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) SR - IR Abstract :

v The 11nkage among percept1ons ‘of the 1mportant aspects of the JOb of

factory superv1sor and reported stressor 1evels was emp1r1ca11y demonstrated

Ky

‘ Factory superv1sor5 (n—378) prov1ded JOb analys1s data and rat1ngs on four Job
'anstressors,. ro]e mnb1gu1ty, ro]e conf11ct, respons1b311ty for people, and ‘

'qnantitative wor kK oyer]oad. Task factor-rat1ngs, KSA.faotor ratings, and
jobndemand factor ratings signifitantly‘predioted job stressor 1evels The

_1mp11cat1ons for data-based stress management’ progrmns for factory super-
’/ e - . . .
visors were conS1dered. o S
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For most adu]ts who are emp]oyed the1r work represents _a: time commi t-
| ment wh1ch is exceeded by no other event in the1r everyday 11fe Accord1ng
to common]y held be11efs w1th1n our soc1ety regard1ng work our jobs should
br1ng sat1sfact1on, shou]d 1mprove the qua11ty of our. 11ves--both econom1ca11y:»
and psycho]og1ca11y--and shou]d allow time. for 1e1sure act1v1t1es The'; |
) b1ncreased attent1on to JOb stress management quality. of work Jdife, and y V»
- we]]ness programs w1th1n corporat1ons throughout the country suggests ‘that d.
: ’ . :

many of our JObS are not meet1ng these goa]s |

E;phas1s on Job Stress Research -

There has been an 1ncrease 1n both profess1ona1 and popu1ar opinion _ |
that JOb stress is a! pr1mary roadb]ock to ach1ev1ng many of these worklife .
goa]s Given the potent1a1 econom1c, psycho]og1ca1, and phyS1olog1ca1 costs ”b
of job’ stress this op1n1on 1s well founded (IvanceV1ch & Matteson, 1980)
In recent years several major rev1ews of JOb stress research have prov1ded
descr1pt1on5 of the elements of JOb stress These descr1pt1ons produced a
mode] under wh1ch much of our current JOb stress research has been conducted

! e

(e.g{: Beehr & Newman, k978 House, McM1chae1 We1ls, Kap]an & Landerman, 1979).
- Accord1ng to these rev1ews job stress consists of (a) stressors -- JOb re]ated

character1st1cs wh1ch are causa] in nature and (b) stra1ns -- 1nd1v1dua1

hea]th character1st1cs (1nc1ud1ng psycho]og1ca1 facets) that :re thought to

be consequences | _

; Based on' these descr1pt1ons .of the e]ements of job stress many stud1es .

have attemped to link the causa] e]ements (stressors) w1th the consequences /{

(stra1ns) - For examp]e, it has been shown that, stressors of éé§gychosoc1a1

- or1entat1on --"role amb1gu1ty, role conf11ct,vrespons1b111ty for persons, and

work over]oad -- are s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to 1ncreased reports of strain in
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.?f,gvdl | '\;';iﬁ f_ vd.egg 1f:h ,‘v_ - _ ;M_“. 3,. ,
.”'l1nd1v1dua1 emp]oyees -- uecreased JOb satusfact1on, 1ncreased anx1ety, .' - Jﬁ@ﬁ
V'1ncreased somat1c comp]a1nts (e 9.5 Beehr, Walsh & Taber, 1976 Chass1e & {
1Bhagat 1980 Ford & Bagot 1978) Thus, in many 1nstances these stressor;
stra1n 11rks have been emp1r1ca11y demonstrated ‘; : r ; | |

/

App11cat1on of Stressor-Stra1n Re]at1onsh1ps in Stress Management

The assumpt1ons of the stressor stra1n approach to JOb stress research.

+

have surfaced 1n many of the stress management programs current]y be1ng 1mp1e-‘-

: mented in organ1zat1ons Rang1ng from exerc1se programs to- b1ofeedback

gtra1n1ng to 0rogress1ve re]axat1on techn1ques, the focus of these stress
' R

management procedures is to teach the 1nd1v1dua1 worker how to 'cope w1th the )
1stra1ns being" exper1enced The goa] of these methods is to reduce. the 1mpact

of . 1nd1v1dua1 stressor 1nduced a11ments o .'ﬂ i } L I

1 . N /

Love and Beehr (]981) have argued however that w1thout emp1r1ca1 data

,,document1ng the effect1veness of- these programs the eho‘ce and 1mp1ementat1on
' . &

of a certa1n stress management procedure cannot be who]ly rat1ona1 Moreover, .
) w1thout a. focus on. reduc1ng the causa] factors (h1gh stressor 1evels) the

coping strateg1es taught to 1nd1V1dua1 workers w111 be at best temporary

.

