in some cases more than three percent additional

variance was explained.

TABLE 17

INCREASE IN OUTCOME VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY JOB DIMENSIONS
WHEN ADDED IN SUCCESSIVE STEPS TO THE EQUATION
PREDICTING PERSONAL AND WORK OUTCOMES FROM PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES

Order Predictors Increase In Outcome Variance Explained
of As Added Work Internal Job
Entry To Equation Satisfaction Motivation Attendance

1 Combined

Psychological

States LT LATE .054
) Skill Variety .000 .065 010
3 Task Identity o .029 .049g
4 Task oignifi-

cance ‘ .000 013 <155
5 Autonomy .009 .001 . 0008
6 Feedback .004 .013 .009

n=85.

The addition of skill variety to the equation increased the ex~-
plained variance for internal motivation by 6.5 percent. Task
identity accounted for 14.7 percent additional explained vari-
ance for work satisfaction and 4.9 percent for job attendance.
Task significance explained an additional 5.5 percent of vari-

ance for job attendance.
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The GNS varlable was said to moderate relationships
between core job dimensions and psychological states and be-
tween psychological states and outcome variables. Multiple
regression analyses similar to the above were used to test
these relationships. First, GNS was added to the core job
dimension(s) as a secondary predictor of their corresponding
psychological states. It was expected that the GNS variable
would account for three percent or more additional explained
variance. However, this was found to be true for only the
relationships between autonomy and experienced responsibility.
Even then, the addition of GNS accounted for only 4.5 percent
of additional explained variance. These findings are pre-
sented in Table 18.

Second, GNS was added to multiple regression equations
predicting personal and work outcomes from the combined psy-
chological states. Again, the addition of GNS was expected to
increase the amount of additional explained variance by three
percent or more. As shown in Table 19, it was found that GNS
did not increase the explalned variance as much as expected for
any of the personal and work outcomes.

A secondary question posed i1n this study reflected
problems confronted in previous research with the feedback di-
mension. Feedback, as a core job dimension, did not correlate
as well as expected with its corresponding psychological state
or with personal and work outcomes. These findings were thought

to have been the result of using only feedback from the job
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TABLE 18
VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY ADDING GNS TO JOB DIMENSIONS AS

SECONDARY PREDICTORS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES
IN MULTIPLE REGRESSION EQUATIONS

Predictors Variance Explained by Predictors
In Experienced Experienced Knowledge
Equation Meaningfulness Responsibility of Results

Skill Variety

Task Identity

Task Significance .294 .

Skill Variety

Task Identity

/Y i icance

Gﬁgk Signif g
Additional _

Variance 022 .065. -
Aut onomy e ; .050 e
Autonomy and GNS <+ = . :
Additional . ALE .

YEPLGNEE s N — léo.
Feedback I £ S _Oul
Feedback and GNS . v . -
Additional ' R

Variance ML £

n=85.
TABLE 19

PLAINED BY ADDING GNS TO MULTIPLE
gﬁ?ﬁé§§§o£X£QUATIONS PREDICTING PERSONAL AND
WORK OUTCOMES FROM PSYCHOLOGICAL STATES

. Variance Explained by Predictors
Predictors woii Internal Job
Equigion Satisfaction Motivation Attendance
3 Psycholog- .178 .054

lcal States Lk -
3 Psycholog-

;fii gﬁgtes 451 .182 . 083
A@Sif;ﬁ?il 007 .004 .029

n=85.
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itself as a predictor variable and thereby eliminating feed-
back from other sources. To test this proposition a multiple
regression analysis was performed. Feedback from othersl was
added as a predictor to linear equations predicting knowledge
of results and personal and work outcomes from feedback from

the job. These data are presented in Table 20.

TABLE 20

VARIANCE EXPLAINED BY ADDING FEEDBACK FROM OTHERS TO
REGRESSION EQUATIONS PREDICTING KNOWLEDGE OF RESULTS AND
PERSONAL AND WORK OUTCOMES FROM FEEDBACK FROM THE JOB

Predictors Variance Explained by Predictors
In Knowledge Work Internal Job
Equation of Results Satisfaction Motivation Attendance
Feedback .130 091 w015 027
Feedback
Plus Feed-
back From
Others .22 .114 +OLY .027
Additional
Variance .094 .023 .002 .000
n=85.

It was expected that three percent or more additional explained
variance would be accounted for by this secondary predictor.

The findings from this analysis showed that more than nine
percent additional variance was explained relative to the
psychological state, knowledge of results. However, no signifi-
cant increases in explained variance were attributed to the

secondary predictor in equations predicting personal and work

l"Feedback from others" is defined as the degree to
which the employee receives clear information about his or her
performance from supervisors or from co-workers.
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out comes.

Summary of Findings

The descriptive data presented indicated that variable
scores approximated normal curve distribution and consequently
parametric statistics were applicable. The mean scores for
teachers on each variable approximated the mean scores obtained
for business workers. Therefore, the data had face validity
for use in subsequent tests of the job characteristics model.
Also, the motivating potential score (MPS) for the job of teach-
ing was higher than the mean MPS for business work groups.

The product-moment correlation coefficilents presented
showed some convergence among the core job dimensions and a
high relationship between two of the independent psychological
states. Low correlations among personal and work outcomes were
also reported. Correlations between core job dimensions and
psychological states were all positive, with less than half of
the coefficlents reaching significance at the .05 level.
Significant correlations were reported between the core job
dimensions and work satisfaction. However, little relationship
was reported between job dimensions and other personal and
work outcomes. The psychological states correlated generally
well with work satisfaction and internal motivation, but corre-
lations with job attendance were consistently low.

Multiple regression analysis also showed mixed results.

The combined core job dimensions correlated at the .05



85
level with personal and work outcomes. However, not all job
dimensions made an adequate contribution to the prediction
equation in that their addition to the equation did not account
for three percent or more additional explained varilance.

A moderately high correlation of .54 was reported
between experienced meaningfulness of the work and the combined
Job dimensions which supposedly created that psychological
state. This multiple correlation coefficient exceeded all of
the product-moment correlations between these three individual
job dimensions and experienced meaningfulness.

The psychological states, when combined in a prediction
equation, correlated higher with the personal and work outcomes
than they did individually or in pairs. Although the psycho-
logical states were expected to mediate the relationships be-
tween job dimensions and outcome variables, findings indicated
that some job dimensions added significantly to the outcome
variance explained by the combined psychological states.

Findings relative to the moderator variable, growth
need strength, indicated little support for its effect on other
model specified relationships. Only the relationship between
autonomy and its corresponding psychological state was sig-
nificantly improved by including the GNS score as a predictor.
All other relationships reported showed that less than three
percent additional explained variance was accounted for when

GNS was added as a predictor variable.
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In the last analysis reported, feedback from others
was shown to improve the relationship between feedback from
the job and knowledge of results. This was not found to be

true for relationships between feedback and personal and work

outcomes.



