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A hypothesis of consistency in cognitive information processing of psycholog-
ical influence perceptions (perceived influence on decisions made by a super-
visor) was proposed and tested . The hypothesis stated that if psychological
influence was important to a subordinate, then he/she would (a) selectively
attend to supervisor behaviors that reflected influence opportunities and
(b) employ psychological influence perceptions in behavioral decisions
(performance) and affective reactions (anxiety, satisfaction). The hypothesis
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20. . . ~.was supported in a study of 362 Navy enlisted aircraft maintenance
personnel, where the salience of psychological influence was determined
by assessing the fit between personal characteristics of a subordinate
(e.g., fear of failure) and the degree of overload in the work environment.
Results are discussed in terms of perceptions of a leader and research on
relationships between these perceptions and affect/behavior.
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Influence

Percept ions ot Psycholog ical Influence: Bridging the Gap Between Situationa l

Antecedents and BehavioraL and A ff,.~ctive ~ut comes

The objective of the present ~tudv is to effect a coupling between

ka) selective attention as it relates to subordinates ’ perceptions of their

influence on decisions made by their supervisors (Vroom , l9b0), and (b) rela-

tionships between such subordinates ’ influence perceptions and their behavior!

affect. The term “psychological influence” is employed to refer to subord—

m ates ’ influence perceptions (James, Gent , Hater , & Coray , 1979). The

general hypothesis that guided the research is that the person variable—

environmental context moderators which affect psycholog ical influence (percep-

tions) in the early stages of cognitive information processing (i.e., predis-

pose individuals to be selectively attent ive to influence opportunities)

will be consistent with the person—context moderators on which psychologi-

cal influenc e—behavior/affect relationships are dependent in the later stages

of cognitive information processing. In effect , the question is whether

psycholog ical influence is important to a given type of individual in a

given type of situation. If psychological influence is important to the

individual , then he/she should selectively attend to behaviors on the part ~f

the supervisor that reflect influence opportunities. Furthermore , it seems

reasonable to expect that if the need (or desire ’) for influence is of suffi-

cient importance to effect selective attention , then the resulting psycholog-

ical influence perceptions would be employed to make decisions regarding be-

hav ior and to provide information input for affective reactions .

Unfortunately, it was not possible to study cognitive processes directly

(Nisbett & Wilson , 1977), nor was it possible to make direct causal inferences

in the present study~ Neverthe less, an investigation of relationships among
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supervisors ’ behaviors and subordinates ’ perceptions , and between subordin—

ares ’ perceptions and their performance and affective reactions , provides

at least a partial test of the “consistency hypothesis. ” Moreover , if the

consistency hypothesis is supported , then it would form a basis for bridg-

ing the gap between studies which have treated influence perceptions as

dependent variables (Bass, Valenz i, Farrow. .& So lomon . 1975; Dansereau ,

Craen , & Haga , 1975; Gilmore, Beehr , & Richter , 197Q ; Graen , 1976; Graen

& Sch iemann, 1978; James et al., 1979’ and studies in which influence per— V
ceptions have been treated as independent variables (Driscoll , 1978; House

& Mitchell , 1974; Ken is , 1978; Ruble . 19Th; Runvon , 1973; Schuler , 1976;

Vroom, 1959 , 1960). An important produc t of such a bridge would be the

opport unity to trace the relationships from supervisor behaviors to sub-

ord inate perceptions to subordinate pertormance/affect for a given type of

subordinate within a given type  ~~t work environment .

Research Plan

Identification of variables that predispose subordinates to be selec-

t ively attentive to influence opportunities proceeded by examining the envir-

onmental contexts to be studied for salient environmental presses (Bronfen—

brenner, 1977; James et al., L~~7& 1 ’ . The study sample consisted of enlisted

aircraft maintenance personnel in Navy Air Training Conm~ands. Interviews

wi t h  representatives of the commands helped to identify an important environ-

mental press , namely the extent to which the maintenance personnel were “over-

loaded” by such things as e~ctended work hours . undermanning , and pressures for

high productivity . Overload cond itions were linked to the needs for increased

maintenance of aircraft brought about by expanded training programs to re-

place pilots leaving the military to join an expanding civilian air industry .

Proceeding from the standpoint that overload comprised a major contextual

------ a
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noderator , t he  next step in the ;‘ro~’ess was to  identi :v person variables

that interact with overLoad and predispose subordinates to value influence

and thus to be selective ly .attentive to influence opportunities. The inter-

vi ews descr ibed above , together with reviews of the overload , personality,

and influence Literatures , and some extrapolations , led to the selection of

four person variables that presumably served this purpose. These variables

were ach ievement motivation , self—esteem , need for certainty, and impulsive-

ness. Of additional importance is that these four person variables are

concept ually relat ed. To illustrate , high achievement motivation connotes a

stronger motivation to succeed than to avoid failure on moderately demanding

tasks (cf. Revelle & Mlchaels , 1976), wh ich implies a relatively high level

of self—confidence and prior successes (i.e., high self—esteem). Further-

more , high achievement motivators have been found to prefer clear and organ-

ized paths to goals in order to enhance accomplishment ~i.e., high need for

certainty) and , therefore , should not act impulsively (ci. Secord & Bachman ,

1974). Based on these presumed relationships , a person typology was developed .

Type I individuals were characterized by comparativel y high levels of achieve-

ment mo tivation, self—esteem , and need for cer tainty , and low levels of Impul-

siveness. Type II ind ividuals were described as having comparatively low

levels of achiev’~ “it motivation , self—esteem , and need for certainty, and

high levels of impulsive ess.

High ver sus low overload was crossed with Type I versus Type II person

types to provide four subgroups. W ithin each subgroup, hypotheses were devel-

oped regard ing expected relationshi ps between suhordinatos ’ percept ions of

psycholog ical influence and (a) supervisors ’ use of influence opportunities

and control (for each subordinate), and (b’) subordinates ’ job performanc e ,

satisfaction with the Navy, and anxiety. The former set of relationships
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provided a basis  tot test tug a ‘..Ie~ t iv , a . ent ion h v p ot h t ’ s t s , w h i l e  the

lat ter relationships w e t  t’ emp loved  o test t he ~eu e r a 1  cons si CncV h v p o t h —

esis. The expected relationships t o t  each  s u bg r ou p  a t e  as tollows.

H igh Over load—Type I . U igh OVI’ t load  ~
‘ ond t t I otis c outie t ~‘ h i gh  environ-

mental press t o r  achievement . w h i c h  sh ould  si tmu l ,t t e Tvp t ’ I ‘ s to maul I est

h i g h  leve Is of achievement met t vat ton , s.’ It — .‘~i t .‘t’m , ~‘ or t .t t n t  v • .ind low in—

pul s iveness as long as success tuE a~ ~‘omp I shnent  of  w or k  oh I ec t i yes is not

sev e r e ly  restrict ed). Nor. ’ov.’r , t V ’ t L ’~~t L ’.Il t n t  i t t c e  s h o ul d  be salient

to these i n d i v i d ua l s  becaus e  t n t  1 uence ‘t o t  d~~s oc ~-ao io ns to c i  art I v ~‘a t hs

to  goal s, to  share n rt’spous t l’ i ii t 0 F o u t  ~‘~‘mt ’s • to demons t rate comp.’ —

• and to at tempt t o  i ns u r e  h .. ,‘ouF  •~~‘n o ,tc ion  a u~ p tann ed and a it

ou t  In an organ I e~l manner . I ’tius , i t is ttvpo t ties t :  ,‘d h a t  r~’pe 1 suhord  in —