~treatments For examp]e, 1f an 1nd1v1dua1 loses effect1veness 1n progress1ve

l

re]axat1on due to-Jack of pract1ce the h1gh stressor 1eve1s wh1ch have rema1ned )

Sin p]ace wﬂ] re1nstate the same h1gh stra1n 1eve1s S ,'a . . *

L1nk1ng»Sfressor Leve]s with Job Character1st1cs -- The Present Study

/ il

In order to p1npo1nt spec1f1c causa] factors of 1nd1v1dua1 strains

With1n.a-part1cu1ar job, 11nkages must be demonstrated among stressors and
, percept1ons of 1mportant job character1st1cs for an 1nd1v1dua1 employee. "

S1m11ar1y, linking percept]ons of core Jjob d1mens1ons with psycho]og1ca1 states

-
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f(other than stressor Tevels) has been demonstrated by Hackman and 01dham f'

(1975, 1936) i Through app]1cat1on of the1r Qob D1agnost1c Survey 1evels , of

JOb 1nv01vemeht were 51gn1f1cant1y related -to emp]oyee mot1vat1ona1 states
Personne] psychology has emphas1zed the ut111ty of 1dent1fy1nq 1mport-‘

ant JOb character1st1cs in the development of personne] systems (see Casc1o, '

1982) Through JOb ana]ys1s procedures the tasks, know]edges, sk111 Sy ab111-‘

o taes and. JOb demands 1mportant for success in a spec1f1c pos1t1on can be B

| 1dent1f1ed As measures of'core JOb d1men51ons, aTa Hackman & OTGnam (1975

-

| 1976), JOb ana]ys1s 1nformat1on shou]d be re]ated aTso to certain psycho]og1-,

Ccal” states. L S ' oy Ce ]

4

The present study sought to prov1de emp1r1caT documentat1on of the 1ink-

. N

ages among 1mportant job character1st1cs and stressor 1evels Past research
¥

has prov1ded 1nformat1on 1nd1cat1ng re]at1onsh1ps among organ1zat1ona] var1-~'

A

b]es such as structure organ1zat1ona1 env1ronment, 1nterpersonaF percep-‘
1ons etcs w1th roTe conf11ct and ro]e amb1gu1ty (Moch Bartunek & Brass, )
1979:’Mé?r1s~ Steers & Kock, 1979 N1cho]son & Goh, 1983) These stud1es, N

however, have not ut111zed job ana]ys1s procedu;es 1n determ1n1ng 1mportant
)

JOb character1st1cs through wh1ch JOb ftressor re]at1onsh1ps can be 1dent1-,:

- ——

f1ed

It was hypothes1zed that var1ous stressors cou]d be ”defined empirically”

g;through Tinkages with percept1ons of 1mgprtant Job character1st1cs That is,

’-:each stressor measured (1 e. ro]e amb1gu1ty, ro]e conf11ct responS1b111ty

¢

for peop]e and work over]oad) wou]d be emp1r1ca11y def1ned ‘through 1ts rela-,'

tlonsh1ps w1th parthuTar JOb character1st1cs..- o }
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e ethod

Yot

Subjects L R

The study.involvedijob analysis and stressorﬁmeasures gafhered from 378

\

k'factoryfsupervfsors; The typ1ca1 factory superv1sor was a wh1te ma]e between ‘

j4S-54-years'of'age HaV1ng atta1ned a h1gh schoo] degree ard accumu]at1on _

P S

'kof more than 21 years w1th the organ1zat1on were commion character1st1cs The

»

: typ1ca1 superv1sor worked f1rst sh1ft w1th1n a product1on/assemb1y department.

""More deta11ed 1nformat1on regard1ng samp]e character1st1cs is presented 1n o

s ..

. Table 1. ?;ri ' S
. ‘Insert Tab]ef] about here \
“. Procedire - - : R - N - -v - R ff

n

L Job“aHAE}EE; ' In order to 1dent1fy the 1mportant aSpects of the JOb of

factory supe(v1sor w1th1n the subJect organ1zat1pn a »ask based JOb ana]ys1s':_

:~,‘was completed (see McCorm1ck 1978) *Us1ng data co]]ected from 1nterv1ews

w1th 591ected JOb 1ncumbents, a. quest1onna1re was qeyeloped wh1ch reqqested

a

71nformat1on regard1ng the cruc1a1 tasks, knowledges,. sk111s, and ab111t1es

(KSA s) and JOb demands for factory superv1sors s llr;' S

For each task 11sted on the quest1onna1re the 1ncumbent prov1ded two

o rat1ngs us1ng anchored f1ve po1nt sca]es t1me spent compared to other tasks

and . cr1t1ca11ty to performance For each KSA 1ncumbents prov1ded a‘f1ve-

'po1nt 1mportance rat1ng Each job demand was eva]uated us1ng a four-po1nt

sca]e w1th anchors, as to 1ts descr1pt1veness of -the job of factory super-

,,v1sot within the subJectvorgan1zat1on, | - .'_ - N

Y

¢ e L e s e s e e
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| - U-. ?’6 .
Task KSA and Job demand factors Those tasks w1th a compos1te rat1ng

A

(averaged across’ t1me spent and cr1t1ca11ty ratings) of 2. 5 or greater were . -

entered 1nto a factor ana]ys1s A s1m11ar 2 5 cutoff 1eve1 ‘was used for ’,
enter1ng the KSA 1mportance rat1ngs 1nto a factor ana]ys1s. A11.Job dewand
rat1ngs were enLered 1nto a factor ana]ys1s For a1l factor ana]yses ortho-

fgona] rotat1on w1th 1terat1ons ‘was- used The rc.u1tant task factors, KSA

factors, and job. demand factors are ghown in TabTe ;i

S

:’——~*ff“*"”“"1nsert Tab]e 2 about here

g_gan1zatqona1 context of factory superv1sor Job As part of the Job

ana]ys1s quest1onna1re the 1ncumbents prov1ded 1nformat1on regard1ng the _'
_scope of the1r current pos1t1on as 1t re]ated to the overa]] organ1zat1on
.1Tab1e 3 presents a prof11e of the scope of the factory superv1sor pos1t1on -
b‘w1th1n the subJect organ1fat1on ' Spec1f1ca11y, the typ1ca1 superv1sor Job- A/f~
' 1nvo1ved 1nteract1on with' persons w1th1n the organ1zat1on, superv1s1on of o/
'i]] 50 subord1nates, and respons1b111ty for a budget of between $100 000 and//
: "::$500 000 The typ1ca1 superv1sor had prev1ous1y held e1ther a group Jeader
or techn1ca1 pos1t1on within the 0rgan1zat1on before assum1ng the factory
‘superv1sor JOb - ' '

[

. B . . e
B .

