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(ABSTRACT) 

The success of an organization's employees is affected by many factors, 

including the organizational entry process itself. While much emphasis is given 

to the selection of new employees and developing them for future advancement, 

organizations, employees and universities often overlook the critical process of 

transforming the new employee from naive outsider to knowledgeable insider 

capable of making a significant contribution. Although the research shows that 

the first year is a critical time period, the organizational entry and socialization 

processes are not well understood. In particular, very little research is available 

to describe the process from the new employee's perspective rather than the 

organizations. 

The central question of this study is: what exactly do new college 

graduates encounter as they enter work organizations and does that experience 

affect their opinions and attitudes. An exploratory, descriptive study of Virginia 

Tech's May 1990 undergraduate graduating class was conducted to systematically 



describe and analyze their transition from college into work organizations. Key 

research questions included analyzing demographic characteristics; the 

effectiveness of their preparation for the transition; their perceptions of the 

organizational entry experience; their opinions about their first jobs and 

organizations; their understanding of their organization's structure and culture; 

the extent to which their expectations about the job were met; their attitudes 

toward their organizations; the tactics and strategies they used to adapt; and the 

socialization tactics they encountered. 

The survey was mailed to 2,306 graduates approximately one year after 

graduation with 846 (38.6%) returned. Only those employed in a position 

appropriate for starting their career and employed in a business or for-profit 

organization were used in this study (n=378). Data were factor analyzed and 

then mean responses calculated for scales identified. Correla tional analysis and 

analyses of variance were used to probe for possible relationships between the 

scales. 

Respondents generally reported positive transition experiences but with 

considerable variability. However, use of individual adaptation strategies and 

organizational socialization strategies were low. Important relationships were 

found between critical job attitudes, anticipation of the transition, organizational 

socialization strategies and individual adaptation strategies and important aspects 

of the transition. Implications for HRD programming, university curricula and 

individual career strategies are discussed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

The lifeblood of any organization is its ability to attract and retain good 

people. The success of an organization's employees is affected by many factors, 

including the organizational entry process itself. While much emphasis is given 

to the selection of new employees and their development for future advancement, 

organizations often overlook the critical process of transfo1ming the new 

employee from naive outsider to knowledgeable insider capable of making a 

significant contribution. Individuals are just as guilty, overlooking the breaking-in 

process that leads to the acceptance, respect and credibility within the 

organization necessary to function effectively. And, colleges and universities 

typically do little to prepare their graduates for the realities of working life and 

the transition from college student to professional. 

The problem is a critical one for all parties. Human resource 

development professionals must understand it because in almost every company, 

it is they that have the major responsibility for transforming newcomers into 
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tproductive members of the organization by developing and implementing 

orientation and training programs for new employees. If unsuccessful, 

organizations are likely to lose the employee, the cost of which continues to 

escalate as recruiting and training costs skyrocket. Furthermore, the shrinking 

work force means replacing them is no sure bet. It is not surprising then that 

this is a frequent topic of discussion in the HRD professional literature 

(Leibowitz, Schlossberg & Shore, 1991; Davidson, 1986; Wagel, 1986; Kliem, 

1987; Addams, 1985; Smith, 1984; Shea, 1981 ). 

Universities and colleges are under increasing pressure to insure that their 

curriculums are preparing graduates for productive careers. Mounting concerns 

about the competitiveness of American business and industry has led to calls for 

more relevance in American education. In times of increasingly limited 

resources, taxpayers and government policy makers are requiring that educational 

institutions assess and monitor the outcomes of the educational process, including 

the ability of graduates to start productive careers. Organizational entry is part 

of that issue. 

For individuals, a strong start to a career has never been more important. 

Organizations have largely abandoned the paternalistic loyalty model of career 

management and are much less likely to retain mediocre employees. Economic 

conditions have forced most companies to a "lean and mean" management 

structure, leaving sharply reduced advancement opportunities available to only 
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small groups of top performers. The costs of a poor start to the individual are 

enormous and still climbing. 

Given the widespread impact and importance of the subject, it is surprising 

how little is known about organizational entry, both from a descriptive and a 

process perspective. While organizational entry has been a topic in the 

literature, close examination of this material shows that even the most prominent 

of the authors have not tested their models and hunches very thoroughly. Much 

of the work has great face validity and leads one to think that we know much 

about organizational entry. In fact, little empirical evidence is available to 

substantiate their assertions. While there are many hypotheses and some 

understandings of a few pieces of the experience, the entry of new college 

graduates into work organizations is not very well understood. 

Background of the Study 

The importance of the organizational entry process can not be 

underestimated as studies have shown it has an impact on a variety of important 

organizational outcomes. Turnover is very expensive for organizations, yet 

turnover studies have consistently reported unusually high turnover for new 

employees, usually around 50% (Leibowitz, Schlossberg & Shore, 1991; Wanous, 

1980; Wanous & Stumpf, 1979). Several comprehensive reviews of turnover 

studies have consistently shown age, tenure and met expectations to be negatively 

correlated with turnover (Cotton & Tuttle, 1986; Mobley et al. 1979; Porter & 

3 



Steers, 1973; Price, 1977; Mobley, 1982). There is evidence that new employees 

with more realistic expectations are less likely to leave than those with unrealistic 

expectations (Wanous, 1980). A study of 1,000 new employees at Ford Motor 

Co., half of whom left within four years, showed that among those who had left 

their initial expectations of the job characteristics they considered most important 

had not been met in the first or subsequent jobs (Dunnette, Arvery & Banas, 

1973). 

Job satisfaction studies have shown lower satisfaction among new 

employees (Stumpf & Rabinowitz, 1981; Morrow & McElroy, 1987; Adler & 

Aranya, 1984) and higher satisfaction where the socialization process leads to 

greater person-job congruence (Stumpf & Hartman, 1984; Greenhaus, 1983; 

Richards, 1984 ). And, higher job satisfaction generally leads to higher 

performance (Petty, McGee & Cavender, 1984 ). One study found that higher 

job satisfaction among advanced managers was due primarily to higher 

satisfaction in the first year in the occupation (Mount, 1984 ). There is also 

evidence that newer employees have lower job involvement and lower perceived 
0 

success (Slocum & Cron, 1985). Katz (1978) found that the link between job 

satisfaction and various task dimensions varied depending upon the tenure with 

the organization. Mansfield (1972) concluded that the degree of identity stress 

the new employee experiences during entry is a key factor in the new employee's 
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satisfaction and outlook on the company. Thus, the early career stage clearly has 

an impact on attitudes toward the job and organization. 

Other studies of organizational commitment have shown a link between 

organizational commitment and work experiences during organizational entry and 

the first year on the job (Meyer & Allen, 1988; Pierce & Dunham, 1987; 

Buchanan, 1974; Steers, 1977). Met expectations have a critical influence in the 

early stages as does a sense of responsibility and job challenge. New employees 

have been shown to have less commitment than those employed by the 

organization longer (Stevens, Beyer & Trice, 1978). Commitment is particularly 

important because it has been shown to be linked to turnover (Porter, Crampon 

& Smith, 1976; Mobley et al. 1979; Porter & Steers, 1973) mobility and success 

(Grusky, 1966) and performance (Meyer et al. 1989). While it is clear from these 

and other studies that commitment is a multi-faceted and complicated 

phenomena, it is also clear that organizational entry has an important effect on 

it. 

Organizational entry also has a lasting effect on a person's career (Berlew 

& Hall, 1966; Bray, Campbell & Grant, 1974 ). A variety of mobility studies have 

suggested that the success a new employee experiences in the first job plays a 

critical role in later career success. Rosenbaum's (1979) findings support a 

tournament model of mobility where employees receiving early promotions have 

a higher chance of further promotions and reach higher levels than those not 
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receiving early promotions. Schein (1968) calls this the "success spiral''. Other 

researchers (Veiga, 1983; Sheridan et al. 1990; Forbes, 1987) agree that the 

position in which a person begins a career in an organization and the success 

they experience in that position has a major impact on later success, possibly 

extending throughout an entire career. 

It is not surprising then that practitioners at companies such as Texas 

Instruments and Corning Glass Works have documented substantial success with 

special new employee interventions and programs focusing on the transition to 

work process (McGarrrell, 1983). At Texas Instruments, a new orientation 

program cut turnover by 40% while at Corning Glass their turnover was reduced 

68% with calculated net savings of $1.2 million annually from reduced turnover 

and faster learning among new employees (McGarrrell, 1983). Other authors 

report a variety of new programs targeted at reducing new employee turnover 

and improving assimilation with considerable success, although the results are less 

clearly documented than above (Manter & Benjamin, 1989; Day, 1988; Meier & 

Hough, 1982; Youst & Lipsett, 1989). In short, there is ample evidence to 

suggest that it is crucial to understand the organizational entry process if 

organizations are to retain and develop new employees and if individuals are to 

maximize their career potential. 

Underlying this issue is the general notion that organizations develop 

definite cultures and that they want employees to "fit" their culture (Schein, 1985; 
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Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Kilmann, Saxton & Serpa, 1985; Pascale, 1985). 

Congruence between the organization and employee's values leads to a good "fit" 

which is believed to lead to more desirable outcomes for the individual and the 

organization (Meglino, Ravlin & Adkins, 1989; Richards, 1984 ). The fit between 

a person and an organization manifests itself in the "psychological contract" 

(Kotter, 1973). However, substantial evidence exists that most newcomers 

undergo "reality shock" or "culture shock" because they do not understand the 

culture very well before joining the organization, making 11fit11 problematic 

(Hebden, 1911; Wanous, 1976; Dean, 1983; Dean, Ferris & Konstans, 1985; 

Taylor, 1988). Not only do they not understand the new culture but the work 

culture is significantly different than the university culture from which the 

graduates emerge. Many simply fail to realize or be taught that the rules of the 

game change when they go to work. 

Of interest then is how newcomers learn to fit the culture. Many of the 

programs in place in organizations focus on the cognitive aspects of the process 

such as learning task-related skills, personnel policies and other job content 

issues. These programs do little to help new employees learn the culture, norms 

and values of the organization, build relationships, understand organizational 

politics and other less formally defined aspects of the organization. Most 

universities do little to teach their graduates how to learn the culture and enter 

7 



an organization effectively, preferring to focus on knowledge and skills. Yet, it is 

probably the fit with the culture that is more important for long-term success. 

Because transition to work is so important, it has caught the attention of 

many researchers seeking to understand the process by which new employees are 

brought into an organization. The largest group have viewed the transition 

largely from the organization's perspective. Stage theorists have attempted to 

identify the stages of the transition process (Schein, 1971; Schein, 1978; 

Buchanan, 1974; Porter, Lawler & Hackman, 1975; Mortimer & Simmons, 1978; 

Feldman, 1976; Wanous, 1980; Coulter & Taft, 1973), but no definitive model 

has emerged. Others have attempted to construct models of tactics and practices 

that organizations should use to achieve desired outcomes (Van Maanen, 1976; 

Van Maanen, 1978; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979; Jones, 1986; Allen & Meyer, 

1990; Zahrly & Tosi, 1989), but these models have also not been thoroughly 

tested. Yet another approach has been to look at tactics used by organizations 

and assess their effectiveness (Louis, Posner & Powell, 1983 ). Realistic job 

previews have received extensive attention in the literature (Wanous, 1973; Ilgen 

& Seely, 1974; Suszko & Breaugh, 1986; Dugoni & Ilgen, 1981; Premack & 

Wanous, 1985; Kramer, 1974) as one useful tool while the "Pygmalion effect" has 

also been viewed as effective (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Hall & Lawler, 1970). 

Other theorists have approached the issue from the individual's 

perspective, attempting to understand the process by which an individual adapts 
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to an organization. Research in this area has included process models (Louis, 

1980a; Louis, 1980b; Louis, 1980c; Louis, 1985), investigations of personal 

characteristics (Locke et al. 1984; Jones, 1986; Zahrly & Tosi, 1989), studies of 

the impact expectations have on the transition (Mabey, 1986; Dean, 1981; Vroom 

& Deci, 1971; Ward & Athos, 1972; Louis, 1990) and tactics individuals use 

(Feldman & Brett, 1983; Ashford, 1986; Fisher, 1985; Ashford, 1988). 

More recently, researchers have attempted to blend the two lines of 

research into interactionist models (Jones, 1983; Reichers, 1987; Dawis & 

Lofquist, 1984; Ashford & Taylor, 1990). These models are too new in the 

literature to have been thoroughly researched but they suggest that it is only by 

examining the interaction of the individual and his or her characteristics, tactics 

and personality with the organizations that a meaningful analysis of the transition 

occur. These models have good face validity and promise but there is little 

conclusive evidence now. 

A close look at this research shows that an in-depth and comprehensive 

look at what new employees actually encounter as they enter an organization and 

how they perceive the experience does not exist. A great deal of attention has 

been paid to theoretical work and modeling of the process but there have been 

few systematic attempts to describe organizational entry, particularly from the 

new employee's perspective. Reasonable efforts have been made to develop 

conceptual schemes to describe what we think occurs during the process but 
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much less effort has been devoted to describing what actually does occur in the 

organizational entry process. 

The studies mentioned demonstrate the piecemeal manner in which we 

have come to understand organizational entry. Models proposed in the literature 

have either not been tested or only partially tested. Our understanding of 

organizational entry has many holes, leaving more questions than giving answers. 

The empirical work that has been done reinforces the need for a more complete 

descriptive study because some is only anecdotal in nature or is conjecture on the 

part of the writer, some addresses the problem primarily from the organization's 

perspective, some is collected from small samples that lack generalizability due to 

the similarity of background, major or work organization among the sample and 

much of the rest of the descriptive data comes as an incidental outcome of 

testing models. 

The student, researcher or practitioner seeking to understand 

organizational entry encounters a major problem. The work done to date tells us 

much about the outcomes of the process, something about how it occurs (or , 

more correctly, we think it occurs) but very little about what does occur during 

organizational entry. Furthermore, what we know about what does occur is 

largely from the organization's perspective. This enormous gap in the research 

frustrates any attempt to define the scope of the problem or focus future 

research. There should be a better descriptive foundation from which to build 
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conceptual models, rather than vice-versa. Most ignored is descriptive data that 

focuses on what the new employee experiences as they enter an organization, 

what they do to adapt and how satisfied they are with the process. 

It is apparent that the organizational entry process is a complex 

phenomena that has enormous impact on organizations', individuals' and 

universities' success and well-being. If organizations are to effectively socialize 

new employees to make them productive, universities to properly prepare their 

graduates and if new employees are to successfully adapt so as to achieve their 

desired career success, it is vital that we come to understand organizational entry 

better. What is needed then is an exploratory study to better understand 

organizational entry from the new employee's perspective. 

Statement of the Problem 

The entry of new college graduates into work organizations has been 

widely discussed and is a vitally important issue to organizations, universities and 

individuals. Little data has been collected to enable researchers or practitioners 

to fully describe or understand organizational entry. A variety of theoretical 

models have been proposed with only limited data collected to validate them. 

Despite intense interest among practitioners and researchers alike, there is an 

enormous gap in the literature such that no sound database exists to empirically 

describe organizational entry, particularly from the new employee's perspective. 
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Thus, the central question is: what exactly do new college graduates encounter as 

they enter work organizations and what are their attitudes about the experience? 

Statement of the Purpose 

The purpose of this study is to systematically describe and analyze the 

characteristics, facts, experiences, opinions, issues, and perceptions related to the 

transition by new college graduates from college into the work organizations. It 

is designed to explore organizational entry from the new employee's perspective 

in order to accurately describe what is currently happening as new college 

graduates enter the work force. From these data, it will be possible to describe 

the state of what is believed to be a problem; describe what methods and 

practices are used by organizations and new employees during entry and their 

helpfulness; identify specific problems new graduates have during entry; and 

identify specific ways that organizational entry can be more successful. 

Universities, human resource development professionals, managers and students 

themselves can use the data to prescribe programming interventions, future 

research directions and a framework for understanding organizational entry by 

new college graduates. 

Research Questions 

1. What are some key demographic characteristics of sample members 

entering work organizations? 
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2. To what extent were new college graduates concerned about the 

transition to work before graduation and how well prepared do they believe they 

were? 

3. How do new professional employees perceive the organizational entry 

experience? 

4. What are the new employee's perceptions of and opinions about their 

jobs and organizations? 

5. How well do new employees believe they understand the culture, 

structure and work methods of their new organizations? 

6. What are new employee's attitudes toward their new organization? 

7. To what extent are new employees' expectations about aspects of their 

jobs and organizations met or not met? 

8. What tactics and strategies do new employees use in adapting to 

organizations and coping with the transition? 

9. What socialization tactics and strategies are used by organizations and 

how helpful do new employees perceive them to be? 

Significance of the Study 

The results of this study will be particularly significant to four groups: 

organizations that hire new college graduates, colleges and universities that 
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prepare them, individuals who are undertaking this transition and to researchers 

who study organizational entry. 

For organizations, this study will provide descriptive data to enable 

managers, executives, career counselors, and human resource development 

professionals to better understand what new college graduates experience as they 

enter work organizations. By understanding the experience, HRD professionals 

will be better able to design interventions and programs to address any problems 

that exist. They will also be able to use the results to strengthen management 

development programs by including new employee development skills in those 

programs. Because HRD professionals usually have primary responsibi1ity for 

developing new employees, this study will be vital since it will provide a 

comprehensive analysis of the new employee experience. Managers and 

executives will be able to use the results to manage new employees more 

effectively and to increase profitability by reducing turnover and increasing 

productivity. Career counselors within organizations will be able to use the data 

to better counsel new employees and assist them through the transition. 

Colleges and universities will have a more complete picture of what their 

graduates experience as they enter the work force. With the results of this study, 

they will be able to redesign curricula to better prepare students for professional 

work. They will also be able to design programs to prepare students for the 

transition before they graduate. To the extent that colleges come to view their 
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responsibility as stepping beyond just preparing students for the tasks they will 

preform to include complete preparation for early career success, this study will 

be essential data. 

Individuals will find this study significant because it will provide valuable 

data to guide them in their preparation for the transition to work. It is only by 

understanding what to expect from the transition that individuals (and those 

counseling them) can learn how to prepare themselves. This study will illustrate 

the vital importance of the first year on the job, the types of socialization 

practices encountered and shed light on individual adaptation strategies and the 

nature of the transition experience. 

For researchers, this study will fill a void in the literature regarding the 

issues, concerns and experiences of new professionals. Because it is an 

exploratory study, it will suggest important research directions and topics. 

Limitations of the Study 

There are three important limitations of this study to remember while 

evaluating the results. First, because the study is exploratory, no causal 

relationships will be tested nor can any causal conclusions be made from the 

data. This analysis includes investigation into possible relationships among the 

constructs but no causal conclusions can be drawn. 
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Second, all the data were reported by new employees so conclusions can 

only be made about new employee's perceptions, not the accuracy of their 

perceptions. The study will present a very complete picture of the new 

employee's perceptions, behaviors and attitudes. However, in cases where the 

new employee is asked to evaluate his or her success on the job or with the 

transition, it must be remembered that the responses are only their individual 

perception which may be different from the organization's. 

Finally, all the respondents received their degree from the same university. 

While it is doubtful that this introduces significant bias into the study because of 

the large sample size and the diversity of the respondents' academic background 

and work situations, the possibility still must be recognized. However, the 

generalizability of the results is considered good. 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

The literature regarding organizational entry comes from a variety of 

theoretical perspectives and professional fields. Human resource development 

professionals, organizational behaviorists, learning theorists, psychologists, 

sociologists and career development specialists have all investigated the 

organizational entry process. In addition there are a variety of perspectives 

among and within these fields. Some have looked at it from an organizational 

viewpoint, focusing on the socialization of new employees by the organization; 

others from an individual perspective, focusing on the adaptation to work by the 

individual; and some have taken a systems view, looking at the interaction of 

both. 

This chapter reviews the important theoretical and empirical work from all 

three perspectives bearing on this subject. It's purpose is twofold. The first is to 

review theoretical work relevant to this topic that is needed as a guide for 

constructing the exploratory study and for a deeper understanding of 
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organizational entry. The second is to further illustrate the need for an 

exploratory study by showing the lack of concrete data. 

The chapter is divided into five sections: organizational socialization, 

individual adaptation to work, the interactionist approach, transition theory and 

theoretical foundations. These sections represent the major perspectives from 

which researchers have approached this topic. Most of the work to be reviewed 

is theoretical, derived largely from other related literature. That there is 

relatively little data to discuss adds justification for this study. 

Organizational Socialization 

The organization's major concern is to socialize the new employee into its 

culture. They want to teach the new employee how to be productive and what 

the norms, values and mission of the organization are. The work on 

organizational socialization to date has revolved around two basic themes: 

developing stage models of the socialization process and examining the tactics 

and practices used and their success. 

Stage Models 

Much of the early work on organizational socialization focused on 

identifying the various stages through which new employees pass as they enter an 

organization and the critical tasks associated with each stage. Schein (1971) was 

among the first to propose a stage model as part of his model of general career 

structure. Later, he (Schein, 1978) refined the entry portion of his model into a 
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three stage model of entry into an organization. Stage one, entry, really meant 

selecting a career in Schein's terms. Critical tasks at this stage include se]ecting 

an occupation to fit one's interests, acquiring the values and attitudes of the 

occupation through anticipatory socialization and finding a job. The second 

stage, socialization, presents such tasks as accepting the reality of the human 

organization; dealing with resistance to change; learning how to work; dealing 

with the boss; learning the reward system; locating one's place in the organization 

and developing an organizational identity. The final stage, mutual acceptance, is 

the process of defining the psychological contract. It is in this stage that both the 

organization and the individual indicate their mutual acceptance and commitment 

to the other. 

Buchanan (1974) looked at socialization as a tool to build organizational 

commitment. He borrowed heavily from Schein in visualizing a career as having 

three stages: basic training and initiation (year 1), performance (years 2 - 4) and 

the outcome stage (year 5 and beyond). He proposed organizational experiences 

at each stage that would be predictors of organizational commitment. Of 

particular interest here are the set proposed for the first stage. They are: role 

clarity, peer group cohesion, group attitudes toward organization, expectations 

realization, reality shock, first year challenge and loyalty conflicts. 

Buchanan tested this model with 279 business and government managers 

and found that only three of these--group attitudes toward organization, first year 
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job challenge and loyalty conflicts--were significant in the multiple regression 

equation, explaining 78% of the variance in commitment. He was quick to note 

the absence of some expected constructs such as met expectations. One possible 

explanation is that his sample was biased because he surveyed managers who 

stayed with the company so that those with low commitment had likely already 

left the organization. Thus, his results must be used carefully. 

Porter, Lawler and Hackman (1975) place much of their emphasis on the 

values, attitudes and expectations of the new employee in their model. In the 

pre-arrival stage, the employee develops certain attitudes and perceptions about 

the organization and the new job. In the encounter stage, these predispositions 

encounter the norms, values and belief systems of the organization. The new 

employee receives positive or negative reinforcement for their attitudes and 

behavior, leading to the third stage, change and acquisition./ In this final stage, 
/ 

the new employee must either adapt or leave the organization. They did not test 

their model nor did they offer any empirical data to support it 

Mortimer and Simmons (1978), two sociologists, suggest a three stage 

model that captures an important element overlooked by the organizational 

behaviorists. They divide socialization into three phases: anticipatory 

socialization, socialization, and disengagement from old roles. Anticipatory 

socialization is similar to other models whereas socialization encompasses the 

whole of learning to adapt to the new role and environment. The unique aspect 
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is the third stage, disengagement, which captures the important concept that 

there is a leaving or exiting from an old role that goes with every socialization 

process. Thus, socialization is usually a resocialization from an old frame of 

reference. 

Feldman (1976) also suggested that new employees pass through three 

stages: anticipatory socialization, accommodation and role management. In the 

anticipatory socialization stage, the main activities are the development of 

appropriate expectations and making decisions about the fit with the new job. 

Two process variables, realism and congruence, are used. In the accommodation 

phase, the new employee is faced with learning new job tasks, building new 

relationships, defining and clarifying their role in the organization and beginning 

to evaluate their performance. Four process variables are defined: initiation to 

the task, initiation to the group, role definition and congruence of evaluation. In 

the third stage, role management, the new employee has to resolve conflicts 

between the work role and other conflicting demands. Two process variables are 

important: resolution of outside life conflicts and resolution of conflicting 

demands. Finally, he suggests that four outcome variables are important: general 

satisfaction (with the job), mutual influence, internal work motivation and job 

involvement. 

He tested his model with 118 non-doctor hospital employees, including 

both nurses and clerical employees. His study showed that no variable had any 
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significant relation to internal work motivation or job involvement, which he 

concludes are more likely to be affected by the nature of the work itself rather 

than the socialization process. Four process variables were significantly and 

positively correlated with general satisfaction: congruence, role definition, 

resolution of conflicting demands and resolution of outside-life conflicts. 

Wanous (1980) attempted to integrate the stage models mentioned so far 

in a four stage model of the socialization process after entry into the 

organization. In stage 1, confronting and accepting organizational reality, the 

new employee is faced with confirming or disconfirming expectations, 

encountering conflicts between personal values and the organizational culture 

and generally discovering how the person fits with the organization. Stage 2, 

achieving role clarity, involves defining one's role in the organization, learning 

the tasks of the job, coping with resistance to change, achieving congruence 

between one's own evaluation of performance and that of the organization and 

learning to work within the structure of the organization. In stage 3, locating 

oneself in the organizational context, one must relearn behaviors that are 

congruent with the organization's wishes, resolve work-life conflicts, become 

more committed to work and establish a new professional identity. As a new 

employee reaches the final stage, detecting signposts of successful socialization, 

there should be signs of mutual acceptance, satisfaction, job involvement and 

internal work motivation. 
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Coulter and Taft (1973) took a very different approach, adapting a model 

of social assimilation developed to explain immigrant socialization to the 

professional socialization of schoolteachers. They used a three stage sequential 

model where the first stage is satisfaction, resulting from the initial period of 

readjustment and resettlement. If a state of satisfaction is attained, then the new 

person moves to a state of identification with the organization. That is followed 

by acculturation where the newcomer adopts the values, attitudes and behaviors 

of the new organization. His study of 113 new Australian schoolteachers lends 

support to this model by showing that they did not reach a higher stage without 

first having achieved the appropriate result at a lower stage. However, achieving 

a lower stage did not guarantee that a person would progress to a higher stage. 

Tactics and Practices 

While the stage models suggest some very useful frameworks, they tell us 

little about what an organization can do during each stage to achieve the desired 

outcomes. Thus, another approach to organizational socialization has been to 

look at the tactics and practices that lead to desired organizational outcomes. 

The most prominent of these has been Van Maanen (1976; 1978) and Van 

Maanen and Schein (1979). They developed a six dimension classification 

scheme of organizational socialization practices: 

1. Collective vs. Individual - processing groups of people with a common 

set of socialization practices versus unique experiences for each. 
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2. Formal vs. Informal - using formal practices, usually outside the normal 

course of work versus on-the-job, experiential type learning where the new 

employee is not separately identified. 

3. Sequential vs. Random - using an identifiable and discrete sequence of 

steps to reach certain milestones and roles versus an ambiguous and less defined 

process. 

4. Fixed vs. Variable - planning the process with a fixed timetable for 

ceratin passages versus a varied timetable. 

5. Serial vs. Disjunctive - using experienced members of the organization 

or role models to socialize newcomers versus using none. 

6. Investiture vs. Divestiture - using socialization processes that confirm 

the characteristics the newcomer brings to the organization versus those that 

attempt to strip away certain characteristics to "re-make" the newcomer. 

These continuums generate a series of well defined propositions about the 

impact each type will have on newcomers to the organization, in what types of 

work transitions they are most likely to be found and the appropriateness of each 

strategy given certain organizational cultures and environments. They are too 

lengthy to be discussed here but it is important to note that the hypothesized 

organizational and individual relationships are clearly defined. 

Interestingly, Van Maanen never empirically tested his theory and little 

verification work has been done, despite their intuitive appeal and the face 
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validity of the propositions associated with them. Jones (1986) developed an 

instrument to assess each of the six dimensions of Van Maanen's topology and 

then used two graduating MBA classes from a midwestern university to test the 

effect of those tactics on the new employee's role orientation, conflict and 

ambiguity; commitment; job satisfaction; and intention to quit. It is important to 

note that he only tested the extremes of these tactical continuums, not a mix of 

tactics. He did so by grouping them together into two constructs he called 

institutional and individualized tactics. Like Van Maanen, he hypothesized that 

institutional tactics would lead to custodial role orientations and individualized 

tactics would lead to innovative role orientations. 

His results did support the general proposition that different tactics lead 

to different outcomes of socialization and that socialization tactics are 

instrumental in leading to different role orientations, a key part of Van Maanen's 

propositions. However, not all of Van Maanen's propositions were supported as 

he found that fixed and investiture as well as variable and divestiture tactics led 

to custodial orientations rather than just variable and divestiture tactics as Van 

Maanen had hypothesized. Job satisfaction was found to be significantly related 

to institutional type tactics. Significant correlations between commitment and 

four of the six dimensions (all but collective-individual and formal-informal) 

support the hypothesis that socialization tactics do affect commitment. 
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Allen and Meyer (1990) attempted to replicate and extend Jones' study by 

using his instrument in a longitudinal fashion and examining two outcomes: role 

orientation and commitment. Data were collected from two successive 

graduating classes of undergraduate and MBA programs (n = 105) six and twelve 

months after they had started their new jobs. Their results were largely 

consistent with Jones' in that institutionalized tactics are generally associated with 

a custodial orientation and individualized tactics with an innovative orientation. 

An important finding is that multiple regression analysis using the six 

socialization tactics entered simultaneously yielded R2 of .25 and .21 at 6 and 12 

months respectively, indicating that socialization tactics do explain a significant 

portion of the variance in role orientation. 

Analysis of the commitment measure showed that institutionalized tactics 

are associated with higher levels of commitment. However, socialization tactics 

appear to have a declining influence over time as the R2 declines from .25 at 6 

months to .13 at 12 months. This is not surprising because other organizational 

elements should have an increasing influence over time. Both Jones and Allen 

and Myers conclude that after looking at the individual dimensions only the 

investiture-divestiture dimension correlated significantly with commitment at 12 

months and also had the strongest correlation at 6 months. 

Another study conducted by Zahrly and Tosi (1989) adds strength to ~he 

conclusion that organizational tactics do contribute significantly to new employee 
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success. Data were collected from 64 hourly employees during a start-up of a 

manufacturing facility. Among the outcome variables of interest were job 

satisfaction, role conflict and ambiguity, and work/family conflict. Independent 

variables consisted of previous work experience; socialization tactics (formal-

collective vs. informal-individual); and personality variables (locus of control and 

self-monitoring). Formal-collective socialization led to higher job satisfaction and 

lower work/family conflict, consistent with Jones' findings. Furthermore, there 

was no interaction with other terms indicating that induction mode alone had a 

substantial impact on early organizational experiences. (Other results will be 

discussed below) 

These studies lend some support for the Van Maanen topology but it is 

limited data at best. Also, Allen and Meyer point out that the convenient 

method of grouping the six dimensions into institutional and individualized 

groups has not been empirically tested nor was it part of Van Maanen's original 

model. Clearly the validity of that classification is suspect and must be more 

closely examined. Nonetheless, these data provide the only validation available 

of the effect of socialization tactics on important organizational outcomes. 