.Itt’S in h i~~h o v e r l o ad  c ond t tons w t ~l 1’.’ ~;e I ‘c t v. ’ I v  .tt t ou t  iv .’ to sup ert ’  ~ sot—

n I i t at ed tnt I uCfli~.’ opport unit i e-; , is t ’v i ~t t ’n~~.’d 1w a si gulf icant • p ost  t iv.’

c o t  re lat ion between supervisor I n il iten~
- op pot  t nut t I es and suhord  nat e $

psycho logical tu f  1 uenc t’ . t~n t he o th e r  han d  , supe rv I sot ‘ us.’ o t nt rot

should  be related ne ’gat  iv .’ lv  to suhord m a t  Os ’ p s v c h o l og i c : i  I tuf luence  i n a s —

as cout to I dot tao  is t rom o p p o rt  tin it i.’s t o  a t  f e c  t dcc isions and may be

regarded as quest ion tug competence . F’ m l ii’ , v.’u t t t ’ assumed sa t  ien~’ .’ o t

p sy ch o  logic.t I influenc e In th is s u b g r ou p ,  p o s i t  ly e  p s v ch o l o g  lc,t 1 m l  luenc~’—

performance .’ sat is act ion and ne’g.a t Iv . ’ p sy c h o  I .‘~~ c a l  t n t  luence—anxietv t1’ 1 a—

tionsh ips are antic~ pated .

High Over loa d— rvpt ’ II • l’h.’ met t v at  on t o  ivo  i .1 t a i i  t ir e  and Ii. ’ tow SI’ 1 —

con I denc e thought t o cha t a o  t or m :.‘ type i t subot’~t 1 nat .‘s ‘thou 1 d 1’.’ man it  os t od

In the form of a i ii t ,‘ a t  ot  t a m t n t .’ t u  h i  Ati o v e r  1 oad co nd I t ions  . tiir .‘a t ot

i lute sh~ u l J  m u  t u r n  lead  t o  d o t  • ‘n s t v t ’ .i~~t t on s  to  p r o t e c t  s.’l I — .‘st e~.~ttt ,



tn~ uenc e

where defensive l a ck  of  e l t  O F t  .1 -; i t  on~ t ’o s’; m l ’  t I t t  v C I  . o f t ’s . I ‘~ 
-

From a c o g n i t iv e  st an d p o in t , it m s ~~~;ig ~ es r oj  h i t  d e t c n s i v , ’ l a c k  ~‘t .‘ t  t o t i  is

in pa r t  a func  t ion o t ‘‘ psvc  ho l o g i c  a I w i t  hd r ,u. a I . ‘ i’ sv i - ho I ~~~~ ic.i l w it lid r awa  1

invo lves  c o g n  t i  ive  se 1 — r o m . ’va 1 t r o m  t h r e : t t e n i n ~ . t i  i i ;  t t a t  t u g , and aux to t \‘ —

produc tug s itua t  ion s , and is  to i t e~’ i t’d 1w apat h~’ . osp t ’c tat lv t owar d ov a l  nat  lv , ’

even ts .  In t he  p resen t  c sms t inc .‘ ‘ ~ • ps v c ho 1 og t o  a I t hd m awa I vat; expect I’d t o

inc lude a ap.1 t t t v  ova rd p.’ rc o pt  on~ ot  ‘sv ~~~~ ~~~~ i c .t  n ;it ’nct ’ and p.’ r ¶ ~‘r t iunc e.

because t a i l  nr c  v ~vt ’t1 as m ‘~,‘I v  in,j so — c t - i  1 wit otis o t pon~. 1’ Ii t

t.tml ure are avoided : ~~ ,t~ ,i tli~ towam d supetv toots ’ ;i se 5’t tnt t,ienco Op t ’ ~ ’t  —

t u n  it it ’s an~t c out to I 1’ .’c ansi’ t hese  he’h , iv m c I ’ ;  . 1 1 k~’ i v  t o  ret I oc t  nega t t o

e v a lu ~~t ions r~’Stt ’t t  i n~ ron t a t  h i t  ~‘:  md to  i ,‘ ‘nsc t on s  o t  t o r t  t o  . iv o i 5 i  h a v i n g

i st  to t ion and ~tu~ ~‘t ~ c out m ngen t  on c~ ~ CL ’ v ,‘v out  vh oh to  I~~c ,‘va 1 nat  ions

~ t f a t l u r e .  In  sh o r t , ~‘svs ’ h o io ~t ’5 c a l  s i  t h d r a w . i i  t t rp i mt ’~. tha t l v i ’ , ’ I

J ina te s  in 1 t~~t i over  load 5’ond t ‘, O n t i ’ ,L 1 u~’ a.’ i t  tot ’ ‘et 0 t5ti , i t~ ,,’ t ’ flO t’ ~~S V C  ho ,‘~~ I 0 ,11

i n f lu e n c e  • and t h at  no a r t  omp t v i  1 1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ta do ‘ I orn ~‘o.~n i t i t O  00 n t  ngen~’

between ov a l  nat  to e n v i r o n m e n t a l  ~‘V • ‘nr 5 5 n 1 a.’nc 0 .‘~~ t ’ 0 t ’  u n i t  i t ’s , c ont  ‘ 1”

m d  p sy ch o  log ~a L t n • sence • or t ’e tw~~en ‘svc  h o t  o~ ic . i l h i t  1 nence  and h o t  It

performance and a: s ’ ’ t  N o n s i g n i t  m~’aut  r .’ I , t t  t o n s h  mps ,t t t ’ p r o d  t o :  od . h o t ’ —

f o r e , t o t  a l l  r e l a t i o n s hi p s  w i t h  p s v ” t i t ’ l o g m c . i i t n t  l u o n s ’e.
h

— ~vm ’ ,’ I  Low OVe’ i l  5’ad i~~~ ,’s I s low e nv i r o n m en t a l  1’l, ’’t s or

achievement  , w h i c h  may not  ot  t rn t i  l a t e ’ h v p o  I ‘ :o m,tti i t  ot t h i  ~ h love  Is  ‘ ict i  m i’ve’—

ment met iv .a t ion • s.’ I f — o ~~t cern, and ~o s’r t hi . N e v er  t ho less  • it  t s  .‘ x pt ’c e’d t h at

Type I s i t b or d  n a t  ot t  do v.i lu t ’ l ’sv s ’ho I og t o t ’, t i l t I ~ ,‘ii ~’ ,’ t i d  v U  1 1’ ,’ ce ’ l o o t  i t o  i v

it t en t  lye to  t n t ’ ,  uen~’ e opportun it I.’’; hos ’ ins.’ such  oppot’ I tin i t  i c s  ii’~’ m u t t  in s  1k ’ —

a l ly  interest mug in theIr own r i g h t , and ‘ ‘ t t - : h i o t ’r o v t d . ’ a h ,t s s ’t t n 5 ’ i ’ i s m n ~

what ~i ,tv  he low oh ‘ ia It .‘ng.’ H o i i  se ’ ‘s Mi: ~h.’ I i  , 1 ‘) ~ . Nor oovo r , Tv 
~
‘‘ t ‘

mi ght  v a l u e’ 1’svcho 1 o~ i c,t l in f  I ti.5ti~ t’ .1* 1st  I’ s ’ * 1 t “ i l l  I Vi ’ I s ’ ii t I t%t ’i iI’ t ’ ‘~~ P s ’ t i  Iii  i t  I ~‘‘
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because influence allows them to ensure that actions are planned and organized .

Thus , positive influence opportunity—psychological influence relationships are

predicted . Negative control—psychological influence relationships .ire also

predicted , for the same reasons discussed for Type l ’s in high overl oad

conditions . Finally , assuming that r sy c h o i o s i c a l  influenc e perceptions are

salient to  Type l ’ s in low overload conditions , it is anticipated tha t  ttt e

perceptions w i l l  be related positive ly ic pertormance and s a t i s f a c t i o n , and

negatively to anxiety .

