






[image: PDFHALL.COM]






Menu





	 maison
	 Ajouter le document
	 Signe
	 Créer un compte







































Proactivity During Organizational Entry

a function of (a) the number of possible responses to a stim- ulus that are ... psychological thought up through the early 1980s. Al- .... Examples include con-. 

















 Télécharger le PDF 






 1MB taille
 26 téléchargements
 336 vues






 commentaire





 Report
























Journal of Applied Psychology 1996, Vol. 81. No. 2, 199-214



Copyright 1996 by the American Psychological Association, Inc. 0021-90IO/96/S3.00



Proactivity During Organizational Entry: The Role of Desire for Control Susan J. Ashford



J. Stewart Black



University of Michigan



Thunderbird University



This study described the various ways that newcomers proactively attempt to gain feelings of personal control during organizational entry and examined their longitudinal effects on self-reported performance and satisfaction in a sample of organizational newcomers. The results suggest that individuals engage in proactive activities such as information and feedback seeking, relationship building, job-change negotiating, and positive framing during entry and that individual differences in desired control were related to 6 proactive entry tactics. However, only some of these tactics were related to self-reported performance and job satisfaction.



The socialization literature describes the ways in which organizations mold and shape individual behavior (Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). The literature has focused on stages of socialization and on situational factors that influence individuals during the entry period (Reichers, 1987). More recently, researchers have begun to examine the role that individual dispositions might play in the entry process, arguing that dispositions such as self-efficacy and growth-needs strength moderate the impact of organizational socialization efforts on outcomes (Ashforth, Saks, & Lee, 1994; G. R. Jones, 1983, 1986). Recent work has also begun to focus on what individuals entering organizations actually do during socialization to facilitate their own adaptation (Bauer & Green, 1994; Morrison, 1993a, 1993b; Saks & Ashforth, 1995; Smith & Kozlowski, 1995). Ashford and Taylor's (1990) general theoretical model on individual adaptation is helpful in describing and organizing this recent research. Ashford and Taylor proposed that individuals undertake active adaptation to maintain three conditions necessary for response: adequate information, adequate internal
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conditions (e.g., self-esteem), and flexibility or freedom of movement. Much of the recent research on individual activity during entry has emphasized the first concern. This emphasis shows up in research on the cognitivesensemaking processes by which newcomers learn the ways of the new organization (Louis, 1980) and information seeking as the primary behavioral manifestation of these sensemaking processes (Miller & Jablin, 1991; Morrison, 1993a, 1993b). Also in this vein, Saks and Ashforth (1995) showed how organizational socialization tactics affect the ways that individuals actively learn their jobs. However, research in this area has also begun to articulate and examine individual-level entry behaviors reflecting Ashford and Taylor's (1990) other necessary conditions. Specifically, reflecting a need for adequate internal conditions for response, Feldman and Brett (1983) focused on strategies newcomers use to cope with stress, and Saks and Ashforth (in press) examined how a set of self-management activities facilitated adaptation. Reflecting needs for flexibility and freedom of movement, Bauer and Green (1994) and Reichers (1987) showed how newcomers' attempts to get involved in task and social relationships during entry facilitated adaptation. At a general level, Ashford and Black (1992) proposed that the more active individuals were throughout the entry process (i.e., the more effort they expended to ensure their own survival), the more successful they would be in their adaptation to the organization. Adaptation success would be manifested in outcomes such as satisfaction with the work setting and enhanced job performance as well as more intermediate outcomes such as task mastery and social integration. Empirical evidence for this proposition was found in Morrison's (1993a) and Ostroff and Kozlowski's (1992) research on information seeking and in Bauer and Green's recent research on newcomers.
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What is less known from this body of work are the factors that motivate activity during entry. We propose that entry into a new organizational environment can be thought of as a process by which individuals temporarily lose and proactively attempt to regain feelings of control. We argue that the actions that newcomers engage in during entry can be viewed, in part, as manifestations of a desire to gain control in that setting in order to maximize their performance and increase satisfaction. The controlseeking perspective suggests a set of entry tactics that go beyond the information and feedback seeking typically studied and suggests that desired control is an important individual difference in the entry process. Research on individual differences and their role in the socialization process is quite sparse (Fisher, 1986: Saks, 1995). The research that exists has examined the direct role of individual differences on outcomes or as a moderator variable in the socialization process. Adkins (1995) found that one individual difference, prior work experience in a similar setting, had little effect on socialization outcomes. Similarly, Bauer (1995) found that such experience positively affected acceptance by the newcomers' manager and coworkers but was unrelated to performance. Finally, Major, Kozlowski. Chao, and Gardner (1995) found that unmet expectations about the new setting affected commitment, satisfaction, and turnover intent. Testing moderator effects, Jones (1986) showed that the effects of organizational socialization tactics on outcomes were moderated by individual differences in selfefficacy. Saks found similar results for training efforts during entry. These studies show that individuals differ in their reactions to organizational socialization efforts during entry. However, in addition to differing in their reactions, individuals are also likely to differ in their motivation to actively engage their new environments. No studies exist that show whether and how any individual differences promote or deter activity during entry. Are some individuals destined to be more active in navigating through the new environment? Do differences in desired control predict activity levels during entry? What results accrue to the active navigator? This study examined these questions. Although a comprehensive model of the entry process would need to include variables beyond those suggested by a desire for control (e.g., including organizational actions during socialization and other individual differences such as tolerance for ambiguity and general cognitive ability), the literature that we describe below suggests that there is value in examining hypotheses based on the logic of control seeking during entry.