Louis, Posner and Powell (1983) examined the socialization practices made 

available to new employees and the perceived helpfulness of those practices and 

tested the hypothesis that job satisfaction, commitment and intention to stay 

would be positively related to the availability and helpfulness of each practice. 
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They used a panel of personnel officers, college placement officials and new hires 

to generate a list of ten socialization practices that were common to many 

organizations. Undergraduate business school alumni from a small and a large 

university were surveyed 6-9 months after graduation. The three most helpful aids 

were interaction with peers, supervisor and senior coworkers. Formal on-site 

orientation sessions were reported to be moderately helpful and available to 64% 

of the graduates. Mentors and sponsors were reported available to only 45% of 

the sample but were considered important. Social and recreational activities with 

coworkers was not viewed as being very helpful. Off-site residential training was 

only available to 35% of the respondents. 

Testing the outcome measures with the availability of socialization 

practices suggest that mere availability of socialization practices was associated 

with more positive job attitudes. Availability explained approximately 10% of the 

variance in satisfaction and nearly 20% in both commitment and tenure 

intention. Correlations were then computed between the reported helpfulness 

and job attitudes. Eight items were moderately correlated with job satisfaction, 

six with commitment and four with tenure intention. No R2 were reported. 

Another line of tactical investigation has to do with the so-called 

"Pygmalion effect" which is the effect of the organization's expectations on the 

newcomer. Berlew and Hall (1966) studied 68 managers of AT & T and found 

that managers whose initial job assignments were more demanding performed 
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better over a five year period than those who had less demanding jobs. Tests on 

the data confirmed that initial job assignments had been made without regard to 

the newcomers ability so the initial job had an independent impact. They 

concluded that the first job assignment leads to certain attitudes and standards 

that lead to greater success later in a person's career. Hall and Lawler (Hall & 

Lawler, 1970) conclude that high job challenge helps the employee satisfy higher 

order-needs, resulting in a more satisfied employee and higher job performance. 

Perhaps the most thoroughly investigated tactical aspect of organizational 

entry is the use of realistic job previews (RJP) to modify new employee 

expectations. The realistic job preview hypothesis suggests that an inteivention 

to improve the match between organizational and individual needs should 

improve retention of new employees by making their initial expectations more 

realistic. Using 80 new telephone operators Wanous found that realistic job 

previews were associated with less turnover (1973). Ilgen and Seely (1974) 

obtained the same result with new West Point cadets. Suszko and Breaugh 

(1986) found that RJP's led to higher satisfaction, better coping and lower 

turnover but Dugoni and Ilgen's (1981) results were more mixed. 

A recent meta-analysis (Premack & Wanous, 1985) which looked at 21 

realistic job preview studies concluded that the overall influence of RJP's is 

modest. Consistent with other researchers, they concluded that job survival is 

increased by RJP's; more job candidates select out during the hiring process; 
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RJP's lower initial expectations; and initial levels of organizational commitment 

and job satisfaction were increased slightly. Somewhat surprisingly, RJP's slightly 

reduce the candidate's perception of the new jobs favorableness and their ability 

to cope with the new job. However, they are careful to note that the last two 

conclusions are based on limited testing. Also, they found a moderating effect 

for media on job performance when the media used for presenting the RJP was 

audio-visual instead of written. Overall, RJP's have been shown to be 

somewhat effective in improving some aspects of the transition process but have 

not been a panacea. Most organizations should use them but there is much more 

to do than just RJP's. 

Kramer (1974) reported on the successful implementation of an extensive 

RJP-type program with nursing students which she called an "anticipatory 

socializationn program. It is also significant because it was a university sponsored 

RJP program instead of an employer sponsored one. This program extended 

throughout the nurses' three years in nursing school and consisted of an extensive 

number of seminars designed to create more realistic expectations and work 

values in order to reduce what she calls "reality shock" when they begin work. 

She reports rather dramatic results with this program, including substantially 

reduced turnover and attrition from the profession in the first year out of school; 

better performance ratings; higher satisfaction among the nurses; and better 

management of role conflicts. 
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The organizational perspective has received the most attention of any 

aspect of organizational entry but as seen here, is far from complete. The most 

that can reliably be concluded is that the tactics organizations use do have an 

effect, that early job challenge is important and that being more honest with 

employees before they are hired seems helpful. 

Individual Adaptation to Work 

A totally different body of research has been generated in attempting to 

understand the other side of the equation: the individual. These researchers 

have asked "what happens for the individual as he or she enters the organization11 

and "how can the individual be successful" whereas the previous discussion 

focused on how the organization could achieve its desired outcomes. This body 

of literature falls into three categories: that seeking to develop models of the 

adaptation process, that dealing with the particular personality constructs that 

make for a successful transition to work and that focusing on tactics and 

strategies individuals use while entering and adapting to an organization. It will 

become readily apparent that the literature in this area is extremely limited and 

much more research is needed. 

Adaptation Process Models 

The first line of inquiry has been to consider the process individuals 

undergo in adapting to an organization. Louis (1980a; 1980b; 1980c; 1985) has 

developed a model of the process newcomers undergo in entering an 
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organization (or any transition for that matter) in which he says there are three 

features of the transition process: change, contrast and surprise. According to 

Louis, all transitions encompass some element of change. Job change may 

include new locations, new tasks, new status, new roles, etc. This element of the 

transition is publicly observable and indigenous to the transition itself. Contrast 

on the other hand is person-specific and represents those features that stand out 

to the newcomer about the new environment. This is similar to the gestalt 

concept of figure and ground. Finally, all work transitions have some element of 

surprise where surprise is defined as the difference between a person's 

expectations and actual experience. Note that surprise may be over or under-met 

expectations and may be surprise about the organization or self. 

Louis suggests that newcomers go through a process of "sense-making" as 

they encounter their new environment. Much like Schon (1987), he says that 

most people operate in a kind of preprogrammed fashion on a daily basis using 

well learned behaviors. In Schon's terms, this is knowing-in-action. When they 

enter an organization they encounter change, contrast and surprise which causes 

them to step out of their programmed selves in order to "make sense" of their 

new situation and modify their behavior. Schon would call this reflection-in-

action, Louis calls it "sense-making". It is through this process that they attribute 

meaning to their new environment and from which emerges new behavioral 
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responses and new expectations. It should be noted that several personality 

constructs are proposed to affect the process and are discussed below. 

Personal Characteristics 

Considering the individual adaptation process also raises the question as to 

what personality characteristics might impact upon organizational entry. Louis 

(1980a; 1980b; 1980c; 1985) proposes several personality constructs to be 

considered as part of his process model of individual adaptation. He suggests 

that four types of individual differences affect the "sense-making" process. Past 

experiences may help a person cope but may also mislead them if past schema 

cause them to interpret the new environment incorrectly. A broad category of 

"predispositions and purposes" is included with examples given of things such as 

locus of control and general personal characteristics but little specific definition. 

The third type is the person's individual set of cultural assumptions or what he 

calls "interpretive schemes". These are context-specific schemes used to ascribe 

meaning to events. The fourth type is the information and interpretations from 

others. Little information is given to help operationalize these constructs or 

provide better definition. 

Self-efficacy is often mentioned as an important personal characteristic. 

Locke, et al. (1984) found that self-efficacy has a very powerful effect on the 

level of goals set, a person's commitment to those goals and performance, even 

with ability and past performance controlled. Jones (1986), in a study previously 
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discussed, looked at the interaction of self-efficacy with socialization tactics, 

although his study was primarily focused on the effect of socialization tactics. 

Separate regressions were run with role orientation as the dependent variable 

and one of the six Van Maanen socialization tactics scales and self-efficacy as the 

independent variables. The interaction term for three of the six equations was 

significant. He concludes that "institutionalized socialization tactics result in 

considerably stronger custodial orientations when individuals possess low rather 

than high levels of self-efficacy. It appears that individuals low in self-efficacy 

more readily conform to definitions of situations offered by others" (p. 274). 

Zahrly and Tosi (1989) looked at two personality variables, self-monitoring 

and locus of control, in their study of organizational tactics. However their 

results did not support these two items as interacting with socialization tactics. 

Self-monitoring did contribute significantly to the prediction of work/family 

conflict, probably because were more likely to perceive the existence of conflict. 

As indicated in the introduction and above in the discussion on RJP's, an 

individual's expectations when entering the job are an extremely important factor. 

Mabey (1986) studied engineering graduates (n = 214) entering 20 different 

companies in Great Britain, comparing pre-entry expectations with post-entry 

experiences. He found considerable discrepancy between expectations and 

experience, particularly with intrinsic features of the job such as use of abilities 

and intellectual challenge, and with respect to the organizational climate. On 
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almost all the items, respondents found the organization to be worse than 

expected. Those that reported that their expectations had been met were 

considerably more likely to be satisfied with their jobs. And, congruency of 

expectations resulted in higher commitment, though to a lesser extent than 

satisfaction. 

Dean's (1981) study of new bank tellers confirms these conclusions. New 

tellers were found to experience a considerable discrepancy between their 

expectations and what they found on the job, called reality shock. Reality shock 

was found to be negatively correlated to commitment; the decision by the 

employee to participate and produce; and the employee's intent to remain with 

the organization. 

Vroom (1971) found that the attractiveness of a new graduate's 

organization and its perceived instrumentality for attainment of goals decreased 

markedly after one year on the job from its level before going to work. This 

indicates a problem with unmet expectations or "reality shock." 

Another study (Ward & Athos, 1972) of 1962 and 1970 graduates from 32 

universities reinforced the expectation gap. This study was focused primarily on 

recruiting practices but it did show that students' expectations of their employers 

were considerably higher than what they actually found on the job. Interestingly 

enough, so were the ratings by the recruiters. While this data is a bit dated, it 
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clearly points to expectations as an area of concern. Unfortunately, these authors 

did not investigate organizational entry further. 

Louis (1990) followed 200 graduates from four top MBA programs for 10 

years in a study primarily designed to assess the appropriateness of MBA 

education for work. While much of the data was skill oriented, of interest to this 

study was the data on organizational realism which was the area in which 

graduates felt most under-prepared. Thirty-nine percent felt under-prepared in 

this area one year out of school and over 60% felt this way five years out of 

school. This lack of realism leads to unrealistic expectations, a rough transition 

and more culture shock on the job. 

Nicholson and West (1988) shed some light on the role expectations play 

during the transition experience in their comprehensive study of British 

managers, although it's usefulness is limited in this project because their sample 

was mid-career managers reflecting on their most recent transition, not their 

entry into the organization after college. Of particular note is that 73% of the 

sample said that they experienced at least one of 9 types of surprise listed on 

their survey and at least 25% experienced each surprise. The aspect most 

surprising to the managers was the way communications and decisions were 

handled at higher levels. For those changing organizations, 55% expressed 

surprise in this area. About one-third of that group were surprised at their own 

reactions to and feelings about things, the general atmosphere of the area they 
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work in, their own work performance, the type of supervision they receive and 

what their colleagues were like. It is important to note that surprise in this case 

could be positive or negative. Only the two dimensions of "surprise with 

communications and decisions" and "the type of supervision" showed a strong 

negative bias while the others were about evenly balanced between the positive 

and negative. However it should also be noted that either a positive or negative 

surprise requires adjustment. 

Tactics and Strategies 

Because individuals are active participants in the entry process, it has been 

of interest to some researchers to consider the tactics and strategies individuals 

use to adapt. Feldman and Brett (1983) investigated the differences in coping 

strategies between new hires and job changers. New hires were most likely to 

cope by seeking out social support whereas job changers would work longer 

hours and delegate more responsibility. New hires were more likely to seek out 

information about job duties and performance. They also would seek out 

information on co-workers, although not more so than job-changers. The resu1ts 

did not change substantially between 3 and 6 months on the job. Ashford's 

(1986) study confirmed that people new to jobs valued performance feedback 

more than those who had been on the job longer. 

Fisher (1985) studied new nursing graduates to determine the role social 

support played in reducing the stress of adjustment to work. Social support was 
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found to be an important element in reducing the level of unmet-met 

expectations and aided in developing positive outcomes among newcomers. A 

factor analysis showed that two factors, supervisory support (emotional and 

informational) and coworker emotional support accounted for 84% of the 

variance in stress. Data is not reported though for the actual degree of stress 

experienced and the amount of social support available. 

Ashford (1988) studied Bell System employees during the break-up of 

AT&T to consider how employees coped with transition stress. Her findings 

indicate that a mechanism to release emotional energy and share concerns and 

worries before the transition reduced stress during the transition as well as six 

months afterward. People who had high feelings of personal control and who 

had a high tolerance for ambiguity experienced less transition stress. 

Katz (1978), studying the relationship between job satisfaction and five 

dimensions of tasks at different stages of 3,085 government employees careers 

found that newcomers have a different orientation to task than do those later in 

their career. The satisfaction of employees early in their career was not related 

to the amount of skill variety or autonomy and autonomy appeared to distress 

the employee. Only two dimensions, task significance and feedback-from-the-job 

were positively correlated with satisfaction. 
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Interactionist Approach 

Another perspective on the organizational entry question has evolved from 

the combination of the organizational socialization and individual adaptation 

viewpoints. Interactionists view the socialization/adaptation process as a dynamic, 

interactive one. Whereas the organizational view typically examines the effect of 

organizational tactics and actions on desired outcomes and the individualists look 

at the effect of individual personality constructs and behaviors on outcomes, 

interactionists look at the interaction of both organizational tactics and individual 

personality on those outcomes. This school of thought maintains that it is only 

by examining the interaction that we can truly understand what happens during 

organizational entry. 

That personality and job characteristics have a reciprocal effect is a topic 

of much study and discussion (Hall, Schneider & Nygren, 1970; Brousseau, 1978; 

Romzek, 1989; Frese, 1982). From these studies it is fairly well accepted that 

work characteristics and personality have a reciprocal interaction. It is also fairly 

well documented that this interaction has an impact on outcomes desired by both 

individuals and organizations (Hackman & Lawler, 1971). What is not so clear is 

how personality and socialization tactics interact. 

One proponent of this approach is Jones (1983) who is quite vehement in 

his interactionist position: 
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Ultimately it is the interaction of the methods of socialization 

employed by the organization together with the generalized 

constructs used by the newcomer that causes a situation to be 

defined as threatening, challenging, or shocking, not the situation 

per se. As a result, it is impossible to predict the eventual response 

of newcomers to the organization unless individual difference 

variables are considered (p. 465). 

He considers two major aspects of personality as important in his model. Self-

efficacy or growth need strength is suggested to have a significant impact on the 

newcomer's expectations and moderates the impact of reality shock upon entry. 

The second major aspect concerns the learning and attributional process both the 

newcomer and the organization use to ascribe meaning to their respective 

behaviors. Thus the interpretive schemes newcomers bring with them play a 

major role in how they define their new environment. 

These attributes are combined in a interactionist process model. The 

individual is seen as being at one of three levels upon entry: naive, competent or 

dominant. At the naive level, the organization's socialization practices dominate 

the newcomer because of the newcomer's low self-efficacy and lack of past 

experience. The entry process is seen as threatening. For the competent 

newcomer, there is a better balance between the organization and the individual 

impacts on each other, whereas in the dominant level the newcomer attempts to 
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dominate the organization. These three orientations lead the newcomer to 

certain behaviors which generate feedback through the individual's interpretation 

of the behavior and as well as other's interpretations. The feedback leads to 

certain personal, role and organizational outcomes and affects newcomer 

behavior. The model is useful because it conceptualizes the interactionist 

approach but none of the constructs are operationalized well. 

Reichers (1987) argues for an interactionist model based on symbolic 

interactionism theory (Mead, 1934; Blumer, 1969). Symbolic interactionism is a 

philosophical school that says reality is constructed through social interactions. 

"Meaning arises out of interactions between people, and individuals transform 

their own perceptions of events in response to the interactions they have with 

others. According to this view, reality and meaning are social constructions, and 

individuals are not strictly separable from their environments ... individuals and 

situations mutually determine each other" (Reichers, 1987) (p. 279). 

His view is that the rate of socfalization into an organization is a function 

of the interaction between insiders and newcomers. The more proactive the 

parties are, the more interaction that will result and the faster the newcomer will 

be socialized. Proaction will be determined by the parties degree of field 

dependance, tolerance for ambiguity and need for affiliation. Furthermore, 

certain characteristics of the situation or work environment itself contribute to or 

hinder the interaction by affecting the interaction frequency. He proposes three: 
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interdependent task technology, orientation programs and training programs. 

Thus, proaction leads to interaction,moderated by interaction frequency 

characteristics of the environment, which results in adaptive outcomes such as 

acquisition of role behavior, development of work skills, adjustment to work 

group norms and sense making of the organization. These in turn affect the rate 

of socialization through the encounter stage which impacts subsequent stages of 

socialization, leading to the ultimate outcomes of satisfaction and commitment. 

It should be noted that this model has not been tested. 

Another very well-defined interactionist model of work adjustment 

emerged from the Minnesota Studies in Vocational Rehabilitation but has 

received surprisingly little attention and testing (Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; Dawis, 

1973; Dawis & Lofquist, 1976; Dawis & Lofquist, 1978). Originally formulated in 

1964, it is rooted in congruence theory in that it assumes that "each individual 

seeks to achieve and maintain correspondence with his environment" (Dawis, 

1973) (p. 52) and that this is a basic motive of human behavior. The process of 

seeking correspondence at work is called work adjustment and if achieved, will 

result in tenure on the job, satisfied employees and the employees satisfactoriness 

to the organization. One can define the appropriate work personalities for the 

organization and the individual by looking at these correspondent relationships. 

According to this model, both the individual and the work environment 

develop certain styles. The individual develops certain needs and abilities 
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throughout life, shaped in part by genetics and in part by social and educational 

experiences, until they reach a point of relative stability. The work environment 

style results from certain ability requirements and reinforcer systems. The 

congruence of these styles lead to positive work outcomes. 

Individuals will vary as to the degree to which they ~11 tolerate 

discorrespondence (Dawis & Lofquist, 1976) which is called flexibility. They will 

also vary to the degree to which they will try to change the work environment, 

called activeness, and the degree to which they will respond to the environments 

attempts to change them, called reactiveness. And, they will differ in the speed 

with which they will move to increase correspondence, called celerious. These 

four dimensions are proposed to describe the individuals adaptive style. Again, 

little testing of this model has been done. 

Ashford and Taylor (1990) propose perhaps the most comprehensive 

interactionist model yet and attempt to integrate all of the work done to date. 

Their model suggests that there are first three requirements for effective 

adaptation: maintenance of adequate information sources; maintenance of 

adequate internal conditions for response to that information; and maintenance 

of the flexibility or freedom of movement to be able to respond. Given that 

those requirements are met, there are four implied adaptation tasks: 

learning/sensemaking; decision-making and negotiation; action regulation; and 

stress-management. The outcomes of these four tasks are what they call primary 
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outcomes which are individual behaviors. From these come the secondary 

outcomes such as satisfaction, performance, commitment, tenure and stress. 

However, this is mediated by the fit between the behaviors and the demands 

placed upon the person by the environment. 

Also part of this model are three sets of factors that impact upon the 

adaptation tasks: transition factors, person factors and situation factors. The 

transition factors follow closely with Schlossberg (1984) and include the 

magnitude of the transition, whether it was a gradual or sudden transition, the 

person's perception of whether it is a positive or negative transition and whether 

it is internally or externally imposed. Person factors include seven personality 

variables: self-monitoring, tolerance for ambiguity, past experiences, experience 

with transition, self efficacy/self-esteem, need for power and interpersonal skills. 

The situational factors in the model are the availability of insider information, 

organizational socialization practices and the availability of social support. The 

authors are careful to note that adaptation does not occur in a sequential process 

but rather in a cyclical and continuous way. This model is a comprehensive one 

and includes most of the variables proposed by previous work. Most importantly 

it does so in a way that shows the reciprocal nature of their interaction. 

The interactionist models would appear to be the next wave of research on 

organizational entry but they exist only as propositions and theories at this point, 
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perhaps because of the difficulty in operationalizing the studies. Little data exist 

to confirm or disconfirm the theories. 

Transition Theory 

It seems appropriate to look at some of the more general career transition 

theories and models as they also provide useful inputs to this study. 

Nicholson (1984; 1987) proposes a general theory of organizational 

transition that is both individualistic because it focuses on personal outcomes and 

interactionist because the antecedents of those outcomes depend on the 

interaction of personal and organizational variables. He argues that a person 

undergoing a transition goes through four stages: preparation for the transition, 

encounter with the new environment, adjustment to the new reality and finally 

stabilization. These stage are interdependent and repeat throughout a person's 

career. Nine dimensions affecting the transition cycle are proposed but will not 

be discussed here. 

Two outcomes are expected: personal change (adaptation of the person to 

the job) and role innovation (modification of the role by the individual). When 

combined, these two dimensions yield four distinctive adjustment modes possible: 

replication, absorption, determination and exploration. In the replication mode 

(low personal change and role innovation) there is little change in either party. 

Absorption (high personal change, low role innovation) might be typical of new 

college graduates adjusting to their first job because most of the adjustment takes 
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place in the individual. The reverse of this is determination (low personal 

change, high role innovation) where the individual concedes little to the 

environment or has much to bring to the job and therefore changes it. Finally, 

with exploration (high personal change, high role innovation) both parties are 

changed substantially. 

There are four categories of antecedents that impact the mode of 

adjustment. The first, role requirements, suggests that the degree of job novelty 

and the amount of discretion or latitude given the person in role performance 

are crucial in determining these outcomes. Second, the induction-socialization 

process, particularly the random/sequential, serial/disjunctive and 

divestiture/investiture dimensions of Van Maanen's topology have an impact. 

Third, a person's prior socialization experience, particularly the direction of the 

change in individual discretion interacting with the novelty of role demands, will 

shape the adjustment mode. Finally, the persons motivational orientation 

consisting of their desire for control and feedback will impact adjustment. The 

model predicts certain adjustment modes given combinations in each category but 

does not predict outcomes for the interaction of all four categories except to say 

that they will work jointly to determine adjustment mode. 

As with many other models proposed, this one has not been thoroughly 

tested. Nicholson and West (1988) did conduct a massive descriptive study of 

2,300 British managers that suggested the model has some validity but even they 
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concede they have not fully validated the model. They conclude that it remains 

only a useful conceptual aid. 

A more general dimension of Louis's work (1980b; 1985) are five general 

propositions about career transitions: 

1. During all types of career transitions, individuals are faced with a 

variety of differences between old and new roles, role orientations and role 

settings. 

2. The more elements that are different in the new role or situation, and 

the more they are different from those of previous roles, the more the 

transitioner has to cope with. 

3. The type of transition undertaken is an indicator of the general nature 

and magnitude of differences with which the individual will have to cope. 

4. There is a typical coping process by which individuals interpret and 

respond to differences experienced during transitions of all types. 

5. An understanding of the coping process combined with an analysis of 

the type of transition undertaken can be used to foresee the needs and facilitate 

the adaptation of individuals during career transitions. 

Particularly unusual in his model is the notion of characteristic transition 

coping styles and the idea that by understanding the interaction of that style and 

the transition undertaken, an organization can better facilitate the adaptation 
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process. He goes on in his model to identify 9 types of career transitions divided 

into interrole and intrarole categories. 

Schlossberg (1984) has developed a general model of transitions that is 

appropriate for career transitions. An especially important aspect of her mode] is 

the considerable attention she pays to the nature of the transition itself, looking 

at the type, context and impact. The transition process itself is seen to involve 

four major components: the characteristics of the transition; the characteristics, 

psychological resources and coping resources of the individual; the environment, 

particularly the social support systems and the options available; and the assets 

and liabilities of the coping resources themselves. Her model seems to do the 

best job of including the entire complexity of the transition process although it is 

not operationalized as well as some less comprehensive ones. 

Transition theorists have focused on the psychological process that persons 

go through in making changes. They remind us of the importance of the scripts 

and schemas that people bring with them when they enter a new environment 

(Tannenbaum & Hanna, 1985) and the difficulty of adjusting to new schemas. 

Individuals must let go of the old schema and find new interpretive schema in a 

"sense-making" process (Louis, 1980a; Louis, 1980b; Louis, 1980c; Louis, 1982; 

Louis, 1985). The transition process is a complex interaction of the person's 

characteristics, the old and new environments and the characteristics of the 

transition itself (Schlossberg, 1984 ). Together they call for a broader 
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understanding of the often ignored transition experience. "By knowing what is 

'normal' to experience during transition, transitioners can manage their 

transitions more effectively, and organizations can design means of helping 

employees adapt to new roles and new orientations to old roles." (Louis, 1985) 

(p. 77) 

Theoretical Foundations 

It is instructive to step back from the specific theories about organizational 

transition and entry to consider some of the theoretical foundations upon which 

the specific theories are built. Examining these foundations gives us a deeper 

understanding of the phenomena. It will be easy to see that the transition 

theories are implementations of the congruence, social learning and symbolic 

interactionist theories discussed below. 

One foundation is congruence theory which posits that the most critical 

determinant of an employee's behavior is the congruence of the person and the 

environment. Congruence means that the beliefs, values, interests and behaviors 

desired by the organization are reasonably similar to those of the employee. One 

theoretical model developed is the "goodness-of-fit" model (Vondracek, Lerner & 

Schulenberg, 1986; Doehrman, 1984; Dawis, 1973; Dawis & Lofquist, 1976; 

Lerner, Baker & Lerner, 1985). According to Lerner (1985), the basic premise 

of this model is that "the degree of congruence between various aspects of the 

person's environment and the person's characteristics is more related to the 
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person's overall performance, satisfaction and adjustment than either person or 

environment characteristics alone" (p.116). The adaptation of the employee then 

must be examined from a developmental-contextual perspective, considering both 

the environment and the individual. 

Perhaps the best known and most widely used model of congruence is 

Holland's (1985) model of vocational behavior. At the core of Holland's theory 

is the assumption that "vocational satisfaction, stability, and achievement depend 

on the congruence between one's personality and the environment in which one 

works" (p. 10). Because of that, people in a given work organization will have 

similar work personalities and develop what he calls "characteristic interpersonal 

environments". Holland then develops six classifications of people and their 

environments and says that "people search for environments that will let them 

exercise their skills and abilities, express their attitudes and values, and take on 

agreeable problems and roles" and that "behavior is determined by an interaction 

between personality and environment" (p. 4). His theory is perhaps one of the 

most tested of all career development systems and after twenty years of use is 

considered quite valid (Holland, 1985; Mount & Muchinsky, 1978; Smart, Elton 

& McLaughlin, 1986; Spokane, 1985; Garbin & Stover, 1980; Hener & Meir, 

1981). 

While much of the work on congruence has been done in the context of 

career choice and job selection, the importance of congruence theory to 
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organizational entry should be obvious: if congruence between the person and the 

organization is critical to both parties' success and satisfaction, then it follows 

that the means by which the two parties come to know one another and adapt to 

each other is similarly critical. New employees can not function well in the 

organization if they don't fit and they won't fit if they don't learn the 

organization's culture and adapt to it. And, organizations won't keep employees 

who don't fit nor will they be as productive if they aren't socialized properly. 

Super's (1980) model of career and life development sees the individual as 

seeking congruence between his or her self-concept and work. Support has been 

found for Super's model as well (Slocum & Cron, 1985) although it has not been 

as extensively tested. 

Much of learning to fit is in fact social learning through observation and 

modeling (Bandura, 1977; Weiss, 1978; Ginter & White, 1982). Central to social 

learning theory is the premise that learning results from the interaction of the 

person and the environment. Unlike behavioral or cognitive models, learning is 

not limited to trial and error process whereby behavior is modified only by 

experiencing the positive or negative outcomes of that behavior. Instead, 

Bandura (1977) says that "the capacity to learn by observation enables people to 

acquire large, integrated patterns of behavior without having to form them 

gradually by tedious trial and error11 (p. 12). Socialization then is more than just 
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a rewarding of appropriate behaviors and adaptation is seen as requiring strong 

social learning skills. 

Closely related to social learning and particularly important to adaptation 

is the concept of symbolic interactionism (Schneider & Reichers, 1983; Blumer, 

1969; Mead, 1934 ). The central premise of this theory is that the meaning of any 

thing is an interpretive process arising out of the social interaction a person has 

with other people. Newcomers adapting to a new organization must go through 

a process of attaching meaning to organizational actions and interpreting those 

actions to guide their own behavior. As Blumer (1969) explains, "symbolic 

interactionism sees meanings as social products, as creations that are formed in 

and through the defining activities of people as they interact." (p. 5) Adaptation 

then is a process of interpreting and defining the meaning of the environment in 

which the newcomer is placed. 

Adult educators have carefully considered how people learn informally 

and from experience (Jarvis, 1987; Kolb, 1984; Marsick, 1987; Argyris, 1982; 

Schon, 1987; Wiswell, 1990; Wiswell, 1987; Sheckly, 1990). At the heart of all 

their conceptions is the idea that the learner must develop some reflective 

capacity in order to interpret the messages from their environment successfully. 

Experiential learning theory says that a person approaches a new situation with 

certain preconceived notions about appropriate behaviors or attitudes and, 

barring other information to the contrary, is likely to behave in way that is 

52 



consistent with those preconceived notions. Schon calls this knowing-in-action 

while Argyris calls it theories-in-use. For successful experiential learning and 

adaptation, the person must learn to interpret the reaction of the organization 

(symbolic interactionism ), reflect upon the result of the behavior which Schon 

calls reflection-in-action, and then make appropriate modifications to the 

behavior. The problem for newcomers, particularly new college graduates, is that 

they often lack the awareness and the ability to recognize cues coming from the 

environment, understand their meaning and to reflect upon them in order to 

adjust their behavior. 

Summary 

Several conclusions can be made about the research to date: 

1. Much of the work done to date has been theoretical and speculative 

and little of it has been thoroughly tested. 

2. Our database on organizational entry is relatively lean and leaves many 

holes, although the work that has been done is relatively good. 

3. The research has been done in many different directions with little 

depth in any one direction. 

4. It is very difficult to obtain a complete picture of what newcomers 

experience as they enter organizations. 
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5. The most complete understanding is about the effect of organizational 

tactics and practices. The least understood is the interactionist approach, 

although the individual perspective is not well understood either. 

6. Any conclusions drawn from the research should probably be labeled 

tentative and subject to change pending further investigation. 

Restating and paraphrasing the problem then, the entry of new employees 

and particularly new college graduates into work organizations has been widely 

discussed and researched. Little data has been collected to enable researchers to 

fully understand what new graduates experience during organizational entry. 

What little data is available is either collected as only a piece of other studies, is 

only anecdotal or conjecture on the part of the writer or is collected from small 

samples that lack generalizability due to the similarity of background, major or 

work organization among the sample. Despite intense interest among 

practitioners and researchers alike, no sound database exists to empirically 

describe the experience in a manner that has broad applicability. An exploratory, 

descriptive study is needed to more fully understand how new college graduates 

experience organizational entry. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHOD 

In this chapter, the methods used in this study are discussed. The 

population and sample, instrument used and variables examined are described. 

The data collection plan is presented including procedures for questionnaire 

distribution, collection, and data analysis. 

Research Design 

The purpose of this descriptive study was to describe facts and 

characteristics of organizational entry and the opinions and perceptions of new 

employees. A decision had to be made as to whether to use a qualitative 

approach (e.g. case study) or survey research. Survey research was chosen 

because it was felt that the subject needs an empirical study with broad 

generalizability to supplement the variety of other limited data available. 

Because so much of the data available is qualitative or narrow in scope, the study 

would add little to the field if it was not fairly large in scope. 
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A second major decision was how to obtain a broad-based population for 

the survey that was practical and economical to reach. It was decided to use the 

graduating class from a single university because they would be employed in 

many different organizations and therefore would add to the broad 

generalizability of the results. An alternative would have been to study one 

group of new employees in a large company. That option was rejected because 

the unique culture of that organization would contaminate the results much 

worse than the respondents all having received degrees from the same university. 

There was no practical way to find a population that came from a variety of 

universities and work in a wide variety of companies. 

