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The present study empirically examined working

behaviors of men and women within a self-managed working

environment. Three models of women and work were studied.

Results indicated women exhibited higher levels of job

meaning and continuance commitment. The more self-managed

production team exhibited higher levels of growth need

strength, support from co-workers, continuance commitment,

task significance and lower levels of role conflicts.

Support teams exhibited higher levels of autonomy and

satisfaction with pay. Path analysis, testing a model based

on Astin's sociopsychological model indicated direct effects

from expectancy to general satisfaction, from gender to

expectancy, and task significance to gender. An alternative

model showed direct effects between general satisfaction and

expectancy, satisfaction with pay, task significance and

expectancies, and between satisfaction with pay and teams.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The workforce of the future will consist largely of

women and minorities. Organizations must learn how to best

manage this new and growing influx of individuals. In order

to effectively and efficiently accomplish this,

organizations must first understand the new workforce

population.

The following review will focus on the different

methods used to study the working behaviors of men and

women, as well as the self-managed work team environments.

The study will examine the working behaviors of men and

women within this environment with regards to job

characteristics, psychological outcomes, affective outcomes,

and decision making and participation.

Two distinct models, the gender model for women, and

the job model for men, have been researched and supported in

the literature. Support for both models has lead many

researchers to state that neither model gives justice to the

entire human process an individual encounters. An

integrated approach may finally explore working behaviors

for both men and women.

1
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Other issues organizations must face are the changing

forces in the world creating a dynamic and turbulent

environment. Work redesign into self-managed work teams may

be one way allowing organizations to exercise needed

flexibility and enhance individual participation.

The purpose of the present study is to empirically

examine women's work attitudes and values within an

organization utilizing self-managed work teams. This type

of working organization optimally allows all of the members,

men and women, equal opportunities regarding all the

functions of the work, as well as equal opportunities of

advancement and mobility. In other words, the work team

environment should allow every worker in the team the same

privileges and prospects.

The self-managed work team situation offers a unique

environment and opportunity to examine women's working

values and behaviors. The study would add relevant

empirical research to the stark self-managed work team

literature, as well as begin to fill a gap within the women

and work literature by examining women's values and

behaviors in a working situation equal to that of male

counterparts.

Workforce 2000

The workforce of the future is one filled and dominated

by an influx of minorities and women. Estimations predict

that by the year 2000, 65% of the new workforce will be
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women who have entered, or re-entered the working

environment (Guinn, 1989). Due to this increase, companies

and organizations must learn how to effectively lead and

manage this newly emerging working population. Companies

who do not take a proactive stance in utilizing the full

human potential available in their organizations will be

left behind by progressive organizations initiating

diversity management (Smith, 1990).

Feldberg and Glenn (1979) state that typically, the

study of work for women and men has focused on two separate

paradigms. The gender model has been used for women,

emphasizing past socialization as a basis for present

working attitudes and behaviors. The job model has been

used for men, emphasizing present working conditions as a

basis for attitudes and behaviors regarding work.

Past research has found supporting evidence for the

gender model in the study of working women, (Ahrons, 1976;

Lorence, 1987; Ohlsen, 1968; Psathas, 1968) and support for

the job model in the study of working men (Kohn, 1976; Kohn

& Schooler 1978; Mortimer, 1976). The results provide

evidence for both models and thus leave room for

speculation.

Many researchers feel that the gender model is based on

sexist assumptions and that results obtained in using the

model in research are biased. These researchers also feel

that the results obtained in many of the gender studies are
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too simplistic in terms of explaining behavior as strictly a

result of past socialization processes (Acker & Van Houten,

1974; Feldberg & Glenn 1979; Junk & Halemba, 1984; Kanter,

1976; Oakley, 1974; Reif, Newstrom, & Monezka, 1975).

In an attempt to rectify this dilemma, much research

has applied the job model to study women in the working

environment (Feldberg & Glenn, 1979). Research has been

presented reporting that differences between men and women

occur due to the differing job situations and opportunities

on the job. (Kanter, 1976, 1977a, 1977b).

However, several researchers have stated that the use

of the job model to study women is also in error because the

model is based on a male society and assumes that whatever

model has been used to study men must be valid for women

(Feldberg & Glenn, 1978; Izraeli, 1983; Neil & Snizek, 1987;

Pearson & Kahn, 1980). Perhaps the assumption of using the

job model of men and work is a tendency to use men as the

standard in defining human behavior (Feldberg & Glenn,

1979).

Several researchers have also indicated that neither

the gender, nor the job model encompass the full human

experience past and present, and neither model should be

used in the analysis of men and women at work. Some

researchers feel that as humans both men and women are

affected not only by past socialization but by present

conditions in the environment, and are calling for an
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integrated approach (Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Izraeli, 1983;

Komarovsky, 1936; Neil & Snizek, 1987; Pearson & Kahn,

1980).

A theoretical model proposed by Astin (1984) takes into

account not only past socialization processes that

individuals experience, but also the present working

conditions including opportunity structures the worker faces

on the job. The integrated model is one of the first

attempts at studying the working population on an equal

basis and realizing that we are all humans first.

As companies begin taking steps towards more fully

managing the new emerging and diverse work force, companies

are also being called to meet further challenges of the 20th

century. Fierce economic competition, diverse foreign

markets, and dynamic technological advances are just a few

of the many challenges facing organizations today. In order

to remain competitive and gain any lead, companies must

redesign the working environment to focus on the improvement

of quality and productivity of the product or service and of

its people (Donovan, 1989; Offermann & Gowing, 1990;

Orsburn, Moran, Musselwhite, Zenger, & Perrin, 1990).

One of the latest job redesign programs has been the

initiation of self-managed work teams.

Self-managed work teams are composed of a group of

individuals who are responsible for the production of a

product or service from start to finish. Team members are
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delegated full responsibility and authority to make

decisions regarding their tasks, from administrative

strategies, to forecasting, to development, to interpersonal

processes and functions (Cummings, 1978; Manz & Sims, 1982;

Orsburn et al., 1990).

Unfortunately, many of the results regarding

self-managed work teams have been pieced together from

different organizations without an empirical base. Much

still needs to be learned about the contributions of self-

managed work teams, due to the potential this job redesign

has in creating more effective and healthy organizations

(Yeatts, Beyerlein, Thibodeaux, 1990).

Review of the Literature

The study of women in work began with research focusing

on past socialization processes as the basis for working

behaviors; the gender model. The proceeding research took

another approach in an attempt to rectify assumptions within

the gender model. The job model was then used to study

women in work. The job model is used for the study of men's

behaviors on the job and emphasizes working conditions as

the basis for behavior. More recently, researchers have

stated that neither model serves to explain working

behaviors of men and women. A new model is necessary which

can be used to study both men and women.
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Women and Work

Work has long been viewed as an activity that not only

determines daily life for many but influences the people

that they meet and many times the relationships in their

lives (Feldberg & Glenn, 1979). The activities involved in

working can be thought of as the central social process that

links individuals with society and with each other.

Until recently, the labor force has been primarily

dominated by males. But in recent years, the amount of

woman entering the labor force has grown rapidly (Feldberg &

Glenn, 1979; Guinn, 1989; Smith, 1990). The numbers

continue to grow.

Over the past fifty years there has been a huge

increase in woman's participation within the labor force

(Feldberg & Glenn, 1979). In the last half century alone,

women of working age have increased by 65%, and working

members have increased by 160% (Linng, 1975). In 1990,

about 52 million women were in the labor force, an increase

of about 1 million per year (Smith, 1990, p.3).

The increase in the number of women in the workforce is

one of the most important developments in the U.S. economy

since World War II (Smith, 1990). The new addition to the

labor force means that out of every 10 new hires into the

work force, 6 are female. In 1947, about one-third of the

working age women were employed; that number has increased

to one-half of working age women today. By the year 2000,
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65% of all new entrants into the labor work force will be

woman (Guinn, 1989).

There are many reasons why this trend is occurring.

The rise in educational attainment of young women has

provided access to jobs that had been previously

unattainable to them due to the lack of proper training

(Bernard, 1981). Educated women are also more likely to

have had a job before marriage, before childbearing, and for

longer periods of time than a non-educated female population

(Bernard, 1981; Van Dusen & Sheldon, 1976).

Thus, families living pattern's have first, become

adapted to two incomes not easily abandoned (Bernard, 1981;

Van Dusen & Sheldon, 1976). Secondly, these women, in

contact with the labor market, have knowledge of work

opportunities, are more likely to find employment when they

want it, and are finding it difficult to give up the

economic independence that working provides for them

(Bernard, 1981; Van Dusen & Sheldon, 1976).

Astin (1984a) asserts that recent years have witnessed

an acceleration in several trends connected with the

institutions of family, education, and work. These trends

bear directly on work expectations for women. The trends

include an increased longevity due to advances in medical

technology and improvements in disease prevention, health,

and nutrition, a declining birthrate which has dropped
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sharply in recent years, increasing divorce rate, and a

proliferation of non-traditional lifestyles.

The expanding role of women in the work force can be

perceived as a great opportunity for the nation to broaden

the human potential available and to improve productivity

capacities (Smith, 1990). Others consider the shift as a

burden on the labor market and a threat to traditional

values (Smith, 1990). Despite the mixed opinions, the

trends and new roles will exert a profound effect on the

economy, social values, family structures, and a changing

base for self-identification and sex roles (Van Dusen &

Sheldon, 1976).

The trends associated with the movement of women

entering the job market are not likely to diminish. Rather,

research by Smith (1990) suggests that there are three

additional potential sources for an even greater increase of

women into the workforce. If real wages grow at a faster

rate, this "would add to the estimated participation rate

and growth of married woman" (Smith, 1990, p vi). Secondly,

if the ratio between female and male wages begins to narrow,

there should be very large participation effects

anticipated. Thirdly, the increase in the liberalization of

sex-role attitudes would provide a strong stimulus for

participation, especially from women who are married and

have young children.
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No matter how the increase of women into the labor

market is perceived, it cannot be denied. But despite

universal predictions of the increased participation of

women, many companies are not prepared for the change. Those

that are, will be at a major advantage in meeting workforce

needs (Guinn, 1989).

Knowing that the size of the female labor force is

growing and will continue to grow, steps should be taken to

insure that the quality and relative position of women will

not deteriorate, but will improve. Failure on the part of

policy makers to acknowledge the growth of women in the

labor force over the next decade will result in poor

planning in a wide variety of activities where policies

would be aimed at wrong targets and working populations

(Smith, 1990). Due to this influx of women into the work

force and expansion into a wide variety of occupational

groups in our society, work issues, women's job experiences,

orientations, and attitudes have become subject of intense

study and inquiry (Jurik & Halemba, 1984).

The Study of Work and Women

The issues and research topics surrounding work have,

for the most part, been discussed in a universal framework

(Feldberg & Glenn, 1979). But, the actual study of work and

work behavior has proceeded along very gender differentiated

lines (Acker & Van Houten, 1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979;

Kanter, 1976, 1977a, 1977b; Oakley, 1974).
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The differentiations between men's and women's work

behaviors has led to three problems within the literature

(Feldberg & Glenn, 1979). First, women are rarely included

in the research itself. The literature mainly focuses on

white males, particularly those that hold managerial, blue

collar, and professional jobs (Hesselbart, found in Feldberg

& Glenn, 1979). Secondly, if women are studied,

interpretations are, for the most part, sex biased (Acker &

Van Houten 1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Oakley, 1974).

Thirdly, the analysis is distorted, because definitions

regarding certain work factors are defined as appropriate

for either men or women, but not for both sexes (Acker & Van

Houten, 1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Kanter, 1976, 1977a,

1977b; Oakley, 1974).

One of the main problems in the study of women and work

is the distorted sexist assumptions (Acker & Van Houten,

1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Jurik & Halemba, 1984; Kanter,

1976, 1977a, 1977b; Oakley, 1974). Feldberg and Glenn

(1979), have attempted to identify the underlying paradigm

giving rise to the differing sex biased assumptions and

approaches in the study of work for men and women. They

feel that two different models have been used to study job

characteristics. The job model has been strictly used for

the study of men while the gender model has been principally

applied to the study of women regarding issues of behaviors,

values, and attitudes in the workplace.
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Job Model

The job model, used for the study of work and men,

bases explanations regarding work attitudes and behaviors on

the experiences encountered on the job itself (Feldberg &

Glenn, 1979; Kohn, 1976; Lorence, 1987). The model predicts

that working conditions are the important determinants of

job involvement regardless of any earlier levels of

subjective job participation or any socialization processes

(Kohn, 1976; Lorence, 1987).

Figure 1 conceptualizes the gender model. The model

indicates that male and female work behavior is determined

by sex-role socialization. The socialization processes

determine career choices, and work behaviors without taking

into account the structure of opportunity.

Job Effects and Men. Research has found links between

the work environment and such things as feelings of

alienation where work is highly repetitive and of little

substantive complexity (Kohn, 1976). Links between the work

environment and increases or decreases in the quality of

work life for men have been researched (Mortimer, 1976).

There has also been research focused on the cognitive

processes of men, such as skill and judgement activities on

the job observed to create a spillover effect to off the job

activities. Activities of skill and judgement learned on

the job were carried over to off the job activities (Kohn &

Schooler, 1978).
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A. Sex-Role Socialization B. Structure of Job Opportunity

Male * play * Distribution of Jobs
Family * Sex typing of jobs
School *Discrimination

Femal * Work * Job Requirements

Career Choice and Work Behavior

Figure 1. Gender Model: Modification from Astin's

Sociopsychological Model.

Unlike the job model which centers on working

conditions as the predominant influence regarding working

behaviors and attitudes, the gender model has another focus.

The gender model highlights past socialization processes as

its focal point in explaining individual work behaviors

(Acker, & Van Houten, 1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Freedman

& Phillips, 1988;

Gender Model

The gender model used in the study of work for women,

argues that differences in the work orientation of men and
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woman are attributable to the differences in the sex role

socialization process experienced throughout life.

According to the gender model, men's roles are defined,

trained, and pushed at an early age; they are trained to

believe that their social role is to build a career, and

they are expected to provide economic sustenance for their

families (Feldberg & Glenn, 1979).

Women, according to the gender model, have shown an

emphasis towards acceptance of family roles as their

preeminent life concern. Women's lowered subjective job

involvement and differing work values stem from these

diverse socialization differences experienced throughout

life (Feldberg & Glenn, 1979).

Socialization. The process of socialization is

regarded as an interfactional system where a person's

behavior and personality characteristics are modified

according to the expectations of others (Ireson, 1978).

Socialization is a cumulative response where the responses

which an individual chooses are, in part, dependent on the

choices made in response to previous socialization pressures

(Ireson, 1978).

Figure 2 conceptualizes the job model. The model

indicates that male and female career choices and work

behaviors are determined by the structure of opportunity,

irregardless of sex-role socialization processes.
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A. Sex-Role Socialization B. Structure of Job Opportunity

Mal * Pl ay. Distribution of Jobs
* Family* Sex typing of jobs

* SWook * Discrimination

*FWork * Job Requirements

Career Choice and Work Behavior

Figure 2. Job Model: Modification from Astin's

Sociopsychological Model.