Proactive Socialization and the Desire for Control Van Maanen (1977) described entry into an organization as a job transition that "thrust(s) one from a state of cer-



tainty to uncertainty; from knowing to not knowing; from the familiar to the unfamiliar" (p. 16). Schein (1978) noted the pervasiveness of reality shock and "upending" experiences (e.g., embarrassment or failure) during the entry process. Katz (1985) described the entry experience for many as one fraught with frustration, anxiety, and stress. Several authors have described organizational entry as a period of uncertainty (Feldman & Brett, 1983; G. R. Jones, 1986; Miller & Jablin, 1991). Uncertainty is thought to be a function of (a) the number of possible responses to a stimulus that are available to an individual and (b) their equipotentiality (Berlyne, 1960). During entry, given the newcomers' level of knowledge, a number of possible equally plausible responses to the set of task, social, and cultural demands confront newcomers. Other researchers have defined uncertainty as a function of the sheer number of things that can happen and their cquiprobability (E. E. Jones & Gerard, 1967). These descriptions suggest that the entry experience places individuals in situations that engender feelings of low control. The situation is unfamiliar, troubling events can occur, and the new entrant can experience high levels of uncertainty regarding what is appropriate and how to respond. These realities are typically associated with low perceived control (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986) or lack of mastery (deCharms, 1968: White, 1959). These feelings are likely to be at odds with individuals' generalized desire for mastery or perceived control (Bell & Staw, 1989; Greenberger & Strasser, 1986; White, 1959). Theory and research suggest that individuals want to feel in control in the environments in which they find themselves (Bell & Staw, 1989; Greenberger & Strasser, 1986; Rothbaum, Weisz, & Snyder, 1982) and will be active in attempting to attain that state. For example, deCharms (1968) suggested that people need to feel a sense of mastery and personal competence in their environments. Indeed, Sutton and Kahn (1986) noted that the importance of control in organizational settings is "a persistent theme in the behavioral sciences" (p. 276). In support, Rothbaum etal. (1982) traced the motivation for perceived control back to Groos (1901) and noted its prevalence (along with its corollary, the aversiveness of perceived uncontrollability) in psychological thought up through the early 1980s. Although certainty and control are related, they are not identical concepts. Individuals can attain a certainty and feel out of control (e.g., when they are certain that they will lose their jobs). Bell and Staw (1989) proposed that achieving certainty gives individuals a degree of control (as compared with uncertainty) but that higher levels of control are attained when individuals gain control over the behaviors demanded of them or over the disbursement of outcomes in their settings. The presence of a strong motivation for perceived control and the relative uncontrollability of entry situations, as described above, should provide new organizational entrants
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with a motivation for action (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986). They should be motivated to undertake a variety of actions aimed at regaining control in the service of promoting successful job performance and creating a situation that gives them more satisfaction (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986; Katz, 1985). This argument mirrors White's (1959) proposal that individuals have a motivation to interact with their environments to achieve a sense of mastery (control). However, not all individuals have identical needs for control; consequently, one would expect that individual differences in the desire for control will influence the extent to which individuals devote effort toward actively trying to regain control during organizational entry. These theoretical arguments suggest a general model that can be summed up in three statements: First, the greater the organizational newcomers' desire for control in the new setting, the more active they will be in the socialization process. Second, the more active newcomers are in the socialization process, the higher their satisfaction and performance levels will be. Finally, newcomers' desire for control will have its effects on these outcomes through its effects on these activities (a mediated model). We examined these general propositions by analyzing the role of a control motive in prompting a variety of activities in the socialization process. We now turn to a specification of the forms that the activity might take. We chose individual socialization tactics to examine on the basis of three criteria: (a) the tactics' links to the personal-control literature (can each tactic logically be construed as a control-seeking mechanism, given current writing in the control literature?), (b) their precedence in the entry literature (have past researchers testified to the importance and the prevalence of this activity?), and (c) the existence of adequate scales to measure the tactic (we built on the work of Ashford and Black, 1992, who developed scales measuring a set of socialization tactics suggested by the literature and by newcomers themselves). By using these three criteria, several ways in which high-control individuals might be proactive during organizational entry include sensemaking and information seeking (Louis, 1980; Morrison, 1993a, 1993b), relationship building (Reichers, 1987), and attempts to change their jobs to better fit their skills and abilities (Nicholson, 1984). Engaging in these tactics should be useful in developing a sense of control and, thereby, should enhance performance and satisfaction with the environment.