CHAPTER V

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Introduction

The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation was
presented by Hackman and Oldham! as a viable deseription of
employee-job interaction for any given job. However, the
model had only been tested with work groups in business organ-
izations. Reported research indicated that the job character-
istics model required additional testing with various work
groups before the structural arrangement of variables in the
model could be said to be fully validated. 1In response to these
limitations, this study was devised to answer several research
questions relative to the application of the model to public
school teachers. Interrelationships among variables in the
model were also investigated.

Based on the research questions posed in Chapter I,
nine research hypotheses were developed and tested. The purpose
of this chapter 1s to discuss these hypotheses and report con-
clusions and recommendations for which the research data pro-
vided support. In the first section of the chapter the findings

are summarized in terms of the research questions. Specific

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of
Work, p. O.
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reference is made to the research hypotheses. Conclusions
and implications relative to the hypotheses and findings are
addressed in a second section. Recommendatlons for further

research are included in the final section.

Primary Research Questions

The five major research questions posed in Chapter I
pertained to the adequacy of the job characteristics model for
describing job characteristics-job outcomes relationships for
public school teachers. Each of these guestions are restated
below and discussed in terms of the related findings.

Research Question 1:
What relationships exist between the
core job dimensions and model speci-
fied psychological states?

It was predicted that positive relationships would
exist between Job dimensions and the psychological states which
they were said to create (Hypothesis 1). The zero-order
correlations reported in Table 9 indicated that all of the core
job dimensions were positively related to the psychological
states, with seven correlations reaching significance at the
.05 level.

It was expected that the core Job dimensilons would
correlate higher with the psychological state they were pre-
sumed to create than with other psychological states (Hypothesls
2). However, task identity correlated .227 with knowledge of

results and only .175 with 1ts corresponding psychological



89

state. Also, autonomy was related less with experienced
responsibility (r=.073) than with either of the other two
psychological states (r=.181 and .130). These findings were
contrary to expectations.

Multiple regression analysis (Table 14) indicated
that the strength of the relationship between the first three
core job dimensions and experienced meaningfulness was improved
when they were combined in a prediction equation (R=.542).
This was as expected since the model showed experienced mean-
ingfulness as belng created by these three core job dimensions
in combination. Some of this increase, however, can be attri-
buted to the intercorrelation between skill variety and task
significance (r=.309), as reported in Table 6.

A secondary analysis was conducted in response to
Hackman and Oldham's< proposition that the low correlation be-
tween feedback and knowledge of results might be the result of
restricting the measure of feedback to feedback from the job
itself. The moderate correlation between feedback and knowledge
of results (r=.361) reported in this study was satisfactory.

However, if Hackman and Oldham's®?

proposition was accurate, more
than three percent additional explained variance should have
been accounted for when feedback from others was added as a
second predictor of knowledge of results. The data reported

in Table 21 showed that more than nine percent additional vari-

libiga., p. 24.

2Tp14.
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ance was explained by feedback from others. This result
suggested that feedback from the job itself would be a more
effective predictor if feedback from others was included.
Research Question 2:

What relationships exist between

psychological states and model

specified personal and work out-

comes?

The combined psychological states are the causal core
of the job characteristics model. It was expected that posi-
tive relationships would be found between the combined psycho-
logical states and the outcome variables (Hypothesis 3). The
multiple regression coefficients reported in Table 15 indicated
positive and significant relationships with work satisfaction
(R=.667) and internal motivation (R=.421) at the .05 level.

The coefficient for job attendance (R=.233), although positive,
was not significant at the .05 level.

The multiple correlations reported above were expected
to exceed correlations between individual psychological states
and outcome variables (Hypothesis 4). The separate psychologi-
cal states were, however, expected to show a moderate relation-
ship with the individual outcome variables. Reported data
(Table 12) indicated that for work satisfaction, all relation-
ships were significant at the .05 level. The same was gener-—
ally true for internal motivation, with the exception of
the low correlation with knowledge of results (r=.034). None

of the correlations between psychological states and job
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three predictor multiple correlation coefficient (R=.666)
for work satisfaction.

A possible explanation for these findings would be
the high relationships reported (Table 7) among the psycholog-
ical states. Experienced meaningfulness and experienced re-
sponsibility were highly intercorrelated (r=.637). Contrary
to the job characteristics model, these two psychological
states did not represent independent constructs. Experienced
meaningfulness and knowledge of results were also significantly
related at the .05 level (r=.417). Further, the correlation
between experienced responsibility and knowledge of results,
although slightly less than significant at the .05 level, was
« 207 =
Research Question 3:

What relationships exist between the
combined core job dimensions and out-
come variables?

The core job dimensions, as a combined predictor, were
expected to have a positive relationship with outcome variables
that exceeded the relationships between individual job dimen-
sions and outcomes (Hypothesis 5). As reported in Table 12,
the multiple coefficient for each of the outcome variables was
significant at the .05 level, with the relationship between
the combined core job dimensions and work satisfaction exceeding
.62. All of the reported correlations (Table 10) between job
dimensions and work satisfaction were positive and significant

at the .05 level. Mixed results were reported for internal
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motivation and job attendance with relationships ranging

from a significant negative correlation of -.220 to a signi-
ficant positive correlation of .362. As expected, none of the
zero-order correlations exceeded the multiple regression co-
efficients for outcome variables.

Further investigation of these relationships (Table 13)
showed that task identity accounted for 23 percent of the ex-
plained variance in work satisfaction while skill variety
accounted for nearly 10 percent. The remaining core job di-
mensions each accounted for less than three percent additional
explained variance when entered in the multiple regression
equation predicting work satisfaction. . Relative to internal
motivation, only skill variety accounted for more than three
percent explained variance (13.1%). Task identity (4.8%)
and task significance (6.0%) made the only meaningful contri-
butions to the equation predicting job attendance. These find-
ings suggested that not all of the core job dimensions contri-
buted to a meaningful degree to regression equations predicting
outcome variables (Hypothesis 6). Similar levels of regression
coefficients could be obtained by eliminating selected core job
dimensions from prediction equations.

In a secondary analysis, feedback from others was
added to the feedback dimension to determine whether three per-
cent or more additional outcome varliance would be explained.

As stated earlier, this procedure was suggested by Hackman and
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Oldham1 as a possible remedy for the low correlations they
obtained between feedback and variables to which it was
supposed to be related. Findings (Table 20) indicated that
less than three percent additional variance was explained for
any of the outcome variables. Although this appeared to con-
tradict previously reported findings concerning knowledge of
results, 1t is understandable in that the psychological states
were the immedlate causal variables in the Jjob characteristics
model.
Research Question 4:

Do psychological states medlate the

relationships between core job dimen-

sions and outcome variables?

