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Achieving Styles: Background and Concept

Often in the history of social science, an ingenious concep-

tualization of a phenomenon has determined the direction of scien-

tific investigation for a very long time. Such a formulation is

like a spotlight illuminating a conceptual space previously unno-

ticed. Two general consequences commonly ensue: 1) the newly de-

fined conceptual space is intensely explored with many efforts to

support or refute the concept’s formulation; and 2) other possible

formulations are almost totally neglected.

In the field of achievement research, the important work of

McClelland and his colleagues (1953, 1955) has had such an effect.

Their conceptualization of achievement motivation and its projec—

tive measurement by the TAT have spawned countless research efforts,

providing important insights into one critical dimension of the

achievement puzzle (Atkinson, l958a, l958b, 1960; Atkinson &

Feather, 1966; French, 1955, 1958; Jones, 1961; Veroff, Atkinson,

Feld, Gurin, 1960; Weiner, 1966). In the process, however, the

boundaries of achievement research have been ratherly narrowly de-

lineated.

This has been true in at least four ways. First, as Veroff,

McClelland, and Ruhland (1973) have noted, achievement motivation,

per Se, is a significantly more differentiated phenomenon than the

original conceptualization suggests. The part has been taken for

the whole.
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Second, the conceptualization and measurement of achievement

motivation in the McClelland et al. tradition never accounted sat-

isfactorily for the behavior of more than half of the general pop-

ulation, the female half. Its failure to account for female data

(McClelland, Atkinson, Clark & Lowell, 1953) first led to various

efforts to specify conditions under which it might (Alper &

Greenberger, 1967; Crandall, 1969; French & Lesser, 1964; Heilbrun,

1963; Lesser, Krawitz & Packard, 1966; Lesser, 1973). Failing any

widely confirmed results, the McClelland tradition then spawned

nearly a decade of research on women’s “fear of success” (Alper,

1973, 1974; Fleming, 1977; Frieze, 1975; Hoffman, 1974; Homer,

1968, 1972; Levine & Crumrine, 1975; Lockheed, 1975; Mednick &

Puryear, 1976; Tresemer, 1974, 1976), a related conceptualization

which dominated much of the 1970’s research and led to diverse and

inconclusive findings (Levine & Crumrine, 1975; Tresemer, 1974,

1976).

Third, the McClelland et al. tradition of achievement research

focused almost exclusively on what individuals wanted to achieve——

power, affiliation, or achievement——rather than on how they went

about achieving whatever objectives they valued or sought. Thus,

the strength and correlates of an individual’s need for achievement

(n ach), affiliation (n aff), or power (n pow) were the primary

foci of concern, while the strategies by which individuals sought

to achieve any of these or other goals were largely ignored. In
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the process, distinctions among goals, motives, behaviors, and

traits became even less clear than they had been.

Fourth, the TAT method, yielding a host of coding and other

technical problems (Bellak, 1942, 1944; Cattell, 1944; Coleman,

1947; Combs, l946a, l946b, 1973; McFamlane, 1941; Sargent, 1945),

persisted as the major methodological approach. The emphasis on

this projective technique, promoted in subsequent research by the

quest for comparability, obscured, even discouraged necessary ef-

forts to develop more direct and useful measures to tap achieve-

ment phenomena.

This chapter departs from the McClelland et al. tradition in

two major ways. First, this research investigates achieving

styles rather than achievement motivation. A three—factor model

of achieving styles, or characteristic ways in which individuals

approach achievement goals (regardless of the substantive nature

of those goals), will be presented. The three factors are called

“direct,” “instrumental,” and “relational” achieving styles.

Second, an instrument for estimating achieving styles, the

L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory, will be described; its origins

and major characteristics will be presented in detail. This

Likert—scale instrument, the result of extensive testing and re-

vising, has been used to collect data from a diverse set of popu—

lations. Data from several samples will be presented and discussed

in the final section of this chapter.
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Related Research Traditions

The achieving styles research draws on a wide and diverse set

of research traditions. Only the most directly related research

can be reviewed here. Besides the voluminous research on achieve-

ment motivation, the achieving styles concept is also linked to

need theory, social learning theory, small group research, sex

role stereotypes and women’s achievement, as well as research on

leadership and personal styles.

Achievement Motivation and Other Need Theories

Murray’s (1938) complex taxonomy of needs explicated the con-

cept of an underlying set of human needs and presented the Thematic

Apperception Test (TAT) as a projective means of tapping that phe-

nomenon. Using Murray’s methodology, McClelland, Atkins, Clark, and

Lowell (1953) offered an “affective arousal” model of motivation,

specifically achievement motivation. Achievement motives, like

other motives, were learned within the contexts of “repeated affec-

tive experiences,” according to McClelland et al. Achievement mo-

tivation involved learned standards of excellence, “competition”

with or “attempts to meet” these standards, and positive or nega-

tive affect, depending upon success or failure of such efforts.

Personal responsibility, uncertainty about actual outcomes,

but anticipation of clearly defined success or failure, were all

key concepts in the early work on need for achievement. Thus, a

learned need for achievement was treated as a drive triggered by

environmental cues, leading to need—fulfilling (or drive—reducing)
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behavior. Later efforts sought to relate need for achievement to

entrepreneurial behavior (McClelland, 1961) as well as to delin-

eate its cross—cultural variations. But the strategies character-

istically used for achieving were not adequately outlined in the

NcClelland et al. paradigm. If they were there at all, they were

viewed as indicators of needs rather than as styles. Thus, for

example, competitive behavior in TAT stories is treated as one of

several indicators of the presence of n Ach.

Other variations of need theory also claim their intellectual

inheritance from Murray’s central formulation. Maslow’s (1954)

hierarchy of needs, culminating in self—actualization, sparked its

own research tradition. The need for personal efficacy, a concept

delineated by White (1959), stemmed from the same general orienta-

tion. Homer’s (1968) investigation of the motive to avoid success

particularly among women, generated the massive efforts alluded to

earlier. The need for personal control studied by de Charms (1968)

is still another research initiative falling within the need theory

perspective.

Cognitive Approaches

Recent reevaluations of traditional need theory (e.g., Salancik

& Pfeffer, 1977) have raised serious questions and emphasized the

contributions of more cognitive approaches. Numerous cognitive

theorists have focused on the role of expectations in achievement

behavior. The importance of expected outcomes learned from prior

experience (Atkinson & Raynor, 1974; Vroom, 1964) or from social
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comparisons (Abramson, Seligman & Teasdale, 1978; Bandura, 1977)

has been emphasized in these conitive formulations. Expectations

concerning one’s ability to behave in a given way or achieve a

valued goal are seen as critical determinants of the level of

achievement behavior.

Attribution theorists (Kelley, 1967, 1971; Ross, 1977; Weiner,

1972, 1974, 1979; Weiner & Kukla, 1970)- have studied the impact of

attributions of success and failure on achievement performance,

while learned he]~lessnessinvestigators (Dweck & Reppucci, 1973,

1975, 1976; Seligman, 1975) have documented the process by which

individuals come to relinquish expectations that they can influ-

ence their own destinies. Within the attribution tradition, studies

of intrinsic/extrinsic motivation (Deci, 1975) describe how behavior

varies with source of motivation, as well as with intensity.

Other theorists have begun to criticize the concepts of moti-

vation and drive, and their link to traits or enduring personality

dispositions. Mischel (1968) argues that the conceptualization of

traits as broad response dispositions (Allport, 1937, 1966; Murray,

1938) has not been substantiated and that social learning paradigms

more accurately model how individuals learn, aspire, and achieve.

Nonetheless, some proponents of traits or “stable predispositions”~I
continue to present data supporting their arguments and keeping

the debate alive (Spence & Helmreich, 1978).

Small Group Research

Small group research brought increased attention to the influence
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of group process. It focused largely on role—embedded behavior

emanating from the natural evolution of groups (Bales & Slater,

1955). Bales and Slater, in their laboratory observations of

undergraduate groups, demonstrated that natural group processes

produce two kinds of leadership roles, without regard to the spe-

cific personality traits of group participants: 1) an instrumental

or task leader (whose function is to enable the group to achieve

a given goal) and 2) an expressive or socio—emotional leader (whose

function is to sustain group cohesion by binding the social/emo-

tional wounds inflicted in the course of group task accomplishment).

This binary orientation, tasks vs. people, or the instrumental/

expressive dichotomy, has been applied, not always correctly, to a

wide range of leadership and achievement phenomena. Task orienta-

tion, particularly, has become synonymous with achievement. Per-

haps the most erroneous application of the instrumental/expressive

dichotomy has been to family sex roles (Parsons & Bales, 1954).

Recent reevaluations of that dichotomy have criticized its appli-

cation to sex roles, particularly within the family context (Lipman—

Blumen & Tickamyer, 1975).

Sex Role Stereotypes and ~ Achievement

Despite the theoretical inappropriateness of the instrumental/

expressive dichotomy, some variation of this distinction appears in

common cultural sex role stereotypes (Broverman et al., 1972). Not

only are females seen as warmer, more expressive, and people—oriented,

and males as more competent, assertive, rational, and task—oriented,
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but these male characteristics are more highly valued than those

ascribed to women (Broverman et al., 1972). Competence, task—

orientation, and rationality become the cornerstones of Western

achievement.

These sex role stereotypes, learned in early childhood (Hartley

& Hardesty, 1964; Kohlberg, 1966) affect the differential assess-

ment of female and male competence (Goldberg, 1968) and appropri-

ateness in various occupational roles (Schein, 1973, 1975).

Broverman et al. suggested broad cultural acceptance of these sex

role stereotypes, despite only equivocal evidence of their scienti-

fically demonstrated existence (Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). The in-

trojection of these stereotypes, according to Broverman et al., ul-

timately encourages negative self—images among women.

Other research related women’s self—concept and sex role ideol-

ogy to their achievement aspirations. “Mode of achievement satis-

faction” emerged as the critical link between sex role ideology and

educational aspirations (Blumen, 1970; Lipman—Blumen, 1972). Mode

of achievement satisfaction was measured by an active to passive

continuum, whose polar positions were “vicarious” and “direct”

achievement (Lipman—Blumen, 1973). Individuals relying primarily on

vicarious achievement derived their achievement satisfaction through

the accomplishments of another individual(s) with whom they identi-

fied.

Still other research investigated “two—person careers” (Papanek,

1973) and “greedy institutions” (Coser & Rokoff, 1971), two related



Achieving Styles

9

phenomena in which wives were expected to contribute their achieve-

ment efforts to their husband’s careers without explicit reward or

acknowledgement. The dynamics of individual female achievement,

except in sex—appropriate roles, remained an elusive phenomenon~

Achievement motivation among women clearly baffled McClelland

et al. (1953), who briefly reported and then ignored the failure

of standard male cues to arouse achievement motivation in women.

