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ABSTRACT

DIFFERENTIAL EFFECTS OF INTERACTION CONTENT AND PROACTION
ON ORGANIZATIONAL SOCIALIZATION OUTCOMES

By

Debra A. Major

This study examined effects of interaction content and
proaction source on organizational newcomers’ socialization
outcomes. Work and social content were proposed to impact
only corresponding outcomes. The total amount of
interaction newcomers experienced was expected to impact
more general outcomes. The pattern of proaction, determined
by proaction source and interaction content, was proposed to
differentially effect outcomes. Total interaction from
insiders was expected to have more influence on general
outcomes.

To test the hypotheses, 437 students enrolled in an
internship program were surveyed. Findings were generally
supportive. Social and work related interaction were
distinct and signifiéantly related to work and social
adjustment, respectively. Total interaction predicted
commitment and job satisfaction.

As predicted, insider social proaction was more
strongly related to social adjustment than newcomer social
proaction. Total insider proaction was predictive of job
satisfaction, commitment, and tenure intention. Counter to
expectations, insider work related proaction significantly

predicted work adjustment.
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INTRODUCTION

Definitions and Perspectives

Organizational socialization has received a
considerable amount of theoretical attention, resulting in
several perspectives and definitions of the process. Schein
(1968) provided an early definition of organizational
socialization, referring to it as the process by which
newcomers are "broken in" or "learn the ropes" in the work
setting. Van Maanen (1975) more formally defined
socialization as "the process by which an organizational
member learns the required behaviors and supportive
attitudes necessary to participate as a member of an
organization (p. 207)." Similarly, Feldman (1981) described
socialization as "the process by which employees are
transformed from organization outsiders to participating and
effective members (p. 309)."

Recently, views on organizational socialization have
taken on an interactionist flavor. Louis (1980) viewed
socialization as a process of "surprise and sense making,"
in which newcomers react to unexpected organizational
elements and attempt to assimilate them to facilitate their

own adjustment. Jones (1983) conceived of socialization as
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the outcome of the interaction between newcomer individual
difference variables and organizational socialization
tactics. Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) viewed socialization
from an elaborated learning perspective, in which newcomers
seek out information and knowledgeable agents to enhance the
learning process. Finally, Reichers (1987) contended that
organizational socialization is a process facilitated by the
proactiveness of all agents, including newcomers.
The Role of Organizational Socialization

The study of organizational socialization can
contribute to an under-researched domain of organizational
theory. Little is known about the processes by which an
individual makes the transition from organizational outsider
to insider. The roles of organizational insiders and
newcomers in the socialization process require further study
and explication. Research exploring the process and content
of newcomer learning may be particularly useful in
explaining key outcomes such as adjustment, commitment,
satisfaction, and turnover.

The study of socialization is important to
organizations for practical reasons. Organizational members
who are well adjusted and committed contribute to
organizational survival and success. The study of
socialization may enable organizations to provide
appropriate socialization experiences for their newcomers,

resulting in a more effective and valuable workforce.
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Individuals entering organizations who aspire to
succeed and excel in their jobs may also profit from
socialization research. As mentioned above, organizations
may be able to provide more positive socialization
experiences, but socialization is an interactive process.
Newcomers too can learn strategies for becoming better
adjusted to the work environment. These strategies may
increase personal work satisfaction, in addition to
enhancing career success.

Thesis Overview

This thesis is organized into five major sections:
literature review, conceptual development, methodology,
discussion, and results. The sections below provide the
reader with a brief introduction to the ideas and issues
that are elaborated in the body of the thesis.

Literature review. In the literature review section,
three major classes of socialization models are discussed
and critiqued. Stage models portray socialization in terms
of a series of discrete steps or stages through which each
newcomer must progress. These models fail to recognize
individual and organizational variation. That is, all
organizations are assumed to provide similar socialization
experiences to their newcomers, and all newcomers are
believed to proceed through each stage at the same rate with

similar reactions.
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Organizational models of socialization describe the
process in terms of the tactics organizations employ to
socialize newcomers. Unlike stage models, organizational
models recognize variation in socialization practices
organizations use. However, individual newcomers are still
viewed as uniform and reactive, with little direct control
over their own socialization experiences.

Interactionist models of organizational socialization
overcome the major inadequacies of stage and organizational
models. Interactionist views describe both organizational
insiders and newcomers as active participants in the
socialization process. In addition, interactionist models
take preliminary steps toward detailing how and what
newcomers learn during the socialization process. Newcomers
are believed to learn about a variety of work specific
topics through interaction with organizational insiders.
Adopting the interactionist perspective, the conceptual
development focuses on the elaboration of how and what
newcomers learn through the socialization process.

Conceptual development. The conceptual development
centers around two major constructs derived from the
interactionist literature: proaction and interaction
content. Proaction, in the socialization framework, is
defined as the tendency of organizational members to
actively initiate communication with others in the work

environment. Newcomers, supervisors, and coworkers all have

A
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the potential to proact. The source of proaction (e.g.,
newcomer or organizational insider) is expected to have a
differential impact on socialization outcomes. The extent
to which newcomers are proactive with insiders combined with
the extent to which insiders are proactive with newcomers
results in the total amount of interaction experienced by
organizational newcomers. The total amount of interaction
experienced is also proposed to affect newcomers’
socialization outcomes.

The amount of interaction newcomers experience is
important, but the nature or content of the interaction is
likely to differentially affect socialization outcomes. Two
major types of interaction content are proposed: work
related and social. Work related content focuses
specifically on aspects of the newcomer’s job. Discussions
about job tasks and work procedures are examples of work
related interaction content. Social content, which has not
been previously explored in the socialization context, is
directed at the newcomer as an individual, as opposed to the
newcomer as an organizational member. Discussions about
family, friends, and hobbies are examples of social
interaction content. The type of content newcomers
experience, work related and social, is expected to have
differential effects on corresponding socialization

outcomes.




6

Proaction and interaction content are expected to
relate to specific socialization outcomes, such as work and
social adjustment, stress reduction, satisfaction,
commitment, and tenure intention. These relationships
constitute the major hypotheses of this paper. In addition,
antecedent variables proposed to elicit proaction are
explored.

Method. The method section describes the study’s
participants and sampling procedures. The construct
measures are also described. The number of items, response
formats, and internal consistency reliability estimates are
provided for each scale.

Results. The results section describes the
hierarchical regression analyses used in testing the
hypotheses and interpretations for varying degrees of
hypothesis support. The results of each hypothesis test are
discussed in turn. Overall, work and social content and
proaction sources were distinct. Work related interaction
was more important in the prediction of work adjustment and
social interaction was more important in the prediction of
social adjustment. The total amount of interaction
predicted newcomer job satisfaction, commitment, and tenure
intention. When proaction patterns were examined,
supervisor and coworker work and social proaction were more
predictive of work and social adjustment respectively, than

newcomer proaction. The work adjustment finding was counter
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to the hypothesized relationship. 1In addition, newcomer
proaction acted as a moderator in the analysis. Insider
proaction was also more predictive of job satisfaction,
commitment, and tenure intention than newcomer proaction.
Task interdependence and some individual difference
variables had significant relationships with newcomer
proaction.

Discussion. The discussion focuses on interpreting the
results and considering the implications for the proposed
perspective. The proposed conceptual framework was
basically supported, although results show that more
emphasis should be placed on insider proaction. Additional
factors that may affect proaction processes are discussed.
The limitations of the present research and methodological
improvements for future research are also established.
Theoretical avenues for extending the present research are

considered.




LITERATURE REVIEW

The perspectives on organizational socialization
developed in the literature to date may be classified into
three major types of models: stage, organizational, and
interactionist. 1In the sections that follow each model is
described and critiqued, providing the basis for the
conceptual development of the present research.

Models of Organizational Socialization

Stage models. Stage models attempt to describe
socialization in terms of a series of sequential steps
required to transform a newcomer into a full organizational
member. Although several different stage models have been
proposed (Alpert, Atkins, & Ziller, 1979; Bourne, 1967;
Buchanan, 1974; Cogswell, 1968; Feldman, 1981; Graen, 1976;
Simpson, 1967), each includes the same basic transitions.
According to Fisher’s (1986) review, three stages,
anticipatory socialization, encounter, and adaptation, form
the basis of most models.

Stage one, anticipatory socialization, occurs prior to
organizational entry and is concerned with the degree to
which newcomers are prepared to assume their organizational

roles. During this stage, newcomers form expectations about

V' N
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what the organization will be like. Newcomers may base
their anticipations on several sources of information, such
as their experience with the organization during recruitment
(Wanous, 1980), the reactions of friends and family toward
the organization (Van Maanen, 1976), and the reputation of
the organization in the business community and society in
general. For example, if an organization is generally
regarded as "a great place to work," newcomers are likely to
develop positive expectations about the company.

Stage two can be the most turbulent as it encompasses
the newcomer’s initial encounter or confrontation with the
organization. To the extent that newcomers’ expectations
are realistic and accurate, the transition in this phase is
expected to be smooth. Some organizations seek to ensure a
successful transition by providing newcomers with realistic
Jjob previews in the first stage (Wanous, 1980). However,
many newcomers are not prepared for their entry into the
organization. To the extent that their anticipations were
inaccurate and unrealistic, these newcomers suffer from
"reality shock."

Stage three encompasses the consequences of stage two.
In this stage, newcomers experiencing reality shock in stage
two are likely to exhibit low job satisfaction and
performance. To the extent that newcomers learn to cope and
adjust, stage three is described as role management, change

and acquisition, mutual acceptance or adaptation. By the

VN
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time this stage is reached, newcomers have learned what is
expected of them in their new organizational roles and are
encouraged to behave accordingly. If newcomers are able to
adapt, this stage results in the newcomer becoming a fully
accepted member. Newcomers who are unable or unwilling to
adapt are not accepted in stage three. Organizations may
try to "break down" these newcomers in an attempt to elicit
desired behaviors. Newcomers who continue to resist
adjustment are likely to be dismissed from the organization
or become isolated and ostracized within the organization.

Stage models have several shortcomings. The sharp
demarcations suggested by stages seems artificial.
Organizational socialization is a more continuous process.
The proposed stage models appear rigid and deterministic in
their assumptions that there is no significant
organizational or individual variation in the socialization
process. These models presume that all organizations engage
in the same socialization practices. These models also
contend that all newcomers proceed through the stages at the
same rate with essentially the same experiences. This
perspective implies that socialization is something that is
"done" to newcomers. Individuals are viewed as reactive,
with little power over the process. Finally, stage models
are mére descriptive than explanatory. They focus on the
socialization outcomes that result at each stage without

delving into the specific processes by which they occur.

A
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Although several researchers have attempted to test
stage models (Feldman, 1976; Graen, Orris, & Johnson, 1973;
Toffler, 1981; Van Maanen, 1975), the empirical evidence
supporting them is weak. There is no evidence that
socialization occurs in the discrete steps proposed by stage
models. Moreover, some studies suggest that the
socialization is much more transactional with newcomers and
insiders exerting mutual influence on the process (Jones,
1983; Kozlowski & Ostroff, 1987; Van Maanen, 1975).

Organizational models. Organizational models
represent the second major class of socialization theories.
These models attempt to distinguish the methods or tactics
that organizations employ to socialize newcomers. A
newcomer’s socialization outcomes are thought to be the
direct result of the type of socialization tactics
organizations utilize.

Wanous (1980) discussed the formal and informal tactics
organizations use to socialize newcomers. Training,
education, and apprenticeship are examples of formal methods
of socialization, while debasement experiences, and
seduction represent the informal tactics. Schein (1964)
described a typical debasement practice as an "upending
experience" which drastically alters the newcomer’s self-
image. The military routinely puts new recruits through a
series of debasement experiences designed to strip away

their individual identities and build a stronger association

A
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with the armed forces. Seduction is accomplished by
providing the newcomer with the illusion of many tempting
choices when one is actually more attractive. The
organizational reward structure is designed such that the
newcomer is subtly pushed to select and rationalize
organizationally favorable choices (Festinger, 1954).

Wanous’ basic premise was that individuals should be
matched with organizations through the processes of
recruitment, selection, and socialization. Socialization
was viewed as the process by which organizations change
newcomers to achieve a match, or proper fit between
individuals and the organization. However, Wanous also
contended that a good "match" is not uniformly desirable.

He recognized that overly matched individuals may serve only
to perpetuate the status quo and create more conformity than
is organizationally functional.

The "people processing" approach (Van Maanen, 1978; Van
Maanen and Schein, 1979) also focused on the effects that
various organizational socialization tactics have on
newcomers. Van Maanen and Schein developed a taxonomy
consisting of six major tactical dimensions: (1) collective
vs. individual--referring to whether newcomers are
socialized as a group or singly in isolation from one
another; (2) formal vs. informal--indicating whether
newcomers have structured socialization experiences or trial

and error type experiences; (3) sequential vs. random--

A
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referring to whether the "socialization steps" a newcomer
goes through are clearly identifiable and ordered or more
ambiguous and open to change; (4) fixed vs. variable--
identifying whether the socialization timetable is specified
or unspecified; (5) serial vs. disjunctive--addressing
whether newcomers are groomed according to a role model or
no role model is available; and (6) investiture vs.
divestiture--referring to whether the individual
characteristics newcomers bring to an organization are
affirmed and favored or stripped and discouraged.

Van Maanen and Schein’s (1979) perspective minimized
the role of individual variation. How the newcomer responds
in the organizational setting is contingent upon the
particular combination of socialization tactics employed by
the organization, rather than any newcomer individual
differences. When socialization is sequential, variable,
serial, and involves divestiture tactics, newcomers are
expected to adopt a "custodial role response." That is,
newcomers will tend to approach the organization in the same
way that present members do. This is similar to Wanous’
(1980) notion of how overly matched newcomers perpetuate the
status quo. Socialization tactics that are collective,
formal, random, fixed, and disjunctive are proposed to
result in content innovation. This means that through their
socialization experiences, newcomers are encouraged to

express and implement new ways of doing their jobs. Content

A
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innovation can be contrasted with role innovation, which
results when socialization tactics are individual, informal,
random, disjunctive, and involve investiture processes.
Role innovation means that newcomers do not merely alter the
content of their jobs, they redefine the job.

