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1 cant V&LZAitiesAin predicting ES performance criteria were: Operational Effic*encwd

T6 Anrali- Cffects of management practices On productivity of ES offices were examined |
through employee responses to a 100-item questionnaire--the Management Audit Survey
(MAS). The primary statistical analyses were done on 265 offices from 6 states. Fif-
teen criterion measures and 15 contfol scores were examined to assess productivity of
the ES system. Six¥criterion measures Were identified as being most relevant for ana-
lyzing ES peiformance."Two'cgntrol scores--Workload and: UI Claimants per .Applicant

Aﬁailable—-expiained the most variance on selected criteria. Workload had a pqsitive
impact on Plgcements per Position and a negative impact on Percent of Applicants Plaged.
Unreliability of criterion measures and effects of control variables made prediction of
ES performance criteria with 'the MAS difficult. The MAS scores with the most signifi=—|

Performghce Feedback, Work Satisfac¢tion, Morale, and Satisfaction with Pay. thudy ‘re-

sults ifdicated further reselrch is needed, bug'managﬁwent pra;tices'asseSsed the

MAS play a significant rgle in the productivity of the Employment Service. '
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. CHAPTER I 8
Vs 'INTRODUCTION -7 -

The United States Employment Service first began in 1933, with the passage S
of the Wagner-Peyser Act. The primary .role of the Employment .Servite was
job plagement--matching individuals to available positions thereby serving

.- . both the unemployed and empjloyers. Over the years, other legislation has
mandated other responsibiljfti®dg and duties for the Emplayment Service. The
Employment Service was resppnsible for much of the training of 1thé occupa-<. |
tionally:unfit for a period of time; and wa§'responsib1e for delivering man-

\j{‘ power’services to tfie disadvantaged:(the poor, minority group members, .,
handicapped; the young, the old, etc.) for another period. In dddition tp'f’ N

N

"~ number of other functions, the emphasis has againkéhifted-back to placement
» with -increasing emphasis on quality. ‘ .- ‘ ‘.

» »

' Since the Employment Service is politically-based aniﬂiepends upon the per-
ceived needs of society for its goals and objectiyves, the ¢tions of that
agency will continue to change .from time .to,.time,| with different emphases
according to the current social conscience and the current Rolitical exigen-
cies. The difficulty with any legislated pﬁblic. gency was -pointed-out by -

o Johnspn (1973): v ) . | , N
. .- . . . e ) ) ‘. ' . ) ] ¢ A ~¢ ;‘
. Between the conceptualization of a public service and its . .
final implementation lies a tortuous and offen devious path, \It - e
begins with what the courts call the "intent'} of the enabling - //{

legislation, winds through the verbiage of th_:mandate issued bxﬂi -
agency policy makers, drifts down .through theih rarchy of var-

- ious administratiye 1 ve45<\:nd finally reaches the front lines--

4 _that point at which sgrvice is delivered to't e public. The pro-
' " . cess is the same; whetker the injtial intent’ s .to provide educa- *
tion, to adminis wel are;utOJeﬁsurencivilurights,“dr,tomdeal. BV

© with public offenders: A government ‘bureaueracy with responsi-
D ‘bility for the particular function must devise a delivery sys-
o tem, presumably to provide d means for  the program to.find and- - e
serve its intended target group. o S
v The consequences of this procéss are-manifold.  ‘Often poli- .~ o L
. . “cies enunciated by high levgl agency spokesmen are altered, S .
/.~ diluted, rigidified, or reinterpreted as they move toward the - . .
/ ‘point of implementation. us the service finally delivered at
‘ o the lowest point of the st \
to the ideals stated-in pu
- and administrators.... = \- . : AR .
' Manpower programs are Nittle different. from other social
.- programs in this regard. - No er what the original intent, ’ :
" no matter how tortuous the path from conception to i;ﬁéjmentat\; o 2

tion, it is #n the local offices of the public emplo nt ser-\
.. vice throughout the country:thétAmost-manpower-services‘finally
=/ " . crdss over to the recipient. It is at that point where inter-

) viewep-rieets job seeker Yand programs become reality. - (PP- 7-8)
e ‘/'ﬂ]"g "i ‘." €y ".\ﬁ’ o ' 7( { ) ! ~ ) .““

' > .
4.« . . - -
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* . .. Many problems are introduced when the. perceived function of a public service
' agency changes. The employees must be preparéd to-operate dif£§rent1y along
different guidelines, and theEpublic must become aware of new eligibility
requirements and new services offered, as an agency goes from working toward
solving social,.problems to, placing people in employment. The criteria that .
aré¢ used to determine the % ffectiveness of the agency and its employees also’
change. ‘Developing -an effedgjve program of -organizational effectiveness
then, depends on being able to build in enough flexibility to meet these
changes. _ o ' LN ; ’

~
- .

Regardless of the crigeria used to determine’ the effectiveness of a public
service agency, regargiess.of the particular goals and objectives of the
agency at any giVen point in time, perhaps the one common element. that re-

. -mains is the employee who has to implement 'the wishes of the supervisors,

/;// . the legislatprs, the ‘society.’ Making effective use of the human resources
is a crucial consilleration ‘for the survival of an organizdtion and the.. ¢
achievement of organizational objectives. - .

. This'fé;drt is concerned,with'the development of the Management Audit Survey

_ ~ QWAS).-a system that gives all levels of managemerit an analysis and review,

;;)//a of management.procedures and certain organizational climate characteristics

- to stimulate higher levels of performance through better use of human’re-
.1 | source$. The MAS system is based on the assumption that more effective
: - levels of e’ resource management will re§q1t in higher levels of organi- .
.o .zational productivity, regardless of the criteria tgat arélbeing used at any
© #“given time to determine the effectiveness of. the organization. ' - . -

The purpose of the research reported was to determine how &ell the MAS could
. predict.various Employment Service performance criteria. . If the MAS could
‘. predict these’crjgéria‘bfficientlyfand-e£fectively, sthen opportunities for
.~ improwvement:identified by the MAS with consequént action plans apd other '

" follow-up procedures to impr humah resource management wowuld be Tlikely
(T to ifprove performance by @hagworganization. ' . : N
. . : CoT - i W) . . ‘ ‘
, : ':E. . L (/ L “ : : &
.. Lo A - . o A R \ .. . . o
. 7 Overview Qf‘thﬁ“Management Abdit Survey (MAS)
e , Y e P, O A ANe- o R ) . L « " 7 N

_ The MAS system bBegins with a* 0-it%m questionnaire which is administered to
af1 employees of an organization to measpre‘lgfscore areas of human resource
. management. e¢se data are computer-processed, with random responses and ;
‘other sources of error.eliminated, sé that each ‘supervisor of -a work group,
miovows o having fiveror ‘more ‘employees-who completéd the MAS survey, receives a.com- ‘.
puter feedback report together, with a handbook to help interpret the scorgs

< . ~ g

and to provide suggestions' for improving pq;fofmance} ‘ .

The system was developed to complement existing auditing procedures in .the

~ Department of Labor by providing an economical review of management proce-
‘: dures- th ohghout=azlargejorganfzation by using descri tions provided,hyf7;.”7
~ . ' employe¢s who are in an excellent position to pbserve agement practices.
\\* - The purpose of such a system was: =~ .° o L

2
»

use ofgﬁhe ’
satisfdction;

~

\ . N
L o

) ‘ e To aid supervisors and managers in -making better
. L ' ‘ Department's resources to promote greater.wgrke
A N N . . I-_

. ‘
* . . . ) 4 2 \
: - -
w
v ’ . oo . -
‘ . . - *
. .
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e To 'guide all levels of management in identifying and over- -
" coming problem-areas; - '
> ®. To stimulate improvemeént in the management aréas.most in
’ ".,- need of attention; and I
: T _ o ‘
é To enable the Department of Labor to do its work more effec-
‘tively. . ) ' T -

""The MAS was not desighed to replace existing auditing procedures or-func- -r;i-:~f—ﬁmn

tions, but to provide @bmplementary information that could be combined with

that obtained through regular auditing.procedures to provide information -

and . feedback to supervisors, so that the.individual work groups could oper-

ate more efficiently. If the.individual work groups could function better,
" then the total system could fulfill its mission more thoroughly and more o "

effectively. Table 1 shows how the MAS complements the-operations auditing. - :

The information that is obtained provides.an extensive”bfcthre of the func-

tioning of the organizafion and the organizational climatéf as the table BN

indicates. . The MAS does not choose the best solution for problems in manage-

* ment or directly evaluate personnel. The MAS does not take into account

those sjtuational variables tha;/}pfluence the way a supervisor can fundtion
“and, thus, all other:information’ should be taken into. atcountsln interpreting
the results. L : o T

’ u . -

Thetﬁﬁé can be viewed from a numbéfidf.differeﬁt ﬁe?spécti;es;_eaph‘offwhich
‘contributed implicitly or explicitly®to the’ deyelopment and application of "7
the system: o ) ' .. o

I -~ ~

1) The rapidly developing fields of operations auditing ‘(Lindberg and Cohn, | .
1972) and intern&l?auditing (Institute of Internal Auditors, 4962%ghave some - A
oals similar to those of the MAS, since they are also congerted. #ith the oy
gffectiveness of management. = These procedures and the MAS. assess somewhat St
sgmilar kinds of”&%@;hation, but through different kinds of procedures. K
Operations auditing 'and internal auditing rely heavily on interyiews and
statements bf operating procedures, objektives, and results obtained, which ™

" are often unique to each”organizational component. In contrast, the MAS ' ~;¢

¥ uses~a stagdard'zxestionhaire to obtain from aYl employees a description of.

nditighs throughout the entire organization with ‘separate feed-
back reports for each worR group or orgarizational component.. The MAS apd
traditional management auditing procedures can complement each(other, since
‘the MAS can be applied.to a wide range'of;orgggi;ationalfcomponen;s on
cost-efficient basis, with the results used to identify areas in need of
follow-up attention with other auditing piocgduré .{ Each approach also pro-
vides complementary in¥o mation that can contribute to‘ﬁigpqr levels of

organizational perforpange. . , .
A / . _ . _ S ,17
2) The 'general ratiohale of systems . theory as illustratéedy Katz and Ra :
(1966)~and Baker (1973) also contributed to the development of the MAS. In
systems theory, the conmtinued survival of an organization can only be main-
tajned through a -thorough understanding of its functions--economi¢c and .
behavioral--as they relate’ to its subsystems of management,. production,
adaggition, suﬁpdyt, and maintenance.. Since ""social structures are essen-

a

existing c

ti cqntrived-§ystems..:anchored in the attitudes, perceptions, beliefs, = ~=
motivations, habits, and-expectations of human beings (Katz and Kahn, 1966, .

e N e
. . ) ‘_ e —g\&’k" » ~ ! ‘
> " .) ) - ’ ‘ \9 ‘ ) . : ' T ; ~

w

-h . . ~
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© " Table 1 .
. ' Lomplementary Characteristics of the Management = | .
o - Audit Survey Sysgtem and Operatlons Auditing T ) .
/ ’ T = =
.%(// . . o D ., Operations .
‘ Characteristics ' - . MAS™ - . *Auditing* -
a e - " ) - . T 2
' ‘ : ) ) . T . . — ‘ U
Y "1. Common Standards - . Yes o "~ No .
;%w‘ 2. Organizatién Wide ) Yes - _ . - No
’ "# . R C e .- - e e g o ew
~ * 3. Feedback Specific to Each . oo s J ~
N ) _ Unit 'L ‘. » . Yes '’ Generally Not
4. Comparatlve Feedback Across . T -
N Time - o Yes | ? - ..
‘ . . . - (" _ ‘ . . ‘ B -
= 5. Organizationaf Development ) Yes . : _ Ind1n€>t1y_'
6. Quantified Indications of - . : - . o ” )
Unit Performance ) Yes o - Jadgmental - .7,
‘ 7. Emphasizes Procedures, and . Lo T
' , Organizational'Characteristics . Yes A " Yes . "
Y2 X . , > , :
8. Provides- Suggestlons for Unit ' : 4
" Ihprovement o, Yes .t 7 «?
‘. Mvv B - : ’ .’ . f . R ’ .,
- 9. Chooses Best Solution ° . No - . . No ot
/ J .'l ' ’ ’ ~ ' ‘
7 L . ifectly Evaluates Personnel _ " No . o ‘ N’q; R
. - . : S R B : o v -
. Employee Input ‘ v Yes - Yes. §\%Q§§\\ /
. . . ‘ ’ P o ) N ) : N ‘v
12. Considers Other Sources of =~ . -- :
_ -\Information a No Yes .o
13, Indlcates Opportunltles for -
Improvement Yes
/4;. . - - : B ! . »
- 14. Indicates Problems for - ' : R
1 o * Further. Study, - . Yes .- @
. . S ks Lo e S : ' 4
CLs ) - S .
*Taken from: L1ndberg, R.:A., and Cohn, T. Operations auditing. New York:
. - American Management AsSoc1at10n, 1972 . o : .
R }l'Ii’T ' - , 16 -7 o -
) w oo : ; . : N o7
® ST . S . ‘ - - . v -
: : . i f e - |
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P~ 33)," descriptions of various functions Dy -people in the organization.
should be examined to further the development. of the organizagion. Obvi- 3
ously, since employees arc responsible for the completion of the work pro-
¢esses and output of an organization and arc, thereby, 4n a unique pbsition
to describe the organizational procedures that impact on human resqurce
management and organizational productivity, the use of.employees a an in- .

- F rmgtiOn source is a major -asset of the MAS. Ultimately such information * ,
from the MAS peeds to be integrated with other’information on process and . ©
output measures to provide an integrated systems approach to monitor and

~ stimulate higher levels of performance on«the cofnplementary goals'of -

. soclety, the-organization, and the employees. : : ‘

. : Lo . . . .
. %) The third and most-direct antecedent to the development of the MAS was °
‘wthe traditional area ofr research through attitude surveys, which has becn

- replaced by a broader focus on organizational psychology. .In contrast.with
traditional attitude-surveys--which examine individual needs and reactions

to the vrganization--and some organizational climate lgyerature-—which'conw
oy ©otains mdny usses§ments.of tangential or underlying construct features such

\Qyégﬁ’ @s* Support oy warmth, or mptivational conditigns,,etp.——the“MAS tries to

attack, tunctions and yrocedures in human resource management directly on a
' 2, MOTC hghuviorul level, thus contributing to more éffectivewdiagﬁosis as-
well af providisg suggestions for improved levels of performance. *
. X

e4d) The‘dcvclopmcnt-u¥ the MAS can also be viewed £rom an organizational
develophent standpoint. Numerous progrums;'many at substantial expense per -
participant, have becn developed to provide training and experiences which
would result in improved levels of individual 4nd, thus, organizational per-..
formance. ‘Typically, orgdnizational developnent programs have used tangen-£ i
tial or underlying appuoaches which are beligved to be crucial for effectiyse

"  organigational functioning. The™MAS systep; which provides feedback en cadhy

e -organiiafional worksgroup, together with~the Supervisory Handbook, ‘which

\ accompanies the_ computers feedback, and provideg,behavioral guidelines, are ,

. aimed directly at work progedures. and opportunities for.improvement and

+. - require no adaptation or transfer from the developmental sequence or situa-

‘tion to the job situation. 1In view of the diagnostic sensitivity of the-

MAS and the high situational relgvance, integrating MAS -and organizational

L™

development strategies can be an ‘excitipg and mutually reinforcing endeavor
_to bring about higher levels of develepment and org%pi;atiqgal performance.
0 \ *

] . N R . o . .

» , . ' Research Objectives
. . ; .

Although a ‘great deal of technical sophistication has gone into the dewelob—
_iment of the MAS, the empirical evaluation of the system apainst ‘orfanizational -

SR performaﬁde criteria has been limited primarily to the State of Pennsylvania.
Thus, the general goal af the research reported here was concerned with exten- |
ding and’generalizing the resubts obtained.  These results indicated that

' . local offices differ in how they use th€ir Human resources, as measured by’

the MAS, and these differerces were'relatcd\tp a variety of Employment Ser-

vice perfqrménce gpd process me€asures. These results need to be extended to

6thervgeographica1 areas with a broader iqtlusiohvof situationad or control

factors so that the advantages and limitations of the system can be defined

40 permit éffective use of MAS-tesults to identify and-capitaligze upon OppoTs.

‘o~
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QL tunities ¥For improvement. While the general goal- is- concerned with further . ...
g valldatlon\of the MAS, a number of 1nterre1ated objectives are Jnvolved

Y - .

* '\ N To define, quantify, @nd describe, selewaed performance measures to ascer-

tain meaningful patterns of relationships and deficiencies among the various

. | “2)—to—examine the relationships amdhg various 51tuat10na1 factors and the
ctiterion measures. This step is neCessary to develop performance 1nd1cators,
or indices, ‘with which- local offlcesrmay be compared. Obwpusly, a local .
L / office in a highly faverable situation may look relatively oytstanding on
outcome measures, yet be relatively inefficient on management procedurés
- Thus, the impact of various control variables needs to be assessed to mgke
. the local offices comparable on the basis of output. Thls would facilitate
o ™ an ana1y51s of the effectiveness of management procedures by the, MAS varlables

3) To determlne ‘the validity of MAS-measures in pred1ct1ng a variety of per-,
formance eriteria and to examine the relationships of MAS scores to ayallable
control scores. £

o - . -

it}

v

Further demonstrations and generallzatlons concernlng the validity of the
MAS would lead to more”effective use of ‘the instrument and management of:
-y human resou ces. In addition, previous results have indicated.that certain
. management ‘procedures can be empha51zed to help overcome the effects on
' y, such measures as office size and’ workload.’
- ‘The repprt will proceed by examinidng the research f1nd1ngs on organlzatlonal
climate and organizational effectiveness which will be presented in Chapter
. - TI. A complete exposition of the development and previous research of the
' MAS will be found in Chapter III. . Chapter IV summarizes the procedures -
followed. in this study, Chapter V presents the results of the data analysis,
: and Chapter VI presents the conclusions, recommendations for futurg research,
and the summary of-the pro;ect

-
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}.Ofgahiégiiqng1$climhﬁe,.psichogogicai~envi?onment;:human resource manage-
. ment, and orgamizatidnal development are al » phrase$ which are-popular in

'-/;tﬁe-piganizatioqal'aﬁd-maﬁageﬁeht’litérature.‘ The purpose-of this section ,

of the report is toy sunimarize bfieflibthe state ,of the art in. these areas
as ‘they are relatéd to the Management Rudit Survey, focusjng.most directly’
upon pi‘;gg,;}iz,aﬁopal climate, and to discuss the ‘interface of the«MAS with' -

- human rgsource management and the process of planned.organizational change.

' ' Al50 included in this review is a summary of some of the research.that .has

»

# Four major, literature .reviews of organizational climate exist to_date

. ‘be&n done origthe Employment Service and previous. IBRIC research on organiza-

" tional glimate.-w . ‘ R S o
. . . » * . ~ ) ’ . J - )
. N R U
Organizationdl Climate : -
(Forehand and Gilmer, 1964; Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick, 1970; ’
James;%Pd Jones, 1974; and HelMriegel ‘and Slocum, 1974). Forehand and o
Gilmer, and Campbel), et al., défined organizational climate somewhat

differently and corfisejuently focused on-slightly divergent organizatiohal

‘characteristicsy James and Jones reviewed  the two feviows, as well as stddies

. by Schneider (1973) and Guion (1973), and developed a.
tional climate research. Hellriegel and Slocum took,a
and analyzed several climate studies -relative to it. le the focus of .
thisireview will be largely on the conceptualization’ of cl teéof'James

and Jones, other implications and research will also be revigwe “ "ﬁ

thesis of organiza-
- o
stems perspective

James and Jones cate srized the work of Forehand and Gilmer as représenta-
tive of the "multipyéiifgﬁaggﬁent—organizational attribute". approach, which «
cli -

defined organization e as: (7 ﬁ,,ﬂfg ..
J ) .
. . .. a set of characteristics that describe.an organization
and that (a) distinguish. the organization from other organiza-
tionsy~ (b) are_relatively enduripg over time, and (c) influence
the behavior of people in the organization. (Forehand.and Gilmer,
3

1964, p. 362) ' - :

Forehand and Gilmer suggested that before organizational climate can be

used as a @bnstruct, it-mug& exhibit: -

1) identification of organizational units (department, divisidns, etc.)

to serve as the subjects in the model, thus establishing the comparability
of units across organizations;™ ‘ >

2) homogeneity within organizational unifs, such that the objective deter-_
%

minants of organizational glimatg‘are applicable to all subunits;

]
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“'. .o .3) existenge, imﬁ&rtance dand stab114ty of"organlzatlondﬂ propertles‘ ‘and -

: '\ N \ . .
, - 04 mganlngfuI comblnatlons or conflguratlons of organliatlonal propegtles,
. _ ‘such that the ‘¢limate .offa partlcular organizatjon can be best desorlb%?
. 4' £ 4

Further \they-stated fh the reSearch ex1st1ng atqthatﬁglme (1964L lacked
SN - measurement rigor, 51nc?fthere were" few operational (behaV1dra11y -bdsed)
' ‘definitions of climate“dimensions;=almost no.jinvéstigations gf*validity,

- and .the regearch”designs were insufficient to account-for individdal/organ- »

1zat10n 1nteract10ns. 2? m ' 2

~. ’ K3 : - ,} '0.1' ’ d . M
Qempbell,tet-al (k970) deflned organlzatlonal c11mate as: @ 7

P .

~ e . - , 3 . ,.\

RO B "+ . . a‘'set of: attrlbutes‘specxflc to a- partlcular orﬁanazatlon " .
' a0 that: may be induced from the/uay the organizatjon deals with its - 2
... = . ¢ members and .its environment. Fér the individual member within ©

e © . an organlzafion climate takes the form of a set of. attitudes _ . -

C and expectanc1es.yh1ch describe the organization in terms of R
Ji .both static characteristics (such as degree of autonomy) and

] behavior-outcome and outcome-outcome contingencies., (p. SQQI\.

» : -
\ . -

- Campbell, et al., through a synthesis of, past studies, named four constructs »“)>

» . which were more or less gommon to the studies they rev1ewed These were:

1) individual autonomy; the degree of strucfure 1mposed upon the p051t10n,

3) reward orientation; and consideration, warmth, and support. While’

Campbell, et al. felt t is list was 1ncomp1ete the dimensional complex1ty

of organizational climate as ¥nown today is-far beyondstheir original concept-

ualization. However, their cogcerns for the. 'perceptual measurements-organiza-

tional attribute” (James and Jones, 1974) approach to conceptuallzlng organl—‘

zational climate are still cTitical. Essentially, these are:

.. 1) Generalization from the percelved situation to the agtual situation--
' this involves construct validity considerations ti.e. , to what extent does

"~ . . the score area—really measure ‘the actual situation), as well as re11ab111ty
considerations, such as what level of cons®nsus exists ~among employees with -
respect to ‘the m%nagement procedure 1n questlon " .-

- 2) Objectively vs. perceptually defined. factors or scores-—1nc1ud1ng such
considerations as breadth of measurement, appropriate scoring procedures, .
test construction metgpdology, and-item selection procedures, ’

- 2

— 3) Level of analysis —1nVOIV1ng what statistical procedures should bg—used _

oY to reflect accurately the data at given levels within the organizatiofl, e.g.,

" individual level data should be used to ahswer some questions, and group data,
or averaged individual level data, should be used to amgwer others. Further,
this concern involves problems in the\eccurate and appropriate reportlng of
re<u1t< and/or relatlonshlps across ql'anlzatlonal foci; and

. The -r1ter10n problem--how can the validity of the scores, perceptions, -
¢ 7 bhe evaluated, what should they be evaluated against, and how accurate

“and dpproprlate are the ;rLterla used to evaluate the measures.

