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It has long been assumed that the effects of a participative

versus non-participative managerial style would depend on the kind

of people being supervised. Vroom (1960) hypothesised, for example,

that participation in decision-making would have a more positive

effect on the attitudes (or satisfaction) and performance (or ef-

fectiveness) of subordinates with strong than weak independence.

needs and a less positive effect on authoritarians than equalitar-
i

iar.8 . The hypothesis assumed that participation in decision-making

would have a generally positive incentive value for all subordinates

Subsequent research done by Vrooui (1960) supported that hypothesis.

More recently, Tosi (1970) attempted to replicate Vroom's study,

but he obtained contradictory findings and concluded that "until

more evidence is obtained, it is best that personality determinants

remain 'hypothesized' with respect to their effects on participa-

tion (p. 98)."

The research presented in this paper is a further replication

of Vrootn's study. Considering Tosi's (1970) contradictory findings,

the results of the present study would serve to swing the weight
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of evidence either in support of Vroom's or Tosi !
s findings and

suggest possible alternative approaches to future research. In

this researcht as in Tosi's, the research method used in the

original study was closely followed. Some of the instruments

used were very similar, as were the analytical methods employed.

However, the samples and the organizations in which the research

was carried out were quite different.

Method

Subjects

The sample in the present study consisted of 106 first,

second, and third line managers of a large, retail drug company

in the Midwest. The subjects included 7 district managers, 40

store managers, and 59 assistant managers. A district manager

typically supervised between 10 to 15 store managers. A store

manager, assisted by one or two assistant managers, was in charge

of store operations. Other personnel in the store included a

number of pharmacists, cosmeticians, management trainees, and

clerks. Each subject was asked to fill out a questionnaire (in

the presence of the senior author) that included the measurement

instruments used in the study.

Measurement Instruments

Participation in decision-making was measured using the fol-

lowing three items from the Psychological Participation Index

developed by Vroom (1960):

1. In general, how much say or influence do you have en
what goes on in your store?





2. Do you feel you can influence the decisions of your
Immediate superior regarding things about which you
are concerned?

3. Doej your immediate superior ask your opinion when a

problem comes up that involves your work?

Each of these questions, designed to measure the extent o which

the individual felt that he influenced joint decisions made with

his superior, was answered by checking the moat applicable answer

on a six-point scale. A total score was obtained for each indi-

vidual by summing the scores for the three items . Vrocm and Tosi

used all four items of the index and answers were chocked on a

five-point 9c.ale. In both Tosi's and the present stuby 9 the word-

ins of certain items was slightly changed to fit the work situ-

ation.

Measures of two personality characteristics >rere used: n@i*d

for independence and authoritarianism , Vroom (1960) used a 16-

iten measure of need for independence developed by Tann^nbaum aac!

Allport (1956). A shortened 8-item version of this measure was

proposed by Vroom. Scores on th, short form weia found »o corta*

tc .86 with scores en the long form. The short form was usud

in the present study. Tosi used seven items from the short form.

*
r room (1960) also used 25 items draun from Forma 40 and 45

of the F-scrie (Adorno, et al* y 1950) to measure authoritarianism,

In the present study, the same 25-item instrument was used. Tosi

used a shortened 13-item version of the authoritarianism scale.

In both the need for independence and authoritarianism measures*,

each item required the subject to check one of five alternatives.





Vroom (1960) reported a correlation of -.11 between the two mea-

sures for 107 subjects. The correlation in the present study

was -.14. This suggested again ^hat the two petsonality charac-

teristics were relatively independent.

Vroom's original study and Tosi's replication examined the

effects of participation and personality characteristics on two

criterion variables: attitudes toward the Job and job performance

(or effectiveness) . In the present study, the Work Itself and

Supervisor subscales of the Job Descriptive Index (JD1) developed

by Smith, Klndall and Hulln (1969) were used to measure attitudes

toward the job. Vroom (1964) has described the JDI as "without

doubt the most carefully constructed measure of job satisfaction

in existence today (p. 100). ,! These two JDI subscales were con-

sidered comparable to the 3-item scale used by Vroom and Tosi.