' Insert Tab]e 3.ab0ut,here

Stressor'measurement As the f1na1 sect1on of the job ana]ysis quest1on-

PR P,

‘naire factory superv1sors rated the—occurrence of four stressors us1ng a

/

f1ve-pd1nt sca]e (1) ro]e amb1gu1ty -- def1ned as . the extent to which ro]e

|
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4 o
A '

f1ncumbents understand thg1r JOb dut1es, r1ghts, and respons1b111t1es -= four

.2

"1tems were, extracted from the sca]e deve]oped by R1zzo House and L1rtzman ///(

3(1970), (2) role conf11ct -- def1ned as the degree of 1ncongru1ty or 1ncom-,-\

L?pat1b111ty of expeetat1ons - four 1tems were taken from the R1zzo et al.

(1980) -

_ sor, averaging ratings across related questionnaire'items”~“The average

Meé

- (1970) scale;- (3) respons1b111ty for peop]e - descr1bed asIhaV1ng contro]

-ovér the’ we]fare of others, notab]y subord1nates -- f1Ve 1tems were adapted

- N

" from IvanceV1ch and Matteson (1980),_and (4) quant1tat1ve work over]oad -

seen: as hav1ng more work than can be accomp11shed ‘within a g1ven t1me per1od '
\—-—I

- f1ve 1tems were adapted from the sca]e deve]oped by Ivancev1ch and Matteson’

.

These stressors weYe shown prev1ous1y to be causes of severa1 stra1ns

(see Beehr & Newman, 1978).'_A compOSﬂte score was oa]cu]ated for each stres-
. . B N Lt . 3 - - . i )

/oo,

]

stre ssor 1evels for’ the factory superV1sors (shown in Table-4)- werefbexpnd4~v%——

the mid- poznt of each stressor rated I R o f
I S— s ‘.
L Insert.Table 4 about fere e -
Results B

Linear Regression Analyses‘ oL _ i o L

The four stressors, as measured. in the - present study, were found to be

1ndependent (see Tab]e 5) 1near regress1on ana]yses were computed to

Insert Table 5 about here S




/. . -~

- . :" //, _ j=” Lo L . Using Job Analytic

/ : ’ . ’ g . ' . -

.,‘ Tty .. :

___A\lnvest1gate the re]at1onsh1p among 1mportant JOb character1st1cs, (i eV task

}» . ",factors, KSA factors, and JOb demand factors) and stressor 1eve1s (i.e., role '
'amb1gu1ty, ro1e conf11ct respon51b111ty for pe0p1e and work over]oad) For‘
ileachlstressor (dependent var1ab1e) three separate 11near regress1on ana]yses

';were pe rformed on the data us1ng task factor rat1ngs, KSA factor rat1ngs, and ;f

~o

'ob demand factor‘ratlngs as separate sets of pred1ctors (1ndependent var1-7d

e ab]es) S1mu1taneous enter1ng\of a]] pred1ctors was emp]oyed for a]] of.. the -
) ) : \‘ \_ . 4‘
- 512 11near regress1on equat1ons.ca1cu1ated As hypothes1zed percept1ons of
. - : .
. spec1f1c Job character1st1cs were 11nked to h1gh stressor 1evels, across a]] o

N

-

four stressors C

~q~f;fStPE£SOP-JOb Characteristic Re]atfonShips T -
3 S RoJe amb1gu1ty and ro]e conf11ct W re mosg’fr%quently found to have a

s1gn1f1cant re1at1onsh1p w1th spec1f1c “job character1st1cs There was Tittle

e __ﬂ_over1ap_Jn the.Job_character1st1cs 51gn1.Jcantly re]ated_to either. ro]e"rnmwrw+

amb1gu1ty orro]e c0nf11ct Cons1stent ;1th the arguments prov1ded by N1cho1son
and Goh (1983), ro]e conf11ct and ro]e amb1gu1ty had substant1a11y d1fferent
v _ 1mp11cat1ons for re]at1onsh1ps w1th JQb ana]ys1s percept1ons : Whereas ro]e
” conf11ct was 1nterpreted as an” 1ncompat1b111ty among tasks, resources, po]1-
- cies, or peop]e, role amb1gu1ty 1nvo]ved uncerta1nty and 1ack of c]ar1ty
regard1ng ro]e requ1rements for the 1nd1V1dua1 emp]oyee |
o]e ambiguity. §pec1f1ca11y, those JOb character1st1cs s1gn1f1cant1y \
related to ro]e amb1gu1ty were reaect/defect operat1ons ma1nta1n1ng persona]
texpert1se team act1V1ttes ddcumentat1on of worker prob]ems Wabor re]at10ns
.x'know1edge pack1ng and sh1pp1ng know]edge, prodUct know]edge, pr1nts, spec1-. .