Schneider (1973) reconceptualized organizational c11mate into a "perceptual

‘ 1/ A
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.mcﬁsurenent %Sdrﬁﬂdual attr1bute” "pnﬁgach Schneider deflned c11mate .as -
" ' J.OllOWS . . ’ ’. " >

Con The coﬁEept Gf c1fnate in the” present research must be” E
described as persong11st1c climate is nd1v1dua1 per-4 _
¥ . T Ceptzon There was® no: ar@empt to restrict the climate. * L
~  definition to percept1ons shared by members of- a wofk—~< e
. ) group or organization. As stdted elsewhere . . -"what ' ‘., o
_ is psychologically important to the 1nd1v1dua1 must ”. -
. “how he pgrceives pis work envi nment‘Jnot how othé?%# _ ,'
mlght-choose to describe it". (p. 254) 'r ﬂy SR -

¢ 7

[

8

roe Schnelder further stated that the ggtaycollected ;hould be’ apprqprlate for: =
the 'level of explanation and:that shared perceptlons of climate may-be 1n1}
e portant for pnedlcting ‘the behav1or of many 1nd1v1duals. 7o r
Schnelder's major conéﬁrns were the match betweenLconceptualxzatl\n of clg;
mate and what, measurememt methodology the concept implies, and-the rélation-
‘sh1p among, employers émployees,’ and customers. _The first concern 1mp11es
level of analys&@ and the second implies system "differences, i.e., the
organization's system orientation (open vs. €losed) and its effect on_ the
people who enter its enVironment - %\\_ \

Guion (1973) consldered the famlly of constructs implied by organlzatlonal
climate to "be one of the most important to enter the thinking of industrial-
organiZational psychologists’in many* years" \(p’ 120) Concerned about organi-
zat10na1 climate research~ he - further,stated that: ‘
‘. , N
. -ﬂThe a of "organ1zat10nal cllmate" appears to refer to-an
_:) ’%tt fﬁ or set ofjﬁitr1butes of the work environment. The
o - - idea of a “percélved organizational climate" seems-ambiguous;
T pge can not be sure whether it implies an attribute of the
' organ1zat1on or of the perceiving individual. If it refers to
\i - the organization, then measures of perceived organlzatlonal o,
X ~ cllmate should b€ eva}uat\i in terms of ‘the accuracy of the . ,
f%, percept1ons If it refers to the individual, then perce1ved o
1 organizZational climate may simply be a different name for job ‘v’
7 ' e satlsfactlon or employee att1tudes (p.- 120) ‘ &//

tr

e
s
-

Hellriegel and STocum (1974)-added no new cr1t1c1sms but they emphasized.
thedsystems approach andgthe confusion about satisfagtion and climate.. They

) defined organizdtional climate as: e .
- ‘ -

. . . a set of attributes which can be perceived about a
particular organization and/or its subsystems, and that may &
be induced from the way that organlzatlon and/or its subsystems

deal with their members and environment. (p 256)

¥ . N
~With this -set, they further structured climate to fit primarily into the .~
”perqeptual measurement organ1zat10na1 attr1bute" approach

! To,summarize, then, three conceptualizations of organizational climaté have
been represented. These are: _ ' . -

ERIC I | o
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1) the multiple meadurement- organ1zatlona1 attrlbute approach (as e&empllfled
4 4 by Forehadd and Gilmer, 1964); .o : . . -, -

g . - - Ve

2) . the' peroeptual measurement organlzathnal attr1bute approach (as exem—
_p11f1ed by Camgbell et al., 1970; and by Hellrlegel and Slocum, 1974); a

PN

. ! S
"( - 3) " the perceptua14ﬁeasurement 1nd1v1du§1 attrlbute approach (as out11ned by
- Schneider, 1973). N e o - S .
Whlle these cghceptuallgat1ons are not 1ndependent they have generally .
. led to different research methodologaes different levels:-of measurement,
. ® 4and dlfferent sets of variables. owever, many similarities do exist among
) . . the conceptualizations as ¢an bé seen by ‘the overlapping nature of the authors!
C " research concérns.‘' Acrossiclimate conceptdons these conqgrns all fall mo£e~‘
¢ S or less into the following categorles . =N 1

a

RN 1)_£Vork gﬁoup dlfferences aqk 1dentificatlon \ A "'~v‘ B

2) shared conSensus of perceptlons S ; <

RIDERI ' - A -
. 'g) -3) elat1ve permanence’, and stab111ty df the dimensions studied; - _ . Co
_ . 4) levgf’of analysis ¥Q§§regatlon of daéa), : T : . Lo
\ o S T AT
. - 5) percé?tual validity' and ggneral1zatﬂon, T -f“‘ ;; r
6) organizational systems‘perspective {leVel of organization); and

7) agtltude perceptlon overlap, or satlsfactlon cl'j':nfconfusion. e

JThe alarm}ng thlng about these concerns }s that,*in bv" a decade of research:
* “on organizational climate, few of the measurement and methodologlcal problems
have been resolved or even received sufficient scrutiny to result in greater
understanding. Some p0551b1e explanatlons for this lack.of progress are:
1) limited research group intra-communication; 2) insufficient knowledge of o
- past research; 3) a lack of sophisticated measurement tools and methods; :
and 4) poor understanding of ,climate.complexity. Further, very few studies
“have .actually report 51gn1f1cant validation results, even though this is -
. critical if the research methods and the results of the studies are to be
" shown to have long-range utility. Agreement within work groups and between-
_ work group differences. have also been mentioned as being essential tovan :
’ understanding of organizational cimate, but no data--other than that on the
‘MAS--have been reported. _ . g . .

Previous/research has resulted.ln some confusion because of the lack of

clarity in procedures and goals with the f1nd1ngs of the research not hging-
N convergent. *.For example, the content and focus of the measuring instruments..
'\ have not been consistently and systematically organized, including diverse

topics as individual reactions to the work environment* deseriptions of the

tion. Many 'of these may be appropr1ate if treated in a svstematlc fashlon,

so that clear implications can be obtained. The MAS scores focus most directly
upon management practices (Delegation of Authority, Plannlng and Administra-
tive Efficiency, Training Effectivenéss, etc.), with some individual level

k4 o
’ . . L

- -10- o .
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. - scores (Satlsfactlon W1th Pay, Work Satlsfactlon,_etc g 1nc1uﬁed to deflne
differences between these different types of scores. ' . .
These 1ssues, in turn are related to the level of analysis to wh1ch ‘Rhe €
wdata are aggrégated Data dealing with 1nd1V1dua1 ‘Teactions and preferences .- '

(attltudesj are obviolisly most meaningful when. the individual respond§§

-

* "is the unit of analysis, while the interrelationships of work group-fogused
climate measufes and criteria:.are most meaningfigl when’ work group -means are
‘usedgas the unit of ana1y51s Data on’ fnd1v1duals can be aggregated to
* . higher organizational 1evels'wfth meaningful results only if there are orr . N
N ganlzétlonal,effetts whldh result in. 51gnﬂf1cant differences among groups o
N at that Righer level. Data on individuals aggregated to the group. or C \g
*~ higher level will, approx1mate a random distribution of means with limited )
¢ meaning, unless there are significgnt effects on the group means, such as
managgment practlces, ‘selection_procedures, etc. .IW addition, the nature -
of what is measurggvmay cha as the data are aggregated to higher levels. . .~
P . <@ | ‘
o . The Department of L studies using the MAS have begun ta yield an under— .
"~ standing of the earch problems involved and are presently uncoygring ‘the ..*\ ¢
: dimensions nec Sary to prov1de measurement technology development with -
gufficiently cémplex data over time. While the MAS questionnaire falls -
‘primarily into the "perceptuéi'measurement organizational attribute'- -
approach  to organlzatlonal climate - concegtuallzatlon, the MA‘ has cu
across the other two approaches and integrated them in différent studi
«  and analyses. These studies and-analyses-have also cut across the resedrch
'_problems stated earlier, investigating organizational climate and difé€erences
in management’ practlces across work groups, with a variety of performance
criteria. o , , -2\ ) . 4

AN

" To illustrate further, in the.MAS. research the intraclass correlation/ébef—
ficient has been used to define the degree of consensuys within work groups
-and thus prov1de information concerning the level to which data should be ' -
aggregated, Since wide differences between work groups have been obtaned
on MAS scores, *higher levels of data aggregation, beyond the work group,
mask group-differences as high and low groups are comhined. Typically;
high levels of consensus within work grqups. and meaningful differences among -
work groups' are obtained when the item content is focused upon highly ob-
servable organizational procedures or characterlstlcs For example, the -
MAS score of Physical Worklng Conditions has the highest level of agreement ‘
among work group members. . The results obtained with the MAS indicate that
the  sysfem is highly semsitive to differences in management practices acToss .
work groups which. are reLlably assessed according to the agreement among
'observers o . . : i
To summarize, these approaches and procedures used in research with the MAS
make possible some clear distinctions between organizational cllmate research
and ‘the .area of traditional attitude measurement. Specifically,. distinctions
, between climate research and attitude measurements can be differentiated
_ ~ . caccording to item content, focus' of measurement, degree of consensus, leyeT//
2. __._of analysis, and validity against organizational performance criteria. The»mx
MAS scores have shown 51gn1f1cant relationships to a variety of performance
. criteria, where attitude surveys have been very. deficient. Therefor®, the
MAS studies have led to a reconceptualization of organizational climate in
line with ‘the #'perceptual measurement- organlzatlonal attrlbute' approach, but
extending it.
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'The MAS is also highl compat{yie\gijz the needs of employees and mandage-"~ . ®
~ - ment--by producing a f edback ‘syst&miwhich’ praovides the necessary links to - )
et tie together an upward \communication system for émployees with organiZational . /.
T interventions and individual bg vior Hegulating systems, such as management
’ by objectives (MBO); or organizational /development (OD)} and the economic:
: ‘regulating and reporting systems--the criterion measures of organizhtional
performance. : “rél L . . P ‘ “\7
. o L - . . g . v
. \*he integration of these- within the organization refyires a Systems
r.o . conceptuelization Of tfe organjzation. According to Flover 975), the .
- rationale foy thij~ipproach is that: i L co C
.~ The.co 5 6 systems have slowﬁ& emerged to a position of . 5
“ ) cehtfplAimportance in the thinking of social scientists and,-
L - more #pecifically, organizational theorists.. Systems thinking g’ e
el is #hought to be:éimore‘meaniﬁgful way to lpok at complex : :
., 7 /. - -pdenomena, and differs from the trgditional amalytic method of) -
'\\“///'\ _ ‘ oanalys#l&by study}ng]the processes linking the parts - ) ‘
v . together. s-shift An emphasis from analysis of parts and . - ’ .
T ~ quantification of casual relations to knowledge ofg?he whole; ; !
¢ not by obseTrving parts, but by observing the proég ses taking ! -
place within the whole has resulted in a different view of - o
) organizations. Jhe systems'approaéh maintains that the best
way to view Organizations is to vde them as systems] with : ,
A , emphasis on the innqr-relationshlp agd interdependency of - .
s parts, (p. 1)~ " e o 0 A : :

. e . . ¥ B ! ! ' v

. . ‘ S - .
- Thus, an integrated system of measugement models and methods or informational -
" subsystems. (each With demoﬁstrated‘uniqué and/or common griterion validity) |
-would lead to more effective organjzational functioniﬁgsghd\§:a1 attainment -
through increased Capability g iptegrate all.of the fynctiomal subsystems.
Katz angyxahﬁ (1966) have described these subsystems as production, Support,
‘maintefince, adaptive; and manggerial. Each of. these subs¥stems has a function
+ °  t6 perform for the larger organizational system. Somg/56i%inatiqﬁ.of the "~
“ systemic'modeis and methods of |MAS, MBQ, arid OD would tend to maximizijreturnsy
nal climate and its intracacieé/é;;T;; fully
ped:, the follow re needed: 1) continued
| ology; 2) studidSNef sufficieni‘comgﬂéXity
and duration; and 3) models an “methods for implemeéMging organizatjonal cli-
mate: findings in -planned organ zagional change. Such achievements must
await the findings of future rdsearch, some of .which is outlined later in :
‘ : this report. S ~ T - L. L

) Lo . |
P

- Before the scope Of organizati
grasped, understo0d, and devel
development :in measuremént tec

N ’ : Co .
o 3 . *

. » " Qrganizat ohll Development
-k-ggkﬁard (1969) defined organizational development :as an effort " (1) Planned, ./
‘¥2)" brganization-wide, (3)\anaged from the top,. to (4) increase organiza- hak
tiopal effectiveness, and help through (5) planned interventions in the’ ,
';'(‘)"i?'g"giiiz'a1:"i‘(j’ﬁ~"p"j-i)(:"é‘s‘§i=l"s"'i;lsin'g"‘f)‘eh"a'vifo'ra1’"'science**k1.'iow1_‘edg'evl’~—()ne_,_,goa.»]ﬁ-o—f«M...,._w_ﬁ,‘:--:»:-;x.~
orgaflizational development is to change the system. Again, the empha$is ..

is placed on a sttéms perspective. Schein (1969) amplified this point and
illustrated the need for the management of human re3ources.in a systems sense.
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. - I am not contending that focusing on Human processes is the only
.. -path te increase organizational effectiveness. .‘r*%:gg arguing,

however, that the various fdnctions,whicﬁfmade up an otrganization
are 'always mediated by the interactions, people, so that.organi,
zations cannot escape its human ‘processes occurring between ' them.
Therefore, it is oWvious that the better diagrosed these processes

' are, the greater will-be the.chance$ for finding, solutions t
\ technical problems which will be accepted and used by the Eiﬁ?ers

]
>

#Af thé organization. (p. 9) =~ . - L

such that it included management o organizatiénal,culture. Huse (1975)

included climate in this definition and stgtéd thd¥ systems which don't
“abpout. human motiva-

el and Bell also stated' .
de the institutionaliza-
rmative change, awd structaral -

mqke-fhll'use of modern social knowledge dnd gechno
tion cannot appropriately*change the climate.: F
"that there dre three basic steps which must'pr
‘ - tion of these new social techniquest - entry,
Lol change'’ (p. 13). N

Ffeﬂ!hfan\ Bell (1973) extended the/-definition of organizationa developmenﬁ\

< .
.

-~

4 . L : X o N M
French and Bell (1973) and Rowers {(3973) disdussed the survey-research- )
feedback system. They primahily focused on this type of "action research,"

and data feedback in workshopsy - Cycles like this are generally.what is ~x,
needed to process the inputs an{ out " from the.integrated measurement

system in discussion. Surveys from each ‘measurement/methodological realm

yield the data for- sys¥ematic diagnosis, research, and evaluatiomr which should
lead ideally to' a feedback system which feeds back to the appropriate user-
.manager econometric, behavioral, ‘and economic-behavioral” interactive data =
a?i/ﬁctioﬁ alternatives. T " T T - L .

-

T . 3 R .
~ 4 . In an OD évaluation design, the MAS would be administergd just prior to.the «
é% beginning of any igkervention into the organization. -The resulting profile
_across the 19 scores for each work group carl be used diagnostically to
determine what "areas need to be worked on in ‘each individual work .group,
or any other QD stritegy may be uysed. Since these,.organizational climate
scores. can be successfully related to and can predict hard organizational 'Nﬁ
performance criteria, an effective and successfu} OD intervention st¥ategy
may result in increased scores across the work group pkofiles over fi?e._l
. B B . A ' R Y

'
[

The MAS system allows interventions on individual work groups or an organi-".
zation-wide leval just after the managers receive the feedback (with or
' without the use of the Handbook for Supervisors),, which alliﬁp some limited
types of experimental designs, using control groups (e.g:, .intervention on RN
> £50% of groups, no intervention on the other 50%). If the intervention or Co
treatment is made on an organization-wide basis, then the organiZational \
.gnorm base for producing the two types of MAS scores should increase over - =~ P
fitime to. indicate successful trea ment. (pre- and post—intervention(eeplica- -
tion of the MAS). ( : o : R ' )

~

. 3

If the intervention is made.on only some Work groups, then work groups.in

which intervention is made should obtair®higher post-intervention profiles

'“*'“r“"““than"work“groups:whichfrece;yed;noiinterventio fto*indicate“SUCCessfin““*T***'Ffﬁ:*’*
* this design. Both treated and untreated work groups may increase over

time for reasons unrelated to the intervention; so .this design allows the

i . ) .. 5 s ? ~ . . . ;
" . | 19. ' |
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v consultant to attribute the differential increase in, the profiles of the
Y treated work groéups to the treatment rather ﬁhan to unknOwn forces.

Since the MAS prov1des:feedbackwpt -each leveIof the’ organlzatlon, the sys-
tem can be easily implemented in organlzatlenal d%velppment interventipn

. strafegles ‘Glover (1975) stated that "thée integrating chan1 ' in systems y,
is the 1nterrelat10nsh1p bethxn the parts of-the systeth THB)hl rarchy
within the system due to the ascending order ‘of "complexity result¥yin the < ¢

< intermediate. structure at each level which congtrains;and co trols all its o8
/subordinating systems. This.characteristic of systems results in the goals

of each subsystem being related to the larger set of gvals of the system"

(p 7) The problemigof goal 1ntegrat1 n, management ontr31 and ef ective) "

es of the ES process "Some. stud1es have concentrated on en;ernal factors A
that influence ES operations, others ‘have .concentrated on ;ajgfq'tors. oo
N F- Others have been concerned with ‘the type of client that ogm e ES for
’ serviges., Btudies ‘asses$ing managemént practices ’?]ua i
- ' ES outcome performance cr1teriavhave been 11m1te V?F&Jgﬁg ¢g

; Much of the’ research deal;}g with the product1v1ty& fﬁ'fg
. - < aroynd the Balanced Placement Formula (BPF). The’ @r‘presents a# }' .
. effart to. allocate Federal funds on’ thg basis of de nétrated perfbl;’”'

quant1ty of serv1c rendered Equally 1mportant,{the’ ormul' :
. national policy and:. héreby serves: te ‘define thé go ; of the- organ1 ation

and to promote the" integration of thesezgoals roughout the-organlzatlon "

An this process, the BPF prov1de% a basis for :tRe State agency: to evaluate - ¢
“its résults. Considering the complexlty and dif¥iculties anolved in "
. establishing effective procedures frofh‘the national level-through state
o . agencies and 1nt¢ appr6x1mately 2400 Yocal off1ces,,these goal def1n1t1ons,

A 1ntegrat10ns, and reward and mon1tor1ng functlons a}e extremely 1mportant

3
W

o The for$§{aJwas applied in 19 5 and suBSequentl modafled in 1976 to reflect
‘a gredter emphasis on quantitative and, qual1tat14£ functions in. p1acements‘
However; the largest single component in ‘the formula during both years has
been the number of placements per man yeat, which has been extensively studied
to-understand, its determlnants and causa11t1es ‘For example," Englander1(1975)
found that there was a significa relatlonshlp ’between individuals plafed
/. per man ¥ear. and thé percent o employment in manufacturlng-—corroborat ng
' - the finding of Fong (1975).  [These two authors concluded that the ES i
better suited to provide placement ‘assistance in those“areas where the economy
1s more or1ented to, manufacturlng act1v1t1es -

L Englander alsb found a. 51gn1f1cant posi ive: relat10nsh1p between 1nd1y duals
. 7" “placed per man year and the workload of the.staff in.an office. Apparently,
: the larger the number of-appllcants and, renewals with whom an ES staffer.. -
- works, everythlng else be1ng equal, the ea51er it is to have higher produc—

. ' ' . P -. ; ' * | 20 -: ) ‘. l.“.. L N |
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- “tivity on this critewion. The larger.the wor oad,-thé/énéater is the like-
~ lihood of ng applicarnts whose qualitiesgand experience make them highly -
“employable ahd easy to.placqf However, in this sifuation, the percentage ’
. of ‘atl appNcant§ placed is lower. Thus, one goal/is attained at the expense .
{ ~ of another, which\emphasizes' the fact that multiple criteria should be used ;
i . ip investigating theJeffectiv¢neS§—of'éﬂ’ES office, and as the basis for the
.goals of ;hs organizations, | ! ' S o~ T
. o .l - . ] & A . 7\}
- —Workload is an examp of a variable that.could b used to enlarge a state's
share of natiqnal Emp oyment#Service funding ‘the state Ef@administrator.
Although some of these variables would .differ| from state to state, research
- has shown that short-term placements. (Englande ,‘1975),_!%w-wage pYacements
K (Center for Applied Manpower Research, 1973), concentrating on placements. in
- facturing (Center for Applied Manpower Research,. 973;:Eng1ander,_i975;
and Fong, 1975), youth (under 22 years of age). (Englander! 1975), and percent *
o of minorities in the labot force (Fong, 1975) are other examples of variableg x
’ ' thatscould be mgnipulated to obtain a higher Balanced Plaéemeng/?drmulh"“_ r
\\\” . scorg, an%gmbre Federal monies. ¢ -y . ’ L

L4

¢ . . . '4 L .‘,..’_ -t . (ﬂ ‘_,-"'
~+«  .The Shdlley Report (1975) ‘studied the Balanted Placemé&nt Formula ih great
LI detail and.found that the BPF could be,improved, and recommgnded that:,
B . . . S ./ o t Co ; .
. J 1). individuals placed pefr man year be_maintained‘fas.'g‘g/enf.ormance criterion;

\Y

4 ~..2) individuals placed as a_percentage of the numb
duals should be used as a performance criterion;
- o~ Y - T
'3) - job openings filled as a percentage of nonag
employment also be instituted as-a.performangg criégrion,

r _of]unemployed indivi-
d - T .

g

"cultufqiifage and salary’

v

N . Shelley found that the BPF allocation'was not significantly affected'ﬁﬁfthe
B \?erceﬁt of veterans, ggor, handicapped, UI claimants, and older worKers
placed. Another key inding of Shelley was that the. performance measures ¢
, wepe inflyfnced by valjjious environmental factors. About two-thirds of the
~ variation in productiwity across sﬂ!tes was due to the environmental factors.
' If this is 4o, caré must be taken not to penalize the budgets of lower; pro-
ductivity s até§}:When the lower productivity is due to circumstances beyond
their cbntzol. The unemployment rate is an inadequate reflection of the
i 'influéﬁbe of these exteynal factors. , For example, the Center for Applied
' Manpower Research (1973) found that the unemployment rate exerted a signifi-
cantly neg;tive influence on a state agency's placement productivity, but

n -; Fong -(1978) did not find sta;istical significagfe for this variable. -

duals plackd amd per. capita income. Englander .also stated that a given
group might\be difficult to place either ‘because it requires a considerable
_amount of counseling and other support services or because ‘the attitudes of

_would-be employers towards that group are not favorable.

; Englande;\é:975) found a significant negative relationship between indivi-

jfﬁa’{&yfmtOf;the4varibuswauthorsfreviewed,fonly;Weipgr»anﬂmRQW§l”(19791WW¢HP19ne§Wth?r_

o Sy e .

social value of an ES placement. The BPF does not take this into considera-
tion, and providing a quantitative measure of. this social value would have

to be subjectivé, so .it would not be an integral part of most researchers’
investigations of ES effectiveness. If the fupction of the ES is seen to be

! 21 .
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) Thé\ﬁmploymentherv1ce continues to be an object of crigicism, however,

upon the- ES as a pressure group, influencing the type of employee that can -

U E

> -
hd K} [ . ) .
.. N ;j e . . . R « v . . N .
v . . v - . . .

- Vs

" that of a labor exchange, providing &;ﬁatéh_quWeen”applicants and their

appropriate labor market opportunities both in the labor force and out of
‘*it, then the labor exchange outputs should.benefit job seekers, " employers,

and society. s \ i . :
S e - / ’ ‘-

— ey

The socialj value accrues not- only monetarily, but also“psychologically, from
an individual's being able to contribute something worthwhile to himself and
to others. Not being able to be a contributipg member §f sogiety has an
can be qbantified. - -~ . -
Even without considering the social value of ES -placements, Moore. (196
cluded that the doliar value of benefits received from ES placements”probably '
exceeded their costs. Moore looked at the question of general productirity
on the basis of value received for resources expended by deriving”cdsg- el
benefit ratios for placements by the stafe Employment Seryjce. "He found - {
that the ost ‘per placement varied substantially from state to state, probably
more.widely thaﬁ the’ value of benefits frém state to ‘state, but that the ES o
- does provide a worthwhile seryvice at reasonable'so§t; - - e

- .

Y-‘“impact on every other area of a person's Iifg, and ther¢ is no way that this, ‘

-

(}

PR - .

o

__regardtess-of demonstrated levels of productivity. This was recently pofnted -

out' in rticJe in The Wall Street Journal (Miller, 1976), which npted that

the Emp¥éfment Service is seen by employers and - employees .alike as an agency

for'lbwﬂgkilled laborers. Despite Federal legislation that Federal contrac-
" tors must list positions with the ES, many companies do not do so, and look

be Tijed by the company. . ™
; . L. - < . .

These studies of ,the productivity of ‘the Employment Service have gone - some
distance in explgining how the ES functions, and why certain problems have
arisen. However} the studies have not been very-inclusive, and have not

developed strategdgs for' improving the productivity of the ES. A som hat

. mgore inclusive study is presently being conducted by Van de Ven (1975)

whose objective iis to measure scientif} 1y and explain how situational and
organizational characteristics of Job.S vice, ¢ffices and units affect per-
formance over time. The organizational factors being measured include: 1)
situationa®t factors;)\2) overall office structure; 3) structure of each unit
in office/bureau; 4)[linkages within and between units, lgvels, and other
agencies;. and 5) performance. ) . SR

Any study of a public organization, as opposed to a private industrial
organization, is -influenced subtly by certain basic differences between the
two.. These differences influence the results, the theoretica} explandtion
of the findings of the study, and action strategies that can be taken to
counter any negatjve findings, Giblin 976) noted that there were S basic
areas that had to be considered, when stud } afpublic organization:

-«

1) -Organizafional varidtion--the public organization wolves a greater
variéty of individuals and groups with different and often ‘'mutually exclu-

" sive sets of ihtereStS}fTqurd“strUCtures;“and valuess: —Role-conflicts: wor—s e

between legislators and high-level administrators, the /‘mmitment of career
officials to pet programs, a weak chain of command, and the number of interest’
groups are all part of the organizational variation in the public sector that
influences organizational development. ' ‘ ‘

k
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- 2) Lpng-ranﬁ@.p}anning-- certainties of thé yeagly budget process make : :
r long-range plrannipg a vé%fﬁizﬁﬁahi practice. Mos blie agencies basically ~
.do their planning on a year-by-year basis. Because the cogtinuity of organi- )

. zational development is always in doubt, the influence of OD on public orgaii-
. ,jzation§ is reduced. ' AN , : < s
. . B . ; - b ' . .
' Lo . ' R . - .
. 3), The Civil Service sy¥stem--compromises’ the* pubjc administrator's responsi>"\ ,
.. .biqity.to mandge his organization, by limiting his authority to hire the =
-persons he wants at all but the/vVery highest (i.e., appointed) levels. It

) limits his authorjty to dischargé staff for pooxr performance, an§§§§,limits
' _ his discretionary poweixto advance staff for outstanding performance. The
Civil Service system, i effeét,-uniohizes the entire 6rganization. | )
. . Y . . v .

o Lo . . /- . .
'4) Crisis atmosphere--has‘resulted from the external attacks by many client
_groups that have taken legal action against “human resource agencies" that '
, s do not seem to serve tHem effectjvely. In such a Crisis atmosphere, public
dgencies tend to place even gleater stress on procedural regularities and ¢
Xcaution. This excessive reliance on established practice runs counter to_ =«
' goals, which stress management- according to relevant objectives. . o

\ o3 A

o : . 5 , L g 2 .
Organizational 'style" aﬁ@ effectiveness--that s atic‘st;Ie, low p;ppeﬂ- y
for program change, and geheral ineffectivenesgiof most public organi- ~
s.render them very poor .candidates for the realization of successful OD
5 efforts. To -a considgrable degree, this ''style'' is a function of patterns - '
L. of administrative regulations, which are usually spelled out in minuté detail .
' in.legislation. i : . ‘ . ‘ C v
g k . ' R - - 7 . I»
e . In addition to these five areas, Aller, Mayall, Mitchell, and’ Roberts (1975)"
- . - fognd another area that needs to be considered in any study of an organiza- ,
tion such as the Employment Service: - o
) N . : . o . '
e reliability of ‘the data--all of the ES-generated data have to be used
since there is some question as to its reliability.. There is a
incehtive ‘to underreport new applicants, because the time reqﬁired)@o
5 significantly reduces the time a ilable for mofé
placement-priiented actiyities. As a result, forms are fregﬁently not filled -
(Tq out for i#Mividuals fof whom little chance of pracement is seen. The extent
of this kind O dermeporting apparently varies substantially from office - _ .

to office. .