Population and Sample 

The population for this study is the entire May 1990 graduating class of 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University, numbering 2,474 bachelors 

graduates from all majors. According to the Virginia Tech Office of Institutional 

Research, the Virginia Tech graduating class is a particularly good sample 

because their data indicate that the characteristics of the Virginia Tech student 

body are very similar to those of college students nationwide. After excluding 

168 for whom no current address was available, a usable list of 2,306 graduates 

was obtained. The survey was mailed to all of these graduates. 
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Two questionnaire items were used to further reduce the sample size used 

for this study. First, respondents were asked to indicate their employment status. 

Only those indicating that they were in a position appropriate for starting their 

career (responses 1 or 2) were included in this study. Other responses would 

contaminate the data because they are likely to have very different sentiments 

about the transition to work and in some cases respondents would be unable to 

answer the questions (e.g. attending graduate school). Those not checking 

responses 1 or 2 were instructed not to complete the remainder of the 

questionnaire. 

Respondents were also asked to select a general category of organization 

for which they are employed. For purposes of this study, only those indicating 

that they are employed in a business, professional services or other for-profit 

organization were used. Those employed in education, government, non-profit, 

military or other organizations were excluded in this study. Only this group was 

used because it was of primary interest in this study and it is suspected that the 

other organization types may have unique characteristics so as to make 

comparisons difficult and in the case of education, make the results somewhat 

questionable since this questionnaire was not designed for that environment. 

Thus, the final sample used in this study were bachelors degree graduates 

from Virginia Tech who are employed in a business, professional services or 

other for-profit organization in a position appropriate for starting their careers. 
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Instrumentation 

This section provides background information on the various scales and 

questionnaire items used in each section of the questionnaire. The primary 

purpose is to provide appropriate references and reliabilities for scales which are 

borrowed from others and to identify sub-scales where they are not self-

explanatory. The section numbers refer to sections of the questionnaire and the 

research questions in the Chapter 1. 

In preparing this survey, many steps suggested by Dillman (1978) and 

Babbie (1973) were taken to increase the quality of the results. A complete copy 

of the instrument is shown in Appendix B. 

Questionnaire Design and Development 

The instrument was custom designed for this study. It was seven pages in 

length and utilized a five-item Likert scale for most items. It was printed with an 

attractive design for good eye appeal. 

The items in this questionnaire were selected from a variety of sources: 

1. Existing Literature - a variety of constructs are suggested by the 

theoretical literature and anecdotal discussions reviewed earlier. 

2. Previous Studies - while not comprehensive in nature, previous studies 

suggest certain constructs that should be investigated. 
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3. Author's previous research - results from previously conducted focus 

groups and interviews with executives, managers and new employees as research 

for another work (Holton, 1991) were useful here. 

The items were designed to collect data on the individual's perceptions of 

themselves, their organization and their interaction with and adaptation to that 

organization. The use of self-reported data always raises the concern as to 

whether the individual's perception is accurate. In this case, it is not of concern 

because the central subject of study is, in fact, the individual's view of 

organizational entry. As such, the appropriate data to collect is the person's 

perception because it is their perception and interpretation of themselves and 

their organization that leads them to certain behaviors. The question of how 

accurately those perceptions match "reality" is beyond the scope of this study. 

All items other than demographic items in section I used a five-point 

Likert scale. The items in Sections II - VI asked the respondent to agree or 

disagree with a statement so they use the same scale, ranging from "strongly 

disagree to "strongly agree. 11 Section VII asked the respondents to consider how 

their experience differed from their expectations so the scale is changed to range 

from "considerably worse than expected11 to "considerably better than expected." 

Sections VIII - IX asked respondents to consider the frequency with which 

certain things occurred so the scale is changed again to range from 11never11 to 
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very often." The second part of section IX evaluates helpfulness of certain 

activities so the scale ranges from "not helpful" to "extremely helpful." 

Only section VI includes pre-designed sub-scales. The items in the other 

sections were especially designed for this study although a few in section IV were 

borrowed from other studies. Following is an introduction to the nature of the 

items in each section and a discussion of the sub-scales in section VI. 

Section I: Demographic characteristics 

Section I of the questionnaire contains a variety of demographic items 

designed to answer research question one. An important screening item asked 

respondents' current employment status (see discussion above). Some of the 

items were designed to identify certain sub-groups for data analysis. They are: 

age, sex, undergraduate major, type of organization employed in, and size of 

company. Other items were used to collect some descriptive information about 

their employment history before and after leaving college. Respondents were 

also asked about their previous experience with two significant transitions typical 

of a person of this age, the number of schools they have attended and the 

number of cities in which they have lived. 
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Section II: Pre-employment activities and attitudes 

Section II of the questionnaire dealt with respondents' preparation for the 

transition to work in order to address research question two. Twelve items were 

designed to determine the extent to which respondents were aware of and 

anticipated the transition; the extent of the anxiety they experienced before 

making the transition; and the degree to which they felt prepared to make the 

transition from college student to professional. 

Section III: Perception of the organizational entry experiences 

Section III addressed the respondents perceptions of and reactions to their 

organizational entry experience (research question 3). Twenty-three items were 

used to consider the degree to which graduates found their new organizations 

receptive to them as newcomers and accepted them into the organization; the 

difficulty and stress they experienced during the transition; and their overall 

satisfaction with the outcome of their transition to work. 

Section IV: Perception of job characteristics 

Section IV of the questionnaire asked respondents to describe aspects of 

their current job (research question 4 ). A variety of job characteristics suggested 

by previous studies were explored by the nineteen items used here. They include 
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perceived job challenge (Mabey, 1986; Hall & Lawler, 1970), job fit (Richards, 

1984; Mabey, 1986; Hall & Lawler, 1970), discretion allowed in job (Hall & 

Lawler, 1970), task variety (Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1981), 

feedback received (Hackman & Lawler, 1971; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1981 ), role 

ambiguity (Ashford & Cummings, 1985; Rizzo, House & Lirtzman, 1970), 

competence to do the job, importance of job, and conformity required. Where 

previous studies are cited, some items were borrowed from those studies. 

Section V: Organizational understanding 

Section V dealt with the respondents' understanding of certain aspects of 

his or her organization (research question 5). Thirteen items asked the 

respondent to consider the extent to which they know how to be effective in the 

organization, the degree to which they understand the culture of the organization 

and the extent to which they understand the informal structure of the 

organization. 

Section VI: New employee attitudes 

Section VI of the questionnaire examined the respondents' attitudes 

toward their organization from seven perspectives (research question 6). Because 

reliable scales were known to exist, this is the only section of the questionnaire 

that is composed entirely of pre-existing scales. 
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Job satisfaction. Because of the scope and exploratory nature of this study, 

it was decided to limit the investigation of job satisfaction to overall satisfaction 

rather than investigating satisfaction with separate components of the job. 

Overall satisfaction has consistently shown a strong negative correlation with 

turnover (Price, 1977; Mobley et al. 1979; Mobley, 1982; Porter & Steers, 1973). 

The 3-item short form of Hackman and Oldham's (1975) five-item JDS general 

satisfaction scale was used here (items 1,2 and 19). Note that item 19 is also part 

of the "intent to leave" sub-scale but is reversed scored when included in this sub-

scale. Hackman and Oldham reported an internal reliability of . 76 when using 

this measure. While using an overall measure clearly limits the interpretation and 

conclusions that can be drawn from the study, the length of the questionnaire 

precludes any more detailed examination of satisfaction. For this study, the 

overall measure is adequate. 

Commitment. The most frequently used and tested measure of 

commitment is the 15 item Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (OCQ) 

developed by Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian (1974). It has been tested 

considerably with reported internal reliabilities ranging from .82 to .93 (Mowday, 

Steers & Porter, 1979). Despite some evidence that it does not measure all 

aspects of commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1991), it has still been shown to have 

good discriminate validity (Mathieu & Farr, 1991 ). A nine item short form of 

the questionnaire, consisting of only the positively worded items, has been shown 
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to have good reliability (a = .84-.90) and to be an acceptable substitute where 

questionnaire length is a consideration (Mowday, Steers & Porter, 1979; Blau, 

1988; Mathieu & Farr, 1991). The short form was used here (items 3 - 11). 

Internal Work Motivation. A three item scale (a = .72) developed by 

Hackman and Lawler (Hackman & Lawler, 1971) was used to assess the extent to 

which the job taps the employee's intrinsic motivation (items 12 - 14). 

Job involvement. Following Ashford and Cummings (Ashford & 

Cummings, 1985) and others (Hall & Lawler, 1970; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1981; 

Mathieu & Farr, 1991 ), a four item version (a = .69) of Lodahl and Kejner's 

(Lodahl & Kejner, 1965) 20 item job involvement scale was used (items 15 - 18). 

Intent to quit. A person's intention to quit or stay is considered to be a 

good predictor of turnover (Mobley et al. 1979; Mobley, 1982; Kraut, 1975). 

Some have used a single item (Newman, 1974; Bonahm & Holton, 1982), while 

others have used three items because they view the withdrawal decision as a 

multi-stage process (Mobley, 1977; Blau, 1988). The later approach is believed to 

better capture the entirety of the withdrawal decision and was used here (items 

19 - 21). 

Psychological Success. Several researchers have reported on the 

development of a measure of the degree to which a person feels successful on the 

job (Hall & Foster, 1977; Hall et al. 1978; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1981; Stout, 

Slocum & Cron, 1987) (a = .63). Called psychological success, it has been 
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shown to be significantly correlated to job change and job involvement at early 

career stages. A six item scale used in these studies was also used here (items 22 

- 27). 

Post-decision dissonance. Because there is evidence that college students 

do not view their decision to join an organization as positively after joining as 

they did before joining (Vroom, 1966; Lawler et al. 1975), it is of interest to 

examine how graduates view their decision to join their organization. Borrowing 

from Mowday and Steers (1979), items (items 28 and 29) were used (no 

reliabilities reported). 

Section VII: New employee expectations 

Section VII of the questionnaire examined the degree to which 

respondents' expectations about selected items have been met or not met 

(research question 7). Several studies have looked at some form of employee 

expectations, the degree to which they are met on the job or what aspects of 

their new jobs surprised them (Arnold, 1985; Mabey, 1986; Dean, 1981). 

Drawing upon these works and others, a list was prepared of 34 possible items 

for which new graduates typically experience some difference between what they 

expected prior to employment and what they actually experience. These included 

items relating to the realities of organizational and work life, organizational 

structure and practices, stress from the job, rewards from work, ability to handle 
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the demands of the job and expectations about co-workers. Because both 

positive and negative surprises require adjustment for the new employee 

(Nicholson & West, 1988), expectations are measured using a five point scale 

ranging from "considerably worse than expected" to "considerably better than 

expected". 

Section VIII: Individual adaptation strategies 

Section VIII of the questionnaire asked the respondents' to think about 

things they had initiated or done to adapt to their organization and to cope with 

the transition (research question 8). Constructs included in the 21 items were 

feedback seeking, search for mentor, relationship building, learning about 

organizational entry, social support (Fisher, 1985), impression management, 

learning from experience, stress relief measures, family support, and peer 

support. 

Section IX: Organizational socialization strategies 

Section IX of the questionnaire asked respondents to consider what the 

organization has done during the first year to help them become a productive 

member of the organization (research question 9) and how helpful those things 

were. Louis, Posner and Powell (1983) have conducted the only known study of 

the extent to which certain socialization practices are available to new graduates 
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entering organizations. The format of this study, which is similar to theirs, asks 

the extent to which certain practices and activities were available to the new 

employee (five-point Likert scale 11never11 to "regularly") and then how helpful 

(five-point Likert scale "not helpful" to "extremely helpful") those practices were 

in adapting to the organization. 

Louis, Posner and Powell only included nine practices in their survey 

which largely dealt with formal organizational practices (three items) and work 

relationships and mentoring (six items). This study extends theirs by adding a 

variety of other practices to ones selected from their list including informal group 

socialization practices, on-the-job training and individualized socialization 

strategies. 

Miscellaneous 

Finally, two open ended questions were included at the end of the 

questionnaire. The first one was simply designed to see if there is anything 

missing from the items that the respondent thinks is important. It asked: 

"While we have tried to be comprehensive in this study, we may well have 

missed some things. Are there any other issues, concerns or thoughts that 

you would like to share with us regarding your transition from college to 

work and your experiences during your first year on the job? If so, please 

write them below." 
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The second was included for the benefit of the university because they are 

funding the study. It asked: 

"Are there any specific programs or activities that you would like to see 

Virginia Tech initiate, either for you now as an alumnus or for future 

seniors before they graduate." 

Data Collection 

The data for this project was collected through the joint sponsorship of 

the Virginia Tech Office of Program Review and Outcomes Assessment and the 

Virginia Tech Alumni Association. The Office of Program Review and 

Outcomes Assessment and the Virginia Tech Survey Research Center provided 

consultation on the survey instrument and financial support for smvey expenses. 

The Alumni Association provided access to the alumni database and the mailing 

labels for the alumni class. In return, the data will be shared with both parties. 

Financial support was also provided by the Virginia Tech College of Business and 

College of Engineering. 

It is worth noting that the Office of Program Review and Outcomes 

Assessment considers this an innovative and valuable addition to their efforts to 

assess the outcomes of education at Virginia Tech. According to Dr. John 

Muffo, director of that office, this type of data is not normally collected in 

outcomes assessment. He expects the Virginia State Council of Higher 
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Education to respond very favorably to the university's efforts to be innovative 

and to extend assessment in this fashion. In addition, he expects it to be a 

valuable addition to the outcomes assessment field if it is published there. Thus, 

while this study is not intended as a higher education study nor as an outcomes 

assessment, it is exciting that it has such important benefits beyond the human 

resource development field. 

Preparation for Data Collection 

A pilot survey was conducted with 14 volunteers from two companies in 

Northern Virginia, GTE Spacenet and American Management Systems. Their 

cooperation was obtained through personal contacts in the human resource 

departments of the companies. All of the participants were recent university 

bachelor's graduates in their first year on the job. 

Each pilot study participant was mailed a questionnaire packet identical to 

the one regular survey participants would receive as well as a cover letter 

explaining the pilot study procedures (see Appendix A) in late May, 1991. The 

questionnaires were returned and interviews conducted with each person by 

phone. Participants were asked to focus on three issues: 1) the readability and 

clarity of the items; 2) the completeness of the instrument; and 3) the length on 

the instrument and time required to complete it. 
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The pilot study was quite successful, resulting in only minor modifications 

to the instrument. Most of the changes were simple wording modifications to 

clarify items. Other more significant changes included changing the response 

categories on item 6, adding items 3 and 14 to Section 1, clarifying the answer 

scale in Section IX - Availability and changing the answer scale in Section VIII 

to match the scale in Section IX - Availability. 

Pilot respondents indicated that while the instrument appeared lengthy, it 

only took 20 - 30 minutes to complete as estimated. They did not object to the 

length because they found it easy to complete. On the whole, they considered it 

to be very thorough. Several reported that it prompted them to consider many 

things about the transition that they had not previously considered and so found 

it to be educational as well. 

Questionnaire Distribution 

The questionnaire was revised and mailed to the sample on June 10 1991. 

The packet included a cover letter explaining the purpose of the survey and 

indicating the sponsorship of Virginia Tech, the survey instrument and a postage-

paid return envelope pre-addressed to the Virginia Tech Alumni Association (see 

Appendix B). Respondents were promised confidentiality but not anonymity so 

that non-respondents could be identified. Each survey was numbered on the 

back side so responses could be matched with a master coded list. 
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A second mailing was sent to non-respondents on August 1, 1991. 

Because the responses were collected at the alumni association and foIWarded 

rather than being sent directly to the researcher, it took longer to tabulate 

responses and prepare the second mailing. Those receiving the second mailing 

received the same materials as in the first mailing plus a special cover letter (see 

Appendix C) urging them to participate. 

The last responses included in this study were received on October 4, 

1991. Because so few were being received at that point, it was decided to 

proceed with the analysis. 

Data Analysis 

The raw data from the questionnaires was first loaded into a Dbase IV 

database especially designed for this study. Statistical analysis was conducted 

using SYSTAT version 5.02 which will automatically read data from the database. 

Non-response bias was assessed through two means. First, chi-square 

analyses were conducted to detem1ine whether a difference existed between 

respondents to the first mailing and those who responded to the second mailing. 

Because some respondents were not required to complete the survey, only the 

following variables were used to test non-response bias: age, gender, racial/ethnic 

group/ QCA range, and undergraduate college. 
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Second, a comparison was made on these same variables between the 

respondents characteristics and those of the total graduating class as furnished by 

the Virginia Tech Office of Institutional Research. 

In order to reduce the large quantity of data collected in this study to a 

more manageable analysis, and to search for related constructs in this exploratory 

data, factor analysis (varimax rotation) was used on each section of the 

questionnaire. Forty different factors were identified with eigenvalues greater 

than or equal to one and with factor loads of .5 or greater. All were considered 

to have good face validity. Items that did not load on these factors were deemed 

not to be reliable and were dropped from the analysis. 

These factors were used for the remainder of the analysis. Means and 

standard deviations were computed for all factors to provide descriptive data on 

the sample. 

Comparisons between various sub-groups were analyzed using one-way 

analysis of variance and Pearson correlations to search for possible differences 

among the responses based on demographic characteristics. 

Finally, correlation analysis was conducted to search for possible 

relationships among the constructs. Specifically, four different types of 

correlations were examined: 

1. Pre-employment attitudes and activity with (section II): 

a. organizational entry experiences (section Ill), 
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b. first job perceptions (section IV) 

c. organizational understanding (section V), 

d. new employee attitudes (section VI), 

e. new employee expectations (section VII), 

f. adaptation practices used (section VIII). 

2. Individual adaptation strategies (section VIII) with: 

a. organizational entry experiences (section III), 

b. first job perceptions (section IV) 

c. organizational understanding (section V), 

d. new employee attitudes (section VI), 

e. new employee expectations (section VII). 

3. Organizational socialization strategies (section IX) with: 

a. organizational entry experiences (section III) 

b. first job perceptions (section IV) 

c. organizational understanding (section V) 

d. new employee attitudes (section VI), 

e. new employee expectations (section VII) 

f. individual adaptation strategies (section VIII) 

4. New employee attitudes (section VI) with: 

a. organizational entry experiences (section III) 

b. first job perceptions (section IV) 
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c. organizational understanding (section V) 

d. new employee expectations (section VII) 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS 

The results of the study are presented in this chapter, which includes 

sections reporting the non-respondent analysis, demographic profile of 

respondents, and data addressing each of the research questions. For each 

research question, four areas of analysis will be discussed: factor analysis results, 

scale means and standard deviations, sub-group analysis using work, 

demographic, and background variables and correlational analysis (for selected 

research questions). 

Because of the large volume of data collected in this study, only significant 

and noteworthy findings are included in tables and discussed in this chapter. A 

complete reporting of the results can be found in Appendices D - L. 

Response Rate 

The population for this study was the May 1990 graduating class of 

Virginia Polytechnic Institute & State University (N = 2474, all majors). After 
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excluding 168 graduates for whom a current address was not available, a usable 

list of 2,306 graduates was obtained. Questionnaires were mailed to all 2,306 

graduates. 

Of the 2,306 surveys mailed, 92 were not delivered due to inaccurate 

addresses, resulting in a total possible response of 2,214. After two mailings, the 

total number returned was 846 for a response rate of 38.2%. Seven of those 

were eliminated as unusable because of incomplete data resulting in a usable 

sample of 839 (549 from the first mailing and 290 from the second mailing). 

As discussed in Chapter 3, only those indicating that they were in a 

position appropriate for starting their career (responses 1 or 2 to question 7) 

were included. Those not checking responses 1 or 2 were instructed not to 

complete the remainder of the survey. Of 839 total respondents, 548 or 65.3% of 

the respondents met this criterion. 

Respondents were also asked to indicate the general type of organization 

for which they are employed. For purposes of this study, only those indicating 

that they are employed in a business, professional services or other for-profit 

organization were used. Those employed in education, government, non-profit, 

military or other organizations were excluded from this study. Of the 548 

respondents with the correct employment status, 378 or 69.0% met this criterion. 

Thus, the final sample for this study was 378. 
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Non-respondent Analysis 

Non-respondent bias was evaluated two ways in this study using five 

demographic variables (age, sex, race, QCA, undergraduate college and 

employment status). First, these variables were evaluated with t-tests and chi-

square analysis for a difference between respondents to the first mailing versus 

those responding to the second mailing. Then, these same variables were used to 

compare this group to the total 1989-90 graduating class at Virginia Tech. Both 

of these analyses were done using all respondents (n = 839), not the subset of 378 

that will be used for the rest of the study, because the intent was to assess non-

response bias in the entire sample. Demographic data for all respondents can be 

found in Appendix D. 

Considering first the possible bias between the first and second mailings, 

no significant differences were found between the groups for sex, race, QCA or 

undergraduate college. The average age of those responding to the first mailing 

(23.2) was significantly different (p s .01) than those responding to the second 

mailing (23. 7). However, the difference between the means is small ( .5) and 

would therefore not appear to be meaningful. A significant (p s .05) difference 

was also found for employment status where 69.0 % of the respondents to the 

first mailing met the criteria for inclusion in the study but only 58.3% of the 

second mailing did. This is understandable because other employment statuses 
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Table I 

Demographic Statistics of Respondents Compared to University Averages for 
1989-90 Graduating Class 

n = 839 

Variable 

Sex 

Race 

Male 

Female 

White 

African Am./Black 

Hispanic 

Asian/Pacific Islander 

Am. Indian 

College 

Agriculture 

Architecture 

Business 

Education 

Engineering 

Human Resources 

Arts & Sciences 
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Sample 

53.4% 

46.6% 

93.8% 

1.0% 

.7% 

3.8% 

.1% 

4.8% 

3.5% 

24.4% 

5.8% 

24.0% 

5.4% 

31.2% 

Va. Tech 
Average 

57.4% 

42.6% 

91.4% 

2.2% 

.7% 

4.4% 

.1% 

5.8% 

4.1% 

23.6% 

5.2% 

22.1% 

7.0% 

32.3% 



were not required to complete more than the first seven questions of the 

questionnaire so may not have been inclined to return it on the first mailing. 

When comparing this group to university averages (see Table 1 on page 78) no 

significant differences were apparent between the profile of the respondents and 

the entire graduating class. Data on QCA were not available in the format of 

the study so no direct comparison could be made. However, it is known that the 

average QCA of the graduating class was 2. 77. It would not appear that these 

data are significantly different from that. 

Thus, there is no reason to believe that this sample is not representative of 

the population. 

Demographic Profile of Respondents 

Research Question 1: What are some of the key demographic characteristics of 

sample members entering work organizations? 

Table 2 summarizes two types of demographic data on the sample, 

personal demographics and academic background (see Appendix E for complete 

results). Several things are noteworthy from Table 2. First, the sample is 

weighted somewhat toward males (57.1 %) and overwhelmingly toward whites 

(94.4% ). Second, 85% of the sample received undergraduate degrees from either 

business (36.8%), engineering (25.7%) or arts and sciences (23.0%), which is 
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Table 2 

Personal and Academic Demographic Statistics of the Sample 

n = 378 

Variable Mean/Freq SD 

Age 23.25 1.10 

Sex 

Male 57.1% 

Female 42.6% 

Race 

White 94.4% 

African Am./Black .5% 

Asian/Pacific Islander 3.4% 

Other 1.1% 

QCA 

~ 3.0 40.7% 

~ 2.0, s 3.0 59.3% 

Undergraduate College 

Business 36.8% 

Engineering 25.7% 

Arts & Sciences 23.0% 

Other 13.2% 
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understandable because the sample was restricted by design to those working in 

business, professional seivices or for-profit organizations. Third, while their 

academic standing varied, 40.7% of the sample had a QCA greater than or equal 

to 3.0. 

Table 3 summarizes employment status and experience and their transition 

experience (see Appendix E for complete results). From Table 3, it is somewhat 

surprising to see that respondents have worked for an average of 1.37 

organizations (not parts of an organization) despite being out of college for only 

one year (all are Spring 1990 graduates). This indicates a moderate level of job 

changing. Closer examination of the group that has worked for more than one 

organization (n=lOO or 26.4% of the sample) shows that they have worked for an 

average of 2.4 organizations. When comparing the demographics of this group to 

those who have stayed in one position since graduation, they appear to be very 

similar with a few notable exceptions. There was a greater proportion of females 

in the job changers than in the stayers (54.0% v. 38.6% ), more of them have a 

degree in arts and sciences (35.7% v. 18.8%), fewer have a degree in engineering 

(7.1 % v. 25.7%) and fewer reported being in a position that was both appropriate 

for starting their career and what they had expected (49.0% vs. 72.7%). 

Another interesting finding is that approximately two-thirds of the 

respondents report being in a position that is both appropriate for starting their 

career and about what they expected while the other third are not in a position 
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Table 3 

Employment Status and Experience and Transition Experience Statistics of the 
Sample 

n = 378 

Variable 

Employment status 

Appropriate position, as expected 

Appropriate position, not as expected 

Size Company 

> 1,000 employees 

s 1,000 employees 

Present Employment 

Months employed at current org. 

Num. organizations worked for 

Num. positions held 

Previous Work Experience 

Num. of jobs held 

Months of professional work experience 

Previous Transition Experience 

Number of schools attended 

Number of cities lived in 
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Mean/Freq 

66.4% 

33.6% 

57.5% 

42.5% 

10.46 

1.37 

1.3 

5.04 

5.58 

5.40 

3.77 

SD 

3.40 

.71 

.59 

2.81 

7.82 

2.02 

2.45 



they expected to have, even though it is an appropriate one for starting their 

career. This suggests that many graduates are achieving their employment goals 

but also suggests that there are a significant number who are not achieving their 

goals which will become important in later analysis. Finally, it is worth noting 

that the sample is heavily weighted toward large companies with 57.5% working 

in organizations with more than 1,000 employees and 42.9% working in 

organizations greater than 5,000 employees. While not surprising, it is an 

important context for the study. 

Looking at the respondents employment and transition background, they 

report an average of slightly less than six months of what they considered to be 

professional level work experience. This is a moderately high level of preparation 

and may indicate a strong awareness of the need for professional preparation, 

although there may also be some bias in their respondents' interpretation of the 

word "professional" in the question. Experience with transitions did not appear 

unusual, with an average of 5.4 schools attended during their life (the average 

person would have attended at least 4) and an average of 3.8 cities lived in. 

The relationship of these demographic data to other scales in the study 

will be further discussed in the context of the other research questions. 
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Pre-employment Activities and Attitudes 

Research question two asks "to what extent were new college graduates 

concerned about the transition to work and how well prepared do they believe 

they were?" 

Factor analysis (varimax rotation) of items for this research question 

(found in survey section II) resulted in three factors (see Appendix L for factor 

loadings): 

Anticipation 

Anxiety 

Preparation 

degree to which respondent thinks about and anticipates 
the transition to work 

degree to which respondent was anxious about the 
transition 

degree to which the respondent felt prepared for the 
transition 

Item 12 did not load on any of these factors and was eliminated from the analysis 

because it was deemed to be a poor item. The internal reliabilities on these 

scales were moderately high (a = .64 - .71). 

Means and standard deviations for these factors are shown in Table 4 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). 

Respondents reported higher 11anticipation" (x = 3.9) than "anxiety" x = 2.8) 

and "preparation" (x = 3.0). The "anticipation" average indicates that 

respondents felt they had a relatively high level of thought and anticipation of the 
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Table 4 

Means and Standard Deviations for Pre-employment Activities and Attitudes 

Scale #items SD 

Anticipation .71 5 3.88 .58 

Preparation .64 3 2.97 .73 

Anxiety .68 3 2.75 .86 

•1 = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 

85 



transition. However, respondents reported only an average level of 

"preparation". The level of "anxiety" reported is lower, indicating that they did 

not remember feeling particularly anxious. It should be noted that the standard 

deviation for "anxiety" is higher than the other factors, suggesting more variability 

in this construct. 

Closer examination of frequencies for individual items reveals several 

interesting patterns. In the "anxiety" scale, while the average is about at the 

midpoint of the scale, the frequencies on two of the items (1 and 2) show that 

few respondents chose the midpoint as a response. Rather, the responses were 

either high or low, indicating somewhat of a dichotomy with almost as many 

people not feeling anxious as feeling anxious. Although the majority (65%) felt 

that Virginia Tech prepared them to be successful in adapting to their new 

organizations, only 41 % believed that Virginia Tech offered them the needed 

preparation to make the transition to work. Additionally, 70% felt that seniors 

would be taught more about how to make the transition to work. 

Possible relationships between these factors and available background and 

demographic variables were investigated using one-way analysis of variance 

(ANOV A) and correlations. For "anticipation", only the relationships with age 

(r = .12, p s .05) and number of schools attended (r = .13, p s .05) were found 

to be significant but neither appears to be meaningful. Four relationships were 

found to be significant for "anxiety": months of professional work experience, sex, 
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race, and undergraduate college. Because of large sample size differences, race 

and undergraduate college may not be meaningful. Similarly, the correlation 

with previous professional work experience is too small to be meaningful. A 

examination of mean scores for anticipation by sex shows too small a difference 

(3.86 for males vs. 3.90 for females) to be meaningful. Similar analysis for 

"preparation" showed no meaningful relationships. 

This section was one of four areas for which exploratory correlational 

analyses were conducted to search for possible relationships among pre-

employment scales and other scales. The complete correlation table is shown in 

Appendix H. An overview of that table shows that while many of the 

correlations were significant, few of them were large enough to be meaningful. 

However, it is interesting to note that for the "anticipation" scale, 22 of the 26 

correlations calculated were significant, suggesting some association other than 

that expected by chance. This is not true for the other two factors where only 

about half of the correlations were significant and generally lower than for 

"anticipation." 

Table 5 shows some of the correlations greater than .25 for "anticipation." 

While low, they do suggest some possible relationships. Notice for example that 

three of the organization entry experience scales (section III) appear on this list, 

including "transition satisfaction". Similarly, two of the individual adaptation 

scales ("feedback seeking" and "experiential learning") appear with the highest 
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Table 5 

Selected Correlations for Anticipation Scale 

I Scale I Anticipation I p I 
Section III 

Organization Receptivity .264 .00 

Learning .269 .00 

Transition Satisfaction .251 .00 

Section IV 

Mutual Influence .286 .00 

Section V 

Organization Savvy .306 .00 

Section VII (Expectations) 

(None) 

Section VIII 

Feedback Seeking .308 .00 

Experiential Learning .323 .00 
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correlations (.31 and .32 respectively). Also noteworthy is the fact that none of 

the expectation scales are included although five of them were significant, just 

not very large. These correlations suggest that individuals who anticipate the 

transition more are more likely to find their organization receptive to them, to be 

more active in seeking feedback, to be more active in learning from experience 

and to consider themselves more savvy about their organizations. 

Organization Entry Experiences 

Research question three asks "how do new professional employees 

perceive the organizational entry experience ?11 

Factor analysis (varimax rotation) of items for this research question 

(found in smvey section III) resulted in six factors (see Appendix L for factor 

loadings): 

Organization Receptivity degree to which respondents felt the organization 
welcomed them and adjusted to them 

Adaptation Difficulty degree to which the respondents felt the adaptation 
was difficult 

Acceptance degree to which the respondents felt accepted by 
the organization 

Transition Satisfaction respondents' satisfaction with the transition 

Flexibility willingness of respondents to change for the 
organization 

Stress stress experienced during the transition 
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Seven other items (numbers 5, 7, 13, 14, 17, 20, 23) did not load on any factor 

and were eliminated from the analysis because they were deemed to be poor 

items. The internal reliabilities on these scales are acceptable (a = .54 - .68) 

Table 6 shows the mean and standard deviations for these scales 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). At 

first glance it would appear that organizational entry experiences were relatively 

positive for these people because "transition satisfaction" and "acceptance" both 

have average means around 4.0. Thus, it would appear that organizations are 

somewhat receptive to the newcomers. However, "adaptation difficulty" and 

"stress" are a bit lower (3.3 and 3.2 respectively) but still above the mid-range 

indicating moderate difficulty with the transition. The higher standard deviations 

for "adaptation difficulty" and "stress" indicate more variation among respondents 

and an examination of the item frequencies supports that. While respondents 

appear to be relatively satisfied with the overall transition, it apparently was not 

without difficulty. 