Organizational models, such as the one advocated by Van
Maanen and Schein (1979), overcome some of the shortcomings
of stage models. Organizational models recognize that
newcomers may be socialized according to different tactics
or practices that vary across organizations. Jones (1986)
provided empirical support for the basic propositions that
certain socialization tactics result in custodial role
orientations, while others are more likely to lead to more
innovative role orientations. Organizational models are
also an improvement over stage models in that they allow for
variability in the socialization process, which leads to
outcome variation among individuals.

These models of socialization, however, have their own
unique set of problems. Although individual newcomers are
believed to have differential responses to socialization,
those responses are viewed as totally dependent upon the
tactics employed by the organization. The people processing
perspective also holds that the degree to which an
individual becomes adequately socialized depends primarily
upon the organizational tactics employed. The emphasis is

not placed on the personal attributes and actions of the

¥ N
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newcomers themselves. Wanous (1980) recognized the capacity
of individuals to influence the organization through a
process termed personalization, ﬁowever, socialization was
viewed as the more powerful process.

The notion of tactics implies that organizations
socialize newcomers according to a predetermined design or
plan. In actuality, most socialization is probably more
informal or "accidental." From a more realistic view,
socialization is a reciprocal, transactional process between
newcomers and organizational insiders, typically occurring
without great orchestration from either.

Interactionist models. Interactionist models of
organizational socialization incorporate the components of
interactional psychology. Terborg (1981) offered the
following definition:

Interactional psychology is an approach to the

study and explanation of behavior that emphasizes

a continuous and multidirectional interaction

between person characteristics and situation

characteristics. It draws attention to the

complex transaction whereby individuals select,

interpret, and change situations. (p. 569)

Endler and Magnusson (1976) detailed the role of
causation in interactional psychology, asserting that
different degrees of support for reciprocal causation can be

derived from the presence of joint main effects,

V' N
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interactions, and moderator effects. The basic theme of the
interactionist view is that "people and human settings are
inseparable; people are the setting because it is they who
make the setting (Schneider, 1987, p. 440)." 1In other
words, people and settings mutually influence one another.
Individual differences and situational specificities both
affect individual outcomes.

Recent models of organizational socialization reflect
the interactionist perspective. According to Fisher (1986),
the interactionist view of organizational socialization
recognizes the newcomer as an active problem solver, seeking
out people and learning settings judged to be valuable in
facilitating adjustment. Interactionist models represent an
improvement over stage and organizational models, contending
that socialization experiences and outcomes are the result
of the reciprocal effects of organizational efforts and
newcomer initiative. Four interactionist models, proposed
by Louis (1980), Jones (1983), Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987),
and Reichers (1987), are discussed below.

Focusing on the cognitive aspects, Louis (1980)
conceived of socialization as a "sense making" process. She
contended that newcomers consciously cope with three key
features of the new organizational environment: change,
contrast, and surprise. Change is defined as objective
differences between the newcomer’s new and old settings.

Contrast describes the emergence of focal aspects of the new

A



17
environment that have particular salience for the newcomer.
Surprise is the difference between the newcomer’s
anticipated beliefs about the organization and what is
actually experienced. Socialization is successful to the
extent that newcomers are able to effectively cope with each
of these features.

According to Louis (1980), newcomer coping is a
conscious cognitive process triggered by surprise in the new
organizational environment. Coping is effective to the
extent that newcomers assign the correct meanings to
unanticipated organizational events. Louis contended that
organizational insiders are vital in leading newcomers to
the appropriate conclusions. As she stated:

It seems particularly important for newcomers to

have insiders who might serve as sounding boards

and guide them to important background information

for assigning meaning to events and surprises.

Insiders are seen as a potentially rich source of

assistance to newcomers in diagnosing and

interpreting the myriad surprises that may arise

during their transitions into new settings.

Insiders are already "on board"; presumably, they

are equipped with richer historical and current

interpretive perspectives than the newcomer alone

possesses. Information may also come through
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insider-newcomer relationships, averting and/or

precipitating surprises. (p. 243)

Jones (1983) emphasized the role of the newcomer in his
model of organizational socialization by describing the
impact of individual difference variables on the
socialization process. Specifically, self-efficacy and
growth need strength were expected to affect newcomers’
initial psychological orientations toward organizations,
their attributional processes, and their ability to make
sense of the new settings. 1In addition, Jones (1983)
proposed that the way individuals have dealt with new
situations in the past will be a major determinant of
success in coping with the new organizational setting.

Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) focused on informational
sources and the processes by which newcomers learn about key
content domains in the organizational setting. They
conceptualized newcomers as active information seekers,
soliciting information about role, task, group, and
organizational domains from a variety of sources, such as
coworkers, supervisors, and mentors. They proposed that
newcomer socialization outcomes, including knowledge,
adjustment, and performance would be affected by the amount
of information gathered and the sources utilized.

The model proposed by Reichers (1987) focused on the
role of newcomer/insider interaction in determining the rate

of socialization. The basic hypothesis was that the amount

A
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of interaction newcomers experience has a direct impact on
the rate at which they are socialized. According to her
model, the amount of interaction is determined by the
proactiveness of agents in the organizational setting,
including the newcomer. In other words, the amount of
interaction a newcomer experiences is contingent upon the
initiative taken by both the newcomer and organizational
insiders.

Although the empirical testing of interactionist models
of organizational socialization has been limited, the
evidence that exists is supportive. For example, Jones
(1986) supplied evidence for the moderating effect of
newcomer self-efficacy on socialization processes.

Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) found that previous work
experience affects the extent to which newcomers seek
information from coworkers, supervisors, and mentors. 1In
addition, they substantiated that prior experience and
amount of information gathered, subsequently affect newcomer
knowledge, adjustment, and performance. The general
acknowledgement of socialization as a transactional process,
mutually affected by organizational newcomers and insiders,
represents a substantial improvement over previous theories
of socialization. The recognition of newcomers as active
agents is an especially meaningful step in understanding the

socialization process. The greatest value of interactionist

YV N
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models lies in their attempts to specify what and how

newcomers learn in the organizational environment.




CONCEPTUAL DEVELOPMENT

The theory of organizational socialization proposed
here incorporates the elements of interactionist models and
attempts to fill some important gaps left by those models.
Previous theories have established four key propositions
that constitute the basis of the present view: (a)
Organizational socialization is a reciprocal transactional
process between newcomers and organizational insiders
(Jones, 1983; Kozlowski & Ostroff, 1987; Louis, 1980;
Reichers, 1987); (b) The socialization process is affected
by newcomers themselves, through the impact of their
individual differences and the ways in which they cope with
the new setting (Jones, 1983; Kozlowski & Ostroff, 1987;
Louis, 1980; Reichers, 1987); (c) Newcomers learn about and
adjust to their new environments by interacting with key
insiders, such as supervisors and coworkers (Kozlowski &
Ostroff, 1987; Louis, 1980; Reichers, 1987); (d) The amount
of interaction newcomers experience is determined by the
amount of proaction exhibited by all agents (Reichers,

1987) .
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The tenets enumerated above all address the process of
organizational socialization. They describe how newcomers
learn by interacting with organizational insiders.
Interactionist models also delineate what newcomers must
learn during the socialization process to become adjusted
organizational members. For example, Kozlowski and Ostroff
(1987) suggested that newcomers learn about four key content
domains: task, group, role, and organization. These four
areas are representative of formal, work related matters a
newcomer must master.

However, complete newcomer adjustment also depends upon
fitting into the organization’s social structure. The
career (Super, 1957) and leadership (Fleishman, Harris, &
Burtt, 1955) literatures have long recognized the important
role of social relationships in individual and
organizational effectiveness. The importance of social
adjustment has been neglected in the organizational
socialization literature to date. The proposed view
incorporates social adjustment as a key socialization
outcome and contends that social adjustment is achieved
through a process of social interaction, in the same way
that work adjustment is accomplished through work related
interaction.

The conceptual heuristic (Figure 1) distinguishes
social interaction from work related interaction. Each type

of interaction is expected to affect corresponding

VN



23

uoj1onpes
se0u)®
juow)en(pe
1008

JuoWw} I WwWoo
uojjusju|
°nue}

juowjenipe
Niom

+§89001g UOTIBZTTRTO0§ @Yyl JO OFISTinay Tenideduo) :1 2andTg

{44

uopjorseiu|
121908

uio)yed
uo|}o80id

uojjoRIRY|
poie|oY NJOM

K}1q198099%®
oouepuedopioju) Hee)
:810)084 [RUO|IEN}|IS

ooussedxe yJom Jopd
Aoedjjjo-jjos

Ay nBjque jJo ©dURIS|0}
:910)0%4 (ENPIAIPY]|




24
socialization outcomes. The total amount of interaction
newcomers experience is proposed to lead to more global
outcomes. The proaction pattern, as determined by the
initiator of the interaction and interaction content, is the
focus of the heuristic model. The proaction pattern is
expected to have a differential impact on the corresponding
outcomes. Specifically, work related interactions initiated
by newcomers are proposed to have the greatest impact on
work related outcomes and social interactions initiated by
organizational insiders are expected to have the greatest
impact on social outcomes. Global outcomes are contended to
be most affected by the total amount of interaction
initiated by organizational insiders.

In the sections that follow, the model components and
their corresponding hypotheses are more fully explicated.
Interaction Content and Total Amount of Interaction

In the following subsections, three classes of
interaction and their corresponding socialization outcomes
are discussed. Work related, social, and the total amount
of interaction are proposed to affect work related, social,
and global outcomes respectively. The hypothesized
relationships between interaction content and socialization
outcomes are presented in terms of content specificity
notions elaborated below. First, however, the justification
for the distinction between work and social content is

discussed.
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Basis of the work and social content distinction. The

literature to date has tended to focus on the work related
aspects of the socialization process, neglecting the social
processes that may also be important in helping the newcomer
become integrated into the organization. The significance
of social mechanisms to organizational behavior has been
widely discussed in other contexts, especially in the
leadership literature. Several leadership theories have
distinguished and elaborated upon work and social related
processes.

Fleishman et al. (1955) identified two leadership
styles, initiating structure and consideration, which differ
on the extent to which task or social concerns are
emphasized. The initiating structure leadership style is
dominated by work related interaction content focused on
task completion and imposing organization on work. Leaders
who are more considerate focus on building trust and
friendly relations. Consideration is not described as the
opposite end of the continuum for initiating structure.
Rather, leaders may be high or low on both styles and each
has important subordinate outcomes associated with it.
Similarly, Blake and Mouton (1964) characterize managerial
styles using a grid approach with two dimensions that
distinguish concern for people and concern for production.
The manner in which these two concerns are linked is

proposed to define how a manager uses the organizational
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hierarchy to get work done. The most positive outcomes for
the organization and its members are consistently associated
with the use of a managerial style characterized by high
concern for production and people. The perspective
developed here is consistent with the ideas of Fleishman
et al. and Blake and Mouton. Newcomers may experience
and/or initiate high or low amounts of both work and social
interaction. Furthermore, work and social related
interactions are associated with different socialization
outcomes sets that are both essential to successful
socialization.

Fiedler’s (1971, 1972) contingency theory of leadership
also distinguishes social and work related content. The two
leader personality styles identified by Fiedler’s least
preferred coworker scale identify the extent to which
leaders focus on interpersonal relations or the task.
According to the theory, each focus can be successful
depending upon certain subordinate and situational
characteristics. 1In contrast to the theories discussed
above, Fiedler’s contingency approach contends that leaders
exhibit only one style, and because it is a personality
characteristic this style cannot be changed.

Finally, the vertical dyad linkage theory of leadership
(Graen & Cashman, 1975) contends that supervisors do not
interact with all subordinates in the same manner. Rather,

supervisors establish and maintain different relationships

A
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with individual subordinates, such that an in-group and an
out-group are developed. Those in the out-group experience
narrow task supervision, while members of the in-group
receive more personal attention and social support from the
supervisor and are more organizationally successful as a
result. This phenomenon demonstrates the significant impact
social interaction may have on individuals within the
organization. Organizational newcomers who do not
experience the social interaction components that accompany
socialization into the in-group are likely never to become
fully functional organizational members.

Content specificity. In the psychological literature,
it is generally understood that in order to find expected
relationships between independent and dependent variables,
the content specificity of the independent variable must be
appropriate for the outcome variable. That is, the content
and level of specificity in the independent variable must be
relevant to the content and specificity in the dependent
variable. 1In climate research for example, Schneider (1981)
found that the components of climate must be measured
specifically to find expected outcome effects. The notion
of content specificity is also evident in Ajzen and
Fishbein’s (1977) research on attitudes and behaviors and
Epstein’s (1979) personality research.

The level of specificity in independent and dependent

variables is maintained in the hypotheses developed in the
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following subsections. The interaction content newcomers
experience in the organizational setting is expected to
affect relevant socialization outcomes. For example, work
related interaction is expected to affect work related
outcomes, more than social and global outcomes. Social
interaction will exert the most influence on social
outcomes, as compared to work related and global outcomes.
And finally, total interaction will affect chiefly global
outcomes, rather than specific social and work related
outcomes.

Work related interaction content. In identifying what

organizational newcomers must learn, the focus in the
socialization literature has been primarily work related.
For instance, Fisher (1986) identified four major categories
of content that newcomers should master through the process
of socialization: (a) organizational values, goals and
culture, (b) work group norms and values, (c) skills and
knowledge necessary for job performance, and (d) personal
change factors relating to identity, self-image, and motive
structure. Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987, 1988) found that
newcomers used a variety of sources to learn about task,
role, group, and organizational content domains during
socialization. Kirmeyer and Lin (1987) defined work related
interaction content as references to past, present, and
future work responsibilities, as well as the broader

organizational context and professional goals. The results



29
of their study revealed that 79 percent of interactions in
the organizational setting were work related.

