D-R126 836 THE EVOLUTION OF THE INFdRHRTION'SVSTEHS MANARGERCU) 1/1
gggﬂkzPOSTGRRDUHTE SCHOOL MONTEREY CA T M MACHRK

UNCLASSIFIED F/G 5/9




AR A N L L

o

I

I
I

I

seeEEER

EEEERE
EEE

———
.
-—
{12

3

FF

\I\\I

)
O

||||o

|\\||

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

T T I 7Y




Hhp126856

DTIC FILE COPY

NAVAL POSTGRADUATE

Monterey, Galifornia

SCHOOL

DTIC

ELECTE
APR 151983 ; .
THESIS D
THE EVOLUTION OF THE B
INFORMATION SYSTEMS MANAGER -
by )
THOMAS M. MACHAK 5
-l
December, 1982 R
3
-
Thesis Advisor: John Senger
Approved for Public Release; Distribution Unlimited i
1
-
1.
R L . R .




e =~ = ——— e
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE BEPGEE Ot L TiG FoRM
T REPSRY WuRER "5, GOVT AcCEision %l 3. PIEN ATALOG NUMBER
AD A/2A B 5C
4. TITLE (and Subtitie) . S. TYPE OF REFPORT & PEMOD COVERED

) Master's Thesis
The Evolution of the Information Systems | December 1982

Manager §. PERFOMUNG ORG. ATPORT NUMBEN
T T T T TR YR Y oh BRanY wonbTir e

Thomas M. Machak

TS TRP oG SRS TR TIoR R 3B aEGR TR T ST
Naval Postgraduate School AREA & WORK UNIT NuuatRs
Monterey, CA 93940

1. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME ANDO ADDRESS 13. REPORYT DATE

Naval Postgraduate School December 1982

Monterey, CA 93940 " nuno;:ioc »AGES

T
[} NG AGENCY NAME & ADD® " & from Cantreliing Otfice) 15. SECURITY CLASS. (of thie ripernt)

UNCUASSIFED_

e,
SCHEDULE

e GIaTRBUTION STATEMENT (of thie Repert)
Approved for Public Release; Distribution Unlimited

17. DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the sbetrast entered in Bleek 20, H ditfesent ram Repeost)

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

19. KEY WORDS (Continve en reverss side I neccccary and Idontify by block mmmber)

Management, Personality, Biodata, EPPS

20. AGSTRACT (Continue en roveree ofde If -y and Ié fy oy block mumber)

This study examines personality and biographical data gathered
from a group of Information Systems Managers in an attempt to
determine if these managers are more like their subordinates
or their peers. A group of thirty-seven subjects employed in
high-level computer related managerial positions completed a
survey designed to measure Murray's Variables of Personality
and a biodata questionnaire. The findings were compared to

lpublished results from sj ) I

,onks 1473  eoimiom o 1 wov 8 13 oBSOLETE
S/N 0102-014- 6601 S ————————————
7 orea-ol SRCURITY CLABSIFICATION OF THIS PAGE (When Dote Bniered)

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

o

.’

T J AN :" 1S VSRR

N VIO

Lodd

ok

x

P




A et 2 R St iai S e AT Tl R S g T oW W - LD = S Sl i dk el i i A L) . T e R .
[~ S A i Mt e R A i A A A A S S P R s S AN OR R AN S AR S WA A I A

e S
o ve & P P & fose Datonnd-

—

conducted on computer programmers and systems analysts and on
other managers.

The research shows that, in terms of Murray's Variables of "
Personality, the study group of Information Systems Managers I
had more in common with other managers than they did with

{ programmers and systems analysts. Additionally, based on the
results of the biodata gathered, these men shared a feeling of
self-confidence and a positive outlook for the future with other
menbers of the management profession.

Accession For , 4

NTIS GRA&I )~ ¢
DTIC TAB 0

Unannounced O *
Justificatio

By

 Distribution/
Avai_!.abilit.y Codes
Avail and/or

Dist Special

Rl |

1
‘3

N T .. -y
el e ataaaX N

—lt bl B

..A'Al...,
2ls

2
S~

DD Forma 1473

J )
S/ YJ 0.1%2-014-6601 SECUMTY CLAGHPICATION OF THIS PaGEPhen Date Briered)

P ST DA AP . B g o KV WY S S VP U LI - SO YPRE SPVE SR DU T WL WL S e LU P D N G g




Approved for public reslease; distribution unliamited.

The Bvo%:tion
o e
Information Systeas Manager

by

Thomas N, Machik

Lisutenant nited States Nay
B.S., North Carolinia™state Ungversizy, 1975

Subaitted in partial fulfillment og the
requiremsents for the dagree o

MASTER OF SCIENCE IN INFPORMATION SYSTEMS

from the

NAVAL POSTGRADUAT
Dec2mber 19

E SCHOOL
82

Aut hor:

Approved by:

Thesis Advisor

Co-Advisor

Chaiffif:/ﬁiﬂafg;ent of Administrative Sciences

Dean of Information and Policy Sciences

PIRT TIT SUR VRS SPAPULEy A VUl W SR b fd o a o oo aa A 4 S p Al el A A S Bt

I

Ly -

MO m.‘. vy

o

B s T TRRTARIR

caals

LA

P
0

5 ".J"J. ‘f“: X"A ’J_:.l ". O

kil

I

21

g

L
-

PR BPELI W VNP NS



r“:am

\\ ABSTRACT

\

:»This study examines personality and biographical data
gathered from a group of inforsation systeams managers in an
atteapt to determine if thase managers are more like their
suboidinqtes or their peers. A group of thirty-seven
subjects employed in high-level computer-relatsi managerial
positions completed a survey designed to measurs Murray's
Variables of Personality and a biodata questionnaire. The
findings waere cospared to published results from similiar
studies conducted on computer prograamers and systems
analysts and on cther managers.

Tﬁe research shows that, in terms of Murray's Variables
of Persorality, the study group of Iaformation Systeas
Managers had more in common with other managers than they
dii with programrers and sys*ems analysts. Additionally,
based on the results ¢f a biographical inventory developed
to measure a perceétion of past succass and confidence in
+he fu*ture, “hese men shared a feeling of self-confidencs
and a positive outiook with other managemen* professional.
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I. LEIRODUCTION

4 A. PURPOSE

The black arts of managerial personnel selection and
career planning have been the subject of a prcfusion of
reports, studies, theses, dissertations and text books.
There are a“~ least two reasons for this plethora of
publications. Pirst, thers exists on the part of both
personnel departments and individuals seeking a career in
management, an insatiable demand for any information that
may assist them in attaining their gsals. These goals very
often coincide. The pers>nnel department's objective is %o
reconmend the most qualifiad candidate for a particular job
opening; the individual manager's objective is fo plan his

. Vaared

career so that wvhen +hese opportunitiss become available, h=
is found to be that meost qualif ied candidate. Second, the
business of predicting madagerial career success dravs
heavily on the field of industrial organizational psychclogy
which, like economics, is a+ leas*t as much an ar% as it is 2
science. Though varying theories abound, the exact
combination of predictive factors tha+, when iden*tified in
an individual, will consistently guaran+ee that individual's
managerial career success has not bean found.

This thesis is not another at*smpt *o identify that
elusive combination of qualities that are necessary and
sufficient for career succ2ss in the field of management.
Rather it is designed to jather backjyround and persorality
data from a subset of members of the managemernt
profession--senicr data processing profaessionals. This
information will be compa 24 to »° ] con4rasted with similiar
data obtained frem previous .tu..es of more junior data
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processing professionals and also from earlier studies of
managers from other fields. The purpose of this research is

to determine if a cross-section of on2 representitive
population of senior computer professionals possess more of
the same traits and qualities of their fellow managers or if
thesy are more like the programmers and systems analysts who
work for them. If this datermination can be made, personnel
‘departments and individual managers may have a better basis
for applying some of the theoratical information presented
in the publications alluded to in ths cpening paragraph of
this thesis.

B. BACKGROUND R

The computer expert is probably the most maligned of all
professionals. That is not %*o say that the computer
professioral is considered dishonest, or unethical or a
malefacter in any way. H2 is rather considered to be more
com“ortable conversing with a machin2 than wi+th a fellow
human beirg. Those who have littles or no experisnce with
computers often view *he computer professional z2s acything
from an eccentric to a mad scientist. The following
paragraphs will discuss saveral reasons for <his
misimpressior.

1. Histozical Basis

In fairness, ther2 is probably an histcrical basis
in fact for these views. In the 2arly yvears of compu%ing,
before the intrcduction of sophisticated operating systems
ani CRT-equipted input/output devices, only a highly-skilled
technician could hope *o interact with the machine. The
early compu*er professional had ¢to have a “o*al
understanding of every facat of computar scienca2. It %tcok a
very dedica*ed individual to develop *he skills tha* *his
new profession demanded.

10
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A hidden benefit of this required dedication was the

fact that managesent of thase indivijuals was alamost
unnecéssary. Consequently, center "amanagers®" were often
siaply the most senior prograamer/analyst in the shop.
Rhile they were undoubtedly excellent technicians, they had
little or no training or prior experience in management.
Since the state c¢f the art of computar scierce was advancing
so rapidly, any *+ime that they did have to devote *o
training was allccated to keeping current in their
profession, not to improving their maragerial skills. Any
managerial skills that thay dil develop were a result of
on-the-job training.

This was not a gr2at problem in the past because
there was not much of a need for management skill in <+he
early compu*er centers. As mention23 earlier, programmers
and systems analysts as a group are selfe-s+arters who are
nct motivated by their managers but by the challenges ard
rewards of their job. Additiornally, in the early days of
computing +here was litsrally no intaraction betweern the
computer cen-er staff and the user; the typical computat
center wvas viewéd by users as a fantasy larnd, £ully s+taffed
by gnomes and faieries (that is, systaems programmers and
analysts.) For the most part, both ths center staffs ard
the users liked it that way. The us2r sinmply provided his
data in some required format; the computer center s=aff 4id
whatever work was requirei on the inpu*; and they returned
ths finished output to the user after some ore-determirned
period cf *ime had elapsed.

2. Litsrature support

The literature also supports “his s*ereotype. Tharz
have been s+tudies, albeit 2 relativly small rnumber, ¢cn <he
notivational fac+tors of the compuz2r professional. Ttheir
£indings, which will be discussed later in %his thesis, have

1"

“e w - : . . . Lt .
et i " D, SPARI VAP W P UL RPN DR, BRI S R S s



Cvad) S
........
LA N RS SIS AP A S 6 S

LAR AL  aa BA Sa ey an g

Ty

v

P la. . B ae aas S

P A IO DO Sl PR A A YA T &

universally shown that the computer specialist would rather
interact with a sachine than with a co-worker.

Hovever, in this researcher's opinion, while these
generalizations may hold true for the more technically
oriented computer professionals, the programmers and systeas
analysts, they are no longer true for the more senior
people. The project managar, the ADP department head, the
computer center manager and direc*or, and other similiar
positions are being fillel by 3 new breed of computer
professicnal, an individual whose skills have evolved over
time from those cf a pure technician to those of a
coabination of disciplines. These nav professionals, these
Information Systems Mamagers, still command exczllent
technical skills but they are also professional managers:
those who succeed do so because thay possess all of the
quali*ies and skills that success in management demarnds.