Examining the relationship of demographic and background variables to 

the organizational entry experience, only one relationship seems both meaningful 

and significant. One-way analysis of variance on employment status and each of 

these factors yields a significant relationship for everything except "flexibility" and 

"acceptance". Table 7 summarizes these results along with means for scales with 

significant differences. The differences are as one might suspect: respondents 
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Table 6 

Means and Standard Deviations for Organization Entry Experiences 

Scale a #items Mean a SD 

Transition Satisfaction .61 2 4.05 .71 

Flexibility NA 1 3.87 .62 

Acceptance .68 4 3.85 .61 

Organization Receptivity .65 3 3.47 .74 

Adaptation Difficulty .57 3 3.34 .78 

Stress .54 3 3.24 .80 

•t = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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Table 7 

Means and Analysis of Variance for Employment Status with Organization Entry 

Experiences 

Scale Employ Status Employ Status 

= 1a = 2b 

Meanc SD Meanc SD 

Organization 3.54 .72 3.34 .75 

Receptivity 

Adaptation Difficulty 3.26 .79 3.50 .73 

Acceptance 3.88 .60 3.79 .63 

Transition Satisfaction 4.19 .58 3.78 .85 

Flexibility 3.89 .64 3.84 .60 

Stress 3.15 .79 3.42 .79 

1Employment status 1: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career" 
bEmployment status 2: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career. 

but not what I had expected" 

F 

6.612 

8.006 

1.607 NS 

B0.779 

.614 NS 

9.692 

cl = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree. 4 = agree. 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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who are in jobs that they anticipated having reported higher organization 

receptivity, more transition satisfaction, lower adaptation difficulty and lower 

stress on average. The difference on the "transition satisfaction" scale is 

particularly noteworthy, both for the difference between the means and for the 

greater variability of the responses for those not in jobs they anticipated having. 

Correlational analysis done with this section was limited and the results 

are reported in discussions of other appropriate section. 

First Job Perceptions 

Research question four asks "what are the new employee's perceptions of 

and opinions about their first jobs and organizations?" 

Factor analysis (varimax rotation) of items for this research question 

(found in survey section IV) resulted in four factors (see Appendix L for factor 

loadings): 

Challenge 

Clarity 

Control 

Mutual Influence 

degree to which respondents are challenged by the job 

degree to which respondents have clear understandings 
about organizational expectations 

degree to which the respondents feel they have control 
over the job 

degree to which respondents and their organizations 
influence each other 

Item 16 did not load on any of these factors and was eliminated from the analysis 

because it was deemed to be a poor item. It should be noted that the reliability 

93 



on the "mutual influence" scale was not high (a = .42) which may affect the 

results. Other reliabilities were good (a = .68 - .84). 

Table 8 reports the means and standard deviations for these scales 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). 

The means are all relatively high, ranging from 3.7 to 3.8, indicating that 

respondents felt challenged in their jobs, had reasonable clarity and control and 

reported a fairly high degree of mutual influence. 

Examining the relationship of demographic and background variables on 

the first job perceptions, only one relationship seems both meaningful and 

significant. Similar to organizational entry experiences, one-way analysis of 

variance on employment status and each of these factors yielded a significant 

relationship for everything except "clarity". Table 9 summarizes these results 

along with means for scales with significant differences. The differences are as 

one might suspect: respondents who are in jobs that they anticipated having 

reported significantly greater "challenge" and "control" and somewhat higher 

"mutual influence" on average. The difference on the "challenge" scale is 

particularly noteworthy. It is not surprising that "clarity" is not significant 

because whether a person is in a job he or she anticipated having would have 

little effect on the individuals ability to understand the organization and the job. 

Correlational analysis done with this section was limited and the results 

are reported in discussions of other appropriate section. 
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Table 8 

Means and Standard Deviations for First Job Perceptions 

Scale #items Mean• SD 

Clarity .84 8 3.80 .56 

Mutual Influence .42 2 3.72 .80 

Control .68 4 3.67 .76 

Challenge .80 4 3.67 .68 

al = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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Table 9 

Means and Analysis of Variance for Employment Status with First Job 

Perceptions 

Scale Employ Status Employ Status 

= 1a = 2b 

Meanc SD Meanc SD 

Challenge 3.91 .69 3.20 .87 

Clarity 3.81 .55 3.79 .58 

Control 3.80 .70 3.42 .81 

Mutual Influence 3.78 .77 3.59 .85 

aEmployment status 1: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career" 
bEmployment status 2: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career, 

but not what I had expected" 

F 

74.624 

.073 

23.021 

5.086 

NS 

cl = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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Organizational Understanding 

Research question five asks "how well do new employees believe they 

understand the culture, structure and work methods of their new organizations?" 

Factor analysis (varimax rotation) of items for this research question 

(found in survey section V) resulted in three factors (see Appendix L for factor 

loadings): 

Organizational Savvy degree to which respondents believe they understand 
how to work effectively in the organization 

Culture Understanding degree to which respondents believe they understand 
the culture of the organization 

Informal Organization degree to which respondents understand the 
informal organization 

Items 7, 8, and 11 did not load on any of these factors and was eliminated from 

the analysis because they were deemed to be poor items. It should be noted that 

the reliability on the "informal organization" scale was low (a = .26) which may 

affect the results. 

Table 10 reports the means and standard deviations for these scales 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). 

Two things are noteworthy about these results. First, both the "organizational 

savvy" and "informal organization11 means are relatively high ( 4.0 and 3.9 

respectively), indicating a strong understanding of how to be effective in the 

organization and of the informal organization. Second, the "culture" 

understanding mean is substantially below this level (3.3), but its standard 
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Table 10 

Means and Standard Deviations for Organizational Understanding 

Scale #items SD 

Organizational Savvy .73 5 3.99 .53 

Informal Organization .26 2 3.91 .58 

Culture Understanding .68 3 3.32 .76 

al = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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deviation is higher than the other two scales. Thus, they have not been as 

successful at understanding the culture. However, this discrepancy may relate to 

only certain aspects of organizational functioning. The majority felt they 

understood both why people behaved as they did (55%) and the values of the 

organization (72%). Yet, over one third still desired an explanation for why 

things were done the way they were. 

Examining the relationship of demographic and background variables on 

the organizational understanding, once again employment status appears to be 

the only relationship that is significant. However, one-way analysis of variance on 

employment status and each of these factors only produced one significant 

relationship and that is for "culture understanding". Table 11 summarizes these 

results along with means for scales with significant differences. Those 

respondents who were in jobs that they anticipated having reported statistically 

significant greater cultural understanding than those who were not in jobs they 

anticipated having. However, the differences in the means was only .30. Even 

though the significance of this difference was high (p = .0005), it is questionable 

how meaningful it really is. If it is meaningful, then it raises the question as to 

why there is no difference on the other scales. 

Correlational analysis done with this section was limited and the results 

reported in discussions of other appropriate section. 
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Table 11 

Means and Analysis of Variance for Employment Status with Organizational 

Understanding 

Scale Employ Status Employ Status 

= 1a = 2b 

Meanc SD Meanc SD 

Organizational Savvy 4.01 .52 3.98 .55 

Culture Understanding 3.43 .72 3.11 .76 

Informal Organization 3.91 .59 3.93 .56 

•Employment status 1: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career" 
bEmp1oyment status 2: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career, 

but not what I had expected" 

F 

.400 NS 

~6.181 

.095 NS 

cl = strongJy disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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New Employee Attitudes 

Research question six asks "what are new employee's attitudes toward 

their new organizations?" 

This section was not factor analyzed because all the scales were borrowed 

from other authors (see chapter 3). Reliabilities were high on all scales (a = 

. 78 - .91) and generally higher than those reported in earlier applications. The 

items were combined into the seven scales as planned: "job satisfaction," 

"commitment," "internal work motivation,11 "job involvement," "intent to quit," 

"psychological success" and "post-decision confirmation." 

This section is a very rich source of data that has much to say about new 

employees attitudes. While the analysis may be a bit lengthy, it is worth devoting 

extra attention here because these attitudes are critical outcomes that 

organizations monitor closely and are critical to successful new employee 

socialization. 

Table 12 summarizes means and standard deviations for these scales 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). It 

appears that the respondents are moderately satisfied and committed to their 

jobs, although the standard deviation for both scales was relatively high, 

particularly for "job satisfaction." "Internal work motivation" was particularly high 

for this sample while "post-decision dissonance" was particularly low. 
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Table 12 

Means and Standard Deviations for New Employee Attitudes 

Scale #items Mean a SD 

Internal Work Motivation .78 3 4.20 .62 

Psychological Success .79 6 3.76 .60 

Job Satisfaction .85 3 3.61 1.02 

Commitment .91 9 3.41 .82 

Intent to Quit .91 3 2.58 1.25 

Job Involvement .78 4 2.41 .79 

Post-decision Dissonance .87 2 2.05 .99 

al = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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"Psychological success" was moderately high indicating that respondents felt 

fairly successful in their work. The scales with the two highest means (internal 

work motivation and psychological success) also have the lowest standard 

deviations indicating that they are not only the two strongest (on average) but 

also have the least variability. Particularly interesting is the low score on "job 

involvement," indicating that, while the respondents are generally committed and 

motivated, they do not live for their jobs and seek a balance between their 

personal life and their jobs. 

Important to most organizations would be the low score on "intent to quit" 

although it should be noted that the standard deviation was very high. Closer 

inspection of the item frequencies shows that while 50 - 60% of the respondents 

do not intend to quit, that still leaves a large group who are either ambivalent or 

intending to quit. 

Examining the relationship of demographic and background variables on 

the first job perceptions, employment status was once again the primary 

relationship that seems both meaningful and significant. One-way analysis of 

variance on employment status and each of these scales yields a highly significant 

relationship for all scales. Table 13 summarizes these results along with means 

for the scales. The differences are as one might suspect: respondents who are in 

jobs that they anticipated having reported significantly greater "job satisfaction," 

"commitment," 0 internal work motivation," "job involvement," "psychological 
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Table 13 

Means and Analysis of Variance for Employment Status with Organizational 

Attitudes 

Scale Employ Status Employ Status 
= 1· = 2b 

Meanc SD Meanc SD 

Job Satisfaction 3.88 .85 3.08 1.10 

Commitment 3.57 .76 3.10 .84 

Internal Work 4.28 .56 4.05 .70 
Motivation 

Job Involvement 2.48 .77 2.28 .82 

Intent to Quit 2.29 1.10 3.16 1.34 

Psychological Success 3.86 .57 3.56 .61 

Post-decision 1.76 .76 2.63 1.14 
Dissonance 

•Employment status 1: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career" 
bEmployment status 2: "employed in a position appropriate for starting my career. 

but not what I had expected" 

F 

61.115 

30.271 

12.414 

5.458 

45.195 

22.958 

77.023 

cl = strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = neither agree or disagree, 4 = agree, 5 = strongly agree 
with higher values indicating more of the construct 
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success" and lower "post-decision dissonance" and "intent to quit. 11 The 

difference in the means on the "job satisfaction" and "intent to quit" scales are 

particularly noteworthy because they are very important to organizations. 

New employment attitudes were the second of four areas for which 

exploratory correlational analysis was conducted to search for possible 

relationships among with other scales. The complete correlation table is shown 

in Appendix I. The table shows that the large majority of the correlations are 

statistically significant, although like pre-employment attitudes, many are not 

large enough to be meaningful. Because the attitude constructs are likely 

intercorrelated, analysis of these bivariate correlations must be done carefully and 

tentatively. 

Table 14 shows those factors that show a pattern of significant correlations 

~ .40. From this table it is easy to see some patterns of relationships that may 

be important. The strongest relationships were with "job challenge" and "control" 

the individual has over the job. These two scales correlated highly with all 

attitude scales except "job involvement" which had no strong correlations with any 

scale. 

The next strongest associations were with "reality expectations" and 

"organization expectations." The correlations for these two scales were equally 

strong as "challenge" and "control" except that they did not correlate strongly with 

two scales ("internal work motivation" or "job involvement") instead of just one 
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Table 14 

Correlation Coefficients for Organizational Attitudes and Selected Scales 

Section II 

(none) 

Section III 

Organization 
Receptivity 

Transition 
Satisfaction 

Section IV 

Challenge 

Control 

Section V 

Organization 
Savvy 

Culture 
Understanding 

Section VII 

Reality 
Expectations 

Organization 
Expectations 

Reward 
Expectations 

Section IX 

p s. 
** p s .01 

JOB 
SATISF 

COMMIT-
MENT 

INT 
WORK 
MOTIV 

.306 ** 

.386 ** 

.289 ** 

.260 ** 

.379 ** 

.207 ** 

.223 ** 

.296 ** 

JOB 
INVOLVE 

.156 ** 

.152 ** 

.309 ** 

.263 ** 

.090 

.196 ** 

.280 ** 

.223 ** 

.248 ** 

INTENT 
TO 

QUIT 

.206 ** -.351 ** 
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PSYCH 
SUCCESS 

POST-DEC 
DISS ON 

-.302 "'* 



scale as was the case above. Also important is that "transition satisfaction" 

shows the same pattern as "reality" and "organization expectations." 

Finally, the next strongest group of correlations were between attitudes 

and "culture understanding" and "culture understanding" and "reward 

expectations" which did not correlate strongly with three scales, the two above 

plus psychological success. "Organization receptivity," "organization savvy" and 

"on-the-job training" had only a few strong correlations. Equally interesting is to 

look at what is not included in this list. It must be remembered that most of the 

scales included in this group do in fact have significant correlations, just not very 

large. Two entire sets of scales, pre-employment activities and attitudes 

("anticipation," 11anxiety" and "preparation") and individual adaptation strategies 

("feedback seeking", "support seeking," "information seeking/' "experiential 

learning," "balancing" and "relationship building") did not have strong 

correlations. Another set, "organizational socialization" activities, has only one 

scale ("on-the-job training") included. Missing from this group is "programming," 

"individual socialization" and "coaching", although later analysis will show that 

one reason might be a many organizations did not use these strategies regularly. 

Other scales notably missing include "adaptation difficulty," "stress," and 

"competence expectations." 
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New Employee Expectations 

Research question seven asks "To what extent are new employees' 

expectations about aspects of their jobs and organizations met or not met?" 

Factor analysis (varimax rotation) of items for this research question 

(found in survey section VII) resulted in seven factors (see Appendix L for factor 

loadings): 

Reality Expectations degree to which respondents' expectations about 
the realities of professional life are met 

Stress Expectations degree to which respondents' expectations about 
stress and pressure on the job are met 

Organization Expectations degree to which respondents' expectations about 
the organization are met 

Competence Expectations degree to which respondents' expectations about 
his or her professional competence are met 

Co-workers Expectations degree to which respondent's expectations about 
the support and guidance received from coworkers 
are met 

Reward Expectations degree to which respondents' expectations about 
job rewards are met 

Time Expectations degree to which respondents' expectations about 
time demands of the job are met 

Items 8, 22, 34, and 31 did not load on any of these factors and were eliminated 

from the analysis because they were deemed to be poor items. Reliabilities for 
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three of the scales that have more than two items were good (a = .67 - .91) but 

reliabilities for those with two items or less were lower (a = .47 - 56). 

Table 15 reports means and standard deviations for these scales 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). 

The table shows that, on the average, most graduates found these aspects of the 

job about as they expected with all means approximately equal to 3. The 

standard deviations and the frequencies show that the responses were clustered 

fairly tightly in the 2 - 4 range. However, another perspective is that for many of 

the items, 20 - 40% of the responses were in the uconsiderably worse" or 

"somewhat worse than expected" range so there were a significant number of new 

employees who have some degree of disappointment. 

Examining the relationship of demographic and background variables on 

the organizational understanding, there appear to be few relationships. One-way 

analysis of variance on employment status and each of these factors did yield 

three significant relationships but only one, "reality expectations," appears 

meaningful. Those respondents who were in jobs that they anticipated having 

had an average of 3.4 on "reality expectations" whereas those who are not in jobs 

they anticipated having produced only an average of 2.9 (F=30.349, p= .013). 

Correlational analysis done with this section was limited and the results 

reported in discussions of other appropriate sections. 
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Table 15 

Means and Standard Deviations for New Employee Expectations 

Scale a #items Mean a 

Competence Expectations .56 2 3.36 

Co-worker Expectations NA 1 3.33 

Reality Expectations .91 12 3.22 

Time Expectations .50 2 2.92 

Reward Expectations .47 2 2.91 

Organizational Expectations .84 7 2.89 

Stress Expectations .67 4 2.87 

al = considerably worse than expected, 2 = worse than expected, 3 = about as expected, 
4 = somewhat better than expected, 5 = considerably better than expected 
with values above 3 indicating more positive experience and values below 3 indicating more 
negative experience 
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Individual Adaptation Strategies 

Research question eight asks "what tactics and strategies do new 

employees use in adapting to organizations and coping with the transition?" 

Factor analysis (varimax rotation) of items for this research question 

(found in survey section VIII) resulted in six factors (see Appendix L for factor 

loadings): 

Feedback Seeking 

Support Seeking 

Information Seeking 

Experiential Learning 

Balancing 

Relationship Building 

frequency with which respondents sought feedback 
about their jobs and performance 

frequency with which respondents sought support 
outside the job to cope with the transition 

frequency with which respondents sought 
information about how to do their jobs 

frequency with which respondents learned from 
experience on the job 

frequency with which respondents attempted to use 
outside activities to cope with the transition 

frequency with which respondents attempted to 
build relationships on the job 

Items 7, 10 and 13 did not load on any of these factors and were eliminated from 

the analysis because they were deemed to be poor items. Reliabilities for all 

scales were good (a = .65 - .89) even though two of the scales have only two 

items and one scale has three items. It is interesting that the highest reliability 

was found on a two item scale. 
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Table 16 reports means and standard deviations for these scales 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). 

Looking at the table, the most glaring pattern is that none of the scales were 

particularly high. Except for "information seeking" and "relationship building," 

the means were clustered around "3" which was defined as "several times". 

"Information seeking" was high while "relationship building" was moderately high. 

"Feedback seeking" was the lowest score (mean = 2.8). Overall, these means 

indicate that respondents made only modest attempts at using these adaptation 

strategies. Also of note were the high standard deviations for "support seeking" 

and "balancing" scales indicating wide variability in use of these strategies. 

Examining the relationship of demographic and background variables on 

the organizational understanding, there appear to be only two relationships that 

were both statistically significant and meaningful, both of which relate to the 

"support seeking" scale. One-way analysis of variance on employment status and 

"support seeking" shows that those respondents who were in jobs that they 

anticipated having reported an average of 3.0 on this scale whereas those who 

were not in jobs they anticipated having report an average of 3.5 (F= 10.309, 

p= .001) indicating that the later group sought support outside the job more 

often. Also quite interesting was a significant relationship with sex. Males 

reported seeking significantly less support (x = 2.9, SD = 1.15) than did 

females (x = 3.6, SD = 1.16). This was one of the few meaningful differences 
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Table 16 

Means and Standard Deviations for Individual Adaptation Strategies 

Scale a #items 

Information Seeking .65 3 

Relationship Building .68 4 

Support Seeking .89 2 

Experiential Learning .65 4 

Balancing .66 2 

Feedback Seeking .70 3 

•1 = never, 2 = once or twice, 3 = severa1 times, 4 = often, 5 = very often 
with higher values indicating the activity occurred more frequently 
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3.87 

3.53 

3.17 

3.13 

2.98 

2.77 

SD 

.72 

.76 

1.21 

.75 

1.05 

.89 



reported on any demographic characteristic other than employment status. 

This section is the third of four for which exploratory correlational 

analyses was conducted to search for possible relationships among individual 

adaptation strategies and other scales (see Appendix J for complete results). An 

overview of that table shows that, like the analysis done for pre-employment 

attitudes, many of the correlations were statistically significant but few of them 

were large enough to be meaningful. However, it is interesting to note a pattern 

that develops for the "support seeking" and "relationship building" scale. 

Table 17 shows some of the correlations greater than .20 for "support 

seeking" and the corresponding correlations for "relationship building° with the 

same scales. While an r = .20 is still low, "support seeking" was the only scale 

that had more than one or two correlations this high and which therefore may 

suggest some possible relationships. Out of 20 correlations tested, 11 of them are 

above .20 for this scale. Four patterns are important in this table. 

First, "support seeking" was positively associated with "stress" and 

"adaptation difficulty" and negatively with "transition satisfaction." Thus, the 

more stressful and difficult the transition, the more support respondents sought 

outside the job and conversely, the more satisfied they were with the transition, 

the less support they sought. 

Second, "support seeking" was negatively correlated with "challenge," 

"control" and "culture understanding." Thus, the more control respondents had 
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Table 17 

Correlation Coefficients for Individual Adaptation Strategies and Selected Sca]es 

SCALE SUPPORT RELATION-
SEEKING SHIP 

BUILDING 

r p r p 

Section III 

Adaptation Difficulty .224 .00 .022 NS 

Transition Satisfaction -.307 .00 .061 NS 

Stress .293 .00 .129 .012 

Section IV 

Challenge -.219 .00 .043 NS 

Control -.225 .00 .059 NS 

Section V 

Culture Understanding -.285 .00 -.012 NS 

Section VII 

Reality Expectations -.253 .00 .053 NS 

Stress Expectations -.261 .00 -.093 NS 

Organization Expectations -.301 .00 .050 NS 

Reward Expectations -.320 .00 -.056 NS 

Time Expectations -.236 .00 -.047 NS 
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over their jobs and the more they understood the culture, the less support they 

sought outside the job. The relationship suggested with "challenge" was very 

interesting. According to this data, the more challenging the job, the Jess the 

respondents sought support. 

Third, "support seeking° was negatively correlated with five of the seven 

expectation scales, with only "competence expectations" and "co-worker 

expectations" not being significant. And, as a group these were the strongest 

correlations. Thus, the more the respondents expectations were met (or 

exceeded), the less support sought outside the job. 

Finally, the "relationship building" scale was noteworthy for the near 

complete absence of any significant correlations, even low ones. In fact, of all 

the correlations tested, only four were significant and all very low. Looking at 

Table 17, one can see that only one of the correlations on the scale where there 

are significant correlations with "support seeking" was significant for relationship 

building. This suggests that respondents may not be using relationship building 

inside the organization to cope with stress, unmet expectations, to understand the 

culture or to increase the challenge of their jobs. 
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Organizational Socialization Strategies 

Research question nine asks "what socialization tactics and strategies are 

used by organizations and how useful do new employees perceive them to be?" 

Factor analysis (varimax rotation) of items for this research question 

(found in survey section IX) resulted in four factors (see Appendix L for factor 

loadings): 

Programming 

On-the-job Training 

Individualized 
Socialization 

Coaching 

frequency with which organizations planned 
programs to socialize the respondents 

frequency with which organizations used on-the-job 
training to socialize the respondents 

frequency with which organizations used 
individualized socialization 

frequency with which organizations used coaching 
relationships to socialize the respondents 

Items 5, 8 and 16 did not load on any of these factors and were eliminated from 

the analysis because they were deemed to be poor items. The reliability was 

acceptable on the "coaching" scale (a = .56) which was a two item scale but 

strong on the other three scales (a = . 71 - .85). 

Table 18 reports means and standard deviations for these scales 

(percentages for response categories of each item are shown in Appendix E). 

What should be immediately apparent is that all of means were low. 

Remembering that and answer of "2" means "once or twice" and an answer of "3" 

means "several times," it can be seen that only on-the-job training even 
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Table 18 

Means and Standard Deviations for Organizational Socialization Practices 

Scale #items 

On-the-job Training .76 6 

Coaching .56 2 

Programming .85 6 

Individualized Socialization .71 3 

•1 = never, 2 = once or twice, 3 = several times, 4 = often, 5 = very often 
with higher values indicating the activity occurred more frequently 
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2.85 .88 
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2.12 .89 

1.86 .92 



approaches the "several times" category (x = 2.9). 0Programming" (x = 2.1) 

and "individualized socialization" (x = 1.9) were reported to have occurred only 

"once or twice." "Coaching" is only marginally better (x = 2.5) although the 

standard deviation of 1.2 indicates considerably more variability. 

A close examination of the item frequencies (see Appendix E) reveals that 

a surprising number of organizations never engage in what might be thought to 

be common practices. For example, 34.4% of the organizations never conducted 

a formal training program for new employees and 36.5% never conducted a 

program to teach them the important values and mission of the organization. 

With regard to individual socialization, 46.3% never selected formal training 

programs especially for the individual and 48. 7% never developed custom 

informal programs. And, 60.6% of them never developed an individual plan to 

help the new employee enter and adapt. Finally, when it comes to coaching 

relationships, 62. 7% of the organizations never provided a mentor or sponsor to 

the respondent. 

Respondents to this survey were then asked to evaluate the helpfulness of 

each of the socialization practices that were present in their organizations. The 

means and standard deviations for these responses are reported in Table 19. 

Note that they are reported using the same scales obtained from the factor 

analysis above but excluding those items where the respondent indicated the 

practice was never present. 
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Table 19 

Means and Standard Deviations for Helpfulness of Organizational Socialization 

Practices 

Scale a #items Mean• 

Coaching .56 2 3.82 

On-the-job Training .76 6 3.55 

Individualized Socialization .71 3 3.42 

Programming .85 6 3.06 

•1 = never, 2 = once or twice, 3 = several times, 4 = often, 5 = very often 
with higher values indicating the activity occurred more frequently 

SD 

1.08 

.84 

.94 

.86 

breported only for items where practices were present. Partial scale results are included. 
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288 

369 

278 

331 



Several things are important in this table. First, all of the practices are 

rated at least "moderately helpful" or higher on the average. Thus, while the 

practices were often not present, when they were there, respondents found them 

valuable. However, it also worth noting that they were not rated very highly 

either. Second, the most helpful practice was "coaching" which again was not very 

prevalent. 

This section is the fourth of four for which exploratory correlational 

analysis was conducted to search for possible relationships among organizational 

socialization strategies and other scales (see Appendix K for complete results). 

An overview of that table shows that many of the correlations were statistically 

significant, though many were not high enough to be certain of their 

meaningfulness. 

To facilitate looking for a more clear pattern, Table 20 was constructed to 

show the more meaningful correlations with those approximately .30 or higher 

shaded. From this table, the most obvious pattern is the number of significant 

and moderately high correlations between "on-the-job training" and a variety of 

scales, suggesting a moderately strong relationship between them. It is hard to 

ignore the strong pattern evident here. 

It is also interesting to note the limited correlations in the other scales. In 

particular, note that the "coaching" scale has only one correlation highlighted. 
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Table 20 

Correlation Coefficients for Organization Socialization Practices and Selected 

Scales 

PROGRAM 

Section III 

Organization Receptivity .233 ** 
Learning .209 ** 
Transition Satisfaction .227 ** 
Section IV 

ON-TIJE. 
JOB 

TRAINING 

INDIVIDUAL COACHING 
SOCIAL 

.148 ** 

.113 * 

.174 ** 

.266 ** .189 ** 

.260 ** .201 ** Clarity .250 * * j~jj~llllliJ~!ll!~i,ji!Jl!ll!~ll~jllll~~l 
·~-------------------+-----------+. -----------~--------~! 

Control 

Mutual Influence 

Section V 

Organization Savvy 

Sensemaking 

Section VII 

Reality Expectations 

Organization Expectations 

Reward Expectations 

Section VIII 

Feedback Seeking 

Experiential Learning 

Relationship Building 

* p s .05 
** p s .01 

.235 ** .287 ** .226 ** 

.217 ** .197 ** .110 * 

.243 ** .235 ** 

.241 ** .201 ** .120 * 

.261 ** 

.258 ** 

.217 ** 

.252 ** 

** 
.231 ** 
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Furthermore, the other correlations are relatively low. The "programming" scale 

shows some pattern of relationships with three expectations scales and two 

individual adaptation scales but othetwise lacks strong association. However, it 

should be noted that the other correlations not highlighted are mostly at the .20 

level or higher, suggesting there is more than spurious correlation occurring here. 

Finally, "individual socialization" has some of the same relationships as 

"programming" with one other very interesting correlation and that is with 

organization receptivity suggesting that an individualized socialization plan 

increases the new employee's perception of organizational receptivity. 

Summary of Results 

This study was designed to explore and describe various aspects of new 

college graduates' transition from college to professional life. Nine research 

questions were identified and the results for each reported in this chapter. It is 

useful here to summarize the findings and, where appropriate, step back and look 

at all the research questions collectively. 

Respondents reported moderately high levels of pre-employment 

anticipation and awareness of the importance of the transition. Anxiety was 

reported to be moderately low while respondents reported only average levels of 

preparation. Correlational analyses showed a strong pattern of significant, 

though generally somewhat low, relationships between anticipation and effort 

expended at learning about the organization and seeking feedback, the degree of 
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organizational savvy reported and the respondents' perception of organization 

receptivity. Interestingly, preparation and anxiety did not show any strong 

patterns of relationships. 

Respondents reported high levels of satisfaction with the transition but 

also reported moderately high levels of adaptation difficulty and stress. This 

indicates that at this point in the transition process they felt reasonably successful 

with the transition but that it had been a moderately difficult process. Their 

perceptions of their first jobs were generally positive, with moderately high scores 

on the challenge, clarity, control over the job and mutual influence scales. 

Furthermore, respondents reported being moderately successful at understanding 

their new organizations, although they would appear to have less understanding 

of organizational culture than they do of the informal organization and 

organizational savvy. 

Respondents' attitudes toward their organizations were also generally 

positive. Job satisfaction, commitment and psychological success were all 

reported to be moderately high and internal work motivation was reported to be 

very high, and in fact was the highest mean reported in the study. Respondents 

reported low intention to quit and low post-decision dissonance. Perhaps the 

most surprising aspect of their attitudes was a very low score on the "job 

involvement" scale, indicating a balanced attitude toward work and their personal 

life. 
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The search for possible relationships between attitudes and various other 

scales revealed numerous bivariate correlations that were moderately strong, 

suggesting that important relationships do exist. A review of the bi-variate 

correlations calculated showed that seven factors were correlated strongly with all 

scales except job involvement, with which no scale seemed to have a meaningful 

relationship, and internal work motivation. Internal work motivation was 

reported to be high but only had meaningful relationships with two factors, 

challenge and control. 

The seven factors that did have strong, meaningful relationships with job 

attitudes are instructive. Two of them deal with job characteristics: job challenge 

and control. Three relate to expectations: reality expectations, organization 

expectations, and reward expectations. One, culture understanding, relates to the 

respondents understanding of the organization and the seventh one relates to the 

respondents overall satisfaction with the transition. The correlations for these 

factors are statistically significant and because they are relatively high with 

correlations generally in the .50 to .70 range, are considered quite meaningful. 

Respondents reported that what they found on the job met their 

expectations on the average although there was considerable variability reported. 

Interestingly, respondents reported only average levels of effort to use individual 

adaptation strategies studied here. None were particularly high, indicating only 

moderate effort by individuals to implement these adaptation strategies. Only 
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support seeking was correlated very strongly with any other scale. Generally, the 

strongest correlations were found with three scales relating to the organizational 

entry experience (stress, adaptation difficulty and transition satisfaction) and five 

expectation scale (reality, stress, organization, reward and time expectations). 