Work related interaction content is defined narrowly
for present purposes as those topics directly related to job
performance, such as skills, knowledge, job tasks,
procedures, and work priorities. A more inclusive
definition, encompassing organizational and work group
topics, was avoided to make a clear distinction between work
and social interaction. In addition, work related
interaction as defined in this job specific manner is
expected to have the greatest impact on an important
socialization outcome variable, work adjustment.

According to Fisher (1982) work adjustment is reflected
in effective work relationships, skill proficiency,
independence in action, and the development of a personal
work system. Through work related interactions with
organizational insiders, newcomers learn their jobs and
acquire the information necessary to become functional
organizational members. In other words, they become
adjusted. Completing one’s tasks and fulfilling one’s role
requirements is clearly a desirable outcome of socialization
from both the newcomer and organizational perspectives.

Hypothesis 1: (a) Newcomers experiencing more

work related interaction will exhibit greater work

adjustment. (b) Compared to work related
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interaction, social interaction will have minimal

effects on work adjustment.

Social interaction content. At an intuitive level, it
is obvious that not all interactions occurring in the
organizational context are work related. Work also produces
opportunities for social activity. The significant social
aspects of organizational socialization have been neglected,
even in interactionist models of the process. Individuals
comprise organizations and if newcomers are to fit into and
feel comfortable in an organization’s social structure, they
must interact on a social level. Rafaeli and Sutton (1989)
recognized the significant impact of reciprocal emotional
influence on individuals in work settings. They
demonstrated that emotional or social expression has
profound effects on individual behavior in the
organizational environment. Dean and Brass (1985) found
that greater social interaction among coworkers leads to
more realistic perceptions of the work in an organization.
In the climate literature, Van Maanen and Kunda (1989)
contended that organizational cultures can be classified as
more or less emotionally sustaining and exacting on their
members. Newcomers must learn to cope and adjust to the
social side of their organizations, just as they must learn
how to perform job functions. Social interaction

facilitates this process. The outcomes resulting from
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social interaction are different, but equally important as
those outcomes stemming from work related interactions.

Social interaction content is closely linked to the
concept of social support in the current literature.
According to House (1981), emotional support, which involves
empathy, trust, love, and caring, is the most important form
of social support. Feldman and Brett (1983) found empirical
evidence that newcomers seek social support in addition to
task information. Pinder and Schroeder (1987) found that
social support from supervisors and coworkers helped reduce
the time required for new transfers to feel proficient at
their jobs. Social support can only be provided to
newcomers through social interaction.

Social interaction content is best characterized as
éupportive, cordial, and directed at an individual’s
personal, rather than organizational identity. Borrowing
from Cohen and Wills’s (1985) definition of non-work focused
content, social interaction content includes topics relating
to leisure activities, politics, personal problems, and
relations with friends and family. These authors speculated
that social visiting and talking about nontask-related
concerns on the job may enhance the perceived supportiveness
of interpersonal relations. Similarly, Kirmeyer and Lin
(1987) found that the more nonwork interactions individuals

experienced on the job, the more supported they felt.
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Support is one facet of a broader outcome category
linked to the social interactions that occur during the
socialization process. This category, labelled social
adjustment, includes factors such as the number of coworker
friends a newcomer has, the quality of interpersonal
relationships with coworkers, and the newcomer’s feelings of
belonging (Fisher, 1982). The significance of social
adjustment and its impact on a newcomer’s overall
organizational adaptation has been largely ignored in the
socialization literature. Clearly, learning to do one’s job
well is important, but a newcomer cannot become a fully
functional member of an organization without also
experiencing the feeling of belonging that results from
social interaction with organizational insiders.

Social interaction is also related to another important
socialization outcome, the reduction of stress. Newcomers
are motivated to alleviate the stress and anxiety associated
with organizational entry (Berlew & Hall, 1966; Schein,
1968; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979). Furthermore, research
findings consistently demonstrate that social support from
supervisors and coworkers diminishes the stress individuals
experience (Blau, 1981; Fusilier, Ganster, & Mayes, 1987;
Ganster, Fusilier, & Mayes, 1986; Kirmeyer & Lin, 1987;
Seers, McGee, Serey, & Graen, 1983). Although no study has
examined the reduction of stress for newcomers in

particular, it is not unreasonable to expect that
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supervisors and peers would have an equal impact on
eradicating stress experienced by this group.

Hypothesis 2: (a) Newcomers experiencing more

social interaction will exhibit greater social

adjustment and less stress. (b) Compared to

social interaction, work related interaction will

have minimal effects on social adjustment and

stress reduction.

Total interaction. Total amount of interaction is
defined as the sum of work related and social interactions
the newcomer experiences in the organizational environment.
The socialization outcomes associated with total interaction
are global. That is, there is no basis to distinguish them
as uniquely social or work related. These outcomes
including tenure intention, job satisfaction, and
organizational commitment are more general than work and
social adjustment. Therefore it is logical that they would
be related to general or total interaction, rather than
social or work related interaction specifically.

Tenure intention is a global socialization outcome
widely studied in the literature to date. Tenure intention
is defined as a newcomer’s plan or desire to remain employed
with the organization. A number of studies have found
relationships between the amount of interaction newcomers
experience and intention to stay. For example, Louis,

Posner, and Powell (1983) found that interaction with peers
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and supervisors was significantly related to newcomer tenure
intention. Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) found that learning
from supervisors and coworkers was negatively related to
newcomer intention to quit. In a longitudinal study of
newcomer adjustment, Fisher (1985) found that social
support, from supervisors and coworkers was negatively
related to intention to quit.

Job satisfaction is another global outcome that has
received considerable research attention in the
socialization context. "Job satisfaction may be defined as
a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the
appraisal of one’s job or job experiences (Locke, 1976, p.
1300)." Louis et al. (1983) found that interaction with
peers and supervisors was positively related to newcomer
satisfaction. Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) found that
learning from a supervisor was positively related to
satisfaction on the job. Two studies (Fisher, 1985; Seers
et al., 1983) also demonstrated a relationship between
social support and satisfaction.

Organizational commitment is generally regarded as a
key outcome of effective socialization. The construct is
defined as "a partisan, affective attachment to the goals
and values of an organization, to one’s role in relation to
goals and values, and to the organization for its own sake,
apart from its purely instrumental worth (Buchanan, 1974, p.

533)." Louis et al. (1983) found that interactions with
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peers and supervisors were positively related to newcomer
commitment. Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) found that
learning from a supervisor was positively related to company
commitment. Fisher (1985) found that social support from
supervisors and coworkers was positively related to
commitment.

Hypothesis 3: Newcomers experiencing a greater

amount of total interaction will be more likely to

intend to remain employed with the organization,

be satisfied with their jobs, and feel committed

to the organization.
Proaction

Having established the interaction content/outcome
relationships shown in Figure 1, the more complex proaction,
interaction, and outcome relations can now be addressed.
The focus is on the pattern of proaction. Socialization
outcomes are examined as related to interaction content and
the proactive source or initiator of the interaction.
Socialization outcomes are expected to differ depending on
which specific agents (e.g. newcomers or organizational
insiders) are proactive.

Proaction defined. Although it was only recently

introduced to the socialization literature, the concept of
proaction has been previously considered elsewhere in the
organizational literature. At the organizational level,

proactive and reactive environmental scanning strategies
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have been contrasted (Fahey & King, 1977; Jain, 1984;
Thomas, 1980). Fahey and King (1977) contended that most
organizations adopt reactive approaches to environmental
scanning. That is, the environment is only studied in
response to a crisis or some unanticipated event that
creates a need for additional information. Proactive
scanning was proposed as the more effective and least often
used planning strategy. Under this approach, organizations
engage in continuous environmental scanning to anticipate
change and its resulting impact. Thomas (1980) made the
same distinction between proactive and reactive
environmental scanning, but contended that most
organizations engaged in some form of continuous proactive
scanning and as a result were more effective.

Managers, their strategies and agendas, have also been
characterized by the extent to which they are proactive or
reactive (Aguilar, 1967; Larson, Bussom, Vicars, & Jauch,
1986; Stewart, 1979). Stewart (1979) described a proactive
manager as one with an explicit agenda regarding objectives,
that also had a sense of the strategies and tactics to use
in achieving the objectives. 1In contrast, reactive managers
adopted short-term strategies that involved dealing with
various issues as they arose. Stewart contended that
factors including the demands of the job or the
organizational setting, the manager’s personality, and the

manager’s job experiences were all potential determinants of
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whether or not proactive strategies were likely to be
employed. Stewart also proposed that more proactive
managers were also more effective.

Larson et al. (1986) made the following distinction,
". . . a proactive manager can be described as one who
actively initiates action and seeks out others to accomplish
her/his agenda. A reactive manager, on the other hand is
one who responds to initiations and requests from others (p.
390)." These authors rejected the notion of global
proactivity in favor of examining with whom managers were
proactive and what they were proactive about. Variance was
found across contacts and content domains.

Two key factors have been present in each treatment of
proaction to date. First, each conception of proaction
contained the elements of self-initiation and active search.
Second, proaction was associated with greater effectiveness
and success. These two ideas are consistent with proaction
as it is conceptualized for present research purposes. In
genefal terms, proaction is a process of interaction
initiation resulting in successful newcomer socialization.

Proaction is specifically defined in this study as an
individual’s tendency to actively seek and initiate
interactions with other organizational members. Highly
proactive individuals actively pursue communication
opportunities and begin conversations with others. Those

who are less proactive are not as likely to seek out
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communication opportunities and initiate interactions. Two
categories of potential proactors can be distinguished in
the organizational setting, newcomers and organizational
insiders.

Organizational insiders. Nearly all models of

socialization have included organizational insiders as key
agents (Kozlowski & Ostroff, 1987; Louis, 1980; Reichers,
1987). Supervisors and coworkers in newcomers’ immediate
work groups represent the insiders likely to have the
greatest impact on socialization processes, due to the
greater opportunity for interaction with these individuals.

In a study of socialization practices, Louis et al.
(1983) found that newcomers felt interactions with coworkers
and supervisors were the most helpful socialization aids.
Newcomers again cited coworkers and supervisors among the
most helpful sources of information in a study by Kozlowski
and Ostroff (1987). Newcomers reported that interaction
with organizational insiders provided more information than
other practices, such as training manuals and trial and
error tactics.

Organizational newcomers. Taking the interactionist

perspective, newcomers themselves are the other major class
of potential proactors in the organizational setting.
Cogswell (1968) commented on the freedom newcomers have in
selecting their own agents. Van Maanen (1978) also

acknowledged that newcomers may select their own
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socialization agents. Although individual differences were
given only secondary importance in his model, he did suggest
that newcomers who push the hardest by demanding more time
and asking more questions learn the most. Reichers’s (1987)
stance was that by being proactive the newcomer, in effect,
becomes his or her own socialization agent.

Feldman and Brett (1983) provided empirical evidence
that newcomers behave proactively by: (a) getting others to
provide task help, (b) seeking out information, and (c)
seeking out social support; Kozlowski and Ostroff (1988)
found that newcomers reported initiating more interactions
with coworkers than coworkers initiate with them, suggesting
that newcomers actually solicit information.

Effects of proaction. The total amount of proaction

from all agents is important in that it directly affects the
amount of interaction experienced by newcomers (Reichers,
1987). As a result, more opportunities for learning are
created. However, the source of proaction, that is whether
interactions are initiated by coworkers, supervisors, or the
newcomers themselves, may be equally important in terms of
how the interaction is perceived and what is gained.
Kirmeyer and Lin (1987) suggested that being the
initiator of an interaction enhances personal control and
promotes positive feelings about the interaction. Lawler,
Porter, and Tennenbaum (1968) found that managers evaluated

self-initiated interactions more favorably than other
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jnitiated interactions. They contended that individuals

have more control over self-initiated interactions and that

these interactions are perceived as more worthwhile.

Interaction Content and Proaction Source

Two relationships bétween interaction content and
socialization outcomes have been proposed: (a) Work related
interaction will lead to work adjustment, and (b) Social
interaction will enhance social outcomes, such as social
adjustment and stress reduction. Potential sources of
proaction and the effects of proaction on the perception of
interactions have also been discussed. 1In the sections that
follow, the concepts of interaction content and source of
proaction will be combined to propose that socialization
outcomes depend not only on the type of interaction content
a newcomer experiences, but also on the source of proaction.
The combination of these concepts is labelled "proaction
ﬁattern" in Figure 1.

Work related proaction. As noted previously, newcomers

who push the hardest, demand more time of organizational
insiders, and ask more questions, will learn the most (Van
Maanen, 1978). It is legitimate to say that positive work
related socialization outcomes depend primarily upon the
ability of the newcomer to exhibit this type of behavior.
Recall the components of work adjustment: skill
proficiency, independence in action, a personal work system,

and effective work relationships (Fisher, 1982). The
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attainment of each of these components requires a certain
self-awareness and self-sufficiency on the part of the
newcomer. Newcomers themselves should know better than
anyone, including organizational insiders, what knowledge
and skills they lack. Although supervisors and coworkers
can bring initiates up to a level of adequacy by telling
them what to do, newcomers are obligated to fill in the gaps
that will lead them to become fully functional members.
Newcomers can most effectively accomplish this by initiating
work related interactions with others in the work setting.

Hypothesis 4: (a) Newcomers initiating greater

amounts of work related interaction will exhibit

greater work adjustment. (b) Compared to work

related interactions initiated by newcomers,

interactions initiated by organizational insiders

will have minimal effects on work adjustment.