By the 1960’s, a small cadre of researchers, puzzled by women’s

different achievement behavior, sought to specify the conditions

generating n Ach in female subjects (Alper & Greenbergh, 1967;

Baruch, 1967; Crandall, 1969; French & Lesser, 1964; Homer, 1968;

Lesser, Krawitz & Packard, 1963). Differential expectations of

success, social rather than cognitive cues, occupational interest

and choice, and subject or task relevance were just some of the

variables investigated as correlates or conditions of women’s

achievement motivation. More recently, Spence and Helmreich (1978)

have addressed concise achievement motivation within a different

context, the conceptual concept of masculinity and femininity.

Homer’s (1968) efforts to explicate a “motive to avoid suc-

cess” in women caught the imagination of researchers and lay public

as well. The questions Homer’s work raised about women’s “fear of

success” were addressed by a host of researchers (Alper, 1973, 1974;

Breedlove & Cicerelli, 1974; Fleming, 1977; Frieze, 1975; Hoffman,

1972; Homer, 1972; Lockwood, 1975; Mednick & Puryear, 1975; Puryear

and Mednick, 1974; Watson, 1970; Weston & Mednick, 1976) with
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conflicting results. Subsequent critiques of the “fear of success”

paradigm (Levine & Cmumrine, 1975; Tresemer, 1976) and persisting

replication difficulties have called into question the efficacy of

this theoretical thrust. In addition, emphasis on dichotomous ac-

ceptance or rejection of success obscured the importance of inves-

tigating differentiated types of achievement (Vemoff, McClelland &

Ruhland, 1975), including competence motivation (Smith, 1968) and

group achievement orientation (Zandem, 1971).

Leadership and Personal Styles

A differentiated model of achievement would take into account

differing styles——personal styles, leadership styles, and achieving

styles. The literature on personal styles has dealt with such is-

sues as authoritarianism (Adomno et al., 1950) and Machiavellianism

(Christie & Geis, 1970). The work on authoritarian personality in-

vestigated both acquiescence to and use of authority. Later

Machiavellian behavior research focused on manipulative interper-

sonal strategies, enhanced by competition and power, as avenues to

achievement.

The leadership research has attended to styles of leadership,

beginning with the early work of Lewin et al. (1939) who explored

the relationship between leadership styles and group dynamics. In

their leadership studies, Lewin et al. found neither authoritarian

nor laissez faire leadership styles were as likely as democratic

leadership to encourage group members’ satisfaction and productivity.

A consistent thrust of later leadership research has called for some
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balance between task and people orientation on the part of the

leader (Blake & Mouton, 1969; Likemt, 1961; Fiedler, 1978;

Fleishman, 1971; Stogdill & Coons, 1957; Vmoom & Yetton, 1973),

although the exact nature of the balance remained a matter of seri-

ous debate.

People orientation (or affiliative styles) became the subject

of intense scrutiny (Atkinson, Heyns & Veroff, 1954; Atkinson &

Walker, 1956; Schactem, 1959). Affiliation’s relationship to group

productivity and organizational structure (de Charms, 1957; French,

1955; Harris, 1969; Weiner & Rubin, 1969) aroused additional de-

bate. Boyatzis’ (1974) distinction between “affiliative interest”

and “affiliative assurance” represented an effort to clarify the

ambiguities regarding the effectiveness of people—oriented leaders

or managers.

Despite such enormous research attention, the distinction bet-

ween people—orientation or affiliation and the use of relationships

as the medium for achieving was not made within the leadership lit-

erature. The model of achieving styles presented here draws such a

distinction, recognizing that people—orientation and affiliation

needs are not necessarily isometric with perceiving and using rela-

tionships as the means to achievements. This model contrasts

achieving styles that use relationships with achieving styles which

are more directly task oriented and those which approach achieve-

ment instrumentally, using relationships or aspects of the self as

the situation requires, to accomplish second order goals.
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A Model of Achieving Styles

The present research makes several assumptions about the

etiology of achieving styles, those characteristic modes of

achieving which are the focus here. First, we assume there are

three major types of needs: 1) physical needs, mostly innate, and

2) social and 3) egoistic needs, both learned.

Social and egoistic needs, we assume, are learned initially

from differential success and failure outcomes of attempts to sat-

isfy physical needs. Dependency upon parents and others in the

child’s early environment is presumed to be the primary mechanism 1
through which both social and egoistic needs are learned.

Satisfactory experiences in meeting needs through other indi-

viduals reinforces a relational achieving orientation. Frustration,

delays, and other negative experiences of the dependent child push

toward two related predilections: 1) an orientation to eschew re-

lationships as the avenues for meeting one’s own needs, and to look

instead to direct confrontation with the environment to get what

one wants (direct achieving orientation); or 2) an orientation to-

ward manipulating relationships, aspects of the self, or situational

factors to get what one wants (an instrumental orientation).

Achieving styles then refer to learned characteristic ways of

approaching goals or tasks. Achieving styles are the preferred

strategies or means individuals use to accomplish tasks, to achieve,

to implement their plans, to “get things done.” And, our Achieving
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Styles model identifies the three major orientations toward achieve-

ment mentioned above: direct, instrumental, and relational orien-

tations (Leavitt & Lipman—Blumen, 1980; Leavitt, Lipman—Blumen,

Schaefer & Harris, 1977; Lipman—Blumen & Leavitt, 1976, 1978, 1979;

Lipman—Blumen, Leavitt, Bies, Patterson, Handley—Isaksen, 1980;

Lipman—Blumen, Leavitt & Handley—Isaksen, 1980). The model eman-

ates from earlier work on “mode of achievement satisfaction”

(Blumen, 1970; Lipman—Blumen, 1972) and “vicarious achievement”

(Lipman—Blumen, 1973).

The current achieving styles model [as well as the L—BLA

Achieving Styles Inventory (Form 10), which will be described in

the following section of this chapter] represents refinements in con-

ceptualization and instrumentation that have occurred over a six—

year period (1974—1980). The original model was conceived as a lin-

ear continuum (Lipman—Blumen & Leavitt, 1976) that described “vicar-

ious” and “direct” achieving styles. Working interactively between

L theory and empirical data, we have refined the model into three

major domains——direct, instrumental, and relational——each subsuming

three substyles of achieving. Evidence from earlier versions of the

L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory suggested that a circular, rather

than a linear, conceptualization provided a better representation of

the achieving styles phenomenon (Figure 1).

Direct achieving styles are characterized by direct confronta-

tion of the achievement task or challenge through an individual’s

personal efforts. Using direct styles, individuals act on their own
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behalf, encountering the task without recourse to intermediaries.

Three direct achieving style subcategories have been defined:

1) intrinsic direct, 2) competitive direct, and 3) power direct

styles.

Individuals who exhibit a strong intrinsic direct style pre-

fer to approach the task individually and directly, taking satis-

faction from performing the task well and measuring their perfor—

mance against an internalized standard of excellence. They derive

satisfaction from the intrinsic demands of the task, from the chal-

lenge of the task and their own ability to meet that challenge.

Pitting oneself against a task, rather than another individual, dis-

tinguishes the intrinsic direct style from the competitive style.

The competitive direct style is characterized by a tendency to

pit oneself against another or another’s accomplishments. For the

individual who uses the competitive direct style, doing well is not

enough. Doing better than anyone else, doing the best is what

counts. The satisfaction of achieving comes from besting another(s).

Competition, for users of this style, adds a necessary, even zesty,

ingredient to achievement.

The power direct style’s hallmark is the use of power and con-

trol over other individuals, resources, and situations as a means

of accomplishing tasks. A power direct achieving style involves

controlling and organizing individuals and situations, in effect,

taking charge and directing. Users of power direct achieving style

often assign or delegate part of the task to others and tend to
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perceive leadership roles as their cup of tea.

The second major achieving style domain is instrumental

achieving, which also subsumes three subcategories: 1) personal

instrumental, 2) social instrumental, and 3) reliant instrumental

styles. These instrumental achieving styles reflect a two—stage

process in which the instrumental achiever uses achievement—related

aspects of self and others as means to goal accomplishment. All

dimensions of relationships and of self are evaluated in terms of

their potential benefit to the self in promoting still other

achievements.

The personal instrumental achieving style characteristically

involves using one’s earlier or present achievements or attributes

——personal accomplishments, status, financial resources, political

clout, family position, educational or occupational background——as

instrumental means to new achievements. The individual who uses

this style usually explicitly recognizes the process. Prior accom-

plishments, present achievement efforts, or characteristics of self

are valued to the degree that they serve as gateways to future

achievements. The star athlete whose goal is to achieve higher

earnings through endorsing commercial products is an example of

this achieving style.

The social instrumental achieving style’s hallmark is the use

of (vs. the contribution to) relationships and other individuals

as means to further achievements. Relationships, even acquaintance—

ships, are seen as avenues to accomplishment. The lobbyist who
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cultivates connections with congressional staff to ensure passage

of favorite legislation is employing this style. The advice to

salespersons to “sell themselves before their products,” follows

the recognizable strategy of the social instrumental style. Social

instrumental achievers have faith in their own efficacy.1 A sub-

stantial core of this faith is based on the knowledge that they

have and know how to use a wide network of relationships to accom-

plish their goals. Informal networks in formal organizations often

operate along instrumental principles.

The reliant instrumental achieving style finds its essence in

the expectation that others will take responsibility for fulfilling

one’s achievement goals. The individual who characteristically

uses the reliant instrumental style looks to others——sometimes

rather openly——to implement plans or perform tasks which the reli-

ant instrumental achiever wishes to accomplish. Individuals who

consistently turn to others for help and direction, who cannot or

will not act directly in their own behalf, who seek others to carry

the ball, are employing the reliant instrumental style.

The distinction between the reliant and social instrumental

styles is subtle. Social instrumental achievers believe in their

own capacities to accomplish things. They simply see other people

as the best, perhaps easiest, means of accomplishing their ends.

The father who approaches influential friends to facilitate his

child’s admission to a good university is using a social instru-

mental style.
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Reliant instrumental achievers, by contrast, have relatively

littler faith in their own efficacy to accomplish tasks. Such in-

dividuals feel a clear and present need for others to “do it for

them.” Reliant instrumental achievers tend to define their own

goals, but depend on others to accomplish those goals. The child

who expects Dad to “get him into college” is using a reliant style.

The third major achieving style domain is relational achieving.

