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PREFACE 

The Human Relations Study of NIH was undertaken to serve two r e l a t e d 
objectives: an "appled" and a "basic" research goal. 

The "applied" goal i s to a s s i s t NIH i n diagnosing and solving some 
of i t s human relations problems, so as to maintain high work motiva­
tion, reduce frustrations which may hinder performance, and improve 
relations between individuals and groups. The "basic" research goal 
i s to augment s c i e n t i f i c knowledge of how large organizations func­
tion, and how they can function more e f f e c t i v e l y . 

To meet both of these objectives, several types of data were obtained. 
In the f a l l of 1952 a l l employees were asked to f i l l out a written 
questionnaire, concerning attitudes toward the job i t s e l f 9 supervision 
directors and administrative o f f i c e r s of the NIH and the i n s t i t u t e s , 
promotional and salary systems, working conditions, a u x i l i a r y services 
and other aspects of the working environment. A copy of the question­
naire for intramural professionals (those conducting laboratory re­
search) i s appended. Other categories of employees received s l i g h t l y 
different forms. 

In January of 1953 a second set of data was obtained. Within each 
of the major laboratories, and within each broad f i e l d of work or 
d i s c i p l i n e , several q u a l i f i e d investigators were asked to evaluate 
the s c i e n t i f i c performance of individuals within that laboratory or 
f i e l d . An o v e r a l l judgment of r e l a t i v e standing i n the group was 
requested, rather than a s e r i e s of ratings' on s p e c i f i c q u a l i t i e s . 
Details are given i n Appendix A. 

Supplementary interviews were also held with a limited number of 
individuals and small groups. 

A l l of these data were obtained with the understanding that no 
individuals would be i d e n t i f i e d . Opinions were to be reported 
only for groups. The evaluations of s c i e n t i f i c performance would 
not be reported for individuals, and would be used for analysis 
only. 

The f i r s t year of the study constituted a diagnostic phase. An 
extensive analysis was carried out to answer such questions as: 

VJhat are strong or weak points i n the working 
environment at NIH? VJhat are major sources of 
frustration? 
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What groups within the organization are affected 
most strongly? For example, i n what i n s t i t u t e s , 
among what employee categories, i s the greatest 
d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n or tension expressed? 

This analysis resulted i n a General Report of the f i r s t years 
findings. I t was aimed mainly at the applied objective. 

The second year of the project has stressed both p r a c t i c a l and 
theoretical goals. On the p r a c t i c a l side detailed reports of 
opinions i n each laboratory or branch were prepared and discussed 
with directors and laboratory chiefs i n each i n s t i t u t e , over a 
period of several months. Excerpts from the personal interviews 
and from written comments were also c i r c u l a t e d . 

On the more theoretical side, several analyses have been carried 
out i n order to understand how the organization operates and how 
i t s effectiveness might be improved. These r e s u l t s are the sub­
j e c t of the present report. Analysis along similar l i n e s i s 
being continued, and a supplementary report (to be issued as 
Part I I ) i s planned for the spring of 1955. 

The paper by Davis considers several conditions in the individual 
or i n the s o c i a l environment which may lead to a higher or lower 
l e v e l of research performance. The paper re l a t e s the assessors 1 

evaluation of each individual to several questionnaire items ob­
tained from the same person. VJhat motivations i n the s c i e n t i s t , 
and what r e l a t i o n s between the s c i e n t i s t and h i s supervisor, are 
more effective i n terms of the subordinate's research accomplish­
ment? Davis finds important connections between performance and 
the s c i e n t i s t ' s personal emphasis on s c i e n t i f i c contribution, the 
degree of influence he has on his chief's a c t i v i t i e s , and the de­
gree of l i k i n g or confidence which the s c i e n t i s t f e e l s toward h i s 
chief. S i g n i f i c a n t i s the f a c t that these connections are not 
simple; rather, a complex set of conditions i s required for high 
performance. 

Mellinger's paper considers another aspect of organization function­
ing: that of communication. I n an effective organization there 
must be some general agreement on i t s goals and the p o l i c i e s for 
reaching them. To what extent does discussion among members r e ­
sult i n closer agreement, or i n greater understanding of the other 
person's viewpoint? Mellinger finds that communication as such 
may not have these r e s u l t s ; interpersonal factors such as l i k i n g 

Human Relations i n a Research Organization, by Donald C. Pelz, 
Glen D. Kellinger, and Robert C. Davis. Two vols., pp. 1-33U, 
I n s t i t u t e for S o c i a l Research, University of Michigan, Ann 
Arbor, Michigan, 1953. 
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and confidence or t r u s t have an important bearing on the outcome. 

The chapter by Pelz takes up the s p e c i f i c topic of a u x i l i a r y ser­
v i c e s . VJhere should services be located, and what channels used 
to obtain them, for maximum effectiveness in the eyes of scien­
t i s t s ? VJhat part do the i n s t i t u t e administrative of f i c e s play i n 
obtaining services, and how does t h e i r role a f f e c t the adequacy 
of r e s u l t s ? Pelz finds that interpersonal factors such as s t r a i n s 
and f r i c t i o n s between s c i e n t i s t s and administrative o f f i c e r s are 
more s i g n i f i c a n t than the p a r t i c u l a r channels used. 

Baumgartel 1s chapter presents some r e s u l t s i n which the laboratory 
i s used as the unit of a n a l y s i s , rather than the individual scien­
t i s t . Laboratory scores on some two dozen questionnaire measures 
of motivation and s a t i s f a c t i o n were obtained, to answer questions 
such as: Does a laboratory 1s emphasis on health problems r e i n ­
force or i n h i b i t i t s emphasis on basic science? VJhat factors i n 
the work i t s e l f lead to s a t i s f a c t i o n with s c i e n t i f i c leadership 
or with promotional opportunities? Two d i s t i n c t clusters of data 
are found, one an orientation toward basic science, the other an 
orientation toward both health and prestige. Some of these same 
items were found useful i n Chapter I for understanding individual 
s c i e n t i f i c performance. Baumgartel's r e s u l t s are part of a larger 
analysis to determine how the laboratory leadership can influence 
the motivations and s a t i s f a c t i o n s of the group. 

L'hile the aim of these analyses was to establish general p r i n c i ­
ples, they also have p r a c t i c a l implications. The l a t t e r are par­
t i c u l a r l y stressed i n Chapter I I I on a u x i l i a r y services. The 
f i r s t two chapters have implications for s c i e n t i f i c supervision 
and for methods of communication. The fourth chapter w i l l be 
useful i n understanding the meaning of the s p e c i f i c laboratory 
data which were discussed with each group t h i s past year. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

NIH National I n s t i t u t e s of Health 

NIAMD National I n s t i t u t e of A r t h r i t i s and 
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Research 
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CHAPTER I 

FACTORS RELATED TO 
SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH PERFORMANCE 

Robert C. Davis 

A. Problems and Methods 

A major concern of the NIH study i s to determine what kinds of i n t e r ­
personal re l a t i o n s are associated with ef f e c t i v e research. 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y , we want to answer such questions as these: does 
i t make a difference, i n terms of performance, toward what general 
goals the s c i e n t i s t i s motivated? How do patterns of mutual i n f l u ­
ence and personal feeling between the s c i e n t i s t and his chief r e l a t e 
to performance? Are the same decision-making procedures related to 
performance i n the same way for a l l l e v e l s of research personnel? 

These and related questions formed the basis for the selection of 
the s o c i a l and psychological variables i n t h i s analysis of research 
performance. 

Methods of assessing 
research performance 

The term "research performance" as used i n t h i s study denotes an 
ov e r a l l concept which includes both the ideas of "productivity" and 
" c r e a t i v i t y . " That the assessment of current research performance 
i s a reasonable aim i s based on the fa c t that, i n the conduct of 
everyday work, s c i e n t i s t s informally assess the r e l a t i v e value of 
the research of t h e i r colleagues. In f a c t , on the basis of these 
judgments research i s planned, funds allocated and prestige accorded. 

In developing methods for measuring performance, consultation with 
advisory groups of s c i e n t i s t s l e d to two conclusions: f i r s t that 
the judgments of fellow s c i e n t i s t s would be the best way to measure 
the performance of individual researchers, and second, that a single 
overall assessment should be made. I t was f e l t that an attempt to 
rate s p e c i f i c dimensions separately — such as " c r e a t i v i t y " , "sound­
ness", e t c . — would create a sense of a r t i f i c i a l i t y for the asses-
ors. 
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To make the rating process concrete the assessor was asked to think 
of each s c i e n t i s t on h i s l i s t as a potential candidate for a research 
grant, and to s e l e c t those who were equipped to turn out the best 
possible research within the next few years. I n making t h i s evalua­
tion, assessors were asked to keep i n mind a variety of elements 
that go into effective research work. Some persons may be valued 
more for c r e a t i v i t y , others more f o r persistance and e f f i c i e n c y . 
The s p e c i f i c guidelines for assessors are reproduced i n Appendix A, 
Because age, grade, e t c , could be corrected for l a t e r , raters were 
asked not to make allowances for such f a c t o r s . 

Each researcher was rated by at l e a s t two assessors from each of two 
groups: one group familiar with h i s laboratory, the other with h i s 
f i e l d of work or d i s c i p l i n e . The advisory committees of s c i e n t i s t s 
suggested the i n i t i a l group and the l a t t e r i n turn suggested addition­
a l assessors. Qualifications sought i n assessors were: competence 
i n a given area of research, f a m i l i a r i t y with the individuals to be 
rated, and the a b i l i t y to make r e l a t i v e l y objective judgments of 
others. Care was taken to draw assessors from both supervisory and 
non-supervisory ranks. 

L i s t s of s c i e n t i s t s by laboratories and f i e l d s were given to the 
respective assessors, who crossed off unfamiliar names as w e l l as 
the i r own. The assessors were asked to divide the l i s t into two or 
more categories on the basis of the c r i t e r i a already mentioned. 
Some chose to divide t h e i r group into "higher" and "lower" performers; 
some preferred to distinguish several categories of performance. 

Two methodological steps remained: combining the multiple ratings 
into a single laboratory and d i s c i p l i n e score respectively for each 
individual, and consolidating these two ratings into a f i n a l combined 

A; a b r i e f summary w i l l s u f f i c e here. 

A preliminary inspection of ratings eliminated a few assessors whose 
ratings were markedly divergent from the others. Within each assess­
ment group the ratings of the various assessors were converted into 
comparable scores. At t h i s stage an examination was made for widely 
discrepant patterns. The pattern of ratings for each person asseesed 
was examined, and those few individuals having widely discrepant pat-

An exploratory scaling, using only a high-low d i v i s i o n , i s r e ­
ported i n Human Relations i n a Research Organization (2 vols., 
I n s t i t u t e for S o c i a l Research: Ann Arbor, 1953), Chapter 8 and 
Appendix C. This preliminary system has been superseded by the 
present nine-point scale, which provides greater s e n s i t i v i t y 
and f l e x i b i l i t y i n a n a l y s i s . 

and cons these two 
The d e t a i l s of these procedures score w i l l be found i n Appendix 



terns were eliminated. The scores of the several assessors for each 
individual were then averaged, thus giving a laboratory and a d i s c i ­
pline score. 

These two scores were correlated to see i f both the laboratory and 
d i s c i p l i n e assessors were i n reasonable agreement. When i t was de­
termined that they were, the scores were merged into a f i n a l nine-
point s c a l e . 

C r i t e r i a for choosing 
s c i e n t i s t s for the sample 

I t was f e l t that i n order to reduce the range of differences i n per­
formance which might be ascribed to education or experience, we 
should l i m i t the present inquiry to those s c i e n t i s t s holding doctoral 
degrees, and to those with at l e a s t a grade of GS-9, or I t s Corps 
equivalent. Further, we included only those intramural s c i e n t i s t s 
who are primarily engaged i n active research or who d i r e c t l y super­
vi s e i t . Laboratory chiefs, s c i e n t i f i c directors, and i n s t i t u t e d i r ­
ectors were omitted because i n general they are not supervised by 
s c i e n t i s t s engaged i n research. 

Out of 33k persons who were given Form 1 (intramural professional), 
23k s c i e n t i s t s met these c r i t e r i a . We obtained a final.performance 
score on 201L, or 87$ of the selected group. On 26 of the cases 
there was either no assessment made (due to unfamiliarity, too short 
a time at NIH, e t c . ) , or assessment by only one assessor* Four cases 
were eliminated because of widely discrepant ratings. 

The analysis presented here i s based primarily on the 20ii cases, r e ­
duced i n some instances by non-response on given items which are be­
ing related to performance. 

As to the v a l i d i t y of the s c a l e , there I s one independent piece 
of evidence which should be mentioned. On f i f t y individuals we 
have information on the number of publications i n the l a s t three 
years. We find that those who are rated high on the performance 
scale may have either a large or small number of publications, 
but those who are rated low have, almost without exception, a 
low number of publications. Because of t h i s type of r e l a t i o n ­
ship i t seems safe to i n f e r that the ratings were based, i n ac­
cordance with the i n s t r u c t i o n s , on c r i t e r i a which include 
"productivity" but go beyond i t . 



Adjustment of the 
performance measure 

I n order to study the relations of interpersonal factors to research 
performance, i t i s necessary to control, as f a r as possible, perform­
ance differences associated with age, experience and achievement. 
These variables are reflected i n grade to a large extent, and grade, 
as we. would expect, i s correlated with performance. I t was there­
fore decided to "control" grade by means of a s t a t i s t i c a l adjustment 
of the performance scores. 

The procedure of adjustment was as follows: the entire distribution 
of scores i n a grade category was simply moved up or down u n t i l the 
average performance f e l l at the middle of the nine-point s c a l e . Thus, 
the average performance i n each grade category has the adjusted score 
of f i v e . 

The performance data presented i n t h i s report are i n terms of the ad­
justed measure. The adjustment made i t possible to study those v a r i ­
ations due to environmental fa c t o r s , and to make generalizations 
which include the entire population of s c i e n t i s t s . 

I t should be kept i n mind that the variables i n t h i s analysis are 
derived from two independent sources: the performance measure from 
the groups of assessors, and the attitude variables from the ques­
tionnaires f i l l e d out by the individual s c i e n t i s t s . The independence 
of these two kinds of measures adds weight to the findings i n which 
they are s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e l a t e d . 



B. Analysis and Findings 

In examining the factors which f a c i l i t a t e or i n h i b i t the translation 
of research impetus into research performance, we decided to begin 
with the motivations of the s c i e n t i s t i n his role as researcher and 
work "outward" into the immediate environment i n which he must work. 
In doing so we are quite conscious of the f a c t that we are examining 
a process which i s i n r e a l i t y c i r c u l a r . Motivation i s not a con­
stant quantity, but i t i s affected by s o c i a l factors external to the 
individual. However, we are examining the individuals and situations 
at a single point i n time. For t h i s reason i t i s convenient to s t a r t 
with motivation as i t e x i s t s at that point. 

Measuring motivation 
i n terms of value orientation 

Motivation, as the term i s most generally understood, s i g n i f i e s the 
purposive, goal-striving aspect of human behavior. I t involves a 
s e l e c t i v e orientation to a goal, and the degree of i n t e n s i t y of the 
desire to reach the goal. 

I n the present analysis we are interested i n what the s c i e n t i s t wants 
to get out of h i s role as researcher, and how important i t i s to him 
to get what he wants. Accordingly, we set up measures of orienta­
t i o n to two sets of goals or "rewards" which are potentially a v a i l ­
able i n the role of researcher i n a large organization. 

The f i r s t may be c a l l e d a science orientation. I t involves the de­
gree to which doing research has an i n t r i n s i c value for the s c i e n ­
t i s t . The second i s an i n s t i t u t i o n a l orientation. I t concerns the 
degree to which rewards derived from the organization, such as ad­
vancement and prestige, are of importance. */ 

We asked these questions about factors contributing to s a t i s f a c t i o n 
with the job to get at the science orientation (item 50 i n the ques­
tionnaire ) : 

"How important i s each one to you? 

—Contributing to basic s c i e n t i f i c knowledge 
—Freedom to carry out my own ideas; chance for 

o r i g i n a l i t y and i n i t i a t i v e 
—Chance to use my present a b i l i t i e s or knowledge" 

These concepts are modifications of those used by D. Marvick: 
Career Perspectives i n a Bureaucratic Setting (University of 
Michigan Press: Ann Arbor, 195U). 
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and these to get at the i n s t i t u t i o n a l orientation: 

"How important i s each one to you? 

—Having an important job i n the organization 
— A s s o c i a t i o n with high-level persons having 

important r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s 
—Sense of belonging to an organization which 

has prestige i n the lay community." 

There i s a sizeable i n t e r c o r r e l a t i o n between the three items i n 
each set of questions. Therefore we were able to make indices of 
high to low science and i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivation respectively, from 
the two sets of questions. 

Most of the s c i e n t i s t s show a high degree of science motivation, 
but a moderate or low degree of i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivation. I t was 
decided to cut each index at a point which divided the group roughly 
i n h a l f . Each s c i e n t i s t therefore received a score of high or low 
on each value, depending on which hal f of the t o t a l group he f e l l 
i n . The important thing to keep i n mind i s that the terms "high" 
and "low" are r e l a t i v e . One should be esp e c i a l l y careful i n i n t e r ­
preting l a b e l s . The only d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s which can legitimately 
be made are those which denote the r e l a t i v e emphasis i n orientation 
toward the two values. 

V a l i d i t y of the 
value measures 

The value measures have i n t e r n a l consistency and seem to represent 
l o g i c a l c l u s t e r s of items. However, i f the measures are to be con­
sidered v a l i d , they should show predictable and meaningful rel a t i o n s 
to other variables. 

We would expect the indices to di f f e r e n t i a t e between s c i e n t i s t s who 
prefer a r e l a t i v e l y pure research set t i n g with comparatively l i t t l e 
emphasis on i n s t i t u t i o n a l rewards, and those who prefer the opposite 
kind of s e t t i n g . To t e s t t h i s hypothesis, the s c i e n t i s t s were asked 
where, i f they were to leave NIH, they would prefer to work (Question 
U8). The alternatives were u n i v e r s i t i e s , industry, private practice, 
other PHS, other government, e t c . We would predict that the univer­
s i t y setting would be the most congenial to the person highly moti­
vated to science, whereas the person highly motivated toward i n s t i ­
t u t ional values would choose other settings. I t i s evident from r e ­
search at NIH and elsewhere that the university i s perceived by s c i -



e n t i s t s l a r g e l y i n terms of the values we have c a l l e d the science 
orientation* J*y 

The r e s u l t s are shown i n Table 1-1. As we expected, s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
more of the high science people prefer u n i v e r s i t i e s than do low 
science people, and s i g n i f i c a n t l y more high i n s t i t u t i o n a l people 
choose "other" rather than u n i v e r s i t i e s , compared to those holding 
low i n s t i t u t i o n a l values. The differences are even greater when 
both value orientations are studied j o i n t l y . **/ Among those hold­
ing high science, but low i n s t i t u t i o n a l values, 85% prefer the u n i ­
v e r s i t y s e t t i n g . However, for those having the low science and 
high i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivations, only ]\Z% choose u n i v e r s i t i e s . (See 
Table 1-1.) 

These data lend support for the v a l i d i t y of the value measures, by 
confirming the hypothesis concerning preference of organizational 
settings. We may predict further that those having high rather than 
low i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivations w i l l be more w i l l i n g to accept pro­
motions contingent on assuming supervisory or administrative func­
tions • 

The following question (item 62) was asked: 

"Would you be interested i n a higher-level job at NIH 
i f i t meant doing l e s s of your present work and more 
of something else? For example, would you be interested 
i n a higher-level job which required spending a large 
part of your time on the a c t i v i t i e s below? . . . 

— P r o f e s s i o n a l leadership: stimulating or advising sub­
ordinate professionals about t h e i r work 

—Administrative planning or coordination: allocation 
of funds, recruitment of personnel, expediting of s e r ­
v i c e s , e t c . " 

In the Steelman Report, for instance, 6k% of the s c i e n t i s t s 
who said "freedom i n research" was important to them preferred 
the university s e t t i n g . Other such data are found i n the 
President's S c i e n t i f i c Research Board, Science and Public P o l i -
cv_ (5 vols., GPO: Washington, 19kl)f Vol. 3, Appendix I I I , pp. 
205-2^2. 

The j o i n t use of two or more variables i n r e l a t i o n to another, 
as i n the present case, i l l u s t r a t e s how relationships may be 
"sharpened" by stating the conditions under which the r e l a t i o n ­
ship occurs. The procedure i s used throughout the a n a l y s i s . 
I t .serves two functions: i t i s a means of s t a t i s t i c a l l y "con­
t r o l l i n g " variables, and i t serves as a constant reminder of 
the complexity of s o c i a l data. 
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TABLE 1-1 

Motivations Related to 
Type of Setting Preferred 

i f Leaving NIH 

S cience I n s t i t u t i o n a l 
Motivation Motivation 

Preference for: High Low D i f f . Hi^h Low D i f f . 

University setting 78$ 5o$ 28$ 60$ 77$ -11% 

Other settings 22 50 ho 23 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

N = 125 82 121 86 

Chi-square: 16.98 Chi-square: 6.72 
S i g . at: .001 tf Sig. at: .01 if 

Combinations of the Two Motivations 

Preference for: 
High S c i . , 
Low I n s t . 

High S c i . , 
High I n s t . 

Low S c i . , 
Low I n s t . 

Low S c i , , 
High I n s t , 

University setting 85$ 72$ 62$ 1*2$ 

Other settings 15 "28 38 58 

100$ 100$ 100$ 100$ 

N = 5U 71 50 32 

Chi-square: 20.91 
S i g . at: .001 

t/ The significance l e v e l indicates the probability of the d i f f e r ­
ences occurring due to chance alone. Thus, .01 ("significant at 
the .01 l e v e l of confidence") means that there i s only one chance 
i n 100 of a difference t h i s large being attributable to chance. 
A confidence l e v e l of .05 (1 chance i n 20) i s generally the lower 
l i m i t for " s i g n i f i c a n t " differences. 



Table 1-2 shows that s i g n i f i c a n t l y more s c i e n t i s t s i n the high, com­
pared to the low i n s t i t u t i o n a l group, are w i l l i n g to take on science 
supervision a c t i v i t i e s . However, there i s no appreciable difference 
between those of high and low science motivation. 

TABLE 1-2 

Motivations and In t e r e s t i n a Higher-Level Job 
Involving a Large Amount of Time, i n Supervising S c i e n t i s t s 

I n t e r e s t 

Yes, or 
possibly 

No 

N = 

Science 
Motivation 

High Low D i f f . 

81$ 

19 

80$ 

20 

1$ 

100$ 100$ 

120 81 

Chi-square: .009 
Not s i g n i f i c a n t 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l 
Motivation 

High Low D i f f . 

88$ 70$ 18$ 

12 30 

100$ 100$ 

118 83 

Chi-square: 10.39 
S i g . a t: ' .01 

One step beyond dir e c t supervision of research i s taking on addition­
a l administrative duties not of a d i r e c t research character. Again 
we would predict that high i n s t i t u t i o n a l i s t s would be the most w i l l ­
ing to accept these duties, while the researchers with high science 
motivation would be the l e a s t receptive. As Table 1-3 shows, the 
hypothesis concerning the i n s t i t u t i o n a l measure i s confirmed. No 
s i g n i f i c a n t difference i s revealed by the science measure. 