Low ~~er1oad—Tv ~ e II . The low environmental tress for achievement irv~I t ed

by low overload is expected to suggest t o  Typ e I T s u b o r d i n a t es  that there m s

a low p r o b a b i l i t y  of f a i l u r e  and a h i gh  probabilit y f o r  successful performance,

Consequently , if it is assumed that ~~~ motivation to succeed w i l l  o v e r ’ ’r n o

m o t i v a t i o n  to avoid f a i l u r e , t h ’  Type I l ’ s w i l l  seek self—enhanct’n,’nt tn

s i t ua t i ons  with h igh  p robab i l i ty  of success t c f .  Bandura, l9~~ ; Pon es , l~~’l’ ,

and (c~ the  m o t i v a t i o n  to succeed w i l l  d i s p e l  tendencies toward J~ sorgat’:.’ation

and impulsiveness , then it is possible  to predic t  a “ cont ingent ” si t uat i o n

ra ther  than  the  “psy chologica l  wi thdrawal”  s i t u a t i o n  discussed f o r  Typo  I T ’ s

in h igh  overload c o n d i t i o n s .

In a cont ingent  con d i t i on , Type I I ’ s should be concerned w i t h  pe r fo rmanc e

because they regard successful perfr’rmance as achieveable. They should a l so

value psychological  i n f l u e n c e and be a t t e n t i v e  t o  su p e r v i sor  b eh av i or  h ’ocause

percept ions  tha t one is even p a r t i a l v r e s p o n sib l e  fo r  in f l u e n c i u s t  t t u c o e s s f i l

outcomes is eg o— r e i n fo r c i n g  and s e l f — e n h a n c i n g  t Sandura , I°~~~, ~‘~ ‘i~ ” .

However, i t  is expected tha t  the Type I T  subord ina tes  w i l l  be a t t e n t i v e

p r imar i ly  to supervisors ’ use of co n t r ol ,  ra ther  tItan influence orportunitit’s,

because t a ’t the  opera t ionaliz~it ion  oi  I n t l u e n c e’ op p o r t u n i t i e s  inc ludes
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p r c v t s t o n  O l u t ’ n o m ’  ( i . e . ,  ~ uo~~u r . t  ‘~~ ‘~~ ~ u h 5 ’ r d m ~~at e  t o ac t on ~~~ and t h e

sett in~ St hit ~ l o b i e c t  t ’.os for he subord mna re , and t he se super’.’m sor h e ’hj v i o r s

could be tare,t t on mti ~ to v~’~ ~
‘ 

, oven :n low over  load cond ions : and il ’ ‘I

the basic derens~ veness cm r~p~ I. l ’ s tha t ovo l v e s  f r o m  f e a r  o f  t a i l u r e  and

ci selt—e steem might s t i m ul a t e  then to he s en s it i v e  p r i m a r i l y  to

decreases in negattve :eedback ti.e . . dec re ases  in c on t r o l ~ r a t h e r  t h a n  to

increases in o ot e n t i a l l v  t h r e a t e n i n g  ~t in u 1i  ( i . e . ,  increases in i n f l u e n c e

opport~in~ t~ es~ c f .  Shrauger ~ Schoeneman , I9 °~~. Consequentlt ’, i t  j s pre-

dic ted that Type II ’ s in low o v e r l o a d  o o n d t t i o n s  w i l l  be s e l e c t i ve l t ’  a t t e n t i v e

to superv isors ’ us e of c o n t r o l  in  t h e ’ c on s t r u c t i on  ~ f n s v ch o l o g i c a l  i n :  luence

percept ions , where the  r e l a t i o n sh i p  snou l i  be negative . F i n a l ly , g iven the

expected s,.ul i,ence ~~f i n f l u e n c e  r o e t t i o n s  and p er f or m a n c e , it is ht’ t ’othes ized

that tsvcholog jcal influence will be related n ’s it iv e lv  to tertormance

and s a t i s f a c t ion , and n e g a t i v e ly  to an s i e tv ,

Analytic ~b octlv~ tt

The p r e d i c t e d  r e l a t i on s h i p s  f~~r al l  sub groups are p re sen ted  in Table 1.

The f i r s t  two columns summar i z e  t h e  hypothesized relationships f o r  s e l e c t i v e

attention , while the last two columns summarize the hypothesized p sv cho lo~~ical

influence—Nrformance,affect relationships . E m p i r i c a l  t e s t s  of these hypo theses

were predicated on t a~ assessments of whether t h e  relationshi ps conforn to the

predict ions in each  subgroup , and ,b ’t d e t e r m i n a t i o n s  of w h e t h e r  s i g n i f i c a n t

differences in relationships exist among the sub groups. Empir ical c’n:t:’ination

of the predict ions would support the consistency hypothesis. That is , for any

subgroup , a significant relationshi’ In column one or column two would suggest

selec tive attention , and should be followed by s i g n i f i can t  p sy c h o l o g i c a l  1 .
influence—performanc e affect relationships. In contrast , nonsignificant H

L _ _ _ _ _
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relationships in b ot h  columns one and t w o  would imp ly lack of attentiveness ,

and thus perceptions of psychological influenc e should not be related signifi-

cantlv to the performance/affect variables.

Insert Table 1 about here

Method

Sample

Samples of subordinates ~~~~~ and their inunediate supervisors ,n ll0’~

were obtained for aircraft maintenanc e personnel from two Navy Air Training

Commands located in the Southern port men of the United States. All subordinates P
and supervisors were f r o m  en l i s t ed  ranks.  The types  ci jobs conducted by

the subordinates varied across a fairl y wide range of technolog ies , f rom

the very routine ~e . g . .  fueling aircraft~ to the very  complex (e .g.. repairing

sophisticated equipment). The mean age of subordinates was ~~~~~ y e a r s

(SD 3. 4 1 ) ;  mean time in the Navy was 37 .03 months (SD— .b~
’’ ; mean education

was equivalent to that of a high schoo l graduate; mean t’avgrade was halfway

between E—3 and E—~~; and almost all subordinates were male. For supervisors ,

the mean age was ~~~~~ (SD—5.0l); mean time in the Navy was l~ °.S~ months

(SD 54 . 2 2 ” ; mean education was again approximatel y that ~‘f a high school

graduate: mean pavgrade was halfway between E—5 and ~-t’; and all su;’ c~~v m s o r s

were male.

All enlisted personnel and their inunediate supervisors wer e asked to

participate voluntarily in the study . questionnaires were administered b~’

__________________ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ .~~~~ —- .- ~~~~~~~~~~ .
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the  a u t h o r s , ~ i th  a s s i s t a n c e  f r o m  Na’i’i pe rsonnel , d u r i n g  work ing  h o u r s .  The

n e r c e n t a g e  o f p a r t i c i p a n t s  f r o m  a l l  personne l e l ig ib le  to p a rt i c i p at e  was

8l~ fo r  bo th  subord ina tes  and superv i so r s .  No meaning f u l  d i f f e r e n c e s  were

found between the two Navy Air  T ra in ing  Commands w i t h  respect  to any of the

v a r i a b l e s  co l l ec ted .

I n s t r u m e n t s

All  data were co l l ec t ed  by means of ques t ionna i res  f rom e i t h e r  subordinates

r t h e i r  superv isors .  Unless  s p e c i f i e d  othe~~~ise , all it ems  were measured on
p

f i v e — p o i n t  Liker t  scales or Likert—rvoe scales (e.g., l=Prac ticallv never . . . L

5— Almost a lways) .  The ins t ruments  are descr ibed below under  the categor ies

(a) moderator  var iables , (b )  superv i sor  behaviors , C c )  subordinate  percept ions ,

and (d )  subord ina te  p e r f o r m a n c e / a f f e c t .