Relational achievers contribute actively or passively to relation-

ships as part of their own accomplishment. Again, three subcate-

gories are delineated: 1) collaborative relational, 2) contribu-ET 1 w 402 467 m 453 467 l S BT 

tory relational, and 3) vicarious relational styles.

The collaborative relational achieving style is arch—typically

exemplified by the team player, the individual who prefers to ap-

proach tasks through group effort. The synergy generated through

group endeavors is both the special fuel and the reward on which

the collaborative relational achiever thrives. The individual who

repeatedly uses this ~yle expects a proportionate share of credit,

as well as responsibility. The collaborative relational’s contri-

bution is to the group goal, which the collaborative relational

achiever takes as his or her own objective.

The contributory relational achieving style characterizes

those individuals who meet their achievement needs primarily by

contributing actively to the success of direct achiever(s). Assist-

ing, helping, encouraging the direct achiever while playing essen-

tially a secondary role typifies the contributory relational style.
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People whose primary achievement satisfaction comes from helping

others succeed fall within the definition of contributory relational

achieving style.

Individuals who prefer a vicarious relational style identify

with a direct achiever and perceive the direct achiever’s accom-

plishments as their own. Identifying with and/or being in a rela-

tionship with a direct achiever is the passive role of the vicarious

relational achiever. This indirect or vicarious approach meets the

achieving needs of the vicarious relational achiever, who takes

pleasure from the accomplishments of the direct achiever as though

they were his/her own.

The foregoing discussion has described heuristically the nine

subcategories of achieving styles as if they were discrete phenom-

ena. Indeed, we do distinguish conceptually and operationally bet-

ween and among the styles. Nonetheless, their deliberately ordered

placement on the circular achieving styles diagram (in Figure 1) is

an effort to represent the theoretical and empirically demonstrated

closeness of contiguous styles.

Many individuals operate at the interface of one or more pairs

of styles. It is the very combination of achieving styles that in-

dividuals or groups present that add both to the complexity and in-

terest of the model. The ability to access or use multiple styles

is what we have described elsewhere as range (cf. Lipman—Bluman,

Leavitt, et al., l98Oa). A related concept, flexibility, is the

ease with which the- individual can move from one achieving style to
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another in accordance with situational cues (cf. Lipman—Blumen,

Leavitt et al., 1980). Intensity, the strength of preference for

a particular achievement style(s) relative to other styles, may

vary within any individual’s range, and across individuals with

access to the same style(s).

As Figure 1 suggests, we conceive of degrees of self—, other—,

and task—orientation varying as we move around the diagram (cf.

Bass & Dunteman, 1963). Generally, the styles in the top half of

the diagram share conceptually a low—self orientation, focussing

more on tasks, or contributing to and identifying with others. The

instrumental styles and their adjacent direct modes focus more on

the self. In addition, the orientation toward others embeeded in

these latter styles is based primarily on what may be derived from

relationships. -

Given this conceptual model, we shall now describe the develop-

ment and testing of an instrument for measuring these achieving

styles.

The L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory

:

An Instrument and Its Characteristics

We have described elsewhere the stages in the development of

the L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory (Lipman—Blumen, Leavitt, et al.,

1979). The ASI (Form 10), after several revisions and iterations,

is now a 45—item Likert—scale instrument, requiring approximately 10

minutes to complete. Most items are descriptive statements of behav-

iors used in accomplishing or implementing goals. In a few cases,
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the statements describe feelings about particular ways of accom-

plishing. Nine scales of five items each are logically and empir-

ically keyed to each of the achieving styles described in our model

(Figure 1). Respondents are asked to respond along a seven—point

Likert—type continuum ranging from ‘never’ (1) to ‘always’ (7).

The instrument is scored by summing the 5u~ject~sresponses

over the five items of each scale, and dividing by the number of

items answered. Three domain scores are also calculated: the

average of scores for scales 1, 2, 3, constitutes the direct domain

score; the average of scales 4, 5, 6 is the instrumental domain

score; and scales 7, 8, 9 averaged constitute the relational domain

score. The test item mean is calculated by averaging over all 45

items.

We shall report below on (1) the reliability and factorial

validity of the L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory—Form 10, (2) the

fit of empirical data to our circular conceptualization of the

Achieving Styles Model, and (3) the instrument’s effectiveness in

correctly classifying sex, age, and occupational groups.

Samples:

Three—thousand—ninety—four participants from 18 individual ex-

ploratory samples were pooled to examine the test characteristics

of the L—BLA ASI—Form 10. Table 1 presents demographic data for the

pool, by sample.

Table 1 here
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The first four samples in the table are high school students

from eight San Francisco Bay Area high schools. One thousand twenty—

nine of the students are male, 1,200 female, and 27 did not indicate

sex. The total of 2,256 high schoolers (9th through 12th grades)

represents 68.5% of the total subject pool. Most of the high

schools are located in mid—to high—socioeconomic communities.

The next four groups (samples 5 — 8) are university graduate

and undergraduate students in business, education, engineering, and

the social sciences. One hundred seventy—one are males; 52 females.

The total of 223 represents 7% of the subject pool.

The next three samples (9 — 11) were drawn from 1979 and 1980

classes of a senior executive program at a western university, and

from one, 12—month middle executive educational program. The samples

include both fellows from these programs and their spouses. Com-

bined, •these groups include 276 males and 191 females, for a total of

468, representing 14% of the total sample pool. Of the females in

this group, 154 reported being homemakers, while 37 reported careers

outside the home. Approximately 24% of this group were not U.S.

citizens.

The next four samples (12 — 15) are also managerial groups.

Sample 12 is from an upper level executive program from an eastern

university. Sample 13 is composed of first level supervisors from

a single large research and development organization. Sample 14

was collected at a credit conference, and Sample 15 from a year—long

managerial training program for administrative employees of a
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university. The total number of subjects in the four samples is

128: 105 males and 23 females, representing 4% of the sample poo1.

Sample 16 is comprised of 69 older citizens of the San

Francisco Bay area, including 33 husband and wife pairs, plus three

additional females; representing 2% of the subject pool. Both

males and females from this sample reported a variety of occupations.

A few are retired.

Sample 17 was collected at a professional symposium of family

therapists. Eighteen are males, 33 are females, for a total of 51,

representing 1.5% of the subject poo1. Most of these participants

were mental health practitioners, although three were professors,

five were students in training and ten reported administrative

posts.

The final sample of 82 women was drawn from the client popula-

tion of a community resource center for women. Sixty percent of

these women reported seeking job advancement, while the remaining

40% were contemplating reentering the job market. A variety of oc—

ocupations was reported. This sample represents 2.5% of the subject

pool.

For the most part, the total sample poo1 is composed of highly

educated, high socioeconomic status individuals. Occupations for

males were concentrated in business management and administration.

Samples 16 and 17, however, do represent other careers. Occupations

of women cover a wider range, but fell mostly within teaching, med-

ical—health occupations, management, sales, and homemaking. Thus,



Achieving Styles

23

the sample pool is by no means representative of the general popu-

lation.

Data Collection

Data from the following samples were collected form intact

groups on site in a single sitting: 1 through 7, 12 through 14,

and 17. Data from Sample 8 was collected by having subjects res-

pond to a computer command at a computer terminal. Data from Sam-

ples 9 through 11 and 16 were collected by mail. Data from Sample

15 were collected by handout in a training session and returned by

mail, and data from Sample 18 were collected by having subjects

pick up research materials from a booth at the resource center, to

be returned by mail.

All subjects received feedback about the global characteris-

tics of their own sample and an individual profile of their own

scores, with the exception of Sample 16. The social club was given

a $220 honorarium for its participation. The organization from

which Sample 1 was drawn was also given a $100 honorarium for its

participation.

Younger subjects are both overrepresented in our study popu-

lation and present a relatively distinctive factor structure. For

purposes of analysis, therefore, we have split the respondent poo1

into two sub—samples: under 30’s and 30 and olders. Table 2 spe-

cifies some demographic characteristics of these age—split pooled

samples. -

Table 2 here
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For some of the occupational analyses, a sample pool of female

managers (N = 61) was created. All women who reported they were

managers or administrators were pooled and removed from their ori-

ginal samples to eliminate duplication of data.

Test Characteristics

Reliability of the L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory was esti-

mated by Cronbach alpha procedures and by Pearson r’s between test

and retest scores. Validity of the instrument was demonstrated by

SPSS PAl Factor Analysis, with oblique rotation, of both items and

scales. Scale validities were further estimated by reliability of

difference scores.

Predictive ability of the instrument was cross—validated by

discriminant function analyses of sex, age, and occupational groups.

The F—tests for scale mean scores were provided by the one—way

analyses of variance in the Discriminant Program. F—tests were

used to examine sex, age, and occupational differences among groups.

All analyses were conducted o.n the raw scores.

Reliability: Consistency and Stability of Scales

Cronbach alphas for the nine scales (Table 3) in the under—30

age group range from .72 on Scale 6, reliant instrumental, to .84 on

Scale 7, collaborative relational.

Table 3 here

For the 30+ age group the lowest alpha (.75) is also on the reliant

scale, while the highest is on Scale 3, power direct (.89). The
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domain stratified alphas exceed .80 for both samples, and the test

item mean alpha exceeds .90.

A fifteen—week test/retest of 90 high school students (also

Table 3) shows internal consistency estimates for both test and re-

test very similar to estimates from the larger samples. Across

time, alphas range from .66 to .90 for scales and from .79 to .91

for domains. The stability coefficients range from .58 on Scale 1,

intrinsic direct, to .73 on both Scale 2, competitive direct and

Scale 5, social instrumental. The domain coefficients are in the

mid .70 range.

Factorial Validity: Factor Analyses of Items

SPSS PAl Factor Analyses, with oblique rotation, were per-

formed on the two age—split pooled samples. Tables 4 and 5 display

the results.

Tables 4 and 5 here

For the under—3O group, eight factors account for 58.8% of the

total item variance. The factors, in order of extraction, were

named: 1) Social Instrumental, 2) Contributory/Vicarious Relational,

3) Reliant Instrumental, 4) Collaborative Relational, 5) Intrinsic

Direct, 6) Competitive Direct, 7) Power Direct, and 8) Personal In-

strumental. For the most part, items logically keyed to scales were

loaded on by a single factor. Close inspection of the matrix, how-

ever, shows that two items logically keyed to the personal scale are

loaded on at the criterion level (.50 or higher) by the social factor
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And the personal factor loads on only two of the items logically

keyed to that scale. Further, the items logically keyed to the

vicarious and contributory scales are loaded on by only one factor.

Although items 3, 30, and 31 do not have criterion level (.50)

loadings on any factor, they are close: .49, .43, and .49 respec-

tively.