Various pressures acting as socialization agents early

in life include family members, and especially parents.

Later, socialization agents may include friends, the media,

and teachers. During the time of adolescence, peers tend to

become the main socialization agents (Block, 1973; Ireson,

1978).

A study by Block (1973) explored the different ways

that boys and girls are reared. Boys across several age

levels studied reflected an emphasis on achievement and

competition, an insistence on the control of feelings and

expressions of affect, and a concern for conformity. Parent

and son issues appeared to focus on authority and control
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and aimed towards task-oriented achievement. For girls, the

emphasis was quite different.

Rearing practices for girls, (Block, 1973), included

developing and maintaining close interpersonal

relationships, an encouragement to talk about any problems

or troubles, and a thrust to reflect on life. Girls were

shown physical affection and were given comfort and

reassurance. Issues seemed to be concerned with

relatedness, protection, and support.

The socialization process reinforces the nurturant,

sensitive, dependent, docile, submissive, and conservative

aspects of the traditionally defined female role for women

(Block, 1973; Epstein, 1970). The process also discourages

personal qualities conventionally defined as masculine such

as self-assertiveness, achievement orientation, and

independence (Block, 1973). Several myths, stereotypes, and

assumptions regarding the working behavior of women have

been cultivated due to the beliefs in the socialization

process.

Myths due to socialization processes. The women's

Bureau of the U.S. Department of Labor (1971) reported

several false beliefs held in this country regarding women

and work due to ingrained socialization processes. Among

them were such notions as:

(1) Women are out ill more often than male workers.

(2) Training women is a waste because they will not be
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at the work place long, in other words, they will marry and

leave the work environment.

(3) Employment of mothers leads to juvenile delinquency

(Fitzgerald & Crites, 1980).

Other biases include such things as women will work as

a hobby or to earn extra money for "luxuries". As a result

of this idea, women are thought of as lacking the ambition,

aggressiveness, and dedication necessary to excel within the

business where they are working (Acker & Van Houten, 1974;

Reif, Newstrom, & Monezka, 1975).

Gender model studies. Research based on the gender

model has claimed that women are disinterested or less

satisfied in the extrinsic rewards work can provide such as

increased autonomy. The model suggests that women are more

interested in the intrinsic rewards from a working

experience such as perceived need satisfaction

opportunities, satisfaction with occupation of their work,

social interactions, and values associated with social

service and relationships with co-workers rather than with

work itself (Kuhlen, 1963; Lindsay & Knox, 1984; Rossi,

1980; Taylor & Thompson, 1976; Wagman, 1965).

Support for the gender model has argued that men and

women have differing work attitudes and behaviors due to

early socialization processes. The model contends that men

have a high level of job involvement, whereas women are

socialized to have a low level of job involvement. The
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lowered commitment levels for women are viewed as impervious

to changes in working conditions (Lorence, 1987). Thus job

aspects would have little effect on job involvement, and

suggests that intrinsic job aspects, along with family

relationships, are the crucial aspects that explain the

behavior of working women (Jurik & Halemba, 1984; Lorence,

1987).

Gender model studies suggest that due to

socialization, girls tend to be more concerned about their

successes in love, marriage, and family than in any out-of-

home occupation (Ohlsen, 1968). Women's career roles are

perceived as incompatible with homemaking and any parenting

roles (Ahrons, 1976), Ahrons states that household and

family responsibilities generate conflict for women between

domestic and work roles which further decrease job

involvement (Lorence, 1987). The model also suggests that

because of past socialization, women within a "traditional"

family situation would be expected to work only on a part-

time basis, and for shorter periods of time (Psathas, 1968).

Following this same vein of research, the gender model

also argues that:

(1) Women evaluate the accomplishments of other women

less favorably then those of men (Deaux & Taynor, 1973).

(2) Women have little commitment or identification with

the job as compared to their male counterparts (Psathas,

1968).
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(3) Men have higher expectations and aspirations than

women (Marini & Greenberger, 1978).

(4) Women lack strong expectation of personal efficacy

in relationships to many career-related behaviors, and thus

fail to fully realize their capabilities and talents in

career pursuits (Hackett & Betz, 1981).

(5) Women are more likely to submit to bureaucratic

subordination of the work organization and are less

concerned with autonomy than men (Kuhlen, 1963; Simpson &

Mutran, 1981).

More recent studies have also concluded that the sex

role climate may not be changing very quickly. A study by

Lewin and Tragos (1987) was designed to explore whether

changes in the social climate between 1956 and 1986 had

influenced the degree of sex role stereotyping among youth.

Findings from the Lewin and Tragos (1987) study

indicated that both sexes still emphasized the importance of

differences in the social roles of girls and boys; even more

so in the 1982 study than in the 1952 study. The results

clearly did not support their original hypothesis that sex

role stereotyping had diminished over the past century.

They concluded that basic power relationships of gender

among adolescents had not altered by 1982, but that the

self-image of girls had improved.

Inconclusive evidence. Several researchers feel that

the results and explanations regarding women in the work
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force based on the gender model are misleading or at least

are too simplistic in explaining behaviors and attitudes of

women. Many feel that results from several studies have

been biased with inappropriate research methods based on

theories heavily weighted toward the study of a male

society, and based on a wide array of assumptions and myths

about women generated by the socialization concept (Acker &

Van Houten, 1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Oakley, 1974;

Reif, et al., 1975).

The biased studies have led to behavioral options for

women which have been "narrowed by the socialization

process" whereas, for men, the sex role definitions and

behavioral options have been "broadened by socialization"

(Block, 1973, p 525). In other words, women have been

limited by sex role definitions in what they are supposed do

and accomplish in their lives and what priorities they are

to adhere to.

Many of the presumed sex differences may be more

perception than actual (Statham, 1987). For example,

Maccoby and Jacklin (1974) conducted an extensive review of

gender studies and found that nearly all widely held beliefs

about sex differences have not been confirmed empirically in

any consistent way. The only difference had been the

tendency for men to be more aggressive than women.

The Job Model as an Alternative to the Gender Model

Some recent research has aimed at trying to correct the
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inconsistencies and distortions brought on by applying the

gender model as a basis for the study of women in the

workplace. The approach has typically been to apply the job

model to the study of women and work in organizations

(Feldberg & Glenn, 1979). Particular attention has been

paid to positions or opportunity structures held by women as

a basis for evaluating women's work behaviors and attitudes.

Thus, differences in job conditions are the major sources of

disparities between men and women in work orientations, and

not past socialization practices (Kanter, 1976, 1977a,

1977b).

Job Model, Women, and Work

From her research with men and women in corporations,

Kanter (1976, 1977a, 1977b) concluded that the supposed

differences between men and women regarding work attitudes,

values, and behaviors, depend more on a function of where

those individuals are within the organization rather then on

previous socialization processes. Kanter (1976) proposed

that group ratios, power struggles, and structural

conditions, particularly those from the organizational

hierarchy, shape apparent sex differences in the workplace.

If women exhibit limited aspirations, low involvement

with work, and show a concern with co-workers friendships,

it may be due to the fact that they find themselves in jobs

or situations within the organization that limit and block

any mobility for them. Women's job conditions have been
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shown to be substantially related to physiological

functioning and are no more immune to occupational

circumstances then their male counterparts (Miller,

Schooler, Kohn, & Miller, 1979). Research has also

indicated that men, in situations where they lack power over

their job, will exhibit the same type behaviors as women

(Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Jurik & Halemba, 1984; Kanter 1976,

Simpson & Mutran, 1981).

There has been considerable support for Kanter's

position, especially between working conditions, gender, and

job satisfaction, (Feldberg & Glen 1979; Grandjean & Bernal,

1979; Markham, South, Bonjean, & Corder, 1985; Miller, 1980;

Mottaz, 1986; South, Bonjean, Corder, & Markham 1982).

Basically the argument is a simple one. Job aspects such as

control, autonomy, and promotion, are equally important to

men and to women and have a positive relationship with job

satisfaction. Since most jobs where women are employed have

few of these features, women will be less satisfied for

example (Freedman & Phillips, 1988).

Powerless position. Extended research along this same

vein has focused on how powerless positions within

organizations, positions which are described as routinized

and having no access to mobility, which for many women are

the only positions they are able to obtain, create social

roles and the differences between men and women. A study by

Brass (1985) showed that organizational structuring creates



23

positions for women where they are expected to be less

central than their male counterparts, are seen as working in

the interest of others, and thus are unable to receive

possible valuable information, resources, or support that

many times will come due to association with such

interactions (Brass, 1985; Simpson and Mutran, 1981). The

position within the organization then leads to a lack of

mobility or promotion within the organization for women

(Brass, 1985)

Hrebiniak (1974) has suggested that lower status

individuals find little support for their positions. These

individuals, having an inability to affect group processes

or outcomes, produce feelings of frustration, deprivation,

and dissatisfaction.

Eagly and Steffen (1984) found in their studies that

women were continually judged to have lower salaries then

men, that higher job status titles are assigned to men than

to women, and that beliefs about women resemble those about

homemakers, whereas beliefs about men resemble those about

employed persons. These stereotypical positions lead to a

mentality stressing differences between men and women.

Career progress has also been conceptualized as a

filtering system allowing or obstructing the movement of

individuals to higher positions within the organization.

Schein's (1974) conceptual model indicates that at each

stage of movement within an organization from pre-entry, to
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training, initiation, assignment and promotion, women may be

confronted with organizational filtering.

Schein (1974) explains that the organizational

filtering process affects movement, behavior, and

performance for women. For example, there may be a

reluctance to assign women to challenging positions (Bartol

1978), women may watch superiors for an indication of

appropriate working behaviors where many times the same

behavior for men and women is evaluated differently. The

organization may even have different criteria to evaluate

the performance and behavior of men and women, or may

evaluate women's performance as "not bad for a woman"

leaving the female with a false sense or unrealistic

assessment of her abilities.

Controlled job situations. Several researchers have

focused studies on work attitudes and behaviors of men and

women in limited controlled settings. Many research studies

have been conducted where the situations and conditions for

both men and women were controlled, most resulting in

converging values, attitudes, and behaviors for both

genders.

Research has shown that when occupational position, and

job situations are controlled to be the same for men and

women, that job level has a significant impact on

interpersonal trust and commitment of the workers, and that

job level and perceived deficiency in participation has an
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effect on work related attitudes and perceptions of

influence for both groups (Hrebiniak, 1974).

Other studies have shown that at low occupational

levels, more predominantly ascribed to women, job

motivations are external to the job itself, and are

influenced more by financial and social considerations.

When working conditions and levels are the same for all

workers, men and women do not differ in the extent to which

they value intrinsic or extrinsic job satisfiers in general

(Centers & Bugental, 1966).

Brief and Aldag (1975) found that if one holds constant

such potentially confounding things as organizational level

and occupation, no significant differences in work attitudes

were evident between men and women. The study by Brief and

Aldag (1975) focused on such work-related outcomes as

anticipated job and school related outcomes including social

interactions, social status, wages, security and self

actualization, among others within an African-American

population.

Miner (1974) focused on work motivation. He gauged

work motivation on the Miner Completion Scale and work

motivation among a sample of men and women managers at the

same organizational levels. No differences between the two

groups were found.

Other studies have shown that when education, age,

family status, occupational prestige, work structures, and
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incomes are controlled, there are no differences between men

and women regarding job satisfaction, task autonomy, and job

attitudes and preferences. Also revealed, the finding that

women workers were as reliable or more so than male workers,

and show as much, or more, initiative as men at work (Brief

& Oliver, 1976; Lacy, Bokemeier, & Shepard, 1983; Mannheim,

1983).

In a study by Jurik and Halemba (1984), women in

general, exhibited largely the same attitudes toward their

work as did males within the same structural job and

position. Perceived variety on the job also had a positive

impact on general job satisfaction, along with higher levels

of job satisfaction associated with perceptions of average

or excellent opportunities for advancement within the

department.

Wheeler (1981) found overall perceptions from male and

female college students regarding the abilities required by

a certain level business occupation as the same. This

indicated essentially identical occupational value choice

processes for males and for females.

Some focus has also been directed on the effects of job

socialization on women's and men's attitudes over time in

the same position. Research has shown that values regarding

job involvement and task related activities converge over

time. This may indicate that occupational socialization

decreases the gap between the sexes and does not support the
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contention that a woman's work orientation has already been

molded prior to entering the work environment (Gomez-Mejia,

1983).

Lorence (1987) also found that over time, controlling

such things as personal characteristics, family life cycle

stage, and work conditions, women exhibited greater

involvement to the job than men. The study also revealed

that increases in work autonomy and occupational status for

both groups increased job involvement, and that marital

status and the number of young children in the home did not

affect job involvement for either group.

The overall results from the study by Lorence (1987)

were consistent with previous research (Lorence & Mortimer,

1981) in disconfirming that job involvement is fixed

throughout the working life. The study also confirmed that

job involvement orientation varies in a comparable manner

for men and women across various stages of the work career.

There has been support for and against both models over

the years regarding work attitudes and behaviors of men and

women. Several researchers have thus stipulated that

neither the gender model nor the job model are adequate

methods for appropriately measuring and investigating work

behaviors.

Call for an Integrated proach

Feldberg and Glenn (1979) feel that while researchers

have been able to realize the inadequacies of the gender
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model, shortcomings regarding the job model have been

overlooked. Studies utilizing the job model assume that

whatever model has been used to study the behaviors and

attitudes of men within organizations will be adequate to

study all workers. This assumption is based on the use of

men as the standard to define what is common and normal

behavior (Acker & Van Houten, 1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979).

Statham (1987) feels that using the job model to assess

women's working behaviors may provide a much needed

correction to a previous tendency to blame the woman as a

victim for her own difficulties in the labor force due to

socialization. This view is an unnecessarily narrow

viewpoint that taken on its own may be misleading.

Assumptions of the gender model. The gender model

assumes that social relationships are based on a nuclear

family headed by a male, with the connection to the family

through the wife/mother. The model also assumes that social

position is determined by the family, and that

sociopolitical behavior and attitudes are derived from

gender role socialization, family roles, and the activities

and relationships of household work. Family is also

considered the central life interest for the women (Feldberg

& Glenn, 1979).

Assumptions of the job model. The job model assumes

that basic social relationships are determined by work, that

the family structure is nuclear and male-headed with an
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emphases on the male being the economic provider, and that

there is a central life interest in employment and earnings.

The job model also presumes that sociopolitical behavior and

attitudes are derived from occupational socialization, the

class and status of the occupation, and the social relations

at work (Feldberg & Glenn, 1979).

Statham (1987) asserts that the job model literature

has taken the lead in focusing primarily on the negative

aspects of women's labor force experience, trying to account

for such things as low satisfaction, low commitment, and

high turnover. Because women have been so persistently

viewed as less prepared for the working environment, hence

less successful in the labor force, much effort has gone

towards debunking those claims.