The psychological states appeared in the job charac-
teristics model as medlating variables between core job dimen-
sions and personal and work outcomes. Since the psychological
states were said to be causal of the outcomes, they should have

accounted for most of the explained outcome variance. There-

fore, the core Jjob dimensions should have accounted for negligi-

ble additional explained variance when added as secondary
predictors to the regression equation predicting outcomes from
the combined psychologlcal states (Hypothesis 7). Findings
reported in Table 17 indicated that in some cases the core Job
dimensions accounted for more than three percent additional
outcome variance. Task identity accounted for 14.7 percent of

additional variance for work satisfaction and 4.9 percent

l1piqg.
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GNS was expected to account for three percent or
more additional explained outcome variance when added as a
secondary predictor to the combined psychological states
(Hypothesis 9). Again, contrary to expectations, GNS did not
serve as a moderator of these relationships (Table 19). The
addition of GNS to the three psychological states did not
account for three percent or more additional variance for any
of the outcome variables.

Secondary Research Questions

Secondary research questions pertaining to variable

measurement were also posed in Chapter I. These questions are

restated below and discussed.

Research Question 1:

How potentilally motivating is the job A
of teaching and which core job dimen- A
sions account for this potential? i
A motivating potential score (MPS) for teaching was
calculated according to Hackman and Oldham'sl formula. The MPS
and mean job dimension scores for teaching were compared to
available data for business organizations (Table 5). The data
indicated that teacher mean scores for each job dimension, and
therefore the MPS, exceeded mean scores for business organiza-
tions. All mean Jjob dimension scores for teachers were above
the expected mean of four, which was derived from the fact that
all core job dimensions were measured on a seven polilnt scale.
The lowest mean score was for task identity and the highest

mean score was for task significance. These were as expected

1Tpig., p. 11.
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since an individual teacher only provides part of the work
required to complete a child's education. However, what they
do with children is perceived as highly significant.
Research Question 2:

What are the levels of internal work

motivation and work satisfaction among

teachers?

Teacher mean scores for internal work motivation were
higher than those reported for business organizations. The
mean score for work satisfaction did not differ significantly
from that for business work groups. Since teachers are academ-
ically trained for the profession they are a part of, it was
expected that their mean scores for personal outcomes would at
least approximate those reported for business work groups.
Research Question 3:

What are the work performance and
attendance levels of teachers?

The work performance data did not discriminate among
teachers and therefore were not subjected to statistical analy-
ses. The mean score for teacher attendance was 7.81 (Table 4).
This score reflected an attendance index that ranged from a low
score of one to a high score of eleven. A score of one indi-
cated a total of ten incidences of absence and a score of eleven
indicated zero incidences of absence. An average of 3.19 inci-
dences of absence for teachers was obtained prior to subtract-
ing all scores from eleven to obtain the attendance index. Since
attendance data was based on incidences of absence rather than
days of absence, no comparison with business work groups was

possible.
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Research Question 4z
What is the level of teacher growth
need strength?
The worker-job interaction presented via the job char-
acteristics model was based on the assumption that workers are
generally desirous of opportunities at work which will satisfy

their growth needs. The developers1

of the model also recog-
nized that some people do not have strong growth needs and
therefore the model may not adequately represent worker-job
interaction for these people. For this reason the job charac-
teristics model was said to describe worker-job interaction for
workers who had high growth needs and who were working in jobs
that were potentially motivating. The MPS for teaching was
shown to exceed that reported for business work groups. As
reported in Table 4, the growth need strength measure for teach-
ers was only slightly below that reported for business organi-
zations (5.21 and 5.62, respectively). Therefore, the job char-

acteristics model should have adequately described teacher-job

interaction, if the model had validity.

Conclusions and Implications

The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivatlon was
developed as a conceptualization of worker-job interaction based
on motivatlion theory and research. Five specific job dimensions

were defined that characterized any given job. These Jjob dimen-

lHackman and Oldham, Motivation Through the Design of

Work.
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sions were sald to create within the individual employee
three psychological states which were necessarily present if
a job was to be motivating. If the job was such that workers
perceived these psychological states to be present at high
levels, then the psychological states as a combined measure
were said to be predictive of specific personal and work out-
comes. The growth need strength of individual workers was
presented as a moderator of the relationships between core job
dimensions and psychological states and between psychological
states and personal and work outcomes. This structural arrange-
ment of variables was to provide the basis for work redesign
projects with any work group. Through variable measurement the
job was to be diagnosed in terms of the presence or absence of
satisfactory levels of the core job dimensions and then re-
designed in such a way as to increase the levels of the core job
dimensions that were not sufficiently high. Increased levels of
core job dimensions would create higher levels of the psycholog-
ical states which in turn would increase personal and work out-
come levels.

The job characteristics model was generally supported
by reported research and the model was used with business work
groups for job redesign projects. The model had not been applied
to public service work groups. The purpose of this research was
to make such an applicatlion by using public school teachers as
a test group.

The proposition that characteristics of a job create

psychological states within employees and that these states

il
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case, then absenteeism might not have been indicative of job
commitment or performance.

Although the combined psychological states correlated
fairly well with outcome variables, subsequent analysis showed
that only experienced meaningfulness accounted for a sizeable
proportion of explained outcome variance. Zero-order corre-
lations between experienced meaningfulness and the other two
psychological states supported this finding. It was concluded
that only the measure of experienced meaningfulness was required
to obtaln similar correlations reported between combined psycho-
logical states and outcomes.

Contrary to expectatlions, the growth need strength
measure served as a moderator for only one specified relation-
ship. These findings suggested that an alternative individual
difference moderator be used with teacher populations. The
data indicated that as a group teachers had high levels of
growth need strength and that there was little variability
among the subjects on this measure (Standard Deviation=.66,
Range=3.00). It was not surprising that this measure did not
differentiate among individuals in the sample.

In addition to the broad conceptualization presented
in the job characteristics model, variable interrelationships
were specified. The core job dimensilions were supposed to relate
stronger with one designated psychological state than with others.
The data did not show this to be true for the teacher sample.
Some core Jjob dimensions correlated higher with psychological

states other than the one specified in the model. Another ex-
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amination of which job characteristics actually created each
of the psychological states appeared necessary. Again, a
redefinition of these dimensions, improved measurement, or
additional dimensions might be useful for further tests of
the model with teachers. This was especially apparent since
the measures of teacher core job dimension levels showed higher
mean scores for teachers than for business work groups. In
fact, the teacher mean scores for nearly all model variables
were very similar to those for business. No comparisons were
made using the job attendance data.