It  is important  to note t ha t  of t h e  -~22 subord ina tes  who comp leted surveys ,

370 could be matched w i t h  107 superv i sors .  For the  370 matches , e ight

subordinates  were miss ing  scores on one or two of the var iables  emp loyed in

the analysis . Exclusion of these subord ina tes  l e f t  a f ina l  analysis sample

of 362 subordinates  and 107 supervisors .  Comparisons were made f o r  resul t s

on the 422 , 370 , and 362 subord ina t e  samples ( e . g . ,  means , s tandard deviat ions ,

internal consistencies , correlations), and no meaningful differences were

obtained . In view of these comparisons , all s ta t i s t ics  presented below that

apply to subordinates were computed on the 362 sample (wi th  a few ex c o ’t i en s ) .

Moderator variables.  Overload fo r  each workgroup was described by the

supervisor , using a f ive  item composite [ c o e f f i c i e n t  alpha (m ) = .72 ]  . The

items measured the extent to which (a)  subordinates  had to work extended

hours , (b) an i n s u f f i c i e n t  number of subordinates were available to accomplish
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tasks ,  ( c )  management (above the  s u pe r v i s o r )  p rov ided  i n s u f f i c i e n t  t ime to

a c c o m p l i s h  tasks , (d )  manag ement inc reased  p r e s su re  f o r  h i g h  p r o d u c t i v i t y,

and Ce) managemen t increased p res su r e  f o r  q u a l i t y  of o u t p u t .  The mean i t em

score was 3.06 ( SD— 7 3 ) .  A sp l i t  at the  mean resulted In the classification

of 192 subord ina tes  f rom 57 workgroups  as work ing  in high overload condi t ions ,

and 1’O subordinates fr o m  SO work groups  as work ing  in low overload conditions.

w i t h  minor  r ev i sions , the items completed by subordinates to measure

achievement  mo t iva t ion  [13 items , ~~
— . 77 , mean i t em score (M ) 3.80 , SD . 4 6 ) ,

s e lf - e s t e e m  (12 i tems , ~~. 74 , ~1 3.6 8 , SD= .5 0 ) ,  and need f o r  c e r t a i n t y  (10 items ,

~— . 7 3 , M — 3 . 6 5 , SD— .~~~) were the  sane as those described in James et a l .  (1979) .

( Jame s et al .  used the term r i g i d i ty  r a t h e r  than  need f o r  c e r t a i n t y ,  a l though

it was noted tha t  need fo r  c er t a i n t y  was the focus  of measurement .)  I tems

for impulsiveness were based on the scale developed by Barratt ( 1959 , 1965),

and inc luded i tems such as ‘1 get extremely inpat ien t  if I am kept  wa i t ing

b~ someone who is late ” , and “I usually th ink  c a r e f u l l y  be fore  doing

anything ” (reversed ) (13 items , o .  77 , M 2 . 77 , SD . 5 2) .

The mean in t e rcorr e la t ion  among the  four  person var iable  moderator scales

was .37 (based on absolute values and Fisher scores); this supported the

conceptual relationships discussed previously . The scales were standardized

and combined to provide an overall composite score . Subordinates with scores

of zero or greater were classfied as Type l ’s (n 125) and subordinates with

scores below zero were classified as Type II ’s (n ’177). The person t~ pology

was crossed with the overload classification to form four subgroups of sub-

ord inates. The sample sizes for the subgroups were 98 for high overload—

Type I ( H O — I ) ,  94 f o r  high overload—Type II (HO—Il), 87 for low overload—

Type I (LO—I), and 83 for low overload—Type II (LO—II’ .

Supervisor behaviors. Each supervisor described each of his subordinates

- — ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
- -
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on three  i tems designed to  measure i n t lu e n c e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and f ive  items

designed to measure c o n t r o l .  The t h r e e  i n f l u e nc e  o p p o r t u n i t y  items were

essent ial ly the same as those used by Jame s et a l .  ( 1 9 7 9 ) ,  and involved both

direct and indirect indicators of the influence that a subordinate had on a

supervisor.  The i tems described the  extent  to which the supervisor liked

to have the subordinate ’s op inions about work—related matters , encouraged

the subordinate to think and act on his own , and set high performance goals

for  the subordinate .  The mean in te rcor rela t ion  among the items was .37 ,

and the items were combined to fo rm one composite (M~’3.64 , SD= . 73 ) .

The f ive control items developed fo r  this s tudy were designed to measure

closeness of supervision (two items) and use of discip linary sanctions (three ~1
items). The items described the extent to which the supervisor ( 1) checked

up on the subordinate to make sure work was done co r rec t ly , ( 2 )  watched the

subordinate to make sure he did not slack off , (3) requested the subordinate

to redo unsa t i s fac to ry  work , (4) o ra l ly  reprimanded the  subord ina te , and

(5) p laced the subordinate on repor t .  The mean in te rcorr e la t ion  among the

items was .39. Unlike items in the other composites in t h i s  study , the stan-

dard deviations of the control items were not similar. Thus, the items were

standardized before sunnnation and averaging. However , unstandardized data

indicated moderate use of closeness of supervision and low to moderate use

of disciplinary sanctions .

Subordinate perceptions. Four of the six items employed to measur ;ub—

ordinates ’ percep tions of psychological influence were the same a~m those em-

ployed by James et al. (1979); these items were developed originally by Vroom

(1960) to measure “psychological participation .” An examp le was “I have

very little say or influence on what goes on in my job ” (reversed). Two

addi t ional  items were added to the  scale f o r  t h i s  s tudy , These items des-