Supervisory ratings were used in the present study to measure

subordinates' job performance. Each subject was rated by his

immediate supervisor on the following five items:

1. Quality of work performance.
2. Amount of effort expended on the job.
3. Productivity on the job.
4. Speed on the job.
5. Overall work performance.

The choice of the specific items in the above list was influenced

by performance rating lists developed by Porter and Lawler (1968)

and Stogdill (1965). The raters were asked to describe how well

the particular subordinate was doing on each of the five items.

Ratings ranged from very poorly (1) to very well (5). The first

four items were grouped together to represent a measure of





"Effective Performance." This provided two subscales of job

performance. Vroom used supervisory ratings to measure job per-

formance, while Tosi used a meas ire of effectiveness based on

the most recent year's return on investment for the units parti-

cipating in the study.

Procedure

Relationships between the several variables were examined

in the same manner as in the previous studies. First, participa-

tion in decision-making was correlated with the criterion vari-

ables for the entire sample. Then, the sample was broken down

into approximately equal groups composed of those scoring high,

moderate, and low on each of the two personality characteristics.

Psychological participation was correlated with job satisfaction

and performance within each of these six groups. In order to

determine the relationship of participation as perceived by in-

dividuals with different personality characteristics to their

job attitudes and performance, d fferencas between correlations

in each pair of groups for each personality variable were then

assessed using the t-test.* Furthermore, to test the relationship
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of participation to the criterion variables using the two per-

sonality characteristics simultaneously as intervening variables,

the distributions on the latter 'ariables were dichotomized near

the median and grouped into combinations of highs and lows. Cor-

relations were then computed between participation and attitudes

toward the job and job performance for the four resulting groups*

Differences between correlations for each pair of groups were

similarly assessed using the t-test.

Results

Tables 1 and 2 below include data from the three studies

relevant to the testing of the hypothesis advanced by Vroom (1960).

As Table 1 indicates, the correlations between psychological par-

ticipation and measures of job satisfaction for all subjects in

the three studies were positive and statistically significant (at

the .01 level). These results suggest that participation has a

generally positive relationship to subordinates' job satisfaction..

Insert Table 1 About Here

Correlations between the measures of participation and job

satisfaction for the high and low groups on each personality vari-

able were significantly different and in the predicted direction

in Vroom's study, but not in Tosi's or ours. In the present study,

the differences between the magnitude of the correlations for high

and low need for independence groups and for high and low authori-

tarian groups on the JDI Work Itself and Supervisor subscales were.





not statistically significant (at the .05 level). When the two

personality variables were combined, the results relating to the

JDI Supervisor subscale were in .he predicted direction, but again

not statistically significant (at the .05 level). The results

for the JDI Work Itself subscale were contrary to expectations;

they too were not statistically significant.

Data relevant to the testing of the hypothesis considering

job performance as the criterion variable are presented in Table 2

Insert Table 2 About Here

In Vroom's study and our9, psychological participation correlated

positively with measures of job performance for all subjects,

suggesting that participation has a generally positive relation-

ship to subordinates' job performance. Psychological participa-

tion, however, did not correlate positively with the return-on-

investment measure used in Tosi's study.

Support for the hypothesis that the relationship of partici-

pation to job performance (or effectiveness) was determined by

the strength of subordinates' need for independence and authori-

tarianism was provided in Vroom's Btudy but not in Tosi's or ouru

.

In the present study, comparisons of correlations between partici-

pation and the effective and overall work performance subscales

for high and low need for independence groups were contrary to

expectations, but not statistically significant. The differences

between the magnitude of the correlations for high and low authori-

tarian groups on the two performance subscales were statistically
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significant (t-2.03 and 2.15, p < .05); they were, however, oppo-

site to the direction predicted by the hypothesis. When the two

personality variables were used simultaneously, no significant

differences between correlations for different groups were ob-

tained.

Discussion

The results of the present study are in clear contradiction

to those obtained by Vroom (1960). In both Tosi's (1970) and the

present study, differences in subordinates' need for independence

and authoritarianism did not produce the predicted differences

in the relationship between participation in decision-making and

job satisfaction and performance. The results of the two repli-

cations, therefore, raise serious questions regarding the gener-

alizability of Vroom's findings.