In view of these relationships, i t seems safe to conclude that our 
two measures are in f a c t measuring two q u a l i t a t i v e l y different s e t s 
of values held by s c i e n t i s t s . 
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TABLE 1-3 

Motivations and Interest i n a Higher-Level Job 
Involving a Large Amount of Time i n Administrative Work 

Interest 

Yes, or 
possibly 

No 

N = 

Science 
Motivation 

High Low D i f f . 

23$ 27$ 

77 73 

-U$ 

100$ 100$ 

113 77 

Chi-square: 0•h$ 
Not s i g n i f i c a n t 

I n s t i t u t i o n a l 
Motivation 

High Low D i f f . 

30$ 17$ 

70 83 

100$ 100$ 

110 80 

Chi-square: 
Sig. at; 

13$ 

3.89 
.05 

Motivation and 
research performance 

Other things being equal, we would expect performance to increase 
as motivation increases. I n the present case, th i s means that the 
greater the science motivation, the higher the research performance 
i s l i k e l y to be. This i s i n f a c t the case, as Figure 1-1 shows. 
The figure shows a s i g n i f i c a n t increase i n performance with increase 
i n science motivation. However, exaniining the same group on i n s t i ­
t u t i o n a l motivation, no s i g n i f i c a n t difference i s found. 

At f i r s t glance i t would seem to follow from t h i s finding that i n s t i ­
tutional, motivation, i n i t s e l f having no r e l a t i o n to performance, 
need not be considered further. However t h i s i s not the case. We 
know that there are some researchers with high science motivation 
who have i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivation as w e l l . I f we control on i n s t i ­
t u t ional motivation, we may find that science motivation i s related 
to performance i n a different manner. 

Figure 1-2 shows the r e s u l t s . For researchers with low i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
motivation, the more science motivation the higher the performance. 
But for researchers with high i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivation, performance 
does not vary s i g n i f i c a n t l y with the degree of science motivation. 
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FIGURE 1-2 
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The most important f a c t presented i n Figure 1-2 i s that high science 
motivation combined with high i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivation i s associated 
with lower research performance than i s a single-minded science moti­
vation, y 

The interpretation which seems most meaningful i s that th i s situation 
represents a c o n f l i c t between two strong goals i n which part of the 
science motivation i s channeled into the pursuit of i n s t i t u t i o n a l 
ends. I n concrete terms, the researcher may be using some of h i s 
time and energy i n a c t i v i t i e s r e l a t e d to his i n s t i t u t i o n a l i n t e r e s t s . 

This i s a r e l a t i v e l y simple explanation of what i s , doubtless, a 
complex process. And furthermore, no attempt has been made to trace 
the functions that i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivations may have i n the organi­
zation. Nevertheless, pending further evidence, the c o n f l i c t 
interpretation stands as the most meaningful i n conjunction with the 
other findings. 

Influence as a factor 
i n performance 

We have related certain motivational measures of the individual to 
his performance without regard for the context in which he operates. 
One of the major conditions of the s o c i a l environment i s the mutual 
influence of chief and subordinate with respect to research matters. 
S c i e n t i s t s were asked two r e l a t e d questions (items 10 and 11): 

"To what extent do [the c h i e f ' s ] a c t i v i t i e s or de­
cisions a f f e c t your work, d i r e c t l y or i n d i r e c t l y ? " 

" . . . to what extent do you f e e l you could i n f l u ­
ence him i n regard to these a c t i v i t i e s ( i f you 
wanted t o ) ? " 

I t might be expected that the Commissioned Corps and the C i v i l 
Service personnel would vary on the two value orientations, but 
there i s no s i g n i f i c a n t difference between them. Furthermore, 
s a t i s f a c t i o n with the promotion systems of the Corps and C i v i l 
Service i s not s i g n i f i c a n t l y related to the values held by t h e i r 
respective members. 

We do know, however, that those s c i e n t i s t s who express an i n ­
t e r e s t i n higher-level supervisory jobs do not necessarily have 
the same motivation as s c i e n t i s t s who a c t u a l l y hold these super­
visory positions. Neither science nor i n s t i t u t i o n a l motivation 
varies s i g n i f i c a n t l y among non-chiefs, uni t , section, and l a b ­
oratory chiefs. 
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The distributions of responses were such that they could be dichoto­
mized between "a great deal" and "moderately", thus forming r e l a ­
t i v e l y "high" and "low" influence groups. I t i s important to note 
that the measures represent the subordinate s c i e n t i s t ' s perception 
of the chief's influence and of h i s own influence. Each s c i e n ­
t i s t i s considered as a subordinate, even though he may supervise 
other s c i e n t i s t s . 

Neither chief's nor subordinate's influence alone i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
r e l a t e d to performance. The trend i s cle a r , however: the higher 
the subordinate's influence and the lower the chief's influence, 
the higher the subordinate's performance; but the differences are 
not s i g n i f i c a n t . 

The implications of t h i s finding are developed further i n Figure 1-3, 
where the r e l a t i v e balance of chief and subordinate influence, not 
merely the l e v e l of each one separately, i s related to performance. 
Equal influence, whether equally high or low, forms the midpoint of 
a three-point scale of the balance of influence. "When the balance 
i s favorable to the chief, the performance i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y lower 
than when i t i s i n favor of the subordinate. 

There are two alternative interpretations, each based on different 
assumptions, to explain the relationship of influence to performance. 
One i s that subordinate influence i s a sort of autonomy which con­
s t i t u t e s a reward for past research performance. The better a s c i ­
e n t i s t ' s research, the more influence he i s given. The other i n t e r ­
pretation i s that influence may be a f a c i l i t a t o r of performance; 
that i s , the more elbow room the s c i e n t i s t has — the more control 
over h i s own work and over decisions affecting him — the better 
job he w i l l do. In a l l probability a combination of both s e r i e s of 
events would better r e f l e c t the r e a l i t y of the sit u a t i o n . But be­
cause we have data at one point i n time we can only infer the pro­
cess — which means, i n ef f e c t , weighing the evidence for the two 
major interpretations. 

The two measures of influence are not s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e l a t e d to 
each other; that i s , high chief influence i s about equally l i k e l y 
to go with high or low subordinate influence. Nor do the two 
influence measures vary s i g n i f i c a n t l y with grade, or between non-
chiefs, unit c h i e f s , and section heads. 
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Motivation, influence 
and performance 

We know that science motivation i s related to research performance. 
Our problem now i s to specify the conditions under which the r e l a ­
tion holds, and those under which i t does not. Subordinate's i n ­
fluence — the variable we have j u s t examined b r i e f l y — i s import­
ant i n t h i s connection. In essence i t i s a general measure of the 
s c i e n t i s t ' s control over those things important to the research 
process• 

Figure I - I 4 . r e l a t e s science motivation to performance under condi­
tions of high and low influence. For s c i e n t i s t s with high i n f l u ­
ence, the degree of science motivation i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y related to 
performance. However, for low influence s c i e n t i s t s there i s no s i g ­
n i f i c a n t difference between those with high or low motivation. I n 
other words, high motivation toward science, when coupled with low 
influence, i s not associated with performance appreciably above that 
of a low science, low influence researcher. 

The g i s t of the figure i s t h i s ; either high science motivation or 
high influence separately i s not s u f f i c i e n t ; only when they are 
joined are they associated with outstanding performance. This e f ­
f e c t suggests the f a c i l i t a t i v e function of influence. Influence, 
i n t h i s instance, appears to operate as one of the necessary condi­
tions favorable to e f f e c t i v e research performance. I t i s d i f f i c u l t 
to interpret these r e s u l t s i n terms of the alternative hypothesis 
that influence i s mainly a reward following high performance. I f 
th i s hypothesis were correct, one would not expect low as w e l l as 
high performers to be accorded high influence. 

Confidence and l i k i n g 
i n chief-subordinate r e l a t i o n s 

The emotional tone i n interpersonal relations i s a d i f f i c u l t thing 
to measure. I t i s nonetheless important, e s p e c i a l l y when the i n t e r ­
play of influence i s involved i n making decisions. 

We asked two questions which were designed to get at a general 
" f e e l " of the chief-subordinate r e l a t i o n s (items 13 and 12, r e s ­
p e c t i v e l y ) : 

nTo what extent do you have confidence i n the chief's 
intentions and motives? Do you f e e l he i s always s i n ­
cere i n his dealings with others? Does he r e a l l y mean 
what he says?" 

"How strongly do you enjoy your contacts with [the chief] 
— whether you l i k e him personally, gain professional 
stimulation from him, or enjoy contacts with him for any 
other reason?" 
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The answers tend to p i l e up at the "positive" end. In order to get 
a high-low d i v i s i o n , i t was necessary to consider an answer which 
expressed less than complete confidence or very strong enjoyment as 
"low". At f i r s t glance th i s may seem to be an u n r e a l i s t i c breaking 
point, but i t became evident that any deviation from the statement 
of absolute confidence or enjoyment represents more negative i n t e r ­
personal feeling than the verbal categories imply. 

We find, from data not shown here, that neither confidence nor en­
joyment as such i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e l a t e d to performance. I n con­
junction with other measures, however, these variables show clear 
relationships. Figure 1-5 shows subordinate's influence as r e l a t e d 
to performance under high and low confidence. The performance of 
the low confidence group varies s t r i k i n g l y with the degree of i n ­
fluence. But no such variation characterizes the higher confidence 
group. I t i s clear that a b i l i t y to influence the c h i e f i s more im­
portant, i n terms of performance, to those subordinates who have 
low confidence i n the chief. The same conclusion follows from F i g ­
ure 1-6 for the low enjoyment group. Only under low enjoyment i s 
influence s i g n i f i c a n t l y related to performance. 

The meaning of these findings seems to be that high influence can 
serve as a defense against potential interference by a chief who 
i s not trusted. The chief may be only mildly annoying, or he may 
seem actually threatening, but the subordinate i n the low confi­
dence group i s l i k e l y to consider the chief's decisions and actions 
as unwelcome intrusions. And, i f our interpretation i s correct, 
a sense of control over the situation mitigates this apprehension. 

We may c a l l t h i s the defensive function of influence. Like the 
f a c i l i t a t i v e aspect, i t i s clear that the defensive function can 
be operating only i f influence i s viewed as a condition of perform­
ance, rather than a reward which follows performance. Again the 
l a t t e r interpretation i s d i f f i c u l t to draw from these data. Why 
should high performing s c i e n t i s t s be given l e s s influence by a 
chief whom they t r u s t or enjoy a great deal? I f anything we might 
expect the reverse on the basis of the reward hypothesis. 

Decision-making about 
new research projects 

Having considered the r e l a t i o n of subordinate influence to research 
performance i n a general manner, l e t us turn to a s p e c i f i c decision­
making s i t u a t i o n . A question was asked (item 22): 

This conclusion i s substantiated i n Chapter I I , when the same 
variables are r e l a t e d to communication. 
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trWhat are the actual . . . relations between your 
chief and you, i n determining what concrete work 
problems or assignments or follow-up steps you 
(or your s t a f f ) w i l l , work on next? . . . " 

The four alternatives, i n b r i e f , were: 

A. Subordinate makes such decisions himself, w i t h 
the routine approval ( i f . any) of the chief. 

B. Subordinate and chief j o i n t l y decide. 
C. Chief consults thoroughly w i t h subordinate and 

then decides. 
D. Chief decides himself as he feels best. 

Respondents rank-ordered the alternatives i n terms of frequency of 
occurrence. By an analysis- of the combinations of rank—orders, i t 
was determined t h a t the alternatives can be considered as ly i n g 
along a single dimension; that i s , the results permit the items to 
be arranged i n the order shown above, from "non-directive" behavior 
of chief to "d i r e c t i v e . " I f an individual's f i r s t choice i s A, his 
next choice w i l l nearly always be B, rather than C or D» Sim i l a r l y , 
i f an individual chooses D, his next choice w i l l generally be C, 
rather than B or A. 

By a method developed f o r t h i s study, the rank-order data were con­
verted into a seven-point scale. **/ For convenience, the dimen­
sion revealed by analysis of the rank-orders i s called " d i r e c t i v e -
ness" of chief. 

Taking a l l researchers, irrespective of grade, the directiveness 
of the chief, as perceived by the subordinate, i s related to per­
formance. The more di r e c t i v e the chief the lower the research 
performance of the subordinate. This f i n d i n g raises the question 
of cause and e f f e c t , but the analysis by grade which follows w i l l 
tend to c l a r i f y t h i s problem. 

I t should be noted that 77$ of the scient i s t s report t h e i r chiefs 
to be i n the 1-U range of the directiveness scale. This f a c t points 
up a major characteristic of the supervisory structure of the organi­
zation: the bulk of the decisions i n t h i s work area are made by the 

On the questionnaire these alternatives appeared i n the order 
C, D, B, A. 

The numerical scale has t h i s general equivalence to the four 
alternatives: 1 2 3 k $ 6 7 . 

A B C D 
The midpoint, 1;, contains some t i e d scores. 



I , 22 

subordinate alone, or j o i n t l y w i t h the chief. 

Directiveness 
by grade 

Figure 1-7 shows the directiveness data, by grade, as related to per­
formance. The directiveness scale had to be collapsed because of i n ­
s u f f i c i e n t numbers toward the d i r e c t i v e end. I t was collapsed i n 
such a way as to preserve the q u a l i t a t i v e d i s t i n c t i o n s : subordinate 
decides, j o i n t decision, and chief consults or decides. In e f f e c t , 
a three-point scale was made from the seven-point scale. The groups 
shown on the graph include two groups of non-chiefs: those at GS-9 
and 11, and those at GS-12 and above ( a l l of whom, i t w i l l be r e ­
called, have doctoral degrees). Unit chiefs were made a separate 
category, but section chiefs were omitted. The decision not to show 
section chiefs was based on the observation that decisions about 
th e i r work do not center primarily on t h e i r own personal research 
assignments. 

Figure 1-7 indicates an in t e r e s t i n g difference i n performance by 
grade. The non-chiefs at GS-9 and 11 have t h e i r peak performance 
under conditions of j o i n t decision-making, do somewhat less w e l l 
under complete autonomy and below average under the more directive 
conditions. These variations are s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . I n 
contrast, non-chiefs a t GS-12 and above show no sig n i f i c a n t d i f f e r ­
ence i n performance under the three conditions. This does not neces­
s a r i l y imply that a l l three conditions are equally enjoyable; i t i s 
rather that they are not markedly related to performance. The u n i t 
chief, f i n a l l y , shows a performance curve inversely related to d i r ­
ectiveness to a s i g n i f i c a n t degree, **/ 

Again the complexity of the supervisory process i s emphasized by 
these data. Here the necessity f o r f l e x i b i l i t y of behavior seems 
to be the central theme. There appears to be a need to progress 
from j o i n t decision-making at the beginning levels to autonomy at 
the higher grades, especially i n the l a t t e r case when supervisory 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s are involved. I t becomes abundantly clear that 
problems of supervision are not necessarily a l l solved by adopting 
a j-aissez-faire approach. The prime consideration appears to be 
that the degree of "directiveness" must be suited to the needs of 
the p a rticular scientists involved. 

See Human Relations i n a Research Organization, pp. lU8~15>2 and 
275-279 f o r additional data. 

—' IkiQ* > Page 279, Figure 8-2 shows roughly p a r a l l e l results from 
the e a r l i e r high-low performance scaling. 
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Subordinate influence 
by grade 

An i l l u s t r a t i o n of the point that the "same" supervisory behavior 
has d i f f e r e n t consequences on d i f f e r e n t groups of sc i e n t i s t s i s a f ­
forded by Figure 1-8. Here we go back to the subordinated per­
ception of his influence with his chief. We see that only f o r the 
scien t i s t s at GS-9 to 11 i s degree of influence s i g n i f i c a n t l y r e ­
lated to performance; the more influence, the higher the perform­
ance. That i s , the performance of these scientists i s closely con­
nected t o the degree of influence accorded them by the chief. At 
the same time, to judge from previous data, influence does not mean 
complete autonomy, but rather a share i n j o i n t decisions. I t ap­
pears that the effects we have been analyzing are p a r t i c u l a r l y r e l e ­
vant i n the supervision of the s c i e n t i s t s at the bottom of the grade 
hierarchy. 

Sense of belonging 
and research performance 

There are other. interpersonal variables which bear on research per­
formance. Thus f a r , however, none of them appears t o be as import­
ant as the supervisory factors we have ju s t outlined. 

One f a c t o r , sense of belonging to the organization, has played a 
part i n previous studies i n other settings. Part of the analysis 
of research performance was therefore planned along t h i s l i n e . 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the organization, or part of i t , i s generally 
considered one aspect of "morale." Sense of belonging t o the org­
anization or group i s the .general meaning i n which i d e n t i f i c a t i o n 
i s used here. 

The analysis of the sense of belonging t o section, laboratory, and 
i n s t i t u t e shows interesting trends, but none of the relationships 
goes beyond marginal s t a t i s t i c a l significance. However weak s t a t i s ­
t i c a l l y , they do shed some l i g h t , as a few trends w i l l show. 

There i s a consistent but s l i g h t tendency f o r performance and sense 
of belonging to be p o s i t i v e l y related at the section l e v e l , unrela­
ted at the laboratory l e v e l , and inversely related at the i n s t i t u t e 
l e v e l . I n general then, high section belonging goes with s l i g h t l y 
higher performance, and high i n s t i t u t e belonging w i t h s l i g h t l y lower 
performance. 

This would seem to imply that i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h immediate work 
group i s a factor related to performance, and, perhaps that i d e n t i ­
f i c a t i o n at more than one l e v e l i s not desirable. The f i r s t hy­
pothesis i s supported i n that performance i s p o s i t i v e l y (but not 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y ) related to degree of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the small­
est, the most immediate work group (whether u n i t , section, or small 
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laboratory). As Figure 1-9 indicates, high belonging to section 
tends to be p o s i t i v e l y related to performance only under conditions 
of low belonging to laboratory. 

The implication of t h i s f i n d i n g appears t o be that i t i s more im­
portant to f e e l part of the immediate group which forms the i n t e r ­
personal se t t i n g f o r research, than of the larger or broader levels 
of the organization. I d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the work group may r e f l e c t 
the involvement with a specific s c i e n t i f i c problem to be solved i n 
t h i s group. . I n general, group attitudes and characteristics are 
found to be only moderately related t o research performance. Data 
which are not presented here contain leads which w i l l be followed 
up i n l a t e r analyses. 

1/ I n addition, data bearing on the characteristics of group a t t i ­
tudes at the laboratory l e v e l are presented i n Chapter IV. 



FIGURE 1-9 

I d e n t i f i c a t i o n with Section and Laboratory, 
as Related to Research Performance 
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C . Summary 

The analysis presented i n t h i s chapter was designed to examine r e ­
search performance i n r e l a t i o n to the social se t t i n g i n which the 
sc i e n t i s t operates. More s p e c i f i c a l l y , we were interested i n deter­
mining what interpersonal factors f a c i l i t a t e or i n h i b i t the scien­
t i s t i n translating his motivation toward research i n t o actual r e ­
search performance. 

To begin w i t h , motivation as such was examined. Two motivational 
dimensions were set up, on the basis of measures of orientation t o ­
ward two sets of goals p o t e n t i a l l y available t o the s c i e n t i s t i n 
his role of researcher i n a large organization. These were the 
science and the i n s t i t u t i o n a l orientations. High performance i s 
associated w i t h high science motivation, but t h i s i s not the whole 
story. High science motivation may be checked to some degree by 
co n f l i c t i n g motivation toward i n s t i t u t i o n a l goals. 

Next the analysis proceeded t o examine the situations i n which 
these motivations are translated i n t o performance. I n studying the 
interpersonal s e t t i n g , one area stood out as meriting major em­
phasis — that of chief-subordinate r e l a t i o n s . Within t h i s area, 
the factor of subordinate's influence — his degree of control over 
the chief's decisions a f f e c t i n g his work — was found to be highly 
important, and to have either f a c i l i t a t i v e or defensive functions. 
High science motivation apparently i s f a c i l i t a t e d by a high degree 
of influence. On the other hand, i n chief-subordinate relations 
marked by some negative f e e l i n g (such as lack of confidence i n the 
ch i e f ) , a high degree of influence apparently has a defensive func­
t i o n as w e l l . I n view of these relationships i t seems safe to i n ­
terpret the role of influence as that of a necessary condition t o 
effective performance, rather than a reward f o r high performance. 

In a more specific influence s i t u a t i o n — decision-making about new 
research projects — i t was clear that there are d i s t i n c t patterns 
of performance linked to the degree of directiveness exerted by the 
chief at d i f f e r e n t grade levels. I n the lower grades somewhat less 
than complete autonomy i s associated w i t h the peak of performance, 
but at higher grades freedom to make work decisions i s related to 
high performance. 

The findings as a whole indicate the complexity of the supervisory 
process, and point t o a need f o r f l e x i b i l i t y of behavior w i t h i n i t , 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i n terms of the motivations and research experience of 
the s c i e n t i s t . The laissez-faire approach to supervision does not 
solve a l l the problems involved. 
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Preliminary examination of evidence concerning sense of belonging 
as i t affects performance indicates that i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h the 
small work group has more relationship to performance than has 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n w i t h broader levels of the organization. Further 
analysis i s necessary to explore f u l l y the meaning of belongingness 
and to integrate i t w i t h the other variables. 



CHAPTER I I 

INTERPERSONAL FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH 
EFFECTIVE COMMUNICATION AT NIH 

Glen D. Mellinger 

A.. Hypotheses and Methods 

Introduction 
I n the questionnaire form which was given to a l l intramural research 
professionals at NIH, one of the questions asked was: 

" I n your opinion, i s the basic (non-clinical) 
research program of NIH l i k e l y to benefit or 
to suffer as a result of the c l i n i c a l research 
program?" 

Each person answering the questionnaire was asked to express his own 
opinion on t h i s issue, to estimate how each of several other persons 
w i t h i n his own laboratory or i n s t i t u t e f e l t about the same issue, to 
indicate whether he ever had discussed the issue with each of these 
persons. 

Taking only those persons who reported having discussed the issue, 
we found that when the opinion of the person making the estimate 
agrees with that of the person whose opinion i s being estimated, 
88$ of the estimates are accurate (to w i t h i n one point on a 5>-point 
scale). But when the two persons disagree, the proportion of 
accurate estimates drops to 30$I 

We a l l know from personal experience that people occasionally come 
away from a discussion with a completely mistaken impression of the 
others 1 opinions. We know, too, that discussions or meetings do 
not always lead to agreement; sometimes they only seem to extend 
the area.of disagreement. What accounts f o r these breakdowns i n 
communication? 

Questions of t h i s .kind have led social psychologists to turn t h e i r 
attention to the processes by which people attempt to arrive at 
agreement and mutual understanding on matters of common concern. 
The research project to be reported i n t h i s chapter was under­
taken primarily as a problem i n t h e o r e t i c a l social psychology. 
At the same time, we hope that i t w i l l be of p r a c t i c a l interest 
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to persons who have a r e s p o n s i b i l i t y f o r ef f e c t i v e communication. 

