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UNIT PERFORMANCE, SITUATIONAL FACTORS AND EMPLOYEE ATTITUDES
IN SPATIALLY SEPARATED WORK UNITS
Lyman W. Porter, Robert Dubin, and Richard T. Mowdayl
University of California, Irvine
¥

The increase in the number of crganizations characterized bv a large
number of spatially separated work units Derforﬁing essentially similar
functions, especially in the service related industries, direéts attention
to our limited understanding of the correlates of uynit performance. Such
multiple opurating.unit organizations are of analytical interest because
their unique structural characteristics may have consequences for the
relationship between the attitudes of employees and unit performance. The
spatial seaparation of work units and the relative absence of unit inter-
dependence can be viewed as creating clearly defined subsystems within the
organization. As a consequence, the attitudes held by employees toward the
larger 6rganization may differ from the attitudes toward the unit in which
they work. Further, employee attitudes towérd the work unit and the overall
organlzation may be differentially related to the performance of the work unit.

Considerable research attention in the past has been directed toward
the relationship hetween the attitudes held by work groups and their verform-
ance as a unit. Unfortunately, the results of this research have not been
conclusive (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson &
Capwell, 1957; Vroom, 1964). Studies conducted in a varietv of organizational
settings have found few variables--eilther attitudinal or situational--that
coasistently distinguish between high and low pefforming work grouns. The

relationships found are generally weak and consequently of limited nredictive

value.
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Most studies of group attitudes and performance have not been conducted
in organizations composed of spatially separated but similar work units.
Rather, previous studies have primarily used the department, division, or
other structural grouping of employees at a single location of an organization
as the unit of analysis. In studies conducted in spatially separated work
units, interest has centered around a limited range of attitudes toward the
work group or immediate work environment. Attitudes such as emplouyee
perceptions of supervisory behavior, satisfaction or morale, and work group
cohesiveness appear to have received primary research attention (Comrey,
Pfiffner, & Beem, 1952; Katz & Hyman, 1947; Katz, Maccoby, Gurin & Floor,
1951; Katzell, Barrett & ParkeF, 1961; Mann, Indik g Vroom, 1963; Parker,
1963). Little or no differentiation hac been made in these studies couancerning
whether employee attitudes were focused toward the unit in which they work
or toward the larger organization.

In addition, few studies cf group performance and attitudes among
spatially separated work units have also examined the influence of situa-
tional variables. The study by Katzell et al. (1961) is a notable exception,
although the method they used of feporting results makes it difficult to
determine the strength of the relationshiﬁs they found. In a study not
conducted among spatially separate work units, Ronan (1970) was oniy able to
account for approximately 35% of the common variance in a factor analysis
of tﬁe three types of variables. Further, he found little cross-loading
between the variables. The effects of énvironmental or characteristics
sthiould be particularly clear among spatially separated work units since
employees work in different locations and have limited centact among themselves.

The most common method of analysis in previous studies is a bivariate



correlational approach relating one or more performance measures to a large

number of attitudes. Correlaticons between the attitude variable makes inter-

pretation of the results of such analyzes difficult (Herman & Hulin, 1973;

/

Ta;suoka,'l970). Parker (1963) and Roman (1970) have used factor analvtic
techniques in the analysis of their group performance and attitude data.
However, rather than use a techniague that forms linear combinations of the
attitude and performance variables that maximize; the common vari;nce
between them,1t may be more approprilale to use a statistical technique that
forms linear combinations of the attitude variables that maximallv distin-
guishes between different levels of the performance variable. Since the
analytical question concerns what characteristics best differentiate between
different levels of pcrformance, multiple discriminant anal&sis may provide
a more straightforward method of analysis.

The analytical concern of this study is whether employees 1n work units
rated high in performance have a different set of attitudes toward aspects
of the unit in which they work and/or the larger organization than emplovees
in work units rated low in performance. The analysis has several related
purposes: %o determine whether certain employee attitudes are more highly
related to measures of unit performance than otHers; to examine whether a
differéntial relationshlp exists between unit performance and emnlovee
attitudes focused at the level of the work unit and the overall organization;
and, to defermine the relationship of various situational characteristics to
the level of unit performance.

i Method

Subjects

The study was conducted amomg 37 tranches of a large California bank.
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The branches studied comprised oné geographic region of the bank's operations.
However, the branches were geographically separated within the region. The
branches constitute distinct sub-units of the bank that are comparable in
operations and function.