It was also expected that the five core job dimensions
would have positive correlations with outcome variables. The
data indicated acceptable results regarding work satisfaction.
However, the correlations between task identity and internal
motivation and between autonomy and internal motivation were
not as expected. Only the relationship between task signifi-
cance and job attendance proved to be satisfactory relative to
job attendance as a work outcome. These results again suggested
that some job dimensions required redefinition or improved
measurement. The low and negative correlations with attendance
was not indicative of performance. Correlations reported be-
tween job attendance and other outcome variables were also very
low. The implication of thils data was to omit absenteelsm as a
work outcome 1n the model unless there were adequate incentives
to avoid being absent.

The combined core Jjob dimensions generally correlated

well with outcome variables. However, most of the outcome vari-
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able variance was accounted for by one or two of the job
dimensions. The data also showed moderate correlations between
some job dimensions but very low relationships between others.
These findings reinforced previous conclusions regarding the
core Jjob dimensions.

The psychological states were expected to be individually
related to outcome variables as well as being related to them
as a combined measure. Positive relationships were reported
for all psychological states with work satisfaction and inter-
nal motivation. Results for Job attendance were again contrary
to expectations and supported the contention that job attendance
was not a valid work outcome for teachers. It was concluded
from these data and previously reported data regarding psycho-
logical state-outcome relationships that the psychological
states did not measure different constructs and that a single
measure would have yielded similar results.

The psychological states were positioned in the model as
mediating the relationships between core Job dimensions and out-
comes. Data indicated that for some relationships this was not
true. This variation from the model appeared to be caused by
problems with both the core job dimensions and the psychological
states. The measurement of some core Job dimensions appeared
to include something other than what created the psychological
states. The measures of the psychological states, on the other
hand, appeared to be measuring similar constructs. Apparently
improved measures of worker psychological states were needed

that would have mediated all core job dimension-outcome rela-
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tionships. Previous comments regarding the correlations be-
tween some core Jjob dimensions and supposedly unrelated psycho-
logical states supported this finding.

Although the broader framework provided in the job char-
acteristics model received some support, little support was
found for the interrelationships specified for model variables.
Findings indicated that revisions were needed in the identifica-
tion and measurement of core job dimensions for teaching. The
psychological states appeared to inadequately account for the
total worker psychology involved in producing personal and work
outcomes. The growth need strength variable proved to be inade-
quate for explaining individual differences among teachers rela-
tive to theilr reactions to their Jobs. Finally, absenteeism,
as a work outcome, was not shown to be a valid measure of Jjob
commitment or performance in a job where there was little incen-

tive to avoid being absent from work.

Recommendations

The fact that the job characteristics model did not
totally describe teacher-job interaction does not mean that work
redesign 1s not applicable to teachers. It 1s recommended that
a larger sample of teachers, across several school systems, be
given the Job Diagnostic Survey and other instruments to pro-
vide data for factor analyslis. In addition 1t 1s suggested that
absenteeism data not be used as a work outcome for teacher work
groups. Also, performance data should be acqulred through the

use of a valid instrument that differentliates among overall per-
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formance levels. If a moderator varlable 1s deemed to be
required, then something other than growth need strength
should be used with teachers. Given this additional data, a
revised model that is applicable to teachers, and perhaps to
other public service work groups, could be constructed. Job
redesign might then be accomplished based upon predictable

results in terms of personal and work outcomes.
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KENT
=1 COUNTY TEACHERS ASSOCIATION

R.F.D. .1 Box 342D
Millington, Md. 21651
January 15, 1976

Mr,
Foilﬁ' Allan Gorsuch
Che ey Manor

stertown, Md. 21620

Dear Allan:
The Kent County Teachers Association Executive Committee
anuary 13 1976, meet-

at their J
ance in your

an g
d Representative Council,

your request for agsist

in
&, voted to suppor?t

gradu
ate resea
rche
ntative Council believe

ve committee and Represe

provide the Agsociation with

The Executi

th :

at your research-findlngs may

lnteresting and useful data_ We WOUId therefore like to urge
jected to participate in this

es of their time that you

y statistics:

ns with much interest.

We anticipate
Very truly yours,
()
& /4;/ -/C7ZLL114124
Jose g, Massey
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TEACHER CONSENT FORM

To the Teacher:
One of the outcome varlables being measured in thig

Tésearch effort is that of teacher performance. The teachep

evaluation form completed by your principal and Supervisor is
the only job performance measure used 1n this school system.

However, since the teacher evaluatlon does not yield enough

Useable data for statistical analysis, no overall measure of
As an alternative, Information

Job performance will be used.
r'egarding your in-class teaching activities will be used as gz
This data will pe com—

Measure of classroom teaching behavior.

Piled by reviewing your reports of classroom visitation that
are on file in the principal's office. Naturally, I neeg to se—
Quire your written consent to review these reports. Wwith your
Wrltten consent, I will summarize the Information from your

Various visitation reports and will submit that summary, in
At that

Written form, to you in a brief session at your school.
X ;
time you will be asked to code the summary sheet and remove yoyup

This data is useful only if it is coded the same way as

Name,
That 1s,

Othepr anonymous data collected during thils research.
Since a11 of the other data collected has been coded by you %,

Maintain anonymity, this summary sheet must also be codegd by
There-

You in opder to correlate this data with previous data.
Please understand that no

fore, your anonymity is assured.
attempt 1s being made to usée this information in any way not %
Your help 1s needed and appreciateq

Plaineqd in this letter.
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during this final stage of my research. If you will, please
indicate with your signature below that I have your consent
to review your reports of classroom visitations for this

school year. Thank you.

Teacher's Signature Date

Note: This consent form will be placed in the principal's

file for classroom visitation reports.



APPENDIX B

Job Diagnostic Survey
Report of Classroom Visitation
Summary of Classroom Visitations

Absence Data Coding Sheet
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J OB DITAGNOST!C SURVEY

On the following pages you will find several different kinds

of questions about your job. Specific instructions are given
at the start of each section. Please read them carefully.

It should take no more than 25 minutes to complefe the entire
questionnaire. Please move through it quickly.

The questions are designed to obtain your perceptions
of your job and ycur reactions to ift.

There are no "frick" questions. Your individual answers will
be kept completely confidential. Please answer each item as
honestly and frankiy as possible.

Thank you for your cooperation.



SECTION ONE
113

This part of the questionnaire asks you to
describe your job, as objeectively as you can.

Please do not use this part of the questionnaire to show how
much you |ike or dislike your job. Questions about that will
come later. Instead, try fto make your descriptions as
accurate and as objective as you possibly can.

A sample question is given below.

A. To what extent does your job require you to work with mechanical
equipment?

- " ; — F R— ; CR— @- ------- 7
Very little; the Moderately ery much; the job
Jjob requires almost requires almost
no contact with constant work with
mechanical equip- mechanical equipmert

me  of any kind.