As a result, the positive contributions women make to

the workplace have been ignored; by monetary standards,

women are less successful than men. However, it does not

necessarily follow that women are, "in truth, performing

less well, or that they make less significant contributions

to the workplace" (Statham, 1987, p. 410).

These perspectives, in an attempt to explain women's

failings, emphasize that women can become as "capable" as

men either by changing capabilities or removing structural

barriers. Few studies consider the fact that women may in

fact behave differently in ways that enhance performance

(Statham, 1987).
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Feldberg and Glen (1979) assert that the assumptions

surrounding the both the gender and job model have lead to

distorted conclusions about men and women. They feel that

what is needed is an integrated approach taking into account

the interactions between job and gender forces. They are

not alone in their proposal.

Several researchers believe that the development of an

integrated approach would provide a starting point for the

understanding the work links for both men and women, and

would begin the process of redefining sex roles in greater

harmony with the socioeconomic and ideological character of

modern society (Feldberg & Glen 1979; Izraeli, 1983;

Komarovsky, 1936; Neil & Snizek, 1987; Pearson & Kahn,

1980).

The need for integration is a call to

view socialization throughout the life cycle as

the process by which social norms and values are

internalized and transmitted, and to view the

structural arrangements as generating the dynamics

which shape the contents of what is transmitted

(Izraeli, 1983, p.164).

Integrated approach. Astin (1984a) has developed and

proposed an interactive and integrated approach to the study

of men, women, and work. Her model highlights the critical

importance of social/environmental variables in educational

and career decisions, attending to both psychological
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variables (personal characteristics),

contextual-sociological variables (social forces), and the

interaction of the two in shaping human behavior.

Astin's (1984a) model draws from both empirical

evidence and past theoretical formulations of career

development. The model is need-based and

sociopsychological, incorporating four constructs:

motivation, expectations, sex-role socialization, and the

structure of opportunity. The model assumes the same work

motivations for men and for women. Work expectations, and

hence work outcomes in the form of career choice and work

behavior tend to differ, however, due to sex-role

socialization, and because the structures of opportunities

for men and women differ.

The motivation component is in the form of three

primary needs for survival, pleasure, and contribution, and

are the same for women and for men. These needs are

satisfied by means of employment, paid or volunteered.

Survival needs within the model relate to the income

necessary for buying food, shelter, clothing and other items

essential to well being.

The pleasure needs refer to the pleasure of work

activities and the pleasure that derives from the

performance and accomplishment of some task. The pleasure

needs include the achievement of particular goals.
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The contribution needs within the model refer to the

production of useful goods and services that can contribute.

This contribution is to themselves and to others.

Expectations refers to the structure of opportunity.

The expectations are a function both of sex-role

socialization and of the perceived structure of opportunity.

Work expectations include perceptions of one's

capabilities and strengths, available options, and the type

of work that may satisfy needs. Individual expectations are

initially set by the socialization processes. Expectations

are also affected by early perceptions of the structure of

opportunity. They can be modified, however, as the

structure of opportunity changes (Astin, 1984a).

Sex role socialization includes play, household chores,

and early paid work, differentiated by gender, produce

different skills, and different perceptions of what the

world of work has to offer. Impressions are made of what

activities can best satisfy survival, pleasure, and

contribution needs. So, at a very early age in life,

children form gender-linked expectations about need

gratification through work.

The structure of opportunity in Astin's model (1984a)

deals with the structure of opportunity in the world of

work. The structure includes economic conditions, the

family structure, the job market, and other environmental
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factors that are influenced by social, technological, and

historical events.

Astin's (1984a) theory/model is comprised of four major

principles:

1. Work behavior is a motivated activity intended to

satisfy three basic needs: survival, pleasure, and

contribution.

2. Career choices and work behaviors are based on

expectations concerning the accessibility of alternative

forms of work and their relative capacity to satisfy the

three basic needs.

3. Expectations are shaped in part by early

socialization through family, childhood play, school

experiences, and early work experiences, and in part by the

perceived structure of opportunity.

4. Expectations developed through socialization and

through early perceptions of the structure of opportunity

can be modified by changes in the structure of opportunity,

and this modification in expectations can lead to changes in

career choice and in work behavior (see Figure 3).

Critics of the integrated model are, for the most part,

positive. The model appears to capture several valuable

ideas, especially that both men's and woman's behavior can

be explained by one model which may be considered a human

model instead of a job or gender model (Kahn, 1984).
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A. Work Motivation B. Sex-Role Socialization C. Structure of Opportunity

Three Basic Drives * Distribution of Jobs

*FPlayiue " _T M g Sex typing of jobs
*Survival * Family* Discrimination

* Pleasure * School Mol o Ca*JobRequirements
C ontribution * * Economy

*Family Structure
* Reproductive Technolog

Expectations

Career Choice and Work Behavior

F igure 3 . Not e. From " The Meaning o f Work in Women' s

Lives: A Sociopsychological Model of Career Choice and Work

Behavior" by H.S. Astin, 1984, The Counseling Psychologist,

12.

The strength of the model lies in the recognition of

the interactive quality of the process and in the potential

that this implies for individual changes and growth. The

model also contributes to the theoretical base of career

development, and how the socialization process and

opportunity structures interact to produce social change

(Harmon, 1982; Kahn, 1984; Nevill, 1984).

The model also provides a practical hands-on approach

to the exploration of influences on career development
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(Bernard, 1984). One of the major strong-points of the

model is the focus on the development of work behaviors as a

human process, rather than primarily a gender process, and

can be seen as a complementary existing theory (Bernard,

1984), while providing a break with past conceptual

structure (Farmer, 1984).

Limitations to her study at this time include the need

to operationalize and empirically test the constructs

proposed, and the need to address the multiple roles women

engage in and the extent to which these roles are in

conflict with each other or complimentary with each other

(Astin, 1984b).

Also questioned is whether the model sufficiently

addresses the realities of career development of women.

Researchers also question why the model seems to fail to

acknowledge or integrate previous theory and research in

vocational psychology (Fitzgerald & Betz, 1984; Gilbert,

1984).

The Future

The future must face a giant effort in coming to terms

with the subtle revolution of the emergence of women into

the work force. Those who view it with fear, as a trend, or

some sort of ephemeral struggle will continually attempt to

reinstate old ideals, values, and policies. Those who see

and accept the emergence as the first step in truly

utilizing all the human potential available will try to
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mitigate or eliminate issues that become barriers to

effective performance for all workers. Hopefully, in time,

old themes will be replaced with new ones that emphasis

different problems regarding women's new roles in society

within the family unit, and at the workplace (Bernard,

1981).

The theories and research regarding women's behaviors

and perceptions regarding the workplace are inconsistent.

Women have not been studied within the same organization, at

the same level of job occupation, doing the same type of

work functions, and holding the same amounts of

responsibility, power, and chances of mobility that their

male counterparts experience. One organizational setting

which may provide a constant and equal level of work

responsibility, flexibility, and mobility for both men and

women may be what is known as the self-managed work team.

Redesigning the Workforce

American companies of today are facing a great

challenge. Not only must they begin to learn how to manage

a diversified work force, companies must decide to continue

as they have been, surrendering entire industries for

foreign competition, or they must begin rethinking, and in

many cases, restructuring the way they do business (Donovan,

1989; Of fermann & Gowing, 1990; Orsburn, Moran, Musselwhite,

Zenger, & Perrin, 1990) .
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U.S. manufacturers who want to succeed in the coming

decade must break away from past philosophies of business

thinking to cope with the changing and uncertain

environments of organizations (Manz & Sims, 1982; Trist,

Susman, & Brown, 1977). Davis (1979) discusses changes in

the political and economic environment of organizations,

coupled with technological changes, produce a turbulent

environment, especially for large organizations. The result

has been to try and develop a more adaptable workforce that

will be able to transform and maintain flexibility as a

result of systematic planning rather than on a defensive

reaction to the environment (Sherwood, 1989; Schreiber,

1979).

There are several factors which have put intense

pressure on U.S. companies to produce higher quality

products, and to produce these products more economically.

Some of those pressures include international competition,

an increase in rapid technological changes, and domestic

deregulation. Additionally, there have now been calls for a

multi-skilled, and knowledgeable work force capable of

performing a variety of jobs, and not limited to a rigid

system of job classification (Donovan, 1989; Sherwood, 1989;

Yeatts, Thibodeaux, & Beyerlein, 1990).

If companies are to meet these challenges, Donovan

(1989, 1988a, 1988b) states that organizations must achieve

high performance which will enable competition in the world
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market by providing high quality and value in products and

services. Organizations must also exhibit high flexibility

to meet the rapidly changing market conditions, the

perpetual advances in technology, and high commitment from a

multi-skilled workforce. The new workforce must be capable

of moving rapidly to where the work is, taking

responsibility for doing whatever it takes to get the job

done, and meet customers requirements (Donovan, 1988a,

1988b; Manz & Sims, 1982).

Finally, organizations must have constant improvement

in performance from employees who are actively involved in

the process of improving quality. There is also a push

towards improvement in performance in the reduction of waste

(Donovan, 1989).

To meet new and changing demands, several organizations

have initiated a number of change techniques. These include

such things as quality circles, just-in-time technology,

total quality control, and gainsharing. All of these

innovations have contributed in improving certain aspects of

work performance. But, many times these programs are not

well integrated, and simply work on only one aspect of the

working environment such as rewards systems. Many of these

programs have also been introduced under a traditional

organizational mentalitywhich may in itself contribute in

limiting the organization to meet the challenges of tomorrow

(Donovan, 1988a, 1988b). What is needed is a transformation
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of organizations, where a comprehensive redesign looks at

the organization as a total system (Donovan, 1989).

Work systems need to be redesigned in terms of their

technical capabilities but also in term of the social

structure. There needs to be an overall framework enabling

a focus of efforts on things that have the greatest chance

of moving towards greater flexibility, improved operational

performance, and the development of a highly committed and

versatile workforce. In focusing on these issues,

organizations will become better positioned to compete in a

rapidly changing environment (Donovan, 1988a). The ability

for organizations to meet new demands, may lie in a work

redesign shift to a sociotechnical environment utilizing

self-managed work teams.

Self-Managed Work Teams

A self-managed work team is a highly trained group of

employees, from 6 to 18 on the average. These teams are

fully responsible for turning out a well-defined segment of

finished work. The segment could be a final product, a

service, or an intermediate product or service.

Self-managed work teams represent the conceptual opposite of

the assembly line because every member of the team shares

equal responsibility for the finished product instead of a

narrow technical function with a shift from individual

methods to group processes (Cummings, 1978; Manz & Sims,

1982; Orsburn et al., 1990).
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Self-managed work teams are more than good team

players. The teams have access to more resources at their

command than traditional teams do. These teams do a wider

range of cross functional skills within the team itself,

have much greater decision making authority, and better

access to the information they need for making sound

decisions (Orsburn et al., 1990). Self-managed work teams

plan, set priorities, organize, initiate corrective actions,

solve problems, schedule and assign work and in many cases

handle personal issues like absenteeism, team member

selection, and member evaluation (Orsburn et al., 1990).

Teams are also involved in planning, setting goals, and

managing their own operations, quality, and cost (Donovan,

1989). Each member receives training in these and several

areas including administrative, interpersonal, and technical

skills, to make sure these things run smoothly (Orsburn et

al., 1990).

Origins of Sociotechnical Theory: Studies in coal

mines. The concept of self-managed work teams finds its

origins in the sociotechnical system realm (Cummings, 1978;

Kelly, 1978; Orsburn et al., 1990; Trist, 1981). The theory

emerged in 1949 at the Tavistock Institute in the British

coal mining industry, through the work of Trist and Bamforth

(Trist & Bamforth, 1951). The institute was faced with a

comparative study of a high producing, high morale coal
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mine, and a low producing, low morale coal mine (Kelly,

1978; Trist, 1981).

The South Yorkshire coal field, the high producing,

high morale coal field, was characterized by relatively

autonomous groups interchanging roles and shifts and

regulating affairs with a minimum of supervision. The

groups cooperated with one another, personal commitment was

obvious, absenteeism and the accident rate was low, and

productivity was high (Kelly, 1978; Trist, 1981).

As a result of the coal mine study, Trist and Bamforth

were the first to realize the emergence of a new paradigm of

work matched between a social system and a technical system.

Analysis from the study of the mines followed the

proposition that effective performance, defined usually in

terms of output, absenteeism, morale, etc., was a function

of matching, or jointly optimizing both the social and the

technical systems (Kelly, 1978; Trist, 1981) . The new

paradigm entailed a shift in the way work organizations were

envisaged. The principals involved were as follows (Kelly,

1978; Trist, 1981):

1. A work system which incorporated a set of

activities that made up a functioning whole, rather than the

single jobs.

2. The work group rather then the individual job

holder became central.
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3. Internal regulation of the job was made possible

and was conducted by the group rather then external

supervision.

4. There was a redundancy of functions to be done

rather than a redundancy of parts, based on an underlying

philosophy which developed multiple skills in the individual

worker.

5. The above principle valued the discretionary rather

than the prescribed part of work roles.

6. The individual had become complimentary to the

machines, rather than as extensions to it.

7. The new philosophy increased variety for the

organization rather than decreasing in the bureaucratic

mode.

A conceptual refraining was proposed where organizations were

viewed as sociotechnical systems, rather than simply social

systems (Trist, 1981).

Several major pioneering studies were carried out

during the decade. A mining study by Trist and Emery,

involved an attempt to spread the concept of autonomous

groups to six other mining pits. The concept proved

productive and the workers were satisfied. The model was

incorporated for a short time, but was not picked up again

for another 12 years in a Norwegian Industrial Democracy

project, and a Shell Philosophy project (Trist, 1981).
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A major study was conducted during the seventies where

an experimental section of a coal mine in the American coal

industry was trying out autonomous work groups (Trist,

Susman, & Brown, 1977). The results were positive regarding

productivity and safety. Despite the positive results,

attempts to instigate autonomous work groups into the

organization as a whole was not successful (Trist, 1981;

Trist, Susman, & Brown, 1977).

Studies in other industries. The next major

theoretical developments were associated with another

Tavistock project-the weaving sheds at Ahmedabad, India.

Two studies were conducted, one with an automatic loom

machine, the other with a non-automatic loom machine. In

both cases, the diagnosis of problems and the solutions

offered were identical (Rice, 1953).

In each case, it was suggested that the organization of

the sheds rested on a mismatch, because while the technology

demanded work independence, insuring maximum machine

utilization, the workers themselves were organized into

independent work roles. The social system and the technical

system were not being jointly utilized or optimized. Rice's

solution was therefore to create work groups based on

interdependent roles. The workers spontaneously created

their own work groups and responded enthusiastically to this

arrangement. But again, despite the positive results,

problems regarding training, sharing of power, and new
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managers kept the method from spreading to other work groups

(Rice, 1953).