Despite these barriers to research concerning the Employment Service, and

the criticisms of the system from various sources, research concerning the -

productivity of the ES continues on many fronts and on many levels. Reports,
by Frey (1976), Giblin (1976), and Meike,.Pyles, Kauffman, and Horowitz

: (197¢) have begun with definitions of the mission and functions of the ES,.

\ ~ and have attempted multivariate studies of the effectiveness of the ES. The
_realization that the Bbjectives‘of the ES need to be examined, and the ’
_realization that many different criteria, control score variables, and pre-

. dictors need to be examined-are all hopeful signs that the research on the

__ productivity of the ES in the future will produce more meaningful and more

N relevant résults. - TLmTITR T L s ST e s s e e e g
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- IBRIC-Studies of Organlzatlonal Cllmate - ’ \ .
L : . .
. IC's earliest investigatgon of organizational c11mate %Elllson, McDonald,
¥, James, Fox, and Taylor, 1968) inv®lved an-extensive ana1y51s varlous cr1--a
A i ‘terion measSures f' performance and approprih&e control scqres |in a' medium-
' sized goYernment ¥esearch laboratory. (The criterion measures incl egd.
supervisory and peer evaluations, quantity and quality of publicapions, ~ o
lawards wo ,* salary advancement measures, C.s while the con;pbu scores
included such varlaBles as age,education, experrence, size of work group,
~ type ef';esearch conducted etc. With this foundation of measures of N -
¢ . Tresearch products and rgsearch performances, a tensive climate question-
naire was developed Which 1 d measurement of style. ofAsuperv151on,
compat1b111ty of individual and or anizatiomal objectiv ; guoup inter-. ;
relatlonsyrps, self-descriptions, btc. The relationships of -these climate™"
+ questions' to the performanc }terlon measures were.analyzed to determine _
_ the factors which facilitate, inhibit, or are associated with dﬁfferent s .
¢ o k1nds of contrlbutlons made in.a refearch laboratory,‘ - i -

¢

_ The results of this: study 1nd1cated that data conce:ned with the reacylon 6§\>
- - the individual to different aspects of organizational climate were more pre-

d1ct1ve of scientific performance than were straight descriptions of the.

cparactergﬁtlcs of the organization, superv1sors -peer relationships, etc. ™ )

«~ Informatioh concerned with 1:: discrepancy between the acttal Situation, - =

7

as the scientists described and the ideal situation, as the sc1ent15ts'
would <like to see it, were as predictive of the performance measures.

3

°

The analvses of the data from this study led to the conclusion that certain
. , other steps had to be taken to develop an. instrument that could measure
/ organlzatlonal climate to the degree necessary~that changes in human resource
management could lead to -improved organizational climate, and, consequently
_higher levels of organizational perférpggnce. One of these steps was level “
of analysis. ‘' Instead of determining t organlzatlon-w1de level of organiza-.
tional climate, the instgument should be able to measurg jthe climate of+-the
work group ih which the ®ndividual is located. Several Work groups which
were ‘under the general supervision of a higher-level, supervissr could be
combined to g1ve a more,global indication of organ13at10na1 climate. '

N \
Subscores or scales based on the content categories of the individual items
* were another step that had ta be done. These sgales would measure various
- facets of organizational climate that have an effect on the functioning of
. the individual and of the work group ‘ '

- the climate instrument led to the development of the Management Auditf Survey.
The MAS is described in great detail in the next section of this report

J

The results of thls study and the recommendatlons for further develogfgnt Qf‘
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_athay tine,-some survey questionpaires were in use

‘éntly processed through'the use of computer technology.

S _ CHAPTER ILI B
A N . A )
THE MANAGEMENT AUDIT SURVEY - - . .
. . . . '(v -‘ _ | . T . ‘ ! . . ’b »
T . " Introduction : % SRR ; - .
. ~ «~ . - [y .

. . J N . . . N
When the Managemeht, Audit Survey Q?g'first'cq

ployee descriptions to identify problem'grea or izdtilonal‘ components, _
which could theén .be subject to more thor audit proc dures. The survey
of managefent practices was to be applied hfoadlj\to 1 e organizationa]

t an economical rate using-advanced c¢mpitdy] techniquwes. At
‘but /they were not tech-
nidally sophisticated, nor were the responses to the quegtionnaires effici-
' - AS a result of pre-
Vious studies in organizational climate and sophisticated data processing.
capability, the Institute for Behavioral Research in Creativity (IBRIC) was
‘comtacted to explore the feasibilitywof developing a system .that would not-
have the limitations of the then available instruments. Lot

. -~

R

Although thé analysis of management procedures was a topic of strong interest ¢ .

to- beth the researchers and the contractors (the Directorate of Audit and
Investigdtions), the ¢ombination of audit and organizational climaté initially
represented a_relatively unique blending ‘of perspectives- Duting .the course
ef subsequent discussions, however, extensive coﬁmon ground was establighed
to make the development of such an approach bothtfeasible and attractive for

its applications and .potential utility; e.g,, in improved management, using

_ganization. : s -

~all subordiyate work groups. In this manner the organizational climate of

. the.work gr8ups within that organization and of the -organization itself can
" be exaﬂ%ned. The employees were selected as the group to survey, since
they a

employees as dbservers of qrgaﬂizational_prqcedures,nimproving_performance,
and,”in géneral; stimulafting more effective use of personnel resources.
/ .
: ) ' . 3 } - B
.Continued discussions, pilot studies, and a preliminary validation study
resulted ift the-development of the Management Audit Survey system as des-’

¢ribed in tirfs chapter. The system‘operates by providing an analysis of

‘managément procedures of small woTfk groups at the bottom of the organization
up to the top levsls and includes subordinate componehts of work groups at
gach level of the oyxgadization. Tha$ is, higher level supervisors receive ,
reports o their immediate.work group as well as a consolidated report on

v

the most directly affected by human resource management policiés

-and practices. The émployees live with these policies and practices, and
observe them. on a daily basis, and thus they are in an'excellegt;position_:o ;
provide an overall picture of the nature of management practices’ in an or-

-

The system surveys a wide yé;iety of management practices. The 1% 'score -

" . areas covered by the system are generally applicable across widely*differiqg»

kinds of organizations. The individual items are generally cgncerneqéﬁgxh{?
; : .. 7.‘&? -

. 29) . 3 b ‘ . ;3:‘(‘;53]
\
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eived, the geﬁérif goal was & |

to make a preliminary review or suryeytQf managgment p actices$; using em-. A
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.. perceptions of relevant management behaviors,Jas;opposed to individual feel-
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"The data collection ha% been handled on a state-by.state basis, with the pro

. sures the.confidentiality of the responséstof“the}indivi@uélﬂemployéé“

" particular unit did in comparison with all of the units: in the Depdgtment or . .-

ings of sdtisfaction or reactions tQ management behavijors whith were retained
in only a few score areas’. _ o _ R ST ,

4
ot

A score fqéhgach'wé}k group, or ofganizational component, is obtained'by. .. '
analyzing the answers of the employees to the questions in each management

- area. The average scores for the employees in each work gxoup a qjthen-com- ftﬁ*

pared to organization-wide and divisional averages, using the two 'scoring-, - .
systems described below. Each work grbup,of 5 -or more people is included.in ..~ °

‘the analysis. The N restriction ensures the anonymity of the responses,of” , |
the employees, and albérages the responses, so that an extremely deviant indi- .-
vidudl will not unduly affect the score.. . . Voo ‘ ) e

3 o L : :
“~ PR . - .-

ject monitors of the ‘Directorate of Audit.and Jnvesgigations of thg Depart-
ment of Labor providing both formal and’ informal guidance to the particip
state personheg. _These state personnel aré in' charge of the 'actual admin
tration of the MAS. Each employee throughout the state is given an addre:
envelope in which the completed answer shgétyiSfplabed.?ﬁfhis:prbcedujé‘enalﬁ
. These:

erivelopes are pailed.to IBRIC for scoring-and analysis. Upon their arri
the answer sheets are examined,and "cleaned up'' to ensure that alljfap
respornises are read by the.optical scanner.” - C R
There has been a  return. rate of over 90%'from.every,statb surveyed,. &X
for one, which had a return rate of :80%: This very high return
cates the general efficiency of the system now ‘being used,
accep;ability of the questionnaire tovpértigipg;ing empl oy

S

~ N . E . .
N, ) R

Scoring Procedures :of the MAS _
. ';vvl. RN . . . - ) - .' R ‘A : e N R A L ] ‘
Two different scoring methods are used -to report .the:MAS resu ts.  .Each  ..7 =

scoring metHod provides &‘comparisﬁh,fOrbeachuwork'grogp agai) st{fWO'difféi?'.
ent organizational comporients. " For iqstancéa in the:D p?ttmen% of Labor, -7 ..
each unit was compared.on each score to Department-wig “averages and to agen--' . *

MENEL=WAE= &Y G EEREEI

cy-wide averages. The scoring methods are: . = - A R A

1) Percentile ranks. This scoring method takes dnto accoun pbsitive, ﬁeﬁ?;:ﬁ*f
tral, and negative responses and permits the supervisor to seex ow well a ..

agency. In this scoring method, the Department 0T agency average-is® Tways® - -

the 50th percenthle. If a unit has a score of 50. or better in any manage-' ' ¥

“ment area,. that/unit scored as well or better than the average of all the

employees “in the Department or agency. Any scqpe ﬁithin the‘range'4Q-60 _ -4'!
should generally not be considered as being either particularly high or Iow. ..
since they are close to the Department average. -, - .° ' ' S

2) Percent favorable score. This scoring method shows the,actual percentage
£ favorable respons¢$~chosen~by'employeeswingdeggribing a management area .
their organization. In this scoring method; the"two most ‘positive respon-
for each question are used. This method provides ‘information about. the
oferall level of performance in each score area for the total .organization
and smaller components. This is.in contrast po_the'percentile rank score
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where the score for. the total organization is at the 50th percentile. A

unit could have a low percentile rank compared to the Department, but a high

i}vel of favorable responses. This could 1nd1cate that thls management area
not of 1mmed1ate concern to the supervisor,

Interpxetatlon of the Scores of the MAS
. I
Slnce the two scquné systems provide different kinds of 1nformat1on, the
systems can be looked at individually, but provide more complete information
when they are examined together. The percentile rank score prowides compar-
ative ?nformation on how a unit is viewed by employees relative to all the
units in the Department or agency. The percent favorable score shows the
actual percentage of favorable responses made by employees in the organiza-
tion. .
In analyzing the two scores, the superV1sor should look first at the percent .
of favorable responses. If the percentage. £6% the unit is low in a. -given
management area, for example, 30%, some attention should be devoted to that
area by ‘the supervisor. Even if the unit were soméwhat above average on .
percentile rank, some improvement would still be needed ip/the unit because .
of the low percentage of favorable responses. -

ol

On the other hand, if the percent favorable score for the¢ unit is hlg (70%
or higher), then a relatively low percentile score for the unit may not be

. a cause for concern. The overall level of achievement might be so high in
the Department that a low percentile rank might be caused by the high overall
standing of the Departmént rather than dissatisfagtion within a particular
work group. .

The. supervisor must review the results obtained, and decide which, if any,
of the management areas are in need of dttention. Whether any attention
should be: devoted to a particular area would depend upon the score obtained,
and the importance of the score area to overall effective performance in the
unit. Only a few areas should be selected for improvement since changes in
"a large number of areas would be difficult to achieve within a reasonable
. time period... Generally speaking, those areas.in _which _the work .group. has
less than 50ﬁ favorable responses and where the unit falls below the Depart-
ment average will be those most in need of attentior. - .

-

Development of the MAS Scores
. E I

The development of a highly soph15t1cated instrument such as the MAS requires
a number of relatively complex statistical procedures reviewed in this sec- -~
tion. Initially the factor analysis results on the item level data will be
presented using individuals as the unit of observation. This analysis was
used to map .out the score areas and to identify target- items which became
the subject of a second kind of statistical analysis--the item analysis pro-
cedure--whigh will also be discussed. " As a result of the fhree separate
item analyses which were carried-out to assign items to_gfecific score
areas, the 1Y score areds were finalized and are prese,ted in this chapter.
Following the.p*esentatlon of the score areas and théir interrelationships,
the next section .in this chapter will descrlbe the scorlng procedure for the

s
»
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~ MAS. Tﬂﬁs will be followed by a presentation of the reliability of the MAS
in terms of'differentrreliability procedures. '

. “0

o 4

Factor Analysis of MAS Itefis _ -

As a result of the literature survey, continued discussion with DOL person-
nel, and the pilot study results, 19 score areas were selgcted for measure-
ment by the MAS. Each score area was defined tentatively with five to seven
items per score. A principle comﬁonents analysis was carried out-on the item
level data using the responses of 5,018 employees of the Department of -Labor.
Briefly summarized, this analysis resulted in 14 factors that generally -
correspeaded to the a priori score area with four or more itemsdefining each

factor. The factors following were clearly identified.
‘e Délegation of Authority . @ EEO for Minority Groumg . ¢
.- o ) .
e Supervisory Effectiveness , - e Opportunity for Promotiohs .

4 .
e Planning/Administrative Efficiency e Satisfaction-with Pay

-

. Climate for Innovation ' - e Physical Wérking Conditions'
e Work Satisfécfion ’ ° C&-worker C00per;tion
e Performance Feedback | . e Operational Efficiency
. e EEO for Women ] . ‘ QVVWorkloéd'Baldnce"

In view of the results found in previous studies, it is particularly'notewor;

" thy that the individually focused score of Work Satisfaction and Satisfaction

with Pay were identified as separate factors independent from the other score

_areas. These results indicate that dreas of traditional concern in attitude
“surveys can be identified separately from those factors concerned with or-
_ganizational climate and management procedures. £

The,£0119wingwscore~areas-didpnothemerge.aS«sepamateufactorswinhxhenanalysig,_w

@

e Upward Communication | . . v
2
° Morafe

3

e Fairness of Management

e Traiming Effectiveness - .
‘. . " It . “ L
i; e Downward -Communication -
S

LY " .
The items defining these five score areas generally tended to load upon the
Supervisory Effectiveness factor or upon another factor,which was concerned
with a particular source of information, that is, higher level supervisors.
Items that were concerned with higher level supervisors or top.management
which loaded on this one factor were found in the Upward Communication,
Downward Communication, Morale, and Fairness of Mazfgemént score areas.

'
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A review of the item content indicated that the factor could be well des-
cribed as Employee-Management Interaction. ) : ‘
A review of the data indicated that these original, score areas could be
maintained through item analysis.and later more clearly defined by the
development of new 8r revised items. Sinde it was anticipated:that separate
. factors could be obtained for these score areas, and since having the score
areas separate would simplify and clarify the feedback procedure by providing
specific recommepdations rather than diffuse global descriptions, it was ‘
- decided to pursue the development of these areas as separate scores. Gen* ,
% : . -
erally, the item analysis procedures followed revealed relatively clearly - .
defined score areas, especially for the Training Effectiveness score. i In
the.principle components analysis, ‘only two Training Effectiveness items
were' included, since the remaining items in this score area had a nonlinear
. response ‘alternative. In the cases of the other score areas, generally
satisfactg¥y convergent and distriminant Yalidity results were obtained -

through. the iteTlanalysis procedures for the items in ‘the separate score T

v

areas. - . L
' \> , N N ; s . .. . 3
. . : ~ ' . \

Descriptiom of the Item Analysis:Précédures

The general procedure using item analysis techniques to develop the final
score areas involved selecting items within each score area which correlated
higher with each other (convergent validity) than with items in other score
areas (discriminant validity). ' There were generally at least two items in
each score area that met this standard. These items that met the desired
standards of convergent and discriminant validity became target critéria for
an initial item analysis procedure. In this procedure, all items in the
MAS were then correlated with these initially defined garget area Scores. o
Items were then assigned to scores on the basis of the score area'to whick - .
' they were most highly related. Items which did not have patterns of conver-
gent and discriminant validity sufficient to be assigned to a score area '’
were then examined in a second item analysis run where the initial target
score areas were expanded to include the items that had been identified in
the first item analysis run. ‘At the end of the third item analysis,’ final
"‘““<“""“*“decisionSuwere«made»on,thewassignmenipofqall,ixﬁmsvkqfﬁllusgqxe,ayeﬁs;nw”,"_”

An example.of the final result of this procedure is presented for 4he Training.
Effectiveness score in Table 2. In the upper part of the table are all the
Training Effectiveness items and the correlations across’the columns in the,
table indicate their relationships above .40 to each of the score areas. I
will be noticed that the relationships of the training items to the training

: scores are substantially higher than their relationships to any other score
areas, indicating the satisfactory nature of the convergent and discriminant
validity analysis as developed in the item analysis procedure.. Although' the
training items and the corfelations with the training score are somewhat

’ ‘inflated since they are part-whole cor;elations, the same pattern existed

during the earlier item analysis runs when these were not part-whole rela- .
tionships. In the lower part of the table, starting with item 1, are indi-
cated all other items in ghé MAS: which correlated above :40 with the Tgaining
'Effectiveness scqre and how these items were related to all of the M
scores. These data were used to review all of the other MAS items making
sure that they were correctly classified and that they could not be more
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Table 2

4 . Itém Test-Eta Coefficients for Training Effecti
L] a - <. e
. o s
- ) >
B . TTEM . _ ] . MAS SCORES . _
-, ) s+ o1 02 03 04 05 06 +07 03 03 10 11 12 . 15 |
19 45 . 78 41 48 40
s - 25 40 49 40 81 45 ) 48 © 40
’ 50 | 40 - 43 -42 41 76 40 ‘ . 49 46
60 | 42 - 46 44 .41 % 78 40 ‘ T 53 44
94 | 40 40 47 45 43 76  41- 48
. S
1.4 47 40 47 45 40 . : . 44 . 43
: 15.4 54 43 71 40 50 s0 53 - . 59 48
' ' . /50 | a7 81 41 45 ... ... 48.. .49 . 50 44
5 S 24 | 51 43 72 49 ° 40 45 51 S1° 48
‘ 30 | 49 46 40 42 49 43 44 75 61
. 39 | a4 72 44 41 4l : 40 49 44
43 7| 55 45 83 45" 51 48 51 53 49,
43 | s1 so0 .53 ) 79 44 52 42 53 58
) . 46 | 48 42 48 40 48 46 43 i 77. 53"
49 | 53 42 43 48 S 43 42 47 's9 83
s1-| 55 42 .43 ' 54 44 43 - 50 .58 84
: 55 | 53- 41 46 41 48 . 79 48 7 53
~ 56 | 5o 46 . 52 40 48 . - 48 48 . . 47 61 58
s7 | 49 40 527 . 44 43 65 : 43 49 48
P 63 ] 41 65 agiEEia0 44 w47 a2 . - 53 42
65 | 51 45 6877 45 49 - <+ 52 59 57 47
66 56 - 41 44 - 47 * 47 . 45, * 53 58 68
- 68 | 44 40 51 77, , 40 48 50 41
, 71 | 47 48 47 156 41 . 46 43
.76 | 53 41 82 42 46 46 48 50 .44
7 75 46 56 51 Co42 44 41 50 48
78 | 51 50 43 75 . 41 46 43 49 58
79 | 44 45 46 . 79 43 49 46 50
81 | 43 42 47 69 A 43 T 48
83 \ .7 41 o 41
35 | 40 44 48 . 44 4Q 66 .
. 89 | 49 40 44 44 40 46 41 40 77 49
v 90 | 50 ,43 81 49 46 49 48 T 33 44
95 | 54 .46 64 40 64 so0 59 - 43 53 54
. 97 | 56 48 54 46. 53 a4l . 49 45 : 46 53 .83
. 99 | 50 43 56 52 51 81 43 .55 50
23() ’ *Only item-score etas above .40 with Training Effectiveness were used.
. : ' - ~
A\l » - .

O
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B .
appropriately assigned to a_particulqr score area. This item analysis pro-
cedure was followed for each of the MAS scores before final decisions were
made about assigning items to a.particular score area. As a result of this
analysis, the final score-areas described later in this chapter were, developed.

.
An example of an item analysis printout with. location of various statistics
g}ndicated is presented in Table 3. These data resiilting from item analysis
procedures provide very comprehensive information ‘about individual items
" and their relationships'to all-.s¢ areas. Included in the analysis are '

N .X information concerning the numbef of subjects; the percentage responding,
and the percentage responding to each alternative, the item criterion eta
providing information about nonlinear relationships, biserial and:point
biserial correlations' for each alternative with.each target criterion and -
other supplementary -information which provides for a very thorough analysis
of individual items. S :

-

L]

The end result of this item analysis procedure Qas the defelopment of the 19
score areas included within the MAS.. K . -

-
&
-

Description of the MAS Score Areas :# . o

- ° <

. The following descriptions of the MAS scores were taken from the MAS Handbook
for Supexvisors. These descriptions provide a definition of,&ach score,afea
'and list the items that were included,to assess each score afea. jA'lso:}isted

, - are the score areas that correlated most highly with.each MAS score. se

.. correlations were based on the intercorrelations among MAS scores and gther

variables across work groups with a total sample size of 1,261 work groups.

- Since these relationships were based on larger samples ‘than were available
) at the time the Handbook for Supervisors were developed, there are some slight
differences-in these score areas listed. A complete table of score -interre-
lationships is presented in Appendix A which also includes a presentation of
the intercorrelations among MAS scores across individuals. This later table

’

is based on an N of 12,131. ‘ ‘ . S

1. Fairness of Management is a measure of the degree to which management is
perceived as fair and just in its treatment of employees (questions 13, 67,
77,--and- 82). This measure includes-the extent to which fairness, and not
office poliiics and . favoritism, governs promotions and other job functions -
(such as being selected for training, or having extended lunch hours, leéave
or other matters overlooked). 'It also included the extent to which credit
is given to employees for work well done. As might be expected from the fac-
tor analysis results, where Fairness of Management was mot a clearly defined
factor, this score had a number of fairly high relationships with other MAS
scores.. It was most closely related to: Upward Communication (.69), Morale
(.67), Downward Communication (.65), Supervisory Effectiveness (.61), Dele-
gation of Authority (.59), Peformance Feedback (.59), and Co-Worker .Coopera-
tion (.59). It is particularly noteworthy that Fairness of Management is .
viewed by employees as being a key factor in influencing the description of
a number of other score areas, largely involving communication and morale.

. Certainly Fairness of Management hppears ‘to be a key factor in maintaining
effective operational procedures from the employee's viewpoint.
Al " 3 2
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v  Table 3

- Example of Iten Analysis Printout Showing

focation of Various Statistics .
, F10US 9 | -

, .
1 ) N 1 . .
. \:l

—-—'—,Numb'er, of subjects choosing ,alt'er‘native coded 1

W |
/ —>Percent of subjects choosing alte,,r_fﬁti\}/e 1
, | . ——(riterion mean for subjects. choosing
1 , l‘Numbe’r of subjects - alternative 1 VN
ot responding ‘ | S
to this item— ' : q{\lumber of subjects choosing alternative 2 -
BLANK il /2 A B
"’ - X Y ' | . N : ;
Item fumber —> 19 ’ 29 -0 3012 2744100 .37% 2312 21% 1126 105 634 6% '
Criterion number —— 7 99,483 103,255 100,757 97,688 - 96,479 96,073
. It&m - Crit. Eta — o78 ) .00 099 .81 060 |20 ’ ‘16 '.SS '/.39 '065 '.38‘ "|63"'.32
"~ Standard error for-eta =00 - 000-2— 4,015 3\ - .012:2- 013 1 -0 1 09 1
. L L A ‘ . \ o
: Point biserial correlation between -
criterion and alternative 1
’ _ - . .l Key value for the alternative -~ »
e Standard errbr for ‘the‘ biserial correlation
.

t—DBigerial corrélation between criterion and alternative 1;
. T ) ] . '

53
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2. Delegatlon of Authority is a measure of employee perceptlons of whether
they have adequate authority to resolve work problems 1ndependently (questions
39, 59, 63; and 96).. This measure includes the authority given employees to

‘plan theiy work independéntly and decide how the work shouid be done. It also
~is a meaire

of the extent to which lines of authority and respon§yb111ty

are clearl§ defined within the unit. As would be expected, the Delegation of
Authority score was-most highly related to Climate for Innovation (. 68), indi--
cating the importance of personal freedom and organ1zat1onal support for inno-
vative activities. The scare was also.highly .related to other{ factors involving
personal commltment, such as Morale (.63) and an important component of Morale,
Fairness of Management (.59), followed by other communication and organiza-

-tional process measures including Upward .Gommumication -(.59),  Downward Com-

munication ( 57), Co-Worker Cooperation (. 54), and Operational Efficiency (.54).