You are to etrele the number which is the most accurate
description of your job.

if, for example, your job peauires you to work

with mechanical equipment good deal of the

time--but also requires some paperwork--you

might circle the number six, as was done in the
- example above.

{f you do not understand these Instructions, please ask for
assistance. |f you do understand them, begin now.
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. To what extent does your job requires you to work closely with other

people (either "clients", or people in related jobs in your own
organization)?

| m=m e 2m B fmm e b B 1
Very little; deal- Moderately; Very much; dealing
ing with other some dealing with other people
people is not at with others . Is an absolutely
all necessary in ° is necessary. essential and

doing the job. crucial part of

doing the job.

2. How much autonomy is there in your job? That is, to what extent does
your job permit you to decide on your own how to go about doing the work?

| =— e 2= B L 4-—~ -5- H=——mm———— 7

Very little; the Moderate autonomy; Very much; the

job gives me almost many things are Jjob gives me

no personal "say" standardized and almost complete

about how and when not under my con- responsibi lity

the work is done. trol, but | can for deciding how
make some decisions and when the work
about the work. Is done.

3. To what extent does your job involve doing a "whole" and identifiable
‘ piece of work? That is, is the job a complete piece of work that has an
obvious beginning and end? Or is it only a small part of the overall
piece of work, which is finished by other people or by automatic machines?

|ttt B i S e 4me= ==5 —=6- ———T7
My job is only a ‘ My job is a My job involves
tiny part of the moderate-si zed doing the whole
overall piece of "chunk" of the piece of work, from
work; the results overall piece of start to finish;
of my activities work; my own the results of my
cannot be seen in contribution can activities are
the final product be seen in the easlly seen in the
or service. final outcome. final product or

service.

4. How much variety is there in your job? That is, to what extent does the
Job require you to do many differenft things at work, using a variety of
your skills and talents?

|- 2m e ——— i e S T 7
Very little; the Moderate Very much; the job
Job reguires me to variety requires me to do
do the same routine many different
things over and things, using a
over again. number of different
skills and talecnis.

- continued -
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5. .1n general, how significant or important is your job? That is, are
the results of your work'likely to significantly affect the lives or
well-being of other peopie?

fimm 2= Fmm e e e S iR Bmmmmm 7
Not very signifi- Moderately Highly signifi-
cant; the outcomes significant. cant; the outcomes
of my work are not of my work can
likely to have affect other
important effects : people in very
on other people. important ways.

6. To what extent do managers or co-workers let you know how well ycu are
doing on your job?

| e 2~ —m Brmemmmi s G e B aaman G m———— 7
Very little; \ Moderately; Very much; managers
people almost sometimes or co-workers provide
never let me people may me with almost con-
know how wel | give me stant "feedback"
| am doing. "feedback"; about how well | am
other times doing.

they may not.

fo what extent does doing the job itself provide you with informatiocn
about your work performance? That is, does the actual work itself provide
clues about how well you are doing--aside from any "feedback" co-workers
or supervisors may provide?

e 2mmmm———— S e B e B 7
Very little; the Moderately; Very much; the
Jjob ifself is set sometimes doing job is set up so
up so | could work the job provides that | get almost
forever without "feedback" to me; constant "feedback"
finding out how Sometimes it as | work about

well | am doing. does not. how well | am doing.
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SECTION TWO

Listed below are a number of statements which could be used to
describe a job.

You are to indicate whether each statement is an
aceurate or an inaccurate description of your job.

Once again, please try to be as objective as you can in
deciding how accurately each statement describes your job--
regardless of whether you like or dislike your jJob.

Write a number in the blank beside esach statement, based on the following

scale:
How accurate is the statement in describing your job?
| 2 3 4 5 6 7
Very Most 1y Slightly Uncertain Slightly Mostly  Very "
| naccurate |naccurate Inaccurate Accurate . Accurate AccuraTe

I. The job requires me to use a number of complex or high-level skills.
2. The job requires a lot of cooperative work with other peop le.

3. The job is arranged so that | do not have the chance to do an entire
piece of work from beginning to end.

e
4. Just doing the work required by the job provides many chances i e
to figure out how well | am doing.

5. The job Is quite simple and repetitive.

; - i3
6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone--withou
talking or checking with other peopie.

an
' 7. The supervisors and co-workers on this job almost never give me any
"feedback" about how well | am doing in my work.

, : how
8. This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by
wel |l the work gets done.

9. The job denies me any chance to use my personal initiative or
: judgment in carrying out the work.

, ming
10. Supervisors often let me know how well they think | am perfor
the job.

so'f‘
I1. The job provides me the chance to completely finish The plece
work | begin.
am

+ |
12. The job itself provides very few clues about whether oOf no
performing well.

and
I3. The job glves me considerable opportunity for Independence
freedom in how | do the work.

proader
14. The Jjob itself 1s not very significant or important in the
scheme of things.
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SECTION THREE

personally feel about your job.
on might say

Each o
B ;ilhe sTaTemenTs below 18 hing fthat 2 pers
or her job- You are 1o indicate your own, personal
king how much you agree with each

feelin
ge about your job b
of the statements. FiATE

N y
ow please indicate how YOu

/

ach sfafemenT, pased on this scale:

Writ
e
a number in the plank for €

you agreé with the gtatement?

How much do

!
Disa - 3 " t

gre i :
S*Fong|$ Disagree Disagree Neutral pgree  Agree Agzee

slightly siightly Strongly
i ! »
|+'s hard, on this job, for me +o care very much about whether or

+s doné right-

not the work g€
job well.

hen | do this

self goes up ¥
od with this job.

2. My opinion of my
m very'safisfi
do on this Jo
k Is catisfactor

jon when | do this Job well

3
Generally speakings L
b seem useless or trivial

s | have to
or not mY wor

nal safistCT

4. Most of the thing
y on t+his job.

y know wheTHer

nse of perso

5. | usuall

6. | feel a greaf S€

nsibt ity for the work

—_ 7. The work
personaz respo

8 2 hi
. | feel a very high gegree Of

\
| do on this Jjob-
———— : 1
5. | frequently tnink f quirting This 1%
\I ' H
5§ o el B UORBRET R | discover that ! e perfortied poor]
on this job- ;
.. 11. | often have trouble figuring out whether I'm doing well oF poorly
on this Jjob-
of my work on this Jjob-
— 3. 1 am general Y safisf|ed with the kind of work | do In this Job.
—_14. My own feelings generaI|/ are not atfected much one way or fhe other
by how well | do on this job-
his Jjob 9@ s don® right 18 clearly ™M responsibility

' |
—_I5. Whether or nof t
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SECTION FOUR

Now please indicate how satisfied you are with each aspect of
your job listed below. Once again, write the appropriate number
in the blank beside each statement.