During the fifties, a study was conducted into the work

practices in the Standard Motor Company at Coventry. The

company made both tractors and automobiles, and employed

12,000 workers who mostly controlled the arrangements of

their work. Due to the teams of workers, the company had

managed to increase its market share during the five years

questioned beyond other automobile industries. Again,

despite the results achieved in the organizational

restructuring, due to a takeover in later years, the pattern

of work organization met with opposition and lost most of

its power (Trist, 1981).

One of the next phases of sociotechnical work was a

diversification into two fields. Miller and Rice continued

developing a general theory of organization and management.

Emery, Trist and Thorstud became involved in the Norwegian

Industrial project funded by the Norwegian government

(Kelly, 1978) .

Due to this diversification several issues began to be

resolved. There was a rising interest in Continental Europe

with signs of a concern with alternative organizational

modes (Trist, 1981). Not until 70's did American

organizations begin to pay attention to this new work

redesign (Cole, 1982).



45

Summary of sociotechnical systems. The sociotechnical

system is built from two interdependent parts, the social,

including the people who perform the tasks and their

relationships, and the technical, comprising the tools,

techniques, the knowledge required for task performance.

The two components are different simply by virtue of the

different laws which govern them, but non--the-less, the

components must act together in order to accomplish any task

(Cummings & Markus, 1977; Kelly, 1978; Trist, 1981).

The sociotechnical systems theory is thus based on two

fundamental premises: that an organization is built on a

combined social and technical whole, and that the whole of

the organization relates effectively to the environment if

it is to survive and grow. The first assumption suggests

that whenever human beings are brought together to perform a

task, there is a joint system in operation, a

socio-technical system (Cummings & Markus, 1977; Cunningham,

1990; Denison, 1982; Kolodny & Kiggundu, 1980).

In the mining studies, Trist et al. (1963), the workers

controlled their own work pace and their internal division

of labor, performed a "whole" task, exercised a multiplicity

of skills and selected themselves into work teams. This

creation of autonomous work groups was based on the

assignment of responsibility for a complete cycle of mining

activity to the group (Kelly, 1978).



46

The autonomy meant that all members of the group were

responsible for all of its tasks. Workmen were trained in a

variety of skills, so they were able to perform tasks that

arose. The work teams were self-selected, thus facilitating

efficient deployment of labor, and the men were paid on a

group basis (Kelly, 1978).

Results of self-managed work teams. Since the classic

studies of the British coal mine industry were first

reported, interest in the sociotechnical system methods of

work restructuring has grown tremendously. The number of

studies and published reports of the sociotechnical system

has reached hundreds, and many more companies and

researchers are progressively becoming more involved in this

type of work redesign (Pasmore, Francis, & Haldeman, 1982).

Benefits from self-managed work teams will be different

depending on the companies strategic goals. Typically

companies site one or more of the following. Increased

productivity, streamlining, because self-direction creates

new options for flattening the organization by redeveloping

supervisors as facilitator, coaches, or team members

(Orsburn, et al., 1990).

There are several benefits from self-directed teams for

the employees and the organization. The worker now has

increased flexibility and can easily move from job to job

due to cross functional training of the work team. Team

members have the skills, motivation, and the information to
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adapt and respond quickly to changing conditions in the

organization as well as in the marketplace. Changing

conditions are handled with more confidence (Donovan, 1989;

Offermann, & Gowing, 1990; Orsburn et al., 1990).

Self-managed work teams also help to drive a quality

improvement effort into every part of the organization.

Teams develop a deep affinity for the job and continually

search for opportunities for increased quality improvements

as a matter of pride (Carnall, 1982; Orsburn et al., 1990).

Increased commitment to company wide goals is also a

result of implementation of teams. Increased involvement

increases commitment. The commitment remains high partly

because companies reward skills and contributions, not

seniority etc. (Orsburn, et al., 1990).

Increased customer satisfaction is also promoted and

increased through team implementation. Teams are quick to

respond to customer needs. Customer satisfaction breeds

return business, and returned business means increased

market share (Orsburn, et al., 1990).

Unfortunately, most of our understanding regarding the

benefits and problems of self-managed work teams come from

many differing sources of information, from several

companies. There have been few attempts to systematically

evaluate the long-term benefits and problems associated with

the implementation of self-managed work teams (Yeatts,

Beyerlein, & Thibodeaux, 1990).
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The present study may begin to fill a gap within the

women and work literature by examining women's values, and

behaviors in a working organization equal to that of their

male counterparts. The exploratory study will hopefully

generate empirical data supporting one of the three general

women and work models proposed in the literature at this

time.

Women and men may be equally effective in their work

behaviors but may not be perceived as such because women

seem to bring different working styles and working

approaches. A basic underlying premise to be tested may be

that women and men arrive at the same end by slightly

different routes (Statham, 1987).

The self-managed work team environment may have the

potential to draw on the most unique and strongest working

behaviors and characteristics from all the team members.

This type of organizational structure may allow individual

differences and styles to become assets rather then

hindrances.

What Women Bring to Work

A survey conducted by the International Women's Forum

reported by Rosener (1990) found that women are finding and

seeking opportunities in fast-changing and growing

organizations. They are showing that they

can achieve results in a different way. They are

succeeding because of - not in spite of - certain
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characteristics generally considered to be "feminine"

... (Rosener, 1990, p. 120).

Regarding leadership abilities, Rosener (1990) reports

that women tend to deal with others in transformational

ways, that is, getting the subordinate to transform own

self-images into the interest of the group through the

concern for a broader goal. Men on the other hand tend to

deal with others in a transactional way, that is getting

people to transform their own self-interest into the

interest of the group through concern for a broader goal.

Rosener (1990) states that women deal with others in an

interactive leadership style. This style is based on

encouraging participation, sharing power and information,

enhancing the self-worth of others, and energizing others.

Interviews with many of the women participating in the

survey stated that they attributed their skills to a natural

ability attributable to their socialization and the career

paths they had chosen. Women have been expected to be

cooperative, supportive, understanding and gentle, gaining

their self-esteem from helping others. All these traits are

brought into the workplace (Rosener, 1990).

Peters (1990) feels that the new trends of the future

that organizations must adhere to in order to survive are

easily promoted and established by women. Trends such as

breakdowns in hierarchy, teams before star performers,

processes as important as results, values that dominate
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rules, employee empowerment, teamwork leads to success, and

dealing with ambiguity are facing organizations now. Women

seem to naturally be adjusted to these changing

organizational trends.

Peters (1990) feels women are able to see things in a

larger, longer context. Women interviewed stated that they

see themselves as part of a continuum linking the past,

present, and future. Women also seem to be better

negotiators than men, and treat negotiation within the

context of a continuing relationship trying hard to produce

a win-win situation for both parties. Women also tend to

see themselves as part of a tightly spun web, emphasizing

closeness of team members or departments. They practice

inclusion rather than exclusion, and are far more willing to

share information.

Perhaps least surprising, women tend not to make

distinctions between their jobs and lives. The two are seen

as seamless. Values of nurturing and caring lived in life

context are naturally carried over to the job or business, a

trait especially important today when relationships,

teamwork, and value-driven management are a must. "What

business needs now is exactly what women are able to

provide" (Peters, 1990, p. 216).

Hypotheses

The present study will focus on women's values and

behaviors in a work situation where all is assumed equal
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between all members of the work team including men and

women. The following job variables will be analyzed from

the survey based on literature findings: skill variety,

task identity, task significance, autonomy, role conflict,

meaningfulness of the job, growth need strength, continuance

commitment, expectancy, decisions regarding work itself,

support from spouse, friends, family and coworkers, general

satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, satisfaction with

participation, and internal work motivation.

Confirmation of the following hypotheses would support

the gender model:

Hypothesis la: Skill variety, task identity, task

significance, autonomy, growth need strength, commitment,

general satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, the

meaningfulness of work, and work motivation is of

significantly lower concern for women than for men.

Hypothesis 1b: Women experience significantly more

role conflicts and low support from family, friends, and co-

workers.

Hypothesis 1c: Women experience significantly lower

work expectancies, are not involved with work decisions, and

are not concerned with work participation.

Women's scores are significantly lower than the male

scores on the job aspects studied irregardless of what team

they are participating in, whether production or support.
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Confirmation of the following hypotheses would support

the job model:

Hypothesis 2a: With all things being equal regarding

the job situation, women's and men's concern with skill

variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, growth

need strength, continuance commitment, general and pay

satisfaction, meaningfulness of work, and work motivation

are not significantly different.

Hypothesis 2b: Neither men nor women experience

significantly differing levels of role conflicts. Both men

and women show equal levels of expectancies, and support

from family, friends, and co-workers.

Hypothesis 2c: Both men and woman are equally involved

with decisions regarding work, and are satisfied with their

participation.

Responses for women and men are the same in both

support and production teams. Responses for women in the

production team are significantly higher than those of women

in the support team because the production team is more

self-managed and thus more conducive to developing and

utilizing the socialized skills of women within the team

environment.

Support for the following hypothesis would support the

sociopsychological model:

Hypothesis 3: Support for the integrated model would

show that given that the motivational needs of survival are
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being satisfied, as measured by satisfaction with pay,

contribution needs are being met, as measured by task

significance, and pleasure needs are being met, as measured

by task identification, the structure of opportunity within

the self-managed work team will be conducive towards

strengthening, and focusing on the socialized skills of

women thus producing more significant positive results for

women than men in both the support teams and the production

teams. The open organizational style would allow women the

opportunity to work with their own unique personal skills.

If direct effects are found within the model, this would

lend empirical support for this theoretical model.

A smaller scale model, referred to as a reduced model

within this study, was used to analyze the

sociopsychological model. The theoretical model was

modified to test the environment within self-managed work

teams.

Although Astin's model represents a very broad, global

perspective, it was tested in a more narrow definition

within the context of a self-managed work team job

environment. The motivational needs within Astin's model

were equated, based on the definition of the scales, with

satisfaction with pay, task significance, and task

identification. Contribution needs were equated with task

significance, pleasure needs were equated with task
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identification, and survival needs were equated with

satisfaction with pay.

Expectations within the model were equated with the

definition of expectations of the scale. Work behavior and

career choice was equated with general job satisfaction.

The structure of opportunity was equated with the open

self-managed work team structure. Gender was equated with

sex-role socialization.

Hypothesis 4a: The production teams, which are more

fully self-managed, will exhibit significantly more skill

variety, task significance, task identification, autonomy,

be more significantly involved in decisions regarding work,

and experience less role conflict then the support teams.

Hypothesis 4b: The production teams which are more

fully self-managed will exhibit significantly more growth

need strength, more continuance commitment, meaning, support

from co-workers, support from family, and more expectancy

than the support teams.

Hypothesis 4c: The production teams which are more

fully self-managed will experience significantly more

general satisfaction, pay satisfaction, satisfaction with

participation, and internal motivation than the support

teams.
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METHOD

Distributed survey responses tapping job behaviors and

characteristics in a self-managed work team organizational

structure will be analyzed. Specific job characteristics,

affective outcomes, psychological states, and decision

making and participation were chosen for the analysis, with

a focus on the similarities or differences in the responses

of men and women within the production and support teams.
:

Subjects

Subjects for the present study were 226 employees, 114

males, and 112 females, at an aerospace and electronics

plant in the southwest. The plant is a wholly owned

subsidiary and produces electronic assemblies.

The plant opened for operation in 1987 with

self-managed work teams in place. The participants were all

part of teams composed of 6-15 members, who were

responsible for daily scheduling and problem solving. The

functional teams at the time of the survey were support

teams or production teams. The support teams were quality,

engineering, material, boss, human resources, and the

production teams consisted of the manufacturing groups.

55
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The data set was divided into two groups for analysis:

survey responses from support teams and survey responses

from production teams. Informal interviews conducted by the

original research team indicated that production teams were

more self-managed than the support teams. Responses were

analyzed for 106 production team member respondents, 55

male, and 51 female, and 120 support team members, 59 male,

and 61 female.

Instruments

Table I presents a list of the job characteristics,

psychological states, and affective outcomes from the

survey. The tables also indicates the source of the scale

index from the literature chosen for the present study.

Survey

The survey was developed and administered by a group of

researchers from the University of North Texas and tapped

various job characteristics. The survey instrument was

developed based on existing literature measuring concepts in

the work environment. Six different job aspects were

included and are as follows: job characteristics,

psychological states, information flow,

decision-making/participation, affective outcomes, and

demographic/performance information (see Appendix A).
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Table I

Job Variables and Source of Variables as Used in the

Present Study

Variable Page Question # Source

Job Characteristics

Skill Variety

Task Identity

Task Significance

Autonomy

Role conflict

Growth and
need strength

Social
support

spouse friends
relatives

co-workers

4
1
5*

3
11
3*

2
1

2
1

2
1

2
1

6
3

5
8
14*

2
13
9*

17,20
23

1,5,7
2*, 3*,4*
6*

14-16

4B

6

2
3
(5)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Caplan &
French
et al.,1975)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Caplan &
French
et al.,1975)

14
17
(12)

* Indicates reversed items
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Table I 'cont'

Variable Page Question # Source

Job Characteristics

Expectancy

Decisions regarding
work itself

General job
satisfaction

Satisfaction w/
participation

Satisfaction
w/pay

Internal work
motivation

Meaningfulness
of work

Continuance
commitment

3
6

6

3

5

(3)
(1)
(5)

4

3

3

5

24 Lawler
18,19,24 (1973)

2,8,9,6 Heller
(et al.,1988)

3,13, (6) Hackman
9* & Oldham
2, 8* (1980)

(22) Heller
(9)* (et al.,1988)
(21)

2,6 Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

2,6,10 Hackman
14* & Oldham

(1980)

7 Hackman
6 & Oldham

7,23 McGee
22 & Ford
9* (1987)

* Indicates reversed items

Survey content. The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS)

(Hackman & Oldham, 1980) was used to collect respondent

perceptions and information on several of the job

characteristics included in the survey. Responses were

measured on Likert-type scales, and respondents marked

answers directly on the survey. The three items with the
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highest item-total correlations were selected from Hackman

and Oldham's survey for each of the job characteristics

(autonomy is an exception; four items were used in this

case). Internal consistency reliabilities for the original

Hackman and Oldham scales are all reported as higher than

.70. Since subsets of items were used in the survey,

reliabilities were calculated for each scale using

Cronbach's coefficient alpha.

Task identity. Task identity is the degree to which the

job requires completion of a whole and identifiable piece of

work-that is, doing a job from beginning to end with a

visible outcome. The reliability for this scale is at .59

(Cook, Hepworth, Wall, & Warr, 1981).

Task significance. Task significance is 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. The reliability for this scale is

at .66 (Cook, et al, 1981).

Skill variety. Skill variety is the degree to which the

job requires a variety of different activities in carrying

out the work, which involves the use of a number of

different skills and talents of the employee. The

reliability for this scale is at .71 (Cook, et al, 1981).

Autonomy. Autonomy was measured as the degree to which

the job provides substantial freedom, independence, and

discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in



60

determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

The reliability for this scale is at .66 (Cook, et al

1981).