For the 30+ age group, nine factors, accounting for 63.7% of

the total item variance, were extraced and named in order: 1) Power

Di~ect, 2) Vicarious Relational, 3) Reliant Relational, 4) Collabora-

tive Relational, 5) Competitive Direct, 6) Intrinsic Direct, 7) Per-

sonal Instrumental, 8) Social Instrumental, and 9) Contributory Re-

lational. Again, most items logically keyed to a scale are loaded

on by a single factor. Exceptions are the following: the power

factor loaded at the criterion level on power scale items but also

on one intrinsic and one competitive direct item. As in the younger

sample pool, the social and personal instrumental items are not

independent of each other. Although the vicarious and contributory

items this time are loaded on separately by two factors, each of

the factors also loads moderately on all the items of these two

scales (most of the loadings on the non—keyed items are in the .4

range). Also, in this age group, the competitive factor loads mod-

erately on the items keyed to the power scale.

Factor Analysis of Scales

The results of SPSS PAl Factor Analyses on the nine scale

scores for each age—split sample are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6 here

In the under—3O age group, three factors, accounting for 68.4%

of the total variance, were named in order: 1) direct domain,

2) relational domain, and 3) instrumental domain. The direct fac-

tor loads at the criterion level on the first five scales of the

achieving styles model. The relational factor loads on the three

relational scales of the model and the intrinsic scale. The in-

strumental factor loads on the social and reliant instrumental

scales. The personal and social instrumental scales have moderate

or criterion level loadings on both the direct and instrumental

factors. The intrinsic direct scale is also loaded on at the cri-

terion level by the direct and relational factors. Thus, indepen-

dence of domain scores is not demonstrated in this pool of subjects.

In the 30+ age group, three factors, accounting for 68.1% of

the total variance, were extracted and named: 1) instrumental do-

main, 2) direct domain, and 3) relational domain. In this sample

poo1, the domain factors do exhibit qualities of independence.

Reliability of Difference Scores

When sub—scale scores are used as a profile, they should show

reliable differences from each other if predictions from the sep-

arate scores are to be made (Gulliksen, 1950).

Tables 7 and 8 here

For the under thirty age group, the reliability of difference

scores (Table 7) range from .28 between personal and social
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instrumental to .80 between competitive and reliant, competitive

and vicarious, and power and reliant. Only six of the coefficients

have values below .65; however, only 16 are .70 or above. The

highly ‘unreliable’ coefficients are between the personal and social

instrumental scales (.28) and the vicarious and contributory rela-

tional scales (.35). These are the same scales that exhibited lack

of independence in the factor analyses. They-are also, of course,

all pairs of adjacent scales in the model.

For the 30+ age group (Table 8), the lowest coefficient was

also between the personal and social instrumental scales (.46). For

this group, six other coefficients ranged between .64 and .69; most

of these also occurred between adjacent scales. For this age sample,

80% of the reliability of difference score coefficients were equal to

or exceeded .70 (36% exceeded .80).

The circular conceptualization of the model assumes moderate

correlations between adjacent scales, and these correlations should

decrease with increasing distance between scales. Thus, the lower

than usual coefficient values between adjacent scales are not sur-

prising. The correlations matrices of the nine scales for the age—

split pooled samples (Tables 9 and 10) reveal general congruence

with those assumptions.

Tables 9 and 10 here

For the younger age group, the contributory scale correlates

a little more with intrinsic than one would like. In the older
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sample, the intrinsic/vicarious relationship is much weaker than

desired.

As a further check on validity, the factor analyses of scale

scores (see Table 6) were examined. As discussed earlier, three

dimensions emerged from the analysis of each age sample. In the

younger sample, the factor loadings on the sets of scales defined

as separate domains were not entirely independent. Nevertheless,

the more highly correlated scales are adjacent to one another, as

suggested by the circular model. In the over—30 sample, scales

theoretically belonging to one domain are clearly loaded on by a

single factor.

Discriminant Ability

Discriminant function analyses were used to examine the pre-

dictive ability of ASI—lO scale scores. Using the nine scale

scores as independent predictors, we first attempted to predict

sex as a dependent variable.

Each of the age—split pooled samples was randomly stratified

by sex into two groups. In each case, group 1 was used to compute

a single significant canonical discriminant function, which then

was used to predict sex in group 2 (Table 11).

Table 11 here

In the younger sample, approximately two out of three people

were classified correctly; in the older group, about three out of

four persons were correctly classified. These rates are, of course,
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significantly higher than the 50% chance level. The shrinkage of

R squared is negligible as indicated by the small differences in

overall percent of cases correctly classified between the compu-

tational and cross—validated groups.

Figures 2 and 3 display the distributions of discriminant

scores for males and females for each age sample.

Figures 2 and 3 here

The discriminant scores are normally distributed for all groups,

and scores for older persons are more differentiated than those

for younger persons.

Table 12 shows the F—test results of one—way analyses of vari-

ance from the discriminant function analyses of the two age groups.

Table 12 here

In the under—30 group, statistically significant differences

are found between men ai~dwomen for all scales except number 6

(reliant) and number 7 (collaborative relational). In the older

group, only the reliant and vicarious relational scales fail to -

show significant differences between the sexes.

Among the younger people, men score higher than women on all

direct and instrumental scales, and women score higher than men on

all the relational scales. In the older subjects, men score higher

across the board, with the exception of the reliant scale.

Table 13 presents the significant standardized canonical dis—

criminant function coefficients for the two age—split samples by sex.
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Table 13 here

By examining the mean scores shown in Table 12 it becomes apparent

that younger men are being separated from younger women by their

higher competitive and social instrumental scores and lower vicari-ET 1 w 424 598 m 464 598 l S BT 

ous scores. In the 30+ age group, the dominant discriminating vari-

able for separating males from females was the competitive scale

score.

Discriminant Analysis to Predict Age and Occupation

A discriminant analysis to predict age in groups under 30 years,

and 30 years and older was also performed (Table 14).

Table 14 here

Using the nine scale scores as predictors, 68.3% of the sample was

correctly classified. Examination of the single significant dis—

criminant function showed age groups were distinguished from each

other by a pattern of negative coefficients for the intrinsic, power,

and reliant scales; and positive coefficients for the personal and

competitive scales.

The women in the total sample were subdivided into the follow-

ing four groups: high school girls (no career), homemakers, women

with non—managerial careers, and women with managerial careers

(college students were omitted). Men in the sample were subdivided

into three groups: high school boys (no career), men in adminis-

trative specialities and other careers, and men who reported their

job classification as “general manager.”
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Table 15 here

The prior probability of correct prediction for any of the

women’s groups was 25%; and for the men’s analysis, 33.3%. The

actual percentages of correct classification are considerably bet-

ter than chance. For women, over half of three groups (the excep-

tion was women with non—managerial careers) were correctly predic-

ted. The total thitt rate was 51.9%. For men, approximately

66% of general managers, 70% of high school boys, and 38% of men

in other careers were correctly classified, for an overall ‘hit’

rate of 64%.

Three significant discriminant functions were derived from

the female analysis and two from the male analysis (Table 16).

Table 16 here

Function 1 separates the women’s groups by positive values on

intrinsic and power and negative values on competitive. Function

2 classifies women’s groups by positive values on vicarious and

reliant and a negative value on social.. Function 3 discriminates

by positive values on vicarious and social and negative values on

reliant.

For men, Function 1 discriminates among groups by a negative

value for power and a positive value for personal. Function 2

gives negative values for intrinsic and collaborative and positive

values for competitive and vicarious.
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Inspection of the F—tests on group means (Table 17) shows that

Function 1 separates the two female career groups from homemakers

and high school girls by their scores on the intrinsic and power

scales; and separates homemakers and non—managerial career women

from managerial women and high school girls by their scores on the

competitive scale.

Table 17 here

Function 2 separates homemakers from non—managerial career women

by their vicarious scores; homemakers and non—managerial career

women from high school girls and managers by their reliant scores;

and homemakers from managers by their social scores. Function 3

is essent’ially a variant of Function 2, with the signs of social

and reliant scores reversed.

From the analysis of males, Function 1 demonstrates that the

three groups are separated from each other by their scores on power,

and that high school boys are separated from both male career groups

by their scores on the personal instrumental scale. On Function 2,

the intrinsic, vicarious, and contributory scores separate high

school boys from the careers groups, and the competitive score sep-

arates managers from males with other careers and high school boys.

A Summary of the Reliability, Validity, and Discriminant Ability of

the ASI

Estimates of internal consistency for the scales of the L—BLA

Achieving Styles Inventory Form 10 are in the “good to excellent”
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range (.72 to .93) for tests of this type. Estimated coefficients

of stability over a 15—week period (ranging from .58 to .74) also

are adequate for this class of tests. On a prior form of the in-

strument, using a sample of 240 high school students, the coeffi-

cients of stability over four weeks were .69 for intrinsic, p~—

sonal, and social .73 for collaborative and .80 or above on the

remaining scales (Handley—Isaksen, 1979).

The factorial validity of the instrument was demonstrated for

seven of the nine scales in the younger group. The remaining two

scales, vicarious and contributory, loaded on a single factor. In

the over—30 sample, all nine scales matched factor loadings. Some

lack of independence of certain personal and social items occurred

in both analyses.

For the under—30’s, the interscale reliability of difference

scores were not adequate for the social/personal and vicarious/con-

tributory pairs. But in the over—3O group, the scores were consid-

erably more differentiated. As expected, coefficients of adjacent

scales were generally lower than those of more disparate scales.

However, the very low reliability of difference between the social

and personal scales in both age groups (.28, under 30; .46, 30+)

clearly indicates that more work is needed on those two scales.2

In contrast, the reliability of difference between the vicarious

and contributory scales, while very low (.35) in the under—30 group,

is considerably higher (.67) for over—30—year olds. It would seen

that these styles become more differentiated as people age.
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The reliant instrumental scale shows relatively low internal

consistency (.72, .75) than other scales and is currently being re-

vised; and the relatively high correlation between it and the social

scales contributes to the low reliability of difference score (.57

under 30; .64, 30+). Further, mean scores on reliant are low across

all samples, suggesting a negative response bias. (More recent sam-

ples, using the revised reliant scale, show higher mean scores.)

In summary, intercorrelations among scales are generally con-

sistent with our circular model of achieving styles. Factor analy-

ses of the scale scores also pick up three dimensions consistent

with the model’s three domains. While there are several instances

of multiple loadings in the under—30 subjects, the domains are

highly differentiated in the over—30 group. Finally, the cross—

validated predictive ability of the instrument was shown to be con-

siderably better than chance in classifying subjects by sex, by

age, and by occupation in both subsamples. It is more accurate for

persons over 30 than under 30, and in each case the shrinkage of R

squared was negligible.