How satisfied are you with this aspect of your job?

| 2 3 4 5 6 7
Extremely Dissatisfied Slightly Neutral Slightly Satisflied Extremely
Dissatisfied Dissatisfied Satisfied Satisfled

|. The amount of job security | have.
2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits | receive.

3. The amount of personal growth and development | get In dolng my
Job.

4. The people | talk to and work with on my job.

5. The degree of respect and fair ftreatment | recelve from my boss.

6. The Tenling of worthwhile accomplishment | get from doing my job.
7. The chance to get to know other people while on the job.

8. The amount of support and guidance | receive from my supervlisor,

9. The degree to which | am fairly paid for what | contribute to
tThis organization.

10. The amount of independent thought and action | can exerclse in my
Jjob.

Il. How secure things look for me in the future in this organization.
12. "The chance to help other people while at work.

I3. The amount of challenge in my job.

l4. The overall quality nf 1he supervision | receive in my work.
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SECTION FIVE

Now please think of the other people in your organization

"who hold the same job you do. 1If no one has exactly the
same job as you, think of the job thCh is mos+ 5|m|lar o
yours.

Please think about how accurately each of the statements describes the
"feelings of those people about the job. '

It is quite all right if your answers here are dffferehf from when you
described your own reactions to the job. Often different people feel
quite differently about the same job. ‘ '

Once again, wriTe a number |n The blank for each sTaTemenT based on this

"scale:

How much do you agree with the statement?
ae 2 B e g 5 urpbir . T
Disagree Disagree Disagree - Neutral Agree ., Agree, . : Agree
Strongly Slightly Slightly (. Strongly

I. Most people on this job feel a greaf sense of personal satisfaction
when they do the job well. ' SR

2. Most people on this job are very.satisfled wlth the job.

3. Most people on this job feel that the work is useless or trivial.

s |\ |
2 lr v

4. Most people on this job feel a great deal of personal resp0n5|b|I|Ty
for the work they do. T R T

5. Most people on this job have a preTTy good |dea of how well they are
performing their work. L

6. Most people on This job find the work very meanlingful.

7. Most people on this job feel that whether or noT the JOb gefs done
right is clearly their own responsibility. == s "

8. People on this job -often think of quitting.

9. Most people on this JOb feel bad or unhappy when They find that they
have performed the work poorly. - .

0. Most people on this job have trouble figuring out whether they are
doing a good or a bad job. B
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SECTION SIX

Listed below are a number of characteristics which could be present
on any job. People differ about how much they wouid like to have each
one present in their own jobs. We are interested in learning how much
you personally would like to have each one present in your job.

Using the scale below, please indicate the degree to which you would
like to have each characteristic present in your job.

NOTE: The numbers on this scale are different from Those used in
previous scales.

4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Would like Would like Would like
having this only having this having thils
a moderate amount’ very much extremely
(or less) much

I. High respect and fafr treaiment from my sugervis. . .
2. Stimulating and challenging work.

3. Chances to exercise independent tk-ught and action in my job.
4. Great job security.

5. Very friendly co-workers.

6. Opportunities to learn rew Things from my work.

7. High salary and good frings bsnefits.

8. Opportunities to be creative and imaginative in my work.
9. Quick promctions.

10. Guportunities for personal growth and development In my job.

Il. A sense of worthwhile accomplishment in my work.
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SECTION SEVEN

People differ in the kinds of jobs they would most like to hold. The
questions in this section give you a chance to say Jjust what it is about
a job that is most important to you.

For each question, two different kinds of jobs are
briefly described. You are to indicate which of the
Jobs you personally would prefer--if you had to make
a cholce between them.

In answering each question, assume that everything else about the job is
the same. Pay attention only to the characteristics actually listed.

Two examples are given below.

JOB A JOB B
A job requiring work A Job requiring work
with mechanical equipment with other people most
most of the day. of the day.
e e L 2r e ———— @---——— 4 ]
Strongly Stightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

lf you like working with people and working witih
equipment equally well, you would circle the
number 3, as has been done in the example.

* * * * *

Here is another example. This one asks for a harder choice--between two Jobs
which both have some undesirable features.

JOB A JOB B
A job requiring you to A Job located 200 miles
expose yourself to con- from your home and family.

siderable physical danger.

e ——— -— 3= 4 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

If you would slightly prefer risking physical danger
to working far from your home, you would circle
number 2, as has been done in the example.

Please ask for assistance if you do not understand exactly how to do these
questions.
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JOB A JOB B
A job where the pay is . A job where there Is
very good. ' considerable opportunity
to be creative and
Innovative.
[ m e 2--=- s -4 --=5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A ' Prefer B Prefer B
A job where you are A job with many pleasant
often required to make people to work with.
important decisions.
e e e e B S el S -5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Siightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
A job in which greater A job in which greater
responsibility is responsibility Is given
given to those who to loyal employees who
do the best work. ' have the most seniority.
e 2-—mmm e ————— B ———— dmmmmmmmm e 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
A job in an organization A Job in which you are
which is in financial not al lowed to have any
trouble--and might have say whatever in how your
to close down within the work Is scheduled, or in
year. the procedures to be used
in carrying it out.
| P e Semmetvee e 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
A very routine job. A job where your co-workers
are not very friendly.
jommm e P i -4 - -=5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightiy Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B
A job with a supervfsor who A Job which prevents you
is often very critical of from using a number of
you and your work in front skills that you worked
of other people. hard to develop.
| e e Y S ———— fommm e 5
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

- continued -



JOB A

A job with a supervisor
who respects you

and treats you fairly.

[ 2m e
Strongly Slightly Neutral
Prefer A Prefer A

A job where there is a
real chance you could

be laid off.

R 2—mmmmm e e
Strongly. Slightly Neutral
Prefer A Prefer A

A job in which there is
a real chance for you to
develop new skills and
advance in the organiza-

tion.

e 2mmmmmm e B
Strongly Slightly Neutral
Prefer A Prefer A

. A job with little freedom

and independence to do
your work in the way you

think best.

|mm e 2= mmm B
Strongly Slightly Neutral
Prefer A Prefer A

. A job with very

satisfying team-work.

JOB B

A job which provides
constant opportunities
for you to learn new
and interesting things.

------ fommmmmm 5
Slightly Strongly
Prefer B Prefer B

A job with very Ilittle
chance to do challenging

work.
—————— fommem e 5
Slightly Strongly
Prefer B Prefer B

A Jjob which provides
lots of vacation time
and an excellent fringe
benefit package.

4 et 5
Stightly Strongly
Prefer B Prefer B

A Job where the working
conditions are poor.