Sensemaking Newcomers face a dramatic learning task upon organizational entry. Even if they have been proactive in learning about the organization prior to their arrival, surprises are inevitable (Louis, 1980). Surprises create uncertainty for newcomers about what they should do to suc-
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ceed and how well they are currently performing. These surprises are thought to promote conscious thought (sensemaking) and information seeking in the service of that thought. As newcomers gain knowledge about their new settings, they make sense out of surprises, reduce uncertainty, and are better able to act and gain influence within the new domain (Smith & Kozlowski, 1995). While surprises are thought to occur to all newcomers (Louis, 1980), individual predispositions should also affect the level of information seeking in which individuals engage in response to those surprises (Louis, 1980). Specifically, uncertainty is thought to be an especially aversive state for individuals who desire control. These individuals are particularly likely to respond to the surprises associated with entry with increased informationand feedback-seeking behaviors. Information tells them what they should be doing to survive in their new role and setting, and feedback (a subset of information) tells them how they are viewed by others. Thus, information reduces uncertainty about appropriate behaviors, and feedback gives individuals information about how to alter their behaviors to increase their chances of obtaining rewards. As Greenberger, Strasser, and Lee (1988) stated, "Persons may seek feedback as a mechanism to obtain control" (p. 35). Information and feedback seeking should yield what Bell and Staw (1989) labeled cognitive control. It increases control by increasing individuals' knowledge of the factors affecting their roles or outcomes. Given these arguments, we hypothesized the following: Hypothesis I: The greater organizational newcomers' desire for control in their new organization is, the greater their information- and feedback-seeking behaviors will be.



Relationship Building Reichers (1987) argued that socialization is affected by how proactive individuals arc in "seeking out interaction opportunities" (p. 281). Proactive behaviors such as stopping by other people's offices or work areas to talk, initiating social opportunities, and participating in formal social activities can give newcomers a situational identity and help them acquire appropriate skills and role behaviors and gain a sense of organizational policies and procedures (Morrison, 1993b; Reichers, 1987). These behaviors also build friendship networks and social support (Nelson & Quick, 1991). Indeed, network researchers have noted the instrumental and expressive benefits of networks (cf. Ibarra, 1993; Tichy, 1981). The ability to gain access to such instrumental and expressive benefits should lead to a heightened sense of being in control. Uncertainty is reduced, the situation is more thoroughly understood, and the social support that is oftentimes necessary for responding is obtained. As such, differences in desired control should motivate the proactive relation-
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ship-building behaviors that Rcichcrs described. As is the case for information and feedback seeking, the payoff of building relationships at work should be particularly attractive to newcomers desiring control upon entry. Thus, we hypothesized the following: Hypothesis 2: The greater organizational newcomers' desire for control in their new organization is, the greater their active steps to build relationships within those settings will be.