Social proaction. Recall that a newcomer’s social

adjustment is reflected in the number of coworker friends a
newcomer has, the quality of interpersonal relationships
with coworkers, and the newcomer’s feelings of belonging
(Fisher, 1982). Although Feldman and Brett (1983) provided
empirical evidence that newcomers desire the supportive
interactions associated with these social adjustment
outcomes, the key issue is whether or not organizational
insiders provide the required type of interaction. 1In the

previous section, the newcomer’s work related proaction was
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hypothesized to have the greatest impact on work adjustment
and performance. Here, the social proaction of
organizational insiders is proposed to have the greatest
effect on social adjustment and reduced stress.

To be classified as such, social interaction must be
friendly, supportive, and aimed at the target’s personal
identity. Newcomers may certainly initiate these types of
interactions with their supervisors and coworkers, but they
are likely to affect the newcomer’s social adjustment and
stress reduction only to the extent that they encourage a
similar type of proaction from organizational insiders. A
newcomer must feel that relevant others in the work setting
have interest in him or her as a person, an interest that
extends beyond the newcomer’s organizational function.
Social proaction from organizational insiders is required to
integrate newcomers into the organization’s social network
and enhance their feelings of belonging.

The social support and stress literatures provide some
empirical evidence for these arguments. For example, Ford
(1985) found that social Qupport was strongly related to
satisfaction with peers and supervisors. The findings of
several researchers have demonstrated that social support
from supervisors and coworkers, helps reduce stress (Blau,
1981; Fusilier et al., 1987; Ganster et al., 1986; Kirmeyer

& Lin, 1987; Seers et al. 1983).
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Hypothesis 5: (a) Newcomers experiencing greater
amounts of social interaction initiated by
organizational insiders will exhibit greater
social adjustment and less stress. (b) Compared
to social interactions initiated by organizational
insiders, newcomer initiated social interactions
will have minimal effects on social adjustment and

stress.

Total proaction. Using arguments based on content

specificity, total amount of interaction was proposed to
influence global outcomes such as tenure intention,
commitment, and job satisfaction. Reviewing the definitions
of these outcomes reveals an underlying similarity among
them. Each global outcome variable seems to be an indicator
of newcomer affinity for the organization. Consider the
definition of commitment, specifically the portion which
states, "affective attachment. . .to the organization for
its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental worth
(Buchanan, 1974, p. 533)." This definition can be
interpreted as an emotional fondness for the organization.
Similarly, tenure intention is defined as a desire to stay
with the organization and job satisfaction as a positive
affective response to work, both reflecting positive emotion
directed toward the organization. Logically, a newcomer
must "like" the organization to respond in the affectively

positive ways described above.
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However, an organization is not an actual independent
entity. Organizations do not exist apart from the people
who comprise them. Therefore, given that newcomers
experiencing global socialization outcomes like the
organization, one can say more specifically that they like
the insiders, the organization’s most immediate
representatives. This is important because newcomers are
probably more apt to like organizational insiders when
insiders express interest in them. As described in the
previous subsection, organizational insiders express
interest in newcomers by initiating interactions with themn.

To summarize the argument, newcomers express liking for
the organization through the global socialization outcomes,
commitment, job satisfaction, and tenure intention.
Newcomers like the organization or the organizational
insiders, when these insiders have expressed interest in
them by initiating interactions. Therefore, newcomers will
be more likely to exhibit globai socialization outcomes when
organizational insiders are more proactive.

Hypothesis 6: (a) Newcomers experiencing greater

total amounts of interaction initiated by

supervisors and coworkers will exhibit greater job

satisfaction, commitment, and intention to stay.

(b) Compared to the total amount of interaction

initiated by supervisors and coworkers, newcomer

initiated interactions will have minimal effects
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on job satisfaction, commitment, and intention to
stay.

Proaction Antecedents

Considering the significant implications proaction has
for newcomers’ socialization outcomes, it is important to
consider factors that may encourage proaction. Two types of
antecedents are considered, individual variables--including
self-efficacy, previous work experience, and tolerance of
ambiguity, and situational variables--including task
interdependence and accessibility.! These variables are
expected to relate to proaction, as illustrated in Figure 1.
Due to the lack of research regarding these proaction
antecedents, each variable will be discussed, but no formal
hypotheses will be developed.

Self-efficacy. Bandura (1977) defined self-efficacy as

the expectation that behaviors required to produce outcomes
can be successfully executed. Bandura also stated that
"expectations of personal efficacy determine whether coping
behavior will be initiated, how much effort will be
expended, and how long it will be sustained in the face of
obstacles and aversive experience (p. 191)." 1In his
conceptualization of self-efficacy, Bandura contended that

efficacy develops through a process of experienced success.

1Because data will be obtained via newcomer self-
reports, the effects of individual variables on insider
proaction will not be examined. The effects of situational
variables on both insider and newcomer proaction will be studied.



46
That is, as individuals succeed, they acquire confidence
about their ability to perform successfully in the future.
This important aspect of self-efficacy is not reflected in
existing measures of the construct (e.g., Jones, 1986).

Highly self-efficacious newcomers by definition, have
learned how to perform successfully through past experience.
If past success was achieved through interacting with
organizational insiders and eliciting important information
related to effective functioning, these newcomers are likely
to be more proactive in the new organizational setting.
Newcomers low on self-efficacy, unaware of the value of
proacting and interacting with organizational insiders, may
be less likely to exhibit proaction.

Conversely, highly self-efficacious individuals who are
confident of their abilities, may feel able to rely upon
themselves in a new organizational environment. Having
coped successfully with new environments in the past, self-
efficacious newcomers are likely to feel they can manage a
new organizational setting with little assistance. As a
result newcomers high on self-efficacy may be less likely to
be proactive than those low on self-efficacy. Jones (1986)
provided some empirical support for this contention in that
highly self-efficacious newcomers assumed more innovative
role orientations, while newcomers low on self-efficacy

adopted custodial role orientations.
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Previous work experience. Jones (1983) proposed that

newcomers’ adaptive strategies in new organizational
settings, which may include degree of proactiveness, will
depend on how they have previously dealt with new
situations. The contention here is similar to the self-
efficacy argument. Basically, prior experience in similar
situations is proposed to affect behavior in the current
situation. Kozlowski and Ostroff (1987) used this notion to
explain the relationship between previous work experience
and newcomer learning strategy. In their study, newcomers
with high amounts of prior work experience used more
independent learning strategies, such as watching others and
trial and error. Stated another way, they were not
proactive with interpersonal sources. Those with moderate
and low amounts of experience were more proactive with
organizational insiders, seeking out supervisors and
coworkers for information.

However, recall that prior experience is expected to
affect future behavior. This notion suggests the counter
argument that more experienced newcomers who proacted in
past situations may be more likely to proact in new
organizational environments. Inexperienced newcomers, on
the other hand, are likely to have less information
regarding useful and appropriate behaviors in new

organizational settings. With no past experience to provide
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a basis for action, these newcomers may be less likely to
proact than their more experienced counterparts.

Tolerance of ambiguity. Budner (1962) defined

intolerance of ambiguity as "the tendency to perceive (i.e.
interpret) ambiguous situations as sources of threat (p.
29)." Adorno, Brunswik, Levinson, and Sanford (1950)
regarded intolerance of ambiguity as one component of the
authoritarian personality. 1Individuals considered high on
authoritarianism view their surroundings in a very
dichotomous, or "black and white” manner. Reichers (1987)
posited that individuals who are intolerant of ambiguity
will be less proactive, relying on less information before
they reach closure. This contention is consistent with the
components of the authoritarian personality. Authoritarian
individuals are aversive to ambiguity, purposefully avoiding
and rejecting any information not consistent with their
existing beliefs. In a new organizational environment,
these individuals may be likely to make quick decisions
about "the way things are,"” and thus, may be unlikely to
proactively seek out information that could counter their
beliefs.

On the other hand, newcomers with low tolerance of
ambiguity may feel a greater need to make sense of the new
organizational setting. This may prompt them to proact,
seeking information to better understand their own

experiences in the new environment. Those with high
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tolerance of ambiguity may take a less urgent approach to
understanding the new organizational environment. These
newcomers may be less likely to seek out others to clarify
their organizational experiences, electing to accumulate
organizational knowledge more gradually.

Task interdependence. Reichers (1987) suggested that

highly interdependent forms of task technology may force
interactions between newcomers and organizational insiders,
even in the absence of stroné individual tendencies to
proact. If newcomers and organizational insiders are
dependent on each other for task accomplishment, work
related proaction becomes a necessity and social proaction
may be encouraged. Thompson’s (1967) taxonomy of task
interdependence suggests a similar conclusion. Reciprocal
interdependence, as defined by Thompson, requires
coordination by mutual adjustment which necessitates the
greatest amount of communication and mutual decision making.
Therefore, highly interdependent tasks may, in a sense,
"force" newcomers and organizational insiders to proact.
Accessibility. Accessibility is defined here as the
degree to which structural factors enhance the physical
availability of organizational insiders to newcomers in the
work setting. The physical work environment may serve to
inhibit or promote interaction among newcomers and insiders.
Summarizing the effects of physical design on interaction,

Knapp (1978) stated that "the more inaccessible setting
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decreased interaction frequency and increased task-oriented
messages; the more accessible setting increased interaction
frequency and increased the amount of ’small talk’ (p.
104)."

In a study of research and development organizations,
Allen (1977) found that physical separation of individuals
decreased communication. He further reported that, "The
amount of difficulty, by way of corners to be turned,
indirect paths to be followed, and other obstacles
encountered in traversing a path intensifies the effect of
separation on communication probability (p. 266)." Clearly
when physical barriers are minimal and organizational
insiders and newcomers are more immediately available to
each other, there will be greater opportunities for
proaction.

However, at least one study suggested that physical
obstacles in the work environment may actually enhance the
amount of interaction that takes place. Hatch (1987) found
that greater physical barriers in the office were associated
with more interaction among coworkers. Hatch cautioned that
the generalizability of this finding could be limited since
the study’s participants were professional research
personnel. She did propose, however, that enclosed spaces
may encourage a sense of group cohesiveness and provide a

greater sense of privacy that enhances interaction.
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Therefore, it is difficult to predict how accessibility may

affect proaction in the current study.



METHOD

Participants

This study required a sample with special
characteristics. To capture authentic socialization
processes, participants had to hold relevant career-oriented
positions. Since the most formative socialization processes
apparently occur quickly, usually within the first few weeks
of employment (Major, McKellin, & Kozlowski, 1988), measures
had to be taken early in the organizational entry process.
In addition, variation on newcomer prior experience was
required to examine its potential influence on proaction.
Although it was difficult to identify a sample with these
characteristics, a cooperative program at a midwestern
college provided a sample that satisfied the requirements.

As part of their curriculum, students at this
cooperative college take career-related internships on a
rotating basis every 12 weeks. Each student’s sponsor
organization provides a total of 10 internship episodes over
five years. Although the internship experiences are all in
the same organization, interns are assigned to different

positions for each internship experience. Thus, these
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interns become newcomers every 12 weeks, encountering new
supervisors, coworkers, and job duties.

Given the 12 week rotation between classes and
internships, it was possible to take measurements within the
first few weeks of an internship episode. Variation on
career relevant experience was obtained by taking a cross-
sectional sample of students according to level in the
cooperative program. Students at different levels in the
progrém had varying numbers of internships.

Procedure

Approximately 1500 students, who were either currently
on or about to begin internships, were mailed a pre-survey
solicitation, which included a letter of introduction and a
return postcard. The letter briefly described the study and
requested participation, instructing interested students to
return the postcard. Surveys were then sent to the 548
students who returned postcards. Three weeks following the
survey mailing, reminder postcards were dispatched to all
those who were sent, but did not return surveys. Additional
surveys were sent upon request. As an incentive to complete
and return surveys, all participants were entered into a
random drawing for $100. In total, 437 surveys were
completed and returned.

Sample Characteristics

Descriptive biographical data were obtained for the

study’s 437 participants. Appendix A contains the specific
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items. The sample consisted of 307 males and 130 females.
The average age of participants was 21. Most were
engineering majors (N=379), a few majored in management or
marketing (N=30), and the rest belonged to various other
majors (N=28). Students at the senior level comprised 55
percent of the sample, 12 percent were juniors, 15 percent
were sophomores, freshman made up less than 1 percent, and
18 percent were recent graduates. This breakdown adequately
represented the population percentages of 48 percent
seniors, 19 percent juniors, 11 percent sophomores, 2
percent freshman, and 20 percent recent graduates. On the
average, participants reported having been on the job for
4.5 weeks and working in groups comprised of 10 people.
Measures

Prior to the survey mailing, newly developed measures
were pretested on a sample of 79 working undergraduates
enrolled in an organizational psychology course to establish
reliability estimates. Scales were then modified where
appropriate. Biographical measures and those for which
reliability estimates were available in the literature were
not pretested.

Proaction. Proaction, the focus of this study, is
defined as the tendency to seek and initiate communication
interactions with other organizational members. Six
proaction measures were developed for the present study:

newcomer work proaction, newcomer social proaction,
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supervisor work proaction, supervisor social proaction,
coworker work proaction, and coworker social proaction. The
social proaction scales were comprised of seven items, which
tapped how often conversations about topics such as personal
relationships, sports, and hobbies were initiated by each
source. The work proaction scales consisted of eight items,
directed at how often each source initiated conversations

about topics such as work procedures, quantity and quality

of work, and equipment use. All items were answered using a
five point rating scale ranging from (1) = "very
infrequently" to (5) = "very frequently." The basic

proaction scale is provided in Appendix B.