At the outset, we should specify what we mean by the term "communi­
cation." Throughout t h i s chapter, "communication" w i l l refer sim­
ply to informal or face-to-face discussion between two people about 
an issue of common concern. As used i n t h i s sense, i t i s to be 
distinguished from such formal communications as announcements and 
memoranda. We are interested i n communications which involve the 
mutual exchange of opinionsj instead of those characterized by one­
way transmission of information. 

I n focussing attention on t h i s kind of communication, we do not 
intend to deny the importance of formal or one-way communication. 
At the same time, many studies have demonstrated the significance 
of day-to-day discussions i n influencing the opinions which people 
hold about t h e i r jobs, about the people they work with, and about 
goals of the organization. The success of cooperative e f f o r t re­
quires some degree of common perceptions about the organization 
and i t s goals. I t therefore becomes important to learn more about 
the processes of informal communication, and about the impact which 
these processes have on opinions and perceptions. 

What determines the effectiveness 
of communication? 

We may think of informal comriiunication as being more or less effec­
t i v e , depending on the extent to which i t promotes either or both 
of the following: ( l ) actual agreement between two people, and 
(2) the accuracy with which each i s able to perceive the opinions 
of the other. The nature of the study made i t impossible actually 
to observe discussions and the re s u l t i n g changes i n agreement and 
accuracy. However, i t was possible to ask people i f they had com­
municated, and then to note the end results. For example, are 
people who have communicated more accurate i n perceiving each 
other's opinion than those who have not? Is there more agree­
ment among people who have communicated than among people who 
have not? And f i n a l l y , what factors influence the effectiveness 
of communication i n bringing about these results? 

I t i s clear that many factors underlie the effectiveness of com­
munication. Persuasiveness, knowledge of the subject, intelligence — 
a l l these play a part. However, when we observe that i n t e l l i g e n t 
and well-informed people of good w i l l are often unable to agree, or 
even to understand each other's position, then we must conclude 
that additional factors are operating. 

Ear l i e r studies have shown that the effectiveness of communication 
also may depend on the way people f e e l about each other. The f i n d ­
ings presented i n the f i r s t two paragraphs suggest two p o s s i b i l i t i e s . 
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In the f i r s t place, people may be reluctant to recognize that others 
disagree with them. Further, when we l i k e somebody a great deal we 
may be especially inclined to assume that t h e i r opinions agree w i t h 
our own. Hence when people we. like- disagree with us, we are l i k e l y 
to f i n d i t d i f f i c u l t to perceive t h e i r opinions accurately. Accord­
in g l y , one of the hypotheses we w i l l investigate i n t h i s chapter i s 
that: 

I . I f one person feels strong l i k i n g f o r another, 
he w i l l be reluctant to recognize disagreement 
between himself and that person; accuracy of per­
ception w i l l be impaired, *j 

I n the second place, under some conditions a person may be reluc­
tant to express his opinion when he knows i t c o n f l i c t s with that 
of the other person. This, obviously, i s another p o t e n t i a l source 
of inaccuracy. I f you do not communicate your real opinion to me, 
I am not l i k e l y to perceive i t accurately. 

Under what conditions are we apt to f i n d t h i s reluctance to ex­
press one's r e a l views? One p o s s i b i l i t y i s that i f two people 
lack confidence i n each other, each may be hesitant about express­
ing his opinion on a controversial issue, and each i s l i k e l y to 
come away with an inaccurate impression of the other's views. 
This e f f e c t should be more pronounced when people disagree than 
when they acree. I n short, our hypothesis i s that: 

I I . The less confidence one person has i n another, the 
more reluctant he w i l l be to express an opinion 
which c o n f l i c t s with that of the other; the accur­
acy of the l a t t e r ' s perception w i l l be impaired 
accordingly. 

Hypotheses I and I I deal with mutual understanding, or accuracy 
of perception. I n addition, we were interested i n investigating 
the p o s s i b i l i t y that the effectiveness of communication i n bring­
ing about agreement between two people also may depend on t h e i r 
feelings toward each other. Previous studies have shown that 
people are less w i l l i n g to accept the opinions of those they dis­
l i k e than of those they l i k e . 

A similar hypothesis can be made i f there i s strong d i s l i k i n g , 
which may also impair accuracy. With our data, however, i t 
was not possible to test t h i s . 



A t h i r d hypothesis i s t h a t : 

I I I . Discussion between two people who l i k e each 
other a great deal w i l l be more apt to r e s u l t 
i n agreement than discussion between people whose 
l i k i n g for each other i s less strong. 

One note of caution i s i n order. These hypotheses have been stated 
as i f l i k i n g , f o r example, "causes" agreement or understanding. I n 
f a c t , l i k i n g may be associated with agreement (that i s , s i m i l a r i t y 
of opinions) f o r either or both of two reasons: because we are 
more inc l i n e d to accept the opinions of people we l i k e , or because 
we tend to develop feelings of a t t r a c t i o n toward people who agree 
with us. I n either case, the concrete prediction remains the same. 

How the data were obtained 

After deciding on the research problem, the next step was to select 
some issue about which there were important differences of opinion 
at the time the survey was made i n October, 1952. The C l i n i c a l 
Center issue was chosen because i t had been the subject of a great 
deal of discussion, and because the problems associated with the 
new c l i n i c a l research program were seen as v i t a l to the future of 
NIH. Accordingly, a l l intramural professionals were asked (Question 
28): 

"The C l i n i c a l Center w i l l , of course, provide for a 
laboratory program of c l i n i c a l research — as con- . 
trasted with the basic or non-clinical research 
a c t i v i t i e s now going on i n most of the I n s t i t u t e s 1 

Laboratories." 

" I n your opinion, i s the basic (non-clinical) research 
program of NIH l i k e l y to benefit or to suffer as a 
r e s u l t of the c l i n i c a l research program? (Please 
make an estimate, even i f you are not sure.)" 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n of the responses of 330 intramural professionals 
i s shown i n Table 2-1. Approximately one-third of the scientists 
express concern over the probable impact of the c l i n i c a l program 
on basic research, while about one-half express optimism. Rela­
t i v e l y few express a neutral or pro-con a t t i t u d e . 



TABLE 2-1 

- .Expectations Regarding Probable Impact 
of C l i n i c a l Center Research Program 

on Basic Research at NIH 
(as reported by intramural professionals) 

Number 
of res­
ponses 

Response categories (N) 
The basic research program: 

1. I s l i k e l y to suffer substantially as a 
resu l t of the c l i n i c a l research program,,,, 37 

2. Is somewhat more l i k e l y to suffer 
than benefit, on the whole,... 78 

3. I s about equally l i k e l y to benefit 
or suffer (pro-con)•••• 50 

U. I s somewhat more l i k e l y to benefit 
than suffer, on the whole.... 7U 

5>, Is l i k e l y to benefit substantially as a 
result of the c l i n i c a l research program.... 83 

Not ascertained: 8 

Total: 330 
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To obtain the required data, i t was necessary to i d e n t i f y specific 
pairs of individuals at NIH, and then to characterize each pair 
with respect to the following variables: 

a) the degree of s i m i l a r i t y (agreement) between t h e i r respective 
opinions about the l i k e l y impact of the C l i n i c a l Center on 
the basic research program of NIH; 

b) the degree of accuracy with which each member of the pair 
i s able to estimate the opinion of the other on t h i s issue; 

c) the extent to which the two persons report having discussed 
the allocation of resources w i t h i n the C l i n i c a l Center 
(communication); 

d) the degree of l i k i n g expressed by the two persons toward 
each other; and 

e) the degree of confidence or t r u s t expressed by each member 
of the pair toward the other. 

We used the following procedures. F i r s t , on the questionnaire 
form which was f i l l e d out by intramural professionals, respondents 
were asked to l i s t the names of up to seven other people at various 
levels w i t h i n t h e i r own laboratory or i n s t i t u t e (Question 9 ) . The 
seven persons to be named were: the respondent's chief, the person 
above his chief, any other person to whom the respondent reported, 
a colleague at the respondent's own lev e l and working under the same 
chief, and three people at various levels working under the respon­
dent. 

Next, several questions designed to obtain the above information 
were inserted at various points i n the questionnaire, and respon­
dents were asked to answer these questions i n terms of each of the 
persons they had named previously. The following items served as 
the basis f o r the communication, l i k i n g , accuracy, and confidence 
variables respectively: 

"How often have you discussed with each of the following 
people the way the various resources of the C l i n i c a l Cen­
ter ( f a c i l i t i e s , space, etc.) are to be a l l o t t e d f o r var­
ious purposes? Please t r y to estimate how often, even 
though you are not sure." (Question 29). 

"How strongly do you enjoy your contacts with each per­
son — whether you l i k e him personally, gain profession­
a l stimulation from him, or enjoy contacts w i t h him fo r 
any other reason?" (Question 12)• 



I I , 7 

" I n Question 28 we asked you i f you think the basic 
research program of NHI i s l i k e l y to benefit or to 
suffer as a re s u l t of the c l i n i c a l research program. 
How do you think each of these people would answer 
t h i s question? (Make an estimate, even i f you are 
not sure how the person would answer.)" (Question 
3h). 

"To what extent do you have confidence i n t h i s person's 
intentions and motives? Do you f e e l he i s always sin­
cere i n his dealings w i t h others? Does he r e a l l y mean 
what he says?" (Question 13). 

F i n a l l y , we pulled out a l l those cases where two individuals named 
each other on t h e i r respective questionnaires. I n a l l , 186 such 
pairs were obtained, although not a l l of these could be u t i l i z e d 
i n the analysis because of incomplete data on one or more of the 
variables we were interested i n studying. 

B. Communication, Liking and 
Actual Agreement 

We s h a l l f i r s t consider data regarding actual agreement, rather 
than accuracy of perceptions. 

Measures 

Since we had obtained the opinions of a l l respondents on the Clin­
i c a l Center issue, i t was a simple matter to assign an Agreement 
Score to each of the pairs i d e n t i f i e d by the process described 
above. I f the responses of the two members of the pair were iden­
t i c a l , the pair was given an agreement score of 0 (that i s , no 
disagreement); i f the responses diff e r e d by one response category, 
the pair was given an agreement score of 1, and so on. Maximum 
disagreement was represented by a score of U. 

Next, we characterized each pair i n terms of the l i k i n g expressed 
on Question 12. Since the bulk of the responses f e l l i n the "very 
strong" and " f a i r l y strong" categories, we divided them into two 
roughly equal halves. The "very strong enjoyment" responses were 
labeled STRONG LIKING. The remaining responses, which expressed 
less than very strong enjoyment, were combined and labeled MILD 
LIKING. 

We then separated pairs i n t o three types: those i n which both 
members expressed strong l i k i n g for each other (MUTUAL STRONG 
LIKING); those i n which both expressed a r e l a t i v e l y low degree 
of l i k i n g (MUTUAL MILD LIKING); and those i n which one member 
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expressed strong l i k i n g and the other mild l i k i n g (MIXED LIKING). 

And f i n a l l y , we used Question 29 to determine whether the members 
of each pair ever had discussed the operation of the C l i n i c a l Cen­
t e r . 2/ In preliminary analyses we discovered that the p r i n c i p a l 
differences occurred between those who had discussed this matter — 
whether "once or twice," "a few times," or "many times" — and 
those who had never discussed i t at a l l . Accordingly, for the 
purpose of the present research, we have distinguished only be­
tween pairs which report communication and those which do not. 

Findings 

We now have the data we need to t e s t hypothesis I I I given above. 
Before doing so, however, i t might be interesting to see whether, 
i n general, people who have discussed the issue agree more often 
on the average than people who have not. As we could expect, 
Figure 2-1 shows quite c l e a r l y that they do. The pairs which report 
that they have not discussed the C l i n i c a l Center disagree (on the 
average) to the extent of 1.65 response categories, whereas pairs 
which report that they have discussed i t disagree only 1.26 cate­
gories. S t a t i s t i c a l l y , t h i s difference could have occurred only 
5 times out of 100 by chance alone; the difference i s " s t a t i s t i ­
c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t at the .05 level of confidence." From these 
data i t seems l i k e l y t h a t , i n general, communication between two' 
people about an issue promotes agreement between them. 

Simi l a r l y , Figure 2-2 shows that agreement i s higher, on the average, 
i n pairs which report mutual strong l i k i n g than i n pairs which re­
port mutual mild or mixed l i k i n g . The absence of strong l i k i n g 
seems to reduce the l i k e l i h o o d that two people w i l l have similar 
opinions on t h i s issue. 

But what we r e a l l y want to know i s : do the attitudes of two people 
toward each other influence the effectiveness of communication i n 
promoting agreement between them? Does i t continue to hold true 
that agreement increases w i t h communication, when we distinguish 
between pairs characterized by mutual strong, mutual mild, or 
mixed lik i n g ? 

We considered several alternative wordings f o r t h i s question, some 
of which would have referred more s p e c i f i c a l l y and others less 
s p e c i f i c a l l y to the C l i n i c a l Center issue. We f i n a l l y s e ttled 
on the wording i n Question 29 which seemed to combine the advan­
tages of the most specific and least specific alternatives. 



FIGURE 2-1 

How Communication Between Two People About an Issue 
i s Related to Agreement on the Issue 

(for 153 pairs of intramural professionals) * 
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I n the figures which follow, each dot represents the mean score for 
a group under a specified condition. The dots are connected by a 
straig h t l i n e simply to aid i n v i s u a l i z i n g the direction of the 
rel a t i o n s h i p . 

A significance l e v e l of .05 means that the obtained difference has 
only a $% probability of being due to chance alone. 



FIGURE 2-2 

Relationship Between 
Mutual Liking and Agreement 

(for 153 pairs of intramural professionals) 
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Figure 2-3a shows that the way two people f e e l about each other 
d e f i n i t e l y i s related to the effectiveness of communication i n 
increasing agreement. When there i s mutual high l i k i n g , average 
agreement i s higher i n pairs which have discussed the C l i n i c a l 
Center than i n pairs which have not. But when there i s mutual 
low l i k i n g , agreement i s no higher f o r pairs which have communi­
cated than f o r pairs which have not. These findings support the 
hypothesis that communication i s more l i k e l y to produce agreement 
between two people with strong l i k i n g f o r each other than between 
people whose l i k i n g for each other i s "mild 1 1 or "neutral". 

An interesting hypothesis f o r future research might be that when 
two people d i s l i k e each other strongly, communication i s apt to 
r e s u l t i n increased disagreement. 



FIGURE 2-3a 

Relationship Between Communication and Agreement, 
Controlling on Mutual Liking 

(for 153 pairs of intramural professionals) 
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Mutual strong l i k i n g 6 25 2.29 .05 
Mixed l i k i n g 15 51 1.83 .10 
Mutual mild l i k i n g 19 37 .31* Not s i g n i f . 
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And f i n a l l y , the data i n Figure 2-3a also can be used, to show how 
mutual l i k i n g i s related to agreement, under the two conditions 
of communication. This i s done i n Figure 2-3b. We f i n d that agree­
ment i s s i g n i f i c a n t l y higher i n pairs which report mutual strong ' 
l i k i n g than i n pairs which report mutual mild l i k i n g , but only 
when there i s communication. I n the absence of communication, 
l i k i n g i s not related to agreement. 



FIGURE 2-3b 

Relationship Between Mutual Liking and Agreement, 
Controlling on Conimunication 

(for lf>3 p a i r s of intramural professionals) 
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C. Cortmrunication and Accurate 
Perception of Others' Opinions 

Next we consider the accuracy "with which individuals are able to 
perceive the opinions of others. 

Measures 

At t h i s point, i t i s necessary to introduce a terminological dis­
t i n c t i o n between the two members of each pair. 

We w i l l use the term Subject to refer to a respon­
dent when we are concerned with his estimate of 
another 1 s opinion. 

Vie w i l l use the term Other to refer to a respon­
dent whose opinion i s being estimated. 

In order to get a measure of perceptual accuracy, we simply com­
pared Subject's estimate of Other's opinion (see (b) on page 6), 
with the opinion actually expressed by Other on his own question­
naire. I t was possible to make t h i s comparison i n 2bh cases. 

The system used f o r scoring Subject's accuracy was similar to the 
one used f o r scoring objective agreement. I f Subject's estimate 
was i d e n t i c a l w i t h the opinion actually expressed by Other, Sub­
jec t was given an accuracy score of 0 (that is, no d i s p a r i t y be­
tween Other's opinion and Subject's estimate). I f Subject's e s t i ­
mate differed from Other's actual response by one response cate­
gory, Subject was given a score of 1, and so on. 

The d i s t r i b u t i o n of accuracy scores f o r 2kk estimates i s shown i n 
Table 2-2. In one-third of the cases Subject's estimate coincided 
exactly with Other's opinion. But almost one-fourth of the e s t i ­
mates are substantially inaccurate — i . e . , they deviate by two 
or more response categories from Other's expressed opinion. 



TABLE 2-2 

D i s t r i b u t i o n of Accuracy Scores 
(based on 2UU estimates) 

Subject's estimate of Other's opinion 
deviates from opinion actually 
expressed by Other by: 

No response category 
(Maximum Accuracy) 

One response category 
(Moderate Accuracy) 

Two response categories 
(Moderate Inaccuracy) 

Three or four categories 
(Maximum Inaccuracy) 

Accuracy Number of 
score estimates 

3,U 

80 

10k 

ho 

20 

A . 

33% 

h3 

16 

8 

2hh 100% 

Overall, the average Subject i s inaccurate by 1.01 response cate­
gories, 
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The problem i s : how are the attitudes of Subject and Other toward 
each other going to influence Subject's accuracy i n perceiving 
Other's opinion? We have postulated that Subject's accuracy w i l l 
depend on two kinds of factors. Hypothesis I states that Subject's 
perception of disagreement w i l l tend to be distorted by his l i k i n g 
for Other. Hypothesis I I states that Other w i l l be reluctant to 
express c o n f l i c t i n g opinions i f he lacks confidence i n Subject. 
Earlier we described the use of responses oh item (b) to distinguish 
between strong l i k i n g and mild l i k i n g . The f i n a l step was to make 
a similar d i s t i n c t i o n f o r the confidence item (d). The "always" 
responses were labeled HIGH CONFIDENCE. The remaining responses, 
which indicate that Other does not always have confidence i n Sub­
j e c t , were combined and labeled LOW CONFIDENCE. I t should be men­
tioned that few of the responses i n the l a t t e r category indicate 
r e a l l y strong d i s t r u s t . 

I t also may be worthwhile to emphasize the d i s t i n c t i o n between 
l i k i n g and confidence as used i n t h i s study. As regards any par­
t i c u l a r p a i r , we are interested i n Subject's l i k i n g f o r Other and 
i n Other 1s confidence i n Subject. Further, i f we consider the 
l i k i n g and confidence responses of one individual toward another, 
the data show that these do not necessarily represent the same 
at t i t u d e . That i s , i t i s quite possible f o r a person to l i k e 
another strongly without having complete confidence or t r u s t i n 
him, and vice versa. 

We turn now to the data on perceptual accuracy which are i l l u s ­
t rated i n Figures 2-U, and 6.17 

In analyzing the data, we encountered the following problem. As 
we saw e a r l i e r , communication tends to be associated with high 
agreement. We also f i n d that high agreement i s strongly associ­
ated with high accuracy (data not shown). Therefore, when we 
examine the relationship between communication and accuracy, we 
f i n d t h a t i t i s higher than can be accounted f o r by communica­
t i o n alone — due to the intervening l i n k w i t h agreement. 

To cancel out t h i s e f f e c t , the following procedure was adopted. 
The overall mean accuracy was computed separately f o r each l e v e l 
of agreement. A l l accuracy scores were then expressed as devia­
tions from t h i s point. Thus a zero score represents average 
accuracy under a specific l e v e l of agreement. 

For example, under maximum agreement, overa l l mean accuracy = .U7» 
For the same l e v e l of agreement, the mean fo r the "no communica­
t i o n " group = 1.33. Subtracting 1.33 from .U7 we get -.86, or 
below average accuracy. With these adjusted scores, a l l levels 
of agreement can be combined and the effects of agreement on the 
r e l a t i o n between communication and accuracy w i l l be cancelled out. 



Findings on ef f e c t of 
communication per se 

I n general, we would expect that Subjects who have communicated with 
Other about the C l i n i c a l Center w i l l be more accurate i n estimating 
Other's opinion than Subjects who have not. However the data i n 
Figure 2-4 show that t h i s generalization must be q u a l i f i e d to take 
account of the l e v e l of agreement between Subject and Other. We 
f i n d that: 

(1) When there i s rnaxiraum agreement between Subject and 
Other, Subjects who have .communicated with Other are 
s i g n i f i c a n t l y more accurate i n estimating Other's 
opinion than Subjects who have not. 

This i s i n l i n e with the usual expectation that accuracy i n per­
ceiving another person's opinion w i l l improve as a result of commun­
ica t i o n w i t h that person. 

(2) However, when there i s maximum disagreement, Subjects 
who have communicated w i t h Other are s l i g h t l y less 
accurate than Subjects who have not. This difference 
i s not s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t , and therefore should 
be interpreted with caution. Nevertheless, we can say 
with j u s t i f i c a t i o n that i n t h i s case people who have 
discussed the C l i n i c a l Center are at least no more 
accurate i n perceiving each other's opinion than 
people who have not. 

The meaning of t h i s f i n d i n g should become clearer l a t e r on when 
we look at the effects of confidence and l i k i n g on the r e l a t i o n ­
ship between communication and accuracy. 

(3) As a consequence of ( l ) and (2), when we combine a l l 
levels of agreement, we f i n d that communication i s 
associated with only s l i g h t l y greater accuracy than 
no communication. 



FIGURE 2-U 
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(Combined): 
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Between Subject 
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Communication 

+1.0 

Level of s t a t i s t i c a l 
s i g n ificance: .20 .01 Not s i g n i f i c a n t 
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Findings on l i k i n g as a factor 
i n effective communication 

Hypothesis I stated that the more one person l i k e s another, the 
more reluctant he w i l l be to recognize disagreement between him­
se l f and that person. I n terms of our data, we predicted that 
communication w i l l be associated w i t h increased accuracy when Sub­
j e c t feels only mild l i k i n g f o r Other. I n contrast, when Subject 
feels strong l i k i n g f o r Other, his l i k i n g w i l l make i t hard f o r 
him to realize that he and Other disagree. Under these conditions, 
communication may lead to greater accuracy i n perceiving agreement, 
but i t w i l l not improve accuracy i n perceiving disagreement. 

The data i n Figure 2-5 tend t o support these hypotheses. We f i n d 
t h at: 

(U) When Subject feels only mild l i k i n g f o r Other, communi­
cation i s associated consistently — that i s , regardless 
of l e v e l of agreement — with increased accuracy. Even 
when there i s disagreement, Subjects who have communi­
cated w i t h Other are s l i g h t l y more accurate than those 
who have not. 

(5) But when Subject's l i k i n g f o r Other i s strong, the r e l a ­
tionship between communication and accuracy depends on 
the l e v e l of agreement between Subject and Other, Speci­
f i c a l l y , 

(a) when there i s substantial agreement, Subjects who 
have communicated w i t h Other are s l i g h t l y more 
accurate i n estimating Other's opinion than Sub­
jects who have not. 