'f1cat1on, and charts know]edge account1ng know]edge, so]1d state know]edge,.

- : C t

10
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T g,

oI

i
' nd the phys1ca1 requ1rements of the work (see Tab]e 6) Most areas of Fh

JOb of factory superV1sor s1gn1f1cant1y re]ated to 1eve1s of ro]e amb1gu1ty3'
- '1nvo1ved rat1ng as 1mportant know{edges needed by the 1ncumbents to, perform
", w1th1n the1r requ1red role Moreover, severa] 1mportant areas 1nvo1ved po-:.
P (.tent1a1 1ack of cTar1ty regard1ng organ1zat1ona1 procedures (e g. ,\documenta-

' ~t1on of- workerproblems, reaecthefect operat1ons)

R o o o 5Insert‘TabTékgwahdutJhere : /5

Ro]e conf11ct\\ For ro]e conf11ct the s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps 1nd1cated

“‘i¥a d1rect confrontat1on among peop]e aild procedures (see Tab]e 7). Specifi-

'ca11y, ro]e conf11ct was s1gn1f1cant1 re]ated to the pressure and’pacebof

'work act1v1ty, sa]vage/scrap operat1ons, 1nterface w1th purchas1ng, obta1n1ng
' ./. .

ma1ntenance for department, schedu11ng perat1ons oversee1ng product1on
o | [
.:,employee counse11ng, ma1ntenance know]edge and mak1ng adJUStments to persona]

Lot ISRy

-11fe : Most of. these 1mportant JOb character1st1cs 1nvo1ved 1nterfac1ng w1th

fother P90p1e w1th1n 07 outs1de of the’ superv1sor s department _:.l‘ -

it . L '5»Insert Tab]e 7 about\here

i

_‘ Respons1b111ty for\people There was. a degree of over]ap among JOb

*'character1st1cs seen as 1nd1cat1veibf ro]e amb1gu1ty and respons1b111ty for

.'people As Tab]e 8 shows most- of the JOb chargcter1st1cs s1gn1f1caﬁt1y re-r

1ated to 1evels of respons1b111ty for peop]e 1nvo]ved areas of ‘thé JOb of N

factory superv1sor wh1ch had d1rect bear1ng on-emp]oyee concerns . The pres-

-

hsure and pace of . work act1v1ty, budget operat1ons, team act1v1t1es, pack1ng T

2
{

;and . sh1pp1ng know]edge, product know]edge, account1 know]edge, so11d state :

re 4 .
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know]edge the phys1ca1 requ1rements of the work and emp]oyee adm1n1strat1ve Li]
L { g _______\ .
‘ act1v1t1es we‘e re]ated to 1eve1s of respons1b111ty fqr People.” It is 1nter- X

|
- esting to note the number of 1mportant areas 1nvo1ved w1th f1nanc}a1 dut1es

1

of the factory supery1sor wh1ch re]ate to 1eve1s of;nespons1b111ty for

emp] oyees . ‘ "l A ‘4 - T ! .4‘ ’ " K to " . / : Ty -
- ) ;i;;:\\\ : - 1 _ “o,
-l Insert\Tab]e 8 abdﬁt here o Y
L o B / ” ¥ " :
WOrk QVerloéd Leve] of work overload\(see Tab?e 9), as seen by the
factory superrtsors, was re]ated to the s1ng]e JOb demand of pressure and o i

pace of work act1V1ty Def1ned as/too many th1no\\to\he done, w1th not enough

\
t1me for completion, th1s re]at1onsh1p was a]most 1ntu1t1Ve

l \ o . \. . | -, \\ . -_“\.‘: - l. .. . v

 Insert Table 9 about here

s,.__4,"..,,_,, <

e AR
D1scuss1on o S

i

Def1n1_g Stressors Through Job Character1st1c L1nkag;s :

As hypothes1zed each stressor (1 e s ro]e amb1gu1ty,.ro]e conf11ct,
l
j respons1b111ty for peop]e, ‘and work over]oad) was "def1ned emp1r1ca11y"‘

\

through s1gn1f1cant re]at1onsh1ps with 1mportant @@b character1st1cs ‘These

a
! L

emp1r1ca1 def1n1t1ons co1nc1ded with severa] of the\def1n1t1ons of these var1- _

‘ ab]es stated in past research (1 e. ,,House, McM1chae1\ We1ls, KaBTan &.
I o . .
Landerman, 1979 N1cho1son & Goh 1983) : - -

f Role amb1gu1ty was emp1r1ca11y def1ned by 1ts 11nk w1th many know]edge

4

areas wh1ch were seen as 1mportant aspects, of the Job and. 1ent themse]yes to
\

' a~c]ear;and unambiguous understand1ng of<the JOb of factory superV1sor. The

i2
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more the superv1sor reported know]edge areas as important 1n the JOb the more

JJkely h1gh 1evels of ro]e amb1gu1ty were ev1denced

H

Conf11ct among organ1zat1ona1 departments and 1nd1V1dua14 was seen ‘as -

’ cruc1a1 to successful comp1et1on of the job and- emp1r1ca11y def1ned th1s stres- !
/

sor for the factory superV1sors Interfaces with qrgan1zat1ona1 un1ts such

’ /

as. the purchas1ng and ma1ntenapce departments were. qu1te 1mportant to the

[

o superv1sor and a potent1a1 source of Job: stress The factory superv1sor

portrayed themse]f as the person who must coord1nate many individuals and = . . .

| .
ent1re departments to sat1sfactor11y comp]ete their JOb duties, - - -/
- /

./’

' Respon51b111ty for peop]e 1nd1cated ar concern on the part of the factory
suéerV1sors for the 1mpact of many budget and f1nanc1a11y re]ated 1tems upon § .

the1r emp]oyees. That is,. the superv1sors reported respons1b111ty for the Ij;: )
f1nanc1a1 soundness of the1r un1ts as a very 1mportant part of the1r JOb ‘ t: '.