The proaction scale intercorrelations are provided in
Table 1. Except for the correlation between newcomer social
proaction and supervisor work proaction, all the
correlations among the proaction variables were significant.
Correlations among work proaction variables were noticeably
high, as were the correlations among social proaction
variables. The correlation between supervisor work and
social proaction was also high. Given the reciprocal nature
of interaction, these scales were expected to be correlated
to some extent. However, the magnitude of the correlations
raised some concern. Since the correlations were
particularly high within content domains (work and social),
the possibility that newcomers could not distinguish among

initiators was raised. Method variance was also a concern,



56
Table 1

Correlations: Newcomer, Coworker, and Supervisor
Work and Social Proaction

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Nwrk 3.28 .70 .83

2. Nsoc 2.49 .82 .18%x .88

(434)
3. Swrk 2.68 .84 .48%x .01 .90
(434) (433)

4. Ssoc 1.72 .74 .13% .38%xx  ,42xx .90
(434) (433) (434)

5. Cwrk 2.95 .71 .51%x ,15% .43%xx . 14% .82
(431) (430) (431) (431)
6. Csoc 2.72 .80 .13xx .70%xx ,09% .38%xx ,23x%xx .86

(431) (430) (431) (431) (431)

Note. Nwrk = Newcomer work proaction; Nsoc = Newcomer
social proaction; Swrk = Supervisor work proaction; Ssoc =
Supervisor social proaction; Cwrk = Coworker work
proaction; Csoc = Coworker social proaction.

Coefficient alpha reliability estimates appear on the
diagonal.

The number of cases for each correlation appears in
parentheses.

¥ = p. ¢ .05; ¥x = p. < .001,.
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since all proaction scales were completed by the newcomer
and presented in exactly the same format, with the stem
changing from one initiator to another (newcomer,
supervisor, and coworker).

Conceptually, the six types of proaction were distinct.
To further ascertain their empirical independence, all sets
of proaction items were subjected to a principal components
factor analysis. The components factor model was selected
instead of the common factor model because the goal of the
factor analysis was to explain the variance in the manifest
or observed scale, rather than relationships among latent
variables (Ford, MacCallum, & Tait, 1986). Using a Kaiser
criterion, the factor analysis yielded a ten-factor
solution. Since the Kaiser criterion is known to over-
factor, Cattell’s scree test (1966) was applied. This
criterion yielded a six factor solution, shown in Table 2.
The predicted factor structure was basically maintained,
with each factor accounting for at least three percent of
the variance. Factors 1, 2, and 3 were each complete
scales. Factor 1 corresponded to supervisor social
proaction, Factor 2 contained all supervisor work proaction
items, and Factor 3 included all newcomer social proaction
items. All newcomer work proaction items loaded on Factor
4, with one omission. All coworker work proaction items
loaded on Factor 5, with one omission. Factor 6 was

composed of four of the seven coworker social proaction



58

Table 2

Principal Components Factor Analysis

for Proaction Sources and Content

Ssocl2
Ssoclb
Ssoc?2
Ssocl3
Ssoc6
Ssoc9
Ssocb

Swrk17
Swrk8
Swrkl4
Swrk3
Swrkl
Swrk4
Swrkll
Swrkl0

Nsocl2
Nsoc2
Nsocl5
Nsocb
Nsoc6
Nsoc9
Nsocl13

Nwrk3
Nwrkl4
Nwrk7
Nwrk4
Nwrk1l0
Nwrkl
Nwrk$8

Factor
1 2 3 4 5 6
.81 .15 .18 -.06 .02 .18
.79 .23 .15 .02 .05 .04
.78 .18 .16 .02 .00 .01
.78 .09 .08 -.03 .01 .11
15 .14 .13 .04 .03 .05
.71 .23 .08 -.03 .06 .25
.70 .10 .13 .07 .02 -.10
.12 .80 -.11 .10 .15 .02
.10 .80 .05 .08 .02 .01
.18 17 -.10 .18 .09 -.02
.07 .16 .00 .19 .17 .10
.30 12 -.05 .08 .14 -.07
.22 .65 .03 .23 .09 .00
.15 .60 .03 .13 .07 -.08
.36 .48 -.05 .18 .04 -.02
.15 -.06 .80 .01 .01 .27
.08 .07 .15 .03 .06 .14
.21 -.03 .72 .11 .05 .18
.21 -.08 .65 .10 .05 .06
.16 -.06 .64 .02 .03 .07
.14 -.03 63 .10 .06 .53
.24 -.12 +55 .17 .00 .31
-.07 .21 .08 .74 .16 .06
.03 .12 -.07 .74 .17 .00
-.05 .18 .08 .70 .18 -.03
.00 .20 .10 .64 .05 .12
.04 .01 .07 .63 .06 .05
.06 .24 .14 51 .24 -.14
.08 .30 .09 .51 .13 .03
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Table 2 (cont’d.)

Factor
1 2 3 4 5 6

Cwrk3 .02 .13 .06 .25 .74 .01
Cwrk7 .03 .10 .03 .17 .74 .03
erkl 004 -16 012 -001 ‘71 --12
Cwrk4 .03 .17 .10 .18 .55 .18
erk14 007 011 -017 023 ¢53 .16
Cwrk8 .00 .22 .00 .11 .51 .05
Cwrkl0 .09 .02 -.02 .22 .47 .20
CSOCQ 111 -001 -28 004 008 079
Csocl3 .16 -.01 .23 .07 -.03 .68
CSOCIZ . 12 -003 032 --02 -03 065
Csocl5 .14 .13 .34 .03 .09 .48
EIGEN

VALUES* 10.15 6.18 3.89 1.93 1.74 1.62

*Eigen values for factors 7 through 10 were 1.35, 1.22, and
1.03 respectively.

Note. Ssoc = Supervisor social proaction; Swrk = Supervisor
work proaction; Nsoc = Newcomer social proaction; Nwrk =
Newcomer work proaction; Csoc = Coworker social proaction;
Cwrk = Coworker work proaction.

Loadings representing predicted factor structure are
underlined.
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items. These results demonstrated that even though the
proaction scales were correlated, they were still
empirically independent constructs. Newcomers were in fact
able to differentiate among proaction sources and content.
Because the variations from the predicted factor structure
- were considered trivial and all item content was considered
meaningful, the six scales were kept intact for remaining
study analyses. Internal consistency reliability estimates
for newcomer, supervisor, and coworker social proaction were
.88, .90, and .86 respectively. For newcomer, supervisor,
and coworker work proaction reliability estimates were .83,
.90, and .82 respectively.

Work and social adjustment. Work adjustment is the

extent to which newcomers demonstrate skill proficiency,
independence in action, a personal work system, and
effective work relationships (Fisher, 1982). This study
employed an eight-item work adjustment scale adapted from
Kozlowski and Ostroff (1988). The following is a sample
item from this measure: I feel like I have a good system
for doing my job. Social adjustment defines newcomers’
feelings of belonging and the quality of their interpersonal
relationships (Fisher, 1982). A nine-item social adjustment
measure was developed specifically for the proposed study.
The following is representative of items in this measure:

My coworkers and supervisor make me feel like I belong. A

seven point rating scale ranging from (1) = "strongly
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disagree” to (7) = "strongly agree"” was used for both
adjustment measures.

Work and social adjustment were considered conceptually
distinct socialization outcomes. To test the empirical
independence of these constructs, both sets of adjustment
items were subjected to a principal components factor
analysis. The solution yielded three factors, shown in
Table 3. Factor 1 contained all nine items from the social
adjustment scale. Five items from the work adjustment scale
loaded on Factor 2, with the remaining three work adjustment
items loading on Factor 3. An examination of item content
revealed that the three-item factor consisted of items
related to newcomers making a contribution at work. Because
of the similarity in content, these three items were treated
as a separate adjustment scale, labelled contribution, in
the remaining study analyses. Overall, the factor analysis
results showed that work and social adjustment were
statis£ically independent constructs. Work adjustment was
further refined, revealing the general and contribution
components.

The internal consistency reliability estimate for the
final five-item work adjustment scale was .80. The survey
alpha for social adjustment was .90. The three-item
contribution scale had an internal consistency reliability

estimate of .69. The following is one item from this
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Table 3

Principal Components Factor Analysis
for Work and Social Adjustment Items

Factor
1 2 3

Social Adjustment3 .80 .11 .10
Social Adjustmentl?7 .17 .10 .19
Social AdjustmentlO L1117 .17 .09
Social Adjustmentll .76 .19 .01
Social Adjustmentl4 .71 .05 .18
Social Adjustmentl .69 .04 .15
Social Adjustment? .69 -.05 .24
Social Adjustment5 .67 .34 .08
Social Adjustment9 .67 .34 -.14
Work Adjustment2 -.01 .16 .18
Work Adjustment8 .21 .75 .18
Work Adjustmentl12 .12 .72 .04
Work Adjustmentl13 .07 .69 .16
Work Adjustmentl6 .29 .63 .19
Contributionb .06 .13 .84
Contributionl5 .32 .26 .6

Contribution4 .14 .28 .62
EIGEN VALUES 6.34 2.31 1.26

Note. Items labelled Contribution were originally part of
the Work Adjustment scale.

Loadings above .60 are underlined for each factor.
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measure: I often make helpful suggestions to my coworkers
and supervisor. All three scales are presented in Appendix
C.

Work related stress. Work related stress, physical and

psychological discomfort created by the work environment,
was measured using a seven-item scale taken directly from
House and Rizzo (1972). I work under a great deal of
tension, is a sample item from this measure. All items were
answered using a true/false format. With the deletion of
one item, the scale’s internal consistency reliability
estimate was .70. The scale is shown in Appendix D.

Tenure intention. For purposes of this study, tenure

intention was defined as participants’ plans to remain with
their internship organization after graduation. A five-item
measure directed at the cooperative student sample was
developed especially for this study. The scale appears in
Appendix E. The following is representative of the items
comprising this measure: I would be intefested in working
for this company after graduation. The measure’s five point
response scale ranged from (1) = "strongly agree”" to (5) =
"strongly disagree." The internal consistency reliability
estimate was .88.

Job satigsfaction. Job satisfaction is the positive
affect experienced as the result of work. The five-item
measure used in this study was taken directly from Kozlowski

and Ostroff (1988) and is provided in Appendix F. The
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following is a sample item from the job satisfaction
measure: Overall, I am quite happy with this job. Items
were rated on a five point scale ranging from (1) =
"strongly agree" to (5) = "strongly disagree." This scale’s

internal consistency reliability estimate was .91.

Organizational commitment. Organizational commitment

is defined as affective attachment or loyalty to an
organization for its own sake. An eight-item scale adapted
from Mowday, Steers, and Porter (1979) was used to measure
this construct. Kozlowski and Ostroff (1988) employed a
similar adaptation of this measure. The following is a
representative item: I am proud to tell others that I am
part of this organization. All commitment items appear in
Appendix G. Items were rated on a seven point scale ranging
from (1) = "strongly disagree" to (7) = "strongly agree."
The coefficient alpha for this scale was .87.

Self-efficacy. Self-efficacy is the expectation that

behaviors required to produce outcomes can be successfully
executed (Bandura, 1977). Efficacy is proposed to develop
through experienced event-specific success. That is, as
people succeed in certain situations, they develop a sense
of efficacy regarding their own behavior in similar
situations or events. Care was taken in this study to
develop items around the concepts of previous success and
job specificity. The resulting self-efficacy measure

included six original items and two items adapted from Jones
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(1986). The following is a sample item from the self-
efficacy scale: 1 am prepared to function effectively on
this job because of my past experience. All items were
rated on a seven point scale ranging from (1) = "strongly
agree”" to (7) = "strongly disagree."” The scale appears in
Appendix H.

To ascertain its dimensionality, the self-efficacy
scale was subjected to a principal components factor
analysis, which yielded one five-item factor and a second
three-item factor. With the exception of one item, all the
items loading on Factor 1 reflected the important self-
efficacy components of past experience and work specificity.
The content of the other item was more general than the
others, addressing the extent to which college prepared
newcomers for jobs related to their majors. This item was
dropped for conceptual consistency. The internal
consistency reliability of the four remaining self-efficacy
items was .80.

The items loading on Factor 2, two of which were
adapted from Jones (1986), appeared similar to one another
in content, focusing on confidence in one’s ability to excel
(e.g2., handle a more challenging job). These three items
had a marginal internal consistency reliability of .63. 1In
addition, they were not as clearly conceptually defined as
the items loading on Factor 1. Thus, they were dropped from

further consideration for this research.
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Work experience. Two measures of previous work

experience were included in the survey: career-specific and
general job experience. Career-relevant experience was
measured by the number of internships completed by the
participant. General work experience was measured by the
total number of summer, full-time, and part-time jobs
previously held. The response format for both measures
required participants to record the appropriate number in
the corresponding blank. All work experience items are
presented in Appendix I. Since each scale consisted of a
single item, it was not possible to estimate reliability.

Tolerance of ambiguity. Tolerance of ambiguity is a

tendency to interpret ambiguous situations as threatening.
Budner (1962) and Rydell and Rosen (1966) served as guides
in developing the nine-item measure of tolerance of
ambiguity employed in this study. Each item was rated on a
seven point scale, ranging from (1) = "strongly disagree" to
(7) = "strongly agree." The following is a sample item from
the tolerance of ambiguity scale: I think it’s important to
know exactly what my work assignments are and when they are
due (reflected). All items appear in Appendix J. A
principal components factor analysis of this scale yielded
one seven-item factor and another two-item factor. Since
the reliability estimate of the seven items loading on the

first factor was comparable to the estimate for all nine
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items (.77), the two items loading on the second factor were

dropped from the scale.

Task interdependence. Task interdependence defines the

degree to which task completion requires mutual coordination
from work group members. The measure used in this study
included three-items adapted from Kozlowski and Ostroff
(1988) and two original items. The measure is provided in
Appendix K. The following is one item from this measure:

To what extent must your job activities be coordinated with
those of your work group? The five point rating scale for
all items ranged from (1) = "very little extent"” to (5) =
"very great extent." This scale had an internal consistency
reliability estimate of .80.

Accessibility. Accessibility, the degree to which
structural factors enhance the physical availability of
organizational insiders to newcomers, was measured by an
original four-item scale shown in Appendix L. The following
is a sample item: To what extent does the physical layout
of your office make communication with your work group
difficult? Each item was rated on a five point scale,
ranging from (1) = "very little extent” to (5) = "very great
extent." The internal consistency reliability estimate was
.74. An examination of the frequency for this scale
revealed a ceiling effect, with most participants reporting

high accessibility.