— - -~~~~~~~~~ — -
~~~~

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ %~,
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cribed the extent to which the supervisor changed the subordinate ’s duties

withøut first talking It over with the subordinate (reversed), and rejected

suggestions the subordinate had about his/her job (reversed). A composite

based on the six items (i— .82) had an item mean of 3.15 ( S D . 8 8) .

Subordinate  p e r f o r m a n c e/ a f f e c t .  Subord ina t e  pe r fo rmance  was based on :i

composite of ratings by the supervisor for efficiency, quality of work , and

a b i l i t y  to work under pressure. A modified version of the mixed standard

• scale procedure (B1an~ ~ Gh isell i , 1972) was employed to ob ta in  the r a t —

ings. For each of the three rating scales, supervisors rated each subordin—

ate  on two i tems (each w i t h  the three—point scales and random order of pre-

sentation described by Blanz & Ghiselli), representing high and low perform— L

ance. The correlations between the two items representing each r a t i n g  scale

were moderate , and the average correlation among the three rating scales ,

each based on a composite of two items , was ..~9.

Satisfact ion with the Navy was based on a composite of six items

(t— .80 M—2.62 , SD .8l~ selected from a prior study on Nay enlisted personnel

(Jones, James , Bruni , & Sells, 1977) and items designed to measure extrinsic

satisfaction from the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (Weiss , Dawis,

England ,, & Lofquist , 1967). The items included degree of satisfaction

(1—Strongly dissatisfied . . . 5—Strongly satisfied) with the way Navy
policies are put Into practice , pay for the amount of work completed , ~ork—

ing conditions , and chances for advancement. Anxiety was based on five

i tems f r o m  the s t a t e  anxiety scale (Spie lberger , Gorsuch , & Luschene , 19e~ —-

‘t— .83 , M — 2. 4q , SD— .85’~.

An aly t i c  Procedure for Subgroup Comparisons

L

A key component in the ana lysis involved comparisons of relationships

• •~~~~~~
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among the four subgroups (see r,o~1e 1) .  ftc comparisons were conducted

using tests a t  “p a r a l l e l i s m  - t  r e gr es s ion s ” , wh ich  p rov ided  an o p p o r t u n i ty

to compare regressions of -ì dependent  v ar i ab l e  on an Independen t va r i ab le

among all four subgroups in one overall test (Timin , 1975 , pp . 331—347; see

also Finn , H 74 , pp. 337—338 ; Rao , l%5, pp. i’37—240 ; Williams , 1959, chapte r

8). The question addressed in a t e st  of p a r a l l e l i s m  is whether unstandardized

regress~ on weights (b—weights), ~i oro1T ,Liined by  se p a r a t e  regressions in each

subgroup , differ signiticantlv among the subgroups. The null hypothesis is

H
0 ~l — — •

~I~ 
— l~~ , where ~~ich represents a column vector of

(subpopulation) b—weight(s) resultLng from a regression of one dependent

variable on one or more independent variables in subpopulation k. (For

one independent variable , the are scalars ’).

Using  sample es t imates  of suh p o p u l a t i on  p arame t er s , the  ].oglc of

the parallel ism test is that if H
0 

cannot he r ej e c t e d , then  a connnon set of

b—weights can be employed ( f o r  a p a r t i c u L a r  dependent  v a r i a b l e )  in a l l  K

subgroups.  R e j e c t i o n  of }L,~ , however , suggests that a conunon set of weights

cannot be employed , which implies directly that the b—weight s , or relation-

sh ips , d i f f e r  significantly among the subgroups. The significance test is

predicated on determining whether the use of a ct -rnnnon set  of b—weights in

all K subgroups increases significantly the  pooled res idua l sum of squares

for  p r e d i c t i n g  the  dependent va r i ab le , as compared to  the  pooled residua l

sum of squares obtained f rom using the b — w e i g h t s  d e t e r m i n e d  un ique ly w~~t b in

each subgroup .

The overview above applies when no .1 priori predictions ~r” made regard-

ing the pattern of differences in the relationships ~h—weights). If a pattern

of differences is predicted , such as In Table 1, then it is possible to emp loy

“planned comparisons” to conduct tests of parallelism. (Planned comparisons

_________________ -. • • •  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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have the same advantages here as they do in AN OVA .) Planned comparison tes ts

of parallelism are not presented in the references cited above . However , a

straightforward extrapolation from the hypothesis test matrix C presented in

Ti (1975 , p.335) for the overall test of parallelism provided the basis for

the planned comparison tests used in this study. That is, follow ing the logic

of planned compar isons (cf. Cohen & Cohen , 1975), the hypo thesis test matrix

C was redesigned to provide a basis fo r  conduct ing  p lanned comparison t es t s

for the hypothesized relationships presented in Table 1.

To illustrate , the planned compar ison for the regression of psycholog ical

influence on control (colunsi .~~, Table 1) took the form (1 — 3 1 1 ) , which

connotes that the control—psychological influence b—weight for the HO—It

subgroup should be less than the average of the three con t ro l—psycholog ica l

influence b—weights for the remaining three sub groups . The C matr ix  took the

following form:

ri ~ ~I 0—3 (3 0
1 0 0 1 0

L° o 0 1

inspect ion of the C m at r i x  above suggests that two sets of “common”

weights are estimated , one set for the HO—ti subgroup (one weigh t given only

one independent variable) and anothe r set for the remaining three sub groups

(the same weight for each subgroup). The increase in pooled residual sum

of squares for pred icting psycho logical influence from control based on

these common wei ghts , as compared to the unique b—weights computed separately

~ r / —1in each subgroup , was ascertained by the equation (C B) IC(X X) C ~c
• 

• L~ ~ 
‘
~~ J

(Tim , 1975 , p .33b -— note however the typographical errors in several ~ f

Timin ’s equat ions) .  in the present i l lustrat ion , B is a 4 x 1 column vector

of the unique b—weights based on the fou r  separate regressions of psychologi-

cal influence on control , and X ’X is a ~ x 4 diagonal matrix with the four

~~~~iillli ~~~iL.~~~~~1~~IiJll 
,• — ‘ ~~~ - ‘.-‘ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ 

-- 
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sums ot s q u a r e s  f o r  c o n t ro l  i n  t h e  d i a g o n a l  ~i . e .,  one per s u b g r o u p ) .

After division by degrees of reedom , the  mean square  (M S ) p rov ided  by

the equa t ion  above was d i v i d e d  by the MS for the pooled residua l resulting

f rom the  use of u n i q u e  b — w e i g h t s .  L)~ v i s ion  ot t h e  forme r MS by the  l a t t e r

MS provided an F s t a t i s t ic . The degrees  of freedom were 1 fo r  numerator ,

which  is r e f e r r e d  to  as the  r es idua l due to “ common w e i g h t s ” , and N— .K

for  the denomina to r , w h i c h  is r e f e r r e d  to as the r e s i d u a l  due t o  ‘unique

weigh t s . ’ ~n t h i s  s tudy , K is a lway s  equa l t o  -~~ , and N is a l w ay s  equa l  to

3b~~. F i na l ly , the equa t ion  for  the  d e n o m i n a t or  is p r e s e n t e d  in the c i t e d

r e f e r e nce s .

Al l  t e s t s  of p a r a l l e l i s m  fo l lowed  th e  t ormat d e scr i b e d  ab ove . In f a c t

the  C m a t r i x  presented  above was emp l oy ed  for all t e s t s , w i t h  t he  e x c e p t i o n
4w

ot the regress ion o t  p sy c h ol og i ca l  ~at  l u o nce on m t  luenco oppor t ~~n i t i es .  For

t his test , the diagonal  in ~ to ok  t h e  f o r m  ( 1 — i  1 — i )  t o  correspond to the

hypotheses presented in c o l u m n  1, o~ r th ie  1.

R e s u l t s

R e su l t s  are p resen ted  t o r  ~~~ comparisons among subgroup means and c o r r e —

l.~t ions among the v ar i a b l e s  in the  t o t a l  sample , t b~ t e s t s  of  the  s e l ec t i ve

a t t e n t i o n  hypo thes i s , and ( c)  t e s t s  of  the c o n s i s t e n cy  h y p o t h e s i s .

Sub~ roup Means and Total Sample Correlations

Compar isons of subgro up means on al l  v a r i a b l e s  are  shown i n  Tab le  .~ . As

would be expected , the two moder at or  v a r i a b l e s  d i f f e r e n t  iated among the sub—

groups.  The e t a — s q u ar e s  for  th . ’ — o .~i. i ~n inc. v ar  i a b l e ;  we r e low , a it hough a l l

were s i g n i f i c a n t .  The low eta— ~ q 1l.I r e f l e c t  the  gener a  liv low corre I at ions

between the m o d e r a t o r s  and the r e m a i n i n g  v a r i ab l e s , w h i c h  are  p r e sen t ed  i n

Table 3. An except ion was the cerro iat ion between the  p e r s o n — t y p e  compost  to
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score and anx ie ty  (— .2b’), which suggested a small but significant tendency

for Types II’s to be more anxious than Type I ’s. The correlations in Table 3

also ind icated that (a) the moderators were uncorrelated ; (b) the supervisor

behaviors were moderately , and inversely, related; (c) the supervisor behav-

iors had low but significant correlations with subordinates ’ ps ychologi cal

influence and moderate to hi gh corr elations with subordinates ’ pe rforman ce;

the l a t t e r  set of co r re la t ions  l ike ly  r e f l e c t e d  pr ior  f i n d i n g s  t ha t  super—

visors employ t he i r  percep t ions  of .i subordinate ’s performance to decide

on a supervisory style for that subordinate (cf. Barrow , 197b; Evans , 1973;

Greene ,1975; Herold , 197 ; Jame s , rrons , & Hater . Note 1’); id) psycholog ical

influence was correlated significantly with all the performance/affect van — r
bles; and (e) the two affective variables were moderately correlated , and

both of these variables had low correlations with performance.