- wh1ch was directly re]ated to the1r'respons1b111ty for ‘their emp]oyees. Per-‘”;
: haPS as a statement of current econom1c cond1t1ons, f1nancma] matters were ;ff‘d-;
seen as‘a pr1many 1nf1uence on the well be1ng of subord7nates;rM«f
“Work over]oad a common comp1a1nt (see Beehr & Newman, 1978) was re]ated

to the 51ngle ibb charactergst1c presfure and pace of work ao¢1v1ty ' Thls

ver1f1ed the frequent]y stated def1n1t1on of th1s stressor —}\.”

Imp11cat1ons for Stress Management For Factory;Superv1sors 7;\’¢“"‘
- e

7,— 'J

The d1rect app11cat1on of the study f1nd1ngs focu< on deVe1opment of 5:;

stress management programs wh1ch deal w1th reduct1on ou stressor 1eve1'”

. ) . o o ,_
" reduction:. - : L /-g¢ SRR ‘/
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Ve

(1) For reduct1on of ro]e ambiguity w1th1n factorywsﬁper§isors, 1ncreased .
!

'know1edge gained through\tra1n1ng or formal educat1on 15'suggested C]ar1f1-

Pt

cat1on u¥ the role of factory supérv1sor could. be 1mproved with 1ncreased

perceptmnc that the supervxsors had 1ncreased expertise 1n cruc1a] areas;

(2) An- organ12at1ona] 1ntervent1on program, such as conf]1ct management
"1s suggested for reduct1on of roTe conflcct The 1mportance of manag1ng 1nter-
faces w1th various urgan1zat1ona] un1ts wéé ‘highly related to 1eve]s of role

onf]1ct An 1ntervent1on program yhﬁch 1nvo]ves conf]1ct management among

o -
: f~these groups or actua] organizational restructur1ng would assist the factory

superv1sors in attainipg pps1t1ve 1nteract1ons thus reducing th1s stressor,
(3) The present s idy 1dent1f1ed f1nanc1a] concerns as s1gn1f1cant1y
'5‘re]ated to 1eve]s o;/respon51b1]1ty for peop]eJ The 1mportance attached to
’ these f1nanc1a] concerns may be a statement of the current econom1cvrecess1on~ o
ary cond1t1ons Wh11e so]ut1on of the nat1on s economic woes is a- 1arger taskdb

Yy o

than most organ1zat*ona1 1ntervent1ons, the f1nd1ngs suggest that the budgeting

' . and resource a]]ocat1on systems be exam1ned It is" poss1b1e that changing the:

'“faccount1ng procedures may 1mpact on a more cost effect1ve allocation of scarce

N resources. Moreover, the compet1t1ve budget a]]ocat1on system built into many .

_organ1zat1ons (1 e., superv1sors compete for a piece of\a pool of limited re-

s

v;_sources) may 1ncrease th1s stressor., In anylcase,-the superv1sors were quite -
?e!1n tune u1th the 1mpact of f1nanc1a] matters‘on‘thetr emp]oy es;

Hf;' (4) Wh11e the percept1on of work over]oad probab]y cannot be comp]ete]y
;Frd1spensed, 1t shou]d he'noted as an 1nd1cat1on of potent1a] job Stress; That

j'_1s, the pressure’and pace of work act1v1ty may be man1pu]ated.to ease these

stress- re]ated/pergept1ons

- ;-

/ i . . . . - .
N - . - .
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Impact of Using Job Analytic Perceptions in Stress Research

Data based stress management , Reducc1on of the causa] ‘factors of. JOb

stress for factory superv1sors 1s more cost effect1ve than cont1nua1 alle- -

"V1at1on of- 1nd1v1dua1 stra1ns through teach1ng of 1nd1v1dua1 cop1ng strateg1es
\

This or1entat1on, however, is opposed to the trad1t1ona1 c11n1ca1 or med1ca1 -

model of 1nd1v1dua1 ‘health treatment ;' The methodo]ogy emp]oyed in the pre-

sent study goes beyond 1nd1v1dua1 d1agnos1s and ana]ys1s to group measures.
' wh11e the 1nd1v1dua1 1s not ignored, the maJor thrust is the 1dent1f1cat1on :

of Job percept1ons and stressor 1eve1s for the maJor1ty of Job 1ntumbents

The/c11n1cai or medical mode] of hea]th treatment usually takes the
approach of diagnosing the 1nd1v1dua1 and f1tt1ng~that person into the appro-' '
“_ priate'treafment mode. Tak1ng the job dut1es, organ1zat1ona1 structure and

bus1ness rea11t1es as g1ven the 1nd1v1dua1 would be changed to f1t w1th1n .