The sample was composed of 411 female non-supervisory employees who
were employed in a variety of clerical jobs including Teller, Proof Opnerator,
Bookkeeper, and Secrztarial positions. A majority of individuals in the
sample were under 30 years of age and had received at least some college
educaﬁion. The average tenure of subjects.in the bank was under five years.

Branches ranged in size from a new branch containing five emrloyees to
a well established metropolitan branch containing 51 employees. Within each
branch only those employees engaged in non-supervisory clerical functions
were asked to participate in the study. 1In this way it was felt that a hig¢h
degree of homogeneity among branches could be maintained with resvect to the
jobs.held by employees since large branches do not differ greatly from
smaller branches in the type of functions performed by employees. Rather,
large branches differ primarily in the number of individuals performing a
limited range of fuﬁctions.

Data Collection

Each branch was visited by a member of the research team prior to the
collection of data. The purpose of the visit was brieflvy to explain the
objectives of the stud* to the Branch Manaeger and to securg his cooperation
and support in encouraging the participationvof employees. 0Nuestionnaire’
administrétion was condqcted within each branch bv a researcher. Subjects
were given verbal instr&ctions during which the voluntary nature of partici:

pation and the confidentiality of results were stressed.




Attitude Measures

The three attitude instruments used in the study are described below.

Organization commitment. A fifteen-item Likert—-tvpe questilonnalre was

used to measure the strength of the respondent's commitment to the overall
organization. The instrument focuses on several aspects of commitment to

the organization: desire to remain a member of the ofganiihtion: willingness
to exert high levels of effort on behalf of the organization: and, belief in
and acceptance of the values and goals of the organization. Each item is a
statement to which the respondent is asked to indicate agreement on a seven
point scale ranging.from "strongly agree' to "strongly disagrec'. The
wording of six items 1s reversed as a measure to elimiﬁate response set bias.
The score for overall commitment to the organization was computed for each
respondent by averaging across the fifteen items.

The organizational commitment Instrument has been used in a number of
studies‘ccnduétea w0 a vériety of organizational settings. It has been
found to adequately differentiate groups that would be expected to be high
in commitment to the organization (e.g., management tralnees) from employees
in rather tedious, dead-end positions that would be expected to have low
commitment to the organization (e.g., copywriters in a retall organization).
Reliability of the instrument as measured by coefficient alpha (Cronbach,
1951) across previous samples raages from a high of .93 to a low of .83.

The reliability of the instrument for the present study was .89, as measured

by coefficient alpha.

Sources of Organizational Attachment. A twelve item Likert-type
questionnaire was used to measure the perceived influence of specific asvects

of the job, work environment, and organization on the individual's desire to
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remain with or leave the organization. Responses were measured for each of
twelve potential sources of attachment on a seven-point scale ranging from
"strong influence tbward leaving'" to "strong influence toward staying}"
Becaunse of the purpose of the instrument, responses were not summed across
the twelve items.

To reduce the number of variables under consideration, a principal axes
factor analysis of the twelve 1tems was conducted and *he results rotated
using Kaiser's (1958) Varimax technique. The four factor solution chosen
for the purposes of this analysis accounted for 65% of the common variance.

Factor loadings above .30 are reported in Table 1.

The pattern of fartor loadings suggest four structurallv based sources
of perceived influence on employee attachment. The first factor clearly
reflects the percelved influence that aspects of the branch work environment
‘have on employee -attachment. This factor is composed of several supervisory
items, immediate work colleagues, and the effectiveness of the branch. The
second factor is primarily composed of policies which originate at the level
gf the work unit. This factor represents the perceived influence of volicies
concerning salary, promotion, and job auties on emplovee attachment. The
third factor reflects the perceived influence of the organization itself on
attachment through its reputation, values, and overall effectiveness. Factor
four is composed prisarily of the perceived influence of the branch'; Zeo-
graphical location, although immediate work colleagues glso weakly loads on
this factor.

Q
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Factor scores were calculated for each individual on the four sources
of attachment factors by a method reported in Harman (1967).

Job Satisfaction. The Job Descriptive Index (JDI) developed by Smith,

Kendail, & Hulin (1969) was administered to measure the individual's satis-
faction with his job and work situation. The degree of satisfaction with
five aspects of work was measured: co-workers on the job; the type of work;
pay; opportunities for promotion; and, supervisionm.