This supports the contention that strong l i k i n g denotes a desire t o 
perceive agreement. Note t h a t even Subjects who have not communica­
ted w i t h Other are reasonably accurate; they are correct i n assuming 
agreement, 

(b) On the other hand, when there i s disagreement, Sub­
jects who have communicated w i t h Other are no more 
accurate than Subjects who have not, tJ 

This i s i n l i n e w i t h our assumption that people f i n d i t d i f f i c u l t to 
perceive disagreement between themselves and those whom they l i k e 
strongly, even when they have encountered disagreement i n t h e i r d i s ­
cussions with themI 

*/ I n f a c t , those who communicate are s l i g h t l y less accurate than 
those who do not. 



FIGURE 2-5 
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I n any event, the important f i n d i n g here i s that communication 
between Subject and Other does not always produce greater accuracy 
i n Subject's estimates of Other's opinion. S p e c i f i c a l l y , accur­
ate recognition of another's divergent opinion i s l i k e l y to be 
impaired by strong l i k i n g . 

I t i s important to warn against concluding that strong d i s l i k i n g 
i s conducive to effective communication. On the contrary, we 
would hypothesize that strong d i s l i k i n g , l i k e strong l i k i n g , i s 
apt to i n t e r f e r e with accurate perception. I t may be that two 
people who d i s l i k e each other intensely w i l l be loath to admit 
that they share the same opinions. However, we were unable to 
test t h i s hypothesis since few of the responses to the l i k i n g 
item indicated aversion. 
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Findings on confidence as 
a factor i n effective communication 

Hypothesis I I stated that the less 'confidence one person has i n 
another, the more reluctant he w i l l be to express an opinion which 
c o n f l i c t s w i t h that of the other person. Thus i f Other lacks con­
fidence i n Subject, communication between them may be actually mis­
leading, as f a r as Subject's understanding of Other's real opinion 
i s concerned. 

I n terms of our data, we predicted that communication w i l l be asso­
ciated with an .increase i n Subject's accuracy when Other has high 
confidence i n Subject. However, when Other has low confidence i n 
Subject, communication w i l l be associated with increased accuracy 
only when there i s substantial agreement between them. 

The data i n Figure 2-6 c l e a r l y support t h i s prediction. The f i n d ­
ings are that: 

(6) VJhen Other's confidence i n Subject i s high, Subjects who 
have communicated with Other are consistently more accur­
ate i n estimating Other's opinion than Subjects who have 
not. High confidence seems to denote willingness to ex­
press one's opinions f r e e l y . Thus accuracy increases as 
a result of communication. 

(7) But when Other's confidence i n Subject i s low, communica­
t i o n does not seem to improve Subject's accuracy, even 
when there i s substantial agreement. Given disagreement, 
communication i s even associated w i t h a s l i g h t decrease 
i n accuracy. 

We a t t r i b u t e t h i s breakdown i n the effectiveness of communication 
to Other's fe e l i n g t h a t he cannot be perfectly candid i n express­
ing his opinions to someone i n whom he lacks confidence Data which 
do not appear i n t h i s report lend additional support to t h i s i n t e r ­
pretation. Subject may be inaccurate i n two ways: he may see 
Other as more similar to himself, or as more di s s i m i l a r , than i s 
actually the case. We f i n d that when Subject communicates with 
an Other who disagrees w i t h him and lacks confidence i n him, he 
perceives greater s i m i l a r i t y than i f there had been no communica­
t i o n at a l l . This suggests that Other tends to conceal disagree­
ment by expressing an opinion which seems to agree with Subject's. 
Under these circumstances, communication has the effect of leaving 
Subject with a mistaken impression as to Other's r e a l opinion. 



FIGURE 2-6 
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D. Summary of Findings 

The study reported i n this chapter was concerned w i t h i d e n t i f y i n g 
a set of factors — namely, the attitudes of two people toward each 
other — which may influence the effectiveness of communication i n 
producing ( l ) greater agreement about the l i k e l y impact of the Cl i n ­
i c a l Center on basic research, and (2) greater accuracy i n perceiv­
ing the other person's opinion about t h i s issue. The data concern 
communication as a two-way exchange of opinion, rather than one­
way transmission of information. 

As regards actual agreement, we f i n d that there i s greater similar­
i t y between the opinions of people who have communicated about the 
Cl i n i c a l Center than between the opinions of those who have not. 
Further, communication i s more ef f e c t i v e i n producing agreement 
between people whose l i k i n g f o r each other i s mutually strong than 
between people who report only mutually mild l i k i n g . 

I n analyzing data on accuracy of perception, we make a d i s t i n c t i o n 
between the Subject whose accuracy i s being measured, and the Other 
whose opinions are perceived. I t appears that communication i s 
associated with an increase i n Subject's accuracy under any of the 
following conditions: 

(1) when Subject's l i k i n g f o r Other i s mild, or 

(2) when Other's confidence i n Subject i s high, or 

(3) when Subject and other agree or disagree only s l i g h t l y . 

On the other hand, communication i s not associated w i t h increased 
accuracy when Subject and Other disagree and when either of the 
following conditions i s also present: 

(U) when Subject's l i k i n g for Other i s strong, or 

(5) when Other's confidence i n Subject i s low (less than com­
plete confidence), 

A major point emerging from these findings i s that lack of confi­
dence can be a serious bar to e f f e c t i v e communication, especially 
i f the two persons hold divergent views. 

Although the data are not included i n t h i s report, the f i n a l step 
i n the research was to examine the relationship between communica­
t i o n and accuracy, controlling simultaneously on Subject's l i k i n g 
for Other and Other's confidence i n Subject. As would be expected, 
the effects of mutually opposing conditions tend to cancel each 
other out, whereas the effects of mutually supporting conditions 
tend to reinforce each other. For example, when conditions (1) 
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and (2) are combined, communication i s associated w i t h a marked i n ­
crease i n accuracy. Si m i l a r l y , when conditions (4) and ($) are 
combined, there i s actually a decrease i n accuracy as a r e s u l t of 
communication. But when conditions (2) and (U) are combined, the 
two opposing trends cancel out, and the relationship between com­
munication and accuracy disappears. */ 

Note that the findings contain an i n t e r e s t i n g paradox. Strong 
l i k i n g has two effects which, a t f i r s t , seem inconsistent: under 
strong l i k i n g , communication i s associated w i t h (a) closer actual 
agreement, but also with (b) no increase i n accuracy of perceiving 
disagreement. The problem i s , how can communication lead to closer 
agreement i f neither person knows exactly what the other person 
thinks? One answer i s along these l i n e s . Numerous experiments have 
shown that people can respond to events which they do not consciously 
perceive. Thus an i n d i v i d u a l may be persuaded to change his mind 
about an issue, although he i s not e n t i r e l y aware that the other per­
son disagrees w i t h him, or even t h a t a change i s taking place i n h i s 
own opinions. 

Conclusions and implications 

The present study was designed p r i m a r i l y to c l a r i f y one area of 
social psychological theory. However, the findings seem to have im­
plications f o r administrative problems and procedures as w e l l . These 
implications are based on the assumption that any organization w i l l 
operate better, that i t w i l l f u n ction more smoothly, i f people can 
agree about what the organization i s t r y i n g to accomplish, and about 
the most effective means of a t t a i n i n g i t s goals. I t also seems l i k e l y 
that cooperation w i l l be less e f f e c t i v e i f people have mistaken im­
pressions about each other's views. Thus i t i s important from a 
p r a c t i c a l point of view to determine how closer agreement can be 
achieved and mistaken impressions reduced. 

We may consider the C l i n i c a l Center issue as an example. **/ 

I t i s wise t o remember that these data refer to an issue where 
opinions are r e l a t i v e l y "free t o vary". There i s no compulsion 
to arrive at a common decision about the long-range effects of 
the C l i n i c a l Center. However, where a concrete decision must 
be made — f o r example, on a policy regarding program or expendi­
tures — these findings may not hold. Lack of confidence may 
not reduce accuracy i f a c r u c i a l policy i s at stake; people may 
be w i l l i n g t o voice t h e i r r e a l opinions. Research on t h i s hy­
pothesis would be valuable. 

t*/ The reader i s referred to pages 232 through 2!>1 of the General 
Report on the F i r s t Year's Findings i n which t h i s issue i s d i s ­
cussed at some length. 
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Prior to the .opening of the Center there was considerable appre­
hension about the new program on the part of some of the i n t r a ­
mural sc i e n t i s t s . Let us assume, f o r the sake of i l l u s t r a t i o n 
and i n the absence of current information, that working relations 
between the basic and c l i n i c a l research programs have been charac­
terized to some extent by disagreement on goals, lack of mutual 
confidence, and other d i f f i c u l t i e s . Under these circumstances, 
a problem of the utmost importance would be to determine how to 
encourage more f r u i t f u l collaboration between the two groups. 
The data from our analysis suggest the following points. 

1. Face-to-face discussions, the two-way exchange of opin­
ions, seem to be helpf u l i n promoting agreement (even i f 
they do not necessarily produce more accurate understand­
in g ) . Such discussions should be therefore encouraged, 
as a supplement to formal channels for one-way transmission 
of information. 

2. At the same time, i t i s clear that such discussions w i l l 
be l i m i t e d i n t h e i r effectiveness by the attitudes of the 
basic and c l i n i c a l s c i e n t i s t s toward each other. I f un­
favorable attitudes e x i s t , i t would seem wise, at the 
beginning, to spend l i t t l e time discussing specific issues 
on which there i s sharp disagreement. Instead, time should 
be devoted to overcoming emotional road blocks — possibly 
by stressing the areas on which there i s agreement. Com­
munication aimed at establishing good working relations 
may have to precede communication about specific issues. 

For example, the intramural s c i e n t i s t s expressed concern, over the 
amount of influence c l i n i c i a n s would be l i k e l y to have i n deter­
mining s c i e n t i f i c p o l i c i e s . This could become a r e a l source of 
interpersonal f r i c t i o n s , and an obstacle to effective communica­
t i o n . Attention should be devoted to making sure that the proce­
dures f o r such decisions have been worked out to the satisfaction 
of a l l concerned. Well-meaning attempts to relieve others of ad­
ministrative burdens can easily be interpreted as personal aggran­
dizement. 

I n closing, i t may 'be w e l l to point out that as yet we know r e l a ­
t i v e l y l i t t l e about the conditions which influence the attitudes 
of people toward each other. The studies reported i n the f i r s t 
two chapters agree i n finding that such attitudes play a s i g n i ­
f i c a n t part i n organizational effectiveness. Under what condi­
tions do these attitudes arise, p e r s i s t , or change? Is lack of 
confidence more l i k e l y to p r e v a i l among persons of unequal status 
or among colleagues? Do d i f f e r e n t patterns of professional leader­
ship have an e f f e c t on the attitudes of scien t i s t s toward each 
other? We hope to explore these hypotheses i n future analyses. 



CHAPTER I I I 

ROLE OF THE INSTITUTE ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE IN 
SCIENTISTS' SATISFACTION WITH AUXILIARY SERVICES 

Donald C. Pelz 

A. Introduction 

Aims of t h i s analysis 

Since 1°U8, the ove r a l l pattern .of organization of the National 
I n s t i t u t e s of Health has changed markedly. A major change was 
the reorganization of existing laboratories into i n s t i t u t e s and 
the creation of new i n s t i t u t e s , each provided with i t s own ad­
ministrative o f f i c e responsible t o the i n s t i t u t e director. %J 

The largest single d i v i s i o n i s , of co-arse, the central administra­
t i o n , responsible to the NIH Director. I t carries on most of the 
"housekeeping" functions f o r the entire organization, including 
accounting, personnel, maintenance, and a variety of specialized 
services needed for s c i e n t i f i c work. Over the past several years 
many such functions have b^en transferred from the laboratories 
or i n s t i t u t e s and consolidated i n the central administration. 
One objective of the NIH study was to f i n d out strong and weak 
spots i n t h i s system, as seen by the s c i e n t i s t s . The General * 
Report showed that most services are i n fact viewed favorably. — ' 

The present analysis takes up a d i f f e r e n t question: i s there 
anything i n the way services are obtained which may help or h i n ­
der t h e i r effectiveness? Where should certain services be l o ­
cated — centrally or i n the i n s t i t u t e s — to render maximum 
satisfaction? For central services, what methods of obtaining 
them work best? What part does each i n s t i t u t e administrative 

-J In two i n s t i t u t e s '— NCI and NHI — there i s also a branch of the 
administrative o f f i c e reporting to the i n s t i t u t e ' s s c i e n t i f i c dir­
ector. 
Human Relations i n a Research Organization, 1953, Vol. I I , pp. 
192-202. Only i n three areas (job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , recruitment 
and h i r i n g , and requisitioning of supplies and equipment from 
outside) does satis f a c t i o n drop near the 60 percent mark. 
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o f f i c e play i n obtaining them, and what part should i t play? 

I n t h i s analysis we sha l l focus on data from the intramural pro­
fessionals, the laboratory s c i e n t i s t s . 

Functions of the i n s t i t u t e 
administrative o f f i c e 

F i r s t , i t w i l l be helpfu l to review some relevant features of the 
NIH setting. 

In any large organization i t i s convenient to distinguish between 
two sets of people: the " l i n e " and the " s t a f f . " At NIH the i n s t i ­
tute " l i n e " refers to the d i r e c t o r , s c i e n t i f i c d i r ector, laboratory 
and section chiefs, and investigators; the " s t a f f " refers mainly to 
the administrative o f f i c e . Almost a l l of the central administration 
functions as " s t a f f " to the NIH Director. 

I n theory, the job of the " s t a f f " i s simply to assist the " l i n e . 1 1 

But i n assisting the chief of the l i n e , the s t a f f personnel often 
serve two d i f f e r e n t functions f o r the rest of the l i n e . They may 
provide assistance i n i t s r e a l sense, or they may exercise control 
and regulation. 

In the central Office of the Director, f o r example, the job c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n service executes an important control function — that of 
keeping the grade structure at NIH i n t e r n a l l y consistent, and con­
sistent with the grade structure of a l l Federal employees covered 
by C i v i l Service. 

Within each i n s t i t u t e , likewise, the s t a f f group provides control 
as w e l l as assistance. I n a l l i n s t i t u t e s , requests f o r personnel 
actions — h i r i n g , f i r i n g , promotion, or job r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n — 
must f i r s t be cleared through the administrative o f f i c e , to see 
that they accord w i t h i n s t i t u t e policy and budget. They must 
also be approved by the central personnel o f f i c e . 

In addition to personnel actions, the i n s t i t u t e obtains goods and 
services from several central groups such as stock room, purchas­
ing, animal colony, s c i e n t i f i c instrument shop, carpentry and 
e l e c t r i c a l shops, photography, t r a n s l a t i n g , etc. To what extent 
i s control necessary i n these areas? 

Charges fo r each service are made against the i n s t i t u t e budget 
on a simplified basis. The i n s t i t u t e contributes a yearly sum, 
which i s adjusted p e r i o d i c a l l y i n the l i g h t of actual or a n t i c i ­
pated use. Only large or unusual orders are paid f o r as they 
arise. Under t h i s system the i n s t i t u t e knows i n advance how 
much i t i s spending for routine orders. There i s corresponding-
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l y less need to check them against current funds. 

I t i s interesting, then, to note that the i n s t i t u t e s d i f f e r widely 
on the channels f o r service requests. I n some cases a person i n 
the administrative o f f i c e must sign (formally approve) an order; 
i n other cases the o f f i c e merely transmits or executes i t ; and 
i n other cases the o f f i c e does not even do t h i s . 

Correspondingly there i s wide v a r i a t i o n i n the authority given to 
sci e n t i s t s . I n some cases a senior investigator or section chief 
i n the research program i s authorized to sign f o r nearly a l l rou­
t i n e orders, and the order i s sent d i r e c t l y to the central group. 
To the best of our knowledge, NIAMD and NMI f i t t h i s pattern. 
I n other i n s t i t u t e s the order must be signed by a lab chief or 
someone designated by him, and i s then transmitted v i a the ad­
ministrative o f f i c e (as i n NHI). And i n other cases the 
order must be signed by someone i n the administrative o f f i c e 
(as i n NCI and some of the smaller i n s t i t u t e s ) . This d i v e r s i t y 
i s t y p i c a l of the i n s t i t u t e autonomy a t NIH. 

Procedures f o r special purchases — requisitions from outside 
sources — are generally t i g h t e r , but again there i s v a r i a t i o n . 
I n some i n s t i t u t e s a request under ilOO can be approved by a 
lab chief (as i n NIAMD and M I ) ; i t then may be transmitted by 
the administrative o f f i c e . Larger orders may require clearance 
w i t h the administrative o f f i c e . I n other i n s t i t u t e s a l l requi­
s i t i o n s must be approved by the s c i e n t i f i c director or an ad­
ministrative o f f i c e r or assistant (NHI, NCI, and some of the 
smaller i n s t i t u t e s ) . 

What effects do these procedures have on the adequacy of services? 
We know that needless delays may r e s u l t . For example: a scien­
t i s t may c a l l the stock room or a shop, f i n d that the service 
can do what he needs by the time he needs i t , and then put through 
a formal order. Days l a t e r he c a l l s to f i n d out why the job i s n ' t 

Approval of large or unusual expenditures i s s t i l l necessary of 
course; and a general review i s needed to s t a b i l i z e the yearly 
contributions. I n the case of a scarce resource, such as time 
of the instrument shop, approval may be needed to make sure a l l 
laboratories get a f a i r share. 
This description applies to the system as i t operated when the 
survey \-jas made i n 1952. 

We shall use the term "administrative o f f i c e " to include the 
st a f f attached either to the i n s t i t u t e director or the scien­
t i f i c d i r e c t o r . 

file:///-jas
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done, discovers that the order has not yet arr i v e d . I n i n t e r ­
views some scient i s t s remarked t h a t they must get approval of the 
administrative o f f i c e for "every b o t t l e stopper and t e s t tube." 
At what point does administrative control become more of a nuis­
ance than a necessity? 

For some relevant survey data we turn now to the f i n d i n g s . They 
w i l l be presented i n four sections', showing how s c i e n t i s t s 1 sat­
i s f a c t i o n w i t h a u x i l i a r y services varies according to (1) the 
location of the service (whether central or i n t r a - i n s t i t u t e ) , 
(2) i n s t i t u t e where s c i e n t i s t i s working, (3) methods used f o r 
obtaining services, and (k) interpersonal relations between s c i ­
entists and the administrative o f f i c e . 

B. Findings w i t h Respect to 
Location of Services 

The measure of location 

On the questionnaire, for each of the fourteen a u x i l i a r y services 
scientists were asked (Question hk)i 

" . . . please indicate whether your own experience 
w i t h each service l i s t e d has been mainly w i t h person­
nel I n the Central Administration or w i t h personnel i n 
your own I n s t i t u t e , or equally with both (or perhaps 
you have had no experience with e i t h e r ) . " 

This item was designed as a possible way of answering the question 
where should services be located — centrally or i n the i n s t i t u t e s 
to render maximum satisfaction? 

The meaning of "experience w i t h personnel" i s somewhat ambiguous • 
I t might r e f e r either to (1) the people who actually perform the 
service, or (2) the intermediaries who transmit the request, such 
as the sci e n t i s t ' s assistant, chief, or administrative o f f i c e ; or 
i t might refer to both. 

The data themselves support the f i r s t meaning (the one o r i g i n a l l y 
intended). Each i n s t i t u t e i s f a i r l y uniform i n i t s procedures f o r 
transmitting d i f f e r e n t types of requests; the data, i n contrast, 
show wide v a r i a t i o n i n the personnel who are contacted f o r d i f ­
ferent services. Furthermore, on f i v e services ( l i b r a r y , main­
tenance and repair, shop work such as carpentry, photography, 
and translating) from 6l% to Q9% of scientists say t h e i r main 
experience has been w i t h central personnel, while only 11% to 1$ 
say t h e i r main experience has been with i n s t i t u t e personnel or 
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with both. Very cle a r l y , these services are a l l performed i n the 
central administration. Although orders to them are often trans­
mitted through i n s t i t u t e channels, t h i s f a c t i s not reflected i n the 
data. 

We sha l l assume then that location of personnel contacted l a r g e l y 
means "location of the service i t s e l f . " 

Location of services and 
satisf a c t i o n w i t h their, results 

There are seven services which permit a t e s t of the question, i n 
that central and i n s t i t u t e experience are both reported by 15% or 
more of the s c i e n t i s t s . On three of these, persons reporting 
" i n s t i t u t e " experience are s i g n i f i c a n t l y more s a t i s f i e d with the 
service than those reporting "central" experience (see Table 3-1). 
These are: requisitioning outside supplies, s c i e n t i f i c i n s t r u ­
ments and glass-blowing, and recruitment of non-professional per­
sonnel. 2/ 

Thus certain services, especially requisitioning of outside supplies, 
appear more effective i f handled by i n s t i t u t e rather than by central 
personnel. I f i n s t i t u t e f a c i l i t i e s were used fo r more of the spec­
i a l purchasing, sat i s f a c t i o n might r i s e considerably. 

Further analysis of the data on s c i e n t i f i c instruments showed that 
differences are largely contributed by one i n s t i t u t e : NCI. At 
the time.of the survey (October 1952) t h i s organization had i t s 
own technical shop. Correspondingly, NCI personnel constitute 
72% of those who are reporting on i n s t i t u t e f a c i l i t i e s but only 
3% of those reporting on central f a c i l i t i e s . And i n NCI, 9b% 
express sati s f a c t i o n with t h e i r own shop! 

Other data show clearly that a l o c a l instrument shop gives faster 
service. Of those scientists who report s a t i s f a c t i o n with central 
f a c i l i t i e s , only one-quarter name speed as a reason, while among 
those s a t i s f i e d with i n s t i t u t e f a c i l i t i e s , one-half give speed as 
a reason (the exact figures are 23% and k9% respectively; d i f f e r ­
ence s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t ) . 

Subsequently the NCI shop was integrated w i t h the central i n s t r u ­
ment shop. There were several reasons for the move, including a 
need f o r more f a c i l i t i e s f o r the new C l i n i c a l Center. Whatever 
the reasons, the consolidation w i l l undoubtedly reduce eff i c i e n c y 
of service f o r NCI. Ways of reducing the time lag may require 
att e n t i o n . 

The other four tested (showing non-significant differences) are: 
job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , laboratory animals, supplies from store room, 
and p a y r o l l and t r a v e l vouchers. 
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TABLE 3-1 

Satisfaction w i t h Central 
and I n s t i t u t e A u x i l i a r y Services 

Location of service 

C en t r a l Inst i t u t e 

Requisitioning of supplies 
and equipment from outside 

Generally adequate 
Often inadequate 

N giving opinion = 

52% 
il8 

100^ 

66 

76 
2h 

100 

131* 

D i f f . 

2h 
•iWf-

Recruitment and h i r i n g 
(espec. non-professional) 

Generally adequate 
Often inadequate 

N giving opinion = 

hh% 
5k 

1005? 