t,the existent env1ronment e .
n i . _

,1, SN ﬁ__ w/
Regardless of one's or1entat1on, the data 1nd1cate that spec1f1c JOb

characteristics seen as 1mportant in the JOb of factory superv1sor are linked

. to 1evels of var1ous stressors To max1m1ze reduct1on of stress 1eyels
"v H /v. Al ‘ .
B remedJat1on of the stressors 1s.suggested across Job 1ncumbents-us1ng the

job ana]yt1c percept1ons as gu1des to program deve]opment
' :xtend1ng JOb character1st1c psychol4g1ca] state research The usefulness

;o .
" of job analysis data has been we]] documented (see Casc1o, 1982) Pr1mar11y,

however, the utﬂ

tion of such 1nformat1on to the deve]opment of personne] systems. The present
/

lity of job ana]ys1s data has been measured in the app11ca- v

/ ~ study has opened a/new door with regard to another application of Jjob ana]ys1s'

' »data That . 1s,/ﬁob ana]ys1s data which 1nvo]ves worker percept1ons of the 7
: VA S S N ‘ !
L] ) J . L » o . ,.,
S ' I o : o 7

e e L Vil ez e L




' - | ,' ' Vo' ' Us1ng Job Ana]yt1c
importance of various tasks,vKSA;s and job demands i indicativg of stressor
levels (i. ., psycho]og1ca1 states) for. JOb 1ncumbents" Wh11e the presenu
study focused on four.stressors, future research may 1dent1fy other psycho]og1ca1
character1st1cs wh1ch can.be pred1cted from percept1ons of JOb character1st1cs

| In add1t1on, future research is needed to extend the methodo]ogy used 1n
the present study to other pos1t1ons Wh11e the pos1t1on of factory supervisor’
is found among many d1fferent,types of organ1zat1ons, there may . be S1gn1f1cant

'f d1fferences 1n the re]at1onsh1ps among JOb character1st1cs of nonsuperv1sory |

JObS and stressor levels. Moreover, 1t has been suggested (Sasser & Leonard

*“7“‘*“1980)_that “the factory superv1sor S JOb (e, f1rSt 11ne superV1sor) 1s

un1que_when compared to higher- 1eve1 manager1a1 ro]es Rep11cat1on of the o .
/

////////Eresent study methodo]ogy and measurement would 1dent1fy not on]y d1fferences

Ny
~

1n 1mportant job character1~ .3 among. pos1t1ons, but the frequency of h1gh

; stressor 1eve1s among a varaety of occupat1ons.

°

s
L

. "//.

-
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Footnotes

i 3

1Correspondence concern1ng th1s manuscr1pt shou]d be sent to Kev1n G. Love,
N\

S]oan Hé/J #101 Centra] M1chwg?n Un1vers1ty, Mt P]easant M1ch1gan 48859

i-v

2Current]y employed by M1nnegasco M1nneapo]1s M1nnesota 55402
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N - Tab1e 1

. Factory Subervisob Job. Analysis Participants
\\. S RI . o _i’ .

.E_Varféb1e o

. _  1§}{;% of Sﬁperisors' - .ﬁ~41-1‘7
. Sex R l | ' ) | o i . .1.‘-;‘ " ‘ a ._ 'A -‘-“ .. :, o
o Male : ST R
" - Female - o ..J R

N 'Ra'c‘e' s - ‘ . ; |
CeBlaek. Ly
.~ Caucasian .- e B R,
~'Span1sh Surname- o S
- Amer1can Indian s O 0.5
- Other S A

® Age S . c ., .
“Under 26 . .05
2529 .. SR R .
I- 3-3¢ T N g s
. 40444 T I R
Sles-a0 .
;\so-s4i S R 3 E
- 55 0r over T R | | | N

O Educa 1on : : g . . o . .
' - Less than h1gh schoo] | B ,”  . ‘.” Lo 113 - -
H:ﬁh schoo] -__,_j,d . o "46'. I
- Some college - . - 38
Ass ciate or 2 year degree o EEE '

[

|
‘N w o
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T Tabled (cont)

e °Factory Superv1sor Job Analys1s Part1c1pants
' '-_".-'.—-' . _— ‘. . . /
R '%be Supervisors ..

~Variable

' 0 Tenure with organization .. SR

- 1 to 2 years S 1
o 3t6 4 yetil_Y‘SA T . 4 4

- 5't0 10 years  ‘ﬁ_ ) . 3 100 -
- 11 to20 years - - - L 32
=21 yéars'dr more’ ??x _ '/// 53 7
. ) R /,/ ‘ - i

O Tenure as a Supe 1sor/Manag¢r . //
- Less than ]/éy ;/ : 6
-1 to 2 years /o 12
-3 to 4 years ;"' / g toog -
- 5to-10 years - , // = 21
=11 %o 20 years - . 23

‘21 years or more

0 Shift
' - First_.‘“

- second }~ . . /

- Third

' Generic departmenﬁ/supervised

._Ma1ntenance 7oA

Stores, mater1a1 hand11ng
Sh1pp1ng, pack1ng

‘Tool room’ - - /-
'Product1on/assemb1y
_Inspect1on/qua11ty

Manufactur1ng/fabr1cat1on

1Product1on contro] o
}oo] des1gn '

N

0 W rto -

83

15

42
‘ -. '.]‘6
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. Tab]e 2 .