R 5

Slightly Strongly
Prefer B Prefer B

A job which allows you
to use your skills and
abilities to the fullest

extent.
TRE———  SR— - el -
Strongly Slightly Neutral Slightly Strongly
Prefer A Prefer A Prefer B Prefer B

A job which offers
little or no chal lenge.

| 2= B
Strongly Slightly Neutral
Prefer A Prefer A

A Job which requires you
to be completely isolated
from co-workers.

------ femmmm e §
Stightly Strongly
Prefer B Prefer B
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KENT COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Chestertown, Maryland

REPORT OF CLASSROOM VISITATION

Teacher’s Name Date

School Grode (s)

Subject-Topic

Length of Observation —— -y

FURTHER COMMENTS:

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LESSON OBSERVED

Aim-or purpose =clear and aftoinable ... remismssasssisssmimsinmmmiations .
e T S
AN A R T S
O
Questions - stimulated PRQUQHRE oo eeeee s i ‘
Learning materials - appropriate and varied -cccovees .
Learning experiences - varied, consistent with purpose «vvoe oo,
Pupil involvement - participate oclive|y. BHETL: o- - susasissvnasasmeviananmsessanboasmisssmsasasvss s sssuss ssinnse o nymmreasssrsssssse
Provision for different ahility T@Vels « s siumssios sisiismmisusrssmerssisissssssossseiassnsin sonsnsusnssrssossrassssyosisaisas
Command of written and spoken English ...........................................................................................
Teacher's knowledge Of 1ESSON CONPERE - rixxteusuiiessiiis it e
Summary activity - effective and clea ---ooooeeeee

Assignment - applicable and clearly stated

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION

Routine classroom procedures established ......c.icisiosmmoismissimisisnsssssoramisesssoemasssossoses
Control and discipline - firm, fair and sympathetic
Atftention to health and safety needs of pupils..........c.ccceiinne

General order and cleanlingss of FOOM ... cviersissscnsiscsniemosissimenssncasssssserenss snisnimssssyersssssssssns
Uss of bulletin boards ond /o dISPIIYS st s ssssssos s v s isssmsiainms
Effectiveness of seating & furniture arrangemMENnt .. ... i tmiiiuiiiiniis s e
Use of lighting Gnd venbIGHGN ...ttt s

Visit
#
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Signed:

Original copy remains with teacher.

Second copy remains in school office.
Title:

Third copy is sent to Director of

Instructional Services.
‘Teacher's Signature

Indicates copy has been received-
Not necessarily in agreement with
observer,
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SUMMARY OF CLASSROOM VISITATIONS

No. of Visitation Forms:

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE LESSON OBSERVED
Aim or purpose-clear and attainable. . .
Evidence of definite plans for lesson. . .
Lesson development-orderly progress.
Vocabulary used-suited to group.
Questions-stimulated thought . . .
Learning materials-appropriate and varied.
Learning experiences-varied,
Pupil involvement—-participate actively, alert.
Provision for different ability levels . « + « o
Command of written and spoken English. . . . « « =
Teacher's knowledge of lesson content.

Summary activity-effective and clear .

Assignment—applicable and clearly stated . .

CLASSROOM MANAGEMENT AND ORGANIZATION

Routine classroom procedures established . . « + +

Control and discipline-firm, fair and sympathetic.

Attention to health and safety needs of pupils

consistent with purpose .

SUMMARY
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SUMMARY OF CLASSROOM VISITATIONS
(Continued)

General order and cleanliness of room. . . . .
Use of bulletin boards and/or displays . . . .
Effectiveness of seating & furniture arrangement

Use of lighting and ventilation. . . . . . . . .

SATISFACTORY

i

NEEDS IMPROVEMENT

APPLICABLE

NOT
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ABSENCE DATA CODING SHEET

TOP SECTION

Teacher's Name: School

(Fold on dotted line and remove TOP SECTION)

BOTTOM SECTION

INSTRUCTIONS: Please reproduce the same six digit code you
used when completing the Job Diagnostic Survey by
responding to the items below.

Ttem 1: Enter the last two numbers of your telephone
number in the blanks.

Iiem 2: Enter the last two letters of your mother's
first name in the blanks.

Ttem 3: Enter the day of the month on which you
were born in the blanks. (Example: If the

day was August 2, you would enter 0 £ 2]

INSTRUCTIONS: Remove the TOP SECTION of this form by folding

and tearing on the dotted line above. The number below is the
data needed for this part of the research. This number repre-
sents the total number of separate incidences of absence that
you have had from work this school year. Each "incidence of
absence" 1s counted as one, regardless of the number of consec-
utive days involved. Please return the completed BOTTOM SEC-

TION of this form in the attached envelope via the inter-school

matl.

Incidences of Absence




APPENDIX C

1. Scoring Key for the Job Diagnostic Survey
2. Identification Coding Sheet

3. Visitation Data Coding Sheet
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SCORING KEY FOR THE JOB DIAGNOSTIC SURVEY

The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) measures several characteristics of
jobs, the reactions of the respondents to their jobs, and the growth need
strength of the respondents. Each variable measured by the JDS is listed
below, along with (a) a one or two sentence description of the variable, and
(b) a list of the questionnaire items which are averaged to yield a summary
score for the variable.

The JDS is based on a questiomnaire originally compiled by Hackman &
Lawvler (Employee Reactions to Job Characteristics, Journal of Applied
Psychology Monograph, 1971, 55(3), 259-286). A complete description of the
JDS is provided by Hackman & Oldham (The Job Diagnostic Survey: An Instru-~
ment for Diagnosing the Motivational Potential of Jobs, Technical Report
No. 4, Department of Administrative Sciences, Yale University, 1974). The
theory on which the JDS is based is described by Hackman & Oldham (Motiva-
tion Through the Design of Work: Test of a Theory, Technical Report No. 6,
Department of Administrative Sciences, Yale University, 1974).

For further information about the instrument and its uses, contact:

Prof. J. Richard Hackman or Prof. Greg R. Oldham
56 Hillhouse Avenue Department of Business Administration
Yale University University of Illinois
New Haven, Ct. 06520 Urbana, I11l., 61801
* # %

I. JOB DIMENSIONS: Objective characteristics of the job itself.

A. Skill Variety; The degree to which a job requires a variety of differ-
ent activities in carrying out the work, which involve the use of a number
of different skills and talents of the employee.

Average the following items:

Section One {4
Section Two {1
#5 (reversed scoring--i.e., subtract the number
entered by the respondent from 8)

B. Task Identity: The degree to which the job requires the completion
of a "whole" and identifiable piece of work--i.e., doing a job from
beginning to end with a visible outcome.

Average the following items:

Section One #3
Section Two #11
#3 (reversed scoring)
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C. Task Signifjcance: The degree to which the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people--whether in the immediate organ-
ization or in the external environment.