Data from Eight Occupational Groups of Men and Women

The L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory (Form 10) has been admin-

istered to several sets of men and women over the last two years.

Data are presented below for eight occupational groups with the fol-

lowing characteristics:

Table 18 here
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Table 19 shows ASI—lO raw score means and standard deviation

for each of those eight groups.

Table 19 here

Analysis of Male Scores

The salient findings from groups 1 through 5 are these:

1. The intrinsic—direct and reliant—instrumental scales show

little variation and uniformly high and low means, respectively.

2. An analysis of variance over the means of each scale shows

significant differences on five scales and near significance

(p = .07) on two more.

3. The techs (technical managers) rank fifth of five on each

of the first six scales; while the middles (mid—level managers)

rank fifth on each of the last three relational scales. Moreover,

seniors (older, senior managers) and uppers (upper middle managers)

give higher raw mean scores on every scale than techs. That the

technical supervisors show the lowest scores almost across the

board may indicate either less “intensity” of style, or, perhaps

stereotypically, greater caution about giving extremal responses.

4. In any case, these uniformly high scores for some groups

and low scores for others warrant separate consideration of the

pattern of any group’s scale scores relative only to itself.

Table 20 shows raw rank orders across scales for each group.

Since all groups gave very low and consistent ranks to the three

instrumental scales, we shall consider differences among the groups
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on only the direct and relational scales. The within—group pat-

terns now emerge more clearly. The middles show a pattern of high

ranks on all three direct styles, with low ranks given to contribu-

tory and collaborative styles. The techs, in contrast, show a pat-

tern of preference for the intrinsic—direct and all three relational

styles, with lower competitive direct and power direct ranks. The

seniors give their highest ranks to the power and intrinsic direct

styles, and then spread their third rank over three scales, the

competitive direct, and the collaborative and vicarious relational

scales.

5. Overall, these ASI—lO results with male managers are at

least consistent both with our own experience and with commonly

held stereotypes. The senior general managers show the highest

power—direct orientation, but they are also moderately high on the

relational styles (highest of all male groups in their collaborative

and vicarious scores). They are the only group to show less intrin-

sic than power orientation. This picture seems appropriate to the

senior management role, which requires organization and control of

others with relatively little directly targeted individual work, but

with significant components of coaching and developing juniors and

peer collaboration.

The slightly younger and slightly lower level uppers come

through as more direct on all three direct scales than the seniors,

and also less relational on two of the three relational scales. They

fit more closely to the aggressive, competitive stereotype of the
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executive, while the older seniors reflect something closer to a

strong, benevolent fatherly image.

The still younger and lower level middles put forward a clear

“young tiger” pattern. They score high on the direct styles——in-

trinsic, competitive, and power. The difference between their

average direct domain and average relational domain score is .86,

almost twice as large as that displayed by any other group. But

these people are recent entrants into the managerial world, so per-

haps such a “macho” set of orientations is relatively predictible.

The techs also fulfill stereotypic expectations. They give

cautiously low scores across all nine scales, but within their own

group their highest ranks are reserved for the task—centered intrin-

sic direct and the altruistic vicarious relational styles. While

they show overall lower mean scores than any other group in both

direct and instrumental domains, they are considerably higher in

the total relational domain and in each of its three scales. The

techs come through, then, as reasonable purists, targeted toward

task, and toward supportiveness and group effort, rather than to-

ward power, competition, and political p1oys.

The staffs, a group of credit and loan officers, are the most

diverse group in age and show a mixed pattern. Like the middles,

their highest scores are in the intrinsic and power direct areas,

but within their own group, their scores are lower on the competi-

tive scale. They are also among the higher scorers on the personal

and social instrumental scales, suggesting a tendency to get things
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done by indirection——a phenomenon traditionally associated with

staff positions in organizations.

The data on these five male groups, while far from definitive,

do seem grossly to match expectations about the behaviors associa—

ted with their respective organizational roles.

Data from Three Occupational Groups of Women

If we turn now to the groups of women (groups 6, 7, and 8)

(Table 1), the prominent results (Table 19) are these:

1. Again, we find low means and low group to group variations

on the instrumental scales.

2. An analysis of variance across scales shows significant

differences among groups on seven scales and near significance

on one more.

3. Managers score highest of the three groups on seven of the

nine scales, and lowest only on the reliant scale. Thus, managers

also have the highest overall test mean. Homemakers, in contrast,

are the lowest scorers on six scales, including the three direct

and two of the instrumental scales. They are highest only on the

vicarious scale. Likewise, their overall test mean is the lowest

of the groups.

Managers differ from homemakers in their much higher power

direct and social instrumental scores, and in their lower vicari-

ous scores. The careers score between homemakers and managers on

seven of the nine scales, and on the total test mean.
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4. A comparison of ranks across scales for female occupa-

tional groups (Table 20) provides a crude picture of patterns of

response within groups.

Table 20 here

The top three ranks for homemakers are scales 9, vicarious rela-

tional; 1, intrinsic direct; and 8, contributory relational. For

both groups of working women, top ranks go to scales 1, intrinsic

direct; 2, power direct, and 6, collaborative relational.

5. The patterns within women’s groups, then, also roughly

meet stereotypical expectations. Homemakers show a relational

intrinsic pattern, giving very low scores to power. Both groups

of working women, like working men, show patterns of higher power

orientation, and lower vicarious and contributory orientations.

These findings are certainly consistent with expectations

about role demands on managers and homemakers; suggesting both a

selection mechanism moving persons with appropriate styles toward

consonant roles; and the further honing of achieving styles appro-

priate to one’s role. And simultaneously, that role may provide

few experiences requiring or encouraging styles beyond that subset.

For example, homemakers seldom may encounter episodes in which com-

petitive behavior would be rewarding, while managers frequently en-

counter such situations.

Similarly, one might argue that the homemakers’ environment,

ceteris paribus, provides a narrower range of situations and smaller
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number of opportunities to practice alternative styles. Their con-

sequent lower overall scale scores may result from answering many

scale items more tentatively and conservatively than some other oc-

cupational groups, which operate within a wider experiential con-

text. Furthermore, any given role may provide structured opportu—

~\nities for a particular subset of achieving styles.

A Comparison of Male and Female Occupational Groups

A joint consideration of the five groups of men and three

groups of women, provides the following:

I-~ The total raw test item means (Table 19) are considerably

higher for the men (4.46) than for the women (3.87). The men also

score higher on each of the three domains and on eight of the nine

scales.

2. If we examine the data from all eight groups separately,

however, it becomes obvious that the lower test scores for women

are generated primarily by the i~omemakers group. They score lowest

of all eight groups on six of the nine scales, and seventh on one

more. But they score highest (by a very small margin) on the re-

liant instrumental and vicarious relational scales, the two scales

probably most associated with traditional “feminine” behavior.

On the other hand, the women managers, themselves a di-

verse group, are not easily distinguishable, in their raw means,

from male groups 1 (seniors), 2 (uppers), or 3 (middles), except on

scale 2, competitive direct, and less clearly, on scale 3, power

direct. The female managers’ raw scores rank highest among all
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eight groups on scale 1, intrinsic, and higher than at least one

of the male groups on six other scales.

3. If, again, we consider patterns of ranks within groups

(Table 20), the total set of women gives intrinsic their highest

rank, vicarious, second, with the other two relational scales (con-

tributory and collaborative) tied for third. The men also give the

number 1 slot to intrinsic, but second rank goes to power, and

third place is a tie between the competitive and vicarious styles.

/~ The overall men’s and women’s patterns, then, fit prevailing

stereotypes: the “warm, supportive” women are vicarious, contri—

butory, collaborative; they reject the competitive style. The

“cold, hard” men are power oriented, competitive. And (like pio—

neer Americans), both sexes are intrinsically achievement oriented.

Perhaps the only violation of those stereotypes lies in the

relatively high vicariousness of the men.

3. If, finally, we plot (Figure 4) standard (t) scores for

four “interesting” groups, intragroup patterns show up more clearly.

The homemakers show an essentially U shaped pattern; high on in-

trinsic, but lower in the remaining direct and instrumental scales,

then peaking again on the relational scales. The male seniors are

high on the direct scales, dip sharply in the instrumentals, then

come back part way on all the relationals. The male middles’ pat—

tern, in contrast, is very high on the directs and low on the rela—

tionals. The managerial women look like the male seniors, ranking

intrinsic and power high and vicarious low, but show a much sharper

drop from intrinsic to competitive than either male group.
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We draw no definitive conclusions from these occupational data

derived from exploratory samples. The data point up problems with

several scales, which, as we indicated, currently are being revised.

They raise the painful question of high and low response biases

(tentatively associated here both with “line managerialness” and

gender). Beyond those methodological questions, the data are con-

sistent with contemporary expectations about male managers and fe-

male homemakers. But the scoring patterns of both working women

and male technical supervisors make it clear that gender alone can-

not account for our findings.

Discussion and Summary

Progress in the development of the L—BLA Achieving Styles

Inventory instrument and these early substantive findings is quite

encouraging. The achieving styles paradigm may provide a useful

lens for viewing sex roles, organizational behavior, and cross cul-

tural differences. We already have undertaken preliminary work in

each of these areas (Leavitt & Lipman—Blumen, 1980; Lipman—Blumen

& Leavitt, 1978, 1979).

The genesis of this research lay in a concern about gender dif-

ferences in achieving styles. That interest continues with planned

or ongoing studies of age, sex, and cohort differences. The inter-

actions among age, sex, and occupation seem particularly intriguing

as women move increasingly into traditionally male occupational roles.

The achieving styles model and the instrument for tapping it

offer still other possible applications. For example, they create
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the means for identifying individual achieving style profiles and

developing programs to help those individuals expand their style

repertoires. Such tailor—made programs can encourage sensitivity

and response flexibility over a wide range of situations. Other

applications in the areas of team building, group dynamics, family

therapy, occupational counseling, and conflict resolution offer

possible avenues of exploration. -

In summary, then, we have developed and presented a three—

factor model of achieving styles, 1~iilton the assumption that in-

dividuals learn more or less preferred methods for achieving——for

getting things done. These preferred “styles,” we believe, are

learned fairly early on as a consequence of differential reinforce-

ment of the individual’s searches for solutions. Furthermore, a

person may become so well attuned to and skilled in the use of par-

ticular styles, that other styles may never beperceived or con-

sidered feasible. As a consequence, styles comfortable to the per-

son may be used, even when deemed inappropriate by observers. And

further still, style, once formed, then may go on to drive the def-

inition and selection of achieving situations. Persons (or organi-

zations or societies) then may “enact” situations suited to their

preferred styles, thereby constructing familiarly comfortable real-

ities.