61 

63 
37 

100 

67 

19 •it-

S c i e n t i f i c instruments 
and glass-bloviing 

Generally adequate 
Often inadequate 

15% 

25 
100? 

91 
9 

100 

16 

N giving opinion H6 

A single asterisk i n these tables indicates that the difference i s 
s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t ; there i s a p r o b a b i l i t y of less than 1 i n 
20 that a difference of t h i s size could have arisen purely by chance. 
(The difference i s " s i g n i f i c a n t at the .05 l e v e l of confidence.") 

A double asterisk indicates that t h i s difference i s highly s i g n i f i ­
cant; the p r o b a b i l i t y of i t s being due to chance alone i s less than 
1 i n 100 ( " s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t at the .01 l e v e l of confidence"). 
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C. Findings with Respect to I n s t i t u t e 

We have seen that the i n s t i t u t e s vary widely i n the role of the 
administrative o f f i c e i n obtaining services. What is the e f f e c t 
of these variations? 

A careful analysis was done of s c i e n t i s t ' s attitudes i n each i n s t i ­
t u t e . Our conclusion i s that w i t h the one exception of job c l a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n there are no substantial differences between the i n s t i t u t e s , 
i n s atisfaction with services. ^/ Fluctuations do appear, of course; 
each i n s t i t u t e has i t s ups and downs. But wit h the exceptions just 
noted there are no o v e r a l l trends. 

The data on job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n service are shown i n Table 3-2. Two 
points may be noted, ( l ) Almost a l l NCI scientists who report any 
experience with job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n name the central o f f i c e rather 
than i n s t i t u t e s t a f f as the point of contact. In other i n s t i t u t e s 
there i s a half-and-half d i v i s i o n . (2) The differences i n s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n are confined to contact w i t h the central o f f i c e (upper 
half of t a b l e ) . Here only one-third of NCI scientists are s a t i s ­
f i e d with the results, compared to. over half i n the other large 
i n s t i t u t e s and over three-quarters i n the smaller — a range of 
UO percentage points. 

I t i s probable that NCI needs more assistance on job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , 
and that more negotiation w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t e may be h e l p f u l . There 
already exists a mechanism which might accomplish these ends. Several 
years ago the central personnel o f f i c e replaced a system of "special­
ists' 1 with one of "generalists." Each generalist handles a l l the 
personnel negotiations f o r a few i n s t i t u t e s . An i n s t i t u t e can thus 
address i t s problems to a single person, who becomes w e l l acquainted 
w i t h the members and t h e i r needs. Perhaps the NCI generalist should 
be "loaned" to NCI, assigned a spot w i t h i n the i n s t i t u t e , - where he 
would be d i r e c t l y accessible to i t s members. 

In making t h i s analysis we took i n t o consideration the location of 
the service (whether reported as central or local) and the grade 
of the respondent, ke suspected, f o r example, that the older 
scientists i n NCI might resent the administrative o f f i c e channel 
more than the younger. No evidence of t h i s appears; at a l l 
grades NCI sc i e n t i s t s are no d i f f e r e n t from those i n other i n s t i ­
tutes. In grades GS-13 and up some of the i n s t i t u t e differences 
are greater than i n the lower grades, but these differences do 
not relate meaningfully to variations i n procedure. 
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TABIE 3-2 

Satisfaction w i t h Job Classification 
Service, by I n s t i t u t e 

NHI, NIMH and 
NIDR combined NMI NIAMD NCI 

When experience i s mainly with 
central personnel, job cl a s s i ­
f i c a t i o n i s : 

Generally adequate 11% 57 58 37 
Often inadequate 23 43 42 63 

loo* 100 100 100 

N giving opinion = 13 21 24 43 

When experience i s mainly with 
i n s t i t u t e personnel or both, 
job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n i s : 

Generally adequate 58% 61 75 63 
Often inadequate 39 25 37 

loo! 100 100 100 

N giving opinion • 12 18 2U 8 

By the use of a chi-square t e s t , differences among the four groups 
i n the upper half (central contact) are almost s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i ­
f i c a n t at the ,05> l e v e l . 
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D. Findings on Methods Reported 
f o r Obtaining Services 

Reports of di r e c t or in d i r e c t 
contact with services 

On the questionnaire professionals were asked (Question lr5): 

" I n general, how do you go about obtaining auxiliary-
services of the kinds l i s t e d above . . . from the Cen­
t r a l Administration? . . ." 

They were asked to select the most important and next most important 
method from f i v e alternatives, including two channels f o r direct 
contact with the service (by personal or phone conversation, or by 
memo) and three i n d i r e c t channels ( v i a the chief, personal contact 
with the administrative o f f i c e , or memo to the administrative 
o f f i c e ) . 

Reports on use of various methods are shown i n Table 3-3. They 
are rather surprising i n view of the substantial role which we 
know the administrative o f f i c e plays. On " f i r s t choice" over 
f o u r - f i f t h s of the scientists report that they deal d i r e c t l y 
with the central groups; only lh% report use of the administra­
t i v e o f f i c e . And even when f i r s t and second choices are com­
bined, the number u t i l i z i n g the o f f i c e i s less than one-third. 

Discussion of these results with NIH personnel suggested a plaus­
i b l e i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . A sc i e n t i s t w i l l f i r s t c a l l up the service 
and se t t l e the details verbally; then he w i l l submit the formal 
request "through channels." *f 

Whatever the o f f i c i a l procedures, the results suggest that the i n ­
formal or actual methods bring the s c i e n t i s t i n t o much direct con­
tact w i t h services. And i n view of the prevailing satisfaction, 
t h i s freedom for informal direct contact appears to work w e l l . 

Some of the newer sc i e n t i s t s , also, may be unaware that the memo 
they address to the service must clear through the administrative 
o f f i c e . This view i s supported by the fact t h a t those i n begin­
ning grades report much less use of the o f f i c e (ll$ i n GS-11 and 
below, compared with U5% i n GS-13 and above). 
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TABLE 3-3 

Methods Reported i n Obtaining 
Central Services 

Direct Contact 

Contact services personally 

Send memo or r e q u i s i t i o n 

F i r s t 
Choice 

31% 

\6 
82% 

Second 
Choice 

29 

2L 
53 

Indirect Contact 

T e l l chief 

Contact i n s t i t u t e administra­
t i v e o f f i c e personally 

Send memo or r e q u i s i t i o n to 
i n s t i t u t e administrative 
o f f i c e 

No second choice 

N giving at least one method 

7 J 

100% 

282 

9 

7. 

26 

282 

> 16 

Variations i n methods 
across i n s t i t u t e s 

One i s immediately curious as to how closely the reported methods 
correspond to the o f f i c i a l methods. Some relevant data are shown 
i n Table 3-U. For t h i s and a l l subsequent analyses we have made 
use of both f i r s t and second choice as to method; the purpose was 
to increase the number reporting any use of the administrative 
o f f i c e , on which our attention i s to be focussed. 

Thus i f a sci e n t i s t ' s f i r s t choice i s a dire c t method and his second 
choice i s via the administrative o f f i c e , he i s assigned to the l a t ­
t e r category. 
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TABLE 3-4 

Methods to Obtain Central Services, 
by I n s t i t u t e 

( i n order of increasing size) 

Method 

Direct contact 

Personal 

Memo 

NHI, NIMH, 
and NTDR 

31% 

22 

NMI 

30 

36 

NIAMD 

27 

40 

NCI 

23 

46 

Indirect contact 

Chief 

Admin, o f f . - pers'l 
11 " - memo 

2 

u J 

Too! 
h9 

N giving method B 

Q . b/ 
Size: —' 

Intramural professionals 6 l 

A l l employees 249 

8 

12 

14 
100 

59 

76 

215 

26 

13 
10 

10 
100 

98 

107 

247 

20 

6 

7 

19 
100 

72 

85 

355 

26 

F i r s t and second choices combined. 

Number of employees at Bethesda who returned questionnaires, 
representing about 94$ of f u l l - t i m e s t a f f (excluding v i s i t ­
ing s c i e n t i s t s , fellows, e t c . ) . 
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Again the results are surprising. We saw i n the introduction a 
d i s t i n c t contrast between the two largest groups, NCI and NIAMD, 
i n extent of channeling through the administrative o f f i c e . Yet 
i n Table 3-U there are clear trends associated simply with t o t a l 
size of the organization. As we go from smaller to larger i n s t i ­
t utes, there i s a steady decrease i n personal contacts: a small 
drop i n di r e c t contact and a marked drop i n contact with the ad­
ministrative o f f i c e . Conversely, w i t h increasing size there i s 
a steady increase i n memos: a marked r i s e i n di r e c t memos to the 
service and a sl i g h t e r r i s e i n those to the administrative o f f i c e . 

Previous studies have shown that larger organizations tend to be 
less "personalized 1 1 and more "routinized" i n t h e i r functioning. 
The same trend appears i n these' data f o r NIH, and stands as a r e ­
minder of the price of bigness. 

One other point: we see that as the i n s t i t u t e s increase i n size, 
the t o t a l use of the administrative o f f i c e declines. To some ex­
tent t h i s trend r e f l e c t s o f f i c i a l policy. NHI and other small 
i n s t i t u t e s make the administrative o f f i c e an o f f i c i a l channel; 
and reported use i s k$%* In NTH and NIAMD by-passing of the 
o f f i c e i s o f f i c i a l ; and reported use drops to 26% or lower. 
But i n NCI, where orders must channel through the administrative 
o f f i c e , the reported use of i t i s no higher. Have scientists 
found t h i s machinery more cumbersome than useful? Are they 
avoiding i t ? 

The w r i t e r was inclined to t h i s view, u n t i l he analyzed the data 
by grade of s c i e n t i s t s , obtaining the results shown i n Table 3-5. 
Note that f o r persons i n GS-13 and above (including corresponding 
Corps ranks), one-half of the scientists i n NCI do u t i l i z e the 
administrative o f f i c e . Furthermore t h i s i n s t i t u t e shows the largest 
increase i n use from lower to higher grades. I t s members, as they 
r i s e i n rank, appear to be adapting to the o f f i c i a l channels. Dis­
crepancy between policy and practice i s confined to the younger 

The reader w i l l r e c a l l from the previous section that t h i s discre­
pancy at lower grades does not seem to be a handicap. The ju n i o r -
l e v e l scientists i n NCI report the same satis f a c t i o n with services 
as do t h e i r peers elsewhere. 
In both NCI and NIAMD there i s a s i g n i f i c a n t increase i n use of 
administrative o f f i c e w i t h r i s e i n grade. I n NCI t h i s increase 
i s compensated mainly by a decrease i n d i r e c t personal contact, 
and i n NIAMD mainly by decrease i n reliance on chief. The mean­
ing of t h i s contrast i s not clear. 

oe. 
2/ members. 
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TABLE 3-5 

Methods to Obtain Central Services, 
by I n s t i t u t e and Grade 

NHI, NIMH, and NIDR NMI 
GS-11 GS-13 D i f f ­ GS-11 GS-13 D i f f ­

Method & below & up erence & below 5c up erence 

Personal 38£ 29 -9 42 19 -23 
Memo 29 7 w22 29 29 0 
Chief 4 0 -4 8 14 6 
Admin, o f f . 29 64 35 21 38 17 

iqo£ 100 100 100 

N = 24 14 24 21 

NIAMD NCI 
GS-11 GS-13 D i f f ­ GS-11 GS-13 D i f f ­

Method & below & up erence & below & up erence 

Personal 26% 23 -3 37 5 - 3 2 * 
Memo 18 35 -13 50 4i -9 
Chief 21 3 

- H . 

-18 " 3 4 1 
Admin, o f f . 5 39 34 ** 10 5o 40** 

1005b 100 100 100 

N = 42 31 30 22 

Including Commissioned Corps equivalents. 

S t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t (.05 l e v e l ) . 

Highly s i g n i f i c a n t (.01 l e v e l ) f 
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Relationships between methods used 
and sati s f a c t i o n with services 

The next step i s to ask which of these reported methods w i l l pro­
mote the greatest sa t i s f a c t i o n . Six services were selected f o r 
study, on the basis of t h e i r showing s u f f i c i e n t dissatisfaction 
to permit discrimination among the methods. */ 

When we examine these items we f i n d that on f i v e of them there i s 
almost no relationship between the method used and satisfaction 
w i t h the service (data not shown f o r these f i v e areas). Both 
scientists who regard the service as "generally adequate" and 
those who report i t as "often inadequate" show almost i d e n t i c a l 
use of the f i v e methods. *2/ 

This lack of relationship was at f i r s t surprising and disappoint­
ing. Numerous steps were taken t o see i f some hidden pattern could 
be brought to l i g h t . Were the results d i f f e r e n t i n i n s t i t u t e s of 
di f f e r e n t size? VJere they d i f f e r e n t depending on the presence or 
absence of strains between sc i e n t i s t s and administrative personnel? 
A l l paths led to the same negative answer. 

Upon second thought the results appeared more plausible. They re­
inforce a tentative picture that has emerged so f a r . Regardless of 
the formal channels, scien t i s t s at NIH seem to have considerable lee­
way f o r whatever informal methods they wish. I f t h i s inference i s 
correct, then no one of the informal methods w i l l appear markedly 
superior; each w i l l be used by those who f e e l i t gets the best re­
su l t s . The entire system i s f l e x i b l e , with alternative channels; 
and i t seems t o operate w e l l . Among informal procedures there i s 
no one "best method." 

The exception l i e s again i n the area of job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . Of a l l 
the services, t h i s i s the one where the control function of the cen­
t r a l s t a f f i s most obvious. C l a s s i f i c a t i o n standards must be kept 
consistent w i t h those i n other government bureaus and among the i n ­
s t i t u t e s . There i s l i t t l e freedom as t o method; a l l i n s t i t u t e s must 

As seen i n the accompanying table, percents were computed on the 
basis of those s a t i s f i e d and d i s s a t i s f i e d , rather than on the basis 
of those using a particular method. This permits simultaneous com­
parison among a l l the methods. The s i x services u t i l i z e d were: 
supplies from stockroom, r e q u i s i t i o n i n g from outside, job c l a s s i f i ­
cation, recruitment, shop work such as carpentry, and s c i e n t i f i c 
instruments. 

As a precaution, we did a p a r a l l e l analysis using those who report 
experience with central personnel only. The same lack of r e l a t i o n ­
ships T*as found. 
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TABLE 3-6 

Relationship between 
Methods f o r A u x i l i a r y Services, and 

Satisfaction with Job Classification 
Job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

Generally Often D i f f ­
Method adequate inadequate erence 
Personal contact 2Q% 9 
Memo 27 k6 -19* 
Chief 3 9 -6 
Admin, o f f . - pers'l 22 17 

" " - memo 20 19 1 
100^ 100 

N = 60 51* 

Difference s i g n i f i c a n t (.05 l e v e l ) . 

follow the same procedures, i n which clearance by the i n s t i t u t e ad­
ministrative o f f i c e i s required. I n addition to these r i g i d i t i e s , 
intangible factors and subjective judgments must be weighed; deci­
sions must be reached on matters that touch personal feelings. 

Under such conditions, i t i s not surprising to f i n d the results shown 
i n Table 3-6. Scientists who are s a t i s f i e d w i t h job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 
make more use of di r e c t personal contact; those who are d i s s a t i s f i e d 
r e l y more on di r e c t memos, if 

Personal contacts, then, provide a valuable supplement to the formal 
channels f o r negotiating job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n s . Personal contacts are 
already emphasized by the system of personnel generalists. This em­
phasis appears f r u i t f u l , and should be encouraged. 

To make sure that s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h the central service i s being re­
ported, Table 3-6 omits those whose experience has been with i n s t i ­
tute personnel only. A similar relationship obtains when t h i s 
check i s disregarded. 
One may wonder whether the r e s u l t i s due simply to the previous 
finding on NCI!s dis s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n . There 
i s some connection: of a l l i n s t i t u t e s NCI has least personal 
contact and r e l i e s most on memos; and wi t h i n t h a t organization 
the f i n d i n g i n Table 3-5 disappears. But the relationship does 
occur w i t h i n the other i n s t i t u t e s ; i t stands on i t s own. 
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E, Findings on Perceptions 
toward Administrative Office 

The evidence so f a r i s that the i n s t i t u t e administrative o f f i c e 
has remarkably l i t t l e e f f e c t on the adequacy of services. At the 
beginning we suspected that i t s p a r t i c i p a t i o n might introduce de-

The previous data, however, have concerned a quantitative factor: 
the amount of o f f i c e p a r t i c i p a t i o n . But what about q u a l i t a t i v e 
factors i n i t s manner of operating? When we examine such data, 
some sharp relationhips do emerge. I n t h i s analysis we sha l l 
have to depend as before on s c i e n t i s t s 1 perceptions, as obtained 
from the questionnaires. 

Three perceptions or attitudes toward 
the administrative o f f i c e 

One of the questionnaire items (Question 2) was: 

"In your own experience, have you noticed any strains 
or f r i c t i o n s i n relations between members of d i f f e r e n t 
groups at NIH such as the ones l i s t e d below? . . . " 
Attitudes toward f i v e pairs of groups were asked, i n ­
cluding "Administrative Officers (and t h e i r assistants) 
with professional personnel." 

In addition four groups of administrative personnel were described, 
including "The Administrative Officer i n your I n s t i t u t e (your I n s t i ­
tute's Executive or Administrative Officer, together with any of 
his immediate s t a f f ) " ; respondents were asked (Questions lU and 

"How f a m i l i a r do you f e e l with the general a c t i v i t i e s and 
major decisions of each of these individuals or groups?" 

"Regarding each of these individuals or groups, how com­
petently do you f e e l they are performing t h e i r functions? 
Regardless of whether t h e i r intentions are good or poor, 
what kind of a job are they actually doing? . . . " 

The d i f f i c u l t i e s observed i n the job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n area do not 
seem to stem from administrative delays, but rather from the draw­
backs of w r i t t e n communication-at-a-distance i n contrast w i t h 
face-to-face communication. 

lays; no h i n t par 
of t h i s has emerged 

15): 

and 
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These questions provide data on three variables: awareness of 
strains or f r i c t i o n s , reported familiarity» and perceived com­
petence. 

I t should be noted that two of these variables are highly i n t e r ­
related (See Table 3-7). Scientists who d i f f e r i n perceived com­
petence of t h e i r administrative o f f i c e also d i f f e r sharply i n 
awareness of strains between professionals and administrative 
o f f i c e r s . 

Which i s cause and which effect? Each may i n f a c t affect the 
other. A s c i e n t i s t may bring a problem to the administrative 
o f f i c e and f i n d i t handled i n e p t l y , thus leading to f r i c t i o n . 
Or f r i c t i o n may arise from personal d i s l i k e s or from red tape, 
and the s c i e n t i s t concludes that the o f f i c e i s incompetent. 
Since t h i s study i s concerned w i t h interpersonal r e l a t i o n s , we 
shal l focus on strains. 

I t i s important to note that neither of these variables i s related 
to the sci e n t i s t 's' f a m i l i a r i t y w i t h administrative o f f i c e procedures 
(data not shown). Sheer information does not seem to reduce i n t e r ­
personal d i f f i c u l t i e s , nor improve estimates of administrative com­
petence . 

TABLE 3-7 

Relationship between Perceptions of 
Competence and Strain with Administrative Office 

Perceived competence 

Strains or f r i c t i o n s 
Very, f a i r l y 

Rood job 
Mixed or 
poor job 

D i f f ­
erence 

Slight or none 53% 10. U3** 
Moderate 39 U8 -9 
Severe 8 k2 -Ik** 

100$ 100 

N giving opinion = 179 91 

Difference highly s i g n i f i c a n t (.01 l e v e l ) . 
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Strains with administrative o f f i c e r s 
as related to satisfaction 
with services 

The major point to be made i s that, the qua l i t y of personal relations 
between the administrative o f f i c e and the sci e n t i s t s i s definitely-
related to the l a t t e r ' s s a t i s f a c t i o n with services. This i s seen 
most clearly i n the case of strains and f r i c t i o n s , as shown i n 
Table 3-8 f o r four key services. I n every case, those reporting 
"severe strains" are less s a t i s f i e d than are those reporting " s l i g h t 
or no strains." (A similar though less s t r i k i n g pattern i s found 
for perceived competence; data not shown.) 

TABLE 3-8 

Relationships between 
Strains with Administrative Officers, and 
Satisfaction with Four Auxil i a r y Services 

no strains strains strains erence 
Sli g h t or Moderate Severe D i f f - / 

Supplies from storeroom 

Generally adequate 83$ 795? 61$ 19 
Often inadequate 17 21 36 

105^ ' locjE l W 
N giving opinion e 105 115 55 

Requisitioning from outside 

Adequate 73$ 70$ Ul# 29 

N = 109 111* 55 

Job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n 

Adequate 69% 

65 
62% 

16 

32% 

38 
37 

Recruitment and h i r i n g 

Adequate 61$ 
N = 71+ 

63# 
83 

29% 
38 

35 

Difference shown i s between the " s l i g h t " and "severe" categories. 

S t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t (.05 l e v e l ) . 

Highly s i g n i f i c a n t (.01 l e v e l ) . 
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Note also that the existence of only "moderate strains" i s not a 
handicap i n t h i s respect. Some degree of f r i c t i o n is inevitable, 
especially where the administrative s t a f f must exercise control 
functions. But i f these f r i c t i o n s can be kept within reasonable 
l i m i t s , the effects on services need not be feared. 

Variations by i n s t i t u t e 

The next table shows that i n the larger i n s t i t u t e s i t may be more 
d i f f i c u l t to keep scientist-administrator tensions within "reason­
able l i m i t s . " Table 3-9 shows tha t on both strains and perceived 
competence the most favorable attitudes are found i n the smallest 
i n s t i t u t e s and the least favorable i n the largest. Overall size 
of organization may make good relations harder to build and main-

Some additional evidence suggests that i t i s also more important for 
the larger i n s t i t u t e s to reduce scientist-administrator tensions. 
Separate computations of the relationships between strains and satisfac­
tions with services were obtained for each i n s t i t u t e . I n general, the 
larger the i n s t i t u t e the stronger i s the tendency for severe strains 
to go with d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n . In.the larger organizations, disturbances 
seem to spread more readily from the one area to the other. 22/ 

Deliberate e f f o r t s may be required i n the larger i n s t i t u t e s , aimed at 
understanding the sources of tensions and seeking ways to reduce them. 

One wonders whether the high proportion of "severe strains" i n NCI 
has resulted i n part from the channeling of a l l service orders 
through the administrative o f f i c e . There i s no satisfactory way 
to test t h i s question with existing data. We examined the scien­
t i s t s 1 reports on methods used to obtain services, to f i n d out 
whether those using the administrative o f f i c e would be less favor­
able to i t . No relationship was found, either for the whole pop­
ul a t i o n or w i t h i n NCI. But i n fac t no relationship ought to e x i s t , 
since these data are believed to r e f l e c t informal rather than 
o f f i c i a l methods. 