Several factors have contributed over time to this
redirection of enphasis from *technical skill “o managerial
skill. There has been an 2xplosive Jrowth in the level of
coaputer usage during the last few years. The general
public is much mcre knowlaigable on the subject and they ar2
demanding and recieving more and mors informa%ion and
educational opportunities., Many high schools offer courses
in the field of computer science. M55t collegas and
universities have computer science dzpar<ments and basic
computer science courses ar2 now an andergraduate
requiremen* of nearly all curricula at many institutions.

3. Jaggen

The unique langquage, the jarjyon or *he "buzz words"
spoken by the computer professiornal fur+her adds %o his
rather uncomplimentary portrait. This prolifera+tion of
"huzz words," though probably no mor2 prevelant in <he
computer field than in many o<her professions, 2xaggerz*as

12
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the image of comrlexity that is often associated with

computer sciance.

Unfortunatly, the specializad language is
unavoidable; the technology has outstripped the english
lanqguage; words simply do not exist for many of the
developsents that are being made on a daily basis. Advances
in the state of the art ara occuring at such a rapid pace
that even computer professionals hav2 some difficulty
keeping up with the new tsrminology in areas outside of
their immediate specialty.

The 9004 news is tha¢ the very advances that caused
the "buzz words" to flourish have 2lso coan+ributed to the
shattering of the computer?’s mystique of complexity. The
primary breakthrcugh was the Large S-ale Integration (LSI)?
technology of +he mid 1970's. This jesvelopment drove the
cost of hardware down and snabled computer engineers and
software developement exparts to da2vote more tiae to the
science of ergonomics and the resulting production of +odays
"user friendly" computers. This falling cos* resulted in
the predictable increase in demand f>r microcomputers and
other microprocessor controli=2i products. The current
popularity of *he so-callad "personal computer" Is an
excellent illus+ration of this increased demarnd. The
personal computer marke: >f *oday is analogous %o the
television marke+ cf 1947 in which manufacturers were simply
unable to meet +he demand for thier product. There is no
question “hat a similiar baying boom is on the horizon for
+he burdgening micrccomput2r industry.

1

Integra*ed circuits containing 120 or more discreat
componer<s ger 1/5 inch sjyuare silicon chip. This )
technology has advanced <hrough Very Large Scals Integration
(VLSI) *¢c Super large Scale Integration {SLSI) and beyond ¢o
thes poin+ where +oday complete mass-prd>duced compuiers
pzoviding all the computify power of the room-sized
pnulti-miilion dollar machines of a fa2w _years_agd> can be held
%nlzhe palm of one's hand and purchased for less +hern £ii-«
ollars.

13
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As compu‘ers come into our homes, the casual
computer user is beccming more familiar with electronic data
processing principles and termirnology. Because of this
increased familiarity, toda y's user knows the capabilities
of his systems, both at home and at the office, and he
expects his cosputer center to provile timely service at a
reasonabie price.

C. OBJECTIVE

Vieved from this perspective, thare is reason to
question the universal application of the aformentioned
studies of computer professionals. Yost of +hese studies
concentrated on rrogrammers and systaas analysts; very
little has been written on the relativly new field of
Information Systeas Management. Though the findings of
these earlier studies may still apply ;o programmers and, %o
a lesser ettent, to systems aralysts, the cbjective of +his
thesis is to show that the traits iIndicated by these studies
can not be unequivocally cited as th2 primary motivating
factors in the senior data processingy professional's
personality.

The computer professisnal's dedication and excellent

1 technical skills indicated by this 2arlier research are fine
gqualities but they are simply not sufficient for the job of
running a modern computer centsr. Modern industrial

computer centers can no longer be consider=d mecely suppors

activities; in many cases the compu*ar center is %the very

Ol Ty
IR B RO

heart of the organization. 1In additisn, a large compu*er

center budget can run into hundreds >f thousands of dollars
and +he center director and managers must possess some

PR
-

- measure of managerial talzn% in ordsr to ensure “hat +<he
organization operates in a2 cost effective fashion.

MRS B+
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At least one text speaks .of a "nsvw era" of cosputer
system management marked by this concern for cost effective
operation [Ref. 1). The aunthors citsl several examples of
the capabilities that mini and microcomputer manufacturers
have demonstrated for their products, one example given vas
the growing use of these small inexpensive machines for
controlling the efficient teleprocessing of information over
computer-controlled communications natworks. While praising
these new advances, the authors bemoaned the fact that these
resources are often wasted due to th2 fact that new releases
of applications software are not beipng written to utilize
all of the capabilities of these devices. Instead, the
short-sighted aprroach of re-vriting systems software to
allow the 0ld applications %o rhn on the new system is too
often taken. This is clear exampls 5f the questionable
management decisions that are being made throughout the data
processing industry today.

To reiterate, today's information system directer must
possess scme managerial skill as well as technical abili+y.
He must ke able +0 manage the entire computer system and all
that the* implies including:

1. System grcwth

2. Hardware and software maintenance
3. Compu*er center zsconomics

4, Personnel management

S. User relations

The senior compu*er professional of “oday can no lorger
expect his user +to sit quiatly outsile of “he computer
center and accep* whatever service is offered.

"',l'Y."
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D. SCOPE

This thesis neither attempts to describe nor give a
personality profile of the "successful" information systeas
manager. It also does pot provide a listing of traits that
should be regquired of prospective seaior computer
professionals. It is simply a snapshot of the common
personality traits exhibitad by a small cross-section of
individuals currently eaployed in this field as measured by
tvo standard survey instruments.

Unfortunatly, this research is limited +o male
information systems managars because of the low -esponse
received from senior female computer professionals. It may
be worth noting that, due to the rslative youth of the
computer field, there is probably less sexual discrimination
prasent in this field than there is ir some of the more
traditicnal branches of management. PFor this reason i+
should be a very fer+ile area for ths study of the female
business manager.

QNG




L) II. LITERATURE REYIEN

" A. OVERVIEW

A search of the literature yields a relatively small
nuaber of studies on the parsonality characteristics of data
processinrg people. This is not suprising. With the
exception of one or two occupational groups, perhaps law
enforcement officials and aducators, very little definitive
information has been published on this subject for arny
profession. Many researchers have cited this lack of
3 published material. As Douglas Bray said in his study of
. AT6T executives [Ref. 2: p. 1],

tudents of human behavior have mapped the earlier years
f life with painstaking }horoughness. We know the
xact age, in weeks at which the average infant will be
L ble to pick us a cube bz op2051n% his thumb and
( orefinger, and ve knowv the iamportance fo§ later
personality development of parental behavior during *he
child's early years. The processes by which childfen
learn in school have been the subj2ct of countless
experiments. )
- We_krow much, therefoga about_the preparatory period
S 9f life, but_ when the niiv:dual_energes from the high
- school cr college into what we migh% call %he
performance pericd, we juickly run ou+t of knowledge.

S
)
2

Bray listed some possible reasons for this. He
mentioned the difficulties involved in following a
population after it leaves +the structure of “he college
campus. He ques+*tioned tha existance of anv suitable
criteria for the measuremant of "success." Hae also alluded
to the problems c¢f assuring *he privacy of study
participants.

Bray did not men*ion “he possibility that the shorzage
may not te of studies but o5 f publishad studies. + is quita

b
-
a
I
i
ﬁ

possible, in fac+* it is likely, that studies have been
conducted but *he results not publish2d because <hey were

17
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inconsequential, contained proprietory information, or wvere
not well presented. 1In any case, vhile theories abound,
thare is not much definitive information available on the
subiect.

The studies cited in this research on data processing
professicnals vere the only ones found after a rather
exhaustive search. Those cited on mznagers froam other
fields were the cnes founl to be best suited for comparison
because of the survey instruments used and “he manner in
vhich the data vere presented.

B. DATA PROCESSING PERSONNEL

The stereotypical data processiny professional, as
described in papers by Cougjer and Zawacki, Pi«z-ens, and
Woodruff, is a relatively passive individual who displays a
high need for Endurance, Achievament, Cognitive Structure,
and Harm Avoidance, while showing 2 low need for Affiliation
[(Ref. 3, &, and S5].

1. The Couger Study

Couger and Zawvacki surveyed aore than 600 analys*s,

programmer/analysts, and programmers using +the
Hackmar/0ldham Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) which is based on
Herzberg's theory of job satisfaction [Ref. 6], and may be
compared to Maslcw's hierarchy of nesds [Ref. 7: pg. 276].
Their intent was to determine what mo>tivates *the da*a

processing professional and to compares ‘hese motivational
factors o the resul*s of similiar studies conduc*ed on

é other prcfessionals. They found tha=, in general,

t programmers and analysts sxhibited the lowes: social needs
and the highest growth ne2is of any 5f the job catagories
surveyed by Hackman and Oliham. Systa2ms specialists in

particular displayed a "startlingly low" need for social
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interaction while displaying a correspondingly high need for
personal growth.

2. The Pitz-Buz Study

Fitz-enz found a large group of people who held the
opinion that computer programmsrs:

1. Prefer to vwork in isolation

2. Avoid con*act and any confrontation with others
3. Prefer an unstructured environment

4. Are motivated by achievement and not recogrnition

Opinions such as these prompted him to conduct
research into the nature of the computer professionail.
Pit z-Bnz, like Couger, us2d a survey/questionnaire designed
+o0 correlate with Herzber3y's "Hygiana2s" and "Motivators."
He collected data from more than 1500 subjects drawn from a
variety of compu*er related industries, occupations and job
levels. These data did raveal the high achievement and
growth .needs and low recognticn ard interpersonal relation
needs that would support generalizations such as those
listed above.

3. ZIhe ¥oodruff Study

Woodruff undertook a similiar study of 202
operations personmnel, projrammers, programmer/analyst*s, and
systems analysts, 152 of whom were m2n. While the
popula+tion Woodruff chose for his s+tudy was similiar %o
those of his predessors, the items hz slec*ed t> measure
were quite different. To that end, the tes+ instrument he
selected was the Personality Research Form, Form AA, which
vas deveioped by Douglas ¥. Jackson :> measure Murray's
Variables of Personality.2 As shown in Figure 2.1, which has

Appendix A to “his thassis is a comparison c€ Murray's
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bean adapted from Referencs S, Woodruff's study indicated a
significantly higher need for Endurance in men employed in
the computer field when compar2d t5 gesneral population
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Figqure 2.1 DP Males Personality Needs Profile.

males. This supported Woodruff's intuitive beliefs based on
his observations of programmers' and systems analysts' work
habits.

O+her findings included higher needs for
Achievement, Cognitive Structure, and Harm Avoidance in
programmers and systems analysts versus the norm. Wcodruff
hin*ed a+ *he possible sigaificance >f the high Achievemen*
ne2d in particular., In his view, this need could be
channeled, “hrough an appropriate set of performance
objectives, to cue achievamen+-oriesrted behavior.