Job-Change Negotiating Although the reduced uncertainty and social support sought in the aforementioned tactics may give individuals some sense of control, certainty and control are not synonymous (indeed, information that gives certainty about the fact that one is not in control will not yield control perceptions). Rather, research on control suggests that individuals can also undertake activities to attempt to explicitly alter the environment (Bell & Staw, 1989). These tactics, while not increasing certainty, are thought to leave individuals more in control because they create what Bell and Staw labeled behavior control. Behavior control refers to control over one's own work behavior or input to the production process. Examples include control over work methods, pace, or amount of effort. This logic suggests that one control-seeking tactic might be explicit attempts to change one's job. Individuals entering new work situations are thought to cither change their jobs or change themselves to create a better fit between them and their new jobs (Dawis & Lofquist, 1978; Nicholson, 1984). Nicholson described several factors that might lead newcomers to attempt job changes rather than to mold themselves to fit in better. One factor is individuals' desire for control (Nicholson, 1984). Individuals with a particularly strong desire for control when entering an organization should be especially motivated to push for job changes aimed at creating jobs that better suit their skills and abilities. If these individuals are able to negotiate job changes, then they will participate in decisions about how their jobs are structured, thereby achieving a degree of behavioral control. Given that such control is particularly attractive to those high in desire for control, we hypothesized the following: Hypothesis 3: The greater organizational newcomers' desire for control in their new organization is, the greater their attempts to negotiate job changes will be.



Framing The proactive tactics mentioned up to this point allow newcomers to better understand the new context; to relate to the people within it; or, through negotiating job changes, to influence decisions about the behaviors demanded in the new environment. In addition to these tac-



tics aimed at understanding or influencing others, research in psychology suggests that individuals also engage in self-control or self-management to gain control in various situations (Kanfer & Karoly, 1972; Manz & Sims, 1980). These tactics also emerged in Ashford and Black's (1992) exploratory research on newcomer proactivity. Saks and Ashforth (in press) recently examined the role that behavioral self-management might play in the socialization process. They found that behavioral selfmanagement (i.e., self-observing, goal setting, rewarding, and punishing) yielded greater learning, reduced stress, and lower uncertainty. In this article, we broadened the concept of self-management to include not only behavioral self-management but also what we might call cognitive self-management as a mechanism to gain control. For example, Kelley (1971) argued that attributions should be seen "as a means of encouraging and maintaining [the individual's] effective exercise of control in the world" (p. 22). One particularly potent cognitive self-management tactic occurs when individuals' attempt to alter their understanding of a situation by explicitly controlling the cognitive frame they place on the situation. Folkman (1984) labeled such framing as primary appraisal and argued that in stress situations, such appraisals influence subsequent coping responses. Taylor and Brown (1988) labeled these cognitive frames as positive illusions and noted their beneficial effects on individuals' stress levels, recovery from illness, depression, and capability of creative and productive work. Like seeking information to gain cognitive control, new organizational entrants' attempts to positively frame their new situations alter how they understand the situation. The actual situation and their actual level of control within the situation remain unchanged. However, the logic of this tactic as a control tactic suggests that it gives people a sense of control by increasing their self-confidence and sense of efficacy with respect to the situation. Given the attractiveness of these outcomes to individuals with a high desire for control, such individuals will be more likely to engage in this tactic than will those individuals with a lower desire for control. Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis: Hypothesis 4: The greater organizational newcomers' desire for control in their new organization is, thegrcater their attempts to positively frame their situations will be.