) )
- 3. querv1sory Effectiveness is a measure of employee perception of the

general effectiveness of supervision within the unit (questions 20, 24, 43,
76, and 90). It measures the quality of Supervisory review and follow-up
of work doné within the unit, the effectiveness with which work is organized
and scheduled, and how the supervisor -aids in 'solving work problems. It

is also a measure of the immediate supervisor's owverall influence on the

- -way people in the unit perform. This score had a wide variety of important -

relations ‘with other MAS scores. It was most highly related to.Downward
Communication (.63) and Operational Eff1c1ency (.62) and was also related * .
to Fairness of Management (.61), Training Effectiveness (.59), and Perfor-

. mance -Feedback (.59). Since the suypervisor is.the center of interaction

between employees and management, the pattern of relationships obtalned .
followed that which would be expected for this measure.

4. Plannlng and Administrative Eff1c1ency is a measure of employee percep-
tion of the overall effectiveness of planning. and the level of efficiency

“within a unit (questions 16, 68, 81, and 83). The measure includes the

amount of}tlme spent doing unnecessary aperwork the amount of time wasted
due to poor planning, - the number of times poor planning necessitates changes

-in instructions after work has begun,:and the degree to which the rules and

procedures of a unit facilitate or inhibit effective work performance The
Planning and Adm1n15trat1ve Efficiency measure, then, assesses the kind of
planning structure whlch characterizes work group activity and, as such, it
was most related to Downward Communication (.56), Tra1n1ng Effettlveness (. 53),
and Supervisory Effect1veness (. 52) . . .

5. Climate for InnOvatlon is a measure of employee perception of the general
level of emphasis on and openness to the development of new ideas and
approaches to work problems (questions 44, 64, 78, and 79). The measure re-
flects how often discussions. are held on new ways of doing things, how often
good ideas are sent up, to.the proper level for action, and how receptive the

- unit is toward new ideas and approaches. Climate for Innovation had a-pat-

tern of relationships similar to that of Delegation of Authority mentioned
earlier, correlating most hlghly with Delegatlon of Authority (.68) and with
Upward Communication (.68), which in part includes receptivity to employee
suggestions and ideas, as well as Morale (.61), Performance Feedback (.59),
Co- Worker Cooperatlon ( 58),Aand Operatlonal Efficiency (. 58)

6. Work Sat1sfactlon is-a measuré of the employees' reported general level
of satisfaction with their work (questions 10, l8 27, 58, .and 73). It mea-

{
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sures the extent to which the employee finds his or her work both interesting
and enjoyable, how often the employees feel that the work offers the chance
to accomplish something, and how muc¢h overall satisfactior they gain from'
the work itself. The individually focused Work -Satisfaction measure had a
N pattern of relafionsﬁégﬁ-which integrated the concern of thé individuyal and
the orghnization. ThH&” score was most highly related to Morale (.59) and -
Upward Communication [.49), indicating the extent to which the employee
derived satisfaction from involvement with the organization and acceptance
of the organization of the individual's ideas and contributions. It was ,
also significantln\related to other scores which are of concern to the indi- -
vidual and the organization, i.e., Opportunity for Promotion (.45)," Downward
Communication (.45), and Delegation of-Authority (.43). SR .

. ..7. Training Effectiveness measures employee perceptions of: the effectiveness
of training given to members of the unit as well as how well training needs
are Tecognized (questions 19, °25,¥50, 60, and 94). The measure considers on-
the-job training, training for new employees, training for new work methods

/yk and procedures, and the adequacy of the training received. 'This score was_ -
most cldsely related to: Downward Communication (.67)&29uﬁérvisory Effec-
tiveness (.59), Upward Communication (.57), Morale (.57), and Planning and Admin
istrative Efficiency (.53). Thus, the Training'Effectivenﬁiéymeﬁbure was.

. . related to variables which have a high component of structupé and emphasis
. upon obtaining organizational goals, e.g., the relationshzﬁﬁ with Downward
Communication, Supervisory Effectiveness, etc.

8. Performance Feedback is a measure .of employee perceptions of the quanti-
ty and quality of the work performance discussions held with employees in
the unit (questions 38, 57, &7, and 99). As such, the méaspre assesses the
« number of times work performance is discussed with an employee; to what
extent the information provided is useful and yields practical suggestions
for improvement; and how employees react to discussions of their work per-
formance. As would be expected, this aspegt of communication--Performance
Feedback--was related to other communication scores, specifically Downward
., Communication (.60), which measuyé the general flow of information downward
s to the employee, and Upward Communication (.60). It also had relationships
to- a variety of other scores as would be expected, including Fairness of.
, Management (.59) and Supervisory Effectiveness. (.59).

. -

9. Equal Employment Opportunity for Women is a measure of employee percep-
tion of the general effectiveness of the equal.opportunity programs for
* women in the Department and the unit (questions 8, 28, 33, 45, and 69). The
measure includes the extent to which women have the same opportunity as men
to be hired and promoted to jobs within the unit; to receive training, to
‘become supervisors, and the general level of success of the Department's L
. equal opportunity fok womep program. This Equal Employment Opportunity for
Women score was basically a'prqﬁzam evaluation measure which; as would be
expected, was mosE related to ahéther program evaluation measure for assessing-
the effectiveriess“of the minorities program (.54) and to Fairness of Manage-
ment (.37) as well as Upward and Downward Communications (.34 and .36, res-
pectively), ) '

10. Equal Employment Opportunity_ for Minorities is a measure of employee
perception of the general effeq{iveness of the equal opportunity-programs
. for minorities within the Depaf’mqgt and the unit (questions 14,-41, 48, 75,

-28-




N D

.

and 91). The measure considers the extent to which minorities Arave the

same opportunities as others_to be hired and promoted, to jobg within the

unit, to receive training, to become supervisors, and the general level of
success of the Department's equal opportunity for minorities program. This
management area was most closely related to: Equal Employment Opportunity

for Women . (.54), Upward Communication (.27), Fairness of Management (.26),~

and Downwdrd Communication (.26). This program score on minorities was

most highiy related to the other program score on women with the next most ..
highly related measures at a considérably lower level of relationship.

11. Opportunity for Promotion is a measure of employee perception of the
general level of promotion opportunity within-the unit and the Department
(questions 31, 47, 55, 70, and 88), As such, the measure includes promo-
. tion opportunities in specific lines of work, opportunity for promotions
&« within and from the work group, whether it is worthwhile to work hard for
. promotions, and whether the opportunities for promotions encourage the
.employee to stay with the unit. This management area. was most closely
related to: Morale (.66), Upward Communication (.60), Downward Communica-
tion (.51), Fairness of Management (.50). .Thus, ‘the score drea on
Opportunity for Promotion seemed to be most closely associated with mea-
sures that‘involved the acceptance of individuals into the organization
and the extent to which he feels involved with and recognized by mapage- o
ment. The correlations with Morale and the communication measures reflect '
this orientation and these were followed by the Fairness of Management
score, jalso an expected correlate of an Opportunity for -Promotion score.’

12. Downward Communication is a measure of employee perception of the
abilities of supervisors at all levels to communicate successfully with
employees at lower levels (questions 30, 46, 85, and 89). . It measures whe-
ther employees know what results dre expected from work assignments, how
often employees are informed in advance of changes affecting the unit, how
often an explanation of such a change is given, and how effective high level
" supervision is in keeping lower-level ‘employees informed. The Downward
« " Communication score was most highly related-to other scores which involved
" a communication component, specifically, Upward Communication (.73), Training -
‘Effectiveness (.67), Fairness of Management (.65), 'and Supervisory Effective-
ness (.63). : - .

r

13. Upward Communication is-a measure of employee perception of the degree .
to which management at all levels is interested in and aware of employee
attitudes, problems, and ideas (questions-49, 51, 29, and 37). It measures
the extent to.which higher-level supervisors and top management are willing
to have lower-level employees express their ideas about problems as well{as
their willingness to consider and discuss these ideas seriously. This & -~
Upward Communication score had a somewhat different pattern of relationships
than the Downward Communication measure, although the two were highly related
to each other (.73). The Upward Communication score involved Fairnéss'ofr
Management (.69), Climate for Innovation (.68), and Morale (.68), which
represented a somewhat different pattern of relationships from the other
communication measures. ' '

14. Satisfaction With Pay is a measure of employee perception of the gene-
ral adequacy of their pay (questions 5,.26, 40, 61,.and 84). The measure
" includes perceived adequacy of pay in relation to assigned work, compared to.

1 -29-
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other similar jobs, and to the local cost-of living. It is also a measure
of how pay affects employees' attitudes toward their work. This Satisfac-
tion with Pay score was the other measure which was largely focused on indi-

- vidual as opposed to organizational characteristics and it had a pattern

of relationships with scores which were of concern to the individual, namely,
Opportunity for Promotien (.38), Morale (.34), and Work Satisfaction (.31).

15. Morale is a measure of employee perception of the general state of
morale in the work unit (questions 1, 32, 93, and 97). It_measures the
extent to which employees compare the1r work group favorably with other
groups as a place to work; see themselves as having a good future in the -
organization; and would stay with the unit if offered a similar JOb elsewhere
at the same pay. This management arga was most closely related to: Upward
Communication (.68), Fairness of Management (.67), Opportunlty for Promotion
(.66), Delegation of Authority (.63), Downward Communication (. 63),.and
Climate for Irnnovation (.61). Thus, the Morale score was of pervasive
importance in terms of a substantial number of variables which had high

‘relationships. These relationships cut across organizational characteris-
tics involving communication and fairness as well as characterlstlcs 1mpor-‘\

tant to the individual, such as Opportunity for Promotion. “‘_.
16 PHysical Working Conditions and Equlp;ent is a measure of emplioyee per-
1on of the overall quality of phy51ca1 working space and equipment. -

(questlons 7, 21, .36, and 72). It is a measure of the quality .of light, "~
heat, air equlpment, supplies, work space, furniture, and cleanliness of .
restrooms and other facilities. This management area was most closely
related to: Morale (.39), Opportunity for Promotion (. 36), C11mate for
Innovation (.29), and Training Effectiveness (.29). "Thus,’ : Phy51ca1'

‘Working Conditions and Equipment score had a pattern of falr y limited rela-,

tionships with the other MAS scores, being most h;ggsy related to measures
which were of genéral concern to the individual.

17. Co-Worker Cooperation is a measure of employee perceptlon of the level.
of cooperatlon among co-workers in their unitg(questions -2, 12, 34, 53, and
71) .- It measures the amount of free information exchange between workers,
the willingness of co-workers to assist each other in completlng the work,
their ability to work together to accomplish unit objectives, and the extent
of any unpleasant disagreements,in the group. The Co- WOiIEE Cooperatlon
measure was a key factor in the JOperational Efficiency meagiire, correlating
more highly with Operational Efficiency. (.68) than an other measure. It
was also related to other measures concerned with imp roant organlzatlonal
characteristics such as Fditrness of Management {.59), Climate for Innovation
(. 58), and Morale (.57).

“ L.
o . 0

18. Opgratlonal Eff1c1ency is a measure of employee perceptlon of ' the work
group's ability to produge high level work effectively (questions 11, 17,

62, 80, 86,.and 92). It measures how well the group handles difficult pro-

jects; solves problems that arise; works under pressure; meets objectives;. °
and readily adopts new, more effectlve approaches to problems. ®rhe Opera-
tional Efficiency measure 'was most highly related to Co-Worker Cooperation
(.68), followed by Supervisory Effectiveness (’62) and C11mate for Innova-
tion (.58). ‘It is noteworthy that the Operatfonal, Eff1c1ency score had such
a high relatlonshlp with Co-Worker Cooperati n Thls relationship generally
supports the overall emo/?51s of the MAS on human reé\orces afid their effec-

38
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+ tive use. The other two correlates of this measure involved the center of
s organization operations--the supervisor--and its orientation toward imprqye——
ment... Overall, the Operational Efficiency measure appears to have a ver¥ oy
meaningful pattern ofrelationships to other MAS scores. ‘ : $§ﬁ
P g ) . t
- 19. Wo™load Balance i's a measure of employee perceptions of the degree. to

which the amount of work required of the wodk group is-appropriate for the

- number of employees in the group; this includes: whether there are too many

« .or too few employees to handle the heaviest .and the usual workloads, a:h
W/hether there is too little.or too much work to be done (questions 3,113,
42, and 74). Although the Workload Balance score .had only limited relJtion—
ships, the pattern was what might have been expected in tegms of emploﬁee
views of effective matching of work to staff, as. it cbrréLgied most highly
with Morale (.26), Planning and Administrative Efficiency 1.25), Satisfaction
With Pay (.25), and Training Effectiveness (.24). . g )

LTS

Bl

MAS Handbook for Supervisors 50 s K - T o -

P

The MAS Handbook for Supervisors is sent\to-géqh sypefvisof;of five or more
employeesawho receives-a computer printout_qﬁ;gge MAS results. The Handbook

provides information concerning: = . :
: e .
1) - the two scoring methods; ' -h . ‘ .
. L4
2) the nature of the 19 score areas; ) . : &“g;'
N 2 o . o : .
/ 3) the computef feedb gport; and Ks '
I LEEL s A X B < Hbras ot
‘" @ ‘§ R4 ;

4) suggestions that can be used to counteract low scores.
Reliability of the MAS -

In the development of any psychometric instrument, an important’ consideration

is the determination of the reliability of the measurés. The analysis of .

reliability may take different forms depending on the nature of the instru-

ment and the purposes for which it was*tleveloped. For the MAS, a minimum

level of analysis was needed on the internal consistency of the score areas.

For this kind of reliability analysis, the relationships among items de-- .

fining a score area were examined to determine thé consistency with which 9

the area is measured. High internal congistency coefficients can be ob-

tained either through highly related items, .or through the accumulation of

a large number of items which result in a thorough samplimg of the items

within each score atea. TE

-

In either case, the intent is to obtain measures which would be represeﬁfﬁ-

tive of what would be obtained if a, larger pool of similar items was used.
Internal consistency coefficients for the MAS were determined through the
T calculation of alpha éoefficients (Nunnally, 1970), and are presented in

" Table 4, In this table, the average item relationships of the items in .

, each score area are also presented. In view of theslimited number of items

~ per score area, the alpha coefficients are highly, sdtisfactory. Typically,
internal consistency coefficients for most published) instruments range in
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internal Consistency Coefficients and Mean Item
Intercorrelations For MAS Scores .,
.
SRCICI L : Inte¥na1 C nsigténcf Mean Ifem
chrei ' : ‘ ' .uCoeffiﬁients Intercorrelations
" 1 iFairness 6f'Mapagemeﬁf , ‘ 78 o a7
. ;vf .//é Delegation of Aﬁthorify . .70 .37
o 3 Supervisory EffectiQeness‘ .88 .59
4 Plan, & Admin. Efficiency . 72 v .39
s blimate‘fdf Innovétion‘ '.QT | .glv“
6 Work Satisfactiom .89 ;65’
7 Training Effectiveness .88 60
8 Performance Feedback .76 .44
9 EEO Women . .86 ’3:"\ .56
10 EEO Minority Groups - - .88 N 6o
11 Opportunity. for Promotion ”;‘.54 _ | ‘ﬁ51
12 Downward Communication ;74 ) .42
13 Upwérd Communication .%8 ' g
14 ‘Satisfaction With Pay .80 .44
15 Morale 78 | .47
/ 16 Physical Working Condition§; ';63; e c .30 :
17 Co-Worker Coaperation . '.ssb' .50
18- Operafional'Efficiency .85 .49
' 19 Workload Balance 86 61
. ) l , | . -
40
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the .80's(and .90's, but such.coefficients are -obta¥ped with more items
_ than are present in the MAS. *

@t 2

Only one of the score areas in -the MAS has an internal consistency coeffi-
cient below .70--the Physical WorkingsConditions and-Equipment score--and
this is not surprising, since items dealing with facilities and equipment,
lighting, etc. should not be highly related. The results can be summarized «
by indicating that ‘the mean alpha coefficient of the MAS scales is .80 and
that 11 of the 19 score areas had alpha coefficients of above .80. '

.The data screening procedure--SPECTR--developed to identify random responses
and other forms of bad data also contributed to the reliability of the MAS
scores. This procedure will be discussed more fully in a later section of
this report. . ’ o

.
*

Another form of reliability, which is crucial when the MAS is to be used for
the analysis of work group data, concerns inter-rater reliability. Jhat is,
the agreement or the reliability of the observations of employees describing
management procedures within a work group must also be high. Obviously,
low levels of agreement between observers would indicate individualized
reactions to the management environment and would not identify problems .
which were pervasive to all employees within a unit. The intraclass correla-,
tion technique (Haggard, 1958) is’an excellent statistic for this purpose, '
even though the intraclass has been infrequently reported or used in the
literature. .The intraclass correlation coefficient provides ag indication
of the inter-rater reliability of the average scores of the k groups
studied, as well as a measure of statistical significance of the results
obtained. The magnitude of :the intraclass correlations obtained are depen-
dent upon the agrgement .of observers within work groups and the differences
betweeri work groyps in the scores on any given measure. With high agree-
ment within grougs and large differences between work groups, higher ingra—
_class correlatighs result. =~
Table '5 presents the average intraclass correlations obtained fc: rhe 19
score ‘areas across six states and the Department of Labor.” The high intra-
class on Morale indicates that the members of a work group agree about the
+ level of Morale present in that work group, and that the levél of morale
~would differ from o work group to another. The low intraclass correlation
found on t Satisf ;iqpawith Pay score indicates that there is some
gonsistency pr agreement within'work groups, but that this score cannot
" differentiatp among work groups at the same level as the Morale score.

AN

Since comparable data on intraclass correlations in climate measures have
not previously been reported, these results warrant additional discussion.
For example, if a random distribution of sample means from wo:k groups were
obtained where there were no consistent effects of managemen® that were
uniformly or consistently described by employees, the distribution of sample
means by definition would apptoximate that of a normal chance distribution,
with no significant differences beyond chance for the work group means.
There would also be no significant relationships of the work group measures
from the MAS with any type of organizational performance criteria. .

If only very slight levels of agreement were obtained or if differences .
between work groups were only due to classifications of personnel on homo-
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Table 5 _ .

‘Average and Range.of Intradlass Correlations
. for the 19 MAS Score Areas Across, Seven Organizations

A
Score . . . . | Average Range
>
-1 Fairness of.Management .51 ;43—.61
) 2 ?elegation of Authority ' .56 »;40-.71
.3 Supervisory Effectiveriess 63 .55-.67
4 Plan. § Admin. Efficiency .60 ' .45-170
5 Climate for Innovation o 58  .35-.75
6 Work Satisfaction ' .44 .15-.63
7 Training Effectiveness 4 .51 .30-:601
_ 8 Performance Fqédback \ ' o :i43_ T .27-.56
9 EEO Women . a7 .30-.65
10 EEO Minority Groups . .33 .10-.49
11 Opportunity for Promotion .48 .43-.56_ .
12 Downward Co;nmunications _ .45 T .30-.57
13 Upward Commmication . ’ 57 _ ©.45-.65
‘ 14 Satisfaction With Pay | ' A7 s .32-.63
Y | b 3 *
15 Morale ‘ .- .68 .60-.75
16 Physical Working Conditions | / .72 . .58-.80
17 Co-Worker_Cooperati;n _ | 66 T .56-.73
" 18 oOperatiomal Efficiency .51 i .07-.62
19 -Workload Balance S .63 © .45-.76
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geneous individual differences,'then large categories of data such as males,
females, older workers, certain personnel classifications, etc., would be

" needed to obtain meanlngful and 51gn1f1cant relationships with other kinds

~ of variables. This is the typical way in which attitude data are amalyzed.
‘However, with significant intraclass relationships as found in Table 5,
results can be reliably reported on individual work groupswhich do result
in highly significant statistical d1fferences The use of the intraclass
correlations to assess work group agreement and differences between wdrk
groups thus provides a very important assessment tool, and demonstrates a
form of reliability and con51stency which has not characterlzmh previous
research. ‘ > .

The Validity of the MAS

- The ult1mate purp05e of the Management Audit Survey ‘is to improve the use
of our nation's human resources. Such an abstract statement of the long-
term goal of this research has a number of components when analyzed by
operational definitions. 1Initially, and historically, such studies can be
. thought of as looking at the analysis of work attitudes and satisfaction by
individual descriptions and .reactions to standard questionnaire items,
which are then used as indicators or tentative indices to provide information-
about other more distant and abstractly measured criteria, e.g., the satis-
faction or dehumahization of the work force in a period of rapid social

change. : :

This level of analysis is concerned with individual perceptions of 'satis-
faction with organizational procedures and the primary focus of analysis is
upon the individual and his responses. Alternately, such research can be
viewed through an organizational perspective. At this level of analysis,
work groups become the crucial component and individual responses are
averaged, removing the effects of 1dlosyncrat1c perceptions from the analy51s
~If-the-ultimate-objective-of-such -research-is -to bring- about -higher - levels .
of. organlzatlonal performance, and work satisfaction, then MAS variables must
be analyzed through work group data where the relationship of MAS measures
to organlzatlonal performance criteria and average levels of satlggaction
can be examined. Thus, throughout the deyvelopmental sequences of ‘the MAS,
_obtalnlng\access .10 organizational criteria was an important and necessary
"step before the MAS could actually be evaluated on the long-term goal of con-
tributing to more effective human resource management as well as being useful
at the 1nd1v1dual “level of analysls
- .
When the opportunlty to study the Employment SerV1ce and Unemployment Insurance
operatlons in various states arose, a var1ety of possible performance measures
on these organizations became available. ~Unfortunately, there was a wealth of
information about local office performance, bBut no systemat1c treatment of
the nature of organizational performance criteria--their limitations of relia-
bility, relevance, ‘redundancy, predictablity, etc.,. and other standards for <.
performance criteria were not known.

A whole host of measures <Were . collected and reported on Iocal off1ce opera-
tions included in the Employment Service Automated Reporting System (ESARS) .
Essentially, this procedure collected very extefisive information of the type

of persom applying for services, a record of all processes or activities
N

{
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carried on with the applicant while he was being served or not served, and
findlly processed or eliminated from ES rolls. Discussions with Employment .
Service personnel about available data provided generally discouraging in-
Formation about their reliability, relevance, and contamination with situa*’
‘tional effects, etc.; in short, their general utility, as indices of either
local office performance measures or as criteria which could be used to
monitor actual performance -and bring about higher levels of Employment Ser-
vice performance was at least limited. . -

A} . . . : .
Ideally, of course, performance criteria c}n'serve~as crucial guides for
the developiient of any organization in monitoring its development, evalua-
ting achievement, diagnosing deficiencies or opportunities for improvement,
providing feedback about process and outcome measures and integrating _these
concerns for decision-making at all levels of the organization. In the long
run, research on performance criteria should be integrated with research on
human resource management in a systems.perspeétive with other management
ipformation system data to present information of value to each level of the
organization in a timely and clearly understood fashion, to bring about
higher levels of performance. -

-

The available data base for an examination .of. the relationship between MAS
scores and various Employment Service performance criteria was obtained in

- the State of Pennsylvania, where data on 78 local offices were available.
In these 78 local offices, the number of MAS respondents varied, depending
upon the office, but only offices with three or more people were considered
in the analysis. There were a total of 963 employees in these local offices.
Data were also available on 539 employees in 73 Unemployment Insurance
offices, and 123 employees in 22 employment offices in the State of Missouri.

The procedure followed in carrying out the validation study of the MAS

involved computing average scores on the MAS for each local office--a routine
procedure in the processing of MAS data--developing criterion measures for

lack of previous research, a great number of possible criterion measures
‘were. examined. Because of the extensive nature of these data, only a small
portion of the criterion study results will be presented here, that portion
that appears to have the most relevance for future research and Employment
_ Service action. Table 6 presents the validity coefficients of the MAS scores

with selected performance criteria.

‘These results inéicaté‘that the percent of first payments of Unemployment
Insurance completed gn a timely basis, according to the state criterion, was
predictable by a wide variety of MAS scores. Significant zero-order validi-
ties were obtained for 14 of the 19 MAS scores--e.g., Operational Efficiency
(r = .47), Training Effectiveness (r = .37), Fairness of Management (r = .34),
etc. This criterion is largely one involving completion and processing of
paper work, according to administrative procedures. -Thus, there appears to
be some indication of construct validity in the nature of the MAS-performance

measure relationships.