Interestingly, none of the correlations with organizational attitudes appear very 

meaningful. 

Organizations were reported to have made little effort to implement 

specific strategies to assist the respondents in making the transition. On-the-job 

training was the most frequently used strategy while individual socialization and 

specific programming were little used. Coaching was used somewhat and was 

rated the most helpful strategy. Many respondents reported no use of these 

strategies at all. When present though, they were rated as helpful by the 

respondents. 

Only on-the-job training showed strong correlations with other scales and 

produced meaningful relationships with fifteen different scales spread throughout 

sections of the study, likely indicating a strong positive relationship with the 

success of the transition process. "Programming" and "individual socialization" 

had many fewer strong correlations, mostly with certain expectations and 

individual adaptation strategies. "Coaching" appeared to have no meaningful 

relationships. 
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The search for possible relationships between the various scales and the 

demographic and background variables was generally unsuccessful. While there 

were many relationships that were statistically significant, most were quite weak 

and of dubious meaningfulness. A very prominent exception to this was usually 

the relationship with employment status where those respondents who were in 

jobs they had not anticipated having were generally less successful at the 

transition and less satisfied. The relationships here were quite strong. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

This chapter is divided into four sections. Section 1 is a summary of the 

study which recaps the critical elements of the background and design. The 

second section presents conclusions drawn from the findings while the third 

section discusses implications of the study. The final section presents 

recommendations for future research. 

Summary of the Study 

This study has examined in considerable detail the experiences and 

outcomes of organization entry by new college graduates as reported and 

perceived by them. As discussed in Chapter 1, there is ample evidence that the 

organizational entry experience is a crucial career transition, both from the 

perspective of organizations seeking to maximize the return on their new 

employee investment and from that of individuals seeking to maximize their 

career success. Organization entry has been associated with such critical 
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outcomes as job satisfaction, commitment, advancement, turnover and job 

mobility. Reported efforts to improve organization entry have been very 

successful, adding strength to the argument that this is an important issue. 

Unfortunately, knowledge about this transition is more fragmented and 

speculative than it should be and is necessary for more effective management of 

the transition by organizations and individuals. Researchers have put forth a 

variety of theories and conceptual schemes to explain the process from both the 

organization's and the individual's perspective. However, only limited testing has 

been conducted on these models. Furthermore, very little descriptive research 

has been conducted to understand what actually occurs during organizational 

entry. The result is a very incomplete understanding of this very important 

phenomena. 

This study was designed to close some of the gap. It was primarily an 

exploratory, descriptive study designed to understand what exactly new college 

graduates encounter as they enter work organizations and what their opinions 

and attitudes about the experience are. A lengthy survey instrument, custom 

developed for this study, was sent in the summer of 1991 to 2,306 bachelor's 

graduates of Virginia Tech, representing the entire spring 1990 graduating class. 

The study was specifically designed to reach them approximately one year after 

their graduation since prior research indicated this would be an optimal time to 

study the constructs of interest. 
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Overall, 839 (38.6%) people responded to the smvey. Of this group, 291 

indicated that they were not in a position appropriate for starting their career, 

reducing the usable sample to 548. For this study, only those who also reported 

that they were working in a business, professional services or for-profit 

organization were included because there may be significant differences in the 

organizational entry experiences in other types of organizations and the sample 

sizes for other classifications were too small for meaningful comparison. The 

final sample size for this study was 378. 

Nine research questions were posed in the study, but for this summary 

section the essence of the study can best be summed up in these three questions: 

1. What happens during organizational entry? 

2. How important is organizational entry to the individual and the 

organization? 

3. What dimensions of organizations, individuals and the organizational 

entry process itself impact the outcomes of organizational entry? 

The results of the study are summarized in the "Summary" section of chapter 4 

(see page 123). The next section of this chapter draws conclusions from the 

results to address the three questions above. Then, the implications of those 

conclusions are discussed. The chapter concludes by looking at some 
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recommendations for future research and development in the organizational 

entry arena. 

Conclusions 

A variety of conclusions can be drawn from the findings of this study. 

This section discusses those conclusions by addressing each of the three 

condensed research questions shown above. 

Before doing so, two critical dimensions of the study's design are worth 

highlighting again. First, the objective of the study was entirely exploratory. Its 

purpose was to "paint a picture" so practitioners and researchers can better 

understand what occurs during the phenomena called organizational entry. 

Studies of this type will typically raise as many questions as they answer. But, as 

explained in chapter 1, at least these questions will be grounded in experience 

rather than speculation. 

Second, this study reports the respondent's perceptions only, which is both 

its strength and weakness. As discussed earlier, the literature lacks empirical 

data about the new employee experience so this study will go a long way toward 

filling that void. However, in drawing conclusions from it, the reader is 

cautioned to remember that the data present only one side of the story. It is 

entirely possible that a new employee who feels very successful on the job may 

not be rated highly by his or her manager. No effort has been made to check the 
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validity of these perceptions and their validity is a fair candidate for closer 

examination and debate. 

What happens during organizational entry? 

The findings of this study indicate that, on average, new college graduates 

feel that they enjoy a reasonable degree of success during the transition and are 

reasonably satisfied with the process. Most report moderately positive 

perceptions of their first jobs and good understanding of their organizations. 

However, it is important to note that there is considerable variability around 

these means. 

This somewhat positive picture is surprising. While no comparable data is 

available for comparison, some studies cited earlier (Dean, 1981; Stumpf & 

Rabinowitz, 1981; Morrow & McElroy, 1987; Leibowitz, Schlossberg & Shore, 

1991; Stevens, Beyer & Trice, 1978; McGarrrell, 1983) would suggest a more 

difficult process than is portrayed here. Most practitioners report considerably 

more difficulty than is represented here and the author's previous research also 

found more stress, less satisfaction and greater difficulty than is represented by 

these findings. Even when considering the fact that the sample in this study is 

heavily weighted toward business, engineering and arts and sciences graduates 

which could bias the results, this picture is still surprising. The results then must 

be evaluated carefully and the discrepancy investigated more closely. 
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One possibility is that these respondents have been on the job long 

enough to have adapted successfully and are unable to recall the difficulties they 

experienced. Thus, the design may actually have created this result. While it was 

believed that brand new graduates would be too naive to respond to the 

questions, perhaps a group only six months on the job would have captured the 

intensity of the transition better. 

Another possibility is that the positive results are actually representative of 

the newcomer's naivete, not their success. That is, they may believe that they are 

relatively successful in the transition but their employers may not agree. One of 

the key problems reported by organizations is that newcomers "don't know what 

they don't know." It is possible then that these data may be more representative 

of ignorance, not success, indicating that these new employees don't know how to 

collect or interpret feedback from the organization well enough to know that they 

aren't as successful as they feel. 

It is also worth noting that while there did not appear to be major 

problems, there also did not appear to be major successes either. The average 

responses were not particularly high (or low) and the standard deviations were 

generally high enough to indicate considerable variability in the responses. 

Closer examination of the item percentages underlying the scales usually reveals 

a significant group of respondents who do not report favorable results. 
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In fact, care must be taken when drawing conclusions from the mean 

scores on the scales. In many cases, they are a bit deceptive since there are a 

significant number of respondents who responded in the negative direction on 

the scales. It must be remembered that even a minority of respondents having 

problems with the transition can be a significant problem for an organization. 

For example, approximately one third of the respondents agreed or strongly 

agreed that they expect to begin searching for another job in the next year and 

another 15% are ambivalent about that item. That means that these 

organizations are in danger of losing half of these new employees. If any 

organization were to lose even a third of their new employees, they would 

consider it to be a significant, and expensive, problem that needed attention. 

There is a significant group in many scales that, though not the majority, may 

have had a less than positive experience with the transition and is large enough 

to justify interventions to address the problem. Even smaller groups with 

problems can cost an organization lots of money in turnover or lost productivity 

and can create significant human resource problems. 

It would be a mistake to take this generally positive picture of what 

happens at face value. All that can be concluded at this point is that this group 

believes they have been successful after looking back at the process at the end of 

a year. Much closer analysis of the data and further research to include the 

organization's perspective would be necessary before this picture can be fully 

134 



understood. It must be realized that these new graduates think they have made a 

fairly good transition so if there still are problems, they aren't aware of them and 

any intervention must begin by convincing them they are not as successful as they 

believe they are. 

An alarming picture emerges from the investigation of what individual 

adaptation and organizational socialization strategies are used, though it is quite 

consistent with field observations. These findings suggest that neither individuals 

nor their organizations are working very hard at addressing the transition to work 

issue. Individuals are not using many deliberate strategies to adapt to their 

organizations nor are organizations using many deliberate strategies to socialize 

their employees. This indicates the enormous ignorance of the importance of the 

transition to work by both parties. That 60% of the organizations never develop 

a plan for the individual's socialization, that over 62% of them never assign a 

mentor or sponsor and that 46.3% of them never offered a formal training 

program selected especially for the individual are very alarming statistics. 

Similarly, that individuals only make moderate efforts at feedback seeking, 

experiential learning and relationship building is equally alarming. The low 

frequency with which new employees used relationship building is particularly 

noticeable because that is one of the key problems employers talk about. 

In some respects it is quite understandable though because these skills and 

strategies are simply not ones that are taught or coached regularly. 
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Organizations and the managers within those organizations often do not focus on 

developing sound new employee development practices. They work hard to do a 

good job hiring people, offer good task related training, work hard to evaluate 

their performance and focus intently on identifying candidates for promotion but 

forget to help employees make the transition from naive outsider to productive 

insider. Similarly, individuals are rarely trained in the special skills it takes to 

enter and adapt to a new organization. It is no wonder then that neither party 

reports high use of organizational entry strategies. 

Another major part of this study was an investigation of the extent to 

which what respondent's experienced on the job was better or worse than was 

expected. Somewhat surprisingly, the results indicated that, on average, 

respondents experience was about what they expected. These respondents would 

appear to have less reality shock and less unmet expectations stress than reported 

in other studies (Nicholson & West, 1988; Louis, 1990; Ward & Athos, 1972; 

Dean, 1981; Mabey, 1986). However it is important to note that there was 

considerable variability around the means (standard deviations around .70 - .80). 

Inspection of the item frequencies also reveals that there is a significant minority 

group (20 - 45%) in most scales that found their experience somewhat or 

considerably worse than expected. Once again, a disenchanted minority group of 

this size is still a significant problem for organizations. 
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It would be interesting to have examined this group's response to these 

questions at intervals throughout their first year. It is possible that these results 

reflect what Louis (1980a; 1980b; 1980c; 1985) calls "sensemaking.11 That is, these 

respondents have been on the job an average of over 10 months which may be 

enough time for them to make sense of and come to grips with any discrepancy 

they experience in their expectations. If they have accepted and "made sense of' 

the discrepancy, it would be very difficult for them to recall their feelings in the 

early months. That there is still a large minority whose expectations have not 

been met is another clue that the results might be different if the study were 

done earlier in their first year on the job. On the other hand, it is good to see 

that they have been able to "make sense of' any discrepancies. 

How important is organizational entry? 

This study is rich with data that provide clues about the importance of 

organizational entry to the organization. The data on organizational attitudes 

and their relationship to other dimensions of organizational entry have very 

important implications for organizations. 

In simple terms, these data indicate that the transition to work is an 

absolutely critical part of achieving desired human resource outcomes for 

organizations. While this analysis does not lend itself to definitive causal 

analysis, it is clear from the data that there are very, very strong relationships 
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between elements of organizational entry and important job outcomes. When 

even bivariate correlations explain 25 - 45% of the variability in such important 

outcomes as job satisfaction, commitment and intent to quit, it must be 

concluded that this is not an issue that can be ignored. The only problem at this 

point is that there are so many moderately strong, significant correlations that the 

exact relationship is not yet evident. Clearly though, these data demand that 

organizations recognize that the transition to work is vitally important. 

As for the importance to the individual, these data offer more limited 

information because the perspective of the organization is not represented here. 

What is not known from this data is how the constructs relate to the 

organization's evaluation of the individual. That evaluation would be the critical 

organizational outcome for the individual to parallel the ones examined here 

which are most important to the organization. 

Mobility studies cited earlier (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Veiga, 1983; Schein, 

1968; Rosenbaum, 1979; Sheridan et al. 1990; Forbes, 1987) show that the first 

year has significant impact on an individual's career success. This study shows 

that it has an enormous impact on a person's personal satisfaction with the job, 

feelings of success on the job and confidence about a job choice, all of which are 

critical elements of personal career success, and that transition satisfaction has 

important relationships with these constructs. Thus, while definitive conclusions 

can not be made about the sample's organizational success without the 
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organization's performance ratings, it can be concluded that the transition is ve1y 

important for the individual's personal sense of well-being and success on the job. 

Most professionals want to be in a position that is satisfying, motivating and in 

which they feel reasonably successful. The transition to work would appear to be 

strongly associated with these personal career success outcomes. 

It is also reasonable to conclude that if the transition to work has this 

strong a relationship with job satisfaction, confidence, psychological success and 

other important personal career outcomes, it is quite likely to impact the person's 

performance and the organization's rating of that performance. In turn, this will 

affect advancement in the organization and salary growth. Thus, there is a strong 

suggestion here that an individual's organizational success will be significantly 

related to the transition to work success. 

What impacts organizational entry? 

The answer to this question lies mostly in the correlational analysis 

conducted. Again, care must be taken because the analysis was exploratory, 

consisting of a series of bivariate correlations and one-way analyses of variance. 

Further multivariate analysis is necessary to better define the relationships 

suggested here. However, some very clear patterns do point to tentative 

conclusions. 
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The search for possible relationships between the various scales and the 

demographic and background variables was generally unsuccessful. While there 

were many relationships that were statistically significant, most were quite weak 

and of dubious meaningfulness. Surprisingly, work history, degree, QCA, and 

transition experience had little relationship with organization entry. This is 

somewhat surprising since interactionist researchers (Locke et al. 1984; Louis, 

1980a; Louis, 1980b; Jones, 1983; Dawis & Lofquist, 1984; Ashford & Taylor, 

1990) have suggested that background and personality variables have a strong 

impact on transition success. However, this study did not take a close look at 

personality variables and therefore may have missed the most important 

constructs. 

A very prominent exception to this was the relationship with employment 

status where usually those respondents who were in jobs they had not anticipated 

having were generally less successful at the transition and less satisfied. The 

relationships here were quite strong. It is very important to note that the only 

difference between the two items used to differentiate these two groups was the 

phrase "and one I had anticipated having." Both categories specified that the job 

was appropriate for starting their career. Thus, an unexpected finding of the 

study was that merely ending up in a job that was different than expected, even if 

appropriate for starting a career, negatively impacted the outcome of the 

transition. 
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This could be interpreted as meaning that this group was in jobs that they 

did not like nor want, in which case the data would make sense. However, a 

more precise interpretation is simply that not achieving a goal set resulted in 

significantly less success at the transition and less successful outcomes, even if the 

job was appropriate for starting their career. Merely not getting what was 

expected, even though it may be good and appropriate, had widespread impact. 

One other relationship stands out and that is the relationship between 

support seeking and sex. While sex had other significant but not terribly 

meaningful relationships with other scales, females were found to seek support 

outside the job considerably more than males. Much has been written about 

women's different ways of doing business and this hints at one difference in the 

way women approach the transition. Since support seeking had significant 

correlations with expectations and transition satisfaction, perhaps this points to 

an advantage women have in the transition. 

The exploratory correlational analysis was overwhelming in the number of 

statistically significant relationships found. The sheer number of them suggests 

that there are underlying relationships present. While many of the correlations 

are low, there are too many significant ones to consider them occurring by 

chance because of the large pool of correlations tested. Thus, another conclusion 

of this study is that significant relationships exist between important constructs 

discussed that call for further investigation. Of particular interest in this study 
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were the impact that three sets of activities had on organizational entry: pre-

employment activities and attitudes; individual adaptation strategies; and 

organizational socialization strategies. 

The data indicated only limited association between pre-employment 

activities and attitudes and other important scales. Particularly puzzling is the 

absence of strong relationships on the "preparation" and "anxiety" scales. 

Intuitively one would think there would be relationships. However, only limited 

preparations are available on campuses and the respondents may question how 

successful the preparation can be outside the workplace. The relationships with 

"anticipation" do indicate that the degree to which a person is aware of the 

transition and its importance has some relationship with the outcome of the 

transition. While there is not relationship with organizational attitudes, there 

seems to be a relationship with transition satisfaction which in turn is related to 

the attitudes. It also seems to impact the use of certain strategies used to enter 

the organization which in turn impacts the transition. These data suggest then 

that raising the awareness of new graduates before they go to work could be 

beneficial. 

One of the most puzzling results of the study are the limited correlations 

between individual adaptation strategies and other scales. Only support seeking 

showed a pattern of meaningful correlations whereas it had been expected that a 

stronger pattern would emerge. The results here would suggest that the use of 
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individual strategies has only limited impact on the transition which is 

inconsistent with field reports. 

There are several possibilities why they did not appear to have an impact. 

One is that the effect of the individual strategies manifest itself through two 

other constructs, expectations and overall transition satisfaction. Another is that 

the effect of these strategies would be not seen in the individual's attitudes but in 

the organization's attitude and ratings of the person. Thus, the individual may 

not see an impact or value in using the strategies but they could be shaping the 

organization's attitudes and the individual may not know it yet. This is 

particularly likely to happen if the individual is not savvy enough to realize the 

behaviors the organization desires and rewards which are believed to be the ones 

included in this study. It is difficult to believe that this low level of activity on 

such important activities as relationship building or feedback seeking can not 

impact the transition. There must be a missing element. 

The correlation analysis between organizational socialization practices and 

other scales do suggest meaningful relationships, although once again some of 

them are a bit weak. The strong correlations with on-the-job training are ones 

that make sense because they deal largely with job related elements. The other 

correlations are weaker although individual socialization has a few meaningful 

correlations with expectations, organization receptivity and feedback seeking 

while programming has a few with several expectations scale. Somewhat puzzling 

143 



is the weakness of the correlations with coaching which is believed by 

practitioners to be a key socialization strategy. 

On the whole, these results are somewhat surprising, though the 

magnitude of the correlations are consistent with Louis, Posner and Powell's 

(1983) earlier study. Also, Allen and Meyer (1990) reported that these 

organizational tactics had a declining influence from six to twelve months on the 

job so it is possible that the results would be quite different at six months on the 

job. Finally, when looking at the other correlation patterns, it must be 

remembered that a large number of the respondents reported that these practices 

were never present which may have impacted the results. It seems clear that 

there are relationships, but less clear exactly how they work. It does appear that 

how an organization approaches the socialization process has a significant 

relationship with certain aspects of the transition but further work is needed to 

more fully explain it. 

Consistent with earlier studies (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Hall & Lawler, 1970) 

there is support here for the "Pygmalion effect" which says that the organization's 

expectations of the employee have an important effect. Respondents to this 

study reported that greater job challenge was associated with less support 

seeking; greater job satisfaction, commitment, work motivation and psychological 

success; lower intention to quit and post-decision dissonance; and more on-the-
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job training. It would appear that the job challenge offered to the new employee 

could be a key factor as suggested by the Pygmalion effect. 

This study also supports the relationship of expectations and a successful 

transition, consistent with earlier research (Mabey, 1986; Dean, 1981; Louis, 

1990). Expectations showed moderately strong correlations with individual 

adaptation strategies, organizational socialization strategies and organizational 

attitudes. In fact, expectations had the largest number of relationships with 

individual and organizational strategies and strong correlations with attitudes. It 

may be that expectations is an intervening variable through which strategies 

operate to influence the outcomes and thus explain the other weak relationships. 

Regardless, this study reinforces the importance of met expectations and efforts 

to influence them. 

A final conclusion of the study deals with the instrument itself. Because 

all sections except one (section VI) were predominately custom-designed for this 

study, the data led to the identification of many important constructs and scales 

to measure them. For many of the scales, the reliabilities are good. While the 

purpose of the study was not to develop an assessment instrument, the results 

suggest that the new factors and scales identified here may be quite useful for 

future instruments and studies. 
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Implications 

This study has confirmed that organizational entry is an important career 

transition. Therefore, the results have some important implications for 

organizations and colleges and universities. 

The results of this study demand that human resource development 

professionals, college recruiters, human resource directors and line mangers give 

organizational entry a high priority focus in their organizations. Despite the 

exploratory nature of the analysis, there seems to be little doubt that what occurs 

during organizational entry has a significant relationship with critical employee 

attitudes including job satisfaction, commitment, intent to quit, psychological 

success and post-decision dissonance. Effective management of the new 

employee development process appears to be a powerful strategic tool that is 

largely overlooked. Organizations are missing a golden opportunity to build a 

more productive work force and reduce turnover if they ignore the organizational 

entry process. 

These data also suggest that new employee development needs to be 

considered as a separate and distinct management skill and included in all 

management education and development programs. Most of the scales in this 

study dealt with constructs that are not one-time events but, instead, are a 

process that occurs throughout the employees first year on the job. Most of that 
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process occurs between the manager and the new employee. It can not be 

delegated away nor it can not be passed off to human resources to "do another 

program." Rather, it is imperative that managers be made aware that they are 

the critical link in this process. Just as it is unfair to send new graduates to work 

without the proper skills, it is also unfair to expect managers to deal with the 

special demands and issues of new employees in the work place without proper 

training. 

It seems clear too that new employees need training and assistance in the 

entry process. We know from these data that individuals are not using key 

adaptation strategies and that those who anticipate the transition more are more 

successful at the transition. This clearly indicates the need to make individuals 

more aware of the transition and to equip individuals with the tools to be 

successful. 

Finally, the results suggest that more must be done on college campuses to 

raise awareness about the importance of the transition to work. These data 

indicate that the degree to which a person anticipates the transition has a 

relationship with many aspects of the transition to work. Furthermore, almost 

70% of the respondents felt that seniors should be taught more about how to 

make the transition to work. The results suggest that universities must change 

their perspective on measuring their success from just helping students get a job 

and preparing them for the tasks they will perform to providing all the tools 
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necessary for a graduate to have a successful career beginning. This can be 

addressed in several ways. One is obviously to conduct special programs for 

seniors prior to graduation. Another, and a preferred approach, is to change the 

curricula to more completely model the organizational world in which graduates 

will find themselves working, particularly in professional degree programs. A key 

element of that change must include teaching new professionals to manage 

change and transitions as a normal part of professional work. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

As has been cautioned before, this study presents only part of the picture 

and has raised new questions as expected. It is painfully clear that more research 

is necessary before definitive conclusions can be drawn from this data. This 

section discusses several important recommendations for further research. 

One major area of needed research is a study to better understand the 

organization's perspective. In essence, the mirror image of this study needs to be 

conducted. Such a study should investigate what managers and coworkers 

experience when a new graduate enters their organization and what their 

attitudes, expectations and behaviors are during organizational entry. Their 

preparation for the arrival of new employees should be examined as well as the 

strategies they use to socialize them. A very important line of inquiry should be 

their perception of the new employee's success and adaptation strategies as we11 

as their satisfaction and evaluations of the new employees. With those resu1ts, 
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and particularly data on the organizations perspective of new graduate career 

success, these findings will start to make more sense. 

Another recommended study would be a longitudinal study. A group of 

new graduates would be identified, either all part of one organization's new hires 

or one university's graduates, and followed for the first few years of their career. 

Measures would be made of critical behaviors, attitudes and perceptions at 

various checkpoints during this period and would be collected from both the 

individuals and the organization's perspective. Then, data could be compared 

between leavers and stayers and by looking at success within the organization. 

This study would combine provide the richest and most complete look at the 

organizational entry process, although it would be quite costly and time 

consuming to conduct. 

This study was successful in taking a very broad look at organizational 

entry. As a result, a very rich database now exists with many opportunities for 

further research and secondary analysis of the data. It will take considerable 

time and analysis to fully develop and understand the complex processes that 

underlie these results. In time, the data has the potential to produce new multi-

variate models of what new graduates experience and what impacts the outcome 

of their entry into work organizations. It is important that research continue, 

using this data and other studies, to develop a more definitive picture of the 

critical constructs necessary for effective management of organizational entry by 
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both organizations and individuals. If data from this study could be combined 

with data from the organization's perspective, it is possible that major advances 

in the understanding of organizational entry could result. 

Summary 

This study has made interesting contributions to the research on 

organizational entry, filling important gaps in the literature. Perhaps its most 

important contribution is that it has presented a comprehensive picture of 

organizational entry as seen from the new graduates perspective across a broad 

cross-section of for-profit organizations and environments. It reinforces the 

notion that organizational entry is an underemphasized career transition that has 

important impacts for individuals and organizations. While further analysis is 

needed to further understand the relationships suggested here, this study 

nonetheless offers important insights into the organizational entry experience of 

new college graduates. Implications have been drawn for college recruiting, 

human resource development professionals, management development, university 

curricula and for individuals. Like most exploratory studies, it raises a number of 

questions while it answers some too. Most importantly, it has laid an empirical 

foundation for further research into the process and experience of organizational 

entry. 
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VIRGINIA TECH 
Organi7.ational Fntry Project 

May 6, 1991 

Dear Organizational Entry Pilot Study Participants: 

Fal111 Church, V1\ 22042 
(70.1) 6Qfl.6074 

Thank you very much for agreeing to be part of this pilot study. The Organizational 
Entry Project is the first of its kind in the country and is designed to learn more 
about college graduates' experiences during their first year on the job and in their 
transition to work. It will enable organizations and universities to develop programs 
to facilitate the transition from college to work. The pilot test should take a total of 
no more than one hour of your time. 

The sole purpose of this pilot study is to test the readability and clarity of the 
questionnaire. No data will be tabulated nor will results be shared with anyone. 
These pilot tests are standard practice and help the researcher eliminate confusing 
questions and instructions before mailing the instrument to the regular participants. 

The first step of the pilot test is for you to complete the questionnaire as soon as 
~· The attached survey packet is exactly like the one that will be sent to 
regular participants and asks you to recall specific aspects of your experiences at 
work since you graduated. Despite its comprehensiveness, the survey will still only 
take 20 - 30 minutes of your time to complete. 

Then, I would like to make arrangements to talk with you for 15 - 30 minutes, either 
in person or by phone, to get your personal feedback on the questionnaire. Please 
feel free to be candid and honest in your feedback as it is the only way I will improve 
the questionnaire. You are also welcome to write notes and comments on the 
questionnaire itself. 

Again, I thank you for your time and interest in this project. rm sure you can 
appreciate how much help the results will be to future graduating seniors. If you 
have any questions or comments, please call me at (703) 698-6074. THANK YOU! 

E. F. Holton III 
Director 
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VIRGINIA TECH 
\mG!lll1.\l'Ol\1H.ll!\:'ICNi'IT!l!l1: A'll)'W\lJ: 1~1\.l'~r_I!_'. 

Organi1.ational F.ntry Project 

May 20, 1991 

Dear Virginia Tech Alumnus: 

Fall~ Church, V1\ 22042 
(70.') ti9R.Afl74 

"What does my new company expect of me?" "What should I do to start my career 
off on the right foot?" "What should I do to please my boss?" These are but a few of 
the questions that many seniors ask as they leave college and enter the professional 
work force. You are probably now very aware of how important these and other 
issues are in your first year on the job. 

Virginia Tech is conducting this study 10 learn more about your experiences during 
your first year on the job so we can better prepare future graduating classes for the 
transition from college to work. The attached questionnaire asks you to recall 
specific aspects of your experiences at work since you graduated. This study is the 
first of its kind in the country so we have included a wide range of topics in an effort 
to be comprehensive. Even so, the SUf\'.ey will still only take 20 - 30 minutes of your 
time but will be of immense help to us and to Virginia Tech students. And, the 
results will be reponed in a future issue of "Virginia Tech" magazine which you 
receive. 

For this study to be successful, it is vitally important that we have as many 
questionnaires returned as possible. Please complete the questionnaire as soon as 
oosslble and return it in the enclosed self.addressed, postage-paid envelope. Your 
responses will be completely confidential with only group results reported. The 
identification number on the survey will be used only solely for the purpose of 
removing your name from the mailing list when the survey is returned. 

Please know how much we appreciate your time and interest in this project. As an 
alumnus, I'm sure you can appreciate how much help the results will be to future 
graduating classes. If you have any questions or comments, please write or call me 
at (703) 698-6074. n1ANK YOU! 

E. F. Holton III 
Director 
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ORGANIZATIONAL ENTRY QUESTIONNAIRE 

I. Please tell us some things about yoursetr 

1. Age (in years)? ... I ____ __, PLEASE MARK YOUR ANSWERS 

2. Sex 0 Male 0 Female 
3. What was your overall undergraduate QCA? 

0 3.S • 4.0 

0 3.0. 3.49 

0 2..S. 2.99 

0 2.0 - 2.49 

+. What was your undergraduate major?..._ _____________________ __, 

5. What is your cumnt employment status (mark only one) ? 

<D Employed in a p<l'ition appropriate for starting my career and one that I anticipated having 
(2) Employed in a position appropriate for starting my career, but not what 1 had anticipated having 
CD Employed in a temporary job until I can fmd a position appropriate for starting my career 
© Not employed but looking for a job 
(2) Not employed but not looking for a job 
@ Attending graduate school 

IF YOU DID filll MARK ANSWER 1 OR 1 FOR QUESTION 5, DO NO P T REST 
PL~E 00 RETURN IT IN TIIE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE. IF YOU MARK.ED ANSWER l OR 2, 

6. Please mark the item that most closely desmbes the organization for which you are now employed (mark only one): 

0 
0 

0 

Business organization 
Professional Services 
(consulting. engineering) 

0 
0 
0 

Other~----------------

Non-profit 
F.ducation 
Government 

7. How large is your company in terms of total people employed by the organization at aJI locations (mark only one)? 

0 0. 100 
0 101 • 500 
0 501 • 1000 

0 1001. 5000 
0 5.001 + 

8. for bow many months have you been employed by the organization for which you are now working? 

9. How many organizations (not parts of an organization) have you worked for since graduation? 

10. How many different jobs have you had with your current organization? 

11. How many months of professional work experience (internships. co-op, etc.) did you have before starting 
work for your lirst organization after college? 

12. llow many schools and colleges have you attended since you started school as a child? 

13. In how many different cities have you lived during your life? 
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9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 
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n. For the items in this section, please think back to the time period after you -a~cepted your iob but before vou star1ed 
workin& and mark the response that best represents your opinion. 

({) s&roncly disagrn @ disagree Q) neither agree or disagree @agree ® stronaly ap-ee 

1. I '11.'0nied about my ability to perfonn on my new job. 1. <D © © © ~ 
:?. I was anxious about whether t would be able to fit into my new organization. 2. <D © © © ~ 
3. Virginia Tech offered me the preparation I needed to be successful in adapting to my new 3. <D <2) © © ~ 
organization. 
4. Virginia Tech oft'ered me the preparation I needed to undetstand how to make the 4. <D © © © ~ 
transition from being a college student to being a professional. 
S. I thought a lot about how 1 woukt approach my new job. s. <D 12) © © ~ 
6. I believe seniors should be taught more about how to make the transition to work. 6. <D © © © ~ 
1. I felt prepared to start my new job. 7. <D © © © ~ 
8. I looked forward lo starting my new job. 8. <D © © © G:> 
9. I was very awan: of the importance of the first year on the job. 9. <D © © © ~ 
10. I took action to learn things about my new employer. 10. <D © © © ~ 
11. The things l did to prepare myself were helpful. 11. <D © © © ~ 
12. If I had it to do over again. I would do more to prepa&": for the transition. i2. <D © © © (2) 

m. For this section. think about your transition From college to work and rrom bein1 a eollep student to becoming a 
professional and mark the response that most closely represents your opinion. 