insert Tables . and 3 about here

Selective Attention

Comparison ci’ the predicted relationships for selective attention pre-

sented in Table 1 (columns 1 and . )  with the b—weights and zero—order correla-

tion coefficients presented in section A of Table 4 demonstrates strong support

for the predictions . That is, based on the premise that a significant b—weight

indicates selective attention , subordinates in the HO—i and LO— t subgroups

appeared to be selectively attentive to both influence opportunities and

con trol , subordinates in subgroup LU—TI appeared to be attentive to control but

not influence opportunities , and subordinates in the HO—lI subgroup did not t
appear to be attentive to either influence opportunities or control.

insert Table ‘~ about  her e

— ——~~~~~. -~~~~ ‘
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Results of the planned comparison tests  f o r  paral lel ism are presented

in section B of Table 4. The planned comparison test for the regression of

psychological influence on influenco opportunities indicated significant

differences in relationships , where the differences corresponded to predic-

tions presented in Table 1. The results for the regression of psychological

influence on control were in the expected direction , although equivocal ,

inasmuch as the significance test achieved a proba~~ 1it’; value of .09.

Review of the b—weights presented in Table 4, section A suggests that the

primary differences in relationships occurred between a nonsignificant rela—

tionship in the HO—TI subgroup and significant , negative relationships in

the L0—I and LO-Il subgroups. The significant but low negative relationship

in the HO— I suogroup is barely different from the relationship in the HO—IT

subgroup, and it would appear tha t Type I subordinates in high  overload con-

dit ions were not highly sensitive to supervisors ’ use of control.

In sum, the results presented in Table 3 provided moderate to strong

support for the relationships predicted by the selective attention hypotheses.

Consistency Hypothesis

As sun~ arized in Table 1, the general consistency hypothesis led to the

pred iction that not only would Type Ii’s in high overload conditions be non—

attentive to influence opportunities , but also that perceptions of psycho].og—

ical influence would be unrelated to performance , satisfaction with the Navy ,

and anxiety. Results presented above for selective attention upheld the form-

er prediction , and results presented in row , section A , Tabl e ~ prov ided

support for the latter prediction (i.e. , all psychological influence—perform—

atice/affec t relationships were nonsignificant in the HO—Il subgroup). The

consistency hypothesis received additional support inasmuch as (a) subordin—

ates in the HO—I, LO— l, and LO—Il subgroups were shown to be attentive to at

____ •i~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ ~~
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least one ot the supervisor behaviors , and ( b )  the  p sycho logica l  in f luence—

p e r f o r m a n c e / af f e c t  re la t ionships  presented in sect ion A of Table 5 fol lowed

exactly the pred ictions presented in Table 1. Moreover , the p lanned com-

parison tests for parallelism , which were based on the predicted differen—

ces in re la t ionsh ips  presented in Table 1 , were significant for the separate

regressions of each of the dependent  v a r i a b l e s  on psycho log ica l  i n f l u e n c e

isee Section B , Table S t .

Insert  Tab le 5 about here

Discussion

AS a whole , the resu l t s  suppor t ed  the cons i s t ency  h y p o t h e s i s .  Type I

subordina tes , who were described as having comparat ively  higher levels of ¶

achievement mo t iva t ion , s e l f— e s t e e m , and needs for  c e r t a i n ty , and c ompara-

t ive ly  lower levels of impulsiveness , were shown to be se lec t ively at t en-

t ive  to t h e i r  supervisors ’ use of i n f l u e n c e o p p o r t u n i t i e s  and control , as

re f lec ted  by s i g n i f i c a n t  supervisor hehavicr—s~ib ordinate psychological in-

fluence relationships. (The control—psychological influence relationship

was not strong , however , for  Type l ’s in the h igh  overload c o n d i t i o n ) .  It

was also shown that psychological influence perceptions were related sign i-

ficantly to performance , s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  the Navy , and anxiety for  the

Type I subordinates . These results suggest that the salience of psycholog-

ical infl uence to Type l ’s permeated the cognitive processing system , be—

ginning in the early stages by selective attention to environmental cues

reflecting influenc e opportunities and control , and followed by the use o t

the perceptions in cognitive formulations of behavioral decisions related

to performance and affective reactions related to anxiety and satisfaction 

- ~~~~-— ~~~~~
-. ‘~~~~~~~~~~ 
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with the Navy .

It is important to note that t he flow of cognitive processing may not

be unidirectional. For example , des ires to reduce anxiety, to increase

satisfac t ion , or to obtain additional information regarding contingencies

for successful performance might , in part ,underlie the saliency of psycho-

logical influence and therefore selective attention to influence opportun-

ities and control (cf. Bandura , 1978; Jame s , Ha te r , Gent , & Bruni , 1978;

Salanc ik & P f e f f e r , 1978) .

Overload condit ions did not moderate the p red ic t ions  fo r  Type l ’s

because these subordinates were regarded as desirous of influence in both

high and low environmental press situations. On the other hand , overload

was regarded as a key moderator for Type II subordinates , who were charac—

terized by comparatively low levels of achievement mo t ivation , se l f—es teem ,

and needs for certainty, and comparatively high levels of impulsiveness.

In particular , Type II ’s in high overload conditions were expected to mani-

fest high fear of failure and to withdraw psychologically from high environ-

mental press situations in order to pro tec t  se l f—es teem.  The empirical  pre-

dictions based on psychological withdrawal were lack of relationships (cog-

nitive contingencies) both between psychological influence and supervisors ’

use of influence opportunities and control , and between psychological in—

fluence and performance/affect. Results provided strong support for these

predictions ; not only were all of the above relationships nonsignificant ,

but also the relationships for the HO—IT subgroup were shown to be signifi-

cantly lower than those in the remaining three subgroups , based on planned

comparison tests of parallelism.

With respect to Type II subordinates in low overload conditions , pre—

dictions based primarily on a self—enhancement view of self—esteem (cf,

Bandura, 1977; Jones , 1973) were supported . These subordinates appeared

L

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  -~~ - ---- - - ~~ rn - 
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not cmlv  to  be .it t en t  ive to supervisors ’ use 01 c u t rol thut not influence

o p p o r t u n i t ie s  —— ct. Shrauger ~. ~choeneman , ~~~~~ but . ilso  i t  wa s  indi-

cated that psychological influence was an important predictor of performance ,

satisfaction with the Navy , and anxiety . Thus , in low potential ot failure

conditions , the expectation of cognitive contingencies throughout the cogni-

tive system was uphe ld  f o r  Type H s ub o r d in a t e s .  T h i ’ -~ c o n t r a s t s  sha rp ly  w i t h

the  p svch olog~.cal  w i t h d r a w a l  p r e d i c t i on s  s u p p o r t e d  f o r  Type f l ’ s in high fea r

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

The r e s u l t s  h~ v~ seve ral  i m p l i c a t i o n s ;  t wo  o t  these  app eared imp o r t a n t

w i t h  r espec t  to p r i o r  r e sea rch  on i n f l u e n c e  p e r c e p t i o n s  and are addressod h e r e .

F i r s t , t he  support  ga the red  f o r  the  c on s i s t e n cy  h y p o t h e s i s  p rov ides  a basis  V
f o r  b r i d g i n g  the  gap between ( a )  s tu d i e s  of  i n f l u e n c e  p e r c e p t i o n — b e h a v i o r !

a f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  ~cf . ~ouse ~. M i t c h e l l ,  l~~
’ -+: S c h u ler , l9 ’ n ’~, w h i c h  h av e

also suppor ted  the need to  address  “~~r s o n — c o n t ex t u a 1  m o d e r a t o r s  but  wh ich

have paid little attention to the means by wh ich  i n f l u e n c e  p e r c e p t i o n s  were

a r r ived  at in th e  f i r s t  place , and ~~ st u d i e s  t h a t  addressed s u p e r v i s o r

b eh av i or — s u b o r d i n a t e  i n f l u e n c e  p e r c e p t i o n  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  ~c f .  ~ raen , l~~7b ;

Jame s et al., ~~~~~~ which either have not p aid  i t t e n t i on  to c o g n i t i v o  pro-

cesses such as s e l e c t i v e  a t t en t i o n  or have not addressed r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between

influence perceptions and Individu a l o u t c o m e s .  The c o ns i s t e n cy  hyp o t h e s i s

implies that for a given type of ind iv idua l  in a given type  of work env i ron—

ment , it is possible to predict not only how certain t’.’pes of superv i sor

behaviors  w i l l  be perce ived by s u b or d i n a te s , but  a lso how the  p e r ce p t i o ns  w i l l

be related to performance and affocr . M o re o v er , i t  is also p o s s i b l e  to sugge s t

reasons why no r e l a t i o n s h i ps occur red  in p a r t i c u lar  subgroup s ~i.e ., the

HO — Il  c o n d i t i o n ) .

The second i m p l i cat i o n  f l o w s  directl y from the  first. I f  i t  is possib le

to trace a path of relationships ~n o t  n e c e s s a r i ly  causal  r e 1 at i o n s hi p s~ f r o m

supervisor behaviors through the intervening subordinate p e r c e p t i o n s  to  sub— 