We also have developed a simple nine—scale self—report instru-

ment, the L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory, designed to measure

achieving styles. Our preliminary findings about the validity and
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reliability of the instrument are reassuring. We are in the pro-

cess of relating the L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory to other

conceptually proximate psychometric instruments and to more direct

behavioral measures. As already noted, early results from several

occupational groups and from both sexes are encouragingly consonant

with expectations. Further inquiry is underway both into the util-

ity of the L—BLA Achieving Styles Inventory and into broader assess-

ments of individual, organizational, and societal differences in

achieving styles.
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Footnotes

1Technically, while there are distinguishable achieving styles,

individuals rarely are characterized by only one style. Rather, in-

dividuals tend to use some subset of achieving styles, showing pri-

mary predilection for one or two styles. Thus, our use of terms

such as “social instrumental achievers” is merely for expositional

ease.

2Thjs work is underway with L-BLA Achieving Style Inventory-

Form 13.



TABLE 1

DEMOGRAPHICS OF SAMPLE POOL FOR
L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10) ~

_______ _____ Identification

S.F. Bay area H.S..

2 490 S.F. Bay Area H.S

3 54 S.F. Bay Area H.S.

4 57 S.F. Bay Area H.S.

5 26 Grad Ed Students

6 52 MBA Students

7 48 MBA Students

8 111 Eng Grad ~ Undergrad
Students

9 220 Senior Execs ‘79

10 186 Senior Execs ‘80

11 61 Middle Mgrs/Bus
School Fellows

12 34 Upper level Execs

13 31 Tech Supervisors

14 48 Credit Mgrs

15 15 Univ. Admin.

16 69 Adult Social Club
Members

17 56 Family Therapists

18 82 Clients of Women’s
Resource Center

Male Female Mean S.D.
N N Age (age) ______ ________

803 827 15.75 .1. if)

185 302 10.04 1.05 11.45

20 34 10.30 .89 11.05

19 37 17.28 .49 11.95

11 11 33.37 9.04 10+

33 19 25.~2 3.64 17.01 1.12

35 13 24.41 0.59 16.53

92 19 22.61 5.41) 16.05 2.40

130 90 14.88 5.80 15.81 2.43

105 73 42.23 5.22 15.9o 2.22

34 27 36.30 5.30 10.30 1.38

34 — 37.12 5.70 10.26 1.30

29 2 39.48 7.12 18.26 1.93

35 13 ‘13.07 10.72 14.81

7 3 4353 6.64 10.80

33 36 59.11 It). 5 13.

18 38 39.81) 0.07 18.-li

- 82 38.10 9.14 16.52

Total 3294 1632 1631 23.o7 12.75 12.55 2.01

1Samples 9 and 11 were administered L-BLA Achieving Styles Inventory (Form
of 54 items. Forty-one of the items were identical to Form 10.
these two samples were limited to those 41 items. Scales scores between senior executives
‘79 (41 items) and senior executives ‘80 (45 items) were compared. No significant dif-
ferences on scale score means were found between the two groups. Half the participants
(N=26) in sample 17 received Form hA, which had some slightly different items for scale
6. Means for this scale were higher than scale means for subjects receiving Form 10.
Means on the other scales of the instrument were not different. The group mean of
subjects taking Form 10 on scale 6 was assigned to subjects taking Form llA so that
error from this measurement was regressed to the mean.

2Male and female N’s do not always sum to sample total because some S’s failed to
indicate sex.

Sanip 1e

1

N2

1645

Mean S.D.
Ed Lev (Ed Lev)

10.58 1.12

50

1 1)

40

Ni!A.

54

2.12

1 . 08
2. 0))

1.77

1.45

8), consisting
In this paper data from



TABLE 2

DEMOGRAPHICS OF AGE-SPLIT SUB-POOL SAMPLES
USED TO EVALUATE TEST CHARACTERISTICS

OF THE L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)

Age Group
1 1 Age

Sample N Males N Females N Range
Mean S.D. Mean (Ed Lev)
Age (Age) Ed Lev S.D.

16.81 2.87 11.22 1.71
43.67 8.76 16.08 2.28

1Male and female N’s do not sum to sample total because some S’s failed to indicate
sex.

< 30 yrs.
30 yrs. ~
older

TOTAL

2511
783

1195 1288
437 343

3294 - 1632

13-29
30-77

13-771631 23.19 12.75 12.55 2.91



TABLE 3

RELIABILITY ESTIMATES
THE L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES

CRONBACH ALPHAS AND 15-WEEK PEARSON

FOR SCALES OF
INVENTORY (FORM 10)
PRODUCT MOMENT COEFFICIENTS

.74
75

.73

.73

Internal Consistancy
Cronbach Cronbach
alpha

(Age < 30)
N= 2511

alpha

(Age 30+)
N=783

15-Week Test/Retest
Internal
alphas

Test Retest
(Age Mean

N=90

Pearson r
Test/Retest

= 16.0)
Scale
(1) Intrinsic Direct .80 .79 .83 .86 .58
(2) Competitive Direct .79 .87 .79 .85 .73
(3) Power Direct .80 .89 .86 .89 .67
(4) Personal Instrumental .75 .77 .79 .75 .63
(5) Social Instrumental .76 .82 .73 .83 .73
(6) Reliant Instrumental .72 .75 .66 .75 .59
(7) Collaborative Relational .84 .88 .86 .90 .63
(8) Contributory Relational .79 .87 .78 .84 .69
(9) Vicarious Relational .81 .85 .81 .86 .68

(10) Direct Domain .82* .86* 79* .81*
(11) Instrumental Domain .86* .86* .86* 95*
(12) Relational Domain .85* .85* .82* .87*
(13) Test Item Mean •93* .92* .91* .87*

*
Stratified alpha



Item

TABLE 4
L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (‘FORM 10)

SPSS-PA1 FACTOR ANALYSIS-OBLIQUE ROTATION-FACTOR STRUCTURE*

AGE GROUP LESS THAN 30 YEARS
N=2511

*58.8% of the total item variance explained by the matrix

. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 -

1 .03 .17 -.12 . .06 .73 .11 .15’ .17 Scale
8 .10 .23 -.20 .03 .70 .31 .33 .05

17 .08 .25 -.04 .00 .80 .14 .24 .03 1
33 .18 .35 - .03 .06 .70 .26 .33 - .07
43 .13 .29 -.05 .11 .75 .21 .22 .03
4 .24 -.01 .20 .05 .07 .70 .38 .22
11 .18 .10 .09 .19 .12 .77 .30 .20
14 .23 .16 -.09 .12 .30 .75 .25 .09 2
22 .21 -.03 .18 .01 .15 .63 .48 .17
37 .27 .17 -.01 .20 .33 .77 .35 .03
7 .19 .14 -.04 .09 .30 .38 .83 .19
10 .19 .19 -.06 .17 .28 .31 .83 .12
21 .27 .18 -.02 .09 ‘ .28 .33 .85 .12 3
28 .29 .14 .03 .04 .28 .33 .82 .10
38 .48 .07 .22 .04 .10 .42 .61 - .01
6 .31 .15 .13 .14 .20 .30 .27 .73
13 .45 .18 .24 .18 .11 .33 .29 .73
27 .62 .11 .31 .11 .08 .36 .34 .48 4
30 .43 .20 .06 .11 .22 .24 .23 .17
39 .76 .16 .31 .15 .09 .30 .33 .12
2 .57 .14 .13 .10 .15 .25 .28 .24

20 .67 .09 .45 .11 -.03 .20 .22 .12
26 .75 .15 .21 .18 .09 .22 .19 .15 5
35 .70 .19 .34 .24 .13 .23 .31 -.01
40 .69 .09 .21 .14 .07 .18 .20 .11
5 .14 .10 .62 .15 -.04 -.01 .02 .30
18 .36 .05 .68 .12 —.11 .13 .06 -.07
25 .22 .06 .78 .18 -.14 .04 .00 .03 6
31 .12 .17 .49 .19 -.04 .01 -.02 .20
44 .33 .08 .75 .23 -.06 .12 -.04 .05
9 .07 .10 .20 .75 -.05 .08 .06 .12

15 .15 .25 .15 .79 .04 .24 .09 .13
24 .17 .26 .20 .83 .06 .16 .11 .07 7
36 .19 .35 .05 .73 .16 .09 .11 -.03
45 .20 .37 .17 .77 .12 .08 .08 -.02
3 .23 .49 .08 .18 .29 .06 .20 .15
16 .08 .69 .03 .34 .27 -.03 .10 .03
23 .17 .64 .12 .28 .24 .18 .24 -.01 8
34 .25 .75 .09 .30 .36 .15 .17 -.04
41 .33 .68 .13 .30 .22 .06 .15 -.13
12 -.10 .63 -.03 .20 .18 .00 .06 .27
19 .19 .59 .23 .12 .19 .12 .19 .19
29 .12 .75 -.01 .21 .27 .09 .21 .11 9
32 .07 .76 .02 .27 .23 .07 -.01 .03
42 .14 .80 .04 .29 .29 .05 .09 .02



tern

TABLE 5
L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)

SPSS-PA1 FACTOR ANALYSIS-OBLIQUE ROTATION-FACTOR STRUCTURE*

AGE GROUP 30 YEARS AND OLDER
N= 783

*63.7% of the total item variance explained by the matrix

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 .00 .04 -.07 -.07 -.25 .76 -.13 -.11 -.16 Scale
8 .44 -.04 -.14 -.17 -.21 .66 -.14 -.06 -.27

17 .33 .04 -.14 -.13 -.29 .81 -.11 -.12 -.17 1
33 .54 .07 -.13 -.15 -.15 .58 .00 - .22 -.28
43 .16 .18 -.08 -.14 -.19 .80 -.03 -.21 -.12
4 .34 .11 .12 -.14 -.76 .19 -.24 -.27 -.12
11 .26 .05 .07 -.15 -.85 .25 -.26 -.23 -.10
14 .31 .09 -.04 -.21 -.83 .30 -.16 -.21 -.21 2
22 - .56 .16 .14 -.12 -.69 .21 -.23 -.29 -.02
37 .42 .12 .00 -.27 -.80 .31 -.15 -.33 -.21
7 .78 -.10 -.08 -.25 -.49 .35 -.22 -.22 -.25
10 .77 -.10 -.14 -.25 -.47 .34 -.19 - .25 -.26
21 .78 -. 13 -.11 -.22 -.47 .27 -.21 -.32 -.19 3
28 .79 -.04 -.04 -.19 -.41 .26 -.17 -.33 -.15
38 .63 .06 .11 -.16 -.53 .16 -.21 -.43 -.10
6 .17 .00 .09 -.20 -.19 .18 -.79 -.30 -.13
13 .07 .16 .29 - .12 -.27 .04 -.86 -.37 -.08
27 .14 .15 .34 -.17 -.23 .04 -.77 -.55 -.07 4
30 .13 .20 .22 -.11 -.25 .18 -.34 -.57 -.10
39 .28 .11 .15 -.21 -.20 .14 —.32 -.69 -.19
2 .21 -.14 .24 -.16 -.33 .19 -.36 -.68 -.14