(j) strongly dlsaaree <l) disagree @ neither agree or disagree © •aree ® stronsJy agree 

1. Leaming to adapt to my new employer bas been stressful for me. 1. <D <Z> © © (2) 
2. Going from being a college student to being a profe~ional was a big adjustment. 2. <D· © © © (S) 
3. Overall. starting ro work for my new organization has been a positive experience. 3. (J) © © © ~ 
4. l felt confident that I could understand my new organization well enough to become a 4. <D (2) © © ~ 
productive member of it. 
S. The organization seemed to value the experience and skills I brought to the job. s. <D a> © © ~ 
6. I feh that I understood what was expected of me in order to become accepted by people in 6. <D a> © © ~ 
the organization. 
7. My first few days at work were confusing to me. 7. <D <Z> © © ~ 
8. The organization went out of its way to make me feel welcome in the be3inning. 8. <D © © © <.i) 
9. I felt my organization had realistic expectations of me in the beginning. 9. <D a> © © ~ 
10. Staning to work with this organization has had a significant impact on my personal life. 10. (j) © © © ~ 
11. l was able to develop a pretty good idea of what I needed to do to be successful. 11. (j) a> © © ~ 
12. I understood the realities of life as a working person. 12. <D a> © © <.i) 
13. The uncertainty of my new environment did .no& bother me. 13. <D (2) Q) © ~ 
14. I was able to shape many aspects of my orientation and training to suit me better. 14. <D © © © ~ 
1.S. My organization was willing to change to fit my needs. 1S. <D t2) G) © (i) 
16. I was willing to change to fit the needs of my organization 16. <D © © © ~ 
17. I wish my organization had done more to help me get adjusted. 17. <D a> G) © ~ 
18. I felt quickJy accepted by the group of people with whom I work. 18. <D © © © ~ 
19. I was able to earn the respect of my work group for my abilities fairly quickJy. 19. <D © © © ~ 
20. I wu surprised at many of the things I had to learn. 20. <D © © © ~ 
21. At times I still miss being a college student. 21. <D a> © © ~ 
22. Overall I am satisfied with my life these days. 22. <D a> © © ~ 
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IV. These items deal with characteristics or your OWn job. Please mark the response that most dosely matches your 
opinion. 

<D strongly disagree ® disagree <l) neither a1ree or disagree © agree ® stronalJ agree 

1. Accomplishing the tasks I am assigned is challenging, 1. <D © © © (3) 
2. My job challenges me intellectually. 2. <D @ © © (3) 
3. My job gives me the opportunity to grow professionally. 3. <D © © © (3) 
4. Given my education and training. this job is appropriate for my abilities and skills. 4. <D @ ·© © (3) 
S. This job allows me lo be creative and use my own ideas if I wish. .s. <D @ © © ~ 
6. I have little control and say about what I do in my job. 6. <D © © © (3) 
7. My job pn:wides me the opportunity to do a variety of diffenmt things. 7. (i) © © © (3) 
8. I usually know whether I am pcrfonning ·my job poorly or well. 8. <D © © © ~ 
9. I feel certain about how much authority I have on my job. 9. <D © © © (3) 
10. There are clear. planned goals and objectives for my job. 10. <D © @ © (3) 
11. l know th:at I have divided my time properly on my job. 11. <D © © © ~ 
12. I know what my job responsibilities are. 12. <D @ © © (3) 
13. I know exactly what is expected of me on my job. 13. (j) @ © © (3) 
14. Explanation of what has to be done on my job is clear. 14. (]) @ © © <l> 
tS. I feel competent I can ac:hieve the goals and objectives in my job. 15. (]) @ © © ~ 
16. My job is important in this organization. 16. <D © G) © (5) 
17. When I do my job well, I can see its effect on the organization. 17. <D <Z> © © (3) 
18. It is important to my success for me to be the kind of person the organization wants. 18.· (]) <Z> © © (3) 
19. I have felt pres.Nn::d to c:hange to fit the organization. 19. <D © © © ~ 

v. Think about your present orpaizatioa and mark the response that most closely represents your opinion. 

<D •h'or97 diucree @ disapft G) neither aaree or disqne @ apee ® stronpy agree 

1. I have been successful at gelling things done around here. 1. <D © © © ~ 
2. The overriding goals of this organization are clear to me. 2. <D @ © © (2) 
3. The n::ason people in this organization behave the way they do makes sense to me. 3. (i) © © © (3) 
4. I understand the values of this organization. 4. (]) @ © © (3) 
S. If I need to get something done, I know the person to whom I should tum to make it s. <D © (J) © (3) 
happen. 
6. If I need infonnation. I feel that I know how to tind what I need. 6. <D <Z> © © ~ 
7. Generally. I understand why the organization evaluates my perfonnance the way they do. 7. (]) © © © ~ 
8. My CCNe'orkers and I have a strong. positive working relationship. 8. <D @ © © <l> 
9. lbe infonnaJ rules that teU me how to behave are vesy dear to me. 9. <D (Z) Q) © ~ 
10. I wish someone would esplain why certain things are done the way they are around here. 10. <D <Z> <3) © ~ 
1 t. I understand the fonnal policies and procedures used here. 11. <D <2) © © (3) 
12. I can recognize the politics of my organization. whether or not I know how to •play• the 12. <D <2) © © ~ 
politics yet. 
13. I know how to work effectively with my boa. 13. © @ © © (3) 
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VI. For these items, please think about how you feel about the orgnnization for which you an now working and the job 
you are now in. !\lark the response that most closely matches your opinion. 

(I) strongly disagree @ disagree ® neither agree or disagree @agree (.!) strongly agree 

l. Overall. I am very satisfied with my current job. 1. <D @ (J) © ~ 
2. l am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job. 2. (j) @ (J) © <SJ 
3. l am willing lo put in a pat deal of etfor1 beyond that nonnally expected in order to help 3. <D @ (J) © <SJ 
this organization be successful. 
4. I talk up this organization to my friends as a pat organization to work for. 4. <D @ © © <SJ 
S. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order 10 keep working for this s. <D (2) (J) © ~ 
org311iz.ation. 
6. I find that my values and the organization's values arc very simiJar. 6. <D @ <l> © <SJ 
7. J am proud to tell others that I am part of this organiz.ation. 7. <D <2) © © (5) 
8. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job performance. 8. <D @ <l> © ~ 
9. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I was considering at 9. <D @ (J) © ~ 
the time I joined. 
10. I really care about the fate of this organization. JO. <D (2) (J) © (2) 
11. For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work. 11. <D (2) © © (5) 
12. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do my job well. 12. <D <2) <l> © (5) 
13. Doing my job well increases my feeling of self-esteem. 13. <D @ © © ~ 
14. I feel bad when I do my job poorly. 14. <D <2) <l> © <SJ 
15. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job. 15. <D @ <l> © ~ 
16. 1be most important things that happen to me involve my work. 16. (j) (2) © © ~ 
17. I live, eat. and breathe my job. 17. <D Cl) © © ~ 
18. I .am very much involved personally in my work. 18. <D <2) © © (5) 
19. I often think of quitting this job. 19. <D <2) © © ~ 
20. I expect to begin searching for another job in the next year. 20. <D (2) <l> © (5) 
21. I expect to resign from this job within the next year. 21. CD @ © © ~ 
22. I have not been especially proud of my perfonnance in my job lately. 22. <D a.> (J) © ~ 
23. Generally. I feel I am achieving my most important personal goals at work. 23. <D (2) © © ~ 
24. On the basis of my own standards. I feel I have been successful in my work. 24. <D <2) © © ~ 
25. I get a great sense of accomplishment in my job. 25. <D <2) (J) © ~ 
26. I often feel really good about the quality of my wort performance. 26. <D <2) <l> © <5) 
27. Compared to my peers. I feel quite successful in my career. 27. <D <2) © © (5) 
28. Deciding to work for this organization was a defmile mistake on my part. 28. <D @ © © (5) 
29. If I could make my job choice over again. I would still decide to join this organization. 29. (j) a.> © © (5) 

VII. For these items, please lhiak back to what 1011 ~ before 7ou started work and compare that to what you 
actually exl!!rienced on !II• iob. Them. mark tbe respoase tbat most closely matches your opiaion. 

(1) considenblJ wone than expected @ somewhat worse than expecled Q) about u expecled 
@ IOIDCWhat better than expected <!) couldenbly better than apecled 

1. /\mount of challenge in my job t. <D @ © © ~ 
2. Variety or tasks I perfonu 2. <D '2> <l> © <5) 
3. Amount of responsibility in my job 3. <D (l) <l> © ~ 
4. Opportunity for intellectual achievement 4. <D <2) © © ~ 
5. Amount of control I have over my own job s. <D a> © © (5) 
6. Pressure I feel in my job 6. (j) @ © © (5) 
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7. How interesting my work is to me 7. 0 0 0 0 0 
8. Amount of time I spend working with other people 8. CD a:> © © (!) 
9. Opportunity to fully demonstrate my abilicies and skills 9. <D © G) © (!) 
lO. Opportunity for senior management to see my perfonnance 10. CD © © © (!) 
11. Importance oC my job 11. (i) '2) © © (!) 
12. Opportunity for personal growth in my job 12. <D © © © (!) 
13. Level of work 1 am asked to do 13. (i) © © © (!) 
14. How hard I have to work to accomplish my assignmenls 14. <D © G) © (!) 
t.S. fairness of company policies 15. <D © © © ~ 
16. Amount of support and guidance I receive from my boss 16. (i) c2) © © (!) 
17. Communication within the organization 17. <D '2) © © G) 
18. Way decisions are made 18. <D '2) © © (5) 
19. Concern for new employee's adaptation to the company 19. CD '2) © © ($) 
20. formal training I have received 20. (i) '2) © © (!) 
21. Opportunity to advance in the company 21. <D a> © © (!) 
22. Atmosphere in my work an:a 22. <D \2) Q) © ~ 
23. Hours I have to work 23. <D \2) © © (!) 
24. Attitude others have toward their jobs 24. <D <2) © © (5) 
25. Amount of feedback I n:ceive 2S. <D <2) © © ~ 
26. Amount of support and guidance I receive from my co-workers 26. <D \2) © ©' (!) 
27. My ability to perform as required 27. <D '2) Q) © (5) 
28. My own reactions to the job 28. <D '2) ©. © (5) 
29. Amount of free time I have 29. <D '2) © © (5) 
30. Ability to handle the pressure 30. <D © © © ~ 
31. Job's impact on my persooal life 31. <D © © © ~ 
32. Amount of stress I have eiperienced 32. <D (2) © © ~ 
33. Adequacy of my salary 33. <D (2) © © ~ 
34. Amount of frustration I have felt toward my job 34. <D © © © G> 

vm. These items deal with lbinp that !Qll initialed or did ro adapt ro and learn about your aew organization and to 
cope with the transition. Please mark the response tbat most closely indicates how often you did these lbinp. 

(1) neYer" <%) once or twice Q) MYenl times @ oftan !I) ngularly 

1. Sought my coworkers opinions about my performance. 1. (l) a> Q) © ~ 
2. Asked my boss to give me feedback on my perfonnance. 2. CD a> Q) © ~ 
3. Inquired about the best ways to get things done. 3. (J) © © © G> 
4. Attempted to find a senior person to whom I can regularly tum for advice. 4. <D a> © © G> 
S. Worked at building relationships with coUeagues at work. s. <D <2) (J) ® ~ 
6. Tum to other people at work when I have a question. 6. <D © G) © G> 
7. Attempted to learn more about effective strategies to use during the first year on the job. 7. CD '2) © © G> 
8. Had conversations with my CO'NOrkers about my work. 8. <D © © © G> 
9. DiscuSM:d my feelings about my new job with my coworkers. 9. <D © Q) © (5) 
10. Sought information from my boss or supervisor to help me understand my job better. 10. (J) '2) © © G> 
11. Discussed my feelings about my new job with my boss or supeivisor. 11. <D © © © G> 
12. Created opportunities to talk with my colleagues outside of work. 12. <D a> © © G> 
13. Suggested new ideas or ch311ges to impress my colleagues. 13. <D '2) © © G) 
14. Volunteered to help on a project so I could learn more. 14. <D <Z> © © (5) 
15. Learned by observing how my colleagues went about their jobs. IS. <D '2) © © (5) 
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16. Changed the ways.I do some things based on my experiences here. 16. <D (2) © © ~ 
t7. Had to re-leam some things that used to be routine for me. 17. <D (2) © © G) 
18. Scheduled activities in my free time to help me relax. 18. <D © © © G) 
19. Made deliberate attempts to plan activities to help me forget about work. 19. <D © © © G) 
20. Talked to my family about problems at my job. 20. <D (.2) © © ~ 
21. Talked to my friends about problems at my job. 21. <D (2) © © ~ 

IX. Now, think about the what eft"orta the ORGA."'llZATION made during your first year to help you become a productive 
member of the orpnizat.ion. To the left of each irem. mark the response that most dosely describes bow often the 
organization made each item available to you and then to the right. mark the response that indicates bow helpful each 
was to you. Ir an item was never available. leave the helpfulness answers blank for that item. 

AVAIUBILITY HELPFULNESS rn• r~~ once or twice somewhat helpru1 
several times moderately helpful 
often very helpl\d 
regularly extremely helpful 

(D (2) © © ~ 1. Formal training programs in which a group of new 

<D (2) © © <I> 
<D (.2) © © ~ 

<D a:> © © ~ 
<D © © © <I> 
<D a:> © © (5) 
<D Cl> (J) © <I> 
<D Q) © © ~ 

<D © © © ~ 

© a:> © © (5) 

© © © © ~ 

<D © © © (5) 

<D Q) © © <I> 
<D Q) © © ~ 

© (2) © © <I> 

<D Cl> © © ~ 
<D Q) © © <I> 
<D 12) © © (5) 

<D a:> (J) © ~ 

© (2) © © <I> 

employees participated. 
2.. FonnaJ training programs developed for you individually. 
3. lnfonnal training programs in which a group of new 
employees participated. 
4. Informal training programs developed for you individually. <D <2:) © 
S. Opportunities to talk with person(s) who were previously (!) (2) G) 
in your position. 
6. A "buddy" relationship with a more senior coworker. (]) © ·© 
7. A mentor or sponsor provided by the organization (l) © © 
8. Social/recreational activities with people from work, <D 12) © 
arranged by your organization. 
9. A program or effort to introduce you to important people (]) © © 
in the organization. 
10. A program or effort to guide you in learning important <D © © 
facts about lhe organization. 
11. A program or effort to teach you the important values., <D (2) © 
mission and nonns for behavior in the organization. 
12. An intentional program or effort to teach you •the way <D (2) © 
things get done" in the organization. 
13. Regular opponunities for you to discu55 your progress <D (2) © 
with coworkers. 
14. Opportunities for you to discuss your progress wilh your <D © © 
supervisor. 

lS. Opportunities for you to demonstrate your abilities to (I) <2) Q) 
senior managemenL 
16. A program or effort to help you )cam where to locate the <D Q) © 
information and ocher resources you need to do your job. 
17. Opportunities to fully utilize your skills and abilities. <D (2) © 
18. Opportunities to learn on the job without undesirable <D (2) Q) 
consequences for mistakes. 

19. A plan developed especially for you to help you enter and <D (2) (J) 
adapt to the organization. 
20. Opponunity to rotate through several jobs to gain <D 12) © 
broader experience. 

7 

174 

© 
© 

© 
© 

© 
© 
© 

© 
© 

© 

© 

© 
© 
© 

© 
© 
© 

© 
© 

(5) 
(5) 

~ 
(5) 

(5) 
G) 
(5) 

~ 

(5) 

(5) 

(5) 

~ 

(5) 

<I> 

~ 

(5) 
~ 

~ 

(5) 



\Vhile we have tried to be comprehensive in this study, we may well have missed some lhings. Arc there any other issues, 
\."Oocerns or thoughts that you would like to share with us regarding your transition from college to work and your 
experiences during your farst year on the job? If so, please write them below. 

Are there aoy specific programs or activities that you would like to see Virginia Tech initiate, either for you now as an 
alumnus or for future seniors before they graduate, that you believe would help make the transition lo work and 
professional life easier? If so, please write them below. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATIONU 

Please return in enclosed envelope or to: 
Organizational Entry Project 

Virginia Tech Alumni Association 
Alumni Hall 

Blacksburg, VA 24061 

@copyright 1991, Elwood F. Holton III 
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Organizational F.ntry Projert 
2990 T clestar Court 

June 7, 1991 

VIRGINIA TECH 
VIRGINIA rOYlf<JINI<: IN;TTtlJTT: Ar-I) SV\'ffi I iNl\.H!SflY 

Dear Virginia Tech Alum: 

Falls Churrh, VA 22042 
(703) 698-ti074 

"What does my new company expett of me?" "What should I do to start my career 
off on the right foot?" "What should I do to please my boss?" These are but a few of 
the questions that many seniors ask as they leave college and enter the professional 
work force. You are probably now very aware of how important these and other 
issues are in your first year on the job. 

Virginia Tech is conducting this study to learn more about your experiences during 
your first year on the job so we can better prepare future graduating classes for the 
transition from college to work. The attached questionnaire asks you to recaJl 
specific aspects of your experiences at work since you graduated. This study is the 
first of its kind in the country so we have included a wide range of topics in an effort 
to be comprehensive. Even so, the survey will still only take 20 - 30 minutes of your 
time but will be of immense help to us and to Virginia Tech students. And, we hope 
to report the results in a future issue of Vuginia Tech magazine which you receive. 

For this study to be successful, it is vitally important that we have as many 
questionnaires returned as possible. Please complete the questionnaire as soon as 
possible and return it in the enclosed self-addressed: postage-paid envelope. Your 
responses will be completely confidential with only group results reported. The 
identification number on the survey will be used only solely for the purpose of 
removing your name from the mailing list when the survey is returned. 

Please know how much we appreciate your time and interest in this project. As an 
alum, I'm sure you can appreciate how much help the results will be to future 
graduating classes. If you have any questions or comments, please write or call me 
at (703) 698-6074. TIIANK YOU! 

E. F. Holton III 
Director 
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ORGANIZATIONAL ENTRY QUESTIONNAIRE 

J. Please tell us some things about yourselF 

1. Age (in ye3rs): 

2. Gender: 0 Male 0 Female 

3. R:ici:il/Ethnic Group: 

Q White 0 · African Am./Black 0 Hispanic Q Asian/Pacific Islander 0 Am. Indian/Alaskan Native 0 Other 

5. What was your overall undergraduate QCA? 

0 3.5. 4.0 0 3.0- 3.49 0 2.5 - 2.99 0 2.0 • 2.49 

6. What was your undergraduate major?----------~---------------

7. Wh::it is your current employment status (mark only one) ? 

(i) Employed in a position appropriate for starting my professional career. 
\'2) Employed in a position appropriate for starting my. professional career, but not what I had anticipated having 
© Employed in a temporary job until I can lind a position appropriate for starting my career 
© Not employed but looking for a job 
G) Not employed and not looking for a job 
® Attending graduate school 

IF YOU DID NOT MARK ANSWER 1 OR l FOR QUESTION 7, DO NOT COMPLETE THE REST OF THIS SURVEY BUT 
rt.EASE DO RETURN IT IN TUE t:NCl.OSED ENVELOPE. IF YOU MARKED ANSWER I OR 2, PLF..ASE CONTINUE. 

8. Please mark the item that most closely describes the organization for which you are now employed (mark only one): 

Government 
Other non-profit 

Q Busines.VProfessional Services 
and other for-profit organizations 

Q Education 

0 
0 
0 Other~-~~~~~~~~~~~~~--

9. I low large is your company in tenns of total people employed by the organization at all locations (mark only one)? 

00·100 0 101. 500 0 501 • 1000 0 1001 • 5000 0 5,001 + 

10. How many months since graduation have you been employed by the organi7.ation for which you n.ow 
work? 

11. llow many organizations (not parts of an organization) have you worked for since graduation? 

12. llow many different positions have you had with your current organization'! 

13. How many months of profes.~ion:JI work experience (internships, co-op, temporary, etc.) did you have 
before 5taning work for your first organization after college? 

14. How many different jobs (of any kind) have you had in your life prior to graduating from college? 

15. llow many schools (any level) and colleges have you attended since you started school as a child? 

16. In how many dilTcrent cities have you lived during your life? 

2 

178 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

16. 



II. For the items in this section, please think baC'k to the time period after you attepted your job but before you started 
working and mark the response that most c:losely matches your opinion. 

(j) strongly disagree @ disagree © neilher agree or disagree @agree ® strongly agree 

l. I worried 3bout my ability to perfonn on my new job. 1. <D © © © <.i> 
2. I was anxious about whether I would be able to fit into my new organization. 2. <D © © © <.i> 
3. Virginia Tech olTcred me the preparation I ncedeJ to be successful in adapting to my new 3. <D © © © (.$.) 
organization. 
4. Virginia Tech offered me the preparation I needed to understand how to make the 4. <D © © © (.$.) 
transition from being a college student to being a professional. 
S. l thought a lot about how I would approach my new job. s. <D © © © ~ 
6. I believe seniors should be taught more about how to make the transition to work. 6. <D a:> © © (.$.) 
7. I felt prepared to start my new job. 7. <D © © © (.$.) 
8. J looked forwanl 10 st3rting my new joh. 8. <D © © © <.i> 
9. I was very aware or the importance of the tirst year on the job. 9. <D © © © (.$.) 
10. l took action to learn things about my new employer. 10. <D © © © <.i> 
11. The things I did to prepare myself to go to work were helpful. 11. <D (Z) © © ~ 
12. r fdt confident that I could understand my new organiu1tion v.'Cll enough to become a 12. (j) © © © (2) 
productive member or it. 

Ill. For this section, think about your transition from college to work and from being a college student to becoming a 
professional and mark the response that most closely matches your opinion. 

(j) strongly disagree @ disagree © neither agree or disagree @agree ® strongly agree 

1. Leaming to adapt to my new employer has been stressful for me. 1. <D © © © (.$.) 
2. Going from being a college student to being a professional was a big adjuscmcnt. 2. <D © © © (.$.) 
J. O\•crall. starting to work for my new organization bas been a positive experience. 3. <D <2) © © ~ 
4. If I had it to do over again. I would do more to prepare for the transition. 4. <D a:> © © (2) 
5. The organization seemed to value the experience and skills I brought to the job. s. <D © © © <.i> 
6. I felt lh:ll I understood what was expected of me in order to become professional accepted by 6. <D @ © © ~ 
people in the organization. 
7. My first few days at work were confusing to me. 1. <D © © © (.$.) 
8. "ll1e organization went out of its way to make me feel welcome in the beginning. 8. (j) © © © (2) 
9. I felt my org:ini1.ation had appropriate expectations of me in the beginning. 9. <D ~ © © Ci) 
10. Starting to work with this organization has had a signilicant impact on my per.son31 life. 10. <D © © © (2) 
11. I wa.<; able to develop 3 preuy good idea of what I needed to do to be successful. 11. CD © © © (2) 
12. I adapted easily to life as a working professional. 12. <D © © © (2) 
13. llle uncertainty of my new work environment did not bother me terribly. 13. <D © © © ~ 
i.i. I was able to shape many aspects or my orientation and training to suit me better. 14. (I) © © © (.$.) 
15. My organization was willing to adjust things to lit my needs. 15. <D © © © (.$.) 
16. I was willing to change to fit the needs of my organization 16. <D © © © (2) 
17. I wish my organi1.ation had done more to help me get adjusted. 17. <D © © © ~ 
lit I !Cit quickly accepted by the group of people with whom I work. 18. <D © © © (2) 
19. I was able to earn the respect of my work group for my abilities fairly quickly. 19. <D © © @) <.i> 
20. I was surprised at many of the things I had to learn. 20. (j) © © © (.$.) 
21. At times I still miss being a college student. 21. (j) © © © (.$.) 
22. Overall. I am satisfied "'ith my life these days. 22. <D © © © ~ 
23. ll1e transition to work is more dillicult for women than for men. 23. <D © © © (.$.) 
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IV. These items deal with characteristics or your own job. Please mark the response that most closely matches your 
opinion. 

<D strongly disagree @ disagree © neither agree or disagree @agree <!) strongly agree 

1. Accomplishing the tasks I am assigned is challenging. 1. CD © © © (i) 
2. My job challenges me intellectually. 2. Q) © © © (i) 
3. My job gives me the opportunity to grow professionally. 3. CD © © © (2) 
4. Gi\-en my education and training. this job is appropriate for my abilities and skills. 4. <D © © © (2) 
5. This job allows me to be crcalive and use my own ideas if J wish. s. <D © © © CS) 
6. I have little control and say about what I do in my job. 6. <D (2) © © (i) 
7. My job provides me the opportunity to do a v:iricty of different things. 7. <D © © © ~ 
It I usually know whether I am perfonning my job poorly or well. 8. <D @ © © ~ 
9. I feel certain about how much authority I have on my job. 9. <D © © © ~ 
10. There arc clear, planned goals and objectives for my job. 10. <D © © © (,i) 
11. I know that I have divided my time properly on my job. 11. <D © © © ~ 
12. I know what my job responsibilities are. 12. <D © © © ~ 
13. Generally. I know what my organization expects of me . 13. Q) © © © (i) 
14. I know how to accomplish the lhings I need to do in order to meet my organi7.ation's 14. <D © © © ~ 
cxpect:itions of me. 

15. I feel competent I can achieve the goals and objectives in my job. 15. <D © © © ~ 
16. My job is important in this organization. 16. <D © © © ~ 
17. When I do my job well, I can see its effect on the organi7.atioo. 17. CD <2) © © ~ 
lR. ft i." important to my professional success for me to be lhe kind of person the organization 18. <D © © © ~ 
wants. 
1<J. I have felt pressured to change myself to "lit" the organization. 19. (j) © © © ~ 

V. 1laink about your present organiz.ulion and mark the response that most closely matches your opinion. 

(J) strongly disagree @ disagree ~ neilher agree or disagrH @agree <!) strongly aaree 

l. I have usually been succe55ful at getting things done around here. l. <D © © © G') 
2. The overriding goals of this organi1.:1tion are clear to me. 2. Q) @ © © G') 
3. 'lbc reason people in this organization hehave the way they do usually makes sense to me. 3. (j) @ © © (,i) 
4. I understand most of the values of lhis organi1.ation. 4. (J) © Q) © ~ 
5. If I need to get something done, I usu:illy know the pcr.;on to whom I should tum to make it 5. (i) © Q) © ~ 
h:ippcn. 
6. If I need infom1ation, I usually know how to find what I need. 6. (J) © © © <2) 
7. Generally. I under:stand why the organization evaluates my performance the way they do. 7. <D (l) Q) © (2.) 
I!. My coworkers and I have a strong. positive working relationship for the most part. 8. (J) © © © ~ 
9. The infonnal rules that tell me how to behave are fairly clear to me. 9. <D © © © (i) 
10. I wish someone would explain why certain things are done the way they are around here. 10. <D © © © G') 
11. I understand the formal policies and procedures used here. 11. CD © © © G') 
12. I can usually recognize the polilics of my organization, whether or not I know how to "play" 12. CD © Q) © ~ 
the politics yet. 
13. J know how to work effectively with my boss. 13. <D © © © ~ 
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VI. For these items, please think about how you feel about the organization for which you are now working and the job 
you are now in. Mark the response that most closely matches your opinion. 

CD strongly disagree @ disagree ® ncillwr agree or disngree © agree ® strongly agree 

1. Overall, I am satisfied with my current job. 1. <D © © @) ~ 
2. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job. 2. <D © © © ~ 
3. I am willing to put in a great deal <>f clTort beyond that normally expected in order to help 3. <D © © © ~ 
this organization be successful. 
.i. I hoast ahout this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 4. CD © © © (2) 
5. I would accept almost any type of job as.c;ignment in order to keep working for this 5. CD © © © ~ 
organi7.ation. 

6. I find that my values and the organization°s values are very similar. 6. <D (Z) © © (2) 
7. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 7. CD (2) © © ~ 
II. ll1is organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of joh perfom1:mcc. 8. <D © © © (2) 
9. I am glad that I chose this organization to work for over othen; I was considering at the time I 9. Q) © © © (2) 
joined. 
10. I really care about the fate of this organization. 10. <D © © © ~ 
11. Given what I know about other organizations, this is the best organization for me. 11. CD © © © ~ 
12. I feel a great sense of personal sati.,.faction when I do my job well. 12. <D © © © G) 
13. Doing my job well increases my feeling or self-esteem. 13. <D © © © ~ 
14. I feel had when I do my job poorly. 14. <D © © © ~ 
15. 1bc major satisfaction in my life comes from my job. 15. <D © © © ~ 
16. lbc most important thin~ that happen to me involve my work. 16. Q) a) © © ($) 
17. I live, eat, and breathe my job. 17. <D © © © ~ 
18. I am very much involved personally in my work. 18. CD (2) © © G) 
JI). I often think of quitting this joh. 19. CD © © © ~ 
20. I expect to begin searching for another job in the next year. 20. CD © © © ~ 
21. I expect to resign from this job \\ithin the next year. 21. <D © © © ~ 
22. I have not been especially proud of my performance in my job lately. 22. (i) (2) © © ~ 
23. Generally. I feel I am achieving my most important personal work goals. 23. <D © © © G) 
24. On the basis of my own standards, l feel l have been successful in my work. 24. <D © © © ~ 
25. I get a great sense of accomplishment in my job. 25. Q) 12) © © ~ 
26. I often feel really good about the quality of my WC'rk performance. 26. Q) © © © ($) 
27. C.omparcd to my peers. I feel quite successful in my career. 27. <D © © © ~ 
28. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part. 28. (j) © © © ~ 
29. If I could make my job choice over again, I would still decide to join this organization. 29. <D © © © ~ 

VU. For these items, please think back to what YOU personally expected before you started work and compare that to 
whal you actually experienced on the job. Then, mark the response that most closely matches your opinion. As you 
answer eaC'h item, consider only how you feel about any difference you found. That is, consider only whether what you 
found is "worse" or "better" than you expeded, not whether it is "higher" or "lower". 

<D conslderahly wone than expected @ 50mewhat wone than expected © about as expeded 
@ somewhat helter than expected ® considerably better lhan expected 

1. Amount of challenge in my job 1. <D © 
2. Variety of tasks I perform 2. Q) a) 
3. Amount of responsibility in my job 3. <D © 
4. Opportunity for intellectual achievement 4. (j) © 
5. Amount of control I have over my O\\n job 5. <D Q) 
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6. Pressure I £eel in my job 6. (j) © © © G) 
7. How interesting my work is to me 7. <D © © © ~ 
8. Amount of time I spend working \\ith other people 8. (j) © © © ~ 
9. Opportunity to fully demonstrate my abilities and skills 9. (j) © © © ~ 
10. Opportunity for senior management to see my perfonnance 10. <D © © © G) 
l l. Importance of my job 11. <D © © © ~ 
12. Opportunity for personal growth in my job 12. <D © Q) © ~ 
13. Level of work I am asked to do 13. (j) © Q) © ~ 
14. How hard I have to work to accomplish my assignments 14. (j) © @ © ~ 
15. Fairness of company policies 15. (j) © @ © ~ 
16. Amount of support and guidance I receive from my boss 16. (j) © © © G} 
17. Communication within the organization 17. (j) © © © G) 
J8. Way decisions are made 18. <D © © © G) 
19. O:>ncem for new employee's adaptation to the company 19. (j) (2) © © ~ 
20. Fonnal training I have received 20. <D © © © G) 
21. Opportunity to advance in the company 21. <D © @ © G) 
22. Atmosphere in my work area 22. <D © @ © ~ 
23. Number of hours I have to work 23. <D © @ © Ci) 
24. Attitude others have toward their jobs 24. <D © © © ~ 
25. Amount of feedback I receive 25. (j) © <ID © ~ 
26. Amount of support and guidance I receive from my co·workers 26. <D © <ID © (2.) 
27. My ahility to perfonn as required 27. (j) © © © ~ 
28. My own reactions to the job 28. <D @ © © (S) 
29. Amount of rrce time I have 29. <D © © © G) 
30. Ability to handle the pressure 30. <D © © © (2.) 
31. Job's impact on my person11I life 31. <D a:> © © ~ 
32. Amount of stress I have experienced n. <D © © © Ci) 
:n. Adequacy of my salary 33. <D © © © (S) 
34. Amount of frustration I have felt toward my job 34. <D © © © G:) 

\'Ill. These items deal with things that YOU initiated or did to adapt to and learn about your new organization and to 
cope with the tr.ansition. Please mark the response that most closely indicates how often you did these thinxs. 