~~~~~~~~~ --~~~~~ ‘ .‘-
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ort ina te ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ m o  m :  O c t  , one hu ; a l’asis t o t ’  : ‘r’cjst in~ how

o n an  ge S i:’~~ op, - sot  ho n ay  t o  0 . d a t  ~‘d t o  cbaa~~es a subordinates

~~ rc e p t t c n s , pe r t ’ r m . m u - c . and a : t o O t .  For x unp le . the c o n s  : s t e n c v  h v p o t h —

esi s  n i g h t  he o t r p :c v e d  to p:- o l I o t  tha t ~n c r o a s o s  t o  s up e r v i s or s ’ use of t n ~

f Luence ot~po r t u n  t o o  mad ~icc  t e a S e s  t n  h~’ 
- iso o c o n t r o l  w i  I be t o Ia ted

to increases in  :‘c r :o~ ’o d  ‘ s v - h o ~~’ c t c m  : :i t  I u ~’t i c ~~, ~‘ r ~~ ’ r : n , m t t c e .  mo d sat t s~~

f mc ion : or ~‘v n c  I ‘ s a high c t  l ow  o ver  lo a d  cc ttd: t :cns Pv - out  r a s  t , s in—

i l a r c h a u ~ es t u  su t ’e r ’ ’t s c r t h , i v~~~r s - ~- o n l ~ be ‘roshoted to ta’ o to r~’ l. i t  I o n —

sh tp s  w i t h  o c t- c e n t  to ns , cc r t O r t t a i t c  • or i t  t O  t O t  ~ v~’,’ I s . n  ~h

load cond i t  t ott o ~ues otis o wh a t  n -~~~ ho bo tu ’  to a I or lv no I I ‘ S

high o ve r l o a d  cond i t  I O n S  ‘ou ld  ~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ y t h i s  s tud . a h ou c h  a

potentia lly m e a n t : t ~~t t i l o n t  ion ‘n:cht to t o r i p t  t o  p ac t ’ a l l  lvt’e 1 ‘ s :n

low ‘verload oondt jot’s in he t a t  ‘ ‘st c :om t t r e, i :‘cn t I v o i v  c o n t  t n c c n t

SC t  O t  t O  L it  t ous~-. t ps

To sum , t h e  cons  t o t  c n o v  t v p o t  n o n  in  is t r i p  I t c at  t o ns  or  ‘ot li -c cut ti ic

and app I t  ed fat crests . T’hc so a to o u l  V : r~n I i c i t  t o n s  , toi ~ovo r . .tn i t tus  t he

conoth orci in r e l a t~~on t o t h o p o t o n i t a l  s :t ’r t ’ o m t n g s  of  .i cr 5 5 — s e c t  t o n a l .

co r r e ij t  to t i a  I St t d v . ~ne S n t c o n ’,:’,O is : h,t t  no c au s a l  ttnp l t o o t  t ons  cart  he

draw~i; the chances in oupe r’,’’.-o r ho tta’’iors d tscussed above are on ly  ross i —

b i l i t i e s  and the  exp  l at i at  :‘ns m d v . m t i c t ’d or he results may in p a r t  be spur-

iou s ( : . C . ,  one or  more  vartables not t n c l u d e d  tn the , mn a i v s e s m t z a t  ho

the crit i c m l  causal  v ar i a b l e s  ‘~ . Causa  I model log in old s t ud i e s , f t o

exVerimen ts , and labora tory tp,vest ~~~ ~~‘no O t t ’ needed tu this r e c o r d , ,iI —

thoug h exp lc’rat cry s t u d i e s  such s t t s i nv  c ot  i ga t ion are tet ’d,’d to d ent —

fy salient person and e nv i r o n m e n t a l  m o d e r a t o r s .  In  t h i s  t o s p O c t  , i t  c an

be recommended t h a t  car e  fim i attent ton be given to en~ r o n m e n t  i i  nr e s scs  in-

t r i n s i c  to  t h e  sample  01 : n t 0 r e s t  .mnd to p o s s i h i c  l i l t o t l et  t o n s  :~t’twecn en—

vi  r ’ur’eut a p re s ses  .mn ~ ~‘o r son ‘‘ar tb los . Ib,’ : e ,m s o n  : ‘a r t : s t ;  t h a t  coy i t  —

-----5-.___ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _.~~~~_5-, __ 5 -— —‘- --- - ---- 
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onmenta l  p r e s se s  ar e  l i k e l y  t o  d i f f o r  in d i t f e r e n t  s i t u a t i o n a l c o nt e x t s .

For example , w h i l e  o v e r L o a d  t~as important for .iircratt maintenance crews ,

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  c e r t a i n ty  was not  of m a j o r  c on c e r n .  En v i r on m e n t a l  c e r t a i n ty

was , however , a moderator of supe rv i so r  b e h a v i o r - s u b o r d in a t e  i n f l u e n c e

p e r c e p t i o n  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  in .m p r i o r  s t ad v  of c o m p u t e r  analysts and produc-

t i o n — l i n e  p e r s o n n e l  (Jame s e t .ml . , l~) ’~~) .

A no t h e r  p o t e n t i a l  s h o r t c o m i n g  was e x p e r i m e n t a l  dep endence  b e tween

su p er ’. t s o r s ’ ~esc  r~ p t ions o f  t h e  tr h e h a v t o r s  t o w a r d  each s u b o rd i n a t e  and

t h ~’j r p e r f o r m m n c e  r a t  i n g s  ~ f each  subo r d i n a t e .  A p o t e n t i a l  ar ch  leo  here i s

t ha t  the  r e i a t  t o n s h i ps b e tw ee n  the performance ratings a n d subordinates ’

pe r c e p t  ions o t  p sy c h o l o g i ca l  i n f l u e n c e  n i g h t  be cc ’n t ound ed w i t h  se lect  t ’,’e

a t te n t i o n  on t h e  p a r t  of t he  s u b o r d i n a t e s  and thus  not n e ce s s a r i ly  i n d i cat e

the  use of  t he  n e r c e p t i o n s  in dcc is ions concerning behav ior A measure ot

re r f c r n an c e  f r o m  a s ou r c e  ot h e r  than  the  superv isor  would have  been p r e f e r —

abl e , ml though it is fair to note th at the psychological influence—affect

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  also c o n f o r m e d  t o  the c o n s i s t e n cy  hyp o t h e s i s .  In a d d i t i on , the

p e r c e p t t o n — a f f e c t  r e l a t i o n s h ips c ou l d  not be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  s ta t i s t i c a l  a r t i -

f a c t s .  Con tamina t ion  due to method va r i ance  was not  i n d i c a ted  g iven the  low ,

n o n s i g n i t i c an t  psycho log ica l  i n f l u e n c e — a f f e c t  r e la t ion s h i ps  in the H O — I l

subgroup ( and the low cor re la t ions  between the p e r s o n — t y p e  compos i te  score

and p sycho log i ca l  i n f l u e n c e  and s a t i s f a c t i o n) .  In tu rn , these  low r e l a t i o n —

ships were not due to f a c t o r s  such as r e s t r i c t i o n  of range inasmuch as the

s t anda rd  dev ia t ions  on a l l  var iab les  were comparable  across all sttbcr ’up s