Proactive Socialization and Outcomes In the discussion above, we referenced several outcomes of individuals' proactivity during organizational entry. If, as hypothesized, these tactics serve to reduce aversive uncertainty and give newcomers feelings of control, then they should be instrumental in enhancing job performance and job satisfaction. In this research, we made the assumption that correlations between proactive
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socialization tactics and outcomes occur because these activities are useful in producing feelings of control for the active individual. We also assumed that the more frequently the tactics are undertaken, the greater their likelihood of success will be. We now make specific arguments linking each tactic to these outcomes. Seeking information and feedback are means of gaining greater clarity about how things work in the organization and what others expect of the newcomer (Katz, 1985; Morrison, 1993b). The more newcomers understand how things work and what is expected, the more likely it is that they will be able to meet those expectations and perform well in their jobs. Feedback also allows newcomers to make corrections in their performance over time. Individuals who seek feedback should be better able to tailor their performance behaviors to the unique demands of their setting, thereby attaining higher performance evaluations. Furthermore, given the positive relationship between role clarity and job satisfaction (Fisher & Gittleson, 1983), newcomers who attain such clarity through information and feedback seeking should also experience greater job satisfaction. Morrison (1993b) found positive associations between information and feedback seeking and job performance and satisfaction. On the basis of her findings and the logic presented here, we hypothesized the following: Hypothesis 5a: The more organizational newcomers engage in information and feedback seeking, the higher their job performance will be. Hypothesis 5b: The more organizational newcomers engage in information and feedback seeking, the higher their job satisfaction will be. At least two mechanisms potentially link performance to active steps toward interacting with others and building relationships in the new setting. Reichers (1987) suggested that it is in interactions with others that work skills are developed and appropriate role behaviors are learned. As such, they should be positively related to performance. In addition, given that much managerial work often requires the cooperation of others to attain high performance (Tsui, 1984, 1994), newcomers who take active steps to build relationships with significant others should achieve higher performance than those who do not take such steps. Attempts to build relationships should also be associated with higher job satisfaction. Relationships give meaning to situations. Job satisfaction and quality of life generally stem from both how we experience work and our relationships with other people (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Relationships also provide the social support shown to be related to job satisfaction (Nelson & Quick, 1991). In support, Louis, Posner, and Powell (1983) found that organizational newcomers rated interaction with peers and interaction with superiors as the most and the next most helpful socialization prac-
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tices, respectively. Both of these interactions were correlated with job satisfaction. Given this finding, we expected that proactive attempts to seek out interactions and build relationships would be similarly related to job satisfaction. Thus, we proposed the following hypotheses: Hypothesis 6a: The more organizational newcomers attempt to increase social interactions and build relationships, the higher their job performance will be. Hypothesis 6b: The more organizational newcomers attempt to increase social interactions and build relationships, the higher their job satisfaction will be. The arguments for the importance of building relationships for attaining job performance and satisfaction blur conceptually with those concerning information seeking. Indeed, the literature suggests (cf. Ibarra, 1993; Morrison, 1993b; Smith & Kozlowski, 1995) that one way to obtain information is by building relationships. Bauer and Green's (1994) finding that professional involvements (attending social events and seminars) tend to reduce role ambiguity substantiates that information is exchanged during these relational episodes. However, information clearly can be obtained in other ways (e.g., by observation), and relationships do more for individuals than serve as information conduits. Therefore, we see relationship building and information seeking as separate but correlated constructs. Individuals' attempts to negotiate job changes not only adjust the task set to more favorably suit their skills and abilities (e.g., Nicholson, 1984) but also alter the means by which that task set is to be accomplished. Consequently, attempts to negotiate job changes should be positively related to job performance. These arguments suggest the following hypothesis: Hypothesis 7: The more organizational newcomers attempt to negotiate job changes, the higher their job performance will be.



Finally, if individuals cognitively frame events as challenges and opportunities rather than as problems or threats, they are more likely to feel able to meet those challenges or take advantage of opportunities (Taylor & Brown, 1988). To the extent that cognitively framing the environment in this manner leads to proactive performance behaviors, enhanced job performance should follow. By framing their situations as opportunities, newcomers should also become more satisfied with them. The opportunity frame should make the situation seem more controllable (Dutton & Jackson, 1987); should leave individuals feeling more able to cope with stresses that may arise (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980); and, in general, should help the newcomers generate positive affect toward their job situation. These feelings and perceptions
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in turn should increase job satisfaction. Thus, we hypothesized the following: Hypothesis 8a: The more organizational newcomers attempt to frame their situation as an opportunity rather than a problem, the higher their job performance will be. Hypothesis 8b: The more organizational newcomers attempt to frame their situation as an opportunity rather than a problem, the higher their job satisfaction will be. Finally, given the general model that underlies this research, we also explicitly specified a mediation hypothesis. This hypothesis captured our argument that the effect of desire for control on job satisfaction and performance would occur because desire for control prompts individual activities during socialization that yield these outcomes. Thus, we proposed the following: Hypothesis 9: Newcomers' proactive socialization attempts will mediate the relationship between desire for control, job performance, and job satisfaction. In sum, the purpose of this study was to examine (a) the relevance of desire for control for explaining the frequency with which a variety of proactive socialization behaviors are undertaken during the first year on the job; (b) the impact of desire for control on two distal socialization outcomes (satisfaction and performance), as mediated by the frequency of proactive socialization behaviors; and (c) the direct effect of proactive socialization behaviors on the two distal outcome measures. This study's contribution lies in its test of the direct effects of an individual difference on individual activity (rather than examining individual differences as moderators of individual reactions to organizational activity), in its examination of proactive socialization behaviors beyond information and feedback seeking (and, in particular, the expansion of the domain of these tactics to include cognitive framing as well as behavioral activity), and in its test of the impact of these activities over time on two outcomes of importance to both individuals and organizations—satisfaction and performance. Method Sample We tested the nine hypotheses using a sample of practicing managers drawn from a recent graduating class of a small northeastern graduate school of business. Of the class of 165, 103 individuals completed the Time I questionnaire, yielding a 62% response rate. Of these 103 individuals, 83 and 69 completed a Time 2 and a Time 3 survey, respectively (representing respective response rates of 81% and 83%). Sixty-nine respondents provided data at all three time points, representing a 42% overall response rate (69 out of 165). All participants in the sample earned master of business administration (MBA) degrees. Of the participants, 32% were female