Task KSA and Job Demand Factors

Task/Factors

hE}

Human Re]at1ons
.-”Determ1n|ng Short- Term So]ut1ons
Ma1nta1n1ng Persona] Expert1se
Too]1ng Processes f ' 7
‘Employee Administrative Activities ‘;
/Documentation of Worker Problems
Interface nﬁth PerSonnel Dept.
.C0ntrol of Department s Safety and
_ Housekeep1ng
9. Commun1cat1ons _ )
- 10, ‘Workload - Requ1rements
M. Budget 0perat1ons '
’5h12. . Team Act1v1t1es
13. Labor Re]at1ons o _ e
]14. WOrk1ng w1th Problem Emp]oyees o . :b‘s\g
:15.~'Safety Reporting = ' 3

16' Ut111z1ng Emp]oyee Suggest1ons and .
> .Dp1n1ons e . ' _ e

17.i\Sa1vage/Scrap 0perat1ono ‘ v s
11]8; 'ReJect1ons/Defect 0perat1ons

f19.’VGenera1 Da11y Act1v1t1es

20.;;0versee1ng Dev1ce/Parts Product1on

_21..mProduct1on Contro]/Paqts Schedu11ng ' L _D "' : "_ 3 }"Y
.2g%;'501Vﬂng Product1on Prob]ems ' e ’ : o
23. Schedu11ng 0perat1ons L

[

"24;:ﬂ0bta1n1ng Ma1ntenance for Dept

0O N O B W N

25. Lead Person D1rect1ons' _ : e
263fﬂQua11ty Cons1derat1ons g
B 27;ﬁﬁ1nspect1on Department 0perat1ons 'Hﬁr_ Coo e /
i 28, 'Interface W1th Purchas1ng "; S T DR |
*f‘n29{ Ma1ntenance Dept 0perat1ons R .'j:b L | %
vf3p.ﬁ;Mater1a1 Hand11ng Dept Operations pf“]jf;}' ;?’ffp' {f.ii’ 'i_ v ~}¢[

131if_5h1pp1ng, Pack1ng Dept 0perat1onsff*-f,pnwﬂrrﬂ3 o f S 'J;F';f_.
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_ v;&“Table 2 (cont.)
' KSA Factors - o
1. Composure ' '
Z.JfLabor Relat1ons Know]edge _ X
'3.~ Pr1nts Specs, & Charts Know]edge
4. Inspection Knowledge _ - "
5. ‘Prqblem Solving Sk111$
6. Accounting Knowledge = ) ,
7. Employee Counseling" Sk1115 : )
8. Diplomacy & Tact :
9. Packing & Sh1ppjnq_Know1edge
10. .Product Knowledge
1. Ma1ntenance_599w1edge
-12.  Interaction SkilTs . o '
13. Solid State Knowledge : . _
* . Job Demand‘FactoFs _
1. Pressure and Pace of WOrk Act1v1ty
2. Physical Requ1rements of Work
.3,__AdJustmgnts to Personal Life . ,
ﬁw_,~_~_m?““‘ | - e L o=
| b ‘l




Tab]e 3

Scogg,of Factory Superv1sor Job- .

°

Variable - .

) T1me Spent Interact1ng With- Persons

W1th1n Organ1zat1on - _ s . -
| 0% - | S : i - o . S
o 1-10% S | | | S
e M-8y L - 3.3
< -2 -s08 o S 10.8
/ -5 o751 I Y
L 276-1%0% . 293
- -91-100%" T . 306
. ) ’ | . . )

O Time Spent Interact1ng With Persons’
‘Outside Organ1zat1on - e

 r 1-10%  '3“‘n e .'trfa“f' .""‘1612'}
A1~ 255 B - - |
26 - 50%° ':f" S . j-”'; 1.4
51 - 754 - = L

91 =008 ST | -

il

@ Number df,Emp1byées Supervised

1.6
5.9
/AT
13.7

51 - 100
101 - 150

- o 1.3
= 151 =200 2 L3
<7201 = 250 j't; --

= More than 250 ="
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| Table 3 (cont.) . |
Variable - _' : - o %_bf Supervisors
.8 Budgét ResponsibiTity. ‘ b _
- - 0= Not responsible for a budQEt - B - 22.8
_ - Up to $10,000 o B
- $10,000 - $100, 000 . s 7.3
- $100,000 - $500,000 - o S L28.4
- $500,000 - $1 M11110n ' B o - 19.7
- Greater than ﬁ] M11]1on L . 20.2
- L . TN
O_Type of Job Prior lo,Factdry-SuperVisor POSithn ' o
Another Supervisory Position in Organization 7.6
Group Leader. o L3S
Engineer EEE : 6.3 f\\
. 'Hour1y Factory Employee (other than group 1eader) 23.4 \\
. Office and Technical . - . 28.0 -
Other Company R | 3.3
SR S ®
a ‘o -
. R ‘ - / ' o
i I e
\ : T - ,
A-\T : . o / =
| \\, / |
e ‘ k“..
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7 Table s,

N 4

(N . Factory Supervisor:Stressor Levels S e

'_Str‘es.sor | I T S |

CWork Overload | 3.88‘j e
Role Ambiguity 2.6 . 75
Role Conflict - 2.84 - 7. .19

© Responsibility- for-People 4.28 | .