20 .09 -.02 .42 -.15 -.20 -.03 -.30 -.67 -.10
26 .15 -.03 .26 -.19 -.23 .13 - .40 -.80 -.14 5
35 .35 .07 .15 -.40 -.29 .18 -.16 -.67 -.27
40 .15 .11 .33 -.23 -.19 .12 -.26 - .77 -.09
5 -.25 .02 .57 -.11 -.14 -. 15 -.30 -.20 -.08
18 .03 .04 .75 -.20 -.07 -.07 -.19 -.29 -.19
25 .05 .08 .71 —.25 -.09 -.15 -.12 -.32 -.13 6
31 .16 .23 .62 -.13 .13 -.11 -.22 -.14 .08
44 .12 .16 .81 -.21 -.10 -.05 -.21 -.30 -.06
9 .10 .08 .19 -.79 -.20 .08 -.18 -.13 -.30
15 .06 .16 .22 -.84 -.23 .10 -.16 -.15 -.37
24 .12 .21 .19 - .84 -.16 .12 -.06 -.18 -.35 7
36 .18 .17 .07 -.78 -.10 .19 -.15 -.30 -.32
45 .16 .22 .18 -.81 -.06 .06 -.09 -.21 -.35
~3 .11 .24 .04 -.37 -.18 .18 -.11 -.17 -.77
16 .02 .40 .09 -.42 -.05 .15 -.15 -.07 -.83
23 .24 .42 .16 -.40 -.12 .14 -.09 -.14 -.77 8
34 .21 .44 .08 - .41 -.17 .22 - .01 - .21 -.79
41 .14 .35 .15 -.34 -.11 .22 -.07 -.25 -.73
12 -.12 .70 .07 -.18 -.09 .07 -.15 .03 -.39
19 .16 .63 .27 -.20 -.19 .10 - .15 - .10 - .22
29 -.03 .83 .05 -.26 -.08 .10 -.08 -.08 -.41 9
32 -.16 .79 .12 -.23 -.08 .10 -.04 -.04 -.44
42 -.05 .82 .03 -.31 -.09 .13 -.04 -.18 -.46



TABLE 6
SCALES OF L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)

SPSS-PA1 FACTOR ANALYSES-OBLIQUE ROTATION-FACTOR STRUCTURE

* 68.4% of
** 68.1% of

the total item variance explained by the matrix
the total item variance explained by the matrix

AGE GROUP LESS THAN 30 YEARS*
N= 2511
FACTOR

1 2 3

AGE GROUP 30 YEARS AND OLDER**
N=783

FACTOR
1 2 3

Scale
1 .54 .50 -.42 -.05 -.73 .25
2 .79 .17 .04 .36 -.77 .22
3 .81 .24 -.08 .31 -.85 .12
4 .75 .29 .48 .79 -.34 .22
5 .65 .27 .58 .82 -. 39 .20
6 .15 .20 .83 .75 .26 .29
7 .18 .59 .43 .37 -.21 .67
8 .29 .89 .08 .19 -.25 .87
9 .19 .87 .02 .11 -.05 .83



TABLE 7

L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)
RELIABILITY OF DIFFERENCE SCORES AMONG SCALES

AGE < 30 YEARS
N=25l1

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Intrinsic Direct (.80)
2 Competitive Direct .69 (.79)
3 Power Direct .67 .64 (.80)
4 Personal Instrumental .74 - .67 .65 (.75)
.5 Social Instrumental .76 - .73 .69 .28 (.76)
~6Reliant Instrumental .77 .80 .80 .62 .57 (.72)
7 Collaborative Relational .78 .78 .77 .68 .65 .63 (.84)
8 Contributory Relational .67 .79 .74 .66 .63 .74 .69 (.79)
~9Vicarious Relational .69 .80 .77 .69 .68 .75 .72 .35 (.81)

c( ) = Cronbach alpha of scale



TABLE 8

L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10) SCALES

AGE 30 YEARS AND OLDER
N=783

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Intrinsic Direct (.79)
2 Competitive Direct .73 (.87)
3 Power Direct .72 .68 (.89)
4 Personal Instrumental .80 .82 .74 (.77)
5 Social Instrumental .79 .82 .71 .46 (.82)
6 Reliant Instrumental .80 .88 .83 .67 .64 (.75)
7 Collaborative Relational .80 .84 .78 .74 .69 .69 (.88)
8 Contributory Relational .78 .84 .78 .74 .72 .78 .76 (.87)
9 Vicarious Relational .80 .86 .83 .75 .76 .78 .82 .67 (.85)

( ) = Cronbach alpha of scale



TABLE 9

CORRELATION MATRIX OF L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)
SCALE SCORES

< 30 YEARS
N=2511

Scale 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 Intrinsic Direct 1.00
2 Competitive Direct .33 1.00
3 Power Direct .38 .52 1.00
4 Personal Instrumental .22 .47 .45 1.00
5 Social Instrumental .15 .35 .38 - .66 1.00
6 Reliant Instrumental -.10 .11 .02 .35 .40 1.00
7 Collaborative Relational .09 .20 .14 .24 .26 .28 1.00
8 Contributory Relational .38 .17 .25 .27 .28 .16 .39 1.00
9 Vicarious Relational .35 - 12 .17 .22 .16 - 12 .33 .69 1.00



P

TABLE 10

CORRELATION MATRIX OF L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)
SCALE SCORES

30 YEARS AND OLDER
N= 783

1 2 3 4 5Scale
1 Intrinsic Direct 1.00
2 Competitive Direct .38 1.00
3 Power Direct .40 .63 1.00
4 Personal Instrumental .16 .38 .34 1 .00
S Social Instrumental .19 .37 .42 .62 1.00
6 Reliant Instrumental - .17 .06 - .06 .37 .41 1.00
7 Collaborative Relational .14 .23 .24 .22 .31 .28 1.00
8 Contributory Relational .24 .22 .23 .21 .22 .18 .48
9 Vicarious Relational .14 .17 -.01 .19 .09 .18 .31

6 7 8 9

1 .00
.58 1.00



TABLE 11

CROSS-VALIDATION OF PREDICTIVE VALIDITY
OF THE L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)
PERCENTAGE OF CASES CORRECTLY CLASSIFIED BY SEX

PRIOR PROBABILITY = 50%

< 30 YEARS

GROUP 1

N

Males 224

Females 167

(COMPUTATIONAL)

Males Females

68.4% 31.6%

650 32.9% 67.1%

(COMPUTATIONAL)

Males Females

74.1% 25.9%

24.0% 76.0%

Overall percentage of cases
correctly classified

GROUP 2 (CROSS-VALIDATIONAL)

N Males Females

213 78.9% 21.1%

176 24.4% 75.6%

GROUP 1

N

583Males

Females

Overall percentage of cases
correctly classified

Males

Females

GROUP 2 (CROSS-VALIDATIONAL)

N Males Females

612 71.9% - 28.1%

638 39.2% 60.8%

67. 72%

30 YEARS AND OLDER

Males

Females

74.94%
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TABLE 12

RESULTS OF ANALYSES OF VARIANCE FROM
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSES

AGE-SPLIT SUB-SAMPLES

< 30 Years
Ma I e

Mean S.D.
4.63 1.03
4.39 1.17
4.23 1.24
4.05 1.08
3.41 -1.14
2.79 .97
4.09 1.20
3.88 1.04
4.02 1.12

(N=25ll)
Female

Mean S.D.
4.54 1.05
3.84 1.17
3.76 1.33
3.59 1.09
2.91 1.08
2.72 .94
4.21 1.21
4.06 1.05
4.48 1.12

p
.004
.000
.000
.000
.000 -

.328

.055

.000

.000

30 Years
Male

Mean S.D.
5.19 .89
4.69 1.01
5.08 1.03
3.95 1.16
3.52 l~07
2.85 1.07
4.68 1.11
4.59 1.02
4.70 1.06

Scale
(1) Intrinsic Direct
(2) Competitive Direct
(3) Power Direct
(4) Personal Instrumental
(5) Social Instrumental
(6) Reliant Instrumental
(7) Collaborative Relational
(8) Contributory Relational
(9) Vicarious Relational

and Older (N=783)
Fena]. e

Mean S.D. p
4.92 1.22 .000
3.44 1.17 .000
4.01 1.37 .000
3.48 1.19 .000
---2.99 1.17 .000
2.91 1.03 .624
4.31 1.22 .000
4.21 1.17 .000
4.52 1.39 .038



TABLE 13

SIGNIFICANT STANDARDIZED CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION COEFFICIENTS

FOR TWO AGE-SPLIT SAMPLES BY SEX

< 30 YEARS 30 YEARS AND OLDER

Function 1 Function 1
Scales
(1) Intrinsic Direct .08 .29
(2) Competitive Direct .39 -.82
(3) Power Direct .15 -.29
(4) Personal Instrumental .26 .08
(5) Social Instrumental .46 - .14
(6) Reliant Instrumental - .10 .20
(7) Collaborative Relational - .20 -. 10
(8) Contributory Relational - .04 -. 21
(9) Vicarious Relational - .68 .05



TABLE 14

PREDICTIVE ABILITY OF THE L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FoRM 10)
PERCENTAGE OF CASES CORRECTLY CLASSIFIED BY AGE

TWO AGE GROUPS
PRIOR PROBABILITY: 50%

GROUP (N) 30 years 30 years and over

30 years 2421 68.3 31.7

30 and over 766 31.7 68.3

Overall percentage
of cases corrently classified 68.3%



TABLE 15
PREDICTIVE ABILITY OF THE L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY- (FORM 10)

PERCENTAGE OF CASES CORRECTLY CLASSIFIED BY SEX

FOUR FEMALE OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS
PRIOR PROBABILITY: 25%

GROUP N 1 2 3 4

H.S.Girls
(no career) 1200

Non-Managerial
Career Women

Managerial , 61
Careers

53.5% 20.4% 12,9% 13.2%

18.8% 50.5% 18.8% 12.3%

11.0% 22.6% 38.4% 28.1%

18.0% 8.2% 16.4% 57.1%

Overall percent of cases
correctly classified

THREE MALE OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS
PRIOR PROBABILITY; 33%