and 68% were male; 93% were White and 7% were Black, Asian including Indian, or Hispanic. The mean age was 27.23 years (SD = 2.04), and the average length of full-time work experience was 3.53 years (SD = 1.65). Participants entered the following industries: financial services (27%), business services (e.g., consulting; 22%), computer (7%), manufacturing (6%), marketing (6%), nonprofit organizations (4%) and other (28%). There were no differences between those who participated in the study at Time 1 (62% of the total graduating class) and those who did not participate on several dimensions. First, approximately 93% of the graduating class had job offers at graduation. Thus, it was not the case that a disproportional percentage of nonparticipants did not have jobs. Second, the mean age and the mean years of work experience of the participants did not differ significantly from those of nonparticipants at Time 1. Furthermore, participants and nonparticipants were similar in the percentages of employment by industry. Thus, it seems reasonable to assert that the 62% of the graduating class that participated in the study were representative of the entire group. Design and Procedure We used a longitudinal design to examine the role of desire for control during organizational entry. Data were collected at three points: Data on desired control were collected after respondents had accepted positions and approximately 2-3 months prior to organizational entry, data on proactive socialization tactics were collected 6 months after entry, and data on outcomes were collected 12 months after entry. This time line is consistent with several previous studies on the entry process (cf. Nelson, Quick, & Eakin, 1988). We used the following procedure to collect the data: We solicited volunteers by means of a memo. Participation was not associated with any particular course and was not part of any course requirement. Volunteers were interviewed following their acceptance of full-time positions to get a sense of their jobsearch process and to explain the nature of the study and the time commitments involved. At that time, participants were given a questionnaire to complete that measured their desire for control. Participants were contacted 6 months and 12 months after the start dates for their jobs and were asked to complete a second and a third survey. In all cases, the respondents returned the surveys directly to Susan J. Ashford. Surveys were coded with an identification number to facilitate the matching of the respondents' surveys over time. Confidentiality was also assured throughout the research process. There is no consensus in the socialization literature regarding the appropriate time lags for measurement (Ashforth et al., 1994). Fisher (1986) stated that 1 year has traditionally been noted as the primary time frame for socialization. We chose our data collection times on the basis of past research practice and common sense. We wanted to measure desire for control before the respondents were in their new environments (to avoid contamination) but close to the entry period to maximize causal impact. For Time 2 data collection, we knew that we had to let enough time pass to give newcomers the opportunity and the need to engage in some of the entry activities. We also collected Time 3 data shortly after the year-end performance review. We tied our data collection to the new entrants' start dates
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for their jobs so that the time lags around the 6-month and 1year point for data return were minimal.