Situational Measures

Situational measures of the branch work environment were obtained from
5

execut.ve personnel of the regional headquarters. The situational charac-
teristics measured were chosen to reflect aspects of the branch work environ-
ment from the employees' pergpective and_gbus would be expected to have
relationships with employee attitudes and performance. For each btranch,
information was provided concerning the general age range of zustomers,
average level of 1income of customers, and the type of locale in which the
branch was located. From this information, two membérs of the research
project developed categories into which each branch was classified on each
of these three factors. The following classification ccheme was used 1n this
analysis: age of branch clientele was divided into three categories, (1)
young, (2) medium, and (3) older clientele; average income level of branch
clientele was di;ided into (1) low, (2) medium, and (3) high; and, branch
location was divided into elther (0) shopping center or (1) retaill business
district.

In addition, respional persomnel rated the physical condition of the
buildings housing each branch. The categories of excellent, good, or fair
were used in these ratings. The apge of each branch was measured in vears

and months since construction or last renovation. Demopraprhic information



about each bhranch manager was obtained from commany records. Measures were
obtained on the age of each manager, whether or not he vwarticipated in the
bark's management training program, his tenure in the bank, and his tenure
in the branch. Finally, the size of each branch was recorded in terms of

the total number of employees, including supervisory personnel.

Branch Performnance Measures

Executive personnel of the regional headquarters ratgd each branch on
five dimensions of performance. Branches were rated on emplovee relations,
marketing, operations, loan performance, and leadership effectiveness. A
principal axes factor analysis of the five ratings was performed to discover
if a summary measure of branch performance could be constructed. Two unique
performance factors resulted from the analysis that accounted for 7% of
the common variance. The two factors were rotated using Kaiser's (1958)

Varimax technique., Factor loadings above .30 are reported in Table 2.

The performance factors resulting from the analysis suggest that two
aspects of branch performance are clearly distinquishable. The first factor
represents a summary evaluation of the branch's performsnce in nroviding
customer services. The loading of marketing, operations, leadership effec~
tiveness, and employee relations on this factor reflects the contribution of
both employees and the manager in the overall performance of the branch.

The second factor in clearly defined by loan performance. The high loading
of the leadership effectivenéss rating on this factor reflects the key role

of the branch manager in the loan performance of a branch. The failure of
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any rating reflecting the efforts of clerical employees to load on this
factor suggests that loan performance is primarilv dependent on the efforts
of the manager. Thus, this factor might best be called branch manager's
loan performance,

The cross-loading of the leadership effectiveness rating 1s thought to
represent the differentiation between two aspects of the branch managers ijob.
First, the branch manager has responsibility for supervising the operation
of the branch and in ieading the employees. These duties take place within
Fhe branch. Second, the manager has primary responsibillity for making
loans. These duties involve making contacts in the community and thus a
large portion of these may take place outside the branch. Thus, the cross-—
loading of tbg %gadership effectiveness rating can be interpreted as
representing tﬁe differentiation between the manager's job duties that are
internal to the branch (i.e., leadership of branch employees) from thi-n
duties that are primarily his own aﬁd which may be performed externally
(i.e., making loans). This latter aspect of the branch manager's perform-
arc.2 may be evaluated by central office executives as personal initiative
and agrcusiveness summed up in leadership effectiveness.

Branch performance factor scores were calculated for each branch for
use in subsequent anﬁlysis by a method reported in Harman (1967).

Data Analyslis

A mean score on éoﬁmitment to the‘organiéation, the five satisfaction
measures, and four perceived sources of organizational attachment were
computed for the 37 branches. The mean level of attitudes within a branch,
along with the situational measures and two performance factors, provided

the basis for subsequent analysis.

ERIC
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For purposes of analysis, branches were divided into hish, medium and
low performance groups separately on each of the performance factors. The
value used for ascignment of branches to a group was + .5 standard deviationms
from the mean of each performance factor score distribution. For example,
high performing branches were considered to be those who had a factor score
that was .5 standard deviation or gfeater from the mean of the distribution.

Multiple discriminant analysis was performed by a method -eported in
Overall and Klett (1972). This technique finds the linear combination of
attitude variables that best discriminates between predetermined groups
formed on the basis of the "performance variable". Multiple discriminant
analysis is analogous to a one;;ay analysis of variance performed on several
criteria simultaneously (Cramer & Block, 1966). Interpretation of the
discriminant weights allows conclusions to be drawn concerning the relative
contribution of eaﬁh variable in discriminating between groups.