NCI shows s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t relationships between strains 
and a l l four services; NIAMD shows two s i g n i f i c a n t relationships 
(with requisitioning and recruitment); NMI shows one (with requi­
s i t i o n i n g ) ; the three small i n s t i t u t e s show none. 
Regarding the nature of causal connection, i t i s an open question 
as to whether strains i n t e r f e r e with services, or whether poor 
services are blamed on the adrriinistrative o f f i c e or both. The 
present data give no answers although they h i n t that both pro­
cesses operate. Further "depth" research here would be reward­
ing. 

t a i n . 2/ 
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TABLE 3-9 

Perceptions of Administrative Office, 
by I n s t i t u t e 

( i n order of increasing size of t o t a l s t a f f ) 

NHI, N M 
and NIDR NMI NIAMD NCI 

Strains and f r i c t i o n s 

Slight or none $8% hi hh 18 
Moderate 39 . 36 hz hS 
Severe 3 17 l i t 37 

Too! 100 100 100 

N = IS 92 78 

Perceived competence 

Very, f a i r l y good job 83$ 69 69 53 
Mixed or poor job 17 

100? 
31 

100 
31 

100 
hi 

100 

N = 59 67 87 74 

F a m i l i a r i t y 

Clear, f a i r l y clear idea 82$ 42 47 46 
L i t t l e or no idea 18 58 53 54 

100? 100 100 100 

N = 62 75 107 82 

Differences between NCI and the three smaller i n s t i t u t e s combj-ned 
are i n every case highly s i g n i f i c a n t (.01 l e v e l of confidence). 
But only on strains does NCI d i f f e r s i g n i f i c a n t l y from the other 
large i n s t i t u t e s . 
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F a m i l i a r i t y as related to 
satisfaction w i t h services 
and to methods used 

A f i n a l word about s c i e n t i s t s ' f a m i l i a r i t y with administrative 
o f f i c e a c t i v i t i e s and decisions. We saw previously-that t h i s 
factor i s not related to s t r a i n or perceived competence. Other 
data show tha t f a m i l i a r i t y i s also unrelated to satisfaction w i t h 
services. Scientists who range from a "clear idea" to "no idea" 
about t h e i r administrative o f f i c e are equally w e l l pleased w i t h 
the end r e s u l t s . Increasing the s c i e n t i s t s 1 knowledge as such 
i s not l i k e l y to improve t h e i r s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

The picture i s similar to one found ea r l i e r on reported methods: 
use of the administrative o f f i c e seems to have no e f f e c t on the 
caliber of service obtained. And i t i s interesting to note that 
f a m i l i a r i t y i s related to methods. As one might expect, a clear 
idea of the administrative o f f i c e goes with personal use of i t ; 
an unclear idea goes with personal contact d i r e c t l y x^ith the 
service (data not shown; differences s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t ) . 
We do not know, of course, what the causal l i n k i s . I t i s possi­
ble that greater use leads to f a m i l i a r i t y , more often than the 
reverse. 

Strains and competence 
as related to methods 

Oddly enough, neither awareness of strains nor perceived competence 
has any relationship to methods usedl Scientists who are either 
favorable or unfavorable make almost exactly the same use of the 
administrative o f f i c e (data not shown). 

To close: a review and 
some speculations 

Most of the data i n t h i s chapter can be summarized under two d i s ­
t i n c t constellations. 

In the f i r s t constellation are several emotionally-toned attitudes. 
Two of these are directed toward the administrative o f f i c e (aware-
ness of s t r a i n s , and perceived competence). These attitudes are 
related to each other, and are linked i n turn w i t h expressions 
of s a t i s f a c t i o n toward several central services. 

In the second constellation are two emotionally neutral items of 
information and behavior. One of these i s sheer f a m i l i a r i t y w i t h 
administrative o f f i c e a c t i v i t i e s . This i s linked w i t h informal 
methods fo r obtaining central services. 
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Between these two constellations no relationships appear. Famili­
a r i t y does not make sci e n t i s t s more or less favorable toward admin­
i s t r a t i v e o f f i c e or services. Use of d i f f e r e n t methods i s (with one 
exception) not associated with s a t i s f a c t i o n toward services. Even 
more surprising, use of the.administrative o f f i c e does not vary with 
attitudes toward i t . 

But are these constellations actually unrelated? Both common sense 
and organisational theory compel doubt. I t seems rather that be­
havior i n t h i s r e l a t i v e l y f l e x i b l e NIH setting must have adjusted 
i n such a way as to minimize emotional tensions, (fce saw a hint 
of t h i s i n the adaptation of senior NCI scien t i s t s to t h e i r ad­
ministrative channels.) In an unobstructed hydraulic system, 
the f l u i d w i l l d i s t r i b u t e to equalize the surface pressure at 
every point. So behavior may have adjusted to equalize emotional 
tension i n t h i s organizational system. And information then 
follows, perhaps, af t e r behavior. 

In a less f l e x i b l e organization than NIH, one with fewer alterna­
tives of action, the imbalances i n pressure ought to be more i n 
evidence. The l i n k between behavior and emotions should reveal 
i t s e l f more readily to the probing of the s c i e n t i f i c method. 
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F. Summary and Practical Implications 

The administrative o f f i c e i n each i n s t i t u t e plays a substantial 
part i n securing a u x i l i a r y services from the central administra­
t i o n . The o f f i c e must approve and o f f i c i a l l y transmit a l l per­
sonnel actions such as job r e c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , although there i s 
wide var i a t i o n among i n s t i t u t e s i n o f f i c i a l channels f o r obtain­
ing other f a c i l i t i e s . This chapter reports analyses on factors 
which affect s c i e n t i s t s 1 s a t i s f a c t i o n toward central services, 
with a focus on the role of the administrative o f f i c e . Major 
findings are: 

1. On three services (requ i s i t i o n i n g from outside, recruitment, 
and s c i e n t i f i c instrument work) sc i e n t i s t s are more s a t i s f i e d i f the 
service i s performed w i t h i n t h e i r i n s t i t u t e rather than the central 
administration. The results suggest that i n s t i t u t e f a c i l i t i e s be 
used where possible, especially f o r outside requisitioning, and that 
ways be explored for reducing the time lag i n instrument work by the 
central shop. 

2. Scientists i n NCI are less s a t i s f i e d than those i n other 
i n s t i t u t e s on job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n obtained from the central personnel-
o f f i c e . The data suggest that the s i t u a t i o n might be improved i f the 
personnel "generalist" f o r NCI spend a greater amount of time w i t h i n 
the i n s t i t u t e , d i r e c t l y accesible to i t s members. 

3. In respect' to other services, no substantial differences 
appear among the i n s t i t u t e s . Apparently the wide variations i n 
o f f i c i a l channels fo r securing f a c i l i t i e s does not affect satisfac­
t i o n with the r e s u l t s . 

k» In terms of methods reported by s c i e n t i s t s themselves, 
r e l a t i v e l y l i t t l e use i s made of the administrative o f f i c e . I t 
appears that scientists at NIH frequently contact the services 
d i r e c t l y to arrange the d e t a i l s , and then send t h e i r orders through 
o f f i c i a l channels. I n view of the o v e r a l l s a t i s f a c t i o n , t h i s i n ­
formal system seems to work we l l and should be maintained and en­
couraged. 

5. V i t h one exception the use of d i f f e r e n t informal methods 
i s unrelated to s a t i s f a c t i o n . There i s no one best method; under 
a f l e x i b l e system of alternative avenues, the sc i e n t i s t s appear 
to use the one which works best f o r them. I n f a c t , the freedom 
f o r d i r e c t contact with the service may be the reason why d i f f e r ­
ences i n o f f i c i a l channels do not a f f e c t s a t i s f a c t i o n . 

6. In the one area of job c l a s s i f i c a t i o n , d i r e c t personal con­
t a c t wit h the central o f f i c e i s more e f f e c t i v e , while reliance on 
memos to the o f f i c e i s less e f f e c t i v e . The use of personal negotia­
t i o n s , already encouraged by the system of personnel generalists, 
should continue to be emphasized. 
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7. The larger the i n s t i t u t e , the less use i s made of personal 
contacts, and the more reliance i s placed on memos. This trend 
toward less "personalized" and more "routinized" procedures may 
be inevitable i n large organizations. 

8. Awareness of strains between scient i s t s and administrative 
o f f i c e r s , and perceived competence of the o f f i c e , have a strong 
bearing on sa t i s f a c t i o n with several services. In larger i n s t i ­
tutes the awareness of strains i s more strongly connected with 
service di s s a t i s f a c t i o n ; furthermore the strains are greater i n 
larger i n s t i t u t e s , especially NCI. Special attention to the 
causes and reduction of such tensions may be needed. 

9. S c i e n t i s t s 1 f a m i l i a r i t y with the a c t i v i t i e s and decisions 
of t h e i r administrative o f f i c e i s not related to favorable or un­
favorable attitudes toward the o f f i c e or toward the service. Sheer 
information about administrative procedures i s not l i k e l y to reduce 
tensions or improve effectiveness of the services. 



CHAPTER IV 

AN ANALYSIS OF SELECTED FACTORS IN LABORATORY MORALE 

Howard Baumgartel 

A. Problem and Methods 

Problem 
*/ 

I n t h i s chapter we sh a l l be concerned with 20 laboratory groups. 
Attention w i l l be focused on the interrelationships between a num­
ber of d i f f e r e n t measures characterizing the twenty groups. The 
measures were obtained from the responses of the professional 
personnel to the questionnaire administered i n October 1952. Our 
interest i n carrying out t h i s analysis grew out of a desire to 
f i n d answers to some of these questions: 

What i s the relationship between a laboratory's contribution 
to health objectives and i t s contribution to science objectives, 
i n the eyes of i t s members? 

In laboratories which have a higher than average interest i n 
contributing t o the nation's health, i s the opportunity to 
contribute to science seen as higher, lower, or the same as 
the other laboratories? 

— What i s the relationship between a laboratory's contribution 
to basic science and the sat i s f a c t i o n with promotional oppor­
t u n i t i e s expressed by i t s members? 

— Are laboratories which report satisfactory promotional oppor­
t u n i t i e s more l i k e l y to be those which are highly involved i n 
basic science or those which are more involved i n health pro­
blems? 

— What kinds of job factors increase s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h scien­
t i f i c leadership? 

The answers to such questions may have both p r a c t i c a l and theoretical 
importance t o the problems of understanding and managing large-scale 
research organizations. 

Finding the answers to questions l i k e these seemed important f o r two 
major reasons. One reason stems from the "feedback program1' which 
was carried out t h i s past year. I n t h i s program,, information about 

See Appendix B f o r l i s t of these groups 
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the laboratory's standing on many d i f f e r e n t questionnaire items was 
provided f o r each laboratory u n i t i n the NIH intramural research pro­
gram. During the discussion of t h i s information, many questions arose 
as to the meaning of a "high" or "low" standing on some pa r t i c u l a r 
item. The analysis which we are reporting i n t h i s chapter provides 
some answers to these questions. The findings indicate whether a 
high or low standing on one item i s associated w i t h a high or low 
standing on each of several other items. A knowledge of these re­
lationships w i l l enable a laboratory chief and his s t a f f to appraise 
more adequately the meaning of a pa r t i c u l a r percentage on a par­
t i c u l a r item. 

The second reason stems from our interest i n a subsequent analysis 
which w i l l be carried out during Phase I I I of the project. Up to 
the present, our analysis of leadership variables has dealt p r i ­
marily with the relationships between the sc i e n t i s t and his imme­
diate chief. I t i s important now to carry forward t h i s analysis 
to include the effects of d i f f e r e n t patterns of leader behavior 
on the morale and motivation of laboratory groups as a whole. To 
what extent do characteristics of the laboratory chief — his mo­
tiv a t i o n s and inter e s t s , decision procedures, the way he allocates 
his time to research, supervision, or administration — affe c t the 
satisfactions and motivations of the professional s t a f f for which 
he i s responsible? I n order to carry out t h i s analysis, i t i s 
f i r s t necessary f o r us to learn the way i n which various a t t i t u d e , 
opinion, and satis f a c t i o n factors "go together," to f i n d out which 
of these factors form into "clusters." We may f i n d , for example, 
that laboratory scores on 30 questionnaire items f a l l into f i v e 
or s i x main clusters. I f so, i n measuring the effects of d i f f e r e n t 
leadership practices, we can plan to use only one item (or possibly 
one index based on several items) to represent each cluster — thus 
considerably simplifying the analysis .£/ 

I t i s important to keep i n mind i n studying t h i s chapter that the 
emphasis i s on the laboratory as a whole.. Throughout we s h a l l be 
c a l l i n g attention to differences between groups and the way these 
differences are related to each other. The analysis reported i n 
Chapters 1-3 was concerned prim a r i l y w i t h the attitudes and other 
characteristics of individuals, or w i t h relations between pairs 
of individuals. I n t h i s chapter we are t a l k i n g about groups. 

This analysis w i l l also have important theoretical implications 
f o r our understanding of the nature of "morale" i n a research 
organization. Previous studies i n other large organizations i n ­
dicate that morale cannot be thought of as a unitary concept, 
but rather as possessing several components or dimensions. 
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Methods 

In order to make the method of analysis as concrete and understand­
able as possible we shall i l l u s t r a t e by following through a step-by-
step handling of three questionnaire items. 

Professional personnel were asked ( i n a group of items under Ques­
t i o n 50 on the questionnaire) to what extent t h e i r jobs provided 
for "contributing to the nation's health" and f o r "contributing t o 
basic s c i e n t i f i c knowledge." I n another group of items (under 
Question 43), professionals were asked how s a t i s f i e d they were 
with t h e i r "chances f o r promotion i n the organization." We s h a l l 
use these three items to demonstrate the pattern of the analysis. 

The percentage d i s t r i b u t i o n s of the professional personnel included 
i n the 20 laboratories on the three items are shown on Table U-l. 
The f i r s t column represents the replies of a l l intramural profession­
als; the second and t h i r d columns present the data f o r "highest" 
and "lowest" laboratory on each of the three items. 

The table shows, i n the f i r s t instance, that there are more pro­
fessionals who f e e l that t h e i r job provides opportunities f o r con­
t r i b u t i n g to basic science than there are who f e e l t h e i r job con­
tributes to the nation's health. Secondly, of the whole group, 
over half are s a t i s f i e d ("very w e l l " or " f a i r l y well") with t h e i r 
promotional opportunities. Our i n t e r e s t , however, centers on the 
marked v a r i a t i o n which appears i n the responses of the d i f f e r e n t 
laboratories to these questions. I n one laboratory, half of the 
professionals f e e l that t h e i r job provides to the f u l l e s t extent 
fo r contributing t o the nation's health. I n another, none of the 
professionals express the same feelings. The extent to which con­
t r i b u t i n g to science i s provided also varies from laboratory to 
laboratory; a difference of about $0% distinguishes the "high" 
laboratory from the "low" -on t h i s measure. Si m i l a r l y , on the pro­
motional s a t i s f a c t i o n item, one laboratory has no di s s a t i s f i e d 
professionals while i n another, 57$ are d i s s a t i s f i e d . The v a r i ­
ation on these three items i s t y p i c a l of the v a r i a t i o n on the 
other questionnaire items included i n t h i s analysis. On these 
and other items, the remaining 18 laboratories spread out over 
the whole range of opinion between the highest to the lowest 
laboratory. 

V 



TABLE U-l 

Opinions of Intramural Professionals 
Total and "High" and "Low" Laboratories 

Extent job provides f o r 
contributing to nation's 
health: 

- To the f u l l e s t extent 
- To considerable extent 
- To some or l i t t l e extent 

Extent job provides f o r 
contributing to basic 
s c i e n t i f i c knowledge: 

- To the f u l l e s t extent 
- To considerable extent 
- To some or l i t t l e extent 

Satisfaction w i t h chances 
f o r promotion i n the or­
ganization: 

- Very w e l l s a t i s f i e d 
- F a i r l y w e l l s a t i s f i e d 
- Neutral or mixed feelings 
- Dissatisfied 

Total Highest Lowest 

21$ $0 0 ' 
33 43 33 
46 _ L JlL 

100^ 100 100 

39$ 72 21 
46 14 43 
15 _14_ 36 

Io5£ loo TcxT 

28$ 47 14 
28 40 0 
24 13 29 
20 0 57 

100? 100 100 

Highest and lowest laboratories may be d i f f e r e n t on each item. 



One has only to become aware of these marked differences between 
laboratories to s t a r t speculating about the relationships between 
the various measures. For example, i f one sees the science and 
health objectives of NIH as being i n c o n f l i c t w i t h each other, one 
would expect that laboratories which are high on the health item 
w i l l generally be low on the science item. Or, assuming that the 
intramural scientists are more interested i n the science objective, 
one would expect that laboratories which have a f u l l provision f o r 
s c i e n t i f i c work would, perhaps, be more s a t i s f i e d with promotional 
opportunities. 

I n order to test such speculations, the following procedure was 
adopted: f i r s t , a mean score was computed fo r each laboratory 
on each question; second, the 20 laboratories were rank-ordered 
(1-2-3-4-5- etc.) on the basis of these mean scores; and, f i n a l l y , 
rank order correlations (Pearson rho formula) were computed be­
tween the laboratory ranks on one item wi t h the ranks on another. 
With t h i s s t a t i s t i c a perfect positive relationship would be rep­
resented by a +1.00 — meaning that the twenty laboratories would 
stand i n exactly the same rank order on both items. A perfect 
inverse relationship would be represented by a -1.00, where the 
laboratories' rank standings on the two items would be exactly 
opposite. 

Tests of s t a t i s t i c a l significance were applied to the many rank-
order correlations r e s u l t i n g from these computations. Only those 
correlations which could be due t o chance alone less than 1 time 
i n 10 are included i n the findings reported i n the next section 
(correlations which equal or exceed -.38). We s h a l l also d i s ­
tinguish these from correlations which could occur by chance 
less than 1 time i n 20 (correlations which equal or exceed ±.45)• 
The l a t t e r we sha l l c a l l " s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t " r e l a t i o n ­
ships and the former "suggestive" relationships. 

To i l l u s t r a t e what these relationships "look l i k e " we have shown 
on Table 4-2 the correlations between the three questions l i s t e d 
on Table 4-1. The pattern of relationship between the items was 
sim p l i f i e d by dividing the laboratories into two groups i n each 
dimension, those i n the top and bottom ten ranks. 

I t i s apparent from t h i s table that there i s no relationship be­
tween the laboratory rankings on the provision f o r contributing to 
basic science and the provision for contributing to the nation's 
health. Some laboratories are high on both, some are low on both, 
others are high on one or the other. Apparently these two object­
ives are not incompatible with each other. A f a i r l y .strong posi­
t i v e relationship, however, does appear between the laboratory 's 
rank on the health item and the laboratory's s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h 
promotional opportunities. Of the laboratories which are i n the 
top h a l f w i t h respect t o opportunities provided for contributing 



TABLE 4-2 

Correlations Between Laboratory Rank Scores 
on Three Items 

Extent Job Provides for Contributing 
to Nation's Health 

Low High 
(Ranks 11-20) (Ranks 1-10) 

Extent Job Provides High 5 5 
f o r Contributing to 
Basic Science Low 5 ' 5 

Correlation among 20 ranks = -.06. 

Extent Job Provides f o r Contributing 
to Nation's Health 

Low High 

Satisfaction w i t h High 2 8 
Promotional 
Opportunities Low 8 2 

Rank correlation = + .57 

Extent Job Provides f o r Contributing 
to Basic Science 

Low High 

Satisfaction w i t h High 6 4 
Promotional 
Opportunities Low 4 6 

Rank correlation = -.22 

S t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t relationship, others not significant 
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to the nation's health, 8 out of 10 are i n the top half on the 
laboratories 1 s a t i s f a c t i o n with promotional opportunities. 

The small, negative relationship between provision f o r basic s c i ­
ence and sa t i s f a c t i o n w i t h promotions i s not s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i ­
f i c a n t . Relationships l i k e t h i s which do not a t t a i n s t a t i s t i c a l 
significance w i l l be disregarded i n our discussion as being too 
tentative to be worthy of note. The implications of the r e l a ­
tionships between these three measures w i l l be discussed i n the 
next section. 

One further word before reporting the rest of the findings. The 
rank order correlations of the laboratory scores on over 30 ques­
tionnaire items forms the basis of t h i s portion of the report. 
This represents a l o t of rather complicated material. We have 
simplified the presentation, as we have mentioned, by present­
ing only s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t relationships. I n addition, 
we have portrayed the relationships i n graphic form, as i n the 
example below, to make i t easier f o r the reader to grasp the 
main points of the analysis. 

Hypothetical Example 

^ ^ c t o r ^ B ^ Factor A Factor B 

^ F a ^ t o r ^ ^ ^ a c t o r ^ D ^ Factor C Factor D 

A double s o l i d l i n e w i l l stand f o r a s i g n i f i c a n t positive correla­
t i o n — one which could have occurred by chance less than 1 time 
i n 20, A single s o l i d l i n e w i l l stand f o r suggestive positive 
correlation — one which i s probable by chance between 1 time i n 
10 and 1 time i n 20, Broken line s indicate negative or inverse 
relationships, following the same scheme. 
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B. Findings and Interpretations 

The laboratory rankings on 26 questionnaire items form the basic 
data f o r t h i s analysis. These items cover three a t t i t u d i n a l areas 
and one independent laboratory characteristic. This material w i l l 
be dealt w i t h i n the following order: 

1. The importance of various factors i n the job. 

2. The provision of these factors. 

3. Relationships between the importance and provision 
of the factors, 

i i . S atisfaction w i t h selected aspects of the s i t u a t i o n , 

5. Relationships between provision and sa t i s f a c t i o n . 

6. Relationships between importance and satis f a c t i o n , 

7. Factors related to laboratory size. 

# * # 

1. The Importance of Various Job Factors 
Figure i i - 1 on the following page shows the int e r r e l a t i o n s among the 
laboratory rankings on the importance of the nine job objectives. 
This graphic presentation of the findings from the s t a t i s t i c a l anal­
ysis brings out the d i s t r i b u t i o n of the factors i n t o two clusters. 
The lower cluster indicates that laboratories which a t t r i b u t e a 
great deal of importance either t o "contributing t o basic science," 
to "using present a b i l i t i e s , " or to "freedom f o r o r i g i n a l i t y " also 
a t t r i b u t e more importance to each of the other two. This cluster 
of three laboratory measures we s h a l l c a l l the "science orienta­
t i o n " j and the rank order position of a laboratory on these measures 
can be thought of as the strength of t h i s orientation. How much 
importance a laboratory attaches to "acquiring new a b i l i t i e s " seems 
to be a less closely related aspect of t h i s orientation. 

The upper cluster represents the high intercorrelations among the 
f i v e laboratory rankings dealing w i t h the importance attached t o : 
"belonging to an organization with prestige i n either the s c i e n t i ­
f i c or lay community," "contributing to the nation's health," 
"associating w i t h high l e v e l persons," and "having an important 
job." This cluster we have termed the "health-prestige orienta­
t i o n . " A laboratory's rank on these measures would r e f l e c t the 
strength of t h i s orientation. 



FIGURE U-l 

Intercorrelatlons Among Laboratory Rank Scores 
on Importance of Job Objectives 

Question: "Which of these are most important to you personally; that i s , 
•which aspects do you most want to have i n a job?" 