51.9%

GROUP N

H,S. Boys

(no career) 1029

Admin. Specialities
f~ other careers 239

General Managers 180

Overall percent of cases
correctly classified

10.8%

35.6%

65.6%

Homemakers 154

146

2 31

69.7% 19.5%

26.4% 38.1%

12.8% 21.7%

64.0%



TABLE 16

SIGNIFICANT STANDARDIZED CANONICAL DISCRIMINANT FUNCTIONS
FOR MALE AND FEMALE OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

FOUR FEMALE GROUPS

Scales
(1) Intrinsic Direct
(2) Competitive Direct
(3) Power Direct
(4) Personal Instrumental
(5) Social Instrumental
(6) Reliant Instrumental
(7) Collaborative Relational
(8) Contributory Relational
(9) Vicarious Relational

FUNC 1 FUNC 2 FUNC 3
.85 .13 .01

-.74 -.33 .05
.50 -.14 -.10

-.34 -.06 -.19
.19 -.50 .54
.43 .55 -.52
.03 -.34 .16
.09 -.22 .10

-.32 .71 .75

THREE MALE GROUPS

FUNC 1 FUNC 2
- .30 -. 55
.06 .87
-.64 .20
.67 -.27
.04 -.10
-.14
- .20
- .29
- .21

-.10
- . 09
- .47
‘Si



TABLE 17

MEANS, STANDARD DEVIATIONS AND ONE WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE F-TEST RESULTS FROM
DISCRIMINANT FUNCTION ANALYSES

OF MALE AND FEMALE OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS

FEMALES

GROUP
Scale

H.S.GIRLS
mean s.d.

HOMEMAKERS
mean s.d.

NON-MANAGERIAL MANAGERIAL
mean s.d. mean s.d.

p

(1) Intrinsic Direct 4.46 1.06 4.70 1.19 5.04 1.06 5.56 .89 .000
(2) Competitive Direct 3.86 1.15 3.30 1.20 3.48 1.05 3.84 1.15 .000
(3) Power Direct 3.80 1.32 3.46 1.38 4.22 1.23 4.83 .91 .000
(4) Personal Instrumental 3.64 1.08 3.35 1.27 3.51 1.17 3.77 1.18 .008
(5) Social Instrumental 2.95 1.11 2.60 1.14 3.04 1.16 3.64 .99 .000
(6) Reliant Instrumental 2.73 .97 2.96 1.06 2.94 1.10 2.74 1.01 .007
(7) Collaborative Relational 4.21 1.19 4.06 1.31 4.21 1.21 4.65 1.05 .012
(8) Contributory Relational ‘ 4.04 1.04 4.20 1.19 4.09 1.61 4.60 .94 .000
(9) Vicarious Relational 4.45 1.12 4.98 1.36 4.18 1.32 4.53 1.08 .000

MALES

GROUP
Scale

H.S.BOYS
mean s.d.

ADMIN.SPEC ~ OTHER MANAGERIAL
mean s.d.

p
mean s.d.

(1) Intrinsic Direct 4.53 1.05 5.21 .88 5.35 .88 .000
(2) Competitive Direct 4.47 1.34 4.48 1.06 5.03 .96 .000
(3) Power Direct 4.22 1.22 4.87 1.13 5.45 .78 .000
(4) Personal Instrumental 4.11 1.05 3.94 1.11 3.78 1.27 .000
(5) Social Instrumental 3.45 1.11 3.52 1.14 3.44 1.03 .637
(6) Reliant Instrumental 2.79 .97 2.88 1.04 2.82 .99 .465
(7) Collaborative Relational 4.14 1.17 4.66 1.05 4,90 1.11 .000
(8) Contributory Relational 3.84 .99 4.62 1.01 4.83 1.02 .000
(9) Vicarious Relational 4.00 1.10 4.60 1.08 5.00 1.01 .000



TABLE 1 ~

CHARACTERISTICS OF EIGHT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS
GIVEN L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)

Group Label N Sex Description

Avg.
Avg. Education
Age S.D. (years) S.D.

1. Seniors 224 M Members of 1979 and 1980
university executive programs.
Typically V.P.’s of large
companies. 1/3 non U.S.
Approx. median salary: 90K

44.8 5.07 16.7 1.82

2. Uppers

3. Middles

4. lIe,chs

34 M Members of another exec.
education program. Typically
smaller companies and one
organizational level below
group 1. All U.S.
Estimated median salary: 70K.

33 M Fellows in a one-year
university program. Typically
middle management in large
organizations.
Approx. median salary: 60K

28 M All technical supervisors
in the same large R&D org.
Estimated median salary: 45K.

42.9 5.80 16.3 1.36

37.0 5.25 16.9 1.21

40.3 6.57 18.3 1.97

5. Staffs 33 M Credit managers and loan
officers from varied orgs.
All members of the same
professional association
Salaries unknown.

34.8 10.65 15.1 2.05

6. Homemakers 154 F Mostly wives of members of
group 1, Some wives of
grou~3 and others.

43.5 9.61 14.3 2.11

7. Careers 146 F Non-managerial working women
Some wives of groups 1 and 2,
but also from several other
samples. Income unknown.

40.7 10.20 16.2 2.18

8. Managers 61 F Same origins as groups 6 and 7, 39.5
but self reporting as “managers”
or “administrators.” Salaries
unknown. -

8.44 15.9 2.07



Group 9 Sex

242 9

34 14

34 14

29 0

35 H
F

54 F

146 F

61 F
F
P

DIRECT
Intrinsic Cwxpetitive

1 2

V S.D. A 5.0.

Power

TABLE 19
RAW SCALE MEANS AND STANDARD OEVIATI095

EIGHT OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS
L-8LA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)

SCALES

INST800ENEAL 0010110981
Personal Social Reliant ral1a~ratiwe - Contributory

I S.D.

S

V S.D.

2. upPers

3. Middles

4. boOs

5. ~taf1s

A. lrsiieoiakers

Careers

A. ‘anayturs

I S.D.

Vlcario.s

7 8

SO. I S.D.

5.27 .004 4.96 .934

5.44 .036 5.25 .003

5.49 .853 471 .906

5.22 .898 426 1.030

5.52 .673 4.73 .03
1.30 5.57
.27 .05

4.70 1.19 3.39 1.20

5.04 1.10 3.40 1.05

5.56 .89 3.84 1.55
13.99 4.99
.00 .01

S S.D.

5.30 .811

5.46 .781

5.29 .860

4.47 1.137

5.02 .8/0
8.73
.00

3.46 1.39

4.22 1.23

4.83 .91
30.18
.00

9

I S.D.

00145165

Direct Instruuuental Relational

3.78 1.252

4.49 821

3.77 1.238

3.73 .917

4.35 .977

3.44 1.066

3.87 .816

3.69 .920

3.21 1.062

1~Z_J~I...

2.85 .990

2.92 1.089

2.82 1.001

2.60 .842

2.69 1.052

4.97 4.070 4.78 .966 4.96 .972

4.d7 1.226 5.07 .966 4.86 1.142

4,~7 1.100 4.39 1.192 4.33 1.315

4.68 .718 4.67 .851 4.79 .949

±
5
.~....,LlS0 4.85 1.048 4.81 1.076

4.30
.00

3.35 1.27

3.51 1.10

3.77118

2.22
.07

2.60 1.14

3.04 1.16

..i,..~99_

.63

.64

2.96 1.06

2.94 1.10

2.75 1.01

6.05 2.21 2.70 Total
.00 .07 .03 (1—5)

4.06 1.31 4.20 1.19 4.98 1.36

4.71 1.21 4.00 1.16 4.18 1.31

4.65 1.06 4.60 .94 4.53 1.80

Mean

5.20 .676 3.36 .918 4.90 .839

5.39 .686 3.76 .772 4.94 .963

5.16 .657 3.43 .751 4.30 .904

4.65 .761 3.18 .779 4.71 .586

0.09 .629 3.57 .903 4.70 .873
5.16 .694 3.41 .807 4.82 .867

2.67
.0/

‘9.35
.00

4.49 .600

4.69 .511

4.29 .441

4.18 .543
446 561

.959

.38
5.22 4.46 14.13
.01 .01 .00

3.82 .942

4.25 .869

4.74 .744

2.97 .938 4.41 1.010

3.16 .932 4.16 .908

1,10 .791 460 .742

4.46 .582

3.73 .682

3.86 .613

4.24 .492
4.15 .940 3.12 .922 4.34 .941 3.07 .649



TABLE 20

SCALE RANKS*

Direct -

SCALES
Instrumental Rel ational

U
“-

5/)~
•1~

5..
4~)
~

U
>
~
.4-)
~
4-)
~)
C).
E
0
L~

5..
Ci)
~
0
~-

(0
~
0
VS
S-
a)
C)..

r
‘0
.~

~
0
U)

4..)
~

(0
~‘-

—
Ci)
~

G)
>..-.
4~)
(0
5...
0~
(0
—

.—
0
C)

>‘a
~..
0
4-)
~
.0)•~
£~4-)
~
0
C-)

us
~
0~
5..
(0
U~
>

Male Groups N 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. Seniors 242 2 4 1 7 8 9 4 6 4

. 2. Uppers 34 1.5 3 1.5 7 8 9 5.5 4 5.5

( ( 3. Middles 34 1 3 2 7 8 9 6 4.5 4.5

4. Techs 24 1 6 5 7 8 9 3.5 3.5 2

5. Staffs 35 1 5 2 7 8 9 6 3.5 3.5

All Men

Female Groups

6. Homemakers

7. Careers

8. Managers

All women

*

1 3 2 7 8 9 3 6 3

154 2 5.5 7 5.5. 9 8 4 3 1

146 1 6.5 2.5 6.5 8 9 2.5 5 4

61 1 6 2 7 8 9 3 4 5

1 6.5 5 6.5 8 9 3.5 3.5 2

If scale ~ differ by less than .10, they are treated as equal.



FIGURE 1

A MODEL OF ACHIEVING STYLES
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FIGURE 2
DISTRIBUTION OF L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)

DISCRIMINANT SCORES FOR MALE AND FEMALE
(< 30 YEARS)

1 MALE
2 FEMALE
A All ungrouped cases
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FIGURE 3
DISTRIBUTION OF L-BLA ACHIEVING STYLES INVENTORY (FORM 10)

DISCRIMINANT SCORES FOR MALES AND FEMALES
(30 OR MORE YEARS)
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2 FEMALE
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FIGURE 4

T-SCORES: ASI-lO
4 OCCUPATIONAL GROUPS (~i= 50; SD 10)
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