To test for differential relationships between bfanch performance. and
the level of the organization at which employee attitudes were focused,
attidudes were classified a priori by researchers into two categories:
attitudes focused primarily at the level of the branch; and, attitudes
focused primarily at the level of the overall organization. In subsequent

" analysis, attitudes focused at the level of the branch are satisfaction
with supervision, co-workers, and the work itself, and the perceived
influence of branch location and the branch itself on employee attachment.
‘Attitudes focused at £he level of the overall organization include overall
organizational commitment, satisfaction with pay and pfomotion, and the
perceived influence of organizational policies and the organization itself

on employee attachment,
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Results

Eight multiple discriminant anaiyses were éonducted: four for the
branch performance factor and four for the branch manager's loan performance
factor. Each analysis consisted of testing the power of one group of
variaﬁles to distinguish between high, medium and ;ow performing branches.
The four groups of variables tested were: all attiﬁudes; éttitudes primarily
focused at the level of the branch} attitudes focused at the level of the
overall organization; and, situational characteristics. A measure of the
total discriminable variance{ thch is approximately distributed as a
chi-square variate when computed by the procedure in Overall and Klett
(1972), was used to teét the significance of individual discriminant
functions. In addition, the total discriminatory power of the discriminant
functions was calculated using Tatsuoka's (1970) multivariate extension of
the estimated omega-squared. The omega-squared statistic can be interpreted
as the percentage of varlance in the discriminant space that can be
explained by reference to group differences (Tatsuoka, 1970).

Group means on the original measurements are presented in Table 3 and
4 for attitudes and situational characteristics grouped by branch performance,
and Tables 5 and 6 for attitudes and situational characteristics grouped by

branch manager's loan performance.

— e em e e Em em e e e e e e e em e em e e

- e em em e ey e e wm e e em e e e = = e e

All Attitudes

The discriminant analysis of the branch performance factor and all

attitude variables resultéd in one discriminant function significant bevond
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the .005 level with the total discfiminatory power attributable to the first
discriminant function being 43%. Thus, 437% of the variance in attitudes is
explainable by reference to group differences in performance. The total
discriminable varlance and the standard form weighting coefficients for the
first discriminant function are reported in Table 7. Groups means on the

discriminant functions are reported in Table 8.

_— e m m wm em am e e e m e e e e e

The welghting coefficients suggest that performance groups are
primarily differentiated on the basis of the level of commitment to the
overall organization, satisfaction with the work itself, satisfaction with
promotion, and satisfaction with co-workers. Group means on the original
measurements (Table 3) show that commitment and satisfaction with promotioh
prospects differentiate between all three performance groups, with high
performing branches scoriﬁg highest on these variables and low performing
branches recelving the lowest score. Medium performing branches had a
score approximately mid-way between the scores for the high and igﬁ”group.
On the other hand, satisfaction with the work itself and co-workers primarily
distinguishes low performing branches from medium and high performing
branches. Loﬁ performing branches had the lowest score on these varilables
while there was little difference between the scores for medium and high
performing branches.

Group means (Table 8) on the first discriminant function demonstrate
that medium performing branches had a lower score than ejther the high or

low performing groups. The means for the low and medium performing groups

do not appear to differ signiiicantly from each other. On the other hand,
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the means of the low and medium performing groups appear significantly lower
than the mean of the high performing group. Consequently, perhaps the most
appropriate conclusion that can be made is that high performing branches

are differentiated from low and medium performing with respect to their
level of éttitudes.

Attitude variables did not significantly discriminate between branches
grouped on the bfanch manager's lcan performance factor. Thus, it can be
concluded that no relationship exists between the attitudes measured and this
dimension of performance.

Branch Level and Organizational Level Attitudes

The analyses conducted to determine whether diffefential relationships
existed between performance and the level of the organization at which
empldyee attitudes were focused did not restlt in discrimination significant
at the .05 level. No strong relationships were found between either
attitudes focused at the level of the overall organization or attitudes
focused at the level of the branch on the one hand, and the measures of
branéh performance and branch manager's loan performance on the other hand.

Situational Characteristics

The results of the analysis of situational characteristic as related to
branch performance factor were not significant at the prescribed level.
However, the first discriminant function approached a level of significance
(p<.10) and thus a weak relationship was found to exist between situational
char&cteristics and branch performance.