~da t a  are  avai lable from the a u t h o r s” . Moreover , w i t h  t h e  exc ep t i on  of ve ry

extreme r e s t r i c t i o n , d i f f e r e n c e s  among subgroup b — w e i g h t s  ire i n v a r i a n t  to

subgroup d i f f e r e n c e s  in s t anda rd  devia t ions  ( o f .  Tukey ,  ~~~~~~~ F i n a l ly ,

there was no indication that differences among the b—weights were i f u n c t i o n

of d i f f e r e n t  va riable r e l i a b i l i t i e s  among the  subgroups .

_______________________ - -- ~~~~~~~
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I t  t s  al so  c l e a r  t h a t  s e l e c t i v e  a t t e n t iv e n e s s  to s u p e r v i sor  behav io r s

t s  not  the  o n ly  b a s i s  t o t  p e r c e p t i o n s  of p sy c h o l o g i c a l  i n f l u e n c e .  C o n s i d e r a b l e

v a r i a n c e  remains  to he e x p l a i n e d  in the influence perceptions (as well as in

per formance  and a f f e c t ’ , and t h i s  exp l ana t i on  w i l l  l i k e ly  r e q u i r e  s tud ie s

ot o the r  cogn i t i ve ,  p e r c e p t u a l  p rocesses , such as a s s i m i la t i on  toward  ex is t -

ing b e l i e f s  and r ec ip roca l  causa t ion  be tween  i n f l u e n c e  p e r c e p t i o n s  and s e l f —

e v a l u a t i o n s  and a t t t t u d e s  ~c f .  Bandur a , l° ’S;  En d le r  & ~1agnusson , l~~’b ;

James er a l . .  l 9 T ~S; Mahone y , I~~~~; M isc hel , Th~~ $ S to t l an d  a Canon ,

l~~~2 ) .  df  p a r t i c u l a r  impor tance  is t h e  need to ident!:y t he  an t e c e d e n t s  of

rsi ’c h o l o g i c a l  i n f l u e n c e  p e r c e p t i o n s  i cr  lvpe I l  s u b o r d i n a t e s  in h i g h  o ver l o a d

c o n d i t i o n s .  l’~urther tnor e , the dis tin cttons between I’~’pe I and Type II  sub—

o r d in a t e s  ~nd h i g h  versus low ‘ver  load conditions reflect t r ends  in the

d a t a  a nd not t rue  d i c h o t o m i e s .  It is possible to develop more refined

person—type and contextual indicators hi’ employing more variables and more

subgroups .  How ever , t he p r osent  s tud i ’  was concerned  w i t h  the  s t a b i l i t y  of

t he i t — w e i g h t s  in each subgroup , and we d id  not wish to  reduce  f u r t h e r

t he sample si:es employ ed in t h i s  s tudy . ‘her e t o  also the question of cross—

v a l i d a t i o n , w h i c h  given the  sub gr oup  samp le st o e s . s-as not  at t e m p t e d  in the

present study .

F I n a l l y , a t t e n t i o n  is c a l l e d  to the b e n e f i t s  of t e s t s  of p a r a l l e l i s m

tha t  can he emp loyed in t u t u r e  r e s e a r c h .  These t e s t s  can a ’ c o r t o d . m t e  as

many p r e d i c t o r s , c r i t e r i a , and suh~~r oup s  as a c omp uter will allow , and or o—

v ide a powerful method :o r  c o n i p i r i n g  r e l at  i ’n sh ips  among sub grou ps.
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Table 2

Means and Subgroup Compar isons

Subgro ups

V a r i a b l e s  H O— I H O — I l  1.0—I L O — I l  Et a 2

Moderators

1. L)ver load -8- 3 . 62 3 . 64 2 . 43  2 . 3 7  . 7 1 5 *

2. Person Type~ 2. 08 — 2 . 2 5  2 . 36 — 2 . 1 6  . 61~~~

Superv isor Behaviors

3. In f1n ~nce Opport u n Ity 3. 73 3 .46 3.73 3.65 .02~

4. Control .42 .72 — .83 — .52 .O1~~

Subordinate Percept ions

S. Psy ch olo~ica I Influen ce 3 .17 2.89 3.4) 3.16

Subordinate Performance/Affect

6. Performance 2.37 2 .18 2.35 2 .31 .02k

7. Satisfaction w/Navv 2.66 2.40 2.79 2.67 .03**

8. An xIety 2.38 2.80 2.21 2.55

Note. Subgroup designations are : high overload — Type I (HO—I , n - 98). high overl oad - Type 11

(HG-Il . n — 94), low overload — Typo I (LO-l , n — 87). and low overload - Type II (10-11 . n - 83).

Overload sco res for each subgr oup wer e as s i gn ed t C ’  a l’ auho rdina tes in that sub group.

Mean composite score on person variables that provided Type- I versus Ty pe IT person t y pes .

~~2 ’  .05

** < .01

-— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ -~~ ~~~~~ -- 
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~a~~~~f
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Table 3

Total Sample Correlat ions Among All Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

1 —

2 -.02 -

3 - .05 .10 -

4 .15 — .02 — .32 —

5 — .L2 .14 .23  — .28

6 — .13 .07 .41. — .64 .25 —

7 — .12 .12 .18 — .06 .32  .12 —

8 .14 — .26 — .18 .11 — .38 — .19 — . 40 —

N o t e .  n 362 , ~ < .05~ ± .10 ~ .0l~ + . l4.

- ~~~~~~~~~~~~~- - -.- ~~~ ~~~~ - -
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Table 4

Unstandardized Regression Weights for Separate Regressions of Subordinates ’

Psychological Influence on Supervisors ’ Use of Influence Opportunities and

Control, and Results of Planned Comparison Tests of Parallelism

A. Unstandardized Regression Weights for  Separate Regressions of

Psychological Influence on the Supervisor Behaviors —

Subgroup

Supervisor Behavior HO— I HO—Il L0—l LO—l I

Influence Opportunities .45* *( .39) -.02 (- ,02)  . 34** ( . 3 2) .09 ( .08)
Control — .25* (_ . 22) — .l9 (— .j .7) _ .56** (_ .42 ) _ .47** (_ .33)

B. Results of Planned Comparison Tests

1. HO—I and L0— I versus MO—Il and LO—Il Based on Influence Opportunities

Source—Residual. df MS p.

Planned Comparison i 6.64 9.54 < .0].

Unique Weights 354 . 70

2. HO—I , L0—I, and LO—tI versus HO—Il Based on Control
F

Source—Residual d.f MS p.

Planned Comparison 1 1.96 2.85 < .09

Unique Weights 354 .69

1’Zero—order correlation coefficients.

2. < .05

** 
2. 

< .01 -

_____________ - L- ~~~ —~~~~~~-4 - -
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