Variables of Personali*y as orlginalI,defined by Murray, arni
as Purporte ly tested by “he Pafscna lfg Research Form and
by *he Edwards Personal Preferance Schedule.
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Coupled vi*h conconitant tasks of a chaileng 2 naturs,

suc *n vi ua can be axp ected to exhibit behaviors

lective of levels ﬁ’ rov ded % at valued
reva s are 3c velont-te ate ig of 2 c en*
.523 tude and importanca to the div ua

He explained the Cognitive Structure and Order needs
as being a result of the large volumes of coamputer
architecture and software information that programmers and
analysts have become acclimated to. Woodruff theorized tha%
since these men wer2 so us2d *o absorbing such massive
amounts cf technical data they werz less willipg +to accept
ambiguity than other personnel.

A+t *he same time, accordiny to Woodruff's study,
these men showed "noticeably lower" Aggression and Social
Recognition needs, and 2 need for Abasament that was above
the norm. Woodruff interpreted thes2 findings to mean that
these men are somewhat humble, not 2asily offended, and
pra2fer not *o take a leadsrship role in the organization.

C. DATA PROCESSING HANAGERS

At least one study exists on the motivation of a group
of senior computer professionals, spacifically, Management
Information System (MIS) Managers. Couger, Zawacki, and
oppermann, using a version of the Haczkmarn/Oldham Job
Diagnostic Survey tailored to the 31ata processing
profession, studied more than 800 MIS managers [Ref. 8].
Building on an earlier study, they hypcthesized tha*t MIS
managers were significantly different from managers in c+her
professions.

They found data that supported their hypo“th2sis. Like
tha programmers and analysts Iin +he 2arlier study, 4IS
managers exhibi+ed the highest grow:h needs of any of %“he
job catagories surveyed by Hackman and Oldham in theirc
pioneering study, and social needs lower thar any othar
group except Sys+ems analysts and prsyrammers. Based on
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these findings, Couger and his associates unequivocally
X stated that "NIS managers possess characteristics more
L similar to those of their subordinates than of their
%} : managerial peers."

Couger and the others based this assertion on findings
concerning Herzberg's theories. W#hile *his researcher does
not argue with Couger's findings, he contends that
personality and motivation are a function of much more than
merely grow*h and social neseds., Chapter III of this thesis
addresses the sutject of personality in some detail and
proposes a different defini tion than the one Couger used.

- D. MHNANAGERS

This *hesis will discuss the finiings of several
seperate research efforts concerning *he personalities and
mct ivations of managers: Bray, Campb2ll and Grant's
long-term study of ATET managers, Rawls and Rawls' study of
&' public utility executives, and Harrsll and his associate's
' series of studies on seven classes of S*anford OUniversity
Business School graduates, [Ref. 2, 9, and 10-15].

1. 1Ihe AIETI Siudy

Bray, Campbell, and Grant's study focused on 274
male college graduates who wera succassfully racruited by
five different ATET subsidiaries. Th2 subjec:s participa-<ed
in an assesment center program; th2y underwen* internsive
irterviews; and they complated questionnaires conceraning
their at+itudes and expectations. On2 purpose of +he study
vas to determine if these ini+ial atti+udes and expecta*tions
remained constant or if they changad as a function of age
ani experience. To +his 2nd, the subjects were -etested 2t
Tegular intervals. The initial published ceport of “he
study centerad on the £indings yield2d from +he first eight
years of the project [(Ref. 2].
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One of the questionnaires used in the study was the
Edwards Personal Preference Schedule (EPPS). This
instrument, developed ir the 1950's by Allen Edwards of the
University of Washington, uses 225 forced-choice questions
to measure an individual's manifest needs for fifteen of
Murray's Variables of Personality.

After eight years at ATET, whan compared to a
normative group, the typical Ar$T manager demonstrated a
significantly higher need for Achiavement, Dominance, and
Heterosexuality and a need for Exhibition ard Change that
was above the norm as defined by the EPPS. Using the same
measure, they indica+ed a significantly lower need for
Abasement and a2 reed for Defersancas, Order, Affilia+ion,
Succorance, Nurturance, and Endurance tha* was below *he
norm. Appendix A of this thesis provides definitions of
+hase personality variables as purportedly measured by this
test instrument.

In order to display the comparison between Bray's
subjects and the norms established for the EPPS more
claarly, a score of fifty was arbitrarily assigned as a norm
o each of the fifteen measured personality variables. This
standard score was diviied by the general adult popula+ion
mean scores that were provided in the EPPS Handbook for each
of the fifteen items. The resultant guotients were
established as seperate conversion factors for the various
personali+y variables. Finally, the mean scores achieved by
Bray's subjects in each of the fifteen ca*agories were
mul«iplied by the conversion factor 1efined above. The
resulting conver+ed scores are graphicly depicted in Figure
2.2.

Bray and his associates furthar disaggrega+ed their
findings, separa*ing those who achieved middle managemer*
within their first eight y2ars with ATST from those who digd
not. As shown in Pigure 2.3, when compared to each other
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Pigure 2.2 ATSET Managars Personality Needs Profile.

using Edwards' published general adult male findings as a
norming %0o0l, *he more successful managers, the "fast
starters”, scored slightly higher on “he Achievement*,
Autcnomy, Heterosexuality, and Aggression scales whils +those
wvho failed +o achieve middle maragement in tha*t period of
time, the "slow starters", scored sligh+ly highsr in *%he
Exhibition, Affilia+tion, In*raception, Nurturance, and
Change scales.

In an at*empt to accentuate *he differences be<ween
+he two groups, *his researcher recoastruc<ed the figure
usi ng the scores achieved by the managers who achieved
middle managemen* early as the normingy %tool. The resultant
graph is given as Figure 2.4. This figure shows no* only
+he differencaes in direc«ion of the manifest needs of “he
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Figure 2.3 ATET Managers: Past Starters vs. Slow Starters.

two groups of managers, bu:t also “he magnitude of the
differences. These differences do ns+ appear to5 be
significant. The "slow starters" scored slightly higher on

the Affilia*ion, Intraception, Nurturance, and Change scales
while the "fast starters" scored sligh*tly higher orn the
Achievement, Au+cnomy, Heta2rosexuality, and Aggression
scales,

In fact Bray and his associatss considered the
fifteen EPPS scores and seventeen ratings and scores from
other Instruments designei to measur® personality traits, %o
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Piqure 2.4 ATET Managers: an Alternative View.

determine if any of them could be us2d to discrimina%e
between those whec reached middle mangement early and *hese
who did rot. Only tvwo of the thirty-two measuras
considered, the assesmert variables o>f Primacy of Work, arnd
Goal Flexibility, demonstrated any sigrnificant differencss
between the +two groups.

2. The Public Dtility Study

Schedule, the Califcrnia Psychological Inventory, and =2
specially constructed biographical informa%tion blank in
*heir study of 60 executivas employe? by a medium-sized
southern public utility. The 2xecutives *“hat they judged
successful on *he basis of salary lsvel, job witle,
perfermance ratings, and background informa%ion scored
significantly higher on *hs Aggr-ession, Dominance and
Heterosexuality scales 5f the EPPS and on *he Dominance,
Capacity for Status, Sociability, Social Presence,

25




Self-acceptance, Intellectual Efficisncy, Psychological-
mindedness, and PFlexibility scales of the CPI. The less
successful managers achievad significantly higher Deference
and Order EPPS scores and self-control and feaininity CPI
scores.

Fiqure 2.5 is a stylized depiction of the Rawls'
findings. The reader should note that the actual raw scores
achieved on the FPPS by the individual managers who
participated in the Rawls study wer2 not given in the

L X B X X
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* - Represents "Successful" Managsrs
- = Represents Less "Successful" Yanagers

Pigure 2.5 Public Utilit¥ Banagers Personality Needs
Profile.

ceference. PFor this reason, Figurs 2.5 is dimensionless.
I« shows *he direction of the relativs strengths exhibi«ed

by the Rawls study group but does not give the magnitudes of
those strengths.
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The Public Utility study seemed to differentia‘e
bet ween successful and unsuccessful managers auch more than
the ATET study did. As Pigure 2.6 shows, the researchers
are in agreement in so far as needs for Dominance and
Heterosexuality are indicated by both studies. However,
Bray's study of ATET managers indicated a significantly
higher manifest need for Achievement than the norm, a trai+
which Rawls' study of Public Utilities managers did no+
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* - Represents ATET Managers
- = Represents "Successful" Public Utility Managecs

Pigure 2.6 Public Utility Managers vs. ATST Banagers.

show, Additionally, Bray found exhibition and change needs
high erough to mention and Rawls apparently 4id no:. As
mentiored earlier, Rawls found significan%ly higher
deference and order needs for managers who were classified
as less successful, wher2as Bray found only slight
differences between his study groups.
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- 3. Ihe staaford ZBA Study

Harrell's series of studies on male Stanford

Business School graduates was based >n the results of an
initial eleven-irstrument test battery and a follow-up
questionnaire issued five years later. Of the fifty-five
predictor variables originaly identified, thirteen were
consistantly judged %o be significant predictors of earning
potential ir each part of the study. This erabled Harcell
to make the follcwing gensralizations about successful
managers:

1. High earning managars work longer hours but they
derive greater satisfaction from their work.

2. They have higher en2rgy and interest levzls.
3. They have strong personalities.

4. Thez share a feeliny of self confidence and a life
his®ory of perceived success.

The last generalization is of particular interest.

t is based entirely on th2 £findings inrdicated by an
instrumen* selec*ed to measure these particular predic:tor
variabies., This ins*rumen*t, the Richardsor, Bellows, and
Henry, Inc. Individual Background Survsy (IBS), was designed
in the early 1950's for the Standard 0il Company (New
Jersey). According to Buros' Tests iz Print, it is no
longer ir publication. 1In fact Harcz1ll 4id nct use the
original edition of *he survey, he and his associates used a
revised edition with a similarly revised scoring criiaria.

The survey was designed so that, in genaral, =zhe
higher *he score on +the IBS, the grszatcr the perception of
past success and expectatisn of future siccess on the part
of the irdividual manager. Possible scores orn Harrell's
revision of the IBS ranged from =26 to +33. As Table I
shows, Harrell fcund mean scores ranging f-om 7.1 to 9.9.
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TABLE I
IBS Scora Range

Large Business Small Business

Lov EBarpers High Earpers Lov Barpners High Earpers
M 7.2 8.6 7.1 9.9
SD 3.4 3.3 4.0 3.6

Both the lowest and the highest scores were achieved by
MBA's employed by a small business; the low scocas were from
managers whose earnings were in th2 lower one third of the:
sample and the highest scores were achieved by those whose
earrings were in the upper one third.