Meaningfulness of work. Meaningfulness of work is the

degree to which the employee experiences the job as one

which is generally meaningful valuable and worthwhile. The

reliability for this scale is at .74 (Cook, et al , 1981).

Growth need strength. Growth need strength indicates

the degree to which individuals have a high need for

personal growth and development at work. The reliability

for this scale is at .73 (Cook, et al., 1981).

General satisfaction. General satisfaction is the

degree to which workers are satisfied with aspects of the

work context. The reliability for this scale is at .77

(Cook, et al., 1981).

Internal work motivation. Internal work motivation is

the degree to which the individual has knowledge of the

results of work, experiences responsibility for the results

of the work, and experiences the work as meaningful and

counting in his or her system of values. The reliability

for this scale is at .69 (Cook, et al., 1981).

Role conflict. Role conflict was measured with items

from Caplan, Cobb, French, and Harrison's (1980)

questionnaire and refers to the presence of two or more

conflicting demands from role senders. The reliability for

this scale is at .69 (Cook, et al., 1981).
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Satisfaction with pay. Satisfaction with pay is the

degree to which workers are satisfied with aspects of the

work context, specifically with pay, and fair compensation

for comparable work. The reliability for this scale is at

.72 (Cook, et al., 1981).

Other Scales

Support from spouse, friends, and relatives.

Support from spouse, friends, and relatives was measured by

items from Caplan's et.al., questionnaire and refers to the

extent to which people around the employee provide support.

The reliability for this scale is at .74 (Caplan, Cobb,

French, Harrison & Pinneau, 1980).

Support from co-workers. Support from co-workers was

measured by items from Caplan's et al. (1980) questionnaire,

tapping the availability aspect of social support in

occupational settings. The reliability for this scale is at

.78 (Caplan, Cobb, French, Harrison & Pinneau, 1980).

Continuance commitment. Continuance commitment was

measured by items from McGee and Ford's (1987) Continuance

Commitment Scale, (CCS). Commitment was based on having few

alternative employment opportunities, and commitment

stemming from expected high personal sacrifice. The

reliability for this index is at .40 (McGee & Ford, 1987).

Decisions regarding work itself. Decisions regarding

work itself was measured by Heller (1988) focusing on the

degree to which all people in a work team can contribute to
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decisions. Reliability for this scale was at .75 (Heller,

Drenth, Kopman, & Rus, 1988).

Satisfaction with participation. Satisfaction with

participation was measured by Heller et al., (1988) focusing

on the degree of satisfaction with leadership and

opportunities for participation. The reliability for this

scale is .66.

Expectancy. Expectancy was measured by Hackman,

Lawler, and Weick (1970) and focused on the belief that a

particular act will be followed by a particular outcome

(Lawler, 1973).

Table 2 presents the means, standard deviations,

Cronbach coefficient reliabilities for each scale chosen.

The number of items used for the specific scales chosen are

also presented.

Survey Sections

The survey was divided into 7 different sections asking

various questions. Each section utilized a Likert-type

scaling system and provided a space where the participants

were to rate their responses (see Appendix A).

The first section of the survey asked questions

regarding the participants job, decision-making, and stress.

Responses were chosen from a scale marked "1 = Very Little"

to "7 = Very Much" .

The type of questions within the first section of the

survey included: "To what extent do team members provide
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new ideas which are used?", and "To what extent are

employees open to changes in the workforce?". The

participants then chose a score from "1" to "7" as their

response.

The second section of the survey asked participants how

they personally felt about their job. Participants were

asked to score responses using another 7 point Likert-type

scale, with "1 = Disagree Strongly", and "7 = Agree

Strongly".

Statements under the second part of the survey

included: "Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with

this job", and "Too many people are involved with the

decision making process". Participants then rated each

statement.

The third section of the survey asked respondents to

indicate how satisfied they were with particular aspects of

their job listed. Participants again marked a response

chosen from a 7 point Likert-type scale with "1 = Extremely

Dissatisfied", to "7 = Extremely Satisfied".

Statements within this section of the survey included:

"The amount of personal growth and development I get in

doing my job", and "The amount of challenge in my job".

Respondents then marked how extremely satisfied or

dissatisfied they were regarding this job issue.

The fourth section of the survey asked participants to

say just what it was about a job that was most important to
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them. For each question, two different kinds of jobs were

briefly described. Participants were to indicate which of

the jobs they personally would prefer if they had to make a

choice between them.

A Likert-type scale was presented from I to 5.

The scale range included: "I = Strongly Prefer A"; "2 =

Slightly Prefer A", "3 = Neutral", "4 = Slightly Prefer B",

and "5 = Strongly Prefer B".

Statements within the fourth section of the survey were

presented in column form for "Job A" and for "Job B" . The

statement, for example, under "Job A" read "A job where the

pay is very good", under "Job B" the statement read "A job

where there is considerable opportunity to be creative and

innovative". The respondents then marked their response

according to the scale choices.

The next section of the survey asked for respondents

opinions regarding how other people with similar tasks as

theirs felt about their job, and how they felt about other

people. A Likert-type scale was used to mark responses with

"I = Disagree Strongly", and "7 = Agree Strongly".

Statements within this section included: "most feel

that the work is useless or trivial", and "many think of

quitting". Participants then marked their responses.

The last question section of the survey asked

respondents to address decision-making and relationships

with others. The 7 point Likert-type scale used in the
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previous section was also used in this section. Statements

within this section included: "My work team determines how

we are evaluated", and "My work team objectives are well

defined".

Several open-ended questions were included to indicate

the team members perspectives regarding team leader

responsibilities, spillover work team skills, and additional

thoughts and comments. Biographical information was

included within this section.

The last section of the survey asked for various types

of demographic information including such things as sex, job

level, and length of time at the plant. Respondents wrote

responses directly on the survey.

Procedure

Questionnaires were distributed in the summer of 1990

to the work employees by their supervisors. Participants

answered the survey on a voluntary basis, and all results

were kept anonymous, even though social security numbers

were asked for as a means of matching results with later

surveys. After completion, the surveys were returned to

drop boxes at the receptionist's desk in the plant, or

mailed directly to the UNT researchers. The survey had a

response rate of 78%.

Method of Analysis

Survey responses were coded and the data were entered

into an SPSSpc by the research team. Recoding for reversed
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indicators was performed. Reliability tests were also

conducted to analyze the appropriateness of the indicators

for the desired job concept.

Sample means between men and women, and support and

production teams were analyzed using MANOVA analysis of

variance comparing the following job aspects: skill

variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, role

conflict, growth need strength, continuance commitment,

expectancy, decisions regarding work itself, support from

family and friends, support from co-workers, decisions

regarding work, meaningfulness of work, general

satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, and internal work

motivation. An SPSS-X statistical package was used in the

analysis. A two-tailed significance level was calculated.

Job scale variables were grouped together into three

sets in order to analyze the data more effectively. The

dimension groupings were created based on the similarity of

scale definitions as well as inter-item correlations shown

in Table 3.

Path analysis was conducted to test the strength of the

sociopsychological reduced model. Path analysis was also

utilized to test the alternative model presented.



CHAPTER III

RESULTS

Statistical MANOVA analysis was conducted on the three

groupings of the dependent variables. The first grouping

consisted of job characteristics made up of skill variety,

task identity, task significance, autonomy, role conflict,

and decisions regarding the work itself. The second

grouping consisted of psychological states made up of

meaningfulness of work, growth need strength, continuance

commitment, support from co-workers, support of spouse and

friends, and expectancy. The third grouping encompassed

affective outcomes consisting of general satisfaction,

satisfaction with participation, satisfaction with pay, and

internal work motivation.

The five support staff teams were collapsed into one

variable. Comparisons were made with the production team.

The production team consisted of a total of 106 individuals,

55 were males, and 51 were female. The support team

consisted of 120 individuals, 59 were male, 61 were female.

All three of the MANOVA designs included two levels of

teams, support and production, and two levels of sex male

and female. Three overall MANOVA's were conducted.

Univariate tests were run for each significant MANOVA.

67
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A modified reduced version of Astin's sociological

model was analyzed using a regression stepwise analysis. An

alternative model was also tested using the same statistical

method.

Descriptive Statistics

Dependent Variable Reliabilities. Means standard

deviations and Cronbach-Alpha correlations for the job

characteristics, psychological states, and affective

outcomes used within the present study are presented in

Table 2. The number of items are also presented. The

scales of continuance commitment and expectancy showed low

reliability correlations, while general satisfaction showed

a high reliability correlation.

Correlations Among All Variables. Table 3 presents the

correlations between the dependent variables within the

present study. A total of 18 different variables, including

sex and teams were analyzed.

Combined Observed Means for the Dependent Variables.

Table 4 displays the combined observed means and the

standard deviations for the males and females, and the

support and production teams. Means and standard deviations

for all 16 work variables were analyzed.

Marginal Observed Means. Table 5 presents marginal

means and standard deviations for males and females in the

production and support teams. Means and standard deviations

are presented for all variables analyzed within the study.



Table 2

Means, Standard Deviations and Cronbach-Alpha

Reliabilities for Each Job Scale

Scale Mean SD Number Reliability
of Items

Skill Variety

Task Identity

Task Significance

Autonomy

Role Conflict

Growth Need
Strength

Continuance
Commitment

Expectancy

Decisions
Regarding Work

Support of
Family

Support
Co-workers

General
Satisfaction

Satisfaction
with Pay

Meaning

Satisfaction
with Participation

Internal
Motivation

15.89

14.06

17.73

20.23

12.88

20.64

13.11

12.24

12.48

15.10

15.09

29.81

11.19

20.48

14.40

33.08

3.67

4.67

3.11

4.99

4.29

4.80

4.14

3.45

4.27

3.99

3.77

6.66

4.31

4.00

4.22

4.85

3

3

3

4

3

4

4

3

4

3

3

6

3

4

3

6

.66

.71

.60

.75

.75

.72

.41

.38

.75

.74

.78

.86

.75

.68

.66

.63
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Table 4

Observed Means and Standard Deviations for Males and Females

in the Production and Support Teams.

VARIABLE MALE SD. FEMALE SD. SUP. SD PROD. SD.

16.03

13.92

17.29

20.02

13.14

20.52

12.59

13.17

12.91

3.43

4.44

3.26

4.95

3.88

4.41

4.21

3.39

4.26

15.83

14.09

18.38

20.52

12.35

21.31

13.67

13.48

12.36

3.66

4.89

2.89

4.94

4.66

5.01

3.98

3.49

4.31

16.02

14.10

17.34

20.96

13.84

19.86

12.62

13.74

12.86

3.51

4.18

3.15

4.40

3.71

4.91

4.07

3.35

4.32

15.93

13.98

18.46

19.20

11.52

22.36

13.94

12.99

12.28

3.59

5.10

2.83

5.27

4.53

3.81

4.00

3.36

4.26

Skill Variety

Task Identity

Task
Significance

Autonomy

Role Conflict

Growth Need
Strength

Continuance
Commitment

Expectancy

Decisions
Regarding

Work

Support from
Family
Members

General
Satisfaction

Satisfaction
with Pay

Meaning

Satisfaction
with

Participation

Internal
Motivation

Support from
Co-workers

29.31

11.40

19.92

14.22

32.48

14.82

6.58

4.26

3.97

4.14

4.62

3.39

30.95

11.34

21.30

14.81

34.04

15.54

6.40

4.46

3.83

4.25

4.72

3.92

29.57

12.18

20.19

14.54

33.17

14.57

6.99

4.64

4.01

4.19

4.93

3.71

30.63

10.68

20.98

14.48

33.45

16.11

5.84

3.81

3.88

4.04

4.73

3.09

Standard Deviations.

71

14.97 3.82 15.55 4.00 15.18 3.79 15.44 3.92

Note: SD indicates
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Table 5

Observed Means and Standard Deviations for Males and Females

in the Production and Support Teams

SUPPORT

VARIABLE

PRODUCTION

MALE SD. FEMALE SD. MALE SD. FEMALE SD.

Skill Variety

Task
Identification

Task Significance

Autonomy

Role
Conflict

Decisions
Regarding Work

Meaning

Growth Need
Strength

Continuance
Commitment

Support from
Co-workers

Support from
Family

Expectancy

General
Satisfaction

Satisfaction with
Participation

Satisfaction with
Pay

Internal
Motivation

15.89

4.01

16.79

21.13

13.60

13.58

19.67

19.63

12.03

13.92

14.63

13.70

29.43

14.43

12.43

32.50

3.40

3.96

3.38

4.41

3.80

4.14

4.01

4.76

4.20

3.31

3.82

3.02

6.85

3.98

4.22

4.89

16.05 3.70 16.32

14.39

18.05

21.08

13.87

12.37

20.94

20.01

13.21

14.87

15.66

13.78

30.27

14.82

11.95

33.88

4.26

2.91

4.44

3.80

4.49

3.92

5.24

4.19

4.06

3.61

3.90

6.94

4.54

5.22

4.67

13.79

18.15

18.84

12.49

12.07

20.23

21.61

13.23

15.63

15.25

13.01

29.79

14.32

10.28

32.86

Note: SD indicates Standard Deviations.

3.39

4.83

2.84

5.11

4.26

4.36

3.83

3.72

4.26

3.05

4.06

3.63

5.52

4.16

4.16

4.47

15.57

14.26

18.85

19.40

10.46

12.46

21.77

23.02

14.72

16.50

15.56

13.04

31.44

14.72

11.04

34.20

3.85

5.10

3.00

5.50

4.7

4.22

3.80

3.93

3.54

3.16

3.80

3.15

6.12

3.95

3.41

4.92
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Results of MANOVA Analysis

No significant interaction effects were found for any

of the three overall multivariate MANOVA analysis between

sex and teams. Simple main effects are reported for each

variable grouping.

MANOVA Analysis for First Variable Grouping. The

overall multivariate MANOVA for teams and the first

dependent variable grouping indicated a strong relationship.

This was indicated by the p-value corresponding to the test

statistics Pillais F(6, 209) = 6.23, p < .001) (see Table

6).

Univariate tests of significance indicated the strength

of the relationship with three variables shown in order of

significance: role conflict F(1,214)= 16.18, p < .001,

autonomy F(1, 214) = 9.05, p < .003 and task significance

F(1, 214) = 7.01, p < .009 (see Table 6).

Observed means indicated that the production teams had

a significantly lower level of role conflict (M = 11.51)

than the support teams (M = 13.74), and a significantly

higher level of task significance, (production M = 18.84)

than the support teams (support M = 17.42). Mean results

also indicated that the support teams had more autonomy (M =

21.11) than the production team (M = 19.11) (see Table 4).

MANOVA analysis indicated no main effect for sex and

the first variable grouping.



Table 6

Overall MANOVA for First Variale Grouping by Team

Pillais Exact F Df.h. Df.e Sig.F
(6,209)

Multivariate .151 6.23 6.00 209.00 .001
MANOVA

Univariate
F-test

Skill Variety .003 .954

Task identity .081 .775

Task 7.01 .009
Significance

Autonomy 9.05 .003

Role Conflict 16.18 .000

Decisions 1.47 .226
Regarding

Work

MANOVA Analysis for Second Variable Grouping. The

overall multivariate MANOVA for teams and the second

dependent variable grouping exhibited a strong relationship

among the variables. This was indicated by the p-value

corresponding to the test statistics Pillais F(6, 203) =

6.10, p < .001 (see Table 7).