Belonging to Belonging to 
an organization an organization 
with s c i e n t i f i c with l a y 

prestige prestige 

Contributing Associating 
to the w i t h 

n a t i o n ^ health high-level 
persons 

Having an 
important job 

Contributing Acquiring 
to new 

a b i l i t i e s basic science 

Freedom Using 
fo r present 

originality- a b i l i t i e s 

Positive relationship, s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . 
Positive relationship, suggestive. 
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Perhaps the outstanding feature of t h i s diagram i s the lack of re­
lationship between the two orientations. Only i n the case of the 
suggestive correlation between the laboratory ranks'on "having an 
important job" and "contributing to basic science" i s any connec­
t i o n apparent. The close association between a laboratory's i n ­
terest i n "prestige" of one sort or another and the importance 
i t attaches to the nation's health goal i s also important to 
note. 

Before presenting some possible interpretations and implications 
of t h i s pattern of relationship i t i s necessary to realize that 
correlational measures indicate nothing about the relative inten­
s i t y of the two motivational orientations. Actually the science 
orientation i s the primary motive pattern. Sixty-six percent of 
the scientists included i n these twenty laboratories say that 
making a contribution to basic science i s of "utmost importance" 
to them. Only 28$ of these scientists f e e l that contributing to 
the nation's health i s as important. Thus we can think of the 
twenty laboratories as varying from very high to high on an index 
measuring the strength of the science orientation and from high 
t o low on the health-prestige index. 

Interpretations 

I t i s clear that two of the items i n Figure i i - 1 — contributing 
to basic science and to the nation's health — are two primary 
objectives of the NIH organization. I t i s probable that the 
laboratory scores on these items r e f l e c t the degree to which 
the various groups have committed themselves to these two or­
ganizational goals. The measures also r e f l e c t the personal 
goals and values of individuals i n the laboratory groups. Most 
of the other items — use of present a b i l i t i e s , belonging to a 
prestigeful organization, and so on — can be thought of as re­
f l e c t i n g more personal goals and motives. 

One of the basic problems of human organization i s the integra­
t i o n and balance of personal with organizational goals. This 
process i s a two-way street. On the one hand an organization 
may t r y to induce a high commitment to i t s purposes as a way 
of motivating i t s members. On the other hand i t may seek to 
provide opportunities f o r i t s members to achieve personal goals 
through t h e i r working a c t i v i t i e s . Subdivisions or groups w i t h ­
i n the organization also play a part. I t i s w e l l known that as 
people work together, exchange ideas and opinions, face problems, 
and develop patterns f o r these a c t i v i t i e s , groups become some­
thing more than aggregations. When a set of individuals share 
a certain objective, i t becomes a group goal and gains the 
strength of new group forces. Numerous incidents i n recent 
NIH history a t t e s t to the strength with which laboratories hold 
on to such goals. 
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Figure k-1 can be thought of as a picture of the importance attach­
ed to various organizational, group, and personal goals and the way 
these d i f f e r e n t objectives f i t i n with one another. The attach­
ment of the laboratories to the organizational goal of science 
appears to be w e l l integrated w i t h more personal motivations f o r 
making use of present a b i l i t i e s and having freedom. The goal 
of contributing to the nation's health, on the other hand, i s 
coordinated with a d i f f e r e n t set of personal goals. Might i t 
be desirable f o r both the science and the health goals to t i e -
i n w i t h a larger number of the personal goals? For example, 
should contributing to the nation's health be better integrated 
with the goal of using present a b i l i t i e s ? Should individuals' 
contributions to basic science be more integrated with b u i l d ­
ing the organization's s c i e n t i f i c prestige? 

This discussion raises additional questions. What are the admin­
i s t r a t i v e processes by which the goals of the laboratories i n f l u ­
ence the aims of the organization, or the reverse? Are labora­
tory groups able to modify the o v e r a l l goals? 

A more basic question i s t h i s : how much concordance i n goals 
should be sought, and at what levels? Our best hypothesis i s 
that concordance i s important mainly among those individuals 
and groups who must work together closely. Agreement between 
adjacent echelons should be useful; agreement between distant 
echelons may not be. 

In thinking of some of these problems, i t i s important to note 
that some laboratories are high on both indices, some are high 
on one and low on the other, and some are low on both. Roughly 
f i v e laboratories are i n the lower half of the rankings on both 
these factors. Do these laboratories present a problem that re­
quires attention? VJhat goals and objectives do these groups 
work toward? The kind of work done by the laboratory group, 
the kinds of tasks assigned to these groups i n the d i v i s i o n of 
e f f o r t w i t h i n the NIH may a f f e c t the responses of the labora­
tory scientists to these questions; but does the organization 
benefit when some groups are not strongly attached to either 
the science or the health objectives of the NIK? 

These data also raise some question about the p o s s i b i l i t y of i n ­
creasing the in t e r e s t i n s c i e n t i f i c achievement by emphasizing 
the importance of the health objectives. Although correlation­
a l studies do not reveal the d i r e c t i o n of causation, we might 
i n f e r that emphasizing the health needs w i l l not increase the 
commitment of the laboratory to the science values, and vice• 
versa. 
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2. The Provision of 
Important Job Factors 

A diagram showing the intercorrelations among the laboratories 1 

rank scores on the nine items dealing with the extent to which 
the environment provides f o r the job factors i s presented i n 
Figure 4-2. Although the clustering i s not so clear, the s c i ­
ence and health-prestige factors are s t i l l apparent. Labora­
tories which rank high on the extent to which the scientists 
f e e l that the s i t u a t i o n provides f o r contributing to basic s c i ­
ence are also the laboratories where the scientists f e e l that 
there are opportunities f o r freedom and the use of present a b i l ­
i t i e s . On the other hand, laboratories where more scientists 
f e e l that there i s provision f o r contributing to the nation's 
health are the laboratories where more say that t h e i r jobs pro­
vide them with a sense of belonging to an organization with pres­
tige i n the s c i e n t i f i c world. Also, i n these laboratories more 
scientists f e e l that they have important jobs. 

I t i s interesting to note t h a t , i n laboratories where there i s 
f e l t to be more opportunity to associate with high-level persons, 
the members also f e e l that there are more opportunities f o r ac­
quiring new a b i l i t i e s . I n contrast to the importance attached 
to acquiring new a b i l i t i e s , the provision f o r learning new s k i l l s 
seems to be more closely t i e d i n with the health-prestige group 
of items. 

Interpretations 

I n t h i s set of questions, the laboratory s c i e n t i s t s were asked to 
make a series of judgments about t h e i r working environments. Thus 
we would expect the responses to r e f l e c t both the objective char­
a c t e r i s t i c s of the s i t u a t i o n , i . e . , whether or not there r e a l l y 
are opportunities f o r freedom, and the modifying effects of cer-
^ i * 1 attitudes or other psychological characteristics of the r e ­
spondents. I n interpreting the meaning of these and other i n t e r ­
relationships, i t i s necessary to keep i n mind that the data may 
r e f l e c t both the actual s i t u a t i o n and the way respondents per­
ceive i t . 

Turning back to Table 4-1, we can see t h a t , as i n the case of the 
importance attached to contributing to basic science and the na­
tion's health, more sc i e n t i s t s f e e l that t h e i r jobs provide f o r 
s c i e n t i f i c contribution than f o r health contribution. T h i r t y -
nine percent f e e l that the job provides for contributing to 
basic science to the " f u l l e s t extent" while only 21% f e e l that 
the job provides f o r contributing to the nation's health to the 
same degree. 



FIGURE U-2 

Inte r c o r r e l a t i o n Among Laboratory Scores 
on Provision for Job Objectives 

Question: "To what extent does your job a c t u a l l y provide for each 
of these?" 

Belonging to 
an organization 

with l a y 
prestige 

Belonging to 
an organization 
with s c i e n t i f i c 

prestige 

Associating 
with 

high-level 
persons 

Contributing 
to the 

nation 1* health 

Having an 
important job 

Acquiring 
new 

a b i l i t i e s 

Contributing 
to 

basic science 

Freedom 
for 

o r i g i n a l i t y 

Using 
present 

a b i l i t i e s 
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Despite these f a c t s , there may be more f r u s t r a t i o n of motives i n 
the science area than i n the health area. Comparing the propor­
t i o n of the s c i e n t i s t s who say that each of these job objectives 
i s of "utmost importance" (see page 10) w i t h the proportion who 
indicate provision to the " f u l l e s t extent," we f i n d that there 
i s a much greater discrepancy between those who want basic s c i ­
ence and those who get i t than between those who want to c o n t r i ­
bute to the nation's health and get to do i t -- the differences • 
being 21% and T%, 

This lack of f u l f i l l m e n t i n the science area draws particular 
attention to the two laboratory variables most closely associ­
ated with the provision f o r science measure. Stating the r e l a ­
tionships i n the negative way, laboratories where the s c i e n t i s t s 
do not f e e l that they have freedom f o r using o r i g i n a l i t y or i n i ­
t i a t i v e , and laboratories where scien t i s t s do not f e e l that t h e i r 
a b i l i t i e s are being used, are the laboratories where the fewest 
f e e l that t h e i r jobs contribute to basic science. These facts 
may indicate organizational problems. Are scientists i n some 
laboratories working at tasks which do not make use of t h e i r 
a b i l i t i e s ? Are there laboratories where the research programs 
are set i n such a way that the s c i e n t i s t s do not f e e l that they 
have participated in'the decisions? 

Similar questions can be raised about the provision for c o n t r i ­
buting to the nation's health. Are there laboratories which 
have been assigned substantial r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s i n the health 
area where sc i e n t i s t s are not given a f e e l i n g of having an im­
portant job? I f "having an important job" means having some 
voice or influence i n decision making, the p a r t i c i p a t i o n ques­
t i o n can again be raised. 

The close association between the laboratories 1 ranks on associa­
t i n g w i t h high l e v e l persons and acquiring new a b i l i t i e s suggests 
that the s c i e n t i s t s interpreted "new a b i l i t i e s " i n terms of s k i l l s 
i n administration, program planning, public relations, l i a i s o n and 
fund-getting a c t i v i t i e s . These are s k i l l s which any large organi­
zation requires f o r i t s maintenance and progress; one way to de­
velop them may be through closer contact between scientists and 
i n s t i t u t e leadership. 

I t i s of considerable i n t e r e s t that the data to be discussed i n 
the next section w i l l show that there i s no relationship between 
the importance a laboratory group attaches to acquiring new a b i l ­
i t i e s and the extent to which i t i s actually able to associate 
with the people from whom these s k i l l s can be learned! 

The consistent association of the health orientation w i t h the 
"prestige" o r i e n t a t i o n i n both importance and provision may re­
f l e c t several conditions. PHS career opportunities may be best 
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f o r those i n laboratories most closely related to health problems; 
future administrative positions may tend to be f i l l e d from groups 
doing health-related work. Conversely, individuals w i t h aspira­
tions toward top-level positions may tend to enter the laboratories 
which attach more importance to the health objectives, while i n d i ­
viduals most interested i n science may avoid such laboratories. 

Although there i s no indication of a negative relationship between 
"science" and "prestige", the matter of motivating and rewarding 
s c i e n t i f i c achievement seems to pose the greater problem, i f t h i s 
pattern of r e c r u i t i n g top leadership i s true. 

3> Relationships Between Importance 
and Provision of Job Factors 

The relationships between the importance attached to the job ob­
jectives by the various laboratories and the extent t o which the 
environment i s seen as providing f o r these objectives are shown 
i n Figure U-3. The most s t r i k i n g thing about t h i s summary of the 
correlations i s the close congruence between importance and pro­
v i s i o n i n the health-prestige area, i n contrast t o the s l i g h t 
coincidence i n the science o r i e n t a t i o n . Those laboratories which 
attach great importance to the science pattern are only s l i g h t l y 
more l i k e l y than other laboratories t o report opportunities f o r 
f u l f i l l m e n t . On the other hand, laboratories i n which more of the 
s c i e n t i s t s f e e l that contributing - to the nation's health i s im­
portant, are also the laboratories where i t i s f e l t that the en­
vironment provides more adequately f o r such a c t i v i t y . 

Two negative relationships appear i n t h i s f i g u r e . Laboratories 
where the scientists f e e l that there i s l i t t l e freedom f o r o r i g i n ­
a l i t y and i n i t i a t i v e are laboratories where more of the scientists 
a t t r i b u t e importance to associating w i t h high-level persons and 
belonging to an organization w i t h prestige i n the lay community. 



FIGURE U-3 

Correlation Between Importance of Job Objectives 
and Provision for these Objectives 
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• Positive relationship, s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . 
Positive relationship, suggestive. 

= = = r r= Negative relationship, s t a t i s t i c a l l y s i g n i f i c a n t . 
— — — — Negative relationship, suggestive. 
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Interpretations 

The simple sense of these findings i s that opportunities i n the 
health-prestige area are d i s t r i b u t e d to laboratories i n propor­
t i o n to t h e i r needs f o r these f a c t o r s , while the same i s not true 
with respect to aspiration i n the science area. Several reasons 
may underlie t h i s s i t u a t i o n . I t may be, f o r example, that i n the 
case of the health-prestige group, the more a laboratory i s assign­
ed tasks dealing d i r e c t l y with health problems, the more import­
ance i t w i l l attach to t h i s function; interest grows with exper­
ience. Possibly the leaders i n health-oriented laboratories are 
more s k i l l f u l i n making these objectives important to the scien­
t i s t s . Or i t may be that young scientists with greater interest 
i n health problems or i n administrative careers are more l i k e l y 
to enter laboratories which provide a health orientation. 

The lack of relationship between the strength of motivation and 
provision i n the science area may be due to a number of other 
factors. I t has already been pointed out that tlie absolute 
strength of the science orientation i s greater than that of the 
health-prestige orientation. I t has also been suggested that 
the s c i e n t i s t s ' responses to these questions r e f l e c t a percep­
t i o n of the r e a l i t y s i t u a t i o n as modified by motives and a t t i ­
tudes . Thus we might expect t h a t i n areas of high motivation, 
groups with very high aspirations would f e e l that a certain ob­
jective opportunity provides less perceived opportunity than do 
groups with less high aspirations. Another factor which would 
have the same effe c t involves the concept of "reference groups" — 
external groups with which the s c i e n t i s t s i d e n t i f y or compare 
themselves. The reasoning runs as follows: health-oriented 
laboratories may f e e l that — as compared with other groups i n 
the public health f i e l d — they are able to achieve t h e i r goal 
r e l a t i v e l y w e l l ; while science-oriented laboratories may compare 
themselves less favorably w i t h other research groups i n making 
basic s c i e n t i f i c contributions. 

The negative relationship between the importance of associating 
with high-level people and the provision f o r freedom suggests 
several interpretations. I t may be that i n laboratories where 
there i s f e l t to be l i t t l e freedom (resulting from type of task, 
leadership pattern, e t c . ) , the s c i e n t i s t s come to put more stress 
on high-level contacts as a substitute f o r l o s t freedom. I f 
associating w i t h high-level people i s thought of as either a 
method of gaining recognition (sense of worth) or the power to 
control the s i t u a t i o n , t h i s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n seems to make sense. 
In other words, i t may be. that the laboratories which do not 
have much freedom — and hence lack a sense of worth and the 
a b i l i t y to control t h e i r environments — w i l l tend to become 
more oriented toward obtaining recognition and influence through 
other means. 
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Such reasoning i s always open to question, but i t does suggest 
the p o s s i b i l i t y of providing more opportunities f o r freedom i n 
the laboratories which are closely involved with public health 
problems. 

I n concluding t h i s section, i t i s important to emphasize that the 
data i n Figure U-l, 2, and 3 are essentially the pattern of r e l a ­
tionship among a number of resultants or consequences of pol i c y 
decisions, leadership practices, selection and placement proce­
dures, task assignments, etc., during the period p r i o r to the 
survey. I n t h i s sense, these measures and t h e i r i n t e r r e l a t i o n s 
do not define causes and cures f o r problems but rather, l i k e many 
c l i n i c a l tests and measurements, they i d e n t i f y problems and sug­
gest diagnoses. 

U. Satisfaction with Selected 
Aspects of the Situation 

The twenty laboratories were rank-ordered on seven satisfaction 
items. The intercorrelations among these items are shown dia-
grammatically i n Figure U-U. Three of these s a t i s f a c t i o n v a r i ­
ables — sa t i s f a c t i o n with the caliber of professional personnel, 
s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h the q u a l i t y of professional leadership, and 
sati s f a c t i o n with security — are a l l d i r e c t l y related to each 
other. Laboratories which rank high on one of these three items 
also rank high on the other two. This set of three items we 
sh a l l c a l l the "core sat i s f a c t i o n " cluster. 

Laboratories which are most s a t i s f i e d w i t h the q u a l i t y of t h e i r 
leadership are also most s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r salaries. Labora­
t o r i e s which are most s a t i s f i e d with the caliber of professional 
personnel are also most s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r chances fo r promo­
t i o n i n the organization. However, laboratories where there i s 
the least s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h assisting and supporting personnel 
are the laboratories which are most s a t i s f i e d w i t h the reputa­
t i o n of NIH i n the s c i e n t i f i c world. Satisfaction with asso­
ciates, leaders, salary, promotions, and security appear to 
have l i t t l e to do with a t t i t u d e toward the organization's s c i ­
e n t i f i c reputation. 

Interpretations 

Before discussing the specific relationships, i t i s necessary to 
suggest the general meaning of sat i s f a c t i o n questions. Satisfac­
t i o n i s thought to represent a r e l a t i o n between a need or motive 
and the amount of g r a t i f i c a t i o n provided by the environment. 
Thus high sat i s f a c t i o n can r e s u l t i f the l e v e l of g r a t i f i c a t i o n 
keeps pace w i t h the strength of motivation, whatever t h i s may be. 
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Inter correlations Among Laboratory Ranks 
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Conversely low sa t i s f a c t i o n can r e s u l t either i f motivation i s 
r e l a t i v e l y high or i f g r a t i f i c a t i o n from the environment i s r e l a ­
t i v e l y low. I t i s important to determine which of these two con­
diti o n s exists before low satis f a c t i o n can be interpreted. Group 
satisf a c t i o n measures need to be interpreted i n r e l a t i o n to the 
group's motivation toward various goals. However, very strong 
di s s a t i s f a c t i o n may indicate p o t e n t i a l sources of tension and 
c o n f l i c t regardless of i t s source. 

One other general comment stems from the t r a d i t i o n a l use of a 
set of sa t i s f a c t i o n questions as a measure of "morale." Actually 
empirical research has indicated that there i s rarely one overall 
sat i s f a c t i o n f a c t o r . Rather, research findings have consistently 
indicated that several d i f f e r e n t s a t i s f a c t i o n components or d i ­
mensions are present i n most group comparisons. 

I t i s interesting to note that the three questions dealing with 
economic return — salary, promotions, and. security — are not 
related to each other. This confirms the existence of several 
s a t i s f a c t i o n components i n the NIH data, and emphasizes the need 
f o r dealing w i t h specific problems i n p a r t i c u l a r laboratories. 
Thus a particular group may be s a t i s f i e d w i t h the present salary 
l e v e l but be d i s s a t i s f i e d with promotional opportunities. Are 
there d i f f i c u l t i e s faced by t h i s laboratory which can be corrected? 
Have people been given an adequate understanding of the promo­
t i o n a l system? 

I t i s encouraging to note the positive relationship between s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n with the caliber of professional personnel and satisfaction 
with promotional opportunities. ' I f we think of the group's satisfac­
t i o n w i t h professional personnel as an indicator of the l a t t e r ' s 
s c i e n t i f i c achievement, t h i s relationship suggests that merit i s 
recognized by the promotional system. 

The one negative correlation — that between satisfaction w i t h 
the reputation of NIH i n the s c i e n t i f i c world and sa t i s f a c t i o n 
with assisting and supporting personnel — probably results from 
very high motivation. As we s h a l l see i n the next two sections, 
s a t i s f a c t i o n with NIH reputation i s closely connected with im­
portance attached to belonging to an organization with s c i e n t i ­
f i c prestige. Thus, the d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h assisting and sup­
porting personnel may res u l t mainly from especially high moti­
vation i n certain laboratories toward s c i e n t i f i c prestige. 
The close t i e - i n between security and sa t i s f a c t i o n with professional 
personnel and leadership suggests a condition of confidence and cer­
t a i n t y i n certain laboratories. While recognizing that compla­
cency may deter a laboratory from making optimum s c i e n t i f i c achieve­
ment, one wonders how laboratories without t h i s confidence and cer­
t a i n t y can be very e f f e c t i v e i n the research process. 
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$, Relationship Between Provision 
f o r Job Factors and Satisfaction 

We would expect t h a t the laboratories where provision f o r job 
factors i s most adequate would be the laboratories showing the 
highest s a t i s f a c t i o n * Figure generally confirms t h i s expecta­
t i o n . Laboratory rankings on s i x of the provision items are posi­
t i v e l y related to the rankings on four of the s a t i s f a c t i o n items• 

Among the l a t t e r , the item on caliber of professional personnel is 
most clearly related to.several job f a c t o r s , especially i n the 
science-oriented area. Laboratories which are d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h 
caliber of personnel are those where there i s l i t t l e opportunity 
f o r freedom, using present a b i l i t i e s , and acquiring new a b i l i t i e s , 
as w e l l as associating w i t h high-level persons. Satisfaction with 
professional leadership shows a similar pattern. 
Satisfaction w i t h the NIH s c i e n t i f i c reputation i s related to two 
job factors i n the prestige-health area. 

How s a t i s f i e d a laboratory i s w i t h promotional opportunities i s 
d i r e c t l y related t o the opportunities i n the laboratory f o r con­
t r i b u t i n g t o the nation's health. Oddly enough however, oppor­
t u n i t y f o r contributing to basic science i s not related to any of 
the s a t i s f a c t i o n items. 

Interpretations 

The r e l a t i v e l y close association between several of the provision 
scores and the s a t i s f a c t i o n scores suggests that d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n 
results to a considerable extent from v a r i a t i o n i n the actual 
working conditions, leadership, and policies of the various labora­
t o r i e s . To the extent that t h i s i s a v a l i d i n t e r p r e t a t i o n , i t 
means that the l e v e l of s a t i s f a c t i o n expressed by the various 
laboratories can be used to i d e n t i f y and diagnose problems r e ­
quiring the attention of laboratory chiefs and other administra­
t i v e personnel. 

We observe that laboratories having more contact w i t h high-level 
persons are also more s a t i s f i e d i n several areas. I f contacts be­
tween sc i e n t i s t s and s c i e n t i f i c or i n s t i t u t e directors were i n ­
creased, s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h NIH reputation and caliber of personnel 
might r i s e . 

The connection between nation's health and promotional opportuni­
t i e s serves to reinforce an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n from previous figures —•. 
namely that promotional chances are perceived to be better i n the 
health-oriented laboratories. 



FIGURE 4-5 

Correlation Between Laboratory Ranks 
on Provision of Six Job Factors and Four S a t i s f a c t i o n Items 
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6. Relationships Between Importance 
of Job Factors and Satisfaction 

Figure l;-6 shows that the relationships between the importance 
attached to the various job factors are not closely associated 
with the sa t i s f a c t i o n measures. Of these relationships, most are 
inverse or negative. Thus laboratories which attach the most im­
portance to contributing to the nation's health are those where 
there i s the least s a t i s f a c t i o n with professional leadership. 
Laboratories where the professionals are the least s a t i s f i e d with 
t h e i r salaries are the laboratories where the greatest importance 
i s given to acquiring new a b i l i t i e s . The only positive r e l a t i o n ­
ship i s between the laboratory rankings on the importance of be­
longing to an organization w i t h prestige i n the s c i e n t i f i c world 
and s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h the reputation of NIH. 