Discriminant analysis based ‘on the situavionil characteristics resulted
!

in significant discrimination betwe=n branches grouped on the branch

manager's loan performance factor. One discriminant function was significant
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at the .05 level with the total discriminatory power attributable to the
first discriminant function being 347%. Total discriminable variance and the

standard form weighting coefficients are presented in Table 9.

The welghting coefficients suggest that high, medium and low performing
branches are differentiated on the basis of branch size, physical condition
of the branch, age of the manager, and the age rangé of the branch clientele.
Group means on the original measures show that high performing branches are
differentiated from medium and low performing branches by being largerAiA.size
and having younger managers. On the other hand, medium performing branches
are characterized by good physical condition and a younger clientele in
comparison with high and low performing branches. The group means on the

discriminant functions are presented in Table 10.

- em rm e em e e e am e e e e e

Discussion
Several findings of note have emerged from the results of the data
analysis. However, before discussing these findings in more detail it is
worthwhile briefly to comment upon the nature of the performance measures.
An understanding of theltwo domains_of performance reflected by each measure
is useful in the interpretation of results.
The two performance factors represent indevendent dimensions of the

\

overall performance of a branch. This 1s true both statistically and from
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a more analytical standpoint. The dimensions of unit performance appear to
differ with respect to the type of banking function that is being evaluated,
the employees who perform the function, and the location in which the
performance of the function may take place.

The "branch performance" measure represents an' overall evaluation of
branch employees in the performance of internal job duties that are primarily
concerned with providing services to customers'whd come to the branch to
transact business. Employee performance in providing such familiar bank
services as cbecking accounts, savings accounts, and safe deposit boxes is
represented by this measure of performanée. Clearly, an aspect of this measure
is the manager's performance of his leadership function with respect to
employees and other internal supervisory activities.

The measure of the ''manager's loan performance'" represents an evaluation
of the branch wmanager in job duties related to loaning money. This measure
probably reflects an evaluation of such managerial attributes as initiative
and aggressiveness in securing loan business and the manager's skills in
dealing generally with non-employees. Many of these activities may take
place outside the branch. For example, the manager may activelv participate
in a iocal civic organization as a means of making himself or herself known to indivi-
duals in the community who may be potential loan customers.

Results of the data analysis demonstrate a highly significant relation-
ship between the branch performance measure and the level of employee atti-
tudes within the branch. The level of eméloyee attitudes was féuﬂd t> be
most highly related to functions performed within the branch. The group
means of the low and medium performing branches on the discriminant function

were similar to each other while differing greatly from the mean of the

ERIC
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high performing group. High performing branches were characterized by
employees who possess high levels of commitment to the organization and high
levels of satisfaction with the work itself, opportunities for promotion,
and co-workers.

When attitudes were examined separately according to the level of the
organization at which they were primarily foéused——the branch or the overall
organization--it was evident that neither group of attitudes alone was
strongly related to branch performance. This finding suggests that only
when attitudes toward the branch and the overall organization are high is
there likely to be a relationship with branch performance. In other words,
employees in high performing branches have stronger positive attitudes
toward both the branch in which they work and the larger organization of
thch it is a part, th.n do employees in low performing branches.

This finding is of particular interest #iven the structural nature of
the organization stuﬁied. It suggests that the performance of spatially
separated work units is related to a total set of employee»attitudes that
includes attitudes toward aspects of the organization that franscend the
physical boéundaries of the immediate work environment. Thus, for high
levels of performance to be found it is important that employees have
posltive orientations toward such characteristics of the overall organization
as 1ts values, goals, reputation and policies tocgether with positive
attitudes toward such aspects of work in the branch as the work itself,
superviéion, and co-workers. The implication for unit managers in settings
such as this 1s the importance of keeping employees informed on the goals
of the larger organizétion as well as developing a efficient working

environment within the branch.
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In contrast to the type of variables that were fouad to be related to
the branch perfcrmance measure, the manager's loan performance was found to
be most highly related to.situational characteristics of the branch and
demographic characteristics of the manager. Thus, situational factors were
more highly related to the manager's performance of job dutles concerned with
loaning money than were the attitudes held by emplovees. The absence of
any relationship between the manager's loan performance and the level of
employee attitudes is not surprising since a large portion of his loan
functions are relativcly detached froﬁ-the daily work routine of most of
the employees.