The reader will note tha* all the mean scores
achieved by the Stanford graduates w2re positive values.
This was interpreted by Harrell t»> signify <hat +*he p=20ple
who are a*tracted to the field of aanagemen* have some
measure of self-confidencs and a somewha* positive ou+look
for the future.
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III. HRETHODOLQGY

A. THE SURVEY INSTRUMENTS

After much advice and 3eliberation, twe very different
instruments were chosen for this stuldy: the Edwvards Personal
Preference Schedule (EPPS) [Ref. 16], a2nd ar Individual
Backgrourd Survey (IBS) given as Appandix B. According to
+the handbook provided with the EPPS, i+ was designed "...
for research and counseling purposes, o provide quick and
convenient measures of a number of ra2latively independent
normal variables." The IBS was based on an irstrument
deveioped in the early 1950's by Richardson, Bellows, Henry
& Co., Inc. for the Standard 0il Company of ¥ew Jersey
Employee Relations Depar+tm2nt [Ref. 17]. The relative
strengths and weaknesses o9f the two instrumen<s and *his
researcher's rational for selectingy sach is discussed in *he
follcwing paragrapks.

1. Edwards Persornal 2reference Schedule

Most researchers agree that tha success record of
personaliity tests and invantories in predicting managerial
career performance is somewhat limi<ts3. However, according
to McCormick and Ilgen [Ref. 7: p. 170],

There is an almost universal assump+tion bg personnel
managers that the personali*ty and_interests »of
individuals cap nave 2 macked inilusnce on their wecok
Eerformance and on the zxtent *+o which people adjust +o
~heir 9dcbs, ) .
es+ TRis is particularly true_£or gobs tha+ require
substantial amcun*s of p2rsonal contact with other
people, as in some sales work, soms sugerv;so:y and
managemen* ac*ivities, interviewiny and the like.

3
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If this is the case, it seams reasonable to believe
that, over time, the peopia vho remain in one of these
fields would tend to Adisplay similiar personality
characteristics. Examples of this have been given in
several of the studies refarred to earlier in this thesis.

There are tvo particularly popular theories of
personality needs, a firs* presentad by Murray and others
(Ref. 18], and a second daveloped much later by Maslow
(Ref. 19]). Murray presentad a list 5f needs, some of which
are given in Appendix A, that motivate individual behavior.
In Murray's view, each of these needs is present to some
deyree in all individuals. It has bzen shown that these
manifest needs can and do change over time [Ref. 2: Ch. 10].
Maslow proposed a hierarchy of needs that range from the
most basic physiological naeds, such as the need for food
and shelter, to the most profound sglf-actualization needs.
Maslow *heorized that as the individual grows, he satisfias
the needs roughly in sequence from th2 lowest la2vel +oward
+*he highest. Very few individuals ever achieve the highest
level of Maslow's hierarchy.

While similarities do 2xist between these two
+heories [Ref. 20), it is this researcher's cpinion that
Murray's *heory is more us2ful for da2monstrating personality
differences among various occupational groups. A well-paid
mecharic, educatcr, and politician migh+t all be at roughly
the same position on Maslow's hierarchy, but they would
certainly display radically different manifest needs as
measured by Murray's system.

A multiplicity of instruments designed to measure
Murray's needs exist (Ref. 21 and 22]. This fact makes the
selection of the correct instrumert for- a particular
research project a formidable task. Because of an
experience this researcher had wi<h possible "fakxing" in an

32

SWC A N 2
e RSV




- -
.......

i1 A g

L)~ Yl 05

L

YWY VWY vV yYYwW Yr v.,”

| Smt S IR SR Y

b
3
L.

AT SN AN NEINC AT

At . ] TS L PR A - - X, A
At e e e e N e e e e N e e < s NN AL

earlier project, it was determined that a forced-choice
inventory would be used. Once this decision was made, the
literature selected the Edvards Personel Preference
Schedule. This instrument is guits popular among
researchers; it was cited in the majority of studies
selected for comparison in this thesis. The Edwards
Personal Preference Schedule has besn in print for over
twanty years and its stability over these tvo decades has
been deaons*rated [Ref. 23).

One unfortunate side-effect of the instrumeat's
longevity is the lack of published gsneral adult norms since
1959, A study ccnducted in 1975 cast some doubt on the
curren+t validity of the adult norms provided with the EPPS
handbook [Ref. 28]. This survey demonstrated a definite
shift in the expressed manifest needs of the sexes; that is,
the differences found betwezen male and female groups wece
not nearly as great as Edwards' original findings showed.
The 1975 study also showed a pattern of need changes for
both sexes which the authors attributed to sociatal changes.

An earlier s*udy pointed out another possible
pit£fall *c avoid when utilizing tha EPPS (Ref. 25]. This
study compared the measur21 personali*y needs of amen with
successful and unsuccessful marraiges “o th2 general adult
norms provided with the EPPS handbook and found that both
groups differed from the published noras in “he same
direction. 1I* was conly when the ra2searchers coapared the
scores of the groups to each other that differences begar to
emerge. This prcapted the authors %2 caution future
researchers against attributing diffsrences found *o
zelected group variables be fore insuring tha* appropriate
groupings are made.
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Unfortunatly college students are not a
representative general adult sample. Therefora, while this
researcher agrees that ths2 figures published in the EPPS
handbook are no longer current, the updated norms presented
in Reference 24 are probably no more accurate than the
general adult norms published with the EPPS and will
tharefore not be used in this study. However, since the
purpose cf this research is to measur2 similarities =and
dif ferences among specific groupings, the methods presented
in Reference 25 do apply and Edwards' original adult male
findings form an appropriate norming tool.

2. BRBH Ipdividual Background Survey

Personal data as gleaned from a job application,
solicited during an interview or both is used almost
dniversally in *tte initial employmernt process. A survey of
thirty-tkree large3 industrial firms krown to be conducting
"rasearch in areas related to the ida2ntificaxion or
enhancement of managerial talent" found tha+ all
thirty-three comranies weighed biographical information and
other personal data heavily in their hic-ing procedures
(Ref. 26: pg. 301

Owenrs and Henry, as quoted by Campbell! and
associa*es [Ref. 26: pg. 145], cit2d a number of advantages
for the use of this type of information in predicting future
jeb behavior, including:

1. The nmethod is_ merely an ex%2nsion of the typical
agpl:catlon blank and s likely to be more acceptable
+han aany tesc<s.

2. Emgir*cal validation of biographical items_agains*
actual managerial bahavior assures that anlg
job-related gquestions will be asked of a jo
Candidate, thereby guariing ajyainst chargés of
w-11lful discrimination against minorcity groups or

The fi-ms included in this study ail appearsd in <he
Por+une 500 ani employed 10,000 or more pecple.
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"invasior of privacy" by tests designed to "explore

the psyche."

Another text's discussion of biographical °
information centered on the high validity coefficients found
in studies of the predictive value of these items [Ref. 7:
pg. 189). The authors reported that "in general, biodata
have been found to be more prediciive of job proficiency
criteria than various types of tes%s are."

The Standard 0il Coapany of Naw Jersey conducted a
long-term study in an atteap* to validate tests and
biographical inventories as pradictors of marnagerial success
{BRef. 26 and 27). The stated purposs of ‘the research was:
first, tc determine some measure of manaqeriél success, and
second, to find a way to predict success potential early in
a manager's career. U443 managers complated a battery of
tests ard a backcround survey. The single predictor with
+he highest overall success rate was th2 Richardson, Bellows
ard Henry, Inc., Individual Background Survey.

This instrument was designed to collect biographical
da*a and other persornal and historical informa*ioan and
purpor+tedly provides some measurse of one's percep+ion of
pas+t success and the amount of confidence in one's own
future., It was la*er shown *to be valid for predicting
earnings for Harvard MBA's five years after college
(Ref. 27: pg. 120}. A revision of the RBH Individual
Background Survey was also used succa2ssfuly, as cized
praviously in this thesis, as a prsdictor in an 2x%ensive
study of Stanford Business Schocl graduates [Ref. 10-15].

B THE POPULATICHN

Several populations were considsr2d suitabls for <his
thesis. One of +he most promising was an organization

called “he Data FPFrocessing Manageman“ Associazion. Mambers
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of this organiza+ion also made up part of the populatior for

Couger, Zawacki and Oppermann's study which vas cited

earlier [Ref. 3]. The association’s international ;
headquarters in Chigago was contacted and a point of contact

for three of the local chipters was obtained. The l
membership chairmsen for the Monterey Bay ard *he San Jose 1
Chapters were contacted in early Jun2 of 1982 by telephone; i
both men indicated that they were very interested in
participa*ing in the projact. After some discussion, it was
determired that the membership of the San Jose Chapter would
make the mos* suitable population. According to> the
meabership chairesan, the San Jose chapter was composed
orimarily of more senior people, whila the Montzrey Bi}
Chapter members were predominatly programmers and sys%ems
analysts.

The initial response was rather limited which prompted
this researcher %o investigate othsr possibilities;
fortunately, the San Jose maembership chairman had aa
aquaintance who was a membat of the San Francisco Bay Area !
Chapter of the organiza*isn. He agraed *o add the San

Francisco ctapter membersaip to the original population.

All San Jose and San francisco chapter DPMA members who
attended their chapter's reqularily scheduled monthly
meetings in September and Jdctober 1932, were provided with
an envelope (stamped and addressed :-> the researcher)
containing a cover letter, the revis2d =24i%+ion of the
Individual Background Sucvay, and th: Edwards Psrsonal
Preference Schedule with answer sheet. The members were
asked to £fill out the questionna:i.es, place all o2f :the
materials into +he envelop2 provided and drop the envelope
into a mailbox.
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C. THE RESPOBDENTS

The initial respondents were twelve members of the San
Jose, CA chapter and sevent een members of the San Prancisco,
CA chapter of the Data Pracessing Management Association.
This group was later supplesented by eight computer
professionals eaployed by various concerns in Monterey, CA.

The populaticn represented a cross-section of senior
data processing professionals including analysts, project
managers, various levels >f supervisors, college professors,
planners, vice-presidents, and company directors. A wide
range of firms was represa2ated ranging from major hardware
and software houses, manufacturers, and research
organizations to universities and city governments.

37

--------

B o B o s Wi B M.J



C A Rl N T 2 AN e S Tl Pt Mty v B A e M AR T O N et n e e . caw e e U
LIPS B L I L DL P N AP TP P T TP PR ST PR R, S A o P it SRR S/ TS T T Bt e S S S AT I L)

AP PR B4

IV. FINDINGS

A. HANIFEST PERSONALITY NEEDS

The collective personali*y of the respondants, as
measured by the Edwards Personal Prefarence Schedule,
iniicateéd a high need for Achievement, Exhibition,
Dominance, Change, and Heterosexualty and a low need for
Deference, Order, Abasement, Nurturance and Endurance.

*
*
*®
80 *
*
*
®
3
70 *
* *
* *
* *
* *
60 * * %* *
* * * *
* * * * *
* * * * *
* L T * * E
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* % * *x % * *
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40 * * *
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x
*
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Pigure 4.1 Needs of Respondents vs. General Population.
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Pigure 4.1 compares the manifest needs of +the respondents to
a general adult sample.

For comparison purpos2s, as with the Bray study
[Ref. 2], a score of fifty was arbitrarily assigned to each
of the fifteen measured persomlity variables. A separate
conversion factor was then establish2d for each variable and
the mean scores achieved by the study subjects in each of
the fifteen catagories wers multiplied by +he conversion
factor *o yield the score depicted in figure 4.1.

B. BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

The scores achieved on the RBH Individual Background
Survey ranged from -9 to +#16 with a mean of +5.4 and a
standard deviation of 7.13. Since this biogréphical
inventory was designed to measure 2 perception >f pas+*
success and confidence in the future [Ref. 12], these scores
would indicate that the average information systems manager,
as repreéented by the participants in this study, has a
positive outlook and confidence in his self and in his
future.

In an attemp* to cross~-validate this c¢laim, these
Individual Background Survay scores ware correlated with tha
personality needs measured by the EPPS by means of *h2 .bd
MINITAB u*tility available on the Naval Postgraduate School
IBM 3033 AP computer. Table II shows that significant
positive correla*ions werz found between IBS score and
measured manifest needs for Achievemznt and Dominance, and
negative correlations betwsen IBS score and need for
Intraception, Succorancs, and Abassman“., These trai%s are
indeed thcse of cne with 2 st-ong personality. The high
negative correla*ions between IBS scor2 and Intraception,
Succorance, and Abasemen: reflect a s21f-satisfied, rather
indeperdent individual who has no nesd =0 re-live *+he past.
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TABLE II
Correlations: IBS Score and Personality Needs

ACH 182 Sug DoH ABA

IBS SCORE « 694 -.549 -.438 .538 -, 642

t the same “ime, the high positive correlations betweer IBS
score and Achievement and Dominance needs are those of one
who is unafraid of the fu*ure and cl2arly support the claim
that the IBS measures self-confidencsz.

C. PHYSICAL CHABACTERISTICS

Some additional information about =he physical
characteristics cf the respondants was gleaned €from the
Individual Background Survey. They came in all shapes zri
sizes; they ranged ir heigh+t from 5 f2e%t 3 inches tc 6 feet
4 inches and in weight £rom 110 to 240 pounds. Table III
shows the range found by the survey in “hese catagories.

All were na+tive-born Americans, most were born ia California
but every region of the United States was represen+«ed as a
birth-place. 1All of *he r2spondents but one wer= college
graduates and several had con*inued on %0 earn postgraduate
jegrees. They were singiz, married, widowed, and divorceli.
On the whole they seemed %5 like children, 2all who were
married had at least one child. Many had served in =he
armed forces, wi*h all levals of seniority represented.

The typical Computer Professional, according to *he daia
gathered in this study, was a 39 y2ar, ¢l1d S5 fao+ 10 inch,
175 pourd male. He was born in th2 wes<ern Uniz=d Sta<es,
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TABLE IIY
Physical Attribrates

1. AGE
1.25-29-------8!!
Be 30-34 = = = = = = =~ 16%
Ce 35-39 = = = = = - = 32%
E. 040-84 - = - - - = - 12¢%
Fo 45-49 = = = = = - - 16 %
G. 50=584 = = = = = =« = 167
H, 55-60 = = = = = = = 0%

Average Age: 39.6 years

2. Heigh*
A. Under 60 Inches - - (%
B. 60-62 Inches - - - 0% -
C. 63-65 Inches - - - 8%
D. 66-68 Inches - - - 169%
E. 69-71 Inches =~ - - 52%
F. 72=-74 Inches - - - 16%
G. Over 74 Irches - - 8%
Average Heigh+t: 5 f+. 10.5 ia.
4. Hdeight
A. Undez 100 Pounds - 0%
B. 101-120 Pourds - - 49
C. 121-14Q Pourds - - 12%
D. 141-18) Pounds - - 4%
E. 161-180 Pounds - - 36%
F. 181-200 Pounds - - 20%
G. 201-220 Pounds - - 8*
H. Over 220 Pounds - - 16%
Average Weight: 175 1lbs.

he had a college degree, he was marri=2d and he had orne or
two children. The typical respondent did no* serve in *“he
US Armed Forces; however of “hose wh> 3id, *he majority were
compissicned officers.
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D. CORRELATIONS

The personality variables definel by the EPPS vere
correlated with certain physical and environmental variables
again using the MINITAB utility available on the Naval
Postgraduate School computar. As th2 reader can see from
Table IV, several interesting correlations sesm to exist
between some of these traits and the subject's age, heaight,
weight, and maritial status.

1. Age

Age was not an overtiding factor; howevar +wo
somevhat interesting correlations were fournd. The need for
independance tended to increase ani the need for endurarnce
tended to decrease with age. These findings may result froa
the fact that older professionals arz often rather secure in
thair positions and may not be as zoncerned about
evaluations or performance ratings as thier younger
associates.

2. Height arnd Weigh:t

Physical size seem2d4 to be the single most
influential variable. According t> the study, the larger a
person got the mcre he ne2ied not only 2o be the center of
attention of the group, but also “o conzrol +hat group.
Interestingly encugh, whila the desir2 to capture the
attentiorn of the group anl influence it increased with
physical size, the need t> be a part 0f “he group actually
decreased with height and weight. In kseping wi%h <this, *he
levels of generoslty, kindness and sympathy were also
inversly proportional ¢5> physical size. Also, it seems <that
fat people needed more friends and cculd deal wi:h ckange
but showed little desire £o5r sympathv and *olera“<ed less
abuse than skinny people.
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TABLE IV
Correlations: Personality and Physical Variables

L - siqnifies variables in which respondenzs scored
significantly below the publish23 norms.

AGE HEIGHT HEIGHT M STATUS

H ACHIEVEMENT * * * *

L DEFERENCE * -.356 * *

I. ORDER * * * *

Y EXHIBITION * 497 .802 +389

AUTONOMY «379 «33) .638 *

L AFFILIIATICN * * -+ 320 *

INTRACEPTION * * -. U661 *

SUCCORANCE * * -.416 *

H DOMINANCE * * «368 <732

P L ABASEMENT * * -.491 -.563

%;I L NURTURANCE * -.413 -.493 -. 387

H CHANGE . * .37 .

2 L ENDOURANCE -.330 * * *

? H FETEROSEXUALITY * * * *

AGGRESSION * * * *

4 H - ipdicates variables in which ra2sponden*s scored
‘ significantly above the published noras.

* - signifies a correlation coefficient below (.30]

b e BTSN
[ QP I

(ARl . . B

3. Maritial sStatus

-

Married men also 1isplayed some need “o be *he

A

center of at+en+ion and the grea*est need “o cerntrol the
situation. They had learned to accep: sugges+ions from

i e i §

s

others, but did not like %o accept tha2ir share of the blzne,
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and had more trouble showing affection than the unmarriad
respondants,
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V. DISCUSSION

The preceding chapters of this thesis have provided
separate descrip+ions of computer programmers and systems
analysts, managers from fields unrelated to information
systeas, and infcrmation systems managers. Men employed in
these various fields were described ir terms of various
measurable personality characteristics ard, %0 2 lesser
extent, other biographical informatisn. This chap+er is an
attempt to compare these findings ani determine if there is
any basis for answering tha central juestion posed by this
study: Is the information systems manager more like his
subordinates or his managarial. peers?

A. PROGRAMNERS AND ANALYSTS

Studies based on Herzberg's theories have shown that all
computer professionals exhibit very low social needs aznd
correspondingly high growth rneeds [Ref. 3, 8, and 8)]. These
studies found +*hat informaticn systems managers, at least
when viewed in terms of Herzberg's tha2ories, fend *c displav
ctharacteristics mor2 like the programmers and systems
analysts who work for them than like other managers.

Another view of this subject, bas=ad on Murray's
personality needs, presents a somewh2t different picture
(Ref. 5). Figure S.1 is a dimensionless graph formed by
coabining Pigure 2.1 with an adaptation of Figure 4.1. This
figure ccmpares *he findings of Woodruff's study +o those of
this thesis. Unfortunatly, a mora2 2xac* ccmparison cannct
be made because different test ins*rumants were used in *he
<wo studies. However, Figure 5.1 can b2 used td show
tendencies; and, while sone similaritizs 4o appear, *here
are many more marked diffsrences.
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* - Represents Managers
- = Represents Programmers and Analysts

Pigure S.1 Managers vs. Prograamers and Analysts.

*

v

Botk study groups demonstrated Achievement needs that
were abcve *he ncrm, and Affiliation and Aggression needs
that were below +*he norm. These findings are consistent
with the high growth and low social needs found in *he
Herzberg-hased studies and also appear <o square well wi+h
one's in*ui+*ion. It woculd appear than, a* this superficial
level cf comparison, the findings 2f this *hesis are in
accord with Couger's earliar study. The similarity,

however, ends at this point. Woodruff found a high manifes*
nreed for Order- among the progammers and analysts he
surveyed. This 3is not suprising given tha“* a compu“er
program is a set of logical steps assembled in an orderly
fashion d9signed to accomplish one specific task. Onz woulil
expec*t such a product to be the crzation of an orderly mind.

Lo e 2 i ma i g i aad g

Information systems managars, on the other hand displayed
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the low Order need that one requires if one is to cope with
the constant interruptions that are a fact of life in the
management profession.

The programmers exhibited little desire to be the center
of attention, while the managers scored well above average
in this trait. again, thase results are intuitivly
acceptable; programmers and analysts have been shown to be
"loners" while managers simply must have more out-going
personalities.

The programmers and analysts scored above the published
norm in the need for Succorance and Nurturance while the
managers scored lelow the norm in these catagories. Perhaps
programaers and analysts raquire mor2 "managing® %han
originally thought. They want to be helped along when
depressed or tired or in trouble. They need a little
sympathy from *ime to tim2; and, it seems “hey also know
vhen to provide comfcrt +5> others when the other is in sonme
need. 1In comparison, managers appsar to have less of a need
for this type of consideratiorn and are consequently liess
likely to recognize the n2ed in othars.

On the con*rary, programmers and analysts requice *he
+ime *o complete a task once they have started it. They
have a reed for Endurance that is gr2a+er *han average and
much greater than that displaysd by informa+tion systems
managers. Once again iIntaition ard s2xperience are
satisfied. 1I* is nct unusual for 2 programmer to become
£ixated or a project he is workin >n; he will work all
hours until he completes the piece of code he has become
obsessed with. The managsr carnot affosrd *o beconme
entangied with one project; he cannot lose sight of evern one
of the many projects under his direction.

Other difference between programazac-s arnd analysts and
their supervisors include those seen in “he catagories of
Dominrance and Abasement. 2rogramm2rs and aralysts achieved
average scores on the Domiiance scalz and slightly above
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average scores on the Abasement scale; information systeas
managers scored well above average scores on the Dominarce
scale and vell below average on the Abasement scale.
Programmers and analysts are not natural leaders, in fact,
they may feel somevhat timid in the presence of their
supervisors. Managers, on the other hand, appear to be
natural leaders who may have no such feelings of insecurity,
in fact, they may enjoy heated discussions with their
seniors.