(!) never @ once or twice © sever.11 limes @ onen ®very often 

1. Sought my coworkers opinions about my perfonnancc. 1. <D © © © (S) 
2. l\skcJ my boss tl\ give me feedback on my pcrfomi:mce. 2. <D © © © G') 
3. Inquired about the best ways to get things done. 3. <D 12) © © (.i) 
4. Attempted to lind a senior person to whom J can regul.lrly tum for profcs.1;ional advice. 4. <D © © © G) 
5. Worked at building relationships with colleagues at work. 5. <D © © © G') 
6. Tum to other people at work when J have a question. 6. <D © © © Ci) 
7. Attempted to leam more about effective strategies to use during the fin;t year on the job. 7. <D © © © (S) 
8. Had conversations with my coworkers about my work. 8. (j) © © © Ci) 
9. Discussed my feelings about my new job with my coworkers. 9. <D © © © CS) 
10. Sought infonnation from my boss or supervisor to help me understand my joh hettcr. 10. <D © Q) © G') 
l l. Discussed my feelings ahout my new joh with my boss or supc1visor. 11. <D ~ © © G) 
12. Created opportunities to talk with my colleagues outside of work. 12. <D © © © ~ 
13. Suggested new ideas or changes to impres..'i my colleagues. 13. CD © © © (S) 
14. Volunteered to help on a project so I could learn more. 14. <D © Q) © ~ 
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15. Learned by observing how my colleagues went :ibout their jobs. 15. ()) ® © © '1) 
16. Changed the ways I do some things h:iscd on my experiences here. 16. ()) ® © © '1) 
17. 113d to re-learn some things that used to be routine for me. 17. ()) (!) © © '1) 
18. Scheduled activities in my free time to help me relax. 18. ()) ® © © '1) 
19. Made deliberate attempts to plan activities to help me forget about work. 19. ()) ® © © '1) 
20. T alkcd to ruy family about problems at my job. 20. ()) ® © © (5) 
21. Talked to my friends about problems at my job. 21. Q) (!) © © '1) 

IX. Now, think about what efforts the ORGANIZATION mude during ynur first year tn help you become a productive 
member of the organimtion. To the left or each item, mark the response that most closely describes bow often the 
urganiz.ation made each item available to you and then to the right, mark the response that indicates bow helpful each 
was to you. If an item was never available;. IHvc the hetnfulness answers blank for that item. 

AVAILABILllY HELPFULNESS rw· r~lptW once or I.Wice somewhat helprul 
several limes moderately helpful 
often very helpful 
very often extremely helpful 

CD © © CS) 1. Formal training programs in which a group of new ()) © G) 
employees participated together. 

<D © © © '1) 2. Fonnal training programs selected for you individually. ()) ® © @) (5) 
<D © © © (5) 3. Informal training programs in which a group of new ()) © © © (5) 

employees participated together. 

<D © CD © CS) 4. Informal training programs developed for you individually. <D ® © @) G) 
CD @ © © ~ 5. Opportunities to talk with pcrson(s) who were previously ()) ® © @) G) 

in your position. 

CD © © © (5) 6. A "buddy" relationship with a more senior coworker. ()) © G) © G) 
<D @ © © '1) 7. A mentor or ~ponsor provided by the organization <D ® © © G) 
CD © © © (5) 8. Social/recreational activities with people front work. ()) © © © G) 

arranged by your org:mization. 

CD © © © (5) 9. A program or effort to introduce you to import:mt people ()) © © © (5) 
in the organization. 

CD © 0) © (5) 10. A program or effort lo guide you in learning important <D © G) © '1> 
facts about the organization. 

<D © © © CS) 11. A program or effort to teach you the important values, ()) © © © ~ 
mi5Sion and nom1s for behavior in the organization. 

()) @ © © ~ 12. An intentional program or effort to te:ich you "the way ()) ® G) © '5) 
things get done• in the organization. 

()) © © © (.1) 13. Regular opportunities for you to discuss your progress ()) © © © ~ 
with coworkers. 

CD (J) G) © CS) 14. Opportunities for you lo discuss your progress with your <D <2) Q) © (2) 
supervisor. 

CD © © © CS) 15. Opportunities for you to demonstrate your abilities to ()) © © © '1) 
senior management. 

CD @ © © (5) 16. A program or effort to help you le am where to locate the ()) © © © '5) 
inronnation and other resources you need to do your job. 

()) © Q) © '1) 17. Opportunities to fully utilize your skills and abilities. ()) © © © '5) 
CD © Q) © ~ 18. Opportunities to learn on lbe job without undesirable <D © © © G) 

consequences for mistakes. 

© © Q) © '1) 19. A pl:in developed especially for you to help you enter and ()) © © © G) 
adapt to the organi7.ation. 

CD (J) CD © '1) 20. Opportunity to rotate through several jobs to gain <D © © © '1) 
broader experience. 
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While we have tried to be comprehensive in this study, we may well have missed some things. Axe there any other issues, 
concerns or thoughts that you would like to share with us regarding your transition from college to work and your 
experiences during your first year on the job? If so, please write them below. 

Are there any specific programs or activities that you would like to sec Virginia Tech initiate, either for you now as an 
alumnus or for future seniors before they graduate, that you believe would help make tbe transition to work and 
professional life easier? If so, please write them below. 

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR TIME AND COOPERATION!! 

Please return in enclosed envelope or to: 
Organizational Entry Project 

Virginia Tech Alumni Association 
Alumni Hall 

Blacksburg, VA 24061 

@copyright 191)1, E. F. llolton Ill, all rights reserved 
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Or1t:tni7.atto11al Entr~ l'rojC'd 
21>'Ht Tdc..,t:n Court 

August S. 1991 

Dear Virginia Tech Alum: 

WE NEED YOUR INPUT! 

F:tll" ('lmrrl1, \"A 22842 
(7R:l) 69R-6074 

Earlier this summer we sent you a questionnaire asking you about some of your experiences 
as you made the transition from Virginia Tech into the professional world. Unfortunately. we 
have not received your response. I know thal summer is a very busy time but won't you please 
take a few minutes to complete it? I can't tell you how important your response is. The results 
of this study will be of enormous help to Virginia Tech in improving its services to alumni and 
to furn re graduating seniors. 

I've enclosed another copy of the questionnaire and a postage-paid return envelope in case you 
have misplaced the original. While the survey may appear long, it really only takes 20 • 30 
minutes to complete. 

Thank you in advance for your hcl p. 

E. F. Holton Ill 
Oi;cctor 

P. S. If you haV\: already returned the llucstionnairc, please accept my thanks and disregard this 
letter. 
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APPENDIX D 

Demographic Frequencies - All Respondents 
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ORGANIZATIONAL ENTRY QUESTIONNAIRE 

Demographic Data - All Responses (n = 839) 

I. Please tell us some things about yourself 

1. Age (in years): 

8 
2. Gender: 

Male Female 

53.2% 46.6% 

3. Racial/Ethnic Group: 

White African Am./ Black Hispanic Asian/Paci fie Am. Indian/ Other 
Islander Alaskan Native 

93.8% 1.0% 0.7% 3.8% 0.1% .2% 

5. What was your overall undergraduate QCA? 

3.5 - 4.0 3.0 - 3.49 2.5 - 2.99 2.0 - 2.49 

14.8% 31.8% 38.4% 14.8% 
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6. What was your undergraduate major? 

COLLEGE PERCENT 

Agriculture 4.8 

Architecture 3.5 

Business 24.4 

Education 5.8 

Engineering 24.0 

Human Resources 5.4 

Arts & Sciences 31.2 

7. What is your current employment status (mark only one) ? 

PERCENT CATEGORY 

44.9 Employed in a position appropriate for starting my professional career. 

20.4 Employed in a position appropriate for starting my professional career, 
but not what I had anticipated having 

8.8 Employed in a temporary job until I can find a position appropriate for 
starting my career 

2.5 Not employed but looking for a job 

0.7 Not employed and not looking for a job 

21.7 Attending graduate school 

.8 Other 

IF YOU DID NOT MARK ANSWER 1 OR 2 FOR QUESTION 7, DO NOT COMPLETE 
THE REST OF THIS SURVEY BUT PLEASE DO RETURN IT IN THE ENCLOSED 
ENVELOPE. IF YOU MARKED ANSWER 1 OR 2, PLEASE CONTINUE. 
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Following demographic data are for all respondents with employment status of "1 11 or 112" in question 7 
above. Other respondents did not complete these questions. 

8. Please mark the item that most closely describes the organization for which you are now employed (mark 
only one): 

PERCENT CATEGORY 

69.0 Business/Professional SeIVices and other for-profit organizations 

7.8 Education 

14.4 Government 

5.3 Other non-profit 

1.5 Military 

1.3 Other 

9. How large is your company in terms of total people employed by the organization at all locations (mark 
only one)? 

0 - 100 101 - 500 501 - 1000 1001 - 5000 5,001 + 
19.2% 13.5% 6.9% 16.2% 42.7% 

10. How many months since graduation have you been employed by the organization 
for which you now work? 

11. How many organizations (not parts of an organization) have you worked for since 
graduation? 

12. How many different positions have you had with your current organization? 

13. How many months of professional work experience (internships, co-op, 
temporary, etc.) did you have before starting work for your first organization after 
co1Jege? 

14. How many different jobs (of any kind) have you had in your life prior to 
graduating from college? 

15. How many schools (any level) and colleges have you attended since you started 
school as a child? 

16. In how many different cities have you lived during your life? 
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10.53 

1.41 

1.30 

5.26 

5.12 

5.45 

3.77 



APPENDIX E 
Frequencies and Factor Structure - Study Sample 
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ORGANIZATIONAL ENTRY QUESTIONNAIRE 
Frequencies and Means - Dissertation Data Sample (n = 378) 

I. Please tell us some things about yourself 

1. Age (in years): 

B 
2. Gender: 

Male Female 

57.1% 42.6% 

3. Racial/Ethnic Group: 

White African Am./ Black Hispanic Asian/Pacific Am. Indian/ Other 
Islander Alaskan Native 

94.4% 0.5% 0.8% 3.4% 0.0% .3% 

5. What was your overalJ undergraduate QCA? 

3.5 - 4.0 3.0 - 3.49 2.5 - 2.99 2.0 - 2.49 

9.0% 31.7% 41.8% 17.2% 

6. What was your undergraduate major? 

COLLEGE PERCENT 

Agriculture 3.4 

Architecture 3.7 

Business 36.8 

Education 1.3 

Engineering 25.7 
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Human Resources 4.8 

Arts & Sciences 23.0 

7. What is your current employment status (mark on1y one) ? 

PERCENT CATEGORY 

66.4 Employed in a position appropriate for starting my professional career. 

33.6 Employed in a position appropriate for starting my professional career, 
but not what I had anticipated having 

0.0 Employed in a temporary job until I can find a position appropriate for 
starting my career 

0.0 Not employed but looking for a job 

0.0 Not employed and not looking for a job 

0.0 Attending graduate school 

IF YOU DID NOT MARK ANSWER 1 OR 2 FOR QUESTION 7, DO NOT COMPLETE THE 
REST OF THIS SURVEY BUT PLEASE DO RETURN IT IN THE ENCLOSED ENVELOPE. IF 
YOU MARKED ANSWER 1 OR 2, PLEASE CONTINUE. 

8. Please mark the item that most closely describes the organization for which you are now employed (mark 
only one): 

PERCENT CATEGORY 

100.0 Business/Profession al Seivices and other for-profit organizations 

0.0 Education 

0.0 Government 

0.0 Other non-profit 

0.0 Military 

0.0 Other 
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9. How large is your company in tenns of total people employed by the organization at a11 Jocations (mark 
only one)? 

0 - 100 101 - 500 501 - 1000 1001 - 5000 5,001 + 
22.0% 14.0% 6.3% 14.6% 

10. How many months since graduation have you been employed by the 
organization for which you now work? 

42.9% 

11. How many organizations (not parts of an organization) have you worked for 
since graduation? 

12. How many different positions have you had with your current organization? 

13. How many months of professional work experience (internships, co-op, 
temporary, etc.) did you have before starting work for your first organization after 
colJege? 

14. How many different jobs (of any kind) have you had in your life prior to 
graduating from co11ege? 

15. How many schools (any level) and colJeges have you attended since you started 
school as a chiJd? 

16. In how many different cities have you lived during your life? 

AVERAGE 

10.46 

1.37 

1.30 

5.58 

5.04 

5.40 

3.77 

II. For the items in this section, please think back to the time period after you accepted your job 
but before you started working and mark the response that most closely matches your opinion. 

(!)strongly disagree @disagree ®neither agree or disagree @agree ®strongly agree 

Anticipation (a = . 71) 1 2 3 4 5 
5. I thought a lot about how I would approach my new job. 1.3 13.0 21.4 46.6 17.2 

8. I looked forward to starting my new job. .0 2.1 5.6 50.5 41.5 

9. I was very aware of the importance of the first year on the job. .8 6.6 11.6 44.4 35.7 

10. I took action to learn things about my new employer. 1.3 11.4 18.8 50.8 16.9 
11. The things I did to prepare myself to go to work were helpful. .3 5.6 39.2 42.6 11.9 

Anxiety (a= .68) 

1. I worried about my ability to perform on my new job. 14.0 28.8 9.0 39.4 8.7 

2. I was anxious about whether I would be able to fit into my new 11.4 25.1 14.0 41.8 7.7 
organization. 
7. I felt prepared to start my new job. (reverse coded) .8 7.7 13.0 61.9 16.1 

Preparation (a = .64) 
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3. Virginia Tech offered me the preparation I needed to be successful 3.2 8.7 22.5 54.0 11.4 
in adapting to my new organization. 
4. Virginia Tech offered me the preparation I needed to understand 4.5 23.8 30.4 33.1 7.7 
how to make the transition from being a co1lege student to 
being a professional. 
6. I believe seniors should be taught more about how to make the .5 6.6 22.2 45.5 24.1 
transition to work. (reverse coded) 
No Factor 
12. I felt confident that I could understand my new organization well .3 4.2 11.6 56.1 27.2 
enough to become a productive member of it. 

III. For this section, think about your transition from college to work and from being a college 
student to becoming a professional and mark the response that most closely matches your 
opinion. 

<D strongly disagree @disagree ® neither agree or disagree @ agree @ strongly agree 

Organization Receptivity (a = .65) 1 2 3 4 5 

8. The organization went out of its way to make me feel welcome in 1.9 13.8 23.8 42.6 17.2 
the beginning. 
9. I felt my organization had appropriate expectations of me in the 2.4 6.6 17.2 60.6 12.7 
beginning. 
15. My organization was willing to adjust things to fit my needs. 6.6 20.9 35.4 31.0 5.8 

Adaptation Difficulty (a = .57) 

2. Going from being a co11ege student to being a professional was a 4.8 21.2 14.3 36.8 22.8 
big adjustment. 
12. I adapted easily to life as a working professional. (reverse coded) 2.4 14.0 15.3 55.0 13.0 

21. At times I stilJ miss being a co1lege student. 3.4 7.4 2.4 45.5 40.5 

Acceptance (a= .68) 
6. I felt that I understood what was expected of me in order to 1.9 12.2 20.1 55.8 9.8 
become professionaJ accepted by peopJe in the organization. 
11. I was able to develop a pretty good idea of what I needed to do .5 6.3 12.4 64.3 16.1 
to be successful. 
18. I felt quickly accepted by the group of people with whom I work. 1.9 5.6 10.6 52.6 29.1 
19. I was able to earn the respect of my work group for my abilities 1.6 6.3 14.3 57.1 20.4 
fairly quickly. 

Transition Satisfaction (a = .61) 

3. Overall, starting to work for my new organization has been a 1.3 3.2 6.3 57.7 31.2 
positive experience. 
22. Overall, I am satisfied with my life these days. 1.3 9.0 7.1 57.9 24.3 
Flexibility 
16. I was wiJJing to change to fit the needs of my organization .8 2.4 14.8 72.8 9.0 
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Stress (a = .54) 

1. Learning to adapt to my new employer has been stressful for me. 12.2 41.3 13.0 25.9 7.4 

4. If I had it to do over again, I would do more to prepare for the 2.6 34.7 25.4 24.9 11.9 
transition. 

10. Starting to work with this organization has had a significant 2.4 10.1 16.1 38.1 32.8 
impact on my personal life. 

No Factor 
5. The organization seemed to value the experience and skills I 2.6 6.9 16.9 53.4 19.6 
brought to the job. 

7. My first few days at work were confusing to me. 4.8 29.6 15.6 33.3 16.4 

13. The uncertainty of my new work environment did not bother me 4.5 20.4 20.4 49.2 5.0 
terribly. 

14. I was able to shape many aspects of my orientation and training 4.0 19.3 33.1 39.2 4.0 
to suit me better. 
17. I wish my organization had done more to help me get adjusted. 6.6 29.1 30.4 24.1 9.0 

20. I was surprised at many of the things I had to learn. 2.4 24.3 18.5 34.1 20.4 

23. The transition to work is more difficu1t for women than for men. 12.7 25.1 46.6 10.3 4.0 

IV. These items deal with characteristics of your own job. Please mark the response that most 
closeJy matches your opinion. 

<D strongJy disagree @ disagree ® neither agree or disagree © agree @ strongly agree 

Challenge (a = .80) I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 
1. Accomplishing the tasks I am assigned is challenging. 3.4 13.0 13.5 53.7 15.6 

2. My job challenges me intellectually. 5.8 13.0 16.4 45.2 19.0 

3. My job gives me the opportunity to grow professionally. 1.6 8.5 7.9 56.3 25.1 

4. Given my education and training, this job is appropriate for my 5.3 17.5 12.4 50.3 13.8 
abilities and skills. 

Clarity (a = .84) 
8. I usually know whether I am performing my job poorly or well. 1.3 7.4 10.6 60.8 19.3 
9. I fee) certain about how much authoriLy I have on my job. 1.3 14.6 18.8 55.8 9.0 

10. There are clear, planned goals and objectives for my job. 5.6 20.1 15.3 44.7 13.8 

11. I know that I have divided my time properly on my job. 1.3 12.7 26.7 51.6 7.1 

12. I know what my job responsibilities are. 1.6 4.5 7.1 69.8 15.9 

13. GeneralJy, I know what my organization expects of me. 1.1 5.6 6.6 72.0 14.3 

14. I know how to accomplish the things I need to do in order to meet .8 4.8 9.3 69.0 15.6 
my organization's expectations of me. 

15. I feel competent I can achieve the goals and objectives in my job. .5 .8 4.8 67.5 25.9 

Control (a = .68) 
5. This job allows me to be creative and use my own ideas if I wish. 5.0 13.2 19.0 41.3 20.9 
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6. I have litt1e control and say about what I do in my job. (reverse 16.7 51.6 13.8 12.4 4.8 
coded) 
7. My job provides me the opportunity to do a variety of different things. 1.6 10.8 7.9 53.2 25.9 

19. I have felt pressured to change myself to "fit" the organization. 18.3 42.3 18.0 16.4 4.5 
(reverse coded) 

Mutual Influence (a = .42) 

17. When I do my job well, I can see its effect on the organization. 2.9 11.9 18.0 47.1 19.3 

18. It is important to my professional success for me to be the kind of 3.2 8.7 19.6 45.8 22.0 
person the organization wants. 

No Factor 
16. My job is important in this organization. .8 5.0 13.2 50.0 30.4 

V. Think about your present organization and mark the response that most closely matches your 
opinion. 

CD strongly disagree @ disagree ® neither agree or disagree ® agree ® strongly agree 

Organizational Savvy (a = .73) 1 2 3 4 5 

1. I have usuaJly been successful at getting things done around 0 1.1 6.9 67.7 23.8 
here. 
2. The overriding goals of this organization are clear to me. 1.3 9.0 13.2 57.4 18.5 

5. If I need to get something done, I usually know the person to 1.1 6.9 7.1 64.3 20.1 
whom I should tum to make it happen. 
6. If I need information, I usually know how to find what I need. .8 4.2 6.3 68.0 20.1 
13. I know how to work effectively with my boss. 1.1 4.0 11.4 58.2 24.9 

Culture Understanding (a = .68) 

3. The reason people in this organization behave the way they do 5.8 18.8 20.1 48.9 5.8 
usua11y makes sense to me. 
4. I understand most of the values of this organization. 1.6 11.6 14.0 64.6 7.7 
10. I wish someone would explain why certain things are done the 4.0 35.7 24.9 27.0 7.9 
way they are around here. (reverse coded) 

Informal Organization (a = .26) 

9. The infonna] rules that te11 me how to behave are fairly clear 1.1 6.3 10.6 68.8 12.7 
to me. 
12. I can usually recognize the politics of my organization, 1.1 4.2 13.0 60.1 20.9 
whether or not I know how to "play" the politics yet. 

No Factor 
7. Generally, I understand why the organization evaluates my 2.9 6.3 16.9 61.4 11.9 
performance the way they do. 
8. My coworkers and I have a strong, positive working .5 4.2 8.5 57.1 29.1 
relationship for the most part. 
11. I understand the formal policies and procedures used here. .5 6.3 13.5 68.5 10.3 
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VI. For these items, please think about how you feel about the ol'-ganization for which you are 
now working and the job you are now in. Mark the response that most closely matches your 
opinion. 

<D strongly disagree @disagree ® neither agree or disagree © agree ® strongly agree 

Job Salis/action (a = .85) 1 2 I 3 I 4 5 

1. Overall, I am satisfied with my current job. 5.3 14.3 9.8 48.4 22.2 
2. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do in this job. 3.7 13.0 10.8 56.1 16.1 

19. I often think of quitting this job. 28.0 27.5 17.7 14.8 11.1 

Commitment (a = .91) 
3. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normaIJy 1.6 7.1 14.6 49.2 26.7 
expected in order to help this organization be successful. 
4. I boast about this organization to my friends as a great 7.7 17.2 25.1 32.8 16.9 
organization to work for. 
5. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep 18.5 40.2 21.2 13.5 5.6 
working for this organization. 
6. I find that my va1ues and the organization's values are very similar. 5.3 19.3 30.2 37.8 7.1 

7. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this organization. 3.7 6.3 20.1 47.6 22.0 
8. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of 5.8 16.9 27.8 37.8 11.4 
job performance. 
9. I am glad that I chose this organization to work for over others I 6.1 7.1 22.0 39.2 24.9 
was considering at the time I joined. 
10. I really care about the fate of this organization. 4.0 6.9 18.0 47.4 23.5 
11. Given what I know about other organizations, this is the best 9.0 19.8 31.2 28.0 11.6 
organization for me. 

Internal. Work MotivaJion (a = .78) 

12. I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do my job welJ. .8 3.4 6.6 50.8 37.8 

13. Doing my job well increases my feeling of seJf-esteem. .5 1.9 5.0 54.0 38.4 
14. I feel bad when I do my job poorly. 1.3 4.2 7.1 57.4 29.4 

Job Involvement (a = .78) 
15. The major satisfaction in my life comes from my job. 16.9 42.3 21.7 14.8 3.7 

16. The most important things that happen to me involve my work. 18.3 43.7 23.8 12.2 1.6 

17. I live, eat, and breathe my job. 48.9 32.8 8.5 7.4 2.1 
18. I am very much involved personally in my work. 7.9 24.1 28.6 32.3 6.3 

Intent to Quit (a = .91) 

19. I often think of quitting this job. 28.0 27.5 17.7 14.8 11.1 
20. I expect to begin searching for another job in the next year. 22.0 29.4 14.8 19.8 13.8 

21. I expect to resign from this job within the next year. 29.9 29.4 15.9 11.4 13.0 

Psychological. Success (a = .79) 
22. I have not been especially proud of my performance in my job 29.6 47.6 12.7 7.7 1.1 
lately. (reverse coded) 
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23. Generally, I feel I am achieving my most important personal work 3.4 13.0 22.2 52.6 8.2 
goa]s. 

24. On the basis of my own standards, I feel I have been successful in .5 2.9 11.6 67.7 16.9 
my work. 

25. I get a great sense of accomplishment in my job. 2.6 10.6 25.9 48.9 11.6 

26. I often feel really good about the quality of my work performance. .5 3.2 17.7 63.5 14.6 

27. Compared to my peers, I feel quite successful in my career. 2.4 9.3 23.8 47.4 16.4 

Post-decision Dissonance (a = .87) 

28. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on 46.6 32.5 13.2 2.9 4.2 
my part. 

29. If I could make my job choice over again, I would sti11 decide to 4.5 9.3 17.7 43.7 24.6 
join this organization. (reverse coded) 

VIl. For these items, please think back to what YOU personalJy expected before you started work 
and compare that to what you actually experienced on the job. Then, mark the response that 
most closely matches your opinion. As you answer each item, consider only how you feel about 
any difference you found. That is, consider only whether what you found is "w01·se11 or "better" 
than you expected, not whether it is "higher" or "lower". 

CD considerably worse than expected @ somewhat worse than expected ® about as expected 
@ somewhat better than expected ® considerably better than expected 

E-Reality (a = .91) 1 I 2 I 3 4 5 

1. Amount of challenge in my job 6.1 19.8 42.1 21.2 10.3 

2. Variety of tasks I perform 3.4 13.2 34.7 31.7 16.4 
3. Amount of responsibility in my job 4.2 12.4 34.7 33.3 15.1 
4. Opportunity for intellectual achievement 8.5 22.2 32.5 25.7 10.8 

5. Amount of control I have over my own job 2.9 17.2 35.7 31.2 12.7 

7. How interesting my work is to me 5.3 21.2 30.4 34.9 7.9 
9. Opportunity to fully demonstrate my abi1ities and skills 9.0 25.7 34.1 25.4 5.0 
10. Opportunity for senior management to see my performance 5.3 17.2 34.7 26.7 15.6 

11. Importance of my job 2.6 9.5 43.4 33.3 10.3 

12. Opportunity for personal growth in my job 5.6 19.0 37.3 29.6 7.9 

13. Level of work I am asked to do 4.5 15.3 42.6 28.0 9.0 

28. My own reactions to the job 3.7 21.2 46.0 22.5 5.6 
E-Stress (a = .67) 
6. Pressure I feel in my job 8.2 20.6 41.5 22.8 6.3 

14. How hard I have to work to accomplish my assignments 3.2 16.9 51.6 21.2 6.3 

32. Amount of stress I have experienced 10.1 27.5 41.0 16.1 4.5 

34. Amount of frustration I have felt toward my job 15.1 27.0 43.1 13.0 1.1 

E-Organization (a = .84) 
15. Fairness of company policies 7.4 15.6 57.4 14.6 4.0 
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16. Amount of support and guidance I receive from my boss 8.7 21.7 31.5 27.5 10.1 
17. Communication within the organization 11.4 30.2 34.4 18.5 4.8 
18. Way decisions are made 9.0 32.5 45.5 10.3 1.9 

19. Concern for new employee's adaptation to the company 8.2 19.0 41.5 24.3 5.8 
20. Formal training I have received 12.7 29.6 24.6 20.4 11.9 
25. Amount of feedback I receive 4.8 29.9 38.9 22.5 3.2 

E-Competence (a = .56) 

27. My ability to perform as required .5 2.6 50.3 38.6 6.9 

30. Ability to handle the pressure 1.9 11.4 55.0 24.6 6.3 

E-Coworkers 
26. Amount of support and guidance I receive from my co-workers 1.9 10.6 46.8 32.5 7.1 

E-Rewards (a = .47) 

21. Opportunity to advance in the company 5.0 20.9 45.5 20.6 6.9 
33. Adequacy of my salary 12.7 25.7 36.0 19.6 5.0 

E-Time (a = .50) 

23. Number of hours I have to work 6.3 18.5 51.1 16.7 6.3 
29. Amount of free time I have 8.2 27.0 38.9 20.4 4.8 

No Factor 
8. Amount of time I spend working with other people 2.4 11.1 46.6 30.7 8.7 

22. Atmosphere in my work area 4.5 14.8 42.6 28.6 8.5 
24. Attitude others have toward their jobs 9.3 26.5 47.4 14.8 1.3 

31. Job's impact on my personal life 7.4 20.6 48.4 18.8 4.0 

VID. These items deal with things that YOU initiated or did to adapt to and learn about your 
new organization and to cope with the transition. Please mark the response that most closely 
indicates how often you did these things. 

Q) never @ once or twice ® several times @often ®very often 

Feedback Seeking (a = .70) 1 I 2 I 3 4 5 
1. Sought my coworkers opinions about my performance. 10.8 28.0 32.0 22.0 6.6 

2. Asked my boss to give me feedback on my performance. 13.8 27.8 28.8 23.0 5.8 

11. Discussed my feelings about my new job with my boss or 15.1 36.5 21.2 19.6 6.9 
supervisor. 

Support Seeking (a = .89) 

20. Talked to my family about problems at my job. 12.2 26.2 18.5 22.8 19.6 
21. Talked to my friends about problems at my job. 8.2 22.2 25.7 24.9 18.3 

Information Seeking (a = .65) 

3. Inquired about the best ways to get things done. .3 6.3 24.1 44.7 24.1 

4. Attempted to find a senior person to whom I can regularly tum for 7.7 16.1 24.3 29.9 21.4 
professional advice. 
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6. Tum to other people at work when I have a question. .0 1.6 9.0 44.7 44.2 
Experiential Learning (a = .65) 
14. Volunteered to help on a project so I could learn more. 10.6 24.6 27.0 23.5 13.0 
15. Learned by obseiving how my colleagues went about their jobs. 1.6 8.7 25.4 43.9 19.8 

16. Changed the ways I do some things based on my experiences 1.6 15.1 36.5 30.4 15.9 
here. 
17. Had to re-learn some things that used to be routine for me. 26.5 33.9 22.2 13.0 4.0 
Balancing (a = .66) 

18. Scheduled activities in my free time to help me relax. 7.4 19.0 25.4 32.8 14.8 
19. Made deliberate attempts to plan activities to help me forget 22.8 25.7 21.7 20.1 9.0 
about work. 

Relationship Building (a = .68) 
5. Worked at building relationships with colleagues at work. 1.1 4.5 17.7 48.1 28.0 

8. Had conversations with my coworkers about my work. 3.2 11.6 24.9 32.5 27.0 
9. Discussed my feelings about my new job with my coworkers. 5.0 19.6 26.5 31.5 16.9 

12. Created opportunities to talk with my colleagues outside of work. 9.0 25.1 26.2 27 .. 0 12.2 
No Factor 
7. Attempted to learn more about effective strategies to use during 10.3 15.3 24.1 29.6 19.8 
the first year on the job. 
10. Sought information from my boss or supeivisor to help me 3.4 16.4 30.7 30.2 18.8 
understand my job better. 
13. Suggested new ideas or changes to impress my coJleagues. 14.6 35.7 30.4 15.6 2.9 
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IX. Now, think about what efforts the ORGANIZATION made during your first year to help you 
become a productive member of the organization. To the left of each item, mark the response 
that most closely describes how often the organization made each item available to you and then 
to the right, mark the response that indicates how helpful each was to you. If an item was never 
available, leave the helpfulness answers blank for that item. 