This finding serves to illustrate the fact that different managerial
functions performed within and outside the immediate work environment of
employees may have differential importance to employees. The attitudes of
employees are related only to the manager's functional duties which
directly affect employees and/or which take niace within the immediate work
environmenc of employees. This finding may hold for similar types of organi-
zations where managerial job duties include several distinct functions and
some of these functions are pefformed in locations different from the imme-
diate work environment of employees.

The existence of independent dimensions of work unit performance has
definite organizational implications, particularly for ''service-type"
organizations where work units are spatilally separated and Derfofm similar
functions. Perhaps the most obvious implication is that global evaluations
of the work unit become extremely difficult and, as a conserquence, dangerous
to make. As the nuﬁber of dimensions of performance increase, such global

evaluations are likely to hecome increasinglv misleading and may result in
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misdirected organizational actions. Evaluations of a work unit must be
undertaken with several identifiable criteria in mind if an accurate
evaluation is to result.

Organizational strategies for the selection and assignment. of manapers
to work units are also likely to be affected by the existence of multiple
dimensions of performance. Organizaticns that choose to maximize all
aspects of perfofmance in each branch would thus select and assign managers
with a balance of felevant abilities in mind. However, the organization may
alternatively follow a strategy of maximizing z1ingle aspects of performance
in different work units and thus may select and assign managers on the basis
of skills In one relevant area.

The differential reiationships that indepencent dimensions of pverformance
have with other variables also has organizational implicatiomns. Organiza-
tional interventions in the work unit designed to increase performance are
likely to have the highest impact when directed toward aspects of the branch
that are highly related to the relevant performance dimension. Interventions
that are directed toward aspects of the branch that are unrelated to the
dimenslion of performance in question are likely to little impact or unintended
consequences. The findings c¢f thls study indicate that care must be taken
by the organization in both assessing and attempting to influence work unit

performance.
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TABLE 1

Factor Loadings

Sources of Oreanizational Attachment a

22,

Factors
Perceived Perceived Perceived Perceived
Sourzes of Organizational Influence of | Influence Influence of | Influence
Attachment Items Asrects of of Organi- Aspects of of Branch
the Branch zational the Organi- | Location on
on at tach- Policies on zation on Attachment
ment Attachment Attachment
Supervision's R2snonse
to Feelings .81
Supervision's Structuring
of the Work - .77
Reaction tu Performance
from All Levols: .64
Effec*iveness of the
Branch 62
Immediate Work Colleagues 41 .37
Effectiveness of the
Overall O-ganization .35 .46 .55
Promotion Prospects .32 «76
Salary Prospects .81
Job Duties .65
Values of the Organization .86
Reputation of the
Organization .83
Geographical Location of
the Branch .91

80nly factor loadings above .30 are reported.



TABLE 2

Factor Loadings

Branch Performance Ratings?d

23.

Factors
Branch Performance Ratings Branch 'Branch Manager's
Performance Performance
Markgting .85
Operations .70
Loan Performance .97
Leadership Effectiveness .68 .62
Employee Relations . b4

aOnly factor loadings above .30 are reported.



24,

0T AV ¢’ 80° 0Z° 76°9¢ €92 18°6¢ €8 ¢y 12°¢Yy L%7°S Y3TH
LT (A 00" - c0°~ 60" L6°¢EE €0°9¢ 76°6¢ .wc.mq 88°CY LT°S , WNTP3K
01 10° ST~ AV 8¢ - $8°0¢ 85°%¢ JATANA v 8¢ 00°8¢ 68°% #07
uo1l jTesaI
—Bo01 uoTiez | STOT[Oo4 | FT®S3I uoTjout aegq Na0p | SasIOM UOTSTA
youeag |-TURSIA( 310 | youeag -014 -09 ~JIadng Jjusu sdnois
-3 TUuo) aouewio3add
N juswydelly TRUOTIBZTUBRDIQ HOT1o8 . youelg
3O $991nag pPaATaIIRg OT30e3STIES Idr
$9pN1TIIY U0 suesly dnoin
1103084 SoueWIoIiag youeag
£ HIgvl
. e
&l