Tosi indicated that his failure to corroborate Vroom's find-

ings might, in part, be due to methodological differences between

the two studies. Admittedly, similar differences existed between

Vroom's study and ours. If we accept the idea that differences

in the findings of the original study and the two replications

were due to methodological differences, then conclusions drawn

from Vroom's findings should be restricted. In fact, a statement

to this effect was made by Vroom (1960): "...our conclusions

will have to be restricted to the two plants that we studied

(p. 23)." Unfortunately, many researchers have overlooked this

point and the interpretation of Vroom's findings has been fre-

quently overextended.





In Vroom's study, as well as the two replications, categories

of personality variables were created presumably to represent

distinctly different personality dimensions. Ihis was done by

arbitrarily tricho tomizing these variables in such a way that

the groups in the three categories were approximately equal.

This procedure created high, moderate, and low scoring groups

on need for independence and authoritarianism. Subjects In the

high and low scoring groups were assumed to represent two dif-

ferent populations and, consistent with the hypothesized results,

different relationships between participation and the criterion

variables were expected. If, however, a majority of the subjects

scored closer to the cutting points with only a few subjects

scoring at the extreme ends of the scale, and the range of the

moderate scoring group was very small (as it was in Vroom's and

our study), then the high and low scoring groups, in reality,

might not have distinctly different personality characteristics.*

*The cutting points on the two personality variables in Vroom's
and our study were as follows (on a five-point scale)

:

Vroom's Study Present Study
Need Independence: High 3,19 and above 3.37 and above

Moderate 2,94 - 3.12 3.00 - 3.25
Low 2.8? and below 2.87 and below

Authoritarianism: High 3.32 and above 3.00 and above
Moderate 3.00 - 3.28 2.60 - 2.96
Low 2.96 and below 2.56 and below

Information concerning Vroom's study was provided through personal
communication. There is indication that, in our sample as compatv.J
to Vroom's, the strength of need for independence tended to be
higher while that of authoritarianism tended to be lower.





10

To avoid this problem, we recommend., among other things,

that the relationship of participation and personality variables

to criterion variables be experimentally studiel in future re-

search. Through experimentation, the direction of causality in

the personality-participation-effects relationship can be deter-

mined. One should not, of course, make inferences about the

"effects" of participation or personality variables on the basis

of simple correlational analyses. If survey research is a prac-

tical necessity, however, the intervening variables should be

trichotomized to include the scores of only the highest and lowest

scoring subjects (in essence, the creation of a much wider gap

between high and low scoring groups), which might in turn require

the necessity of securing a larger subject pool.

Only two personality characteristics, need for independence

and authoritarianism, were suggested by Vroom and used in his

study, Tosi's, and ours. The choice of these two characteristics

was somewhat arbitrary, and perhaps other personality dimensions

might be equally associated with participation opportunities.

In other words, there is no a priori reason to believe that these

two personality characteristics should account for an especially

large portion of the total variance in the personality-

participation-effects relationship (Lowin, 1968).

The failure to corroborate Vroom's findings might also sug-

gest the need to investigate the underlying propositions and the

situations in which they were tested (Zetterberg, 1965). A revie*

of studies using need for independence and/or authoritarianism-

like variables provides mixed support for the hypothesized
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personality-part icipation-ef f ects relationship . Support for this

relationship can be found* for example, in a series of seven

studies by Campion (1968), Litwia & Stringer (U68), McCurdy &

Eber (1953), Ross & Zander (1957), Sanford (1950), Tannenbaum

(1954), and Vroom (1960). On the other hand, no support for this

relationship was found in a series of five studies by Dalton,

Barnes & Zaleznik (1970), Vroom & Mann (1960), Haythorn, et at*

(1956), Searfoss & Monc2ka (1973), and Tosi (1970). Obviously,

the evidence is not conclusive.