RESULTS

Because hypotheses required multiple tests of the
relations between proaction and outcome variables, Type I
error was likely to be inflated beyond the specified levels.
To control for experiment-wise Type I error, a canonical
analysis was conducted. All basic predictors (newcomer work
proaction, newcomer social proaction, supervisor work
proaction, supervisor social proaction, coworker work
proaction, and coworker social proaction) were entered as
independent variables in a canonical analysis. All relevant
socialization outcomes (work and social adjustment, stress,
tenure intention, job satisfaction, and commitment) were
included as dependent variables. The analysis was
significant, with a Wilks Lambda of .61 (approximate F (42,
1875) = 4.93, p < .001).

Proaction Hypotheses

Analysis overview. The six core hypotheses in this

study were relational in nature. Each predicted that one
type of proaction would have a greater impact on certain
dependent variables than another type of proaction. There
were no direct statistical tests for these relationships.

Instead, hierarchical regression analyses were used to test

68
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the proaction hypotheses. With the exception of Hypothesis
3, each hypothesis required two separate regression
equations. 1In the first, the predictor or predictor blocks
proposed to have the strongest effect on the dependent
variable were entered into the regression equation first,
followed by the predictors proposed to have a weak or
nonexistent effect on the dependent variable. 1In the second
equation, the predictors were entered in reverse order. By
reversing the order of predictor entry, the total R?2 and
unique R? for each predictor were determined. The unique R2?
is the proportion of variance in the dependent variable
accounted for by one predictor that is not shared with the
other predictor. Clear support for a hypothesis was
obtained when the total R2 and the unique R2 for the
hypothesized predictor were significant and the unique R2
for the other predictor was not. (The significance of the
other predictor’s total R? was irrelevant in these tests.)
A hypothesis could also be supported if the total R?2 and the
unique R? for both predictors were significant, provided
that the unique R? for the hypothesized predictor was
greater than the unique R? for the other predictor. This
form of support for a hypothesis is more ambiguous because
there is no statistical test to determine if the
hypothesized predictor’s unique R? is significantly greéter

than the other predictor’s unique R2.
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Tests for Hypothesis 1. A distinction was made between

work and social interaction, such that each was proposed to
positively relate to corresponding socialization outcomes.
That is, work related interaction was predicted to affect
work related outcomes and social interaction was predicted
to affect social outcomes. 1In particular, Hypothesis 1 (a
and b) predicted that work related interaction would be more
strongly related to newcomer work adjustment than social
interaction. In the regression analyses for this
hypothesis, newcomer, supervisor, and coworker work
proaction constituted one predictor block and the other
contained newcomer, supervisor, and coworker social
proaction. Newcomer work adjustment was the dependent
variable. These results are presented in Table 4. As
predicted, the total R2 and the unique R? were significant
for work proaction, but not for social proaction.
Therefore, the more work related discussions experienced by
the newcomer, the greater the newcomer’s work adjustment.
Interaction experienced by the newcomer regarding social
topics, however, did not significantly affect the newcomer’s
work adjustment. The notion that interaction only impacts
those outcomes that correspond to interaction content was
confirmed in this case.

Although hypotheses related to newcomer contribution,
the three-item variable derived from the work adjustment

factor analysis, were not formally proposed, it was expected
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Table 4
Hypothesis 1: Regression Results

Dependent
Variable Predictors Beta Total R2 Unique R2
Newcomer Work Newcomer -.22
Adjustment Coworker & .18

Supervisor .14

Work Proaction .039xx .045%x

Newcomer .18

Coworker & -.15

Supervisor .01

Social Proaction .011 .016
Contribution Newcomer -.10

Coworker & .14

Supervisor .12

Work Proaction .036%x .026%

Newcomer .04

Coworker & .09

Supervisor -.02

Social Proaction .021x% .012

¥ = p. < .05; *x = p. < .001.
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to exhibit the same relationships as work adjustment. With
contribution as the dependent variable, a predictor block
containing newcomer, supervisor, and coworker work
proaction, and another containing newcomer, supervisor, and
coworker social proaction were entered into the regression
equations. These results are also presented in Table 4. As
expected, the total R? and the unique R2 for the work
interaction block were significant. The prediction was
supported since only the total R2 (not the unique R2) for
the social proaction block was significant. Thus, newcomers
who experienced more work related interaction, were more
likely to contribute (e. g. make suggestions regarding
work). Experienced social interaction was not significantly
related to newcomer contribution.

Tests for Hypothesis 2. Hypothesis 2 (a and b) focused

on social interaction and social outcomes, predicting that
social interaction would be more strongly related to
newcomer social adjustment and stress reduction than work
related interaction. These social outcomes were considered
as equally important as work related socialization outcomes.
Newcomer, supervisor, and coworker social proaction formed
one predictor block in the regression analyses for these
hypotheses. The other was composed of newcomer, supervisor,
and coworker work proaction. These results are presented in
Table 5. With newcomer social adjustment as the dependent

variable, the total Rz and the unique R? were significant
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Table 5

Hypothesis 2: Regression Results

Dependent
Variable Predictors Beta R2 Change R?
Newcomer Social Newcomer .23
Adjustment Coworker & .11
Supervisor .16
Social Proaction .202%x .159%xx
Newcomer -.12
Coworker & .15
Supervisor .13
Work Proaction .075%x% .032%x
Newcomer Stress Newcomer -.08
Reduction Coworker & .05
Supervisor .05
Social Proaction .003 .003
Newcomer .10
Coworker & -.05
Supervisor .00
Work Proaction .007 .007

x = p. ¢ .05; *xx = p, < .001,
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for both the social and work proaction sets of predictors.
However, the unique R?2 for the social interaction block was
five times as large as the unique R? for the work
interaction set, offering strong support for the
hypothesized relationship. This finding showed that
newcomers who experience greater social interaction
demonstrated greater social adjustment in the work place.

When newcomer stress reduction was the dependent
variable, none of the predictors were significant.
Therefore, this hypothesis was not supported. This implied
that neither work or social interaction had a strong
relationship to the degree of job related stress newcomers

experienced.

Tests for Hypothesis 3. Not all socialization outcomes

were proposed to be specifically related to either work or
social interaction. Hypothesis 3 predicted that
satisfaction, intent to remain with the organization, and
commitment were positively linked to the total amount of
interaction experienced by the newcomer, regardless of
whether the content was social or work related. The tests
for these hypotheses were simpler, requiring only one
regression equation for each dependent variable. 1In each
equation, all proaction variables (newcomer, supervisor, and
coworker work and social proaction) were entered in a single
block. These results are shown in Table 6. The total R2

was significant when job satisfaction tenure intention, and
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Table 6
Hypothesis 3: Regression Results

Dependent
Variable Predictors Beta R2
Newcomer Job Newcomer -.08
Satisfaction Coworker & .17

Supervisor .08

Work Proaction

Newcomer -.04

Coworker & -.05

Supervisor .04

Social Proaction .034x
Intent to Remain Newcomer -.08
with Organization Coworker & .16

Supervisor .06

Work Proaction

Newcomer -.02

Coworker & -.12

Supervisor .04

Social Proaction : .034x
Newcomer Newcomer -.05
Commitment Coworker & .19

Supervisor .11

Work Proaction

Newcomer -.03

Coworker & -.15

Supervisor .10

Social Proaction .078%x

¥ = p. < .05; xx

p. < .001.
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commitment were the depeﬁdent variables, supporting all
three predictions. The total amount of interaction
experienced by newcomers, therefore, played a role in the
extent to which they were satisfied with their jobs, felt
committed to the organization, and intended to stay with the
organization.

Tests for Hypothesis 4. The perspective developed here

not only recognized the importance of interaction content in
the process of socialization, but also the source or
initiator of interaction. The pattern of proaction, as
determined by content and proactor, was proposed to
differentially effect socialization outcomes. Because more
self-initiated and self-directed learning strategies were
expected to lead to greater newcomer adjustment, Hypothesis
4 (a and b) predicted that newcomer work proaction would be
more strongly related to newcomer work adjustment than
supervisor and coworker work proaction. To test this
hypothesis, newcomer work proaction was entered as one
predictor in the regression equations and supervisor and
coworker work proaction were entered as the other predictor
set. The results are provided in Table 7. Only the unique
R2 for newcomer work proaction was significant. However,
both the total R?2 and the unique R?2 were significant for
supervisor and coworker work proaction. Contrary to the
predicted result, the unique R?2 for the coworker and

supervisor work proaction predictor set was larger than the
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Table 7

Hypothesis 4: Regression Results

Dependent
Variable Predictors Beta R2 Change R:2
Newcomer Work Newcomer -.19
Adjustment Work Proaction .002 .023%x
Coworker .16
Supervisor .12
Work Proaction .017x .037%x
Newcomer Newcomer -.09
Contribution Work Proaction .001 .006
Coworker .16
Supervisor .10 :
Work Proaction .029% .033%x

¥ = p. ¢ .05;

XX

= p. < .001.
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unique R2 for newcomer work proaction. Thus, results were
opposite to what was predicted and this hypothesis was not
supported. Additional analyses related to this hypothesis
will be discussed later.

A similar prediction was tested with newcomer
contribution as the dependent variable. Again, newcomer
work proaction was entered as one predictor, and supervisor
and coworker work proaction were entered as a second block.
The results also appear in Table 7. Neither the total R?
nor the unique R2 for newcomer work proaction were
significant. However, the total R2 and unique R? were both
significant for the coworker and supervisor work proaction
block. Since newcomer contribution was expected to relate
to the independent variables in the manner hypothesized for
newcomer work adjustment, these results were the opposite of
what was anticipated. Given the pattern of results, the
support for this reverse finding was quite strong,
suggesting that when newcomers experienced a greater amount
of work related interaction initiated by their coworkers and
supervisors, newcomers were more likely to contribute.

Follow-up regression analyses were conducted with
newcomer work adjustment as the dependent variable because
newcomer work proaction appeared to be acting as a
suppressor. As mentioned above, the total R? for newcomer

work proaction was not significant, but the unique R2 for
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this predictor was. 1In addition, newcomer work proaction
had a negative beta weight (-.19) in the regression
equation. To further discern the nature of the suppressor
effect, coworker and supervisor work proaction were entered
as single independent variables with newcomer work proaction
in additional regression tests. As shown in Table 8, the
total R2 for newcomer work proaction was never significant,
but the unique R? was consistently significant. Thus,
newcomer work proaction always appeared as a suppressor.
Neither supervisor nor coworker work proaction ever acted as
a suppressor. More will be said about these findings in the
discussion section.

Tests for Hypothesis 5. Hypothesis 5 (a and b)

examined the impact of patterns of social proaction on
corresponding social outcomes. In this case, it was
considered important for organizational insiders to make
newcomers feel a sense of belonging by showing a personal
interest in them. Specifically, the hypothesis predicted
that coworker and supervisor social proaction would be more
strongly related to newcomer social adjustment and stress
reduction than newcomer social proaction. Supervisor and
coworker social proaction were entered as one block in the
regression equations and newcomer social proaction was
entered as the other. These results are provided in Table
9. The total R? and unique R? were significant for both

sets of predictors. However, the unique R? for the
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Table 8

Hypothesis 4: Follow-Up Regression Results

Dependent
Variables Predictors Beta R2 Change R?
Newcomer Work Newcomer -.12
Adjustment Work Proaction .002 .012%
Supervisor .16
Work Proaction .010x .019x
Newcomer Work Newcomer -.15
Adjustment Work Proaction .002 .016%
Coworker .19
Work Proaction .013x% .026%x
Newcomer Work Supervisor .06
Adjustment Work Proaction .010x% .003
Coworker .09
Work Proaction .013x .006

¥ = p. < .05;

¥ = p. < .001.
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Table 9
Hypothesis 5: Regression Results

Dependent
Variables Predictors Beta R2 Change R?
Newcomer Social Coworker .16
Adjustment Supervisor .22

Social Proaction .187%x .065%xx

Newcomer 17

Social Proaction .138%x .015x%
Newcomer Stress Coworker .04
Reduction Supervisor .05

Social Proaction .002 .003

Newcomer -.06

Social Proaction .000 .002

* = p. ¢ .05; xx = p. < .001.
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supervisor and coworker social proaction block was larger
than that of the newcomer social proaction predictor. Thus,
the hypothesis was supported, such that coworker and
supervisor social proaction appeared to be more important to
newcomer social adjustment than newcomer social proaction.

When newcomer stress reduction was the dependent
variable, the total R? and the unique R2 for both sets of
predictors were not significant. Therefore, this prediction
was not supported, suggesting that social proaction from any
source is not important to newcomer stress reduction.

Tests for Hypothesis 6. The final hypothesis was

concerned more with the sources of proaction than with the
content. General socialization outcomes were proposed to be
related to both social and work related interaction,
provided that it was initiated by organizational insiders.
General socialization outcomes were expected to be
contingent upon organizational insiders providing
appropriate socialization interactions for newcomers.
Hypothesis 6 predicted that coworker and supervisor work and
social proaction would have a greater effect on newcomer job
satisfaction, intention to remain with the organization, and
commitment than newcomer work and social proaction. 1In the
test of this hypothesis, coworker and supervisor work and
social proaction were entered in the regression equation as
one block, and newcomer work and social proaction were

entered as the other. These results are presented in Table
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Table 10

Regression Results

Dependent
Variables Predictors Beta R2 Change R2
Newcomer Job Coworker .13
Satisfaction Supervisor .06
Work Proaction
Coworker -.08
Supervisor .04
Social Proaction .029x .031x
Newcomer .05
Work Proaction
Newcomer -.05
Social Proaction .004 .005
Intent to Remain Coworker .13
with Organization Supervisor .04
Work Proaction
Coworker -.14
Supervisor .04
Social Proaction .030% .027x
Newcomer .03
Work Proaction
Newcomer -.08
Social Proaction .007 .005
Newcomer Coworker .19
Commitment Supervisor .11
Work Proaction
Coworker -.15
Supervisor .10
Social Proaction .076%x% .061%x
Newcomer -.05
Work Proaction
Newcomer -.03
Social Proaction .017x .002

.05; xx

p. < .001.
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10. Hypotheses for each dependent variable were supported.
In each equation, the unique R? for insider social proaction
was significant and the unique R2 for newcomer social
proaction was not. Therefore, insider initiated
interactions were more important to general socialization
outcomes than newcomer initiated interactions.