Note: Frequencies shown for Part B (helpfulness) are percents of those respondents who had encountered 
the specific practice and therefore checked response 2, 3, 4, or 5 on Part A (availability). TI1e directions 
shown above instructed respondents to skip Part B if they had not found the practice availab]e and 
therefore checked "1" in Part A. Thus, the percentage shown for response "1" in part A is equal to the 
percent who did not respond to Part B. 

AV AILABILI1Y HELPFULNESS I never I not helpful 
once or twice somewhat helpful 
several times moderately helpful 
often very helpful 
very often extremely helpful 

1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 Programming (a = .85) 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 
34.4 27.2 14.0 10.8 12.4 1. Formal training programs in which a 4.0 19.0 26.6 29.8 18.1 

group of new employees participated 
together. 

50.3 26.5 10.3 6.3 4.8 3. lnforma1 training programs in which a 1.1 22.9 27.1 29.8 13.8 
group of new empJoyees participated 
together. 

31.5 35.4 18.8 7.4 6.1 9. A program or effort to introduce you 8.1 33.6 22.8 24.7 9.3 
to important people in the organization. 

27.0 38.1 19.3 9.0 5.8 10. A program or effort to guide you in 3.6 30.1 25.0 26.8 12.0 
learning important facts about the 
organization. 

36.5 36.2 12.2 10.3 4.0 11. A program or effort to teach you 5.8 28.8 33.3 22.1 7.9 
the important values, mission and norms 
for behavior in the organization. 

48.9 25.9 11.6 8.5 4.0 12. An intentional program or effort to 4.7 24.4 35.8 23.3 9.3 
teach you "the way things get done" in 
the organization. 

On-the-job Training (a = . 76) 
27.5 22.0 21.4 17.7 10.3 13. Regular opportunities for you to 4.0 19.0 28.5 26.3 20.4 

discuss your progress with coworkers. 
8.2 32.8 24.3 18.8 14.6 14. Opportunities for you to discuss 2.6 18.4 22.5 34.6 19.0 

your progress with your supervisor. 
17.5 23.8 23.3 18.3 15.9 15. Opportunities for you to 3.5 15.7 29.5 32.4 17.0 

demonstrate your abilities to senior 
management. 
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11.6 21.7 22.2 29.9 13.2 17. Opportunities to fully utilize your .6 14.1 23.1 39.5 21.0 
skills and abilities. 

13.0 20.6 23.0 24.9 16.1 18. Opportunities to learn on the job .9 12.8 23.1 29.8 30.7 
without undesirable consequences for 
mistakes. 

40.7 18.0 15.9 11.1 13.0 20. Opportunity to rotate through 1.8 9.4 22.8 26.3 37.5 
several jobs to gain broader experience. 

Individualized Socialization (a = .71) 

46.3 30.4 11.4 5.6 5.3 2. Fonnal training programs selected for 3.4 12.8 30.0 32.0 18.7 
you individually. 

48.7 25.7 11.6 8.2 4.2 4. lnfonnal training programs developed .5 13.4 28.9 32.5 20.6 
for you individually. 

60.6 18.5 8.5 6.1 5.3 19. A plan developed especiaUy for you 1.3 20.1 34.2 24.2 16.8 
to help you enter and adapt to the 
organization. 

Coaching (a = .56) 
24.1 20.9 11.4 18.5 24.3 6. A ''buddy" relationship with a more 2.8 9.8 18.5 28.9 37.6 

senior coworker. 

62.7 9.8 6.9 7.7 10.6 7. A mentor or sponsor provided by the 6.4 11.3 24.8 27.0 24.1 
organization 

No Factor 

25.7 17.7 16.9 17.7 20.4 5. Opportunities to talk with person(s) 1.4 13.2 20.3 32.7 29.5 
who were previously in your position. 

20.6 32.3 25.7 13.5 6.3 8. Socia]/recreational activities with 9.7 23.7 24.3 26.0 12.0 
people from work, arranged by your 
organization. 

30.2 31.0 19.8 12.2 5.6 16. A program or effort to help you 1.9 17.4 31.1 30.3 17.0 
learn where to locate the information 
and other resources you need to do 
your job. 
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AGE 

Section II 

Anticipation .115 * 

Anxiety -.071 

Preparation -.085 

Section Ill 

Organization -.048 
Receptivity 

Adaptation -.046 
Difficulty 

Learning .036 

Transition .016 
Satisfaction 

Flexibility -.006 

Stress .019 

Section W 

Challenge -.046 

Clarity .020 

Control -.021 

Linkage .095 

Section V 

Organization .004 
Sawy 

Sensemaking .032 

Informal .074 
Organization 

CORRELATION TABLE 
Sub-group Analysis (Section I) 

MONTHS ORG #POS MONTHS JOBS 
EMPLOY WORKED HELD PROF HELD 

FOR WI EXPER IN 
ORG LIFE 

-.064 .081 .025 .071 .027 

-.088 -.008 -.057 -.204 ** -.099 

.075 -.082 -.064 -.015 -.083 

-.040 .036 -.020 -.115 * -.065 

-.061 .106 * .005 -.065 -.012 

.005 .048 .139 ** -.016 -.009 

-.001 -.019 .016 -.025 -.038 

.109 -.027 .072 -.004 -.017 

-.064 .035 .046 -.064 -.033 

.054 -.023 -.016 -.030 -.058 

-.098 .165 ** .045 -.066 -.047 

.030 .057 .020 -.052 -.003 

.015 .043 .047 .025 .027 

-.056 .100 .080 -.057 -.029 
! 

-.067 .056 -.019 -.082 -.082 

.049 -.010 .139 ** .006 -.060 
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SCHOOL CITIES 
ATTEND LIVED 

IN 

.016 -.021 

-.003 -.096 

-.076 -.002 

-.026 -.012 

-.036 .009 

.042 -.002 

-.062 -.020 

-.060 -.025 

.011 .051 

-.085 .014 

-.022 .037 

-.045 .008 

-.115 * .011 

-.036 .025 ! 

-.047 .041 

-.010 .018 



AGE MONTHS ORG #POS MONTHS JOBS SCHOOL CITIES 
EMPLOY WORKED HELD PROF HELD ATTEND LIVED 

FOR WI EXPER IN IN 
ORG LIFE 

Section VI 

Job .fYJ7 -.056 .042 -.059 -.032 -.093 -.004 -.012 
Satisfaction 

Commitment .002 -.051 .059 -.083 .018 -.080 -.040 -.017 

Internal .045 .030 .073 .023 .054 -.048 -.039 .014 
Work 
Motivation 

Job .095 .020 .054 .043 .028 -.064 -.031 -.038 
Involvement 

Intent to -.034 .045 -.014 .074 .006 .098 -.007 -.004 
Quit 

Psych .011 .020 .109 * .026 .052 -.010 -.034 -.025 
Success 

Post-Dec -.046 -.013 -.023 -.089 -.033 -.009 -.015 -.029 
Dissonance 

Section Vil 

Reality .037 -.031 .081 -.001 -.101 -.066 -.060 -.000 
Expect ions 

Stress -.006 .(XJ1 .006 -.024 .081 .067 -.011 -.031 
Expectations 

Organization -.040 -.113 * .062 -.047 -.112 * -.082 -.052 -.018 
Expectations 

Competence -.033 -.047 .063 .058 -.039 .107 ... .022 -.014 
Expectations 

Co-worker -.083 -.080 .006 -.059 .008 -.123 * -.047 -.010 
Expectations 

Reward .. 037 .011 .080 .000 .041 -.161 ** -.064 -.065 
Expectations 

Time -.029 -.021 .036 -.048 .022 .056 .051 .037 
Expectations 

Section VIII 

Feedback -.028 .019 .050 .133 * .010 .026 .017 .074 
Seeking 
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Support 
Seeking 

Infonnation 
Seeking 

Experiential 
Learning 

Balancing 

Relationship 
Building 

• p s .05 
•• p s .01 

AGE MONTHS 
EMPLOY 

-.094 .004 

-.020 .025 

.061 .036 

.053 .124 

-.055 .086 

ORG #POS 
WORKED HELD 

FOR WI 
ORG 

.032 .046 

-.023 -.038 

.026 .024 

-.062 .061 

-.022 .055 
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MONTHS JOBS SCHOOL CITIES 
PROF HELD ATTEND LIVED 

EXP ER IN IN 
LIFE 

-.004 .000 .053 .009 

-.037 -.031 .004 .103 

.070 .071 -.031 .053 

.067 .074 -.089 -.092 

.031 -.028 .001 .033 
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SEX 

Section II 

Anticipation .536 

Anxiety 6.330 * 

Preparation 2.779 

Section Ill 

Organization .170 
Receptivity 

Adaptation 1.023 
Difficulty 

Leaming 1.059 

Transition .756 
Satisfaction 

Flexibility .253 

Stress 1.143 

Section JV 

Challenge 2.000 

Clarity .507 

Control .109 

Linkage 1.297 

Section V 

Organization Savvy .816 

Sensemaking .220 

Informal 1.094 
Organization 

Section VI 

Job Satisfaction 1.146 

ANOVA F-VALUE TABLE 
Sub-group Analysis (Section I) 

RACE QCA EMPLOY 
STATUS 

1.584 .775 2.100 

2.717 * 2.085 1.156 

2.228 .984 5.388 * 

3.611 ** .367 6.612 * 

1.920 2.591 8.006 ** 

2.422 * .885 1.607 

1.340 1.700 30.779 ** 

2.554 * .367 .614 

1.151 1.290 9.692 ** 

.927 3.292 * 74.624 ** 

1.041 3.131 * .073 

.437 .192 23.021 ** 

1.218 2.290 5.086 * 

2.272 2.530 .400 

.651 .562 16.181 ** 

1.711 4.463 ** .095 

1.264 1.258 61.115 ** 

209 

UNDERGRAD SIZE 
COLLEGE ORG 

WORKING 
FOR 

.895 .650 

2.852 ** 2.366 

5.068 ** 1.375 

.930 .979 

.373 1.327 

.323 .544 

.428 1.951 

.444 .088 

3.464 ** 1.256 

.652 .829 

1.441 1.101 

.536 2.412 * 

1.534 .977 

1.344 .735 

.444 .471 

.649 .451 

.617 1.845 



SEX RACE QCA EMPLOY UNDERGRAD SIZE 
STATUS COLLEGE ORG 

WORKING 
FOR 

Commitment .378 1.258 .803 30.271 ** .444 1.681 

Internal Work 1.110 1.801 2.933 * 12.414 * .460 .952 
Motivation 

Job InvoJvement .121 1.839 .493 5.458 * .720 .482 

Intent to Quit 8.008 ** 1.382 2.945 * 45.195 ** 1.265 3.134 * 

Psych Success .857 1.881 .956 22.958 ** .905 1.236 

Post-Decision .869 .548 1.254 77.023 ** .981 1.315 
Dissonance 

Section VII 

Reality Expections .271 1.364 .416 30.349 ** .340 1.484 

Stress Expectations 3.825 .221 1.567 6.260 * 1.364 1.245 

Organization .547 1.204 * .372 7.166 ** .524 2.632 * 
Expectations 

Competence .078 .856 2.011 3.487 .678 .462 
Expectations 

Co-worker 3.040 1.589 .472 .715 .334 1.921 
Expectations 

Reward .697 .428 .136 14.395 .221 2.447 * 
Expectations * 

Time Expectations 5.551 * .173 1.008 .498 .617 .366 

Section VIII 

Feedback Seeking 1.435 .271 .832 .333 1.508 .401 

Support Seeking 35.388 ** .743 2.110 10.3()<) ** 2.466 * .521 

Information .017 .774 .682 .470 .237 .850 
Seeking 

Experiential .008 .625 1.524 1.531 .742 .486 
Leaming 

Balancing .000 .593 1.022 2.387 .890 .718 

Relationship 1.351 1.576 .060 .027 2.301 * 2.550 * 
Building 
p s .05 

.. p s .01 
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CORRELATION TABLE 
Pre-employment Activities and Attitudes (section II) 

ANTICIPATION ANXIETY PREPARATION 

Secli'on III 

Organization Receptivity .264 ** -.066 .067 

Adaptation Difficulty -.108 * .211 ** -.222 ** 
Acceptance .269 ** -.241 ** .215 ** 

Transition Satisfaction .251 ** -.056 .075 

Flexibility .209 ** -.061 -.021 

Stress .070 .296 ** -.293 ** 

Section W 

Challenge .232 ** -.056 .152 ** 

Clarity .212 ** -.202 ** .123 * 

Control .193 ** -.157 ** .148 ** 

Mutual Influence .286 ** -.258 ** .134 ** 

Section V 

Organization Sawy .306 ** -.208 ** .122 * 

Culture Understanding .120 * -.133 ** .222 ** 

Infonnal Organization .229 ** -.154 ** .053 

Section YII 

Reality Expections .220 ** -.095 .093 

Stress Expectations .017 -.135 ** *.122 

Organization Expectations .207 ** -.023 .141 ** 

Competence Expectations .155 ** -.147 ** -.008 

Co-worker Expectations .153 ** -.029 .092 

Reward Expectations .218 ** -.117 * .123 * 
Time Expectations .001 -.107 * .006 
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Section VIII 

Feedback Seeking 

Support Seeking 

Information Seeking 

Experiential Leaming 

Balancing 

Relationship Building 

* p s .05 
** p s .01 

ANTICIPATION 

.308 ** 

-.012 

.154 ** 

.323 ** 

.104 ** 

.203 ** 
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ANXIETY PREPARATION 

-.003 .033 

.142 ** -.066 

-.059 .056 

-.035 .001 

.086 -.089 

-.064 .037 
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JOB 
SATISF 

Section II 

Anticipation .248 ** 

Anticipation -.072 

Preparation .179 ** 

Section III 

Organization .413 ** 
Receptivity 

Adaptation -.221 ** 
Difficulty 

Acceptance .306 ** 

Transition .653 ** 
Satisfaction 

Flexibility .090 

Stress -.261 ** 

Section W 

Challenge .688 ** 

Clarity .349 ** 

Control .571 ** 

Mutual .333 ** 
Influence 

Section V 

Organization .365 ** 
Savvy 

Culture .517 .. 
Understand 

Infonnal .167 ** 
Organization 

Section VII 

Reality .663 ** 
Expections 

CORRELATION TABLE 
Organization Outcomes (Section VI) 

COMMIT- INT JOB INTENT 
MENT WORK INVOLVE TO 

MOTIV QUIT 

.335 ** .329 ** .302 ** -.220 ** 

-.096 -.094 -.064 .048 

.127 ** .057 .074 -.132 ** 

.450 ** .306 ** .156 ** -.316 ** 

-.206 ** -.040 -.048 .186 ** 

.299 ** .267 ** .066 -.227 ** 

.587 ** .386 ** .152 ** -.517 ** 

.155 ** .118 * .100 -.057 

-.174 ** -.064 .062 .208 ** 

.553 ** .403 ** .309 ** -.557 ** 

.389 ** .244 ** .064 -.274 ** 

.546 ** .427 ** .263 ** -.449 ** 

.407 ** .357 ** .236 ** -.235 ** 

.445 ** .289 ** .090 -.294 ** 

.562 ** .260 ** .196 ** -.474 ** 

.189 ** .184 ** .087 .119 * 

.585 ** .379 ** .280 ** -.526 ** 
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PSYCH POST-DEC 
SUCCESS DISSON 

.381 ** -.149 ** 

-.274 ** .067 

.150 ** -.072 

.386 ** -.401 ** 

-.268 ** .146 ** 

.397 ** -.261 ** 

.509 ** -.611 ** 

.090 -,075 

-.262 ** .191 ** 

.486 ** -.536 ** 

.487 ** -.321 ** 

.463 ** -.534 ** 

.387 ** -.227 ** 

.526 ** -.314 ** 

.383 ** -.431 ** 

.310 ** -.097 

.556 ** -.569 ** 



Stress 
Expectations 

Organization 
Expectations 

Competence 
Expectations 

Co-worker 
Expectations 

Reward 
Expectations 

Time 
Expectations 

Section Y/11 

Feedback 
Seeking 

Support 
Seeking 

Information 
Seeking 

Experiential 
Leaming 

Balancing 

Relationship 
Building 

Section IX 

Programming 

On-the-job 
Training 

Individual 
Socialization 

Coaching 

• p s .05 
.. p s .01 

JOB 
SATISF 

.359 ** 

.516 ** 

.082 

.310 ** 

.511 ** 

.160 ** 

.066 

-.343 ** 

.112 * 

.129 • 

-.268 ** 

-.058 

.225 ** 

.423 ** 

.277 ** 

.186 ** 

COMMIT- INT 
MENT WORK. 

MOTIV 

.290 ** .148 ** 

.563 ** .207 ** 

.100 .173 ** 

.284 ** .213 ** 

.495 ** .223 ** 

.160 ** .170 ** 

.125 • .147 ** 

-.306 ** -.038 

.149 ** .111 * 

.246 ** .240 ** 

-.197 ** -.104 * 

.054 .157 ** 

.351 ** .148 ** 

.465 ** .296 ** 

.298 ** .179 ** 

.242 ** .182 ** 

JOB INTENT PSYCH POST-DEC 
INVOLVE TO SUCCESS DISS ON 

QUIT 

.050 -.288 ** .267 ** -.302 ** 

.223 ** -.496 ** .400 ** -.482 ** 

.023 -.004 .336 ** -.056 

.065 -.247 ** .282 ** -.206 ** 

.248 ** -.509 ** .360 ** -.480 ** 

-.083 -.162 ** .096 -.135 ** 

.082 -.031 .133 ** -.009 

-.102 * .350 ** -.139 ** .301 ** 

.029 -.125 * .111 * -.079 

.259 ** -.083 .210 ** -.094 

-.019 .222 ** -.063 .215 ** 

.127 * .054 .067 .037 

.172 ** -.282 ** .208 ** -.200 ** 

.206 ** -.351 ** .477 ** -.396 ** 

.155 ** -.281 ** .285 ** -.251 ** 
I 

.109 * -.198 ** .223 ** -.163 .. I 
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CORRELATION TABLE 
Individual Adaptation Strategies (Section VIII) 

FEEDBACK SUPPORT INFO EXPER. BALANCING RELATION-
SEEKING SEEKING SEEKING LEARNING SHIP 

BUILDING 

Section III 

Organization .122 * -.165 ** .090 .098 -.108 * .048 
Receptivity 

Adaptation -.011 .224 ** -.030 -.003 .116 * .022 
DifficuJty 

Acceptance .222 ** -.052 .172 ** .142 ** -.074 .207 ** 

Transition .138 ** -.307 ** .036 .121 * -.101 .061 
Satisfaction 

Aexibility .115 * -.060 .087 .135 ** -.066 .075 

Stress .161 ** .293 ** .102 * .208 ** .264 ** .129 * 

Section W 

Challenge .115 * -.219 ** .176 ** .168 ** -.133 ** .043 

CJarity .111 * -.168 ** .064 .173 ** -.166 ** .060 

Control .119 * -.225 ** .127 * .144 ** -.157 ** .059 

Mutual .181 ** -.094 .111 * .192 ** -.109 * .092 
Influence 

Section V 

Organization .197 ** -.145 ** .140 ** .170 ** -.098 .059 
Sawy 

Culture -.033 -.285 ** .034 -.020 -.188 ** -.012 
Understanding 

Informal .154 ** -.010 .178 ** .123 * .016 .154 ** 
Organization 

Section VII 

Reality .125 * -.253 ** .137 ** .223 ** -.188 ** .053 
Expections 

Stress -.086 -.261 ** -.037 .074 * -.151 ** -.093 
Expectations 

Organization .138 ** -.301 ** .083 .147 ** -.198 ** .050 
Expectations 
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Competence 
Expectations 

Co-worker 
Expectations 

Reward 
Expectations 

Time 
Expectations 

• p :s .05 
0 p :s .Ot 

FEEDBACK 
SEEKING 

.070 

.142 ** 

.064 

-.043 

SUPPORT INFO 
SEEKING SEEKING 

-.019 .051 

-.079 .178 ** 

-.320 ** .039 

-.236 ** .064 
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EXP ER. BALANCING RELATION-
LEARNING SHIP 

BUILDING 

.175 ** -.085 .051 

.163 ** -.158 ** .154 ** 

.071 -.129 * -.056 

-.008 -.203 ** -.047 
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CORRELATION TABLE 
Organizational Socialization Activities (Section IX) 

PROGRAMMING ON-THE-JOB IN DIV COACHING 
TRAINING SOCIAL 

Section Ill 

Organization Receptivity .233 ** .394 ** .357 ** .148 ** 

Adaptation Difficulty -.069 -.155 ** -.098 -.201 ** 

Acceptance .209 ** .281 ** .174 ** .113 * 

Transition Satisfaction .227 ** .385 ** .265 ** .174 "'* 

Aexibility .098 .143 ** .186 ** .042 

Stress -.019 -.049 -.038 -.071 

Section W 

Challenge .229 ** .485 ** .266 ** .189 ** 

aarity .250 ** .372 ** .260 ** .201 ** 

Control .235 ** .485 ** .287 ** .226 ** 

Mutual Influence .217 ** .330 ** .197 ** .110 * 

Section V 

Organization Savvy .243 ** .409 ** .235 ** .206 ** 

Culture Understanding .241 ** .284 ** .201 ** .120 * 

Infonna] Organization .052 .269 ** .137 ** .031 

Section VII 

Reality Expections .291 ** .546 ** .291 ** .261 ** 

Stress Expectations .121 * .093 .028 .128 * 

Organization Expectations .425 ** .450 ** .329 ** .258 ** 

Competence Expectations .072 .062 .005 .122 * 

Co-worker Expectations .191 ** .243 ** .205 ** .172 ** 

Reward Expectations .306 ** .300 ** .250 ** .217 ** 

Time Expectations .011 .033 .Q78 .094 
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PROGRAMMING ON-THE-JOB IN DIV COACHING 
TRAINING SOCIAL 

Section VIII 

Feedback Seeking .253 •• .387 •• .315 ** .252 ** 

Support Seeking -.071 -.072 -.053 -.115 * 

Information Seeking .226 •• .261 ** .238 ** .244 ** 

Experiential Leaming .295 ** .349 ** .267 ** .264 ** 

Balancing .073 -.004 .053 .060 

Relationship Building .294 ** .283 ** .231 ** .285 ** 
p S .U.'.:> 

.. p s .01 
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ITEM 

11 

10 

9 

5 

8 

2 

1 

7 

4 

3 

6 

12 

%%VARIANCE 
EXPLAINED 

QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION II 

ANXIETY PREPARATION 

0.148 -0.034 

0.098 -0.161 

-0.171 0.166 

-0.257 0.067 

0.194 0.027 

-0.044 

0.03 -0.04 

0.236 0.365 

0.088 

0.145 0.094 

0.267 -0.198 

0.467 0.423 0.2 

21.858 17.008 15.991 

224 



ITEM 

8 

9 

15 

21 

2 

12 

19 

18 

6 

11 

22 

3 

16 

4 

10 

1 

7 

13 

23 

20 

17 

14 

5 

%% 
VARIANCE 

EXPLAINED 

ORG REC 

0.004 

-0.084 

0.214 

0.334 

0.083 

-0.102 

0.163 

0.186 

0.095 

-0.003 

0.016 

-0.198 

-0.041 

0.215 

-0.081 

0.178 

-0.444 

0.499 

0.211 

10.048 

QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION III 

ADAPT ACCEPT TRANS 
DIFF SAT 

-0.046 0.21 0.115 

0.032 0.279 0.05 

-0.125 0.343 

-0.04 -0.043 

-0.039 0.027 

0.288 

0.042 

0.019 0.092 

0.096 0.311 

0.078 

0.067 

0.063 0.137 

-O.Q18 0.05 

-0.03 -0.181 -0.11 

-0.087 0.138 0.o75 

-0.352 -0.178 -0.26 

-0.069 -0.192 0.157 

0.309 0.146 0.108 

0.263 -0.061 -0.28 

-0.041 -0.393 0.336 

0.005 -0.224 -0.226 

0.307 -0.008 0.102 

0.082 0.318 0.497 

7.53 9.511 9.462 
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FLEX STRESS 

-0.014 0.135 

-0.111 -0.106 

0.279 -0.086 

-0.002 -0.116 

-0.036 0.398 

0.064 -0.375 

0.011 -0.138 

-0.057 -0.005 

0.142 -0.077 

0.127 0.005 

0.035 -0.147 

-0.033 

-0.079 

0.092 

-0.457 0.486 

0.11 -0.457 

-0.083 0.419 

-0.391 0.299 

-0.078 0.275 

0.394 -0.13 

0.195 0.014 

5.638 9.794 



QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION IV 

ITEM CHALLENGE CLARITY CONTROL MUTUAL 
INFLUENCE 

1 0.038 0.033 -0.046 

2 0.113 0.276 -0.007 

4 0.001 0.351 0.077 

3 0.398 0.061 

12 0.071 -0.056 

13 0.201 0.119 -0.055 

14 -0.021 0.108 0.014 

9 0.13 0.046 0.085 

11 0.047 -0.205 0.241 

10 0.447 -0.011 0.033 

8 0.056 0.175 0.171 

15 -0.082 0.235 

6 -0.226 -0.035 

5 0.311 0.054 0.201 

7 0.207 0.034 0.62 0.06 

19 0.007 -0.41 -0.544 0.344 

18 -0.02 0.135 0.038 0.819 

17 0.235 0.245 0.44 0.52 

16 0.458 0.241 0.277 0.308 

%%VARIANCE 14.87 21.21 13.513 7.199 
EXPLAINED 
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ITEM 

6 

5 

1 

2 

13 

3 

4 

10 

12 

9 

8 

11 

7 

%% VARIANCE 
EXPLAINED 

QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION V 

ORG SAVVY CULTURE INFORMAL ORG 
UNDERSTANDING 

0.158 0.066 

0.156 0.083 

-0.032 0.245 

0.492 -0.122 

0.42 

~0.117 

0.248 0.022 

0.09 

0.056 

0.18 0.403 

0.328 0.351 

0.227 0.457 0.246 

0.421 0.473 0.148 

19.515 20.976 11.28 
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QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION VII 

ITEM REALITY STRESS ORG COMP CO- REWARD TIME 
WORK 

1 0.034 0.128 -0.144 -0.027 0.077 -0.004 

13 0.126 0.o78 0.076 -0.114 -0.065 0.133 

9 0.059 0.228 0.039 0.108 0.052 -0.064 

4 0.039 0.219 -0.067 0.074 0.185 -0.083 

2 -0.023 0.079 0.029 0.081 0.085 0.162 

3 0.026 0.166 0.03 0.135 -0.013 -0.009 

7 0.069 0.025 0.106 0.238 0.267 0.056 

12 0.105 0.25 0.012 0.139 0.386 -0.116 

11 0.028 0.13 0.139 0.039 0.259 -0.1 

5 0.112 0.374 0.072 0.042 -0.107 0.136 

28 0.192 0.217 0.181 0.288 0.325 0.054 

10 0.241 0.064 0.06 -0.013 -0.122 

32 0.043 0.028 0.159 0.048 0.114 

6 0.032 0.022 0.205 -0.126 -0.057 0.169 

34 0.22 0.165 -0.17 0.246 0.284 -0.116 

14 0.41 0.112 -0.303 0.066 -0.046 

18 0.189 -0.146 -0.063 0.068 0.02 

17 0.23 0.048 -0.048 0.106 0.042 -0.116 

19 0.112 0.115 0.158 0.037 0.24 0.127 

16 0.181 -0.006 0.09 0.252 0.033 0.033 

25 0.274 0.066 0.167 0.254 0.15 -0.079 

15 0.191 0.114 0.062 -0.067 0.388 0.237 

20 0.125 -0.148 -0.124 0.462 0,078 

27 0.155 0.013 0.055 -0.06 -0.055 

30 0.032 0.277 0.027 0.039 0.225 

26 0.14 -0.012 0.391 -0.072 

33 0.104 0.179 0.198 -0.197 0.133 
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ITEM 

21 

29 

23 

31 

22 

24 

8 

%% 
VAR 

EXPL 

REALITY 

0.392 

-0.089 

0.072 

0.145 

0.311 

0.272 

0.369 

19.234 

STRESS ORG 

-0.017 0.261 

0.091 0.055 

0.475 0.059 

0.451 0.126 

0.092 0.389 

0.253 0.414 

O.Qll -0.061 

7.394 12.062 

COMP CO- REWARD TIME 
WORK 

0.069 0.054 

0.04 0.11 

0.092 -0.075 

0.046 0.432 -0.044 0.314 

-0.116 0.456 0.043 0.238 

-0.276 0.157 0.055 0.17 

0.217 0.39 0.244 0.083 

4.715 4.578 5.383 4.542 
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ITEM 

2 

1 

11 

21 

20 

3 

6 

4 

16 

14 

17 

15 

18 

19 

12 

9 

5 

8 

10 

13 

7 

%% 
VAR 

EXPL 

FEEDBACK 
SEEK 

0.038 

0.386 

-0.048 

0.328 

0.006 

0.352 

0.214 

-0.119 

0.097 

0.104 

0.017 

0.331 

-0.002 

0.377 

0.484 

0.436 

0.2 

12.488 

QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION VIII 

SUPPORT INFO EXP ER BALANCING RELATION 
SEEK SEEK LEARN UUILD 

-0.011 0.161 0.219 0.134 0.023 

0.112 0.146 0.017 0.216 0.08 

0.043 0.282 -0.122 0.426 

0.021 0.084 0.12 0.083 

0.083 0.099 0.064 

0.002 0.089 0.018 

0.061 0.053 -0.246 0.263 

0.026 0.186 -0.017 

0.161 0.022 0.114 

-0.055 -0.039 -0.007 0.139 

0.1 0.027 0.233 -O.Q15 

0.022 0.492 0.247 

0.089 0.019 0.18 

0.489 -0.046 0.081 

-0.07 0.002 0.188 0.338 

0.318 0.06 0.073 -0.12 

0.013 0.4 0.097 0.178 

0.161 0.204 0.097 0.109 

0.157 0.213 0.282 -0.186 0.302 

0.103 -0.252 0.466 0.075 0.285 

0.036 0.311 0.395 0.283 0.221 

10.131 10.367 11.036 7.59 10.179 
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ITEM 

10 

11 

9 

1 

3 

12 

15 

14 

18 

17 

13 

20 

4 

2 

19 

7 

6 

8 

5 

16 

o/oo/o 
VARIANCE 

EXPIAINED 

0.194 

0.003 

0.178 

0.146 

0.103 

0.013 

0.375 

0.371 

0.244 

-0.012 

0.428 

0.114 

0.47 

17.91 

QUESTIONNAIRE SECTION IX 

INDIV SOCIAL COACHING 

0.216 0.128 0.144 

0.234 0.214 0.157 

0.281 0.029 0.022 

-0.171 0.187 0.434 

-0.087 0.425 0.277 

0.359 0.152 

0.007 0.065 

0.106 0.421 

0.107 0.147 

0.066 0.162 

0.106 0.461 

-0.026 

0.07 

0.028 0.281 

0.295 

0.019 

0.354 0.158 

0.179 -0.211 0.45 

0.281 0.118 0.408 

0.476 0.353 0.055 

15.788 10.472 10.31 
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