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



25,

¢l 96"~ 60° 10" 8T° VAR wiLc YL°GE S8 1Y 9L°¢h gz s YSTH
LT 91~ %0° - G0°- 60" — ¢l ee [4° 34 U6 he v1° 1Y (A 60°S wunIpay
8 0T - 60° 10° 10° 06°%¢ 00°%7¢ LL7YE S6°¢Y 652y €76 807
uot] 3TSS3I | SITOTTOd
N ~BD07 | UOIJBZ | [RUOTIBRZ | J[OSII uorjou ABg 310y (Sa9qI0M | UOISTA Jusuw sdnoig
youeay | -TUBLIQ —-Tuea3a( | youwayg -0a4 -0D -13dng —3TWuwo) 8oURWIO0JIDg
youeag
JulWYd LIy TRUOIIBZTIURSL( .
JO s90aN0§ PVATIIOIYG ¢0Huomwmﬂumv Lar
SOpN3ITIIY U0 sued) dnoay
:1010B 8OUBWIOJI®4 UROT S,I9WRUBR]y Yourlg
VARCHL A AN
)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



26.

oT (A4 1°c €0 £°91 8°T 8°¢C £°C 0°61 LT 676t 43ty

LT (A4 ¢ 0 U°6T 6°T 1% 1°€ 6°9T 9'T 8°1Y wnTpap

Ut 0°¢ 8°T €0 VAR 14 e T4 Gy 1 A 8°'T 7°8% Mo7q
9T23UdTITDH 91°3 uoI13 youeag

N Jo Teaeq —-UaIl) uoT? 9ZIS -Tpuoy 28y ut Jueqg ur | SuturEa] 28y sdnoag

2uoduy Jo 38y -B207 TBITSAyg 3INUI ], musamﬁ @0UrWIOIISg

. youeayg

S9INsea)y youeayg

UHsamu&oEwo.w.nmumcmz

S9INSEI[ TBUOTIENITY UO SUBS) ANOIL

11030B4 9OUBWIOYIDJ Yourlg

S HIIVL

O

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E



27.

4! 0°¢ 134 86° £°1¢ 1°'c [ 0°¢ #°C1 L°1 8°0% USTH

Al 12 8'1 IV ¢'91 8°1 [ €7¢ 9°91 9°'1 8¢y UNTPIaW

8 °C £°¢ €T" £ 9T 1°c 7°9 £t 1°¢¢ 6°T 0Ly moq
9T2IUST)D 9T°3 uoT3 youeag

N Jjo Toae9T |-uarIDd uoTy 9ZTQ ~Tpuo) 93y ut Jueg ur | 3uTuTreI] 23y sdnoasn

QwoduJl |jo °|dy -evo] TeoTsAyg vianuayg, 21nua], ) 90URWIOJIDg

youeag

$9Insea) youelg

saansedly orydeilows(q s,198eue)

s91nses)y TBUOIIEBNITS UO Sued)y dnoisn

:10310e] 9DOuUBWIOIIDg UBROT §,198euel Youelg

9 ATdV.L

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

E\.



TABLE 7

Branch Performance:

Standard Form Discriminant Function Weights

on the First Discriminant Function of Attitudes

Variable Weight
Commitment to the Organization 1.52
JDI Work -1.31
JDI Promotion 1.25
JDI Co~workers -1.07
JDI Supervision -.72
Perceived Influence of the Branch

on Employee Attachment 57
Perceived Influence of Organizational

Policies on Employee Attachment «50
Perceived Influence of the Organization

on Employee Attacﬁment «29
JDI Pay -.21
Perceived Influence of Branch Location '

on Employeé Attachment -.06

28.



TABLE 8

Branch Performance:

Group Means on the First Discriminant Function of Attitudes

Group Mean
Low Performance -.69
Medium Performance -1.2
High Performance 1.1

Total Discriminable Variance

44.6 (20 dAf), p<.005

29,
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TABLE 9
Brancﬁ Manager's Loan Performance:
Standard Form Discriminant Function Weights

on the First Discriminant Function of Situational Characteristics

Variable : Welght
Branch Size - v .84
Physical Condition of the Branch 74
Manager's Age -.71
Age of Branch Clientele : ' .64
Income Level of Branch Clientele -.52
Mznager's Tenure in Branch . -.43
Training of Manager _‘ «35
Age of Branch o -.16
Manager's Tenure in Bank -.09
Branch Location -.05
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TABLE 10
Branch Manager's Loan Performance:
Group Means on the First Discriminant

Function of Situational Characteristics

Group Mean
Low Performance 1.3
Medium Performance .8
High Performance 2.6

Total Discriminable Variance 37.4 (20 df), p<.05
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