B. OTHER HBANAGERS

Turning now +*o comparisons with managers representing
other professions, the next subsections will discuss the
tudies based on managers employed by ATET and the public
u*ilities managers. The Standford Business School graduate
study will be discussed in the final secticn.

b
b
=
b,

1. ATI&T Mapagers

Figure 5.2, which is simply 23 juxtaposition of
Figures 2.2 and 4.1, compares the manifast needs of the
+ypical ATET manager as dascribed by Bray in Reference 2 to
“*hose cf +he computer profassionals surveyed in this scudy.
I< presents a rather suprising result. In twelve of tae
fif+teen catagories measur23 by the Eiwards Personal
Preference Schedule, the information systems managers pclled
in this study tended in “h2 same direction from the norm as
the managers who made up the ATET stuly. That is, both sets
of managers indicated high manifest needs for Achievement,

Exhibi*ion, Dominance, Chance, and Hz “erosexuality wi+h low
E( manifest needs for Deference, Jdrder, Affilia%ion,

3 Succorance, Abasement, Nurturance, and Endurance. The only
d catagory in which the “wo sets of managers really differed
- was in the Aggression scaisa.
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- = Represents ATE&T Managers

* - Represents Info Systems Managars

Pigure 5.2

Information Systeas Managers vs. ATET Managers.

I~ was obvious *o this researcher that this finding

should be pursued further.

Rogers and his associates [ Ref.

this theesis, a new figure,

driving the
managers in

nultiplying

Utilizing a method suggested by

Figure 5.3,

25], 2nd used =sarlier in

was generated by

mean scores achieved by Bray's cross-sec+iorn of
cach of the fifteen variables to 50.
each of the mean scores achieved by the
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Information Systeams Managars by the conversion factor
generated in the above sta2p, a clearar picture of the

60 *
- *
x * *
* * %
* * *
55 * * *
* * *
x * * * x
* x & * * *
£ * % % * * *
50 {~t=ctectrctectratectevbocpmntoc peafcc bectantbee ATET
x % * * % * *
* * x % * *
% x & * *
* * * *
45§ * = ®
*
*
*
*
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H F D H T F M A R G D
]

Figure 5.3 Alternative View: Inforsmation Systeas Banagers

vs. ATET Nanagers.

dif ferences between the +two groups ezerges. The informa:ion
systems managers surveyed achisved a lover score on the
Achievement, Dominance, Abasement, BEardurance, and Aggression
scales; while “he scoring higher on +: - Affiliaz:on,
Succorarnce, Nurturance, arl Heterosexuali“y scales.

This alternate viaw of the d1+a s sijuificant. The
reader may remember that this saze 3avice was utillzed
earlier in this *hesis wi:th somewhat different results.

(See Figure 2.4.) #hen Bray's "fast star+ers" and "slow
tarters?" were compared in this €fashisrn, *hey asppearel *c be
a much more homogeneocus group. Thus, while clear
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similiarities do exist among the various manifest needs of
the managers employed by ATET and those of the Information
systeas managers surveyed in this study, there remain
definite differences in th2 degree of manifestation of those
needs

2. Ppublic Utilities Napagegs

The Rawls and Rawls study of managers employed by a
small scuthern public utility diferentiated between
successful and unsuccessiul managers. The researchers found
that the "successful" managers scored higher on the

Domirance, Heterosexuality, and Aggrzssion scales of the
- EPPS while the "less succassful" managers scored higher on

* *a * - -
* L T L 3D e =
- * * %= * e =
* * *- * *- -
* * *e * *e -
B Y e N L L e g S L0030
A D O E A A I S D A N C E H A
Cc E R X 0O F ¥ U 0 B 0" H XN E G
H F D # T P T C M A R G D T @G

* - Represents Information Systems Managers
- - Represents "Successful" Public U+ility Managers

Pigure 5.4 In mation Systeas Managers vs. Public
J Utigities uanggers. J

the Defarence ané Order scales., If thzse results could be
shown *o be true for all m:2nagers, “hzy would bdde well for
- tha information systems managers survayed in this s+udy.

: They toc scored above average on *<he Dominance and
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Heterosexuality scales of the EPPS while scoring below the
average on Deference and Ocr der scales. However, they did
not score particulaly high c¢n the Aggression scale.

C. BIOGRAPHICAL INFORNATION

The fact that the information systemas managers achieved
scores on the Richardson, Bellows and Henry Individual
Background Survey that indicated that they were, like o*ther
managers, rather vell-adjusted confilant individuals has
already been reported. Table ¥V is a tabular depiction of
these findings.

The reader will note that the mean IBS score recorded
for the Standford MBA's is not only slightly higher than the
mean score achieved by the information systems managers
group but also ttat +he stindard daviation is somewhat
smaller. These differencas may be at+tributed to two
factors. First, the scor2 given for the Stanford group is
tha mean scecre achieved by MBA graduates who were judged to
be successful, while the information systems manager score
Zs the mean achieved by a cross-section of members of <hat
field. sSecond, The Stanford group was a much more coheasive
population; they were all stanford graduates of roughly +he
same age from *he same MBA class. On “he other hand, +he
information systems maragers were a nach more mixed group
from vastly different backgrounds anil of a wide range of
agas.
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Mean
+5.42

$t. Deviation
7.13

TABLE V

IBS Scores: Information §§§$QIS Managers vs. Stanford
s

Info. Sys. Managers

Stanford MBA's

Mean
+8,2

St. Deviation

3.57
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VI. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
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This study examined personali*y and biographical data

LA and
)

gathered from a group of information systems managers in an
attempt to determine if these managers are more like their
ji subordinates or *their prof2ssioral p2ers. A group of

- +thirty-seven subjects employed in high-level

R
&
-

computer--elated managerial positions complete2d ¢he Edwards
Personal Pr2ference Schedule and the RBH Individual
Background Survey. The findings wers presenta2d and
correlations between the results of the two surveys were
made. Finally, the findings of this s+udy were compared to
published results from similiar studies conducted on
computer programmers and systems analysts and on other
managers.

Like most of us, the information systems manager defissg
chrracterization; it is difficult to make a flat statement
defining his personality. While som2 common traits are
shared by programmers and analysts and “hair managers, cn
balance *here are¢ many more differences ¢han thare are
similarities. Clearly, whan discussed :in *erms of Murray's
Variables of Personality, information systems mz2nagers ars
very different from programmers and analys*s.

Differences also exis: bhetween information systeams
managers and managers from o*her fields. Howaver, zhese
differences are rot nearly as radical as “hose mentionad
above; they “end to be a na+ter of dagree, n0< direction.
The research shows %tha+, in +erms of Murrav's Variables of
Personality, the study group of Informa%ion Systams Managers
had more in common with other maragers “han *hey 4id wi<+h
programmers and sys*ems analysts. Aiditionally, based cn
tha resul+¢s of ke Individual Backgrsund Survey, these men
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with other management profassional.
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shared a feeling of self-confidence and a positive outlook
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DEPINITIONS OF PERSONALITY NEEDS
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1. DONINANCE (DON)

a) Murray: To control one's human enviornment. To
influence or diract the behaviour of O0s by
suggestion, seduction, persuasion, or command. Tc
dissuade, restrain, or prohibit. To irnduce an O
to act in a way which accords with onats
sentiments and neaeds. To jet O's to cooperate.

N ~ .H.'n'r?;l-'-,
- e e e

_ To convince an 0 of the 'rightness' (. one's

; opinion.

- b) Edwards: To argue for one's point of view, to be

a leader in groups to which one belongs, to be

Tegarded by othars as a leader, “o be elected or

t appointed chairman of committees, to make group

- decisions, to sattle arqum2nts and Aisputes

- between others, to persuads and influence others

- to do wha* one wants, to supervise and direct the
actions of others, %> %*ell others how to do %heir
jobs.

c) Jackson:s Attempts +o corntrsl his enviornment, and
to influence or direct oth2ar people; expresses
opinions forcefully; ernjoys the role 2f leader and
may assume it spontanecusly.

2. DEPERENRCE (DEP)

a) Murray: To admire and support a superior 0. To
praise, hcnour, or eulogiza. To yield eagerly %o
the influence of an alli2d 0. To emulate an
exemplar. To conform *o caston.
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b) Edwards: To get suggestions from others, to find
out what others think, to follow instructions and
do what is expected, to praise others, to tell
others that they have done a good job, to accept
the leadership of others, to read about grea: men,
to conform to custom and avoid the unconven+tial,
to let others make decisions.

c) Jackson: Not ma2a surad.

3. AUTONONMY (AUT)

a) Murzay: To ge+t free, shaka off restrain%, break
out of confinement. To resist coercion and
restriction. To avoid or juit activities
prscrited by domineering authorities. To be
independant and free to act according to impulse.
To be unattachei, unconditioned, irresponsible.
To defy convention.

b) Edwards: To be able to come and go as desired, to
say what one thinks about things, to be
independant of st hers in making decisions, +to feel
free tc do what one wants, %*o do *things *that are
uncorventioral, to avoid situations where one is
expected *o conform, to 1o things without regard
to wha* others may *hink, to criticize those in
positicns of au*hority, *o avoid responsibilitias
and obligations.

c) Jackson: Tries to break away €from restraints,
confinement, or restrictions of any kind; enjoys
being unat*achei, free, not “ied to people,
places, or obligations, may be rebellious when
faced with restrain+s.

4., AGGRESSION (AGG)
a) Murzay: To overcome opposition forcefully. To
fight. To revenge an injury. To at+ack, injure

60
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i: . or kill an 0. To oppose forcefully or punish an
(’ o.

kf b) Edwards: To attack contrary points of view, to
ﬁi tell others what one thinks about them, to

criticize others publicly, to make fun of others,

to tell others >ff when disagreeing with them, to

get revenge for insults, t> become angry, %to blame

others when things go wrong, to read newspaper

= accoun*s of violance.

{ c) Jagksop: Enjoys combat and argument; easily
annoyed; scmetimes willing to hurt pecple to ge+

. his way; may se2k to 'get =ven' with people whonm
he perceives as having harmed hinm.

Dy S. ABASEMENT (ABA)

.¥Z a) Murzay: To submit passively to external force.
.&? To accept injury, blame, criticism, punishment.
;ﬁ To surrender., To become rszsigned to fate. To

admit inferiority, error, wrong-doing or defeaz,
To confess and atone. To blame, telittle or
mutilate the self., To seek and enjoy pain,
punishment, illn2ss and misfor+une.

Qf b) Edwards: To fe=l quilty when one does some*hing
e wrong, to accept blame when <hings do aot go
right, to feel that personal pain and misery
suffered does more go0d *han harm, *c feel *he
need fcr punishment for wrong doing, to feel
better when giviag in and avoiding a fight than

g ey

wvhen having one's own way, to feel “he reed for
“‘ confession of errors, %o fzel depressed by
inabiiity “o0 handle situations, to feel timid in
the presence 5f superiors, o feel inferior to
o*hers in most r2spects.
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c) Jacksop: Shows a high degree of huamility; accepts
blame and criticism 2ven when rnot deserved;
exposes himself to situations where he is in an
infericr position; tends t> be self-effacing.