Antecedents and Proaction

Individual difference antecedents. Three individual

difference variables were explored as possible antecedents
of newcomer work and social proaction. Correlational
analyses were used to examine the potential relationships
between individual difference antecedent variables and
proaction. Self-efficacy, prior work experience, and
tolerance of ambiguity, were correlated with newcomer work
and social proaction. These results are shown in Table 11.
Significant correlations between newcomer work proaction and
tolerance of ambiguity, job experience, and internship
experience were found. It should be noted that the amount
of variance explained by all correlations was modest.
Tolerance of ambiguity was negatively related to newcomer
work proaction, indicating that newcomers low on tolerance
of ambiguity reported initiating more work related
interactions. The correlation between newcomer work
proaction and job experience was positive, such that those
who had more job experience were more proactive. Internship

experience and newcomer work proaction were negatively
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Table 11

Correlations: Newcomer Work and Social Proaction
and Individual Difference Proaction Antecedents

Variable Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5
1. Newcomer Work
Proaction 3.28 .70 .83
2. Newcomer Social
Proaction 2.49 .82 .18xx .88
(436)

3. Self-Efficacy 5.96 .80 -.07 .06 .80
(437) (436)

4. Tolerance
of Ambiguity 3.65 1.02 -.11% .02 L19%x 77
(437) (436) (437)

5. Job Experience 2.49 2.16 .15%xx ,07 -.06 .04 --
(437) (436) (437) (437)

6. Internship

Experience 6.73 3.10 -.20%x .06 .23%x .05 -.21xx
(437) (436) (437) (437) (437)

Note. Coefficient alpha reliability estimates appear on the
diagonal.

The number of cases for each correlation appears in parentheses.

X = p. 4 ,05; XX = P < ,001.
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related, indicating that those with less experience were
more proactive. Newcomer social proaction was not
significantly related to any of the individual difference
antecedents.

Three correlations among antecedents were significant.
Tolerance of ambiguity and self-efficacy were positively
related, indicating that individuals who have a high
tolerance of ambiguity were also likely to be highly self-
efficacious. Internship experience was positively related
to self-efficacy and negatively related to job experience.

Situational antecedents. Situational variables were

explored as antecedents for newcomer, coworker, and
supervisor proaction. ‘To examine potential antecedents,
task interdependence and accessibility were correlated with
work and social proaction from newcomers, supervisors, and
coworkers. These correlations are displayed in Table 12.
None of the proaction variables were significantly related
to accessibility, although the nonsignificant correlations
may have been due to range restriction in the accessibility
variable. An examination of the accessibility frequency
revealed that 80 percent of the respondents reported that
coworkers and supervisors were highly accessible.
Significant positive relationships were found between task
interdependence and all the préaction variables.
Correlations between task interdependence and newcomer,

supervisor, and coworker work proaction explained meaningful
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Table 12

Correlations: Work and Social Proaction
and Situational Proaction Antecedents

Mean SD Alpha Task Interdependence Accessibility

1. Nwrk 3.28 .70 .83 .38xx .05
(430) (431)

2. Nsoc 2.49 .82 .88 1% .06
(429) (430)

3. Swrk 2.68 .84 .90 . 33%x% -.04
(430) (431)

4, Ssoc 1.72 .74 .90 .18xx .02
(430) (431)

5. Cwrk 2.95 .71 .82 .36%x .07
(427) (430)

6. Csoc 2.72 .80 .86 .12x% .06
(427) (430)

7. Task

Int 3.19 .88 .80 . 10%
(427)

8. Acces 4.03 .85 .74

Note. Nwrk = Newcomer work proaction; Nsoc = Newcomer social
proaction; Swrk = Supervisor work proaction; Ssoc = Supervisor
social proaction; Cwrk = Coworker work proaction; Csoc = Coworker
social proaction; Task Int = Task interdependence; Acces =
Accessibility.

The number of cases for each correlation appears in parentheses.

¥ = p. < .05; *x = p. < .001.
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proportions of variance, 14, 11, and 13 percent
respectively. Task interdependence and accessibility were
significantly related.

Newcomer proaction regression analyses. Since certain

individual difference and situational antecedents were both
significantly related to newcomer proaction, regression
analyses were conducted to examine the relative effects of
each set of antecedents on work and social newcomer
proaction. The situational predictor block contained task
interdependence and accessibility. Self-efficacy, tolerance
of ambiguity, job experience, and internship experience
comprised the individual difference predictor block.

Results are shown in Table 13. When newcomer work proaction
was the dependent variable, the total R?2 and unique R? for
both situational and individual differences antecedents were
significant. The unique R2 for situational antecedents was
twice as large as the unique R?2 for the individual
difference antecedents, indicating that both types of
variables helped predict newcomer work proaction, but the
situational variables measured were more important.

When newcomer social proaction was the dependent
variable, the total R? and the unique R2 for the situational
predictor block was significant. Neither R? was significant
for the individual difference predictor block. Therefore,
situational factors were predictive of newcomer social

proaction, but individual difference variables were not. (A
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Table 13

Newcomer Proaction Regression Results

Dependent
Variable Predictors Total R2 Unique R?
Newcomer Work Situational
Proaction Factors .145%x .124x%xx%
Individual
Differences .073%x .051x%x
Newcomer Social Situational
Proaction Factors .015% .015x%
Individual
Differences .012 .012

¥ = p. < .05; xx

p. < .001.
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complete intercorrelation matrix including all antecedent,
proaction, and outcome scales is provided in Table 14

located in Appendix M.)



DISCUSSION

The perspective developed in this paper focused on two
major constructs derived from the interactionist literature:
proaction and interaction content. The concept of proaction
was elaborated as the tendency of organizational members to
actively initiate communication with others in the work
environment. Work related and social were the two major
types of interaction content proposed. Work related
content, a concept similar to initiating structure in the
leadership literature, focuses specifically on aspects of
the newcomer’s job. Social content, which resembles
consideration in the leadership literature, is directed at
the newcomer as an individual, rather than the newcomer as
an organizational member. Social interaction content
represents a new concept in the domain of organizational
socialization. The type of interaction content newcomers
experience in combination with the source of proaction
(e.2., newcomer, supervisor, or coworker) creates a
proaction pattern. Distinct proaction patterns were

proposed to have differential impacts on socialization

91
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outcomes. The total amount of interaction experienced by
newcomers was also proposed to affect socialization
outcomes.
At the general level, factor analyses showed that work
and social interaction content and proaction sources were
distinct. In addition, proaction processes were

significantly related to newcomer organizational

socialization outcomes, demonstrating the importance of
proaction as one component of the socialization process.
The majority of the specific proaction pattern predictions
were also supported.

Work related and social interaction content were
proposed to have the greatest impact on newcomer work and
social adjustment respectively. These relations were
supported in the results. Interactions regarding topics
such as work procedures, skills, and job tasks were more
strongly related to newcomer work adjustment than social
interactions. The same type of relationship was found for
newcomer contribution, the socialization outcome variable
derived from a second factor in the work adjustment scale.
Social interactions which focused on family, friends, and
personal problems had a greater impact on newcomer social
adjustment than work related interactions. These findings
demonstrated that the distinct work and social interaction

content types were important to successful newcomer
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socialization, but each type of interaction was related to
unique outcomes.

Some socialization outcomes (e.g., satisfaction and
commitment) were described as more global in nature. As
such they were expected to be predicted by the total amount
of interaction encountered by newcomers, regardless of
content type. Results showed that newcomers experiencing
more interaction overall exhibited greater job satisfaction,
intended to remain with the organization, and felt greater
organizational commitment, demonstrating that not all
socialization outcomes were content contingent. More global
outcomes were best predicted by the basic process of
interaction.

Predictions based on patterns of proaction added an
additional level of specificity to the hypotheses discussed
above. When proaction pattern was considered, socialization
outcomes were not only determined by interaction content,
but also by the source of proaction. Support for the
proaction pattern relationships was more variable.

Newcomer work proaction was expected to be a better
predictor of work adjustment and contribution than coworker
and supervisor work proaction. The argument stated that
newcomers would be best able to identify their own
deficiencies and could best eliminate them by proacting with
insiders, resulting in greater work adjustment. Similarly,

more proactive newcomers were expected to make greater
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suggestions and contributions regarding work. Contrary to
expectations, insider work related proaction was the better
predictor of both socialization outcomes. Perhaps because
coworkers and supervisors possessed greater job knowledge
and understanding, they were better able to communicate key
factors about the job to newcomers, thereby enhancing work
adjustment. It is also possible that newcomers only felt
comfortable enough to contribute if newcomers and coworkers
interacted with them a great deal. 1In addition, because of
work related proaction from insiders, newcomers were likely
to have a wider knowledge base from which to make
suggestions.

Insider proaction proved to be important to newcomers’
social adjustment as well. As predicted, social interaction
initiated by supervisors and coworkers was a better
predictor of newcomer social adjustment than newcomer
initiated social interactions. This finding makes sense
considering social adjustment is dependent upon the newcomer
feeling a sense of belonging that is most likely to be
fostered by social communication from supervisors and
coworkers. Even a newcomer who was socially proactive would
not be likely to feel the requisite belonging unless
organizational insiders also proacted socially.

Findings regarding proaction patterns suggested that
the perspective developed here needs some revision.

Although newcomer work proaction was expected to be more
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important for newcomer work adjustment and contribution than
insider work proaction, results revealed the opposite.
Coupled with the significant relationship between insider
social proaction and social adjustment, the results
suggested that interactions initiated by coworkers and
supervisors may be a stronger force in newcomer
socialization than newcomer initiated interactions.
Interaction content was distinct, but within each content
domain it was important for insiders to be proactive with
newcomers to augment successful socialization.

The findings regarding general socialization outcomes
were consistent with this notion. Results showed that when
supervisors and coworkers initiated more interaction,
regardless of content, newcomers were more likely to be
satisfied with their jobs, be committed to the organization,
and want to remain with the company. The amount of newcomer
proaction was not predictive of these global outcomes. Once
again, proaction from organizational insiders was shown to
enhance newcomer socialization.

Hypotheses included some socialization outcome
variables that were not successfully predicted. The
reduction of newcomer work related stress, for example, was
expected to be predicted by social interaction, especially
social interaction initiated by coworkers and supervisors.
Results showed that neither work nor social interaction

content predicted stress reduction, regardless of the
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proactor. One explanation for this result may be that new
jobs are likely to be stressful regardless of socialization
processes, simply because of the unfamiliarity.
Furthermore, many jobs may just be innately stressful. 1In
this study, the lack of significant findings may have been
due to the restricted range of stress reported by newcomers.
Most participants reported being relatively stress-free.
Perhaps participants felt less stress because internships
were viewed as more of a learning experience than a typical
new job. Under these circumstances, perhaps mistakes were
expected and more easily tolerated, resulting in a less
stressful working environment.

The general socialization outcome, intention to remain
with the organization, was expected to be related to the
total amount of interaction experienced by a newcomer. The
regression result was not significant when all six proaction
predictors were entered together. However, when newcomer
initiated interacfions and insider initiated interactions
were separated into predictor blocks, insider proaction did
predict tenure intention. These results can be explained by
the different degrees of freedom associated with each
regression analysis. The amount of variance explained by
the six predictors remained constant. However, when
predictors were entered in blocks, fewer degrees of freedom

were used such that statistical significance was achieved.
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The study had some success in identifying antecedents
of newcomer proaction. Task interdependence was strongly
related to both social and work related proaction from
newcomers. This suggests that the nature of the tasks being
performed can constrain or enhance the amount of proaction
likely to occur. That is, low task interdependence may
discourage or eliminate proaction, while high task
interdependence may enhance or necessitate proaction.
Individual difference variables, such as self-efficacy,
tolerance of ambiguity, job experience, and internship
experience contributed to the prediction of work related
proaction, but not social proaction. Self-efficacy and
tolerance of ambiguity were negatively related to newcomer
work proaction. This suggests that individuals are most
likely to proact when they feel little efficacy regarding
their new work situation and are unable to manage the degree
of ambiguity associated with organizational entry. This
seems to imply that newcomers proact out of necessity.
Highly self-efficacious newcomers, confident of their
abilities and able to cope with ambiguity may be less likely
to proact. Perhaps moderator relationships exist among
proaction antecedents. Self-efficacy, for example, has
moderated other socialization processes (Jones, 1986).
Additional research is needed to further examine proaction
catalysts and the potential relationships among them.

Special attention should be directed at identifying sources
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of social proaction, since task interdependence was its only
predictor in this study.

Implications and Directions for Future Research

The results obtained in this study should be considered
preliminary. The goal of this research was to identify and
capture one aspect of the organizational socialization
process and results seem to indicate that this was
accomplished. Results generally revealed the relational
patterns expected, however, the proportions of variance
accounted for were small. This is not surprising given that
socialization outcomes are multiply determined (Fisher,
1986) and only some of the potential influences were
investigated here. Accounting for more variance
necessitates including additional factors that may be
related to proaction patterns and their corresponding
effects. Task and work group variables seem to be
especially promising. Task interdependence was shown to be
a significant predictor of proaction. Other task facfors
such as centrality or meaningfulness may also be related to
proaction. If newcomers are engaged in tasks deemed
important by the work group, perhaps more proaction is
likely to occur. Since the participants in this study were
interns rather than actual organizational newcomers, it is
likely that their tasks were less important. 1In addition,
interns that come to an organization for the expressed

"

purpose of "learning the ropes," may experience and exhibit
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different interaction patterns than the typical newcomer.
Proaction from and toward these newcomers may be greater
since they are supposed to be learning as much about their
Jobs and the organization as possible. Conversely, these
newcomers may experience less interaction simply because
they are not permanent organizational members and insiders
are not interested in investing much time in them. Future
research, which takes task issues into account and utilizes
actual organizational newcomers, would address these
concerns and expand the generalizability of the results.