~—— . . . . .. Lo . RN

L)
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Table 5

e N Infefcorre1'ati°n3"Among Stressors
. 2 # PR UL

[

. " _Mork . . Role . ~'Role- . Responsibility

- Overload Ambiguity _“:__:;Cc“)nf],igtw;;-‘. For People

‘WOY‘-I.(‘_' Oveﬂoad

Rble Ambiguity S R Tt R
Role Conflict " .19 57 -~
‘Responsibility for.People ~ .13 18 .04 - -
' ) : - . . '_)‘ ; «
R, o -

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 6
: Significant_[igear'Regressidn Analyses with
'*;“”;““‘“*’“““’““"*““”wDépéhdéﬁt”Vdriab]é“bf“Ro]e"Ambiguity*'4“—‘”—f“j _f—“f;“‘“‘*‘”f”
Predictors: Task Factor Ratings =~ '”fA N R ) .
) CR= .51 ' o |
R%= .26
- Factors ©* P Beta ~  aR? .
v ReJect1on/defect operatlons o .. 24% : .04
: " Budget operations - . L20% .05
| = Maintaining: pé(fonal experfise ) e 3% - ‘,'..02v
Team activities T ca 13 .01
bocumentation of worker problems - - -.13* .01
.-----_---f--_;----;----; ...... ﬁz.__f__-; .......... S L S —————
'ﬁredjctOkéi-_KSA Factor Rati@ﬁf _; L . - ’_fv _;;--
' R.= 44** ] - S t
T Factors . . Beta aRE |
Labor relat1ons knciledge . - S - .07 RS
Pack1ng and sh1pp1ng know]edge B ]8**4 ‘ 02 ,‘
Product knowledge- . , =L 2]%% o .02
Pr1nts, spec1f1cat1ons knowledge C.20% .04 -
Account1ng know]edge .."_‘,' . C L 15%% '." .02 |
.:/ Solid state.know]edge L 1;16* o o .01
Predictors: Job Demand Factor Ratings
- | - :“R = .17*l" B ,l o h \ .
. R%= 03 R R .
Factors -~ . :f-,'.ggtgl o .v'éﬂg}
Phys1ca1 require; Jents of work -ase T 02 n
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) T ‘ /Tab]e‘7__ ~ '
Significant Linear Regression Analyses with o
Dependent Var1ab1e of Ro]e Conf11ct
Predictors: Task Factor Ratings '
‘ R = .51% L
R>= .26 | |
Factors - - v S _git;a_" - ﬁg
Sa]vage scrap operat1ons ' L 26%* - .08
Interface with purchasing : -.25%% .08
Maintenance department 04 :rations [,« .15% A | - .02 -
. Maintaining persomal expertise  -.13% .02,
'_ 5chedu11ng operations = . [ - -~.35% . o .001
' Overseeing dev1ce/parts-productian .46 i .006
i e e e
_. ‘Predictors: KSA Factor- Ratings . A
i pm 73w S ° .
O R=L13. T T
Factors - s S ) 'Eggg ‘AEE
~ Product knowledge ' L 23w . .03
.Accounting knowledge . .14% .02
h\ Employee counée1in9 skills ) R ' .0
| Maintenance knowledge 23k l"' .01
‘Predictors: Job Demand Factor Rati ngs .
- R = .32%% -
/ ..R2=-f.]0 _
Factors =~ — . .. Beta . . . aBF
Pressure and .pace of work ’ ' ,.'-, j;gi
.. activity o ' CL23%* | V.08
 Adjustments to. persona] ' T
life e BT .02
. *pi< .05 ' \
- **p < .0




Using Job Analytic

" 28 -
Table 8 | |
,Significantutinear Regression Analysis with B .
“Dependent-Variable of Responsibility for People
P edfctnrs: Task:Factor Ratings .
' | R= .70%% . ¥ . .
R%= a9 . . o
Factors =~ s Beta . | égi )
| Budget operat1onsf S o BEFx T .32
Emp]oyee administrative act1v1t1es '4;17**' v 04
Team activities. =~ - . -.12% . .02
Obtaining- maintenance for o | T
department k P VAl .03
Determ1n1ng short- term so]ut1ons 1% | ~.007 -
’Inspect1on department operations ° ,~.23**, e o .007- - -
“*%  Interface with personnel SR LT
department S VA ‘ - .002 -
Labor relations - . : L13% T .005
Predictors: KSA Factor Rat1ngs ] : - v 5
LT RE 43R o S g
CRE=9 T o o /

- Factors . - flr' Beta : "AEE‘
-AccoUntfng kndw]edge : . ‘ :32%% e a1,
-Dip1omacy'end'tact - Com23 02

. Solid state knowledge e L I.15% ’¥\ . .01

*‘Produet knowledge .- * L= 14 S0

Packing and shipping knowledge . 13¢ . .01
o o » e . ; ‘

. Pradictors: “Job Demand Factdr"Ratfnds'

Egctors 1:, ij . o Beta 1 - fj' N éﬂi -
L | Phys1ca] requ1rements of. work olgEx 03
"F;Vre' 4 Pressure and pace Qf,wqu{act1y1ty‘:;j‘;14**)'_ D .02 -

w»
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B | ‘Table 9 | i
_ g1gn1f1cant Linear RegreSxion Ara?‘rf‘es w1th
h N . Dependent Var1ab1e of work Dver]oad
i Predfctofﬁ. Job Demand §a~tor Ratings

a R = |.54%* o

R%= .29
Factor . ' ,', : ~ Beta : 'ABE
Pressure and pace . o .
of work activity . . - JB3** .29
3