6. ACHIEVEREN? (ACH)

2) Murray: To accoaplish something difficult. To
master, manipulate or organize physical objects,
human beings, or ideas. To> do this as rapidly,
and as ipdependantly as possibla. To overcome
obstacles and attain a high standard. To excel
onet's self. To rival and surpass others. To
increase self-ragard by ths successful exercize of
talent.

b) Edwards: To do one's best, +o be successful, to
accomplish tasks requiring skill and effort, to be
a recognized authority, to accomplish something of
great significance, to do a difficul: job well, *o
solve difficult problems and puzzles, to be able
to do things better than others, to write a great
novel or play.

c) Jagckson: Aspiras to accomplish difficult *tasks;
maintains high standards and is willing *“o work
toward distant 3d>als; responds positively *o
competition, willing to put forth 2f£fort to attain
excellence.

,
R

~
.

SEX (HET)

a) Murray: To form and furthar an erotic
relaticnships To have sexual intercourse.

b) Edwards: (HETEROSEXUALITY) (HET) To go out wi<h
members of the opposite sex, “o engage in social
activities with the opposite sex, *o be in love
with scmeone of the opposit2 sex, %o kiss thcse of
the opposite sex, *o be regarded as physically
attrac+ive by those of «he opposite sex, “o
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participate in discussions about sex, to read
books and plays involving sex, to listen to or
tell jokes involving sex, to become sexually
excited.

c) Jackson: Not measured.

SENTIENCE (SEN)

a) Murray: To seek and enjoy sensucus impressions.,

b) Edwards: Not mea sura24d.

c) Jacksop: Noticas smells, sounds, sights tastes,
and the way things f2el; remembers these
sensat ions and balieves that they are an important
part of 1ife; is sensitive to many forms of
experience; may maintain an essentially hedonistic
or aesthetic view of life.

EXBIBITION (EXH)

a) Murray: To mak2 ar impression. To be seen and
heard. To excita, amaze, facinate, entertain,
shock, intrigue, amuse or 2n*tice O's.

b) Edwards: To say witty and clever *hings, to tell
amusing jokes and stories, to talk abou% perscnal
adventures and =2xperiences, to have others notice
and commen® on Sne's appearance, *to say things
just tc see what effect it will have on others, to
talk about personal achievaments, *o be the center
of attention, to use words that others do no*< know
the meaning of, to ask questions others cannct
answer.

c) Jackson: Wants to be the cen*er of attention;
enjoys having an audience; engages in behavior
which wins *he notice of others; may snjoy being

dramatic or wizty,
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10. PLAY (PLA)

a) Murray: To devote free time to various foras of
amusement: sports, dancing, drinking parties,
cards and other indoor games. To laugh. To nmake
a joke of everything.

b) Edwards: Not ameasuresd.

c) Jackson: Does axny things 'Just for fun'; spends
a good deal of time participating in ganmes,
sports, social activities, and other amusements;
enjoys a joke and funny stories; maintains a
light-hearted ard easy-roing a*titude towards
life.

11. AFPILIATION (AFF)

a) Murray: To draw near anl 2njoyably co-operate or
reciprccate with anallied D2 : an O who resembles
the S or likes the S. To please ard win the
affection of a cathected 9. To adhere and remain
loyal +o0 a frieni.

b) Edwards: To be loyal to friends, to participate
in friendly groups, to d> things for friends, +o
form new friendships, to make as many friends as
possible, to share things with friends, to do
*hings with frisnds rather than alone, to form
strong attachments, to write let+ers to friends.

c) Jackson: Enjoys being with £riends and pecple in
general; accep*ts people readily; makes effcrts =o

' o
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win friendships and maintain associations with
people.

12. SUCCORANCE (SUC)
a) Murzay: To have one's needs gra+ified by the
sympathetic aid of an allizd 0. To be nursed,
supported, sustained, surrounded, pro*tec<+ed,

Ty aad T
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loved, advised, guidad, iniulged, forgiven,
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consoled. To r2main close to a devoted protector.
To have alwvays a supporter.

b) BEdwards: To have others provide help when in
trouble, to seek encourageamsnt from others, to
have others be kindly, +o> have others be
symnpathetic and urderstanding about personal
problems, to recaive a great deal of affection
frcm others, to have do favors cheerfully, to be
helped by others when depressed, *o have others
feel scrry when one is sick, o0 have a fuss made
over one when hart.

c) Jackson: PFrequently seeks ths sympathy,

“ protection, lova, advice, and reassurance of other

Oairag #~ et
T 1

RESLAD

L,

i

people; may fea2l insecure or helpless without
such support; confides difficulties readily %0 2
recept ive person.

: 13. NURTURANCE (NUR)

{ a) Murzay: To give sympathy and gratify the needs of

a helpless 0: an infant or any O that is weak,

disabled, *ired, inexperisnced, infirm, de¢feated,

- humiliated, lon2ly, dejs=sted, sick, mentally

confused. To assist an 0 in 3anger. To feed,

- help, support, console, protect, comfosrt, nurse,
or heal.

b) Edwards: To help friends when they are In
trouble, to assist others less fortunate, *o treat
others with kindness and sympathy, to Zforgive
o+thers, to be generous with others, o sympathize
with others who are hur+ or sick, to show a good
deal of affection toward others, to have others
confide in one about personal problams.

c) Jackson: Gives sympathy and comfor+; assists
others whenever possible, interested in caring for
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children, or tha infirm; offers a 'helping hand'
to those in need; readily parforms favors for
others.

14. DEFENDANCE (DFN)

15.

16.

a)

k)
<)

Muyrray: To defend the self against assault,
criticism and blame. To conceal or justify a
aisdeed, failurs c¢r humiliation. To vindicate the
Ego.

Edwards: Not mea surad.

Jdacksopn: Readily suspects that peopla mean him
harm or are against him; r=2ady *o defend himself
at all times; takes offenss easily; does not
accept criticism reaiily.

HARMAVOIDANCE (HAR)

a)

b)
c)

Murzgay: To avoid pain, physical injury, illaess
and death. To sscape from a dangerous situation.
To take precautisnary measures.

Edwards: Not me2asursd. :

Jackson: Does not enjoy exciting activities,
especially if danger is involved; avoids ricks of
bodily harm; seaks to maxiaize personal safaty.

ORDER (ORT)

a)

)

Murray: To put things in order. To achieve
cleanl iness, arrangement, >rganization, balance,
neatness, tidiness and prasision.

Bdwards: To have written wock neat and organized,
to make plans bafore starting cn a difficuls task,
tc have things organized, *o keep *hings nea* and
orderly, to mak= advance plans when “aking a trip,
to organize details of work, to keep latters and
files according to some system, “0 have meals
organized and a definit2 tims for eating, tc have

65
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things arranged so that thsy run samacothly without

change.

c) Jackson: Concerned with k2eping personal effects
and surroundings neat and organized; dislikes
clutter, confusion, lack of organization,
interested in daveloping m2thods for keeping
naterials meghodically organized.

17. CHANGE (CHG)

a) Murray: Lack of fixation., To have no fixed
habita+, to enjoy moving from place t> place, *o
wander and travel. To have few permapent
attachments., T> seek novelty, experiment,
adventure. To b2 fickle in love. To enjoy new
sights, new books, new people, new ideas.

b) Edwards: To do new and different things, to
travel, to meet new people, to experisnce novelty
and change in daily routin2, *o experiment and try
navw things, to 2at in new and different places, to
try new and diffarent jobs, 0o move about the
coun*ry and live in diffsrant plzces, to
participate in new fads and fashions.

c) Jackson: Likes new and different experiences;
dislikes routina and avoids it; may r=sadily chznge
opinions or valuss in diffsrent circumstances;

adapts readily %o changes in enviornament.

18. ENDURANCE (END)

a) Murzay: To show persistencs of effor=z.

b) Edwards: Tc k2ep at a job un+il it is finished,
- & to complete any job undertaken, to work hard a+ a
ff. +task, *“o keep at a puzzle >r a problem un+il i+ is
Qﬁ solved, to work at a sirgls: job before +taking cn
others, to stay up late working in order %o ger a

YRR
et

job dore, to pu:t in long hdurs of work withou=

!
|
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distraction, to stick at a problem even though it
may seem as if no progress is being made, to avoid
being interrupta2d while at work.

c) Jackson: Willing to work long hours; doesn't give
up quickly on a problem; parsevering, even in the
face of great difficulty; patient and unrelenting
in his work habits.

19. INTRACEPTION (INT)

2) Murray: (Paraphrased) To b2 subjective,
imaginative, fanciful, somswhat innaccurate. To
be personal in one's dealings. To be impractical,
connoctative in speech, metaphysical. To be
partial in one's opinions. To be waram and
passionate, unr=asonable, in action, sensitive.
To be egocentric, individualistic, tender-minded.
To be deductive, in+uitive in one's observations,
artistic or religious, psychologically
penetrating, id2alistic, or monistic.

b) Edwards: To analyze one's motives and feelings,
to observe others, to understand how others feel
about rroblems, to put on2's self in another's
place, *o judge people by why they do things
Tather than by what they 3o, to analyze the
behavior of othars, to analyze the motives of
others, to predict how othars will act.

c) Jackson: Not m=2asured.

20. UNDERSTANDING (UND)

;f a) Murray: To ask or answer general questions. To
¥ be interes+*ed in theory. TI5 analyze events arnd
) generalize. To participa«s in discussion and

3

E. arqument. To emphasize logic and reason. To
[ tate opinions precisely. To make +“hought

b

b

1 correspond with fact. To have deep interes= in




abstract foramulations. To be interested in

L science, mathmatics and philosophy.

(ﬁ b) Edwards: Not maasursd.

53 . c) Jacksgop: Wants to understand many areas of

o knowledge; values synthesis of ideas, verifiable
generalizatior, logical thought, particularly when
directed at satisfying curiosity.

21. COGEITIVE STRUCTURE (COG)
2 a) Murray: Not explicitly 3defirned.

(" b) Edwards: Not maasurad.

c) Jdackson: Does nd>t like ambiguity or uncertainty
in information; wants all guestions answvered
completly; desires to make decisions based upon

i» definite knowleije, rather than upon guesses oOr

probabilities,

22, IAPULSIVITY (IMP)
a) M¥urray: Not =2xplicitly defined.

b) Edwards: VNot measurad.

c) Jdackson: Tends to act on the 'spur of the moment!
and without deliberation; jives ven~ readily to
feelings anrd wishes; speaks freesly; may be
volatile in emoticnal exprassion.

23. SOCIAL RECOGNITION (SOC)
. a) Mugray: Not explicitly defined.
e b) Edwards: Not maasurad.

c) Jackson: Desiras *o be held in high esteem by
acquaintances; concerned about reputation and wha*
o*her rgeople think of him; works f£or the appreval

'! and cecognition of others.
3
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ALRERRIX B
INDIVIDUAL BACKGROUND SURVEY

DPMA HMember:

Th2 envelope you have been given contaigs tvo questionaires:
a background survey and a preference_sc edulg. _The -
Individual Backgroind Surve s based on an instr-ument
developed in the earlg 1950 's bx Richardson, Bellows, Hernry
€ Co., Inc, for the Standard 0il Co. 0f New Jersey ﬁnployee
Relaticns Department., Th2 Edwards Parsonal Preferénce
Schedule also da*es from the early 1950's; it was develoged
by Aller L. Edwards of *ha University of Washington. Both
instruments are helng circulated today to collect data for a
Master's Thesis ¢n the personal traits of High-level
Computer Professionals. The rssearcher is Lf., Tom Machak,
USN, who is a candidate for a Master's Degree in Information
Systems Management at the Naval Postgyradua*e School in
Monterey, Ca. ] ]

I do hope you will take the time to complete “hese
questioraires; the findings should prove usaful to
information services_managers like y>urself, and they should
gelp impreve the quality of future management personnel

ecisiorns.