Measures Desire for control. Desire for control was measured at Time 1 using an 11-item Likert-type scale developed by Greenberger et al. (1988). Greenberger et al. provided evidence for the scale's validity and reliability. The items asked respondents how much control they would like to have in a wide variety of workrelated areas in their new jobs using a 7-point response format ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). These areas included the variety of tasks performed, decisions as to when things would be done in a work unit, performance standards in the work unit, and the way that desks and other equipment were arranged in the work area. This scale has shown adequate psychometric properties in previous studies (e.g., alphas consistently in the high .80s, means typically at 1 point above the scale's midpoint, and adequate variation; Greenberger, Strasser, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989; Greenberger et al., 1988). Cronbach's alpha in this study was .85 (see Table 1 for the scale characteristics of all study variables). This scale taps desire for control by summing respondents' ratings of their desire for control over various aspects of this specific situation. That is, this scale does not tap an individual's generalized desire for control across many settings (e.g., in a family, at work, and in a civic setting). Rather, D. B. Greenberger (personal communication, October 1, 1995) argues that generalized feelings of control will manifest themselves in specific desires for control in specific situations. Thus, this measure taps the variable of prime importance in this study, the individuals' desire for control in their new work setting. By measuring desire for control in this way. we also allowed individuals to draw on what they knew about the situations that they were entering and the importance that they placed on the work setting in specifying their level of desired control. Proactive socialization tactics. Proactive tactics that individuals might use during organizational entry to increase their feelings of control in the new situation were measured at Time 2. These scales underwent substantial development work prior to their inclusion in this study. First, we generated items by asking a separate sample of MBA graduates ( N = 84) to answer open-ended questions about what they did to get hired within their new companies. Respondents mentioned tactics relating to information seeking, relationship building, job-change negotiating, and framing. From this openended effort, the ideas raised by our newcomer respondents were incorporated into scale items for subsequent pretesting. Items were generated, scales were created, and close-ended pretest data were collected from a separate set of newcomers. This second sample consisted of 587 recent college graduates employed in a variety of organizations. These respondents were asked to describe their entry experiences by responding to items tapping each of the tactics described above. Respondents were asked to rate the extent to which they had engaged in each tactic by circling a number from 1 (to no extent) to 5 (to a great extent). Respondents were also given a not applicable option for each item. The factor analysis of these items provided the input for this
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[image: alt]





Entry Form 

Aug 9, 2014 - Entry fee(s) _____ â‚¬ has/have been paid by 25.07.2014 to Pumit ry's account at Nordea, Helsinki, Finland, NDEAFIHH,. IBAN FI88 1432 3000 ...
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Entry List 

16 mai 2017 - 43 SOLUS-MISKOWICZ Katarzyna. POL. 1988. VOLKSWAGEN SAMOCHODY UZYTKOWE MTB TEAM. 44 FORCHINI Ramona. SUI. 1994. STRÜBY-BIXS TEAM. 45 SVEUM Elisabeth. NOR. 1989. 46 FERRAND PREVOT Pauline. FRA. 1992. CANYON FACTORY RACING XC. 47 SKARNITZ
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OPERATOR'S, ORGANIZATIONAL, DIRECT SUPPORT AND 

Sep 10, 1984 - DIRECT SUPPORT AND GENERAL. SUPPORT MAINTENANCE MANUAL. FOR. OSCILLOSCOPE OS-261B(V)1/U. (NSN 6625-01-101-1318).
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Organizational selection and assessment of 

surrogacy, the surrogate mother carries a couple's embryo; in partial surrogacy she ..... the specific aim of evaluating suitability of both parties in the surrogacy ...
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The structure Business Organizational chart 

proposes accommodation on campus, in host families and in private apartments, it has a 24 class rooms, 110 dorms, a restaurant, a bar, a cybercafÃ©, a library, ...
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entry label 10112 
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entry label 10103 












 


[image: alt]





entry form - FIFEL Fondation 

9 oct. 2011 - ... de Bassenges - Station 5 - CH-1015 Lausanne - Switzerland. T +41 21 693 00 55 F +41 21 693 00 00 www.fifel.ch [email protected] ...
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entry label 10108 
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Entry List By Event 

28 juin 2018 - ALG Algeria. BOUNSER Sonia. 10 Feb 2001. MEHANI Kawther. 30 Nov 1997. ALG Algeria. BAYOU Louiza. 25 May 1994. BERKIOUNE Sonia.
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entry rules - Nicolas Boisseau 

Electronic Imaging Division with PSA EID Star &. Who's Who ... Images can be submitted by the following two methods: ... See Paragraph 6 for instructions on.
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QuickGuides/Re Entry,FR 
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Entry List By Event 

28 juin 2018 - Entry List By Event. Liste des inscrits par Ã©preuve. NOC. Name. Date Of Birth. Position. ALG Algeria. BOUSSAID Laid. 14 Jan 1990. SOUADI ...
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(â€œEntry Periodâ€�). 

Mary Kay Cosmetics Ltd. transferring my data to be processed by its vendor Best Buzz on a secure cloud computing platform provided by Amazon Cloud servers.
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Pornographic
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