The two criteria. obtained from Missouri were the intake cost per applicant

and the employment cost per applicant. Both of these measures indicated

the costs assigned to this function:by the accounting system. Since these

criteria were stated in cost results, relationships with the MAS scores
-36- " .
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Table 6 4§

validation of MAS Scores for Different Orga
Performance Criteria and Geographical Lo

- ra
& . CF:» cﬁi;?
Q@"% s QQ\?’ 4‘5‘ Q}““
’ ~$?4§> ] o ¥ o
MAS Score " R &R &Qé . S
1. Faitness of Management . .34 -.44* - i3
2. Delegation of Authority : .34 -.37 10 7
3. Supervisory Effectiveness ' .34 -.37 -.21 '
4. Planning § Admin. Effic. 29 .03 .11
S. Climate for Innovation o .32 -.36 -.28
6. Work Satisfaction . 13 -.23 l.24
. 7. Training Effectiveness ' 37 -.41* -.18
8. Performance Feedback v 228 - -.38 -.46*
9. EEO Women P 36* -.2s a3 . ¢
10. EEO Minority Groups /“”-" a2 -.22 -.11
11. Opportunity for Pronofi?ns .15 . -3 -.18
12. Downward Communication , 14" " -.32 -.18
13. Upward Communication .28" -.27 -.04
14. Satisfaction with Pay .20 .11 .31
15. Morale ) o .34t -u32 ©-.02
16. .Physical Working Cond. & Equip. .24" <03 . .02
17. Co-Worker Cooperation .33 -.23 .04
18. Operational Efficiency .47 - .47 -.39*
19. Workload Balance ' .28" .13 .24

1Unemploym

ent Insurance Offices, Eastern.gigi;;*ﬁ-;‘7§:‘

Emplo t Service Offices, Midwestern State, N = 22.
Employmerft Service Offices, Eastern State, N = 78. s

*p < .05
**p < .01,
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should be negative, that is, high MAS scores should be associated with low
cost per unit of output:. . The results indicated that the expected pattern

was obtained. For the intake cost per -applicant, the key scores, which had
significant validity goefficients, were Operational Efficiéncy and Training,
Effectiveness. The intdke process is, again, a clerital, procedural pro-
cess, and the same.two measares had significant wvalidities against a some-
what similar criterion in a different geographical location in a different
kind of.organizatiop.- Essentially all of the MAS scores had negative rela- \

tionships with this criterion measure, as was- expected. '
2> g .

On Employment Cost per Applicant, two scores had significant relationships.
These were Operational Efficiency (r = -.39) and the Performance Feedback
score (r = -.46). Again, the ,majority of the MAS scores had negative validi-
ties as expected against this criterion that involved the number of place-
ments and the total costs-for that placement. ’ ' . -
The next criterion listed in’ Table 6, Job Development Placements per Appli-
cant Available, was a:kind.of innovation measure, involving the number of
job openings created as a percentage of the total applicants served. This
criterion was predicted at the .05 level of significance or beyond by®three
MAS scores: Climate for Innovation (r = .41), Co-Worker Cooperation (r =
.32), and Operational-Efficiency (r = .24). The innovation'score in the
MAS was the most highly related to this innovation measure, another indica-
tion of the construct validity of the MAS.

The next criterion measure, Referrals per Placement, was a process measure
dealing with efficiency, involving the number of referrals made per place-
ment. This criterion was predicted significantly by 10 MAS scores., Sifice
this measure is an indication of the relative inefficiency necessary to ob-
tain a‘placement, MAS scores should; have a negative relationship to this
score, i.e., when a high number of referrals had to be made to obtain a
lacement, one would expect that management procedures were relatively
inefficient in the use of human resources.- The scores with significant
relatiouships“with,this‘griterion were Planning and Administrative Effi-
%iency (r = -.37), Co-WorkémyCooperation (r = -.33), Operational Efficiency
r = -.33), etc. '

s v
4

The next criterion, Placements per Applicant, was a perceﬂi’%f potential
measure, involving the number of individuals placed as -a percentage of .
applicants available. It was predicted at the .05 level or beyond by 13
of the 19 MAS scores, including Performance Feedback (r = .38), Downward
Communication (r =-.33),,Upward Commumnicatidg (r = .33), Work Satisfaction
(r = .31}, Planning and Administrative Effici¥gry (r = .29), etc. Since
this ‘criterion measure is a key one for Employment Service operations, that
is, the percentage of clients served, the number of MAS scores that correlate
s@gnificantly with it is a further indication of the importance of the re-
sults. The most valid score for this criterion, Performance Feedback, was
also the most valid scqre in-predicting the similar Missouri criterion--
Employment Cost per Applicant. These results suggest that the key factor
in obtaining a high number of placements is frequent attention to this as-. .
~ pect of Employment Service operations. .

The final criterioﬂ listed in Table 6 is Service per Applicant, which
involved the number of applicants placed, tested, counseled, and trained

- , -38- ) N
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expressed as a percentage of the number of appllcants available. This
measure was predicted by elght of the MAS scores. The most valid MAS .
score-was Operational Efficiency (r = .36), followed by the Co-Worker
C00peration.score'{r = ;32). ' B

e

These data can be ysummarized briefly by saying that the MAS was signifi-
cantly related to a number of different performance criteria in different
geographical locations and that a meaningfully consistent pattern'of rela-
tionships existed betwden the MAS scores and the different performance-
measures. ! - B : :

N

Data Processing Screens

An importafit part of the MAS system, which has contributed to. the results
described above, was the application of certain scoring procedures de51gned
. to select those MAS data which were reported in an accurate and sincere
manner. Prior to application of the SPECTR screens described below, the
code numbérs reported on the answer sheets were checked for accuracy .if
only 1 or 2 individuals used the same organizatignal code. Respondents
with code numbers which did not appear in the code book were deleted from
the data bank. :

With any survey endeavor of the MAS-type, a certain amount of erroneous

data is returned by the participants. ‘' This may come from several sources,
such as participants'responding~$2 a random fashion, responding to most or
all questions with a particular set, answering only some of the questions,
marking the same response alternatlve to the items, losing ‘the place on the
answer sheet, etc.. With most surveys, many errors of this type are included
in the analysis. However, within certain statistical probabilities, much of
the more blatant forms of erroneous data may be eliminated.

. SPECTR is a computer program developed by IBRIC to ouercome the error that
results from response sets, random responding, etc./ This program screens
out all respondents who answer the MAS in obviousl iased ways, and does

not allow their deviations to influence the results. The percentage of
answer sheets typically rejected by the various screens has been about 10%.
The amount of error represented in this percentage would obv1ously have made
a tremendous difference in the 1nterpretat10n of results and in the re11a—
bility of measurement. . . : .

The SPECTR screening procedures involved the foliowing parameters:

1) Number of ‘illegal responses--the answer sheef‘used for obtaining responses
to the MAS was designed to accommodate questions with five alternatives. How-
ever, certain questions in the MAS had Fewer than five alternatives,” This «_—_
allowed the respondent to mark a response on the sheet which did not appear /
in the questlonnalre Such a response was called an illegal response. A S
large number of illegal responses could indicate that the respondent was

not attending to the questionnaire, was not marking responses in the approp-
riate area of the answer sheet, was de11berate1y making erroneous or random
responses, etc.

2) Number of m1531ng responses--this is simply the number of items not

responded to, or left blank. Illegal responses were also counted as m1351ng
~ . . 4
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responses. It/was felt that a large number df\?issing responses indicated
an unwillingness to cooperate, inadequate time to answer all questions, \etc.,
and the résultant area scores would not adequately reflect the organization's
level on the dimension measured. - :

[ <] ,
3) ithin-Score Consistency (WSC)--given a set of score areas, each con-
tainihg relatively homogeneous items, a score can be computed for each
participant based on the average variance among the items in each score
area. This average within-score variance for the set of 19 MAS score areas
~ is called the Within-Score Consistency. A large WSC score indicated that
the responﬁent did not tend to respond similarly to items which had similar
content and may have been marking responses on the answer sheet in a random
. fashion. An extremely small score would also indicate that the respondent
was not responding meaningfully to the jtems that made up a score area and
" was deliberately answering to the same degree to each item (e.g.; all posi-
tive or all negative); in short, there was very.limited variability in the
employee's responses. Cutting scores for each end of this distribution
were set so that approximately 5% of the subjects were rejected for random
response pattérns, and less than 1% of the. subjects were rejected for rigid -
Tesponse pattérnys. As a check of the effectiveness of these computer screens,
50 .answer shegts, were filled with random responses and processed. All 50
of the answerjsheets were rejected by SPECTR. Twenty-two were rejected by
the illegal résponse screen, which was the first applied; the remaining 28
cases were rejected by the random xesponse screen. Thus, the reliability
of these procedures was very good.

4) Across Score Consistency (ASC)--extremely favorable or unfavorable res-
porlse patterns resulted when subjects attempted.to portray the working en-
vironment either in an excessively positive or excessively negative manner.
These screens were based on the rationale that, if a number of scores were
not correlated, it was extremely unlikely that a person would obtain a con-
sistent pattern of very positive or very negative responses when a more ran-
dom patterniwould be expected. The situation is somewhat analogous to ob-
taining all ‘heads in tossing ten unbiased coins, where the probability is

. the product;of the individual probabilities. A sample of approximately
5,000 casés was used to determine the relationships among scores. Nine >
pairs of variables were then selected which had near-zero correlations. For
each nearfzero r, an individual's score for one variable was multiplied by
the score;on, thesother variable; these were then summed so that an average
cross-~product score could be obtained for the variable pairs selected. Those
who had excessively high (unfavorable response set) or excessively low (favor- -
able xespdnse set) average cross-product scores could thus be screened out.
While exact probabilities were not computed becausg the correlations were,
in fact, not zero, it is not very likely that many satisfactory or legitimate
cases were rejected.. In the Department of Labor data, less than 3% of the
cases were rejected for a [favorable response pattern, and less than 1%“for.
an unfavorable Tesponse pattern. '

b J

A1l of these screens helped to ensure that the resulting data concerning the
characteristics and operating procedures of the individual units were more
accurate. These screens represent an unusually sophisticated analysis,
which 'is 'not yet available on any other similar management system.
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‘1) Each supervisor of five or more employeeg receives a computer feed-
_back’ report describing the state of human reSource management for that

“supervisors, and a com%ined Tep

-the ‘questionnaire itself contains descriptions of those activities.which.

‘vioral emphasis also. cqntributes to. high agreement among employees withi

‘of the results

where highly significant results have been obtained on all 19 scores.

Siunmary

The unique properties ‘of the MAS allew it to be used as a separate. system

.or to be: combined with other organizational audit and development functions

to give a more -thorough and in-depth analysis of the situation in any par-’
ticular agency or organization. The MAS offers an excellent:.system for

‘analyzing the human resource management practices of an organization, or,
-on a larger scale, it can assess the current organizational climate and

offer recommendations for correcting problem areas. : '

The features of the MAS that can be stressed would include:

work group across 19 score areas. Higher levels of management rq ve -
individual feedback reports, cogies of reports received by subordinate
rt for all employees subordinate to him.

2) The MAS was designed with’ an underlying behavioraihemphasis. “This em- -
phasis facilitates the development of programs for consgructive change as

can lead to improvement of a p#rticular management procedure. This beh
a work group : S~
3) The sYstem offers twoikinds of scoring information--a percentile rank

score, and a criterion-referenced scoxe--so that both comparative and ab-
solute information are available to facilitate effective 1nterpretation

4) The MAS Handbook -for Supervisors provides direct, behaviorally-based
suggestions for organizational development for each of the 19 score areas
and information which will aid in the interpretation of the scores. '

5) The system uses a sophisticated computer program to screen_out varioud ’
response patterns and thus increase the reliability of the scores fed back

to each work unit. The response patterns excluded by the program include

random response, patterns, excessively positive or negative patterns, re-

peated resp0nse patterns, and excessive missing and/or illegal responses

6) The system has unusual re11ab111ty for its 1ength as a11 ‘'scores except .
one have internal consistency coefficients'of .70 or better. Furthermore, .

the MAS uses intraclass correlations to assess agreement between observers

7) Although relevant performance criteria for this kind of instrument are’ .

"difficult to obtain, significant validity.coefficients have been obtained

to indicate that the MAS can predict organizational performance measures
relevant to human resource management. To illustrate, a variety of organi-
zational performance criteria concerning the operation of Employment Service
offices in two.states, and a productivity measure from Unemploymenthnsurance
offices have been predicted 51gn1f1cant1y with a variety of MAS scorest

50 R J N
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T% Thz MAS has also shown a pattern of sighificant -relationships with
vagious control scores such as office size-and workload. "These results
;révide guidélipes for certain aspects of human resource management that
can be foilowed to overcome the situational variables which impact on the
organizational performance measures.

. 9) Extensive norm data have been accumulated on over 20,000 employees.
The return rate for the instrument has been surprisingly high, generally.
greater than 90%. ’ :

- _ 10) Specific training deficiencies can be identified and treatment provided
only to those areas of the organization in need, thus making for more effec-
tive and economical organizational development.~ The use.of the MAS in train- |
ing programs should be highly relevant since problems of transferring course
content to the work situation should be essentially eliminated as training
‘data can be based on the trainee's own work group.

In view of the significant results obtained, further research and applica-
tion of the system were warranted. The_current research effort was concerned
~with the generalization of previous results and with the deyelopment of the
system in a study of management procedures, ES performance, and a number of
control scores in six states. ‘ o

=
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> .~ PROCEDURE
“‘Zgaﬁébﬁér will presénﬁ&the;procedures followed during.thess sedrch,
giupdng with a description ofthe sample. The sagpEess gori will in-
L &qﬁé‘descriptionstflthe‘daté collection procedures “ti#¥number of indi-

,f'5iduals*completing;the Management Audit Sgrvey,Jaﬂd the number of work

- groups included in the analysis of the criteria, control scores, -and MAS

C data. (This section will be followed by a discussion .of the criterion pro- :
‘ blem, w ich, as in any research of this kind, is of paramount :importance.

A des tion of the 'control scores considered in the study and how they

lyzed to examine their impact on R6 performance criteria_will be

discussed next. Finally, the chapter will conclude with a description

of the data analysis procedures used to examine the iq;errelationships

of the MAS, criteria, and control scores.

-

N

Description of the Sample

THe MAS data were collected through the efforts of the Audit and Inves-
tigation regional representatives. They and the monitors from Washington
" visited the participating states, and arranged for the administration of
-, , - the MAS. The states included in the study were selected on the basis of -
~ . their general representativeness, willingness to cooperate, and the judged
quality of their criterion data. The participating states of Missouri,
North Carolina; and Tennessee had been studied with the MAS in June of
1974. New data collection was carried out in the states of Ohio and Texas &
in October of 1975 and Mississippi was added in December of 1975. This P
array of different time periods of data collection provided an additjonal
benefit to the study, as different economic conditions were in effect at
}the time of the data collection, providing an opportunity to assess the

impact of the control scores under varying economic and geographic coriditions.~

A description of phe number of subjects included in the study from each Y
of the participating states is presented in Table 7. ~The table shows
‘estimates of the total number of employees from each of the states, the
number ‘of answer sheets scanned for each state, and the resulting parti-
cipation rate #£9% the MAS. The overall average return rate for the six
states studi#@d‘was 91%, a remarkable participation rate for studies of this
kind. The téqggﬁalso_presenfs the number of*subjects that were dropped
from the stu&& Dy the specially-developed computer program SPECTR before
average scores for each work group were computed: Inspection of this
/ table indicates.that the random response screen was responsible for de-

- leting the largest number of answer sheets. At the bottom of the table,
the total number of subjects deleted from each state is presented, together
with the number of subjects that were used for the computation of the MAS
results. Finally, the table presents the total percentage of subjects re-
jected. This percentage ranged from a low of 5% in North Carolina to-a

et
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Table 7

Number of Subjects Rejected from the Sample for
Each State and the Total Sample

il

MS MO NC oH TN  TX TOTAL
[ - ' T ‘ - -
Population Estimate 920 2000 1588 3200 1301 3900 > 12909
Ideﬁfifiable Answer , | .
Sheets Scanned 909  1795- 1387 2899 1129 3748 11867
%iReturﬂ 99 90 87 91 87 96 92
SPECTR Screens: ” v
T dnfavoréble Resbonses , }' 7 7 Sé 5 Eg/ 8%
Favorable Responses 6 34 12 2. 29 119 232
" Random RespdﬁSes 26 76 36 145 48 193 524
Rigid Responses (WSC) 9 11 4. 1 8 -2l T 64
Missing and Illegal 13 4. 4 50 6 39 116
" Bad Co&e'Numbér' 5 24 12 JJ 5 88 148 *
Total Dropped 60 156 75 290 - 101. 485 “I167
% Rejected ” 7 9 5 10 9 13 10
Feedback N 849 1639 1312 2609 1028 3263 10700
] / ﬁa
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eliminate bad data is obviously an important benefit to the study. .

high of 13% in-Téxas, with annbvefall.aﬁérage of 10% for the total sample.

The availability of a sophisticated computer program such as SPECTR to .

Since the primary purpose of the study.was to examine the relationships
between various performance measures-arnd management procedures as assessed
by the MAS, the local offices included in the study had tpfbe comparable

in their opportunities for criterion performance. Thus, from the* total
sample presented in the previous table, all personnel not in ES offices
were screened out, and the remaining sample of local offices was further
screened on other characteristics. :A.list of these screens and the number
of offices eliminated by each are presented in Table 8. Several of the
screens listed on the table overlap, and many offices would have been
screened out for more than one reason. Screens 1 or 2 were applied to
those offices identified as missing either MAS or ESARS criterion data.
Screens % and 4 were designed to eliminate .the very small or very large
offices. Since the MAS was designed to. focus primarily on the management
problems of each work group throughout an organization, extremely large
work groups, which were not representative- because of their size, or
extremely small groups, where there were not sufficient observers to . -
obtain stable estimates, were screened out. The Sth screen, on type of
office, eliminated offices where criterion data were not directly compar-’
able to the bulk of the total sample. Screens 6 and 7 were very similar

to screen 3 which eliminated very ‘small.offices where the criterjon data
were less likely to be reliable. The 8th screen applied only to Mississippi,
where there were a number of local offices with MAS data available, but.

"ESARS data for these offices had been combined and were not dvailable sep-

arately. ' When the ESARS measures for more.than three Tocal offices had:
been combined, those offices were eliminated from the Mississippi sample.
While the remaining offices in the combined sample represent the vast

“majority of ES offices in these states, #ind should providé some .general

applicability.for criterion findings and MAS relationships, the removal

of different;kiﬁd%1of'offiées*doés“iimit'the“generality of the-findings—--—— % --

of the.study to similar kinds of offices.

.

The definition and quantification of .performance goals, objectives, and -
standards for iﬁdividualsfand”organizitionSﬁhas traditionally been labeled
the criterion problem. This is.a subject which hag generated much discussion,
but limited research,. and.even'less consensus about how implicit and explicit
issues should be resolved. ' '

,;pesﬁite the lack of consensus afiong investigatoré\éoncerning the criterion
:‘problem, one facet of agreement can be found--its paramount importance.

Performance criteria serve as the crucial guides for the development of
any social program or organization in defining the goals of the organiza-
tion, monitoring their development, evaluating achievements, diagnosing

.deficiencies or opportunities for improvement, providing feedback about

process and outcome measures, and integrating these concerns for decision-
making at all levels of the organization. One of the more interesting

and Tecent treatments of the criterion problem, which reviews a number of
issues inherent in the area; is an article by Ja%§§3(1973). He reviewed

‘ «

. »
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N _
‘ . ”§" Table 8 \ .. ;

Number of Local Offices Eliminated from thE-Sample for

Each State and the Total Sample

MS MO NC OH TN TX TOTQi
—F _ - ' _
Total Number of Offices 36 70 72 118 31 124 451
Screens: _ _
1. No.MAS Data ‘ 0 - 11 58
/2. No ESARS Data .0 3 23
. ! ‘ - ' .
L;E;//MAS N Less Than 3 - 6. 12 48
L . - -
4. MAS N More Ttan 50 0 2 10
'5. WIN, CEP, CETA, Job Bank, = oo s "
Casual Labor,_}tiherant, _ R ¢ : .
Rural Manpower . - 0 29 14 3 1 35 113
7y oo o
6. Applicants Available
Less Than 100~ . .70 0 5 2 0 1 8
N
7. Placed Less Than 50.. 0o 14 5 4 0 13 36
8. More Than ee‘Offices_;‘ . Co ‘
. Combined ol ESARS Data. 8 o 0 0 0 0 " 8
, 4 :
Total Offices Screened Oyt N\o.14 38 17 53 11 53, 186,
Remaining Offices 22 32 *35 65 20 771 265
¢ é »
L
! &
. .
. b5 ) ~—
-7
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various criterion models, 1nc1ud1ng 1) the. ultimate criterion model,

which argues for general measures or an overall composite; 2) the mu1t1p1e
criterion model, which argues for separate treatments for separate criteria;
and 3) the general criterion ‘model, which adopts a systems perspegtive in
its development--including 1nd1v1dua1 differences, task demands, organiza-

‘tional reward structures, and training and development experiences--which

leads to organizational outcomes that are interrelated to the inputs and
process measures through feedback loops. These approaches are not neces-
sarily mutually exclusive and James argued that a necessary consideration
for criterion development is construct validation procedures where measures
or 1nd1cators are combined through theory and empirical data.

The ES performance measures examined in the study can be foypd in Table 9.
These measures were selected on the basis of a review of the results ob- ~
tained in the Pennsylvania study and from measures developed, or suggested,

‘by other contractors. There are a number of comments that are appropriate

concerning this table. To begin with, the list itself is qu1te comprehen-
sive, covering a wide variety of different kinds of performances which ES

“offices carry out. The table considers functions pertaining to appllcants,

employers, to special target groups, special services given to applicants,
as well as a number of internal effectiveness ratlos and two measures of
quality of placements.

. a &
The measures were also classified by type of cr1ter10n measure. These
are 1nd1cated by the parenthetical letters which follow the individual
criterion measures. The*three types were as follows: {A) measures of
output in relation to cost; (B) level of performance measures, such as
the percent 'of applicants pluced; and (C) penetration measures with which
the performarice of the local office was compared to the total market
activity, such as the numbeyr of applicants available expressed as a pro- .
portion of Rhw t-tal unemployed within the county served by the logal
office.

The fact that all of these measures involve some kind of ratio w1th shared
térms smakes their analysis according to methodolog1ca1 ahid psychometrlc
standards more difficult. These standards of sensitivity, redundancy,
reliability, construct validity, contemination, etc., will be discussed
when the criterion relationships are presented. The sharing of common
terms in numerator and/ox denomhator also made difficult the use of
certain statistical techulques which have been widely used to examine
criterion relationships (e.g., factor analysis). The data, however,

could be analyzed for re11ab111ty for four of the six states, where

.quarterly data were obtained. These states were MississippiyANorth
Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas. Yearly data only were obtajned. for -

Missouri and Ohio and, thus, an analysis of their reliability through
correlations of data.from adJacent quarters could not be carried out.

An 1mportant consideration in the analysis., of criterion data is the
extent to which they were contaminated by éituatlonal variables, or,

as they are more typically called in the psychometric® 11terature con-
trol variables--variables which have am impact on either the criteria or
the predlctors and make unequivocal interpretations of the results dif-
ficult. In the ana1y51s of ES functions, these control varlables were

) 56
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Table 9

« Examples of Criterion Categories
¢ and Individual ES Performance Measures*

Applicant ‘Service Function
1. Individuals Placed / Applicants Available (B)

.

2. Individuals Placed without Training / Applicants Available (B)

3. Applicants Available / Total Unemployed (C)
4. 1Individuals Placed / Total Employed (C) o

Employer Service Function

5. Openings Filled / Openings Listed (B)
6. Openings Listed / Number of Employer Contacts (B)
7. Openings Listed /- Total Employed (C)

Special Tanget Groups ] .
8 Comp051te Measure(s) of the follow1ng ratios: (B)

o Veterans Placed/Veterans Listed
I : Minorities Placed/Minorities Listed
* Poor Placed / Poor Listed
\ UI Claimants Placed / UI Claimants Listed | .
A Migrants Placed, /- Migrants Listed
Women Placed /’Women ‘Listed o
Handicapped Pldced / Handicapped Listed
Youth Placed / Youth Listed
Older Workers Placed / Older Workers [xstcd

r

Special Services

9. . ‘-, Individials Placed, )
" Applicants Tested ;/Counseled +.Enrolled in Training

"10. Applicants Tested { Counseled + Enrolled in Training
Appticants Available -

(B)
\

115 New Appllcants / Total Intake Cost (€]

12: Referrals / Individuals Placed (B)

13. Job Development Placements / Appllcants AValldble (B)
14. Inactivations / ES Positions (B)

15 Individuals Placed / Total Cost for Employment (A)
16. Individuals Placed / Direct Employment Costs (A)

17. Openings Listed / Direct Employment Costs (A) -

18. 1Individuals Placed / ES Position (B) .

Long-Term Placements / Applicants Available (B)
20. High-Wage Placements / Applicants Available (B)

3

rs in parenthescs indicate classificatibn of measures in the following criterion

I. 'Labor Exchange Function
£ Il Extended Services
I1T. Internal Effectiveness Ratios
IV. Quality
£
*Lette
models:

(A) Measures of output in relation to costs; (B) Level of perform1nce measures;

and (C) Penetration mea%ures--extent of service.

.
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very important. As.previous research has demonstrated, they have sub- .
stantial and highly significant relationships w1th the kinds of perfor—
mance measures listed in-.the table.

i

1

Description of the Copntrol Variables
TN
In the analysis of the control variables, previous research studies were
. reviewed to develop measures which potentially could have some impact on
ES performance at the local office level. These measures included 1nterna1
varia les descr1b1ng the nature of each local office, such as:

Workload (Applicants Avallable/ES Positions) -

N

Claimants as a Perceﬁtage.of Applicants Available - :

e Special Applicants (including Veterans, Minoritiesl Poor,
UI Claimants, Migrants, etc., as listed in Table 9) as a
‘Proportion of Total Applicants

important variable influencing performance, different size measures were

Since previous resegrch had indicated that size of office was itself an
also included in th?zstudy, such as:

e Applicants Available
e ES Positions

g " Also 1mportant in assessing ES performance has been the type of labor market®
situation in which the office is located. A number of variables were iden--
tified and assessed to evaluate labor market factors. These included:

e Total number of unemployed workers
e Percent of workers employed in large firms
e Percent of workers employed in manufacturing industries

~\ e Percent of workers employed in construction industries

- 1

e Unemployment rate

These control variables were analyzed in a number of ways to increase the
understanding of their impact. The procedures used included the computa-
tion of zero-order correlatiens between the individual control variables
and the criterion measures; a factor analysis of the control scores to de-
. termine their underlying structure} and, finally, a multiple regression
analysis of the control variables against two key performance measures.