Your particirpation is, of course, entirely voluntary,
and your anonymity will be strictly maintained.

Firm

Position

Piace of tirth

Heigh+

Weigh+

7
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- INDIVIDUAL BACKGROUND SURVEY (REVISED JULY 1982)

Dizections

This,K syrvey asks tiogs abou r personal histor
- activit es gf urggig nx our %alggy,ptﬁzngs ou havz
done, things you ke or 1islike and so on. _Each statement
or question is fcllowved by fo or fiva possible choices o
angsvers, one of wvhich wil agg.y to you more than any of the
others. _Please read each st ment >r question carefully,
then read all of the possible choices o nsvers. For each
statement or question, selact the 8&% cholce or ansver that
most nearly applies to you,K by circling the_lettsr in fromnt

: of it, Ansver every question., Work fapidly. Do not spend
o too much time on any one Jues*tion.

n . fou aenp rersons, other thas rou yourssif are
. a) None

- b) One

Ei c) Two or three

d) Pour or five
e) More than five

- 2. How many really 2se friends did you have duyring
your last year of IdTImal education” (either high

3 school or college?) :
2) None

;f b) One or two

c) Several
d) Many
e) Almost everyone in my class was a clcse friand
3. How 0id were you when you earaed your firs% morney on
a gteggx Job (incluiing a st2ady part-time or summer
Job7y
2) Younger *han elaven
b) Eleven to thirtesn

c) Fourteen *+o six*aen
d) Sixteen o0 eightaen
e) Over eighteen
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S.

In vhat wvay will you grobablg d0 more for your
chkildren an your father did for you?

a) gggg tgg:e? bettar standaril of living (clotthes,
[ 4
the ore o rtupity ¢ a t i
b) iiggratu;e: ana B PRar Meslare-fimeTactivietos Cr
c) Give them more financial support
d) Give them more consideration and affection
e) Something else

How old are the majority of your good friends *oday?
a) About xy age as a rule

b) About three to five years younger than me

c) About three to five years older than me

d) No consistent age pattern

Where do you and your friends most cfien get
together?

a) At my home

b) At a friend's home

¢c) At a church or club

d) A+ a theatre, rastaurant or other public place
€) None of these

Wken are you most likely ¢o have headaches?

a) When I am tryiny +o concentrate hard on doing
something right

b) After cne of "those" nights

c) After driving or looking at a strong glare
d) When I don't get to 2at on time

@) I practically naver have headaches

Which cne of these statements best describes your
childhood family situa+ion?

a) I had an urusually happy home-life
b) I had an averag2 home-life

c) I had an ynha home-life, because m aren+s 4:ia
) not ge* agcnqu!th each other v e

d) I _had an unha home-l1ife hecause I 4id noct ge+*
) along ugth mypgxrents J
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9.

10.

1.

12.

How 4o you feel about the time2 you have to do your
vork?

a) I have time for averything without feeling pushed
b) T wish I had a 1little more time to plan and think

c) I findhit necessary to keep pushing to get
everything donse

d £find i er rd to do wvhat is expected of me
) in the tgl; a;agiable a P "

€) I never seem to have enough time to 4> everything
What parts of your childhood would you like to
re~-live?

a) I would like to re-live the early dating peciod

b) I would like to re-live the period before I
started school

Cc) I would like to re-live high school or college

d) Childehood was fine, but living it over again
doesnt't interest me

€) I dislike even thinking abou* my childhood

From your gast exper {ence, wvhich one of these factors
dc you ;ee bas been the most impor+ant for your
success?

a) My ability to get along with my co-workers

b) My ability to get along with my supervisors

c) My ability *o organize datails of my work

d) My skill and =2xperience

€) Some*hing else

dhich best describes your £eelings when you last mads
a "speech™ in publiz?

2) I 433 no+ make 3 good spzach because of

nervou sness

b) I was nervous, but the prasenta*ion was no<
affectad

c) I {ﬁlt a+ ease, but I c¢oulil have given a bei:er
*a

d) I felt perfectly a+t ease ard delivered a good
speech

€) I have never made a public speech
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13.

Ll

15.

16.

17.

How uanl accidents have you had wvhile driving a car
or truck?

a) I have never hai an accijent
b) One or two

c) Three cr four

d) Five or more

e) I d0 not drive

How many friends have you mad2 in the last year?
a) I have no need *> make new friends

b) One or two

c) Three *o five

d) Six or more

€) I can't remember exactly

How do you usually act when you are angry?

a) I store around for a while letting cff stean
b) I try rot to show that I am angry at all

c) I never let my tamper get the best of me

d) I talk it over with someons

e) I try *o keep away from =2varyone for awhile

Where did most of ydur spending money come from
during the years yd5u were in high school?

a) An allcwance fromn my family

b) My own earnings

Cc) My own inheritance

d) Partly from allowance, partly frem earnings
e) I didn'* have much spending money

Whils in school, in what way 3id you like to have
your accomplishments become known.

a) Arnounced to the class or jroup

b) Announced *o myself only

c) Having my parents notifiad

d) Published in my school or 1ocal paper

e) I never had many accomplishments irn schocl
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18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

When teams vere being chosen, wvhen were you picked?
a) Near the first

b) Around the middle

C) Near the end

d) I vas usually one of those doing the choosing

e) I very seldom had time to play games

During your school vears, which of *he following were
you a memter of? (Hark ALL that apply.)

a) Rthletic +eanm

b) Social fraternity

c) School cludb or grou 2.3., debating teanm
) polit}ca sc enga c ug, gcﬁool band? f

d) Honor roll

e¢) I never h ag opportunity to be a member o€ +these
) groups whige gn gghool !

What was the highest rank you reached in the Eoy
Scouts of America?

a) Tenderfoot or Sacond Class Scout

b) Pirst Class Scout

c) Star or Life Scou+

d) Bagle Scout

e) I did not belong to the Boy Scouts

How old were you whan you first learned to swiam?
a) Under ten

b) Ten to thirteen

¢) Pourteen to sixizen

d) Seventeen Or ovar

@) I never learned to swinm

Du:ing your last two years in high sghoo}! about how
many hours a week 1id you spend on a*hletics?

a) None

b) One 0 four

c) Pive to nine

d) Ten to fourteen

¢) Pifteen or more
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23.

24,

25.

26. To
matters when you were about sixtsen years o01ld?

27.

a)
k)
<)
d)
e)

urin our schoo?l years, how often 4iad
gnclnaeyyou in theig leiSurs-time act%vigies?

our parents

Most of the tim2
Frequently -
Occasionally
Rarely

Never

How 014 were you whan you grajuated from aigh school?

a)
b)
<)
d)
e)

Younger than fourteen

Fourteen to sixtesen

Seventeen to nin2 teen

Twenty or older

I did not graduate from high school

How good is your hea l:th?

a)
b)

c)
d)
€)

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Poor =-- I need ras* or medical +reatment-

Fair -- I can work regularl bu+t I dont't feel
qu%te right all thes tgme Yo *

Good -~ as good 2 s most people
Bxcellent -- I can tackle any job
Perfect -=- I can drive hard on ary job

whom did you usually go £or advice on impor+ant

Friends of my own age

My father (or male guardian)
My mother (or f2male guardian)
A teacher cr a minister
Somebody else

How many times during the past five years have you
os

held a

tion as orfesident, captain or chairman of

ary club, team, committse or study group.
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Never

Once

TWwo Or three times
Four or five times
More than five times

16
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28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

Where would you belong in a list of 100 typical
people in thg kind ofgjob you can do best;p

a) In the top 5%

b) In the upper third (but not in the top 5%)
c) In the middle third

d) In the lower third

e) I don't know

At which cf the following are you least 2ffective
2) Face-to-face interviews

b) Written reports

C) Group discussions or conferences

d) Lectures or speeches to groups

€) Telephcne conversations

ggécgogfyggeﬁgvgagegégen you the least difficulty on
a) Lack of friendliness of fellow workers

b) Not being as fast as the other wecrkers

C) No* kncwing the job well

d) The boss' criticisa

e) None of these

Which of the following best dascribes what you
usually dc in making impor+ant decisions?

a) Take time to check with my boss

b) Make the decisisn and inform my boss later

c) Make the decision as if it were a2 routine matter

d) gut_tbe problem ap *o those affected by the
ecisicn

e) Decision-making is not my responsibility

Wha*t do ycu typically do at 2 conference?
a) Act as chairman or conduct the mee*ing
b) Report on matarials preparzd in advarnce
C) Ask questions

d) Take a leading role in the discussion

€) Remain relatively inactive but try <c learn frea
the discussion.
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33.

If 1Qu

34.

35.

36.

What wvas the highest grade or rank you attaired in
the Armed Porces?

a)’

b)
c)
4
e)

Private or seaman apprentice
Non-commissionel or petty officer
Warrant officer

Commissioned officer

I was never a mamber of the armed forces.

are marrisd, please apswer th: following jiiems.

How far did your spouse go in school?

a)
b)
)
d)
e)
:I'O
in
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

Completed eighth grale or less

some high school, but did not finish
Graduated from high school

Attended collegz

College graduat2 or beyond

what extent do your chilldrsn agre2 with vour ideas
general?

They rarely disagree with me

We sometimes have disagreemen*s but not of*en
We disagree quitz often

Not at all, they almost never agree with nme

I have no children or, “hey are very young

Which ore of the following do2s your spouse most of-
ten do when you discuss your business problems.

a)
b)
<)

4d)
e)

Listens attentively to the 2ntire discussion
Asks intelligent guestions

Helps +take my mind off business ULy leadin +he
Hisgussgon toysamething else Y g ®

Gives suggestions as to what I can d»
Something else
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37.

38.

39.

uo.
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What kird of job d ou think your spouse would like
most to see ygu hoiiyfive yaarsyfro- gow?

a) A sales supervisory job

b) A jJob like =y present one with rormal salary in-
creases

c) %egupervisory job not dealing necessarily with sa-

d) A job in scme other geographical location

e) something else

Which best describ2s your spouse's attitude about
your present living quarters.

a) Would 1like largsr quarters

b) Thinks we need help with care of the quarters

c) Satisfied with wha* wa have

d) Would like to move to another community or neigh-
borhood

e) Would like to _live in another house or apartment
in the same neighborhood

Hor often do zou and your spouse generally go out <to-

gether for entertainment in a month?

a) Less than once a month

b) About once a mocth

c) Two to three timas a month

d) PFour to five times a month

2) More than five “imes a month

How well do your children get along with each other?
a) I have no childran

b) I have only one chili

c) They get along very well, >n the whole

d) They quarral occasicnally

@) They always sesm to be disagreeing absu* somsthing
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