Univariate tests of significance indicated

relationships with growth need strength F(1, 208) = 16.22, p_

< .001, support from co-workers F(1, 208) = 12.36, p < .001

and continuance commitment F (1, 208) = 5.87, p < .016. The

scales are in order of significance (see Table 7).
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Table 7

Overall MANOVA for Second Variable Grouping by Team

Pillais Exact F Df.h Df._e Sig.F
(6,203)

Multivariate .152 6.10 6.00 203.00 .001
MANOVA

Univariate
F-test

Meaning 1.65 .200

Growth Need 16.22 .001
Strength

Continuance 5.87 .016
Commitment

Support From 12.36 .001
Co-workers

Support From .234 .629
Family

Expectancy 2.27 .133

Combined observed means indicated that the production

team had a significantly higher level of growth need

strength (M = 22.29), support from co-workers (M = 16.05),

and continuance commitment (M = 13.95), than the support

teams. Means for the support teams were as follows: growth

need strength (M = 19.83), support from co-workers

(M = 14.41), and continuance commitment (M = 12.63) (see

Table 4).

Multivariate MANOVA analysis also revealed a

significant relationship with sex and the second dependent
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variable grouping. This was indicated by the p-value

corresponding to the test statistics Pillais F(6, 203) =

2.52, _ < .022 (see Table 8) .

Univariate analysis indicated that meaning F(1, 208) =

6.85, p < .009, continuance commitment F(1, 208) = 2.08, p <

.018, and support from co-workers F(1, 208) = 3.67, p < .057

exhibited strong and significant relationships with sex (see

Table 8).

Table 8

Overall MANOVA for Second Variable Grouping by Sex

Pillais Exact F Df.h Df. e Sig. F
(6,203)

Multivariate .069 2.52 6.00 203.00 .022
MANOVA

Univariate
F-test

Growth Need 2.08 .150
Strength

Support From 1.62 .203
Family

Expectancy .011 .914

Meaning 6.85 .009

Continuance 5.70 .018
Commitment

Support From 3.67 .057
Co-workers
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Combined observed means indicated that women had a

significantly higher level of meaning (M = 21.32) from their

jobs then did the males (M = 19.94). Mean results also

indicated that women were significantly more committed (M =

13.90) than men (M = 12.61) (see Table 4).

MANOVA Analysis of Third Variable Grouping by Teams.

An overall multivariate MANOVA statistical test resulted in

a strong relationship for teams and the third variable

grouping. This was indicated by p-value corresponding to

the test statistics Pillais F(4, 215) = 2.61, P < .036 (see

Table 9).

Univariate tests of significance indicated that

satisfaction with pay F=(1, 218) = 6.81, p < .010 had the

strongest relationship with teams (see Table 9).

Overall combined means indicated that the support teams

were more satisfied with pay (M = 12.18) than the production

teams (M = 10.65) (see Table 4).

An overall MANOVA analysis indicated no significant

interactions between sex and the third dependent variable

grouping.

Path Analysis of Astin's Modified Model

The Use of the MANOVA statistical testing was not

adequate in testing the path analysis model. In order to

test the path analysis model using MANOVA tests a very

complicated and intricate analysis would have been
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necessary. Path analysis was chosen to assess the strengths

between the various factors along the model paths.

Table 9

Overall MANOVA for Third Variable Grouping by Team

Pillais Exact F Df.h Df.e Sig.F
(4,215)

Multivariate .046 2.61 4.00 215.00 .036
MANOVA

Univariate
F-test

General .775 .380
Satisfaction

Satisfaction .034 .852
with

Participation

Satisfaction 6.81 .010
with Pay

Internal .286 .593
Motivation

Path analysis was utilized to assess the adequacy of

the causal model shown in Figure 4, the modified version of

Astin's sociopsychological model of work behavior. Path

analysis is based on regression procedures and allows the

incorporation of a number of predictor variables. The

assumption is made in path analysis that changes in the

independent or predictor variables precede changes in the

dependent variable. The flow of causal influence is in only
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one direction, so a predictor can influence a dependent

variable but cannot be affected by it, in turn. The causes

of the changes in the predictor variables are assumed to lie

outside of the model. The interrelationships among

predictors are limited to correlations, because it is not

known whether or not omitted variables influence each

predictor to create the apparent relationship.

To estimate the path coefficients, multiple stepwise

regression was employed. Standardized regression weights

were (beta-weights) used to represent the path coefficients,

because they adjust for variables measured in different

units. The standardization allows for comparison of

coefficients across different variables.

Stepwise regression begins by first entering into the

equation the predictor that is most highly correlated with

the dependent variable. if the F-test is significant for

the equation with that predictor variable, the next variable

to enter the equation is the independent variable with the

highest, significant, partial correlation. These steps

continue until all predictor variables have either been

accounted for with significant partial correlations or have

failed to meet the criterion for statistical significance.

Path analysis results for the initial path diagram are

reported in Figure 4. Path coefficients and correlations

between the variables are also reported. The lack of a

significant path between variables is indicated with "NS" ,
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non-significant. Path coefficients (beta weights) are

indicated above the r correlations where significant paths

were located as cited in work by Kiebe and Youngblood,

(1990).

A. Work Motivation B. Sex-Role Socialization C. Structure of Opportunity

S atisfaction With Pay .62"
* Tak Sinifiance'r13866*

SN
NS r =.-.454

NSI

r =-..?9f

* ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ r .114cto ih a 16045

Expectancr=-.1

.3866 .**
r = .295

General Satisfaction

Figure 4. Path analysis results for the modified

sociopsychological model. (Path coefficients are reported.

The zero-order correlation is r with *_ < .05, **p < .01,

***_ < .001.).

Path analysis allows for decomposition of the

correlations into direct and indirect effects. A direct

effect is defined as the effect from the predictor to the

dependent variable that is not mediated by intervening

variables. An indirect effect is the part of the predictors
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influence that is mediated by one or more intervening

variables. An indirect path for a variable is calculated by

multiplying the direct path coefficients that contribute to

it. The total effect is the sum of the direct and indirect

effects. The quality of a model can be assessed by

comparing the total effects with the empirical correlations.

In a perfect model, total effects and correlations would be

equal.

The amount of spurious correlation indicates the amount

of correlation not accounted for by the path in the model.

Spurious results are obtained by subtracting the observed

correlation coefficient from the total effect for that path.

The observed correlation was used in the path calculations

wherever non-significance coefficients were obtained in

order to obtain a more thorough understanding regarding the

paths in the model for spurious effects. Table 10 shows the

decomposition of the relationships depicted in Figure 4.

Results indicated direct effects from expectancy to

general satisfaction (.3866) indicating that an increase in

expectancy instigated an increase in general satisfaction.

Direct effects were also indicated from gender to expectancy

(.1692), and task significance to gender (.1862). Increases

in task significance are related to gender which in turn

increase the levels of expectancy. No direct effects were

found between teams and expectancy or gender.
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Table 10

Decomposition of Path Analysis Effects for Figure 4

Independent Direct Indirect Total Spurious r
Variable

General Satisfaction

Expectancy .39 0 .39 -.09 .30

Teams/Production 0 .03 .03 -.12 -.10
or Support

Sex/Male or 0 .07 .07 .06 .13
Female

Task
Identification/
Through Gender 0 .00 .00 .30 .30
Through Teams 0 -.00 -.00 .30 .30

Task
Significance
Through Gender 0 .01 .01 .48 .50
Through Teams 0 .00 .00 .49 .50

Satisfaction
With Pay
Through Gender 0 .00 .00 .31 .32
Through Teams 0 .00 .00 .32 .32

Expectancy

Teams/Production -. 08 0 -. 08 --.03 -. 11
or Support

Sex/Male or .15 0 .17 -.12 .05
Female

Task
Identification
Through Gender 0 .00 .00 .09 .09
Through Teams 0 .00 .00 .09 .09
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Table 10 Cont'

Task
Significance 0 .03 .03 .15 .18
Through Gender 0 .00 .00 .18 .18
Through Teams

Satisfaction
With Pay
Through Gender 0 .00 .00 .29 .29
Through Teams 0 .00 .00 .29 .29

Teams

Sex/Male or -.04 0 -.04 0 -.04
Female

Task 0 .00 .00 .03 .03
identification

Task 0 .00 .00 -.09 -.08
Significance

Satisfaction 0 .000 .00 -0.14 -.14
With Pay

Sex

Task .02 0 .02 .00 .02
Identification

Task .19 0 .19 -.01 .18
Significance

Satisfaction .01 0 .01 0 -.01
With Pay

Indirect effects were found between general

satisfaction, and teams (.0307) through expectancy,



84

general satisfaction and gender (.0654) through

expectancy, and task significance with general

satisfaction (.0121) through gender and expectancy.

Indirect effects were also found between task

significance and expectancy (.0315) through gender using

the observed correlation in the analysis for team.

These results indicated that there is a

relationship between general satisfaction, teams and

gender, and a relationship between task significance and

expectancy within the modified model. Team and gender

have indirect effects on general satisfaction through

expectancy, and task significance has an indirect effect

on general satisfaction through gender and expectancy.

Results also indicate an indirect effect between task

significance and expectancy through gender.

The amount of spurious correlation between task

significance (.4805), task identification (.2970),

satisfaction with pay (.3157) through gender and

expectancy to general satisfaction, and between task

significance (.4924), task identification (.2981),

satisfaction with pay (.3161) through teams and

expectancy to general satisfaction, indicate direct

paths which should be considered in order to create a

stronger model. Results indicated a large amount of

discrepancy between the variables of task significance,

task identification, satisfaction with pay, and general
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satisfaction indicating strong links that are not

accounted for in the model.

Proposed Model of Work Behavior

From the results presented regarding the amount of

spurious effects for task significance, task

identification, and satisfaction with pay with general

satisfaction, a stronger link between the variables of

task significance, task identification, satisfaction

with pay, and general satisfaction may prove to

eliminate much of the variance which resulted in the

previous model. Based on previous literature, and the

results within the present study regarding Astin's

model, another model based on socialization and the

structure of opportunity may be conceptualized.

Socialization is a process that is continually

effecting all individuals. From the moment of birth and

into rearing practices these processes are activated and

continue throughout our lives (Block, 1981).

These processes are then influenced by the

structure of opportunity which is experienced by each

individual as Astin (1984a) states. These experiences

in turn create internal motivation within us to satisfy

personal needs based on our socialization experiences.

The satisfaction of these needs then lead to heightened

expectancies of ourselves and of the world and specific

choices regarding work behaviors (see Figure 5).



A. Sex-Role Socialization

* Family
I* School

*Work

B. Structure of Opportunity

* Distribution of Jobs
* Sex typing of jobs
* Discrimination
* Job Requirements
* Economy
* Family Structure
* Reproductive Technolo

C. Work Motivation

*Survival

Pleasure
* Contribution

Expectations

Career Choice and Work Behavior

Figure 5. Proposed Model of Work Behavior

For example, an individual is socialized from the

moment of conception. The socialization processes in

turn effect the structure of opportunity experienced by

any individual. If a person experiences socialization

which limits choices or increases choices, that

individual will in turn limit or increase internal

personal motivations. These motivations either increase

or decrease expectancies. The expectancies then in turn

increase or decrease the working behaviors of the

individual.

86
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in the 40' s and 50's a women may have been

socialized to view family as her main objective in life.

The structure of opportunity for her was very limiting

and blocked. Her internal motivation to be part of the

working population would be very low, and based on

socialized ideals to be a good wife and mother and

nothing else. Thus, low expectations regarding what she

could accomplish may have been set on mothering and

being a wife, leading to low working behaviors and

choices for that individual.

A women in todays society still encounters

socialization, but may also encounter an increase in her

structure of opportunities available to her, which

increases her internal motivation to maybe have a family

and a career. Increases in internal motivation,

increases personal expectations and expectations

regarding her opportunities in the world. Thus, her work

behaviors and career choices increase.

A reduced model was again created to test the

proposed model within the self-managed work team

environment. Socialization was again equated with

gender, as either male or female. The opportunity of

structure was equated with the team environment. Drives

or internal motivations were equated with task

significance, task identification, and satisfaction with

pay. Work behaviors and career choices were equated
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with general job satisfaction. Path coefficients (beta

weights) are indicated above the r correlations where

significant paths were located as cited by Klebe and

Youngblood, (1990) (see Figure 6).

According to this model, an individual, whether

male or female, experiences the open team structure, one

more self-managed than the other, which will increase or

decrease task significance, task identification, and

satisfaction with pay for the individuals. These

increases or decreases will increase or decrease

expectations, and thus increase or decrease general

satisfaction. Table 11 shows the decomposition of the

relationships depicted in Figure 6.

Results indicate direct effects between general

satisfaction and expectancy (.3866). Direct effects

were obtained between satisfaction with pay (.2141), and

task significance (.3519) with expectancies. Direct

effects were also exhibited between satisfaction with

pay and teams (-1404).

Indirect effects were found between satisfaction

with pay and general satisfaction through expectancy

(.0827). Indirect effects were also found between task

significance and general satisfaction through expectancy

(.1360).
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A. Sex-Role Socialization B. Sructure of Opportunity C. Internal Motivation

NS .3519***

r*4r 9Task Significance r.1

NS

......... NS FN.14.0101
Gender r = ".03 Team Task Identification

FigureFem 6.SRedtucerpsd oe fWokBhvo

c e i r i0 Sat faction With Pay <_!<0,< 01

Expectancy

.3866 ***

r =.295

General Satisfaction

Figure 6. Reduced Proposed Model of Work Behavior

(Path coefficients are reported. The zero-order

correlations r with *P < . 05 , **p < .01, ***P < .001.).



Table 11

Decomposition of Path Analysis Effects for Figure

Independent
Variable

Direct Indirect Total Spurious

Expectancy

Satisfaction
With Pay

Task
Identification

Task
Significance

Team Production/
Support

Sex/Male or
Female

Satisfaction
With Pay

Task
Identification

Task
Significance

Team Production/
Support

Sex/Male or
Female

.39

0

0

0

0

0

.21

.01

.35

0

0

General

0

.08

.00

.12

-. 01

.00

Exp

0

0

0

.03

Satisfaction

.39 -. 10

.08 .23

.00 .30

.12 .36

-. 01 .08

.00

ectancy

.21

.01

.35

.03

.00

.13

.08

.08

-. 18

-. 04

.04

90

6

r

.30

.32

.30

.49

-. 1

.13

.29

.09

.18

-.11

.05.0 3
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Table 11 cont'

Satisfaction with Pay

Task
Identification

Task
Significance

Team Production/
Support

Sex/Male or
Female

0

0

-,. 14

0

0

0

0

.00

0

0

-.14

.00

.16

-.01

-. 00

.001

.16

-.01

-. 14

-.07

Task Identification

Task
Significance

Team Production/
Support

Sex/Male or
Female

0

.03

0

0

0

-.00

0

.03

-. 00

.15

0

.07

.15

.03

.07

Task Significance

Team Production/
Support

Sex/Male or
Female

-. 08

0

0

.00

-. 08

.00

0

.07

-. 08

-07

Team

Sex/Male or
Female

-. 04 0 -.04 0 -.04

.L .. +1 L IA-& " I- .,.
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Spurious effects were decreased between the variables

of satisfaction with pay (.2334), task identification

(.2943), and task significance (.3566) with general

satisfaction from the previous model, but the results still

support a direct path between these variables. Effects were

also found between team and expectancy through satisfaction

with pay (.0300). Spurious effects for the other variables

were not significantly different from the analysis of the

modified sociopsychological model.