Average the following items:

Section One: {5
Section Two: {8
#14 (reversed scoring)

D. Autonomy: The degree to which the job provides substantial freedom,
independence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling his work and in
determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

Average the folloving items:

Section One: {2
Section Two: {13
#9 (reversed scoring)

E. Feedback from the Jcb Itself: The degree to which carrying out the
work activities required by the job results in the employee obtaining
information about the effectiveness of his or her performance.

Average the following items:

Section One: {7
Section Two: {4
#12 (reversed scoring)

F. Feedback from Asents: The degree to which the employee receives
information about his or her performance effectiveness from supervisors or
from co-workers. (This construct is nct a job characteristic per se, and
is included only to provide information supplementary to construct (E)
above.)

Average the following items:

Section One: {6
Section Two: 10
#7 (reversed scoring)

G. Dealing with Others: The degree to which the job requires the
employee to work closely with other people (whether other organization
members or organizational "clients").

Average the following items:

Section One: {1
Section Two: {#2
#6 (reversed scoring)
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II. EXPERICNCED PSYCIOLOSICAL STATES: The poychological impact of the job
on the employees., These three psychological states are viewed as mediating
between objective job characteristics (listed above) and the affective
(e.g.; satisfaction, motivation) and behavioral (e.g., performance quality,
absenteeisa) responses of employees to their work. Each of the three con-
structs are meacured both directly (Secticn Three) and indirectly, via
projective~type items (Section Five).

A. Experienced Meaningfulness of the lork: The degree to which the
employee experiences his or her job as one which is generally meaningful,
valuable; and worthwhile.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #7

#4 (reversed scoring)
Section Five: {6

#3 (reversed scoring)

B. Experienced Responsitility for the Work: The degree to which the
employee feels accountable and responsible for the results of the work he
or she does.

Average the following items: -

Section Three: #8, {#12, #15
#1 (reversed scoring)

Section Five: #4, 7

C. Knowledpge of Results: The degree to which the employee knows and
understands, on a continuous basis, how effectively he or she is performing
his job.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #5
#11 (reversed scoring)

Section Five: {#5
#10 (reversed scoring)

ITII. AFFECTIVE RESPONSES TO THE JCB: The private, affective reactions or
feelings an employee cets from working on his job. The first two constructs
(general satisfaction and internal work motivation) are measured both
directly (Secticn Three) and indirectly (Section Five).

A. General Satisfaction: An overall measure of the degree to which the
employee 1s satisfied and happy in his or her work. (This measure has been
shovm to predict both turnover and absenteeism-~i.e., the lower the satis-
faction; the more the turncver and absenteeism).

Average the following items:

Section Three: #3, #13

#9 (reversed scoring)
Section Five: #2

#8 (reversed scoring)
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B. Internal Verk Motivation: The degree to which the employee is self-

motivated to perform cfifectively on the job. This measure previously has
been shown to relate directly to the quality of the employee's work.

Average the following items:

Section Three: #2, #6, #10
#14 (reverse scoring)
Section Five: #1, #9

C. Specific Satisfactions: These short scales tap several specific
aspects of the employee's job satisfaction. They all relate positively to
the general satisfaction measure (Construct A above), but the specific
satisfaction with "growth" (Scale 5, below) relates most strongly to the
characteristics of jobs themselves.

Cl. "Pay" satisfaction. Average items #2 and #9 of Section Four.

C2. "Security" satisfaction. Average items #1 and #11 of Section
Four.

C3. "Social" satisfaction. Average items #4, #7, and #12 of Section
Four. ’

C4. "Supervisory" satisfaction. Average items #5, #8, and #l4 of
Section Four.

C5. "Growth" satisfaction. Average items #3, #6, #10, and #13 of
Section Four.

IV. INDIVIDUAL GROUTH NEFD STRENGTH: These scales tap an individual differ-
ence among employees--namely, the degree to which ezch employee has a
strong vs. weak desire to obtain "growth" satisfactions from his or her
work. Individuals high on this measure have been showm to respond posi-
tively (i.e., with hizh satisfaction and internal work motivation) to
complex, challenging, and "enriched" jobs; individuals low on this measure
tend not to find such jobs satisfying or motivating. The questionnaire
yields two separate measures of growth need strength, one from Section Six
and one from Section Seven.

"Would Lika" Format (Section Six)
Averace the six items from Section Six listed below. Defore
averaging, subtract 3 from each item score; this will result in a
summary scale rancing from one to seven. The items are:
#2, #3, #6, #8, #10, {11

"Job Choice" Format (Section Seven)
Each item in Section Seven yields a number from 1-5 (i.e., "Strongly
prefer A" 1is scored 1: "Neutral® is scored 3; and "Strongly prefer
B" 1s scored 5. Compute the need strength measure by averaging the
twelve items as fullows:
#1, #5, #7, #10, #11, #12 (direct scoring)
#t2, #3, #4, #6, #8, #9 (reversed scoring)
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V. MOTIVATING POTENTIAL SCORE: A score reflecting the potential of a job
for eliciting positive internal work motivation on the part of employees
(especially those with high desire for growth need satisfactions) is given
below.

Motivating l' Skill Task Task £ Feedback
Potential = X ! Autonomy} X

Variet Identit Significance : from the
Score (MPS) i L 3y £

i

Job

-

‘
i
——
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IDENTIFICATION CODING SHEET

INSTRUCTIONS:1 You are asked to respond to each of the items

below. By doing so, a six digit identification code will be

produced which will allow the researcher to correlate the data

from the three data collection instruments to be used in this

research. This six digit code will be unique to you as a par-

ticipant and will be known only to you. This procedure is to

assure anonymity of responses.

Item 1: Enter the last two numbers of your telephone
number in the blanks.

Item 2: Enter the last two letters of your mother's
first name in the blanks.

Item 3: Enter the day of the month on which you
were born in the blanks. (Example: If the

day was August 2, you would enter 0 2 «)

lThis form was attached to the Job Diagnostic Survey.
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VISITATION DATA CODING SHEET

TOP SECTION

INSTRUCTIONS:1 Please reproduce the same six digit code you

used when completing the-Job Diagnostic Survey by
responding to the 1tems below.

Item 1: Enter the last two numbers of your telephone
number in the blanks.

Item 2: Enter the last two letters of your mother's
first name in the blanks.

Item 3: Enter the day of the month on which you
were born in the blanks. (Example: If the

day was August 2, you would enter 0 2 )

INSTRUCTIONS: Remove the BOTTOM SECTION of this form by folding

and tearing on the dotted line below. The BOTTOM SECTION should

not be returned.

BOTTOM SECTION

Teacher's Name: School

lThis form was attached to the completed Summary of
Classroom Visitations.
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