‘.

‘ Data Analysis of MAS Scores,
¢ Control Scores, and Criterion Measures
p
The MAS results for the participating states were obtained by determining

-49-
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the percentage of favorable responses in each of the states on each of
the 19 score areas, so that some insight could be obtained about the range
-(\’/pf management procedures in the states studied. The relationships between -
the MAS scores and the control variables, and the validity of the MAS scores
in predlctlng selected criterion measures were examined through correlations
on the total sample. In addition, an analysis of selected validation results
in selected states was carrled out to clarify the implications of the research.
The methodologlcal procedures followed in this study do not in any way convey
~the difficulty involved in working with these kinds of performance data.
Initially, the investigators had been concerned that the criterion data
should be tightly sequenced around the administration of the Management
Audit Survey so that the management procedures in effect:at the time could
be related to the performance measures. This also obviously applied to
the control variables. Thus, the, early data analyses carefully maintained
the order of ‘the criterion data in relation to the administration of the MAS.
However, as the data analysis proceeded, it became clear that the error in
" the criterion data outwelghed the time sequence of the criteria in relation
to the MAS in importance. “To ‘11lustrate, criterion data were obtained in
Missouri_and Ohio for the year preceding the administration of the MAS.
If it were necessary for criterion data to closely syrround the administra-
tion of the MAS, the criteria from these states should have been less pre-
dictable than from states where the criterion data surrounded the MAS ad-
ministration. However, it was found in the states where longer time periods
were considered, e.g., the preceding year, that higher validities wére
generaldy obtained. Thus, the concern in the literature about organiza-
tional climate data being more valid for time perlods considerably in the
future or immediate in the past was not verified in this study. As a
) - result of this experience, all of the quarterly ESARS data were collapsed.:
The data were averaged across time periods when separate quarters were
available. However, the quarterly data did allow analysis of the relia-
bility of the criteria which was an imp?%tant out¢ome of the study.
12 )

Furthermore, examinatgon of the data by quarters and by type of office
indicated extensive Egyiation in the performance measures for local offices -
and for states.® The normalization procedure described below was very help-
ful in removing some of the idiosyncracies in the data. 1In addition, re-
moving offices which had a specialized function, such as WIN, CEP, CETA,
~and other such classifications.of offices, helped to make the remaining
-offices more comparable on‘the performance criteria. "Still, there were .} 3
some extensive differences in offices by state. Either states used dif— T
ferent kinds of data collection and reporting procedures, or there we;?
extensive problems in how the data were reported within the states. Tob
“resolve these problems, the data were inspected by hand to remove highly
improbable scqqes This hand inspection only removed fourgoffices from
the total sample studied, but helped to make the resulting findings more
, representative,

Another procedure followed was the elimination of offices which had one
or more impossible measures, i.e., placing more than 100% of their appli-
cdies, etc! The results of tHese screening procedures will be presented
along with the discussion of the reliability of the criterion data.

For a number of reasons*‘ggrmallzed scores were used in the ana1y51s of




all data, unless otherwise indicated, ‘The shape of raw score distribu-
tions, many of which were highly skewed in this study, may have an undue
influence on how variables are interrelated. The normalization procedure

. rank ordered all of the scores, and then forced these rank orders into a

~normal distribution with a predetermined mean and standard deviation.

This procedure controlled the effect of skewed distributions, the extremely. .
deviant work group, and made ‘the resultlng\d1str1but10ns apprOpr1ate for
a variety of statistical technlques.

The correlations between the raw score and the normalized store for the -
- criterion measures generally ranged above .90, so. the.procedure did not .
alter the position of any one dﬁrk group in a rank ordering of all the
work groups. These high interrelationships would normally indicate that
‘eithér raw or normalized scores could be used, without any difference in-

the result, but the normalized scores were used for the reasons summarized
below. . . ‘ , — s

_ . ) , . o

1) The normalized scores had a more varied pattern of interrelationships, o
suggesting higher levels of convergent and - dlscrlmxnaq} walidity and thus \ o
greater construct validity than did the raw. score:. 1nterrplat10nsh1ps."

That is, conceptually similar norma11zed scores correlated more hlghly w1th

each other tfan did the correspondlng raw scores.' o g“ Sy

2) The normallzlng procedure reduced. the effects of anyuwork gfbu@ﬁ ;hat; ‘ ;
were extremely different fyem the other work groups in a state,.w1thout ,'_: SR
losing those work groupswr”Lntercorrelatlon?resultSson/hormallzed meaSurés f>{_ R

-reflect the .entire sampfb anﬂ are not anfarx fact of one or two extremely

-;'dlfferent work groups. B AN . LI . '
« " ’ ’ .‘ o;‘-’..' " ~ ':' " ’ i ."‘/ '.':
. 3) Thb normalazed ‘scored. more neg;ly meetﬁthe ﬁéqulremenQ§ of.statlstical S
E procedures (e g., homoscedasplcrty) Co e . ya; 65 ) e

‘v. B
- b . - G K}
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g »4) Norma1121qg-¢he scores ithin states. allowed uﬁevdata to Be comb-ned - ‘&5 L ox
ﬂ‘ z-acwoss states even, t@gugkahe criterion mafsures yere fzj/gifferent t1me . o
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GHAPTER V

RESULTS
4 . . “

' ThlS presentation of the results will begin with the analysis of the cri-

terion data. Initially, this will involve presentation of the reliabi-
lities of the criterion measures and other problems encogntered with the
data. The intercorrelations of the criterion measures will then be dis-
cussed and certain other advantages and limitations of the various cri-
terion measures will be pointed out. A discussion of control scores will
follow and will involve zero-order correlations, a multiple regression.
analysis of the control scores agalnst selected criteria, and factor
analysis of the control scores. Finally, the chapter will conclude with
a presentation of the results obtained with the Management Audit Survey.
These data will be related to the control measures and to the criterion

“measures for the total sample and ‘for selected measures by states.

[ ] - .
o

. ES Performance: Criterion and Control‘Scores

.« . K3

Analysis of Criterion Reliabilities

In four of the six states used in thi% study--Mississippi, North Carolina,
Tennessee, and Texas--criterion scores for different quarters were avail-
able. Théx is, for the quarter preceding thé administration of the MAS
and the quarter succeeding the administration, separate sets of criterion
data were available. On North Carolina and Tennessee, the second quarter
preceding the administration of the MAS was also avallable For ,Missouri
and Ohio, only yearly data were available. -

With repeated measures available over time, the reliability of the cri-
terion measures could be determined. If the criterion measures were Tre-
liable indicdtors of the .performance of ES local offices, then there should

be a similarity between the score reported for one quarter and the score

reported for another quarter. Any differences found between the two quarters
for a given work group might be accounted for by error, ‘Sgiional differences,
or by unusual circumstances, either in the local office or\in the maxket
environment served by the local office. With less reliable criterion measures,
Predictions by any set of predictors uire 1ncreasln§}y more difficult because
the scores are composed of error variance, not common or specific variance
which would be stable across occasions. With unreliable data, the situa-

tion is ®imilar to having a moving target, where the performances of the

local offices within a state vary across time.

The reliabilities-of selected criterion scores for the four states are pre-

‘sented in Table 10. These criteria were selected to represent different ES

functions and to simplify the presentation of the results. These-selected
criteria generally represented the more relevant criteria based on all the
evidence available to the investigators which is presented throughout’ thjs:

\
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' Table 10

Reliabilities of Averaged Adjacent’Quartefly,Data'.
on Selected Criteria

2
Ly
‘ .
Criteria MS MO* NC OH* TN TX
- ; - Ny g
1. Direct Employment Costs .
per Placement .50 .80 .32 .72
2. Placements per Applicant’ . : _
Available - _ .59 .66 .50 .80
3. .Qpenings Filled per _ i _
penings Listed o .58 « 77 © .69 .79
4. Placements per Job . : _
Referral . : . ) [ ] 59 - . 75 . 50 .88
«
5. Plécgments per ES T
Position ' .55 o 71 £13 .74
6. Proportion of Special’ .
n " Applicants Placed ‘ .67 , .64 56 .86
i . ' .
3 . : .
! Number of Offices with Some : ‘ .
Quarterly Data Dropped . 0 3 34 2 12 - &{

*Yearly data only available,

62
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chapter.’ The selected criteria represented generally different kinds of
measures for focusing on Cost.per Placement, Percentage of Applicants
Placed, Openings Filled as a Percent of Openlngs Listed, two effectiveness -
measures of Placements per Job Referral and Placements per ES P051t10n,
and, finally, a special services measure, the Proportlon of Special Appli-
cants Placed.

i . ) .
The reliabilities, where such measures were obtainable, varied by state.
In MlsSLSS;ppl, all of the reliabilities for the ‘selected measures were
below .60, except for criterion 6--the Proportlon of Special Appllcantsgb
;‘ Placed--whlch was .67. While the reliabilitiés tend to be consistent,
conventional standards for reliability are at least .60, if not hlgher
Thus, the reliabilities from Mississippi were low from a psychometric point
of view. In North Carolina, quite a different picture emerged as all of
. the criterion measures had re11ab111t1es greater than .60 and, in some
‘cases, were as h1gh as .80 (for the criterion méasure of Direct Employ-
-ment Cost per Placement). Tennessee was another state where reliapilities
of criterion measures tended to be unustially low, ranging as low as -.13
for Placements per ES Position. The Direct Employment Cost per Placement
also varied rather markedly, with a reliability coefficient of only .32.
With low reliabilities, of course,. the perfornancesof the local offices
approach thdt of random numbers and represent serious difficulties in the
criterion measures. For Texas, generally satisfactory reliabilities were
obtained as all of the reliability coefficients were above .70. This is
a much more desirable state of affairs where effective criterion measures
have been avallable ' :

v

‘Since'quarterly data could not be obtained from Missouri and Ohio, relia-
bility information was not available. for these states. However, the yearly
data would tend to be more reliable than quarterly data, averaging out'any
unusual circumstances that might have occurred during that time. .

Also shown in the table are the number of local offices With some quarterly

data dropped. These were local offices with performance measures which

exceeded possible limits, indicating obvious errors in the reporting system.

For example, such inaccuracies of measurement included more placements than

applicants available, more openings filled than listed, more placements

than referrals, etc. Although North Carolina tended to have generally reli-
‘ able criterion data, this was only after a number of offices had data deleted.
) When final average data were computed for North Carolina, 34 offices had

at least one.quarter of criterion data dropped because of apparent report-

ing errors. Tennessee also had a fairly high number of errors in the data,

as 12 offices had at least one quarter dropped. Altogether, 60 local offices

had some quarterly data dropped because the reported scores were not possible.

In view of the relatively modest reliabilities and the number of errors en-
countered in the data, studies of Employment Service performance are dif-
ficult, due to the limited stability of the performance measures. Also -
_difficult are policy decisions and higher level management procedures when
accurate performance data are not avallable "~ These results suggest that
e Quality control procedures should be . carefully reviewed so
that more effectlve and accurate performance measures can be

obtained. N
63
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e Alternate and 51mp11f1ed reporting procedures should be
considered to obtain accurate performance measures of
ES offices, both for use at the local and at the nat10na1
level.

e Important policy dec1slons should be supplemented ‘with,
additional information whenever possible to reduce the
impact of any error -inherent in the data.

e ‘A measure of the accuracy of the reported data should be
ncluded as one of the measures of ES local offlce
performance.

In view of the limited reliabilities, the total sample of offices was
further screened so as to exclude cTitérion measures in selected states
where the reldabilities,were below .60. This procedure, in.effect, re-

‘moved the majority of the ‘measures from Mississippi and Tennessee but in-

cluded essentially all of the measures on Missouri, North Carolina, Qhio,
and Texas. - The resulting sample size for the analysis of the cri er10n
intercorrelations and fb:fthe validity results presented later in this
chapter was approximately 265 but some data were missing for some of the

criteria.

'

Analysis of Criterion Interrelationships .

-

The intercorrelations among the most relevant criteria (Variables 1 through
6) - together with correlations of. other criteria which had policy impli- .
cations for ES (Variables 7 through 15) are presented in Table 11. Vari-

“able 1 (Direct Employment Cost per Placement) had a pattern of at least
- moderate negative intercorrelations with the other criterion measures in-

cluded in the study. This measure of cost would be expected to have nega-
tive intercorrelations as*higher costs are a measure of less effectiveness.
The correlations.with Individuals Placed per Applicant Available, Percent

‘of Openings Filled, and Individuals Placed per Referral were all modest.

The correlation with Individuals Placed per ES Position, which is the  _
major component of the cost figure, was considerably higher (-.66).

Difect Employment Cost per Placement had a pattern of noticeably lower
correlations with all of the rest of the criteria included in the study,
indicating a lack of convergence with these cr1ter1a

Variable 2, Individuals Placed per Applicant Available and one of the key
criterion measures in the study, correlated with Percent of Openings Filled
at a modest level (.30) and higher with Individuals Placed per Referral

and Individuals Placed per ES Position (.56 and .51, respectively). These
correlations indicated that there was some tendency among local offices
that scored high on one performance criterion to scort high on other quite

" different kinds of performance measures. However, the results also showed

the complexity of E® operations, as a number of measures were necessary to
adequately represent and assess ES performance. Certainly these criteria
represent an Wimportant spectrum of ES, activities. Individuals Placed per
Applicant Available correlated very markedly with the Percent of Special
Applicants Placed, as might be expected, since they had similar components.
The Percent of Applicants Placed also correlated highly with Variables 9
and 10, which also shared components_with Ind1v1duals Placed per App11cant

'Ava11ab1e ‘
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Table 11

Selected Criterion Score Intercorrelations

+ Selected Criteria: 123 405 6 78 91011 1213 1405

¢ .
V1 nin B, Cost/Placenents '
2. Indiv, Placed/dpps. Avail, 25 - v
L of Openings Filled I
4, Indiv, Placed/Referrals  * -3 56 64 e
5, Indiv, Placed/ES Positions s M - \
6, % of ‘Spec. Apps. Placed 21994 30 50 44 -
. Less Relevant Criteria; : _ o
?\4‘ .17 Job Dev, Placenents/Apps. Avai] 09102815 - D
’ ' - S/Apps. Awail. s\ ]

8, Inact, with No Serv,/ES Positions =12 -60 13 -12 26 -63 Yy -

9, Long-Tern Placenents/Apps, Avail,  -12 82 00 28 38 80 47 65 ==

10, High-Wage Placements/Apps. Avail, =20 6305 16 30 6l 20 43 59 -
11, Apps, Avail,/Total Unemployed ; -12 42 }4 38 50 %, <01 02 14 18 --
JLIWLNNW%mhmwﬁ | =23 67 50 58 65 6l -02-23 40 40 71 -
13,* Openings Listed/Tgtal Employed =20 60 34 44 43 53 09 37 36 56 64 86, -

322023 4003 22-09 3 15 10 21 11 -

1
o]
w

14, Ind, Placed/Apps Tested+Couns+EnrTrng
15, Apps Tested+Couns+EnrTimg/Apps Avail, = 03 04 =12 .04 -16 11 02-31 1210 00 10 1480 -~

.
i f
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dered as an important cr1ter1o§ measure.

, -

Variable 3, the Percent of Openings Filled, had modest correlations with
the selected criteria except for Individuals Placed per Referral, where
the correlation was .64. This latter correlation is suggestive of effec-
tiveness in handling the characteristics of the employee and employer as
thé two measures of Percent of Openings Filled and efficiency in the place-

. ment process were substantially -related. oo

The Indivdigals Placed per Referral measure (Variable 4) also tended to
have generf1ly modest correlations with the balance of the criteria studied.
This process measure had some convergence, but certainly no duplication or
substantial overlap with other criteria. o '

: A} i
Variable 5--Individuals Placed per ES Position--was one of the most impor-
tant criteria in thé study, particularly because of its 51gn1f1cance in
the Balanced Placement Formula. This measure correlated highly with costs :
and pércent of applicants placed, and also correlated .65 with Variable 12

- (Individuals Placed/Total Employment). However, the latter correlation is

partially due ‘to shared terms, the numerator, which are very important in
interpreting these data. .

The composite Percent of Special Applicants Placed (based on the number of
Mlnor1t1es Youth, etc. placed, divided by the .corresponding: number listed) -
was so h1ghly related to Individuals Placed per Applicant Available (Variable
2) that it could have been elimingted om the study. However, it does

 represent an important function of} ES sérvices and thus was retained. The

measure was most related to other measures which contained similar terms,
having placements in the numerator and the denominator consisting of

applicants available.
_‘.\_/ «

» Criteria 7 through 15 were measures which were examined throughout the

course of the study, but which seemed to have somewhat less relevance for
ES operations as standards of effective performange. Some of these measures
do, however, have important implications¥for ES #@perations. For example,
Variable 8, the number of individuals Inactivated with no Service per ES
Position, had a pattern of somewhat marked correlations with other criteria,
thus suggesting its possible use as a measure of ineffectiveness. However,
close inspection of the retationships indicated that.a number of the cor-
relatlons were relat1vely low (e.g., with Percent of Openings Filled, the
corr foon was only - .13). In addition, this measure was substantially re-
latec tu y control variable, Workload (g = .91). Because this criterion
was s hlghly contaminated by Workload, e measure was not further consi- |

The *two quallty measures (Variables 9 and 10),- dealing with the number of
long-term and.high-wage placements per applicant available, tended to have
generally modest relationships with other variablés, except for the marked'
correlations with the other percentage of applicants placed measures. In.
addition, these quality medsures had relatively .low means. Other analyses
not presented here, examined high-wage and long-term placements as a percent

.of total placements. The results showed marked variations between local

offices, and these measures had zero or negative elatlons to performance
on the other selected criteria. These‘fesultsws fgest that high-wage and
long-term placements are not an important,’ 1ntegrated part of ES-operations,

67 “
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" and warrant morce uttCntion‘boeh in future research and in the practfces
of management to bring Lbour higher levels of p01formancc on these quality
of performance measures,: .

Variables 11, 12, and 13 were all penetration measures dealing with the

amount of-service rendered by the local office in relation to the.amount .
of economic activity in the county served by the local office. These

measuxes had some problems associated with them, even though the correla-
tions with the selected criteria were generally satisfaetor When the

local office is the unit of analysis, matching the local o flcé in an .
appropriate manner with the county served is difficult. Thus, at the

local office 1leved, there were only a limited number of offices (67) which
could be accurately linked to a specific county where economic data were '
ayailable. In all other cases, there were two or more offices in. one '
county or on% offlce serving a number of counties and the lines of service
could not be ¢ learly identified. In handling these data, only offices
.serving one county were considered. Thus, the.sample for these measures

was small. 'These measures were relatively strongly influenced by office.

’ size, correlating generally in the -:50's with the denominator, indicating

fhat the offites in the larger cities were less efficient on these criteria.

Ihe last two leldblCS in- the matrix, 14 and 15, were concerned -with spe-
\ ¢ial services given to applicants. Variable 14 dealt with the number of
) placements expressed as a percentage of the.number of applicants tested,
counseled, or enrolled in training. 'Variable 15, the number of applicants
glven these special services expressed as a percent, of applicants available,
was -« a“51m11d1 measure. ' The latter measure, dealing with the extent of service
to applicants, had.zero or very low correlations with all the other criteria
except Variable 14 with which it shared common terms. Although Variable 14
.looked somewhat more relévant, with somewhat higher 1ntercorrelatlons, the
placement term in the numerator was a contributing factor in ‘the results ob-
tained. In view of the essentlally zero relationships of Variable 15 with
all other criteria, the results indicated that the expendlture of effort
on testing, counseling, and ttaining of applicants-did not’ tend to result
in higher levels of ES performances. These services might be justified
on other grounds (e.g., better service to appllcants), but there was no
immediate observable payoff in ES performances B
. These results suggest that: _ s ) o
) L
e ES performance consists of a number of complexly inter-
»  related components. The underlying management practices
which can have an effect on one aspect of performance -must
be considered for their potentlal effect on’other important
performance areas. - . :

. Measures of cost of ES performance are related to delivery

o
(/’7 of service, suggesting that those management practices’ whigh - U
underly cost effectiveness are either related to other ' ' R S
practices affecting non-cost measures of performance, or 4
h have a gencral effect across areas of performance X

.® The quality of. placement measures (high-wage and long-term
placements) had limited re¥gtionships to the other ES per-

&

. . formance criteria, i.e., high levels of performance on these'
J1 N ,4!’)'{?- . '
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. measures did not go hand in hand with high levels .of
other performance indicators. Management practices
which emphasize and increase this area of perfor-

. mance should be considered if high quality of place-'
- ments is to remain a goal of ES offices. - -

e The modest but consistent relationships of the efficiency
- measure of Individuals-Placed per Referral with the other
PO criteria indicated that ‘general efficiency of operations
was an important contributor to the performance of ES
offices across-measures. ' '

Criterion-Control Score Relationshigs

The 1ntercorre1at10n of selected control scoxpes and their relationships
with-Seloceed crit ‘are presented in Table f2-.". During the course of

the study, a *‘?ge number of control scores we examineqlfor their in-
fluence on performance measures of ES offices. ﬂyplcally, these measures
had an interesting pattern of relatlonshlps with selected criteria.

/* Workload, which was assessed by the ratio of applicants available to ES
positions, had a very meaningful pattern of relationships with the selected '
cpiteria. To illugtrate, high Workload, where there weye, a; great number of
applicants to serve in relation to the staff available, résulted in lower

Ca cost per placement, i.e., q¢¢here was a positive benefit in having high Work-

load. But this benefit was associated with a lower percent of applicants
placed (r = -.46), The correlations of Workload with variables 3 and 4,
Percent of Openings Filled and Individuals Placed per Referral, were essen-
tially zero, making no difference. But on variable 5, Individuals Placed
per ES Position, a positive relationship was again obta1ned r = .44).
This result indicated that high Workload was associated with another form.
of effectiveness, a productivity measure of Individuals Placed per ES
Position. Workload was also correlated -.50 with the Percent of Special
Applicants Placed. Because Workload had a differential impact on two im-
portant goals of ES operations, this phenomenon will be dlscussed in
greater detail later .

N

L

Variable 8-—UI Claimants per Applicant Available--also had significant

correlations with some of the selected criteria, correlating most highly

with Variables 2 and 6, which dealt with the percentage of applicants

placed. Other correlatlons tended to be very low, indicating an inconse- )
quential impagt. The results obtained with percent of UI claimants and .- .
percent of applicants placed indicated that local offices with a large pro-. iy
portion of UI claimants in the total applicant pool placed a lower pexcentage g
of their app11cants For reasons which cannot be determined from: the data, (280
these 1nd1v1duals ‘were apparently more difficult to place. o

Variable 9--Proportion Special Applicants--had a pattern of relationships
with the selected criteria similar to, but somewhat lower: than, that of

UI Claimants per ApplicantsAvailable. The exception to the pattern was with
. Individuals Placed per ES Position; special applicants were apparcntly
somewhat more demanding of ES staff time resultin, jin lower productivity

{r = -.33). Variables'10 and 11--the two size mdgsures of Applicants Avaii=
-able and ES Positions--had very similar patterns of” correlations with the
selected sriteria as would be expected since the correlation between these

e
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' . .~ Table 12

. Intercorrelatlons of Control Scores . .
- with Selected Criteria - - )

\ Q . . ,
-

Variables ~ -~ = . 7 8 9 10 11 12-13 14 15 16 .

Criteria: v

1. Direct Employ. Coét/Placements -37 16 19 32 47 35 17 01 -02 ;63\\\

2. .Indiv; Placéd/Apps. Avail, -46 -52 -40 -35 -10 -48 -16 03 00 -34
< : S ’ - '

3. % of Openlngs Fllled 7 07 -08 04
4. Indiv. Placed/Referrals © '~12 =21 -08

5. Indiv. Placed/ES Pgsitions ,44~-18 -33

§

6. % of Special Applicants Placed =50 =45 -38
( : -

Control Scores:

. Y, ‘ . . b, ’
7. Work18ad (AA/ES.Positions) -

8. UI Claimant/Applicants Avail, 37 -

9. SpeciaIrApps/Applicants Avail,. -10 22 -~~~

10. Total Applicants Available - i2 08 20 - o .
11. Total ES Positions . ;36 -07 14 82 ~- |
© 12, Totar Unemployed - P06 22 13 66 53 -- )
13. %“gmﬁlbyed in Larée.Firms _ -08 00 -08 26 27 46 --
14. % Employed in Manufacturing‘ -01 13 -08 -04 05 bS)rSI - )

16. 35 31 30 09 -02 23 -08 18 03 --.