Summary of Results

Hypothesis Testinlg for the Gender Model. Hypothesis la

stating that skill variety, task identity, task

significance, autonomy, growth need strength, commitment,

general satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, the

meaningfulness of work, and work motivation would be of

significantly lower concern for women than for men was not

supported by the statistical analysis.

Hypothesis lb that women experience significantly more

role conflicts and significantly lower support from family,

friends, and co-workers was not supported by the statistical

analysis.

Hypothesis ic that women experience significantly low

work expectancies, are not involved with work decisions, and

are not concerned with work participation was not supported.

The gender model premise that women's scores would be

significantly lower than the male scores on job
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characteristics, affective outcomes, and psychological

affects, irregardless of what team they were participating

in, whether production or support, was not supported by the

results.

Hypothesis Testing for the Job Model. Hypothesis 2a

stating that with all things being equal regarding the job

situation, women's and men's concern with skill variety,

task identity, task significance, autonomy, growth need

strength, continuance commitment, general and pay

satisfaction, meaningfulness of work, and work motivation

are the same, was partially supported. Results for both

groups were similar except that women exhibited higher

levels of meaning and continuance commitment than the men

within the study.

Hypothesis 2b stating that neither men nor women

experience significantly different role conflicts, and that

both men and women show approximately the same level of

expectancies, support from family, friends, and co-workers

was supported.

Hypothesis 2c stating that there are no significant

differences between men's and woman's involvement with

decisions regarding work, and satisfaction with their

participation, was supported.

Hypothesis 2d stating that responses for women and men

would be the same in both support and production teams, and

that responses for women in the production team would be
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higher than those of women in the support team was partially

supported. Men's and women's responses were the same for

most of the scales analyzed, but females in the production

teams did not exhibit any significant differences from the

women in the support teams.

The Sociopsychological Model Hypothesis. Hypothesis 3

stated that support for the integrated model would show that

given that the motivational needs of survival are being

satisfied, as measured by satisfaction with pay,

contribution needs are being met, as measured by task

significance, and pleasure needs are being met, as measured

by task identification, the structure of opportunity within

the self-managed work team will be conducive towards

strengthening, and focusing on the socialized skills of

women thus producing more positive results for women than

men in both the support teams and the production teams. The

open organizational style would allow women the opportunity

to work with their own unique personal skills.

Support for the modified causal model was mixed. Path

analysis indicated that task significance, as a need,

directly effected both males and females which in turn

directly effected the levels of expectancies and general job

satisfaction. The open team structure appeared not to have

a direct or indirect effect on the other variables.

Production Teams Would Do Better Overall. The

hypothesis (4a) asserting that teams which are more
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self-managed would exhibit more skill variety, task

significance, task identification, autonomy, be more

involved in decisions regarding work, and experience less

role conflict was partially supported. All responses were

equivalent between the two teams except that the production

teams exhibited significantly higher levels of task

significance, lower levels of autonomy, and lower levels of

role conflict.

The hypothesis (4b) that teams which are more

self-managed would exhibit more growth need strength, more

continuance commitment, meaning, support from co-workers,

support from family, and more expectancy was partially

supported.

The production team only exhibited significantly higher

levels of growth need strength, continuance commitment, and

support from co-workers.

The hypothesis (4c) that teams which are more

self-managed would experience significantly more general

satisfaction, satisfaction with pay, satisfaction with

participation, and internal motivation was not supported.

Results indicated the same responses except that the

production teams exhibited lower levels of pay with

satisfaction.



CHAPTER IV

DISCUSSION

The present study was conducted to compare the

perceptions of men and women within a self-managed work team

environment, and within teams that were not as self-managed.

Survey data was analyzed from a manufacturing plant in Texas

where the production, and support teams were organized into

self-directed teams. The production team was considered to

be more self-managed than the support teams.

Two different gender theories were investigated. The

gender model assumes women's job behaviors as direct effects

of world socialization irregardless of the job or the

environment. The job model assumes that job behaviors are a

direct result of the job, irregardless of past socialization

effects.

The job model was supported for the most part within

the present study. The gender model was not. Results

indicated no significant differences between men and women

except in the area of meaning of the job and continuance

commitment where women showed a significantly higher level

regarding these two job factors.

96
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The production teams exhibited significantly higher

levels of task significance, growth need strength, support

from co-workers, and continuance commitment than the support

teams. Results also indicated that the production teams

exhibited lower levels of role conflict, satisfaction with

pay, and autonomy.

Path analysis indicated partial support for the

modified sociopsychological model. Partial support for the

proposed model was also exhibited.

The Gender Model

The gender model hypothesis was not supported with any

of the statistical analysis within the present study. The

lack of support for this model corresponds with the idea

that results and explanations regarding women in the

workforce based on the gender model are misleading and/or

too simplistic to explain behaviors (Acker & Van Houten,

1974; Feldberg & Glenn, 1979; Oakley, 1974; Reif, et al.,

1975) . As stated by many researchers, the gender model may

well be based on antiquated and biased ideas, tainted with

errors, biases, and pre-judgements generated by the

socialization process (Acker & Van Houten, 1974; Feldberg &

Glenn, 1979; Kanter, 1976, 1977a, 1977b; Oakley, 1974).

Results from the present study add to the work by

Stathem (1987) that presumed sex differences may be more

perceived than actual. Work by Maccoby and Jacklin (1974)
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finding no real empirical support for the gender model was

also supported by the results of the present study.

The Job Model

The job model tested within the present study was

supported on many of the variables chosen. Although this

may indicate significant support for the model, some of the

results may be due to statistical chance of the hypothesis

resulting in no significant differences between means.

The results from the present study regarding no

significant differences between men and women except for

meaning of the job and continuance commitment strongly

supports the work of Kanter (1976, 1977a, 1977b) suggesting

that supposed differences between men and women in the work

environment depend more on a function of where those

individuals are within the organization rather than on

previous socialization processes. Results from the present

study maintain that women are no more immune to occupational

circumstances then their male counterparts, as stated by

Miller, Schooler, Kohn, and Miller (1979).

The present study supports the work by Centers and

Bugental (1966) indicating that the same job levels for men

and women result in the same extent to which men and women

value intrinsic or extrinsic job variables in general.

Along this same vein, results from the present study also

add support for Wheeler's (1981) study indicating that
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overall perceptions for men and women regarding abilities

required by business occupations as being the same.

The findings of Brief & Oliver, (1976) Lacy, Bokemeier,

Shepard and Mannheim (1983) were supported indicating that

when such things as occupational prestige are the same for

men and women no differences regarding job satisfaction are

evidenced. Levels of perceived job autonomy, for men and

women were also the same within the study.

Women vs. Men

Results indicated that women experienced significantly

more meaning and growth need strength than the male group.

The self-managed work team environment seemed to have

allowed women certain opportunities or experiences not

encountered by the male population. These results may

indicate that the team environment provides the structure

necessary allowing women the opportunity to use not only

learned job skills, but personal and socialized skills as

well effecting the meaning of the work for them. The team

environment may create increased commitment to the job

itself by increasing the meaning of the work in the lives of

these women.

As the interviews with Rosener (1990) indicated, women

deal with others in an interactive style based on

encouraging participation, sharing power and information, as

well as enhancing the self-worth of others, and energizing

others. The significant differences in meaning and
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continuance commitment between men and women may indicate

that the women feel support from others around them which

the team environment encourages. In turn, this may lead to

increased meaning and commitment to the job because the

environment allows women the opportunity to play out innate

interactive styles with others. Something that in many

organizations is not done or accepted.

The differences in the responses between men and women

may also be due to the open team system where women may

experience and can create intricate networks and support

systems. Women are able to take innate interpersonal skills

and use them to their advantage as Statham (1991) states.

The differences in commitment to tne job may stem from

the fact that women are able to take advantage of several

opportunities available to them learning different job

skills. Unlike many organizations that view women's

strengths as weaknesses, team environments send out the

message that all skills an individual brings to the team are

vital and necessary. That message is important in knowing

that the traditional barriers and stereotypical biases

towards women are not an issue, or at least may be reduced.

Many traditional organizations have set standards,

accepted behaviors, and pre-judgements prior to hiring any

individual into the job itself. Many of these ideas are

based on a male dominated society praising such qualities as

aggressiveness and a focus on the individual. The newly
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emerging concept of the team environment offers another

starting point. The team environment may survive only by

bringing all human qualities together.

The Sociopsychological Model

Path analysis revealed mixed support for the reduced

model presented within the study. Results seem to indicate

that as long as task significance needs are being met,

expectancies and general satisfaction regarding the job tend

to increase for both male and females. The increased

structure of opportunity within the reduced model showed no

significant direct effects.

Results indicated direct effects from expectancy to

general satisfaction, from gender to expectancy, and task

significance to gender. No direct effects were found

between teams and expectancy or gender.

Indirect effects were found between general

satisfaction, and teams through expectancy, general

satisfaction and gender through expectancy, and task

significance with general satisfaction through gender and

expectancy. Indirect effects were also found between task

significance and expectancy through gender.

The Proposed Alternative Model

An alternative model to Astin's sociopsychological

model was proposed due to the spurious effects indicated for

the variables of task significance, task identification, and

satisfaction with pay, with general satisfaction. The
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proposed model also created a constant, more regular flow

between the variables.

Results from the proposed model indicated direct

effects between general satisfaction and expectancy, between

satisfaction with pay and task significance with

expectancies. Direct effects were also exhibited between

satisfaction with pay and teams.

Indirect effects were found between satisfaction with

pay and general satisfaction through expectancy. Indirect

effects were also found between task significance and

general satisfaction through expectancy.

The alternative model developed indicated that

irregardless of whether an individual was male or female,

the open opportunity structure may increase task

significance and satisfaction with pay, leading to increases

in expectancies for individuals, and increases in general

satisfaction. The nonsignificant path between gender and

team may indicate that assignment to teams was not effected

by gender and may thus explain work behavior for men and

women.

The idea for this model is that individuals, socialized

from birth, will encounter open or limited structures of

opportunities. The structures may or may not allow

individuals to use socialized skills and/or job skills,

which will in turn affect their level of motivation which is

related to expectations and work behaviors.
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Men and women may use different skills and have

different expectations for themselves and from the working

environment. But, work behaviors such as commitment and

identification with the job will increase for both groups

through an open structure, in this case, a team structure

because all skills have the opportunity to be exercised.

Team Differences

The hypothesis that the production team would show

significantly higher levels of perceived job

characteristics, affective outcomes, positive psychological

states, was partially confirmed within the present study.

The production teams, which were more self-managed than the

support teams, indicated higher levels of task significance,

growth need strength, support from co-workers and

continuance commitment.

The results indicated that the job environment for the

production teams offered the opportunity for individuals to

experience a heightened growth need strength at the work

place. Perhaps this opportunity was due to the fact that

the individuals in the production teams were able to

continually expand and build on their skills. The self-

managed work team environment allows greater work

opportunities for everyone if properly implemented and

supported by adequate training.

Results indicated that the production teams also

experienced significantly higher levels of task significance



104

indicating that these people perceive that they are involved

in a work organization impacting their internal and external

environment. This may be due to the team environment which

allows for, and calls for a very intricate system of

individual responsibility as well as group responsibility.

The team is affected by the performance of every individual,

and the team is responsible for the entire product or

service. There is ownership for the work and ownership with

the team, where the actions of one individual will make a

difference.

Higher support from co-workers within the self-managed

work team environment was also indicated. This may also be a

positive benefit of working within teams. The team

environment is made up of an intricate system of networks

between people. Support from all team members is the way to

achieve the goals and objectives of a self-managed work

team. Support from co-workers is a must if the team is to

survive.

Continuance commitment was indicated as a significant

difference between self-directed work teams and those teams

that were not so fully self-managed. The team environment

may provide individuals with the opportunities to have hands

on experience regarding all the functions the team deals

with. Thus, individuals see a variety of opportunities open

to them and they do not feel limited which may thus lead to

greater commitment.
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Limitations

Limitations to the present study include the small

sample size of the groups of males and females within the

production and support teams. The level of self-management

between the support and production teams was assumed to be

significantly different based on informal interviews

conducted by the original research team.

The sociopsychological model and the proposed model

were modified/reduced in order to assess the self-managed

work team environment. Definitions were used to correlate

the theoretical implications of the models to the scales

within the survey analyzed. The definitions may not be an

appropriate fit with the definitions of the models. The

results from the reduced models may not be a true indicator

regarding Astin's human model or the proposed model. The

sociopsychological model represents a very global model,

while the reduced model assessed within the study was based

on specific attributes within the work team environment.

Future Research

Future research should address specific differences

between self-managed work team environments and those that

are not, or those that are at differing levels of

self-management. Each level of teams may be providing

different things for individuals at different levels of

self--management. This may be important in learning how to

motivate individuals within different stages and continue to
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support the workers. Differing types of motivational and

interpersonal training may be necessary for men and women.

Future studies may also address issues regarding

women within a self-managed work team and the experiences of

such things as commitment and meaning of the job.

The team environment may be the best environment allowing

women to use their own personal skills in the workforce.

The team structure may finally be the work environment

allowing all individuals to use all types of skills.

Conclusions

Research seems to suggest that family and childhood

conditions affect girls' perceptions of the female role as

well as directly influencing career orientations. Girls who

are provided with positive reinforcements for undertaking

independent explorations of their world may have the

opportunity to develop a strong self-confidence and a strong

self-esteem in their own abilities, whatever they may be.

Mothers who strive to fulfill their own achievement

needs may become the best role model for sons, as well as

daughters. Girls who have been provided with strong,

positive role models, and have had the ability to explore

their whole world, not only opportunities expected for

women, may be more likely to ignore sex-typed stereotypical

female roles. These women may become more career oriented.

They may also have a bigger definition of women roles in

society.
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These women may also be more likely to relate with

others that will support their career goals and who agree

with their ideas. The idea is to allow exploration into the

whole world of opportunities, including careers within the

home, as well as careers outside of the home, and to not be

stifled or blocked by sex-typed ideals or behaviors.

Unfortunately, changes in the female role will probably

have limited effects unless changes in the male role or

present government policies also occur. Unless men become

more family oriented, women will continue to experience the

burden of both family and career responsibilities (Stromberg

& Harkess, 1978).