Group and organizational factors such as climate and
leadership may also be important to this line of research.
Some work group and organizational climates may be more
likely to foster proaction than others. For example, the
emotionally sustaining climates identified by Van Maanen and
Kunda (1989) may be more likely to encourage proaction among
members. Similarly, work group and organizational
leadership may also differ in the extent to which they
encourage proaction. The leadership styles of consideration
and initiating structure may be relevant here in terms of
the type and amount of interaction sanctioned. Considerate
leaders, for example, may encourage social interaction,
whereas work related interaction may be reinforced when
initiating structure is the dominant style. The structural
forces affecting insider proaction are particularly

important since individual difference variables and newcomer
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proaction did not show strong relationships in the present
study.

Different methods of measuring proaction may also prove
fruitful. Newcomer work proaction acted as a suppressor in
the relationship between insider work proaction and work
adjustment. This suggests that it may have been difficult
for newcomers to distinguish their own proaction from that
of insiders. Webber (1970) encountered a similar problem
when examining proaction patterns between supervisors and
subordinates. In Webber’s study, the tendency was for
individuals to exaggerate the amount of proaction from
themselves and underestimate the amount of proaction from
others in the work setting. One way to address this issue
would involve obtaining proaction ratings from all sources.
If each source rated the amount of proaction from all
sources it would be possible to obtain an average estimate
of proaction for each source. Biases from one source could
potentially be counter balanced by the other sources. Given
this framework, sources could also keep diaries of proaction
from each source and fill them out on a continuous basis,
rather than in a single shot.

The use of observers could also potentially increase
the accuracy of proaction ratings. The observers could
function as a reliability check on the ratings obtained from
insider and newcomer sources. Even as a sole method of

measuring proaction nonparticipant and participant



101
observational methods may be particularly promising.
Nonparticipant observational methods, such as those outlined
by Komaki, Heinzmann, and Lawson (1980), involve the use of
raters who are not organizational members and who do not
engage in regular organizational activities. Applied to the
measurement of proaction, such raters would be assigned to
observe individual newcomers recording the initiator and
content of all of the newcomer’s interactions within a given
time period. Participant observational methods employ
raters who are either organizational members or individuals
who participate in organizational activities for a time.
This method was utilized in Van Maanen’s (1975) study of
police socialization. Using this type of a strategy to
measure proaction would require a researcher or team of
researchers to become actual organizational newcomers.
During their time as organizational newcomers, the
researchers would be responsible for recording the patterns
of proaction they experience.

In addition, longitudinal research would be preferable
to the single measurement method of this study. Perhaps
greater understanding of how interaction processes affect
socialization could be gained by monitoring the same
newcomers throughout the entire process. This study
captured a single period in the process, newcomer

socialization at three to five weeks on the job. It would
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be interesting to examine differences and changes in
interaction patterns before and after this period.

Perceptions of proaction constitute a final area for
additional research. How proactive newcomers are perceived
may be an important issue. For instance, in some cases
highly proactive newcomers may be viewed as "go-getters" who
are interested in learning about their jobs and the
organization. 1In contrast, the same level of newcomer
proaction could be considered an indication that the
newcomer is overly dependent, unable to make decisions
alone, and requires too much assistance. The negative
relationships self-efficacy and tolerance of ambiguity had
with work related proaction in this study may be more
indicative of the latter interpretation. The proaction of
coworkers and supervisors may also be subject to various
interpretations. Some newcomers may feel that insider
proaction is an indication of interest and support, while
others may perceive it as a patronizing gesture and a lack
of confidence in newcomers’ abilities. The positive
relationships between insider proaction and newcomer
socialization outcomes obtained in this study seem more
supportive of the first interpretation. Research related to
the study of organizational citizenship behaviors also
suggests that attention to newcomers is interpreted in a
positive light (Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983). Future

research that further defines the individual and situational



103
contexts in which proaction patterns are embedded will help

address these issues.
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APPENDIX A

Items for Descriptive Information

How many people are in your immediate work
group?
(Remember, your work group is your supervisor and your
coworkers who are under the same supervisor.)

Please provide the following information:

AGE: MAJOR: SEX: male or female
(circle one)

Are you currently on an internship? yes no
(circle one)

How many weeks have you been on your current
internship? (circle one number)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
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APPENDIX B

Newcomer, Supervisor, and Coworker Work and Social Proaction
Newcomer Proaction Stem:
In a typical week, how frequently do YOU initiate

conversations with your coworkers and supervisor about the
following topics:

Supervisor Proaction Stem:

In a typical week, how frequently does your SUPERVISOR
initiate conversations with you about the following topics:

Coworker Proaction Stem:

In a typical week, how frequently do your COWORKERS initiate
conversations with you about the following topics:

Work and Social Proaction Items:

job related topics in generalx

personal plans for after work activities
procedures for the completion of works
how to handle problems on the jobk%
family matters/personal relationships
sports, politics, & other news-type topics
specific job tasksx

work prioritiesk

general joking and fooling around

how to use equipment and materialsx

11. quantity and quality of workkx

12. social or non-work type topics

« o o

WO 00 1O O WM =

—
o

13. gossip; news about friends and acquaintances

14. job duties and proceduresk

15. hobbies and interests outside of work

Note. % = work related proaction items.

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "very infrequently" to

(5) = "very frequently."”
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APPENDIX C

Social, Work, and Newcomer Contribution Items

1. The people I work with take a personal interest in me.

2. I feel confident about by ability to perform my job.!

3. I consider my supervisor and many of my coworkers
personal friends.

4. I like to try new and better ways to get my job done.?

5. My coworkers and supervisor make me feel like I belong.

6. I have lots of good ideas about how things could be
done better in my group.?

7. My coworkers and supervisor are willing to listen to my
personal problems.

8. I feel sure of myself in my job position.?!

9. My coworkers and supervisor are always there when 1
need them.

10. I can confide in my supervisor and coworkers.

11. I look forward to coming to work because of my
coworkers.

12. I feel like I have a good system for doing my job.!

13. I am able to make decisions necessary to do my job.!?

14. I think my supervisor and coworkers are concerned about
me as a person.

15. I often make helpful suggestions to my coworkers and
supervisor.?

16. I feel like I’'ve pretty much adjusted to my new job.!

17. I have close personal relationships with my supervisor
and many of my coworkers.

Note. 1'work adjustment items. 2newcomer contribution

items.

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "strongly agree" to (7) =

strongly disagree."”
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APPENDIX D

Work Related Stress Items

1. My job tends to directly affect my health.

2. I work under a great deal of tension.

3. I have felt fidgety or nervous as a result of my job.

4. If I had a different job my health would probably
improve.

5. Problems associated with my job have kept me awake at
night.

6. I have felt nervous before attending meetings in the
company.

7. I often "take my job home with me" in the sense that I

think about it when doing other things.

Note. Items were rated using a true/false format.
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APPENDIX E

Tenure Intention Items

1. If I could, I would rather do my internships with
another company. (R)

2. If I could start over again, I would still do my
internships with this company.

3. I would be interested in working for this company after
graduation.

4. After graduation, I will definitely look for a job with

a different company. (R)

5. I am already planning to work for a different company
after graduation. (R)

Note. (R) = reflected items.

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "strongly agree" to (5) =
"strongly disagree."
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APPENDIX F

Job Satisfaction Items

1. My Jjob meets my image of an ideal job. (R)

2. I am generally satisfied with the kind of work I do.
(R)

3. I like this job very much.

4. I am very dissatisfied with this job. (R)

5. Overall, I am quite happy with this job. (R)

Note. (R) = reflected items.

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "strongly agree" to (5) =
"strongly disagree."
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APPENDIX G

Organizational Commitment Items

1. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great
company to work for.

2. I feel very little loyalty to this organization. (R)

3. I am proud to tell others that I am part of this
organization.

4. It would take very little change in my present
circumstances to cause me to leave this organization.
(R)

5. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to
work for, over others I was considering at the time 1
joined.

6. There’s not too much to be gained by sticking with this
organization indefinitely. (R)

7. For me, this is the best of all possible organizations
for which to work.

8. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite
mistake on my part. (R)

Note. (R) = reflected items.

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "strongly disagree" to

(7)

= "strongly agree."
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APPENDIX H

Self-Efficacy Items

1. I am prepared to function effectively on this job
because of my past experience.

2. My college training has given me the skills I need to
succeed at jobs related to the major I am studying.*

3. Previous experience has taught me that I can meet my
current work responsibilities.

4. I feel confident that my skills and abilities equal or
exceed those of my coworkers.x

5. My past experiences and accomplishments increase my
confidence that 1 can perform successfully in this
organization.

6. I could handle a more challenging job than the one I am
doing.¥%

7. Prior training and experience gives me assurance that I
can accomplish my work goals.

8. Based on my past performance, I feel I can handle any
work assignment I'm given on this job.x%

Note. ¥ = items deleted from the final self-efficacy scale.

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "strongly agree" to (7) =

"strongly disagree."
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APPENDIX I

Career Related and General Work Experience Items

1. Students have internships or co-op work experiences in

their major field.

thus far?

How many internships have you had

number of internships (If you haven’t had one yet,

put down zero.

internship, include it

2. In addition to
thus far?

internships,

If you are currently on an

in the number you report.)

how many jobs have you had

number of full-time jobs (not including summer)
number of full-time summer jobs
number of part-time jobs

Note. 1 = career related work experience. 2 = general work

experience.
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APPENDIX J

Tolerance of Ambiguity Items

1. I prefer work assignments with specific directions to
those with vague directions that require my own
interpretation. (R)

2. There is usually one best way to handle most job tasks.
(R)x

3. I dislike supervisors who expect me to figure out my
work assignments on my own. (R)

4, A good job is one where what is to be done and how it

is to be done are always clear. (R)

5. Once you find a procedure that works you shouldn’t try
to change it. (R)X

6. I think it’s important to know exactly what my work
assignments are and when they are due. (R)

7. Jobs that have a lot of change and uncertainty are more
desirable than jobs with little change and uncertainty.

8. I am uncomfortable when I’m not sure what is expected
of me. (R)
9. It is impossible to do a good job when the requirements

keep changing. (R)

items deleted from the

Note. (R) = reflected items. %
final scale.

The rating scale ranged from (1) "strongly disagree" to

(7) = "strongly agree."
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APPENDIX K

Task Interdependence Items

To what extent must your job activities be coordinated
with those of your work group?

To what extent do you have to work with your work group
to get your job done?

To what extent do the tasks you perform require you to
check with or collaborate with others in your work
group?

To what extent do other work group members depend on
your work in order to be able complete their own tasks?

To what extent is the work you do a result of the
combined efforts of several individuals?

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "very little

extent”" to (5) = "very great extent."



126

APPENDIX L
Accessibility Items
1. To what extent do you work in close physical proximity

to your work group?

2. To what extent is your physical location in the
organization isolated from your work group? (R)

3. To what extent does the physical layout of your office
make communication with your work group difficult? (R)

4. To what extent is your physical location in the
organization easily accessible to your work group?

Note. (R) = reflected items.

The rating scale ranged from (1) = "very little extent" to
(5) = "very great extent."
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APPENDIX M: Table 14

Antecedent, Proaction, and Outcome Scale Intercorrelation Matrix

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11

1. Swrk -

2. Ssoc 41

3. Cwrk 41 14

4. Csoc 13 39 29

5. Nwrk 47 12 53 16

6. Nsoc 02 39 19 70 20

7. Taskint 33 17 36 11 38 11

8. Selfeff 06 07 06 01 -07 04 08
9. Tolambig 03 10 04 02 -14 -01 01 20

10. Jobtot 11 14 08 04 16 08 10 -05 06
11. Internwks -14 -12 -11 02 -22 03 -16 23 04 04
12. Access -02 04 08 06 06 07 10 13 01 -11 04

13. Workad 11 08 11 01 -05 06 09 61 27 -03 11
14. Contribute 13 09 16 13 02 08 14 32 20 02 11
15. Socialadj 21 36 23 37 09 38 18 36 16 -02 08
16. Stressred 05 03 02 04 07 00 04 -12 01 01 08
17. Commitment 21 10 20 -07 10 -07 15 29 14 01 -03
18. Jobsat 12 06 14 -01 03 -03 14 23 09 -09 -06
19. Intstay 09 03 1 -07 O1 -07 10 28 20 -08 13

12 13 14 15 16 17 18
12. Access -
13. Workadj 13
14. Contribute 02 46
15. Socialadj 13 41 40
16. Stressred -10 -12 08 -08
17. Commitment 03 28 11 36 -04
18, Jobsat 01 30 10 40 -01 57
19. Intstay 00 26 10 30 -06 68 59

Note. Swrk = Supervisor work proaction; Ssoc = Supervisor social
proaction; Cwrk = Coworker work proaction; Csoc = Coworker social
proaction; Nwrk = Newcomer work proaction; Nsoc = Newcomer social
proaction; Taskint = Task interdependence; Selfeff = Self-efficacy;
Tolambig = Tolerance of ambiguity; Jobtot = Total number of jobs held;
Internwks = Number of weeks on present internship; Access =
Accessibility; Workadj = Work adjustment; Contribute = Contribution;
Socialadj = Social adjustment; Stressred = Stress reduction;
Commitment = Organizational commitment; Jobsat = Job satisfaction;
Intstay = Intention to stay with the organization.

Decimal points have been omitted in the body of the table.

r > .10, p. < .05; r > .16, p. < .001; n = 408.
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