15. % Employed in CUnsQE::tion -06 =07 ;? 28 31 25 12 -08" --
‘~ fe -

B

. 704
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-two size measures was .82. Certainly{\fhe general -indication of the re-
sults for these two variables was thdt large offices were less efficient
on the criteria studied. In gene , both of these size measures had neg-
ative relationships with each of the selected criteria. . :

Variables 12 through 16 all dealt with characteristics of the community in
which the local office was located. Variable. 12 assessed the total number
] of unemployed workers.within the community and tended to.have a consistent
P and fairly strong negative impact on ES performance. All cqrrelations '
were abgve .30 in magnitude, indicating that, in counties where there were
a larg npmber of unemployed workers, the local offices tended to perform
less well on the performance criteria. [This result, to some extent:® paral-
leled those from the other size-measures. Vari%ble 13, the percent employed
- in large firms'within the county served by the local office, might have «
been expected to have positive relationships with ES performance, since
it would indicate a limited number of fiems to be contacted and to serve.
.Yet, contrary results were oBtained, evidently because the large firms
tend. to be located in areas where there is also a large number of unemployed
workers, i.e., the correlation between the Percent'@mployed in Large Firms
and the total number of unemployed workers within;the county was. .46.
Although the percentage of workers employed in lalge firms had a negative
impact, the correlations did tend to be modest. Variables 14, 15, and 16
all géng;ally had rather slight impact on ES performance, although unemploy-
ment rate did forrelate .negatively with the percentage of applicants placed
and the percentage of special applicants placed.
These zero-order reldtionships provide the cleafest interpretation of the
s impact of the control variables considered singly. However, they do not
provide information about how>these variables interact to prcduce a cumula-
tive effect on ES performance.\ This topic will be treated later in the
report. :

As mentioned previously, Workload correlated -.46 with Percent of Applicants
Placed and .44 with Individuals Placed per ES Position on the combined
states sample. These Tresults replicated almost exactly those found in the
previous study on Pennsylvania, where the corresponding correlations were

Z.44 and .42.7 In view 6f this differential impact of Workload on two impor-
tant performance measures of ES operations, the topic will be treated more
extensively. o .

~

In Table 13, the regression lines for two criterion measures using the
norialized scores have been plotted on Workload- using raw scores! The data
displayed in this table were taken from Ohio and represent the general find-
ings which occurred for the total sample of offices studied. -The table shows
'what level of performance on each of the two criterion measures could-be
expected from various levels of.Workload. At low levels of Workload (ap-
proximately 600 applicants per ES position on yearly data), an above average
percent of applicants were placed, but a below average rate of productivity
was obtained. At the other extreme, where therg was an extremgly high Work-
load, the opposite phenomenon occurred. Offices ear very efficient on the
productivity measure of Individuals Placed per ES Position but are markedly
t#¥ - below average in piacing applicants. Thus, the level of Workload should

: “be adapted, depending on national priorities, goals, and the relative im-
fj,-if portance of these two different kinds of criteria of ES performance. If

A‘ 71 .
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Table 13 _ "

Ohio Regfession Results and Correlations of
Workload with Two Key Criteria (Yearly Data)

o~ . y
\ el , \/
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=
=
= r=-,37
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]
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‘these goals were judged to be equally important, the approximate staffing

pattern of Workload should be near the mean of the Workload variable, where
the two regression lines would be expected to intersect. Since common data
by state were not obtained on the number of ES positions, the current study
cannot be used to set or+even approximate the optimum level of Workload,
given a de¢finition of the goal importance.. However, an important topic for
future research would be a national study of Workload to examine the impact
on these two criteria. In this manner, guidelines might be established for
states and local offices to develop more nearly optimum levells of Workload.
which are congruent with national policy. In addition, since Workload could
be expected to vary markedly across seasons, depending on the local office,
thesé results would also strongly encourage the use of flexible staffing
procedures to minimize costs while still maintaining effective performance.
If flexibility ogéstaffing can be obtained, it should represent a signifi-
cant benefit to performance. '

/ .
The analyses of the criterion-control score relationships led to the follow-
ing conclusions: : \

-

e Workload is a very important variable in determining the
effectiveness of ES offices. High Workload has a megative
“impact on Individuals Placed per Applicant Available and a
positive impact on Individuals Placed per ES Position. Thus,
the level of Workload should reflect national priorities. A
‘consequence -of this result is that states, to maintain a high

. level of funding, could withhold or add staff expenditures ac-
- cording to the importance of the two goals in the allocation
f funds. Currently, Individuals Placed per ES Position has .
(2 high weight; thus, a high Workload would tend to result in )
higher funds and a lower percent of individuals placed.

b'§A higher proportion of sggcial applicants--women, handicapped,
youth, older workers, minorities, veterans, poor, and UI" - :
claimants--in the applicant population places greater demands
on the ES staff resulting in lessened productivity. Larger

""ES offices generally tend to have more special.applicants
and may thus be penalized for their lessened efficiency
with decreased funds.

e The proportiéﬁ\pf UI claimants in the applicant population
served also leads to lessened productivity on the basis of
percentagé of applicants placed. Further research in this
‘area is/warranted.

- @ The characteristics of the tyﬁes,of employment in an ES
" office's area had only a slight influence on productivity.

Size of the office was more important, with a moderate
negative influence on ES performance measures. .

“. o The contrg} scores investikated in this provided an
explanation for a large part (approximately\5

differencds in the performance of ES offices‘o

important criteria. Control scores should be

' any investigation of the effectiveness of the E
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For ‘the Individuals Placed per‘Applicant Available criterion, the multiple

correlation was .72, accounting for 52% of the Yarianéé. «UI“Claimants per .~

- Applitant Available and Workload had consideraHiy'%ig‘gffbeta r products

than -the other control seores, tdgether accounting for approximately 30%
of the criterion variance. The variables entering into the -equation had

" negative weights, with the exception of Percent ‘Employed in Manufacturing

and Percent Employed in Construction, which were positively -coxrelated

with the criterion. The absolute contribution of these latter two variables
to the prediction of the criterion was small.” Having eight variablest entered
into a multiple regression equation with significant weights is relatively
rare. These results indicate the complexity of the criterion measure, with

a large number of variables having significant effects.

T

For the other selected criterion of Individuals Placed per ES Position }

the multiple correlation was .68, accounting for 46% of the variance.
Again, the first two variables entered into the prediction equation were
Workload and UI Claimants per Applicant Available. Here, however, their
order was reversed, and Workload had a positive, rather than egative, im-
pact. The relative contributiom of Workload to the total pre iction was
substantial when compared to the other predictors. The beta r.product for
Workload was .26, while the next highest contribution for the other variables
was .06. These data confirmed the findings presented above concerning Work-
load and its impact as an important control score on performance .indicators,
overshadowing all the other control. scores. ' : n

=
A

While the relationship of the best weighted combination of control scores

to the criterion measures is substantial, this area‘of investigation should

be studied more- closely and these results interpreted cautiously. For example,
Workload correlated -.92 with Direct Employment Cost per Placement in North
Carolina, but only -.04 in Ohio. If the criterion measures were relatively?
stable across time and across geographical locations, the magnitudes of

the criterion-control score correlations 'should be much more comparable.

The relationship between Individuals Placed per Job Referral, another cri-
terion measure, and the control score_of UI Claimants per Applicant Avail-

able provides additional evidence of lack of stability-in tke criterion-
control relationships; the correlation was -.49 in Missouri, t only -.07
in Ohio. 3 ’ ' b

So, while cOntgbl scores are important'andvmust 'be taken into consideration
in any investigation of  the effectiveness of ES performance, the impact of
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- "Multiple Regression Results: -The Prediction of
Individuals Placed per Applicant Available by the Control Variables

Table)14

*
Beta r Raw Score”
Predictors t Validity Beta . Product, Weight
4. UI Claimant per Applicant Avail. .52 ! - 3490 1814 -.328
3. Workload (AA/ESP) .45 wash s -.204
5. Proportion Special Applicants T L.38 -.1968 . .0%48 L ;:16§.
6. Total Applicants Available .32 -.2177 0697 2173
10. % Employed in Manufacturing Jt11 | .1958 .0215 L1574
7. Unemplgyment Rate -.36 sz 047 -.109,
8. % Large Firms of Total Firms ~,oj. -.1308 , fwoosg -.095
11. % Employed in Construction ’ 04 0 ,1014 .0040 .093

2 N
R _ - . .52 /
R , o 72

X

Wb

Note: Both the criterion and the predictors were normalized and given a
mean of 100 and a standard deviation of 20. The contribution of
each variable tb the regression was significant at the .05 level,

~
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Table 15

] Multiple Regression Results: The Prediction of
Individuals Placed per ES Position by:the Control Variables

~ . : 7
: : . Beta r Raw Score‘
Predictors f : \\ Validity Beta Product  ~ . Weight
3. Workload (AA/ESP) .42 .6135 .2577 .616
4. UI Claimant per App. Avail. -.20 -.3263 . .0653 -.388
.5. Proportion Special Applicants . -.29 : . -.2042 .0592 -.214
10. % Employed in Manufacturing _-.E>.}i - .2286 .0251 .232 \\\_//
9. % Employed in ‘Large Firms - JLglié © -.1533  .0184 <7120
® 7. Unemployment. Rate O _os -.1591  .0127 -.166 i
. 11.?§} Emplgyed in Cgﬁsfrdqtion .07 .1689 .0118 196 " J
6. Total Applicants ‘Available -.14 -.1283 .0180 -.129 -5§°£
" R% e ‘ . .46 J
R | - .68

Note: Both the criterion and the predictors were normalized and given a
' mean of 100 4nd a standard deviation of 20. The contribution of
each variable to the regression was significant at the ,05 level.

b 3
.
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these variables in a particular situation could be expected to vary.
These findings should be interpreted in conjunction with findings on re-
liability of the criteria, i.e., approximately 3G to 40% of variance was
unstable, so that the remaining variance not subject .to error or control
score effects is small. Stated alternately, that portion of the total

variance subject to management control and prediction by the MAS is small.

. These findings indicate that:.

e Control Scores had an importanteidi¥ct on ES performance
" but the -criterion-control syst relatively unstable,
subject to a substantial amount error or variability 1n .

a particular state or in a given time period. .

e Predictions of these relatively unstable Griterion measures
with the MAS-scores when control scores had such a varied
effect were relatively difficult.

. 3

’ These results, based on local offices.as the unit of
analysis, may beymore or less stable when the data are
“aggregated to higher levels of analysié such as SMSA's
or to states. Certainly this is a._pfomising area for
future research.”

e The importance of developing a 51mp11f1ed and accurate
criterion reporting system that is responsive to the
nceds of all leveds of management is reinforced. Such
a system could be used to integrate organizational goals,
management procedures, and ES performance.

Factor Analysis ot Control Scores E

. : . . * ‘
Selected control scores in the validation study were factor analyZed to
examine the underlyirng dimensions and common characteristics among the
various measures. Table 16 presents the rotated factor matrix for these

"control scores and the communality for each variable. The communality is

an estimate of the reliability of that variable based on shared common
variance and is typically an underestimate of other forms¢of rellabllltf
Only those loadings above .40 were included in the matrix to simplify pre-
sentation. e

m1ned by the potentlal number of
serV1ces &f a locdal Job Service offlce

Factor A was a size dimeps
employable pcople who could ube °
as weéll as the size of the local of

Factor B was somewhat complex and dealt. h the nature of employment in
urban-rural locations. High percentages of the—labor force being employed
in governmental -work and in manufacturing had opposite signs, indicating
that an area with a large number of workersin government tended to have a
mzfil~numbe} of workers in manufacturing.

¥ '

Factor C was a workload dimension and none of the other control scores had
loadings greater than .40 on it. These results indicated that office

y ~ - 77
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| Table 16 f&‘”

Factor Analysis of Control Scores--

Rotated Factor Matrix and Communalities*

o

) A B C D h?

7. Total Employed ‘ .94 91
15. Civilian Work_Forcé 294 .91
6. Total Unemployed :91 . .90
5. Appiicunts Available . .81 .69
11. Percent Employed-Large Firms .48 .67 ﬁﬁ‘ .72,
13. Percent Employed-Construction .43 .26
9. Change in Employment o .42 .44 .42
10. Percent Large Firms of Total Firms .40 .69 .68
12. Percen£ Employed—Manufa;turi?g .7?\ =62
14.. Percent Empioyed in Government .77 .62
1. Workload (AA/MAS N) .91 .85
2. Workload (AA/ES Position) ;89 .84
3. AA-UI Claimants per AA Tofél .70 .57
8. . Unemployment Rate .67 .56
4. ﬁfdborgign Special Applicants .65 ..49

T

*Factor loadings below .40 omitted.

N

-3
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procedures with regard to Workload were not strongly associated with thée
location or size of office.

Factor D was a special applicants dimension. Special applicants include
those whd.were female, economically disadvantaged, minority group members,
handicapped, veterans, under 22, over 45, and/or UI claimants. The factor
was also defined by the unemployment rate and change in employment. The
factor thus represented a dimension dealing with different applicant groups
served. ¢

Results of the MAS
This section will proceed by presenting the results of the percent favorable

scores across the six states studied, where wide differences were obtained.
This will be followed by a relatively brief section on the relationships ,

~of MAS to the control scores and conclude with a rather extended section

on the validities of the MAS in predicting the criterion measures, both
on the combined sample-and in selected states for selected criterion
measures. ' '

Percent Favoruble Responses
# .

The six states in this sumple‘haa wfde differences on the percent favorable

scoves as shown in Table 17. Mississippi had the highest score on 11 of the

19 MAS score areas, while Ohio had the loygst scores on 15 MAS measures.

Even though Mississippi was the ‘highest overail on percent favorable,

that stuale was also the lowest on EEOQ for Women and EEO for Min-

orities, so there is still room for improvement. Ohio had the highest

score on REO for Minorities, and ‘some other scores were above or near average. .

There have been recent chgpges in the top administration in the state
Employment Service in Ohio, so these low scores may have changed since the

MAS administration. I[n a managgﬁﬁpt and administrative review of the Bureau
of Employment services in the State of Ohio, conducted by the Region V Manpower
Administration (1975), 32 separdte recommendations were made in an effort

to increase the cftvctiveness of -that Bureau. Over 1/3 -of those recommen-

Jdat ions would have a direct and immediate impact on the managemént practices
measured by the MAS, - {Q% ‘ . -
For example, the first recommendation made in this teport stated that the

role and responsibility of the administrator's office should be clearly de-
fined, because the review found that the administrator's office tended to

manage day-to-day operations, even in local offices, undercutting Division
~Directors, Nistrict Dire€¢¥Tors, and Tocal office managers. The implementa-

tion of this rccommendation would have—amobvious effect on the MAS score

of Delegation of Authority, with some overlap on the scores of Planning

and Administrative Efficliency, Superviso}y Effectiveness, and Morale. Further
research should determine if the recommendations were followed, and if this
did have an cffect on the management practices measured by the MAS.

On the individual MAS score areas, the highest percent favorable scores
were found on Work Satisfaction, Operational Efficiency, and Co-Worker
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Table 17 " .

‘ Percent of Favorable Responses for the 19 MAS Scores
f R e ~Across Participating States ’

<

MS MO. NC  OH TN TX  AVERAGE

MAS Score Areas: « - - .

1. Fairnéss of Management. 66 65 69 58 65 65 ») 65

2/ Delegation of Authority 57 55 57 49 59 ss ! ss
3. Supervisory Effectiveness 67 65 60 60 66 66 64
- 4. Planning & Admin. Efficiency 47 48 43 42 48 46 46

5. -Climate for Innovation . 49 44 45 36 47 43 44

- 6.. Work Satisfaction 75 75 74 72 76 71 74
7. Training Effectiveness | . s8 .s0 s2 %5 52 51 51
8. Performanée Feedback . 48 42 43 37 . 48 44 44
9. EEO for Women - 54 63 7L 66 73 64 65
10. EEO for Minorities ' 61 71 69 72 71 70 69,
11.* Opportunity for, Promotion 33 28 31 20 29 32 29
12. Downward Communication 67 61 62 59 66 .61 63
13. Upward Communication ' 52 46 46 . 40 51 46 47
14. Satisfaction with P;y 32 26 26 26 38 44~ 32
1s. Mowale | w62 57 50 43 S8 56 54
16. Physical Work. Cond. & EqDipment (52 -59 .46 45 45 55 50
17. Co-Worker Cooperation 574 jb 70 64 70 .72 70
18. Operational Efficiency T 95 73 68 65 72 71 71
~ 19. Workload Balance ) S5 52 40 41 45 43 36
% ‘Understaffing Responses 37 40 55 SIS0 50 _

% Overstaffing Reéponses _ 8. 9 5 \\ 8 ) 7 o
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_Cooperation These scores would indicate that the ES employees in these
six states ‘find satisfaction in the work they are doing, feel that their
units function very j well, and cooperate with. each other in thﬁﬁr work.

-

fdow scores were found on Opportunlty for Promotion and Satisfaction with
Pay. The$e two scores are generally not controllable by the unit super-

visor, so action strategies that could be used to counteract these low
scores are difficult. The state-level administrators should be aware of
them, however, and either move to alleviate these problems, or provide
more explanation for the employees so that they can -understand why promo-
tions and salaries are not as frequent nor as high as the employees would
like. .

Among other scorés that are low are Performance Feedback Climate for
Innovation, Planning and ‘Administrative Efficiency, and Upward Communication.
These scores could be improved with different management practices, and the
MAS can be used to suggest management action strategies that could be used

to result-in an improvement in these score areas. &
The Reé%tionships of MAS Scores to Control Scores PR
N .

w

The relatlonshlps -among the MAS scores and the control scores prov1de some
explanation concerning the effect of environmental variables on-management
practices. Certain environmental variables affect MAS scores in different
ways, and knowledge of these control scores would help a supervisor to

evaluate his management practices, as measured by the MAS, and to determine
what the supervisor can do to improve the performance of the unit. :

For example, larger. offices, as defined by Appllcants Available and number
of ES Positions, had low MAS scores on Fairness of Management, Delegation
of Authority, Per formance Feedback, Downward Communication, Upward Communi-
cation, and Morale. .These results do not indicate that a supervisor of a
large office can not develop action plans that will improve the scores for
these management areas. On the contrary, problem areas can be identified
and steps taken to-improve performance in these areas.

In the earlier study in Pennsylvania, Total Civilian Work Force had a ‘strong
negatxve relationship t Satisfaction with Pay. This finding was not repli-
cated in this study on the total sample, but the-results in Ohio were similar
to those Obtained in Pennsylvania. Total Civilian Work Force did-have signi-
ficant negative relationships with eight MAS scores, including Performance
Feedback, Opportunity for Promotion, .Downward Communleatlon, Upward Communi-
cation, and Morale. The larger offices located in large urban centers have
more urgent problems than other kinds of offices, and more time should be
devoted to &se management areas. :

High Workload (Applicants Available per ES Position) was related to low
Workload Balance--an indication of the conceptual validity of the MAS, S, and

. of the reliance that can be placed on the perceptions of the ES employees

On the total sdmple the Workload control score did not correlate signifi-
cantly with any? of the other MAS scores, a finding that did not replicate

the earlier results in Pennsylvanla .
\ A

Total Unemployed had negatlve correlations with 11 of the 19 MAS scores as

’

> i 81 7
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.would be expected in view of the correlation between Total Unemployed and
Applicants Available (r = .66). .

Two control scores were found to account for more variance than other con- .
trol scores in the multiple regression analyses to predict Individuals
Placed per Applicant Available and Individuals Placed per ES Position.
These wepe Workload and UI Claimants per Applicant Available. These
measur§§ ad .very low relationships to the\mﬁs scores except for %he Workload -
score Iha%ﬁe MAS. This indicates that the MAS scores .ind the control variables

were measyring different parts of the variance of the criterion measures--at

i

least thq tﬁ&‘for which the multiple regression was run.

In generaf, the-flndlngs of this study partially corroborated the findings
of the earlder Pennsylvania study, especially concerning the effect of office
size. The accumulation of more reliable data in the future will be needed
to tfind more answers concerning the effects of situational variables on
- management perégrmance. Conceptually, the findings of this study make lggical
B sense, and 'proVide a more adequate explanatlon of the effect of the control
variables on the measures of management practices.’
Validity Results: MAS Versus Performance Criteria )
4 . . e
The validity coefficients of the 19 MAS scores against the six selected,
performance criteria are presented in:Table 18. 1In this table of 114 validity
+ coefficients, approximately 5% of them could-be expected to be significant
by chance. The results indicate a generally high percentage of significant
validity coefficients, but the correlations are of limited magnitude. ‘With .
the exception of column 1, which represents a cost .criterion with which the
' correlations were expected to be'negative, all other correlations in _the
table reflecting positive attributes of ES performance should be poé/tlve
and this is generally true of the results that were obtained.

T

The most valid score for the Direct Employment Cost per Placement criterion‘”l.
was Performance Feedback, which confirmed the general findings of the Penn-
sylvania study. Altogether 32% of the MAS scores had significant correla-
tions with this criterion. Other MAS scores which corrcluted significantly
i} with this criterion measure included Fairness bf Management, Delegation of
c Authority, Opportunity for Promotion, Upward Communica*ion, end Operational
Efficiency. . *

With the second criterion, the number of Individual : Placed rer Applicant
. Available, 42% of the MAS scores had significant re.ationships, the two
4 highest correlations were with Satisfaction with Pa and Obezatidnal Ef-
ficiency, both of which correlated at the .22 level.

For the -third criterion, Percent of Openings Filled, 74% of the validity
coefficients were significant, with Morale and Opportunity for Promotion
being the most valid scores. Individuals Placed per Referral was the most
predictable Lrtt/zten in the study on the total sample, as 79% of the
MAS scores had significant validity coefficients against this criterion,
Thesmost valid score was Morale followed closely by Operational EfflClemcy
"and a number of other MAS scores. Individuals Placed per ES Position, one.
of the more important ériterion scores in the study, was predicted with
significant validity coefficients ‘by 58% of the MAS scores. The mst vall
82
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Table 18 . - e .
o Validity.Coeffic‘ients of MAS Scoves B
' - ’ .in Predicting Selected Criteria ,
< ’ (Combined States Data; N between 170, and 245)
% ) N _
“ hd . b4
- o o
; ‘ 12 3 4 5 6 L€y
«QQ N i
- % B i
- . : 3
o % . ﬁ&» b
1 Fairness of Manéé;;:ﬁént w 10
) s 2 v_‘Dezligagition of Autﬁ;)rity _ . 01 V” .
3. Bupervisory Effeétiveness 14*- l '
;f"" 4. n. § Admin. Efficiency. v 08
- 7 5 te for Innovation -14 07 11 18* 14% 08 o
g . tisfaction | S .09 o 18- _20** Jgxx a3 15F . .??f
7. g EffectiVeiiess 04 08  22%x. 16* 09 .08 o
8. Perforhance Fe;ec;lbe;ck - vooLppxx  13% L 17%% | 21%%. 19%* 11
} 9. EEO for Women - 11 o8 09 -03 13 12
! \10., "EEO for Minorities S 2 ) -5% .02 06 11 e
11: | Opportunity fc?r" nymotion ) -2‘0**_ C17** 26%% -24**_} ""2‘1._**(._;» 13 . S
12. Downward Communication w11, © 12 © 21*x  I9%¥ 19%%. 09,
. 13. Upward\Connﬁuﬁicat-ion S -17x 11 19%%  23%% . o s
14. satisfaction wifh Pay 02 22%% 1% 16%  14%  17%* .
15.. Morale . - L S14 c 19%% 26%% S20%k  22%% 14% _
16. Physical Work. Cond. & Equip.. . Ol a3 12 .05 04 13 08 ' o

. 17. Co-Worker Cooperation v - ~ -03 . 08 _ 17** 15* 09 . 05

18. Operational Efficiency “r/ ° = =16%  22%%  21** 24%% T Q2%k  20%*
©19.  Workload Balance - . T 11, 20%%  18%% 24%x 04  14*

- , . kp €..05; **p €01, - WS e .;,,,_,,_._,-_._',..MA,__‘,L,,_,”_L_,_.‘_”
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o agalnst some other important criteria. The validit

e fhd1v1duals Plaeeduper ES

F
S“CClal «pp11cants P, s P edlcted by 329 «pf:

va - f.the most
valid score b01ng Opé&atlo c1ency r’ﬂ‘ ’ﬂﬁ%ﬁ",

" “t N . B
Operational Efflcie y' was the st val;d MAS sco " pred cting all of the
selected criterion mgasures 51gn1f1cant1y¥ ‘This %'__fg followed by a Vo
"number of othersy intluding Work Satisfaction, P ‘Vilgnce Feedback, Oppor-
tuﬂlty for :Promotion)’ $atisfaction.with:Pay, and Morale. These scores cor-:
related~81gn1f1cantly w1th five of the six cr1ter10n measures.

ﬂ
© ‘While these results are approprlate when con51der1ng | evefmlf va11d1t1es
- obtdined on the’ tgtal sample they do not provide ingh: a#!on about the range
of validities. obtalned 4in’ the separate states nor dojcy *eflect_t validities
,cients‘fo the Oper-
“ atlonal Efflclepcy score in predicting the separate criterion measures for
each state are- presented in Table 19. 1In, thls table, the only™orrelations
“of consequence,&br MLssgurl,_a afor-Direct Employment Cost °per Placement and
- ; however, these are two of the hlghest

; Carollna, “four of the vdlidity coefficients
. B ce of the validity ceefficients for Operatlonal
. Eff1c1ency were above . 1Y~ the correlation was negative for predlctlng
‘ Ind1v1duals°P1aced per ES Position. Njn Ohio, the validity coefficients were

- generally 1n¢, thei‘30{s, and Individuals Placed per ES Positidn had a va11d1ty

coeff1c1ent’bf 4%{ one of the higher validity coefficients obtained in the

.

é?' study In’ Texas, the Operatlonal Efficiency score correlated above .20 with i
- 'anly two ,ﬁ tpe"crgxerlon measures, while in M1551ssfpp1} Operatlonal Efficiency

—_

L.