Changes in policies need to begin to incorporate ideas

such as maternity leave for men, and equal pay for equal

work. Mentoring programs among women must also be

encouraged and strengthened. Women must also begin to

create, initiate, and push policies focused on the issues

surrounding women and work

The optimal idea of the self-managed work team is that

all the members have equal opportunities to share skills,

ideas, and themselves in order to provide the best product

or service to a customer. At its best, the working team

environment is one of mutual support, trust and respect.

The team environment requires an extensive amount of

time on the part of any organization and the people involved

with implementation. Team environments are also very costly
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to activate, and maintaining a true team atmosphere is

difficult. On the other hand, the team environment may be

the closest organizational structure in today's society with

the capacity of enhansing individual strengths and

capabilities. The team environment may be the way

organizations will come to fully realize the human potential

available to them.
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Listed below are questions about your joo and people you work with. For each quesnon, please select your

answer from the following scale and write it in the blank nert to the question.

1- -- 2-------3--A------S.---- --- ---- -7

Disagree Neutral Agree

Str-qgly Strongly

1. The job requires me to use a number of complex skills.

2. The job requires a lot of cooperation with other people.

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

beginning to end.

4. The kind of work I do provides many chances for me to figure out how well I am doing.

S. The job is quite simple and repetitive.

6. The job can be done adequately by a person working alone--without talking or checking with others.

7. Right now, staying with Boeing is a matter of necessity as much as desire.

8. This job is one where a lot of other people can be affected by how well the work gets done.

9. The job does not allow me to use my own initiative or judgment in carrying out the work.

10. Team leader and co-workers often let me know how well they think I am performing the job.

11. The job provides me the chance to completely finish the pieces of work I begin.

12. The work itself provides very few clues about whether I am performing well.

13. The job gives me a lot of freedom in how I do the work.

14. The job itself is no very sigrunficant or important in the broader scheme of things.

,i. People in my work team get the facts and the information they need to do a good job.

16. Team leaders try to gain advantage by deceiving the work force.

17. I would prefer to work a five day 40 hour week.

18. My team has good relationships with other teams and departments that we work with.

19. Team members create new ways of performing tasks.

20. Eployees accept changes in the workplace, once they have been made by the team or team leader.

21. Co-workers n my team cooperate with each other to get the job done.

22. The team leaders and co-workers on this job almost never give me any 'feedback' about how

well I am doing in my work.

23. One of the major reasons I continue to work for this organization is that leaving would require

considerable personal sacnfice--another organization may not match the overall benefits I have.
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The next few questions are about your job, decision-making, and stress. Please use the following scale:

1--- -2- -- 3--- 4--- 5--- 6----7
Very Moderately Very

Little 
Much

1. To what extent does your job require you to work closely with other people ?

2. To what extent does your job permit you to decide on your[own how to go about doing the work?

3. To what extent does your job involve doing a complete piece of work that does not have to be

finished by other people and/or machines.

4. To what extent does your job require you to do many different things at work, using a variety of

your skills and talents?

S. To what extent are the results of your work likely to significantly affect the lives of other people?

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

7. To what extent does doing the job itself provide dues about how well you are doing? (This does

not include feedback from co-workers or supervisors.)

8. To what extent does one or two people dominate when decisions are made by your team?

9. To what extent does everyone in your work team have a say in the decisions your team makes?

10. To what extent do team members provide new ideas which are used?

11. To what extent are employees open to changes in the workplace?

12. To what extent does decision-making require that everyone agree before a final decision is made?

13. To what extent does your team seem like a close-knit family?

14. To what extent do the people you work with go out of their way to make your work life easier?

15. My team has the right tools, equipment, and materials to get the job done.

16. In general, how often have you been upset because of something that happened unexpectedly?

17. In general, how often have you felt that you were unable to control the important things your life?

18. In general, how often have you felt nervous and "stressed"?

19. In general, how often have you felt difficulties were piling up so high that you could not overcome them?

20. To what extent are you currently under more stress than normal?

21. If you have been feeling under stress recently, how much is due to problems at work (circle one)?

a. entirely due to work
b. partly due to work
c. not due to work
d. I am not sure
e. I am not under stress
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Some of the net few statements ask how yOU onuallv feel about your ob. Please use the followmg scale:

- 2----------3-- ------ 4------------5------------6------------7

Disagree Neutral Agree

Strongly Strongly

1. It's hard, on this job, for me to care very much about whether or not the work gets done right.

2. My opinion of myself goes up when I do this job well.

3. Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job.

4. Most of the things I have to do on this job seem useless or trivial.

S. I usually know whether my work is satisfactory on this job.

6. 1 feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.

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

8. I feel a very high degree of plrsn!Lresponsibility for the work I do on this job.

9. 1 frequently think of quitting this job.

10. 1 feel bad and unhappy when I discover that I have performed poorly on this job.

11. I often have trouble figuring out whether rm doing well or poorly on this job.

12. 1 feel I should personally take the credit or blame for the results of my work on this job.

13. l am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job.

14. My own feelings generally are =9 affected by how well I do on this job.

15. Whether or not this job gets done right is clearly My responsibility.

16. There are effective communication channels between work teams in this organization.

17. If I got into difficulties at work I know the people I work with would try to help me out.

18. We have good relationships between departments in this organization.

19. 1 do not feel a strong sense of belonging to Boeing.

20. Too many people are involved in the decision-making process.

21. This organization has a great deal of personal meaning for me.

22. My team leader pays attention to my team's ideas and suggestions.

23. Sometimes I am given work to do which conflicts with other work I have to do.

24. My co-workers accept each other more if their work is very good.

25. The persons in my team have the skills and information needed to get the job done.
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Now please indicate how asisfistyou are with each aspect of your job listed below. Once again, write the

appropriate number in the blank beside each statement.

I---- ----- 2------------ 3------------ 4------------ 5 -- ------- 6------------ 7

Extremely Neutral Extremely
Dissatisfied Satisfied

1. The amount of personal growth and development I get in doing my job.

2. The amount of pay and fringe benefits I receive.

3. The amount of independent thought and action I can exercise in my job.

4. The amount of challenge in my job.

5. The feeling of worthwhile accomplishment I get from doing my job.

6. The degree to which I am fairly paid for what I contribute to this organization.

People differ in the kinds of jobs they would most like to hold. The questions in this section give you a chance to say just

what it is about a job that is most important to y j. For each question, two different kinds of jobs are brief described.

You are to indicate which of the obs you personally would prefer ---if you had to make a choice between them. In

answering each question, assume that everything else about the jobs is the same. Pay attention only to the characteristics

actually listed. Please ask for assistance if you do not understand exactly hw to do these questions.

1------------------------------2-------------------------------------------------------4------------------------------5

Slightly
Prefer A

Slightly
Prefer B

Strongly
Prefer A

JOB A

Strongly
Prefer B

JOB B

1. A job where the pay is very good.

______ 2. A job where you are often required
to make important decisions.

3. A job in which greater responsibility
is given to those who do the best work.

4. A job in an organization which is in
financial trouble--and might have to
close down within the year.

5. A very routine job.

6. A job with a supervisor who is often
very critical of you and your work in
front of other people.

7. A job with a supervisor who respects

you and treats you fairly.

A job where there is considerable
opportunity to be creative and innovative.

A job with many pleasant people to work with.

A job in which greater responsibility is given to
loyal employees who have the most seniority.

A job in which you are not allowed to have any
say whatever in how your work is scheduled,

or in the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

A job where your co-workers are not very
friendly.

A job which prevents you from using a number
of skills that you worked hard to develop.

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

neutral

JOB B
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The next questions ask for your opinion on how other pewpe with similar tasks as yours feel about their job
as well as how you feel about other people. Again, please use the following scale:

1----------2----------3--------4------------5------- -------------7
Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly Strongly

When thinking about Boeing employees who have similar tasks as mine:

1. most feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when they do the job well.

2. most are very satisfied with their job.

3. most feel that the work is useless or trivial.

4. most feel a great deal of personal responsibility for the work they do.

S. most have a pretty good idea of how well they are performing their work.

6. most find the work very meaningful.

7. most feel that whether the job gets done right is dearly their own responsibility.

8. many often think of quitting.

9. most feel bad or unhappy when they have performed the work poorly.

10. most have trouble figuring out whether they are doing a good or a bad job.

11. most have to rely on "the grapevine" or rumors for information.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

I can trust the people I work with to lend me a hand if I need it.

It is easy to talk with my team leader.

A spirit of cooperation and teamwork exists in this organization.

Team members provide solutions to problems.

Employees resist changes in the workplace.

I feel quite confident that Boeing will alwaystry to treat me fairly.

People in my work team have ample opportunity to exchange information with their supervisors.

Innovators are the people who get ahead in this organization.

I do not feel "emotionally attached" to Boeing.

I can rely on my team leader when things get tough at work.

I feel I have too few options to consider leaving Boeing.

The materials and supplies needed by my team are delivered on time and as ordered.
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The next few questions address decision-making and your relationship with others. Again, please use the
following scale:

I------------2------------3------------4------------5------------6------------7
Disagree Neutral Agree
Strongly Strongly

1. My work team decides how to arrange our work place (position of machinery, desks, etc.).

2. My work team decides how to arrange and plan the work within our team.

3. My work team decides the amount of work we will produce.

4. My work team determines who will be transferred to another team.

5. My work team makes decisions regarding physical work conditions (noise, temperature, etc).

6. My work team decides who works on which shift and who works over-time.

7. My work team makes decisions regarding safety procedures.

8. My work team sets the pace of work.

9. My work team decides on the order in which to do things.

10. My work team disciplines team members if necessary.

11. My work team determines how we are evaluated.

12. My team leader goes out of his/her way to make my work life easier.

13. 1 consider myself to be "career oriented."

14. My spouse, friends and relatives go out of their way to make my work life easier.

15. I find it easy to talk with my spouse, friends and relatives about my job.

16. 1 can rely on my spouse, friends and relatives when things get tough at work.

17. My co-workers and team leader sometimes ask me to do things which conflict.

18. My co-workers and team leaders give me recognition when I produce high quantity work.

19. Producing highly professional work is rewarded with higher pay here.

20. Sometimes different people give me conflicting things to do.

21. I am very clear on what my job responsibilities are.

22. I can always predict what others will expect of me on the job.

23. My work objectives are well defined.

24. Team leaders listen to those who do the most effective work.
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Finally, we would like to get some biographical information. Again, YOUR RESPONSES WILL BE KEPT
STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL BY THE INT RESEARCH TEAM. Only percentages will be reported to Boeing.

1. Social Security Number:

2. Sex: Male Female 3. Age: 4. Race:

5. Education: What is the highest grade level you have completed. (Please list any degrees)

6. Marital status: 7. Job title:

8. Name of your functional team:

9. What budget do you operate under? 2-F

10. What particular program, if any, are you associated with (i.e. CH47, IMPSS)?

11. What work team do you work on the most: Team's budget number: 2-F

12. How long have you worked on this team: Years Months

13. How many people are in this team:

14. Does this team have a team facilitator? Yes___ No

15. How long have you worked for Boeing: Years Months

16. Over an average three month period, how many days are you absent other than vacation?

17. (Production staff only) What step are you in the pay for knowledge system?

18. (Production staff only) How many leadership roles have you held? Current role:

19. (Support staff only) Please indicate the last TOGM rating you received.

20. What is your approximate income? Family income?

21. What do you consider to be the most important responsibilities of the area team leaders? Please

list at least three in order of importance (please use back of page if needed):

22. Have you experienced any recent changes which may have affected some of your answers?
Yes No If yes, what?

23. Have you found that your work team skills have "spilled over" to your family life? Yes No

If Yes, please descnbe (use back of page if needed):

24. Do you have any additional thoughts or opinions you would like to share with the research team

(please use back of page if needed)?
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Job Variables and Source of Variables as Used in the

Survey Questionnaire

Variable Page Question # Source

Job Characteristics

Skill Variety

Task Identity

Task Significance

Autonomy

Feedback from
the job itself

Feedback from
agents

Dealing with
others

2
1

2
1

2
1

2
1

n
I

2
1

2
1

4
1
5*

3
11
3*

5
8
14*

2
13
9*

7
4
12*

6
10
22*

1
2
6*

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

* Indicates reversed items
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Appendix coant'

Variable Page Question # Source

Role conflict

Role ambiguity

6

3

6

17,20
23

Caplan
(et al.,1975)

21-3

Psychological States

Meaningfulness
of work

Responsibility
for the work

Knowledge of
results

Growth and
need strength

Trust

3

3

3

5

4B

3
5

7
6

8,12,15
1*
4,7

5
11*
5
10*

1,5,7
2*, 3*, 4*

16
1,7

12,17

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)
Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

Hackman
,6*& Oldham

(1980)
Wall

Resistance to
change

Affective
commitment

* Indicates reversed items

2

3

54

11
20
16

19*
21
20

Yeatts

McGee
& Ford
(1987)
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Appendix cont'

Variable Page Question # Source

Continuance
commitment

Stress

Cause of
stress

1
5

2

2

7,23
22
9*

16-20

McGee
& Ford
(1987)

Cohen

21

Social
support

team leader

co-workers

spouse friends
relatives

Expectancy

Information Flow
Communication

5 13,21
12

2

(5)

6

3
6

5

14
17
(12)

14-16

24
18, 19,24

15
16 (22)
11 (18)

Caplan &
(et al.,1975)
Caplan &
et al.,1975)

Caplan &
et al.,1975)

Caplan &
et al.,1975

DOD (1990)

* Indicates reversed items
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Appendix cont'

Variable Page Question # Source

Utilization of
information

Conflict!
Cooperation

Creative ideas

Good use of skills

Appropriate
technology
available

Time
management

Decision-Making/
Participat ion

Decision
making process

Decisions regarding
work itself

3
2
5

I

3

1
5

(2)
(1)

(4)

2
3
5

6
(3)
16

2
3

6

22 (16)
9
18 (11)

18,21
14
18

10
19
15,19

(4)

(9)
(4)

15
25
23

25
(20)*

8*,12, (9)
20*

Heller
(et al.,1988)

DOD (1990)

DOD (1990)

Yeatts
(1990)

2,8,9,6 Heller
(et al.,1988)

* Indicates reversed items



122

Appendix cont'

Variable Page Question #

Decisions regarding 6
work conditions

Decisions regarding 6
personnel matters

Decisions regarding 6
product ion

Affective Outcomes

General job
satisfaction

Satisfaction

Satisfaction w/
participation

Satisfaction
w/pay

Internal work
motivation

3

5

4

(3)
(1)

(5)

4

3

5

1,5,7 Heller
(et al.,1988)

4,10,11 Heller
(et al.,1988)

3

3,13, (6)
9*
2, 8*

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

1,3,4,5 Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

(22) Heller
(9)* (et al.,1988)

(21)

2,6

2,6,10
14*
1,9

Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)
Hackman
& Oldham
(1980)

* Indicates reversed items

Source
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