In most of these studies, the need for independence and

authoritarianism were intended as measures of personality type,

and data were obtained by asking individuals about their attitudes

toward certain broad societal and relational issues. The question

which may be raised is: Can subordinates who hold generally

authoritarian views have expectations for participating in decisi

making? It may be argued that expectations are more related to the

incentive value of the object (i.e., participation) than are per-

sonality characteristics. The expectations which are relevant

here are those related not only to the participation opportunities

in the work situation, but also to the amount of participation

considered appropriate by participants. Studies have shown, for

example, that participation could be effective to the extent that

participants perceived the opportunity to participate as legitimate

or relevant to the nature of their work (French, Israel & As, 196C)

This suggests that both personality characteristics and expecta-

tions regarding participation should be simultaneously studied in

future research.
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No attempt was made in Vroora's study or the two replications

to separate psychological participation from the other aspects

of the decision-making process, Strauss (1963) has identified

three different forms of superior-subordinate decision making.

According to him, "decisions can be divided among (1) those made

by the superior (direction), (2) those made in some sense jointly

by the superior and the subordinate (consultation), and (3) those

which the superior permits the subordinate to make on his own

(delegation) (p. 58)." Consultation here refers to the concept

of participation when it is narrowly defined, as it was in the

three studies, while delegation refers to a higher degree of

autonomy in making decisions. Therefore, direction and delega-

tion, as identifed by Strauss (1963), were excluded from the

definition and measurement of psychological participation. In

future research, it seems the entire range of the decision-making

process should be considered. Some of the decision-making mea-

sures developed by Blankenship & Miles (1968), Heller. & Yukl (1969),

and Ritchie & Miles (1970) could be used to measure this alterna-

tive conceptualization cf participation.

Our discussion thus far suggests that the interactive effects

of personality characteristics and participation when narrowly

defined (i.e., in terms of influence In jointly made decisions)

should be examined in combination with the degree of perceived

autonomy or structure in the work environment. It should be noted,

however, that the degree of perceived autonomy (or structure) in

the work environment may be reflective of interpersonal factors
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(i.e., the superior-subordinate relationship) or the nature of

the task, to be performed. This distinction is important since

differential effects may be produced by each set of factors* If

an individual with a strong need for independence , for example,

had a relatively nons t ructured or nonroutine job, but perceived

his superior as centralizing most of the decision-making power,

he probably would not be very satisfied with his work or the

supervisor if the latter asked his opinion about certain matters

related to the task. If, on the other hand, an individual felt

that ha lacked autonomy because of the nature of the task (i.e.,

it was highly mechanized or routine), then he might find partici-

pation in joint decision-making rewarding since this would give

him some feeling of importance on the job.

Furthermore, we are inclined to believe that a participative

managerial style may have greater influence on one's attitudes

toward selected aspects of his job. The theory eo far seems to

assume, however, that participation in decision-makin-g by different

individuals will differentially influence their attitudes toward

their superiors and that these attitudes, in turn* will be carried

over (or generalized) to both their attitudes toward the work it-

self and their job performance. The research done by Porter &

Lawler (1968) and others raises serious doubts about this over-

simplified assumption. Instead, participation in decision-making

may have greater influence on subordinates* attitudes toward their

supervisors, but not necessarily toward the work itself. In other

words, participation may have a "selective" rather than a
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"generalized" effect on attitudes toward various aspects of the

job. The results of our study (Table 1) tend to support this

proposition .

Additional evidence concerning the various points raised

here must rest with future research. If it is assumed, however,

that consumer credit and retailing tasks (as in Tosi's study and

ours) have an inherently higher degree of autonomy (or are less

structured) as compared with the package delivery task (performed

by the subjects in Vroom's study), this difference in the work

environment might explain some of the differences in the results

obtained

.

Summary

Results obtained by Vroom (1960) concerning the relationship

between participation in decision-making as perceived by sub-

ordinates with different degrees of need for independence and

authoritarianism and their job satisfaction and performance were

not replicated in the present study and In a study conducted by

Tosi (1970). Serious questions were raised, therefore, regarding

the generalizability of Vroom's findings.

Differences in the samples, organizations, and research

methods among the three studies were acknowledged. By themselves,

however, these differences do not provide sufficient explanation

for the failure to corroborate the findings of the original study.

For future research, an alternative conceptualization of partici-

pation was suggested to take into account the entire range of the





15

superior-subordinate decision-making process. In addition, the

combined effect of personality characteristics and subordinate

expectations regarding participa :ion opportunities and the amount

of participation should be considered. Alternative methods were

also proposed for testing the propositions about the personality-

participation -effects relationship.
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