Q,:opportunqty for achieving the goals of Emplo

had §ubst ntla& Oalfﬁgtles agalnst ;only one of the crlterlon measures, Indivi-

ga“awp'r ES $1t;gh?;'

ions and the results
other information--

should bealnterpreted cautlously in conjunction with a
& #ydilable.’’ Thls is the general recommendation repeated Jthroughout the Super-
: fVisory, Hand,,ok“for the Managenient Aud1t Survey which stfated tﬁbt .all other

a in interpretAing the MAS scosfgk
.3 ﬁ*results of the current s udy \this g mmendation still“holds.

the: a1y21ng management procedures in' )
conJunctlon“wrth other criterion and control orendata offers a significant
yﬁgnt SerVvice activities in pro-
ducing higher effectiveness for ES operations. This can-be illustrated by
considering one of the criteria which was not selected for intensive study
sdurlng -the course of the investigation because of the relatively small sample

~

3
s
<

size, a measure of Total Cost per Placement. Data were obtained on this - -, .
measure from thfee states, Missouri, North arollnag and Tennessee, with a ~

total sample size of 78 offices. The total"Sample validity coeff1c1ent for
the-Operational - Eff1c1ency score’ predlct;ng—;EiiA%;Iterlon was -.450 The |
*results -of applying this prediction to the total &S dollars per placement. -.-
, data from.the State of Missouri are presented in Table 5%,, The' units wh;ph
scored in the top 25% Operatlonal Efficiency had .an ES Dollars per Mace-
ment average of $57.76, while for those units scorlng 4in the bottom 25th =
percentile, the average total cost per placement was $87:43." These results
indicated more’ than a 50% differemge in cost per plac nt between the upper

. : 4
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Table 19

a11d1ty Coeff1c1ents of . OperatlonaT>‘

Selectéﬁ Critegion Measures Across Six Stgtes

a5 \ ur'/‘\ 3
)ﬁ MO
1. Direct Employment Cost per ‘ 4o ‘ _
Placement ‘ _ -0 fﬁ:'% -04 -34 -09 -02.
. o )
2.,_Ind1v1duals Placed per Applicant - \\\gﬁ' . ‘
‘Available é .07 - 09 25 30 39 18"
3. Percent oﬁ Openlngs F111ed//' N oﬁfql, ;OQ 34 09 20
. ) ’/‘\ N
4, d1v1duals Placed pe; Referral 5‘198 04 26- 31" 11 26
: D 4
‘*g\\\s. IRdividuals Placed per ES Position 35 50 v 18 ¢ﬁ{§}31 03
"+ . .6. Percent of SpeC1a1 Appllcants L N o
.. Placed .08 - 08/ 23 29 35 19 .
\ ,
N
s “ | '
i ] i RV I
. Y
: =
{ +»
T
? .
P
- \ ’ '
/ p |
g S
: e S -
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‘Table 20
‘Average'TOQgI‘ES Dollars per Placement for
, Units in the Top 25% and Bottom 25% on
_the MAS Operational Efficiency Score* .
¢ < . R
: L A
‘ . /
: \ ,
: 22 P
$100 — _
. &
.u_;‘ )‘e i -
. $87.43 |- - . N
N $80 —4 | '
= N . ‘«
[}
5 A~ -
(9]
g 7 7
a.
“ $60 — ¢
o .
o $57.76
b i . ‘
o
4
4
8 $40 —
wn)
o .. off
5 \ j
= $20 —— Q\
¥ X ’
‘ w0 ’ ,_ﬁéFth 25% Top 25%
/ .

‘Operational Efficiency
-

v o - . %ﬁ
= *Missouri mean (52;60) and standard deviation (25.95);

total sample validity = -.45, ﬁ = 78 offices. .
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for 1mprov1ng and 1ntegrat1ng ES performance through’atteﬁtlon to. manage- y L
ment procedures as assessed qy the MAS. o . o et
. o : s e

The MAS Valldltles in tho R Jf o ) ' - S (g

S S o

he h1ghest€MAS valid%ties f'gdlctgng the six selected cr1ter1a were

® ound in thd Stat® oﬁ-@hiﬁ' he;e va11d1t1es can be found.in Table 2%, ;”"'a'ff
-+ These validities offe@ some Cero atlon for. the. f1nd1ngs of the earller ST
study in Pennsylvania. g“,‘g.d » » IR T

For example, on Individuals’ Placed per‘Referral 11 of'the”fgfﬁhsﬁsc'“
had significant validities.. In the Pennsylvania study, -10. of the "MAS, - #E G
had significantgvalidities. -Séven MAS-scores had 51gn1f1cant validities ji ﬂ Ll
both statés, including Fa1rness of Management Planning and Adminlstratw¢@ -
Efficiency, Upward Communication; Co “Worker Cooperation, and Operatlonal_ B ‘
Eff1c1ency oo A /7 PR AR
on th? other hand, certain MAS scales did not prove to be quite as effec- 417
.tive~in Ohio. For example, Climate for Innovation and Downward Communica-
tion were among the best MAS scores for predicting the performance criteria
in Pennsylvania, but these two scores were not fective predictors 1n,0hlo. ‘
The scores that were Ydentified as being ineffective in. Pennsylvania werem
.. -also ineffective in Ohio, with the exception of FairnessWof Management ;.
: g;whlch had useful va11d1t1es on two of the six criteria. ' ‘

.

;i;/ .'“fThe pred{ctahxllty of the criteria generally followeﬁ(ths resuLts obtained
.- on‘the. total sample, .with Percent of Openings Filled and Individuals Placed » .
.pex. "Referral being the most pred1ctab1e Also, as in the total sample, -
S 'Operatlonal Efficiency was the most con51stent1y valid predictor, correla-
o) f t1ng s1gn1f1tant1y with all six of the selected criteria. , \

.”éetalie of the pattern o‘{corro‘tlons among the MAS scores and \t-he control
‘.{r- ro, the magnitude of the vaTidities would change slightly and differenf

.tTally if the effects of the control scoré§Jvere to be held constant. For®
example; the validity for Operational Efficiency predicting Indivi ’
Placed per ES ‘position would drop from .43 .te:’.39, if Workload wers
constant across all work groups. The validity for Operational Eff:
5ned1gt1n§%Percent of .Openings Filled would increase from .34 to .

ek fects of, Total Unemployed were held constant. However, the valldlty
I i$n with Pay predicting Percént of Openings Filled would de-
M6 tqf.23, if the effects of Total Unemployed were held con-

f?. ‘ / ~order and second-order partial correlations would generally ‘

_ k;_°= 19553 -but the magnltude would typlcally be small. . AR
f}f . f1c1ents found in- Ohio weré obtained against criteria for - )
e h ‘préctded the administration of #he MAS by three

&y ”é}" ﬂﬁultSﬁfro he MAS asse5§ment of management procedures ,

.;” yn _ e, nskfps to criteria of ES performance over an ex- : .
. " tended” tim§ pef'oa;@a -achieVemgnt which: indicates in this eiample the impor-

p -‘._jance of ma agement procedure S o ES performance . ’ . .

‘ ts obta1ned/WLth the d1cated hat: *

s, ) ;»_. MAS\L— t ° i . -]

o N (! i g , .
g . .~ e There 15 ample ev1dence of d1fferences in anagemgnt - ¢ . o - .
N S procedures within’ and)k%tween states.- 5\1 T S
v T ' . .
. ) Yy v ' .

TR LT 8T '&’" .
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g A -
_ 1. Fairness of Menagement | -19 . 15 .«45** 34%* 29 . 15
. 2.  Delegation of Authority — #  -15 11 33%% - gg*. 22V+ 09 ‘
i Supervisory® Eff&‘ctlveness , =24 12 20+ 24 }28 11
4. .Planning G\Admm Efficiency -07 32*% WITE 44**‘ 25 31*
5, C11mate for Innovatlon ) 04 09 10 12 ) 10 07"
:‘6 __Work Satisfaction ’ -25 27+ 18 26% 19 25*
7. Training Effectiveness 15 00 27+ .23 20 02 _
8. Performance Féedback ¢ -25 22 36%%"7 43%* - 22 - 19 .
9. “EEO for Women - -05 04 12 00° 09 ' 10
10. . EEO for Minorities: 21004 -13 - -02 00 03 -
1L Opportunré’f for Promotion -34}_?”,;%;_ 22 S4x% ;5w 39* 22
-12 DownwardfC nication -08 09 31 20 17 12
13 Upward Communlcatlon - .. -22 '17-;; 3‘7** ’ 37**’, 29 12 -
14, gSatisfaction with Pay _‘;?4529 L 3okwe 46*#’(\ gx* . 48%* 3’2*'*_*;1’3_‘,__
15. » le 1 f % g, -16 25% . 37*%  31* 39* -25#”;'
16. Phy51ca1 Woxk: Cpnd. "§ ﬁqulp 09  -07 _3_/-09!. -16 0% -07 L.
17. Co- Worker Cooperatlon .*-" ,-24 22 36** 33**%  43** .19
18. Operational Efflclencir o _34*  30% :{4** 31 43 20+
19. Workload Balance . : w 10 Q" 26* 14  -06 -05
: - : .. N
. 14
*p £ .05; **p £ .01, ' .
- 88 . PRI PR /
-78- . | Py /.,;* ‘ .
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R ,\\Table 21

valid#ity Coefficients of MAS Scores in
' Predlctlng Se,l cted Criteria in Ohlo

Q{N between 38 andl65)
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Although the validitiés were limited in magnitude, there .

Jas a general tendency for MAS scores to have a high
percent of significant validitie® in pred1ct1ng selected ’
criteria of ES performance.

Cr1ter10n unrellab111ty and control score effects made

prediction- w1th ‘the MAS difficult. In view of the e

generally. consistent results, and the high validities
obtained in selected states, such as Pennsylvania and

Ohio, the most important issues deal with if and how ,
MAS information can _be used to*bring about higher
levels of ES perforfiance. : "

Y
The MAS system, in conjunction with effective criterion
measures and control' scores, offers an opportunlty to
initiate sound- management procedures throughout the ES
system, )
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'CHAPTER.VI

REVIEW- AND RECéMM%NDATIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH
' -

This research' has involved an analysis of extepsive amounts of data con-

HEaN cerning Employment Service operations. Descriptions of management pro-
o jidures were collected from 10,700 employees, dnd criterion and control
ore mé™sures were «collected on 451 local ES dffices. These data-were

collected across six different stat8s, during different time periods, so.
the project has cut across.yarious ggonomic and geographical situationms.

5. The results of the res h are complex and difficult to.summarize. Some
of the more important frndlngs are summar1zed below. '

N
8

Review »

[

ﬁﬁﬂlablllty'coeff1c1ents were computed on folTr states——M1551551pp1 North

Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas--oniwhlch arterly data were available.

There was some variation from state to sfate, but the reliabilities, gen- a}

erally speaking, were limited, i.e., m ygcorreEQtlons were below,. .60. ~ .-
.( The more unreliable the data, the more difficult it is to show. the 1mpact

of management procedures-on. ES,performance., Thiiunrellab111ty 6f the per-

formance data also makes pol1¢w~dec151ons and hlgher level management pro—

cedures morg difficult. ~§ « = = . m

‘ ° ’Jﬁ‘ﬁd ?': o “‘ -
. Con51derab1e criterion complex1ty character1zed the results obtalned from
! mgasures® to assess lggment Service performance., Six criteria.were se-.

lected for morefexten51ve study because of thejr importance to the Employ-
ment Service and their moJerate interrelationshipg.which indicated. some _
-conyergengce of management procedures in produc1ngﬁh1§h levels b0f ES perfor- q
¥ mance, “An" examimation of the 1nterre1at10nsh1ps revealed 2 great ‘deal about
the crlterfa, for example, the Service ‘per Applicant- (testlng, qpunsellng, "
) enpolled in training) measure was not. related to other-ES. performance measuresﬁ*
“1nd1cat1ng that a continued review of -these kinds of’gepVace is warranted.
Also quaL;ty of the p&bcements (hlgh -wage and long-term placements) did not
récéive as guich emphasis in: the ES.as it sh0u1d**s1nce theée criteria had

J%-. - only 4 imted relationships to nhe other crl‘Frla. ”f & ) ¢ .
f{_' s ?K_ . AN . - AY R 3?";
e ‘Workﬂ‘hﬁ ﬂgs tﬁe most 1mportant control score, hav1ng 51gq;f1cant 1nf1u" ;
v on seV i of the criteria. The differential effects of WQrkload on ‘two
criterii n'katlve 1mpact"on Individuals Placed per- A icant Avallabff
_ and a jb ”'mpact on‘Ind1v1duals ‘Placed pen@ES'P051t on-«indicated that
‘ more T : ﬂneeied to ‘determinie’ the policy implicationg of these results.

al appllcants and the prgportion Ulwclalmants in the"
und to have a negatlve 1hf1uencéﬂon the product1v1ty.-’

“The proport1on *of. spei
cliept population weré
of N work groups ;

g RS e f .




Workload were the most.important control scores, together accounting for
30% of the variance. Control scores accounted for 46% of thg variance of
a second criterion--Placements per ES Position--with Workload being the
. most substantial predictor, accounting for 26% of the variance by itself.
Because of the unreliability of the criterion measures and their dependence 5
upon these control scores, little variance rema1ned to show .the impact of
management procedures as assessed by the MAS. %
C ,
"Control scores were factor analyzeﬁgto determine the underlying dimensions y
and common chaTracteristics of.the measures. Four factors were found to be .
" of importance--Size, Urban-Rural type of employment, Workload and Special AN
: Applicants. This analysis helped to define the nature of the control var- >
* . iables that may influence ES ope}qtlons at the ‘local office level. '

M1$$1$$1pp1 had the -highest percent favorable scores’ On 11 of the 19 MAS
scoxeés, and Ohlp id the lowest scores on 15 MAS measures. Improvement on L
the Ohio scores COuld be expected with different management pract1ces Across,
the six states, the highest percent favorable scores were found on” Work Satis-
faction, Operatlonal ficiency, and Co- Worker Qooperatlon, indicating that
the ES employees in these states found satisfactian in the work they were

. . doing, felt that their units functioned we11 and cdoperated with eath other

« .. An-their work. Low scores were found on Opportunlty for Promotlon and Satls-- .

\\\ fgptlon with Pay. .

;The control scores deallng‘with ‘office . charactemistics or 51tuat10na1 factors - .
describing the setting in which the locgl,office operated were examined to PR
determine their impact on the descriptioﬁg\of management’ procedures as _ )

' assessed by the buéi_ Size was identified as™an important comtrol variable;
larger offices had low scores on many of the MAS variables, «confirming th"

results ‘obtained with the criterion measures. The results of the MAS-coftrol "
score relationship analys artially supported ‘the earlier findings in
Pennsylvania. o . '9'; . ’ g » . 'ﬁ;"g‘i

| The criteria were pred1cted with 51gn cant valldgtles by a high percent of S
The,Mﬁﬁ scores, between 32 and 79%, although the magnltude of*the: correla- ’

. tions was limited. The most pred1ctab _ cr1te§i§n was Individuals Placed
"+ per Referral. This was followed closel¥ by Pent of Openingg Filled, which
was' significantly predicted by 74% pf)the MAS scores. Operational Effi- -~

ciency was. the most valid MAS score area; having significant -validities on

all six of.the s ected criteria.  Opportunity for Promotion, Morale, Per-
formange Feedback and Satlsfactlon with Pay were also genegﬁily good pre- |
. dictors, having 51' ificant validities on-five of the six %glterla. There | ,
- were marked differepces for the various MAS scores a&cross‘states,. with the R
performance criteri in the’ State of Ohio being the most pred1ctab1e oL

43ﬂ} The validities in the State of Ohio were the hlghest overall corroborating
%" many of the—earlier Pennsylvanlaffrndlngs. Seven MAS scores had 51gn1f1cant L
7 validities on both states in predicting Individuals Platced per. ReFerral. - i%.ﬁﬁ*
+ The predictability, of the crlierla generally’ followed the results obtained SEE
on the total sample, with Percent of Openings Filled and ‘Placements per
Referral ‘being the most ‘predictable. Operat10na1 Efficie ey was the most W )
» consistently valid pred1ctor having 51gn1f1cant validitifks on all six ? . ‘
criteria. The validity coefficients found in.Ohio w ‘
o criferI"—for—a‘TQ“month—perIod—whrch—preceded*the—ad in stratlon—oégthe—MASawl—aw—~~——«
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by three months. The results from MAS assessments of management pro-
cedures in predicting different criteria of ES performance over such an
extended time period indicated the importance of the research in measuring
relevant management practices which. could be used to foster -more effectlve.
ES<operations. : . . .~

. WP On the basis of this research, the important question of the validity of
the MAS in predicting ES performance criteria has not been definitively
answered. While a high®percentage of significant validities were obtained,
the generality of the results in each of the participating states was limited,
- partially because of the unreliability of the criteria and the influence of
he control scores. A more inclusive question would make the following .
s ///‘ihquéﬁy' Do the results indicate that the MAS can be used with other manage-.
.f . ment information to strengthen management practices and improve ES perfor- .-
. mance? The answer to this question is partially dependent upon future
' research and upon interpretations of the current results. SincE there were
numerous indications of significang eppirical relationships between MAS
assessmentg of management practices. dgg ES performance criteria, the answer to
this question would be positive, if an effective system of recommended proce-
-dures for using MAS results with all other ava1lable information were avail-
able This issue and the f1nd1ngs from the current study lead to the fol~
Pow1ng recommendations for future research.’ . o,

] . : o 1

"”r uture-Research * : :
1) There is not a set of recommended procedures for using MAS Iﬁéhlngfzn—’~mi'r'.
an integrated strategy of organ1zat1onal development (OD) that makes full B
use. pf other available criterion’and control score '‘information. Since
MAS scores are disseminéted throughout ‘an organization from upper levels ~
down ‘to- lower level-work groups, the combined system should have broad
appl1cab1l1ty Thus, one of the poss1b111§1es for future reseakch would v
be to design, in pﬂement and evaluate OD strateg1es$ 1nclud1ng use of - *
criterion and control score information, .MAS resultg%- and.gther~OD t’chn1ques
so that evaluation evidence as well as .3 set of recommended procedures would
be available to guide future implement#tion and dissemination efforts. Such
i 'study would involve the collection of criterion-control score .information
arid MAS results at the beginning of the study, followed by.various kinds of
intervention efforts and repeated measures obtained on criterion-control
score information and MAS scotes. The intervention procedures would include
. information dissemination technjques; employee#part1c1pat1on development ey
of action plans, continuous fe ackagoops etc. This phase would then ///
be followed by another phase where other organlzatlonal components ;:“not.
studied initially. except as a control group, would impl ementgthe nqsklg—-
ing- recommended procedures on their own without the support and 1nﬁerven«
“tion of the 1nvest1gators. At the conclusion ‘of this second phaSe add1-
tional criterion and gpritrol score data would be: collected to.eualuate all
! procedures fdsther,J: : : o ‘ oo

~.

2) As mentioned-in the fir5t recommendation for future reserach, a manual - .-
e of recommended procedures ig needed which-would describe how MAS results -
can be used effectively in conjunction with other informat%on. Since the -, -
« MAS ha3 been administered to such' large samples of ES persomgel (Bver 20,000

employees), designing such a»manmfi\ifaze@pmmended procedures on the bd$1s _

- ~ ’
- .
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of current experiences of states where the MAS has been adm1n15tered
and upon all the available research findings-without doing a long-te
organizational development study would be a reasonable task. The ma:§éé
could then be modified as a result of future efperience, using these. -

‘‘cedures. Obviously, this strategy would be much more economical, but - \n

:less thorough, than an extensive 0D study.

3) As described in,the early chapters of this reportg_the MAS had its
origin as a supplement to conventional aud1t1ng techniques, so that a
‘'wide variety of management procedures could be economically examiped and
feedback prgvided at all levels of the organization In light of the “cur-
rent research f1nd1ngs the MAS could be combined in an 1ntegrated fashion
with an automated audit report analysis system which would consider a~ *
11m1teq?number of criterion and control scores such as Individuals Placed
per” Applicant Available, Individuals Placed per ES Position, Workload,
and UI Claimants per Applicant Available, and the data analyzed via a
computer-generated report for auditing and management personnel. The
system could be highly efficient; that is, the report written within two'
weeks after completion of the survey. The output would include an analysis
of management procedures and the criterion megsures and their interrela-
tionships to identify problem areas and oppoi%%ﬁrﬁies for improvement in
local offices. Such a system would go some distance toward integrating
criterion performance, control scores, and management procesdures 1nto
a sophisticated system *to-foster achievement of ES goiia
4)-’The Management Audit Survey was COnstructed.to be a general-purpose
instrument which woulq be appropriate for a wide range of organizations =
functjons within large organlzatlons The results of the current
dy supported many of the findings in the earlier .study on Pennsylvania
that certain key scores arg more important than others for ES operations,
e.g., Operational EfficienCy, Performance Feedback Morale, Downward. Com-
.munication, etc. For these 1mportant score areas and others, redesigning
% - 2
Lquestlons and scare ‘areas within the MAS to be spec1f1ca11y applicable to
manage cedures of ES operations would be relatively ¥®fficient  and
economfcal /pr$he rewriting of ‘items would incorporate vocabulary and, terms
that Yyould integrate management behaV1ors!and procedures as part of the
MAS sf&tem. The new form would thus \be specifically designed for ES
operations, would be’ economical, and could be used per10d1ca11y to assess
the Televant management behav1ors !
C e
5) As stated previously, one of the key issues is how to make best use
'of the results obtained in the current research to bring about h1gher

levels of ES performance The recommended . research numbered 2), 3), and .

4) above could be integrated-to achieve, such a goal. Such a combined =~ -
system offers a number of advantages A) definition and_quantification

of ES-goals” and performange indicad ;ﬁ_»MESSe%sment of,management pro-"
cedures which underly the hievement of uch goals; and C) a means of
1ntegrat1ng the different sets of measures of\management assessments,
crlterlon TREASures, and -control scores into an 1ntegrated system

o

6) The researchsindicated that control ‘scores have an 1mportant effect

on ES performance and yet 'there were strong indications of the instability
of the criterion-control score rqjatlonshlps Thus the results ob®ained ..’
in the present study as. we11 as those obtaIned by otwher 1nvest1gators =,

N %3 N
- . -
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indicate that the important control score effects should be cross- Validated
.over time, across geographical areas, and across units of analyses (i.e.
local officfs, SMSA's, and states). Without more.definitive evidence about
the mapgnitgde of contrel score effects to determine the generality of phc
results and their implications, management cannot evaluate the actuak
nature or extent of control score effects. :

7) The rcsearch revggled that there were not only reliability problems in
the criterion data b® also quality control limitdtions as a number of
slocal offices %ﬂd scores which were simply 1mp0551b1e on the measures in-
volved. Thus, ‘an opportunity for fut&re research is the development. of
' a simple, but:effective, quality conqrol system which would be entirely:-
computer- génelated ‘for analyzxng the jdcecuracy 5f ESARS performance data.
Such a’ computerlzedﬂgystem‘@Qgid look, at\phe~absolute magnitude of the .
results; obtammed as-weld aﬁmchet& ‘BT meaningful relationships between.
numcrator,? 'omynator; 1elat10n5h1ps with other triteria, etc. -Such
a system woqufcontrlbute to better quality of ESARS data and in itself \
=~ could be a criterion measure of local office and state pgrformance

=

,-w*’a 8) The Iegalts indicated that Workloadgdas an important variable in
S .lntluenCLng ES. performance. Furthermor®, the variable had differential .
impact on:different kinds of cr1ter1a—-Ihd1v1duals Placed per Applicant
Available and Individuals Placed per ES Position. The importance of these
findings suggests that a nation-wide study,should be conducted using avail-
able data to examine the standing of each state.on the Workload variable.
With this information, the significance of different levels of Workload
. could be evaluated in conjunction with national priorities and goals about
the relative importance of these two criteria. Such information would be .
helpful in directing resource expenditures to accomplish national goals.
Such a study should involve not only state-level data but-data at lgcal
office level on a sampllng basis. In this manher, an understanding
could be obtained of  the data‘aggregatlon process as different units of
analysis are used. The ‘study:should consider regional and state office
staff separately in looking at the outcome between the criteria‘and the
‘Workload measure- and' the results integrated to make overall conc1u51ons
-C% about stafflng prlorltles
' Research on: ES operatlons, performance, extent of service, client groups,
2’ ctc., in different business environments, with varied political and gocial
- p 119y considerations will continue to be extremely cop;T%x "The re:ETbs
he MAS system provide an opportunity for improvement in ES performance,
' characteristics of the MAS represent a level of considerable sophis- o

n in the measurement of management procedures and .organigational’
¢limat®. Yet, as’ subséiﬁYTadflnformatlon about the ES continués” toupccum—

*

ulate, this leads to further#roblems of 1mp1ementat10n and 1ssué<-d$gpﬂ11cy
““and direction....The }Edracteristics and furthge growth of such an open sys
® remain as a contlnued challenge for future rdi‘hrch and for ES management
and employees. L v %
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o o \ppendix . .
\ ‘;' Intercorrelation Among MAb bcorcs ' \ ‘
; ;f’ . and Other Varlable Across Individuals (N=12, 131] - : ‘
AR L
S ' \ . “ ‘

Moo 0 Descriptin -1 1 ¥ 45 ,'7\ POl N RN NS Y g 0B N,

] ? Fairness of Managenent - \ | 9
R’ Delegatlon of Authority 50 - \ ' * A
f ,\ \ 3 Superv1sory Effcctlveneés 58 S0 --.y, . \ ~ \
N} Plann1ng 4 Aduin, Effic. 43 38 S0 - . | \ .

o 5. Cllmate fob Innovation ? 4!0 7 5332 -- | | 4 p

6 Nork Satlsfactlon ' : ’34 Y 33 %g = \ ' . | | . ’ '
" . Tralnlng Cffectiveness .48 46 57 51. 47 .lz " o
T Perfornance Feedback K RO V [
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