Inter pre t a t ions 

These findings generally confirm the notion that s a t i s f a c t i o n i s 
a function of both the strength of motivation and the provision 
by the environment f o r these motives. The stronger the motivations 
the lower are the satisfactions l i k e l y t o be. However, s a t i s ­
factions are less strongly related to motivations (Figure U-6) 
than to actual provision of factors (Figure U-5). Hence s a t i s ­
f a c t i o n measures can often be used t o i d e n t i f y genuine problem 
areas • 

Low s a t i s f a c t i o n may have the e f f e c t of increasing motivations. 
For example, laboratories where a r e l a t i v e l y high proportion of 
the members are d i s s a t i s f i e d w i t h t h e i r salaries, may .come t o f e e l 
that a chance t o acquire new a b i l i t i e s i s of great importance — 
as a means of improving t h e i r salaries. Figure u-3 showed that 
there was no relationship between the importance of gaining new 
a b i l i t i e s and the opportunities f o r doing so. Are there some 
laboratories where the scient i s t s are d i s s a t i s f i e d with salaries 
and anxious to learn new a b i l i t i e s , but where l i t t l e or no oppor­
t u n i t y i s provided to improve t h e i r standing? Is this l i k e l y to 
be a s i t u a t i o n where people can work e f f e c t i v e l y toward producing 
good research? 

The negative relationship between the importance of basic science 
and s a t i s f a c t i o n w i t h chances f o r promotion suggests t h a t , i n t h i s 
area, d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n i s i n part a consequence of high motivation 
.toward science. However, an organization needs constantly to query 
i t s e l f about how w e l l i t s system of rewards and punishments f i t s 
i t s goals and purposes. I s there a contradiction between what 
NIH administration says i s done and the basis on which promotions 
are actually dispersed? 



FIGURE 4-6 

Correlation Between Laboratory Ranks 
Importance of Five Job Factors and Four S a t i s f a c t i o n Items 

Importance S a t i s f a c t i o n 

Belonging 
s c i . prestige 

NIH 
reputation i n 
s c i . world 

Contrib. to 
nation's 
health 

Chances for 
promotion 

Assoc. with 
high-level 
persons 

Quality 
of prof. 

leadership 

Acquiring new 
a b i l i t i e s 

y 
Salary A 
Salary 



IV, 1$ 

7» Factors Related to 
Laboratory Size 

I n i n t e r p r e t i n g the results of a correlational analysis i t i s 
always important to make some fu r t h e r analysis to check against 
the p o s s i b i l i t y that some extraneous factor i s responsible f o r 
the re s u l t s . Although this phase of our analysis of these labora­
tory morale factors i s not complete, we have learned that labora­
tory size, as measured by the number of professionals i n i t , i s 
related to only 3 of the 2$ variables dealt w i t h i n t h i s chapter. 
Figure 4-7 shows these correlations. 

The larger the laboratory, the more s a t i s f i e d are the laboratory 
professionals w i t h t h e i r salaries. I n the smaller laboratories 
more importance i s placed on freedom f o r o r i g i n a l i t y and on ac­
quiring new a b i l i t i e s . I t i s possible that sheer size i n a lab­
oratory dampens I n i t i a t i v e . 

I n general, the results demonstrate that laboratory size does not 
af f e c t appreciably most of the variables, and hence cannot explain 
the patterns of relationship between them. 
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Laboratory S i z e versus Related Factors 
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Summary 

In t h i s chapter we have examined and discussed the relationships 
between a number of group variables i n each of several categories. 
After mean scores of 20 laboratories were obtained on 25 question­
naire items, the laboratories were placed i n rank order, and rank-
order correlations between a l l items were computed. 

Computing relationships between many variables i s a tedious task. 
However, interpreting the significance of a correlation matrix i s 
much more d i f f i c u l t . I t i s suggested that the significance and 
potential for action of these and other research findings can 
only be arrived a t after much careful thought and discussion i n ­
volving some t h e o r e t i c a l notions about s o c i a l behavior. 

Some of the major findings from t h i s analysis are: 

1) Laboratories do d i f f e r i n consistent and meaningful 
ways on these measures. Hence, such measures can 
be used for identifying and diagnosing problems, 

2) Two independent orientations or clusters of items 
appear throughout the data: a "science orientation" 
(contributing to basic science, freedom for o r i g i n ­
a l i t y , e t c . ) , and a "health-prestige orientation" 
(contributing to the nation's health, having an im­
portant job, e t c . ) . 

3) I n the case of the health-prestige orientation, pro­
v i s i o n for these a c t i v i t i e s i s proportional to the 
importance attached to them. 

U) I n the case of the science orientation, provision 
i s not proportional to importance, 

5) Laboratories are not consistently more or le s s s a t i s ­
f i e d . Rather, s a t i s f a c t i o n d i f f e r s on s p e c i f i c items. 

6) Provision for the science orientation appears more 
clo s e l y associated with several s a t i s f a c t i o n measures 
than does provision for the health-prestige orientation. 

7) Laboratory s i z e has no ov e r a l l e f f e c t on the variables 
involved i n t h i s study. 



APPENDIX A 

METHODOLOGY OF ASSESSING 
RESEARCH PERFORMANCE 

This appendix contains additional information on the assessment pro­
cedures. I t includes the instructions t o assessors, a l i s t of the 
groups assessed, details of the method of combining the assessment 
ratings i n t o a single score f o r each person, and data on the sample 
of s c i e n t i s t s used I n analysis of research performance. 

Instructions f o r assessors 

I n Appendix C of Human Relations i n a Research Organization (1953) 
the entire set of instructions t o assessors i s reproduced. This 
includes instructions f o r Assessment I , current s c i e n t i f i c perform­
ance, and Assessment I I , "The scien t i s t ' s current s c i e n t i f i c per­
formance, as compared with the maximum performance of which he i s 
capable i n view of his own background and experience." 

Only data collected i n Assessment I have been scaled and u t i l i z e d 
i n the present analysis. Accordingly, only the instructions ap­
plicable to i t are reproduced below. 
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Human Relations Study of NIH 
Assessment of S c i e n t i f i c Performance 

INSTRUCTIONS FOR ASSESSORS 

The names of the scientists you are to assess w i t h i n a par t i c u l a r 
laboratory or a particular d i s c i p l i n e are l i s t e d alphabetically on 
the attached sheets • You w i l l be asked to make two separate assess­
ments on each set of names; therefore duplicate l i s t s are provided. 
We would l i k e your opinion as to the r e l a t i v e standing of these s c i ­
entists w i t h respect t o each other. A l l may stand high; but w i t h i n 
t h i s l i s t we want you to indicate which ones are higher, which lower. 

You may wish t o indicate: 

two groups: (1) Higher; (2) Lower 
or three groups: ( l ) Highest; (2) Next highest; (3) Third highest 
or four groups: ( l ) Highest; (2) Next highest; (3) Third highest; 

(h) Fourth highest, etc. 
or more. 

We suggest you read through the l i s t and mark as " 1 " the names tha t 
stand highest; then mark "2" the names that stand next highest; and so 
on. 

Use as many groups as you need t o show the differences that e x i s t ; i n 
general you may need three or four. You may assign several people to 
the same group, providing you f e e l they are a l l about equal. 

Cross o f f the names of any whom you f e e l you do not know w e l l enough to 
assess; and cross o f f your own name without assessment. 

Following are the d e f i n i t i o n s of the two separate assessments to be made. 
Please read them ca r e f u l l y . 

Assessment I : The scien t i s t ' s current s c i e n t i f i c performance as compared 
with other NIH scientists on the same l i s t . 

By a person's " s c i e n t i f i c performance" we have i n mind factors such as: 

— O r i g i n a l i t y and creativeness i n locating important problems, 
or i n turning up f r u i t f u l leads f o r attacking the problems 

—Wisdom and judgment i n deciding which lead i s most l i k e l y to 
pay o f f , or which methods t o apply 

January 28, 1953 

continued 
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Instructions f o r Assessors -2- January 28, 1953 

—Rig° r of thought and precision of methods i n carrying out 
the work and drawing conclusions 

—Persistence, industriousness and effi c i e n c y i n carrying 
through a project; keeping a f t e r the task i n hand w i t h a 
minimum of delays and wasted a c t i v i t y 

—-Contribution to the work of others, by means of knowledge, 
in s i g h t , and stimulation of ideas. Part of a person's con­
t r i b u t i o n may consist of guiding or stimulating the work of 
other s c i e n t i s t s ; or perhaps his " s c i e n t i f i c performance" as 
a whole may depend largely on t h i s factor. 

A l l these factors may contribute to a person's effectiveness. However, 
some high performers may be outstanding i n only one or two of these as­
pects . 

By his "current" performance we mean eit h e r work he has completed over 
the l a s t few years, or work he i s currently doing which i s l i k e l y to 
"pay o f f " i n the next few years. 

To make the assessment more concrete, you may think of the problem 
t h i s way: 

Suppose a sum of money i s being made available f o r research i n the 
area these people are working i n . You are being asked t o give ad­
vice on d i s t r i b u t i n g these funds i n research grants or contracts 
to a small group of scient i s t s — either as individuals or as a 
team — who, i n your estimation, are best equipped to t u r n out the 
best possible research w i t h i n the next few years. (You are not 
being asked to work with these people, so your personal relations 
w i t h them should be disregarded.) On the basis of what these s c i ­
entists have done, are doing, and therefore are l i k e l y to do i n 
the next few years, which of them would you recommend f i r s t ? 

Consider what the person has actually done or is now doing, 
regardless of his age and experience, and regardless of his grade 
or status! We plan to take the l a t t e r factors into consideration 
i n our analysis; and we w i l l compare each person w i t h others of 

• similar age and experience, and status. I n your own assessments, 
therefore, consider only the person's performance as such. 

Try not to be influenced by the f i e l d i n which a person works — 
as, whether that f i e l d i s "promising" or " s t e r i l e " , , or whether 
i t f a l l s more i n "applied" areas so-called, or more i n "basic" 
areas. Rather, consider the way he performs w i t h i n his area, i n 
terms of the factors l i s t e d above. 



Groups within which 
assessments were made 

In a l l , 72 scientists served as assessors. Of these, 5h gave evalua­
tions of the following laboratory groups: 

NIAMD 

L . Biochemistry & Nutrition 
L . Pathology & Pharmacology 
L . Chemistry 
L . Physical Biology 

NCI * / 

L . Biochemistry 
L . Biology / 

L . Biophysics 
L . Chemical Pharmacology 

NTUR 
NHI 
NIMH 
NMI 

L . Biologies Control 
L . Infectious Diseases 
L. Tropical Diseases 

Also, 52 scientists assessed the following disciplines (a few assessors 
rated more than one f ield): 

Biochemistry & Nutrition 
Enzymes & Metabolism 
Endocrinology 
Organic Chemistry 
Pharmacology 
Pathology 
Physiology 
Biophysics 
Cellular Functioning 
Virology 
Microbiology 

*/ In NCI, the Laboratory of Pathology and the Endocrinology Branch 
were entirely included in the corresponding fields of work and 
were not assessed separately as laboratories. 
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Obtaining a single score 
for each scientist 

For analysis purposes i t was necessary to combine the judgments of 
various assessors into a single score for each scientist. In doing 
so, two objectives were sought. 

(1) F irs t , i t was desirable to utilize only those data in which 
we could place high confidence. Toward this end the following four 
steps were taken: 

(a) A few assessors were dropped who provided l i t t l e infor­
mation. Included here were those who evaluated fewer than one-
f i f th of their respective l i s t s , and those who placed nearly a l l 
their names (85% or more) in a single "high" or "low" category. 

(b) A few more assessors were dropped whose evaluations 
were markedly divergent from those of the other judges in the 
same area. In a l l , 9 assessors were dropped for either of these 
reasons. 

(c) Only those scientists who received judgments from two 
or more of the remaining assessors were used. 

(d) In a few cases a scientist was eliminated i f the assessors 
from his laboratory or discipline group disagreed markedly in their 
evaluations of him. The criterion adopted for "marked disagreement" 
is explained below. 

(2) After these eliminations the next objective was combining 
the judgments from assessors within each laboratory and within each 
discipline. To do this, the qualitative categories of "high" or "medi­
um" or "low" performance had to be given a numerical score, so that 
scores from several judges could be averaged. Assigning of scores 
was complicated by the fact that assessors were free to make as many 
distinctions as they saw f i t , and to assign as many persons to each 
category as they wished. Some judges made one discrimination between 
"high" and."low" performers, while others preferred to make several 
distinctions. (For convenience, categories containing fewer than \$% 
of the names were combined with an adjacent category.) 

A numerical score of 1 to 9 was therefore assigned to each category 
of judgment, depending on the proportion of scientists an assessor 
assigned to each of his categories. To illustrate this process, we 
show some hypothetical data from three assessors evaluating the same 
group of scientists. 
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Percent Assessors 
of Scientists 

100% 
I I I i n 

90 

80 

High 

9 
High 

8 High 
70 

7 
60 

50 Med. 

ho 5 Low 

3 
30 

20 

Low 

3 
Low 

10 

0 

Low 

1 

2 

Each category was assigned a score corresponding to the decile 
nearest the middle of the category. For instance, Assessor I gives 
25$ of the group High ratings. The middle of this category falls 
at the 87th percentile, or the ninth decile; his High category there­
fore receives a score of 9. 

For Assessor I I I , the middle of his High category fal ls at the 70th 
percentile, so this category receives a score of 7. This is simply 
another way of saying that i t i s easier for a scientist to f a l l in 
his top category and therefore the score is lower than that of 
Assessor I . 

The combined score of the three assessors on a given scientist is 
an average of the three category scores. A scientist rated High-
High-High (numerically equivalent to 9-8-7) would receive a combined 
score of 8. 

We mentioned above that certain scientists were eliminated i f assessors 
disagreed in their evaluations of him. In the hypothetical example, 
a scientist rated Low-High-Low would be eliminated. Note that in the 
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opinion of Assessor I this man has a percentile rank no higher than 
20, while in Assessor I I ' s opinion he is no lower than 65 — a dis­
crepancy of U5 percentile points. An arbitrary decision was made 
that a l l discrepancies of 30 or more points were "markedly discrepant", 
and such cases were dropped. 
By contrast, however, a rating of High-Low-High in this case would 
not lead to elimination, since there the discrepancy may be as low 
as 15 points. 

By and large, the ratings were remarkably consistent. Altogether, 
577 individual scorings were made in this way (including scorings of 
the same scientist in two or more of the laboratories and disciplines). 
Of this number, 6h% showed no discrepancies as defined above, while 
75$ had discrepancies of less than 10 points. Only 8$ of the total 
scorings were eliminated because of "marked discrepancies." 

In terms of individuals, however, fewer than $% were discarded; some 
individuals lost their discipline score but retained their laboratory 
score, or vice versa. 

(3) For those individuals having both a laboratory and a disci­
pline score, relatively high correlations between the two were found 
to exist (r's range from .£7 to .97 for different pairs of groups; 
median r = .8I4). Therefore we felt justified in averaging the two 
scores where both existed, and in using either of the scores i f only 
one existed. 

Some data on those scientists used 
in the research performance analysis 

As Table A- l shows, performance scores were obtained for 266 scien­
tists at NIH. Of these, the large majority received both a laboratory 
and a discipline score. I t is interesting to note that 90% of the 
scientists received usable laboratory scores, compared with 72% who 
received discipline scores. 

Table A-2 gives a detailed breakdown on those who were assessed and 
not assessed. Assessments were obtained on 80$ of the scientists 
who f i l led out questionnaires. Of the total group, 23k scientists 
were selected for the analysis in Chapter I . Usable assessments 
were obtained on 87% of this selected group. 
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TABLE A-l 

Scientist Having Usable 
Laboratory and/or Discipline Scores 

Scientists having: 

—Both Laboratory and Discipline scores 

—Laboratory scores only 

—Discipline scores only 

J L 

166 

73 

28 

266 

62% 

28 

10 

100? 

TABLE A-2 

Breakdown of Scientists 
With and Without Assessments 

Assessments 

Scientists selected for the 
analysis in Chapter I 

Research scientists having Ph.D and/or 
M.D,, including unit and section chiefs 

Same, but having no assessment because: 
—Not assessed (due to unfamiliarity, etc.) 
—Only one assessor 
—Markedly discrepant assessment pattern 

Ob­
tained 

20U 

Not 
Obtained 

19 
7 
k 

Remainder excluded from analysis 

Laboratory chiefs. Scientific Directors, 
Institute Directors, etc. 

Grade less than GS-9; non-doctoral; 
others not included above 

20 

h2 

20 

18 

Percent of total institute scientists 
f i l l ing out questionnaire 

266 

80% 

68 = 331 

20% = 100% 



APPENDIX B 

List of Laboratory Groups Used for Analysis 
(Intramural professionals only) 

Approx. 
N 

1. National Cancer Institute 

a. Laboratory of Biochemistry 18 
b. Laboratory of Biology 23 
c. Laboratory of Biophysics 16 
d. Endocrinology Branch 6 
e. Laboratory of Chemical Pharmacology 11 
f. Laboratory of Pathology 10 

2. National Heart Institute 

a. Laboratory of Cellular Physiology 11 
b. Laboratory of Chemical Pharmacology 6 
c. Laboratory of Chemistry of Natural Products 9 
d. Laboratory of Kidney and Electrolyte 

Metabolism 7 
e. Laboratory of Clinical Investigation 10 

"ST 
3. National Institute of Arthritis and Metabolic 

Diseases 
a. Laboratory of Biochemistry and Nutrition 19 
b. Laboratory of Pathology and Pharmacology 2k 
c. Laboratory of Chemistry 28 
d. Laboratory of Physical Biology 3k 

W 

k» National Microbiological Institute 

a. Laboratory of Biologies Control 2$ 
b. Laboratory of Infectious Diseases 33 
c. Laboratory of Tropical Diseases 2$ 
d # Rocky Mountain Laboratory IS 



5. National Institute of Mental Health 

B, 2 

Approx. 
N 

a. Laboratories of Neurophysiology and 
Socio-Environmental Studies 10 

Grand Total 330 



U N I V E R S I T Y O F M I C H I G A N 

I N S T I T U T E F O R S O C I A L R E S E A R C H 

A N N A R B O R , M I C H I G A N 

R E N S I S L I K E R T , D I R E C T O R 

SUBVEY RESEARCH CENTER 
ANGUS CAMPBELL, RECTOR 

Human Relations Study of NIH October, 1952 

OPINION QUESTIONNAIRE 
Form 1 

To N I H personnel: 

Most of the questions in this opinion questionnaire have been designed so that you can answer them by-
checking one box corresponding to one of several alternative answers. 

In each case, a short arrow (-* or I) indicates the row of boxes from which you are to make a choice. 
We realize it would be more convenient for you if the rows of boxes were always horizontal or always 
vertical. However, the nature of the questions makes it impossible to use a uniform format. Simply 
follow the guiding arrow in each case. 

Note that- in some questions you are asked to check any answer which applies, and in other questions 
you are asked to rank the answers in order of your preference, rather than, check one. 

Pay no attention to the numbers next to each arrow and box. These numbers are for punching the data 
on I B M cards. 

* * * 

On each question, check the best-fitting answer even if it does not fit exactly; feel free to make marginal 
comments or qualifications as you go along. Extra space is provided at several points for additional 
comments. 

Do not hesitate to express your subjective feelings, even if based on slight evidence. These feelings are 
part of the social facts out of which relations in an organization are built. AH we ask is that you speak 
frankly for yourself. 

* * * 

The opinion questionnaire is divided into two parts. Part One (questions 1 to 42) deals mainly with 
people and groups. Part Two (questions 43 to 65) deals mainly with your job and conditions in the 
working environment. 

It is not necessary to answer the whole questionnaire at one time. But please do not discuss the answers 
•with anyone else before you Unish, or before the other person finishes. It is essential to get each per­
son's own opinion and independent thinking. 

When you are through, please seal your fact form and questionnaire in the enclosed envelope and give 
personally to a Michigan staff member. 

Copyright 1952 by the University of Michigan 
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Questionnaire number 
Form 1 

PART ONE: PEOPLE AND GROUPS 

Card 02 
Overall evaluation of NIH 

1. Considering all oj the job factors that are important to you, 
and considering your entire experience at N I H , how does N I H 
compare with the best of the following kinds of organizations 
that you know something about, as a place to work? When 
you consider all factors together, is the net result at N I H gen­
erally better, about the same, or generally not so good as at 
the best of these other organizations? 

If you know very little or nothing about a particular situation below, 
check only the box to the far right. 

(Check one box in each line) 

NlHis 
gener­

ally 
better 

NIH is 
alx>ut 

the 
same 

NIH is 
gener­

ally not 
as good 

No opin­
ion ; or 
know 
little 

about it 
Best of other US PHS organ-

i i ->rj i • 2 • 3 • y 

Best hospitals (government or 
i2-»ni • 2 • 3 • y 

i3-»ni • 2 • 3 • y 

Best of other government re­
search organizations u->ai • 2 • 3 Dy 

Best of other government 
non-research organizations 15-»D1 • 2 • 3 • y 

Best industrial research or-
i6->rji • 2 • 3 • y 

Groups and relations among groups 
2. In your own experience, have you noticed any strains or 
frictions in relations between members of different groups at 
N I H such as the ones listed below? Or have you observed 
that no such strains or frictions exist, that working relations 
between groups are good? (either inside your own Institute or 
in relations with other Institutes?) 

(Please check one box in each line) 

Severe Moder- Slight No 
strains ate or no opin-

strains strains ion 
Extramural group (research 
grants, control, information, etc.) 
with the intramural group (labor­
atory and field research) 17—>Q1 D2 Q3 d y 

MJD.'s with PhXJ.'s 18-»rjl G2 Q3 Qy 

Administrative officers (and their 
assistants) with professional per­
sonnel 19-»D1 Q2 L]3 Qy 

Commissioned Corps with the 
Civil Service group of profes­
sionals 20-»C31 0 2 n s Uy 

People in other Institutes with 
people in my own Institute . . . 21—>rjl rj2 Q3 D y 

Add here any comments you wish about specific sources of 
good or poor working relations among groups: 



People and Croups Page 3 

3. Individuals at N I H may belong to several parts of the total organization such as a Section, a Laboratory, an Institute, US 
Public Health Service, etc. But each person may have a stronger feeling of belonging to some of these parts than to others. 
Which of them do you mainly think of yourself as belonging to? Where do you feel most strongly that you tie in? 

Please indicate below how strong a sense of belonging you have toward each part of the organization. 

If you are not located in some of the following parts, check only the box to the far right. 

(Check one box in each line) 

Very 
strong 
sense of 
belong'g 

Strong 
sense of 
belong'g 

Moder­
ate or 
slight 
sense 

No 
sense 

of 
belong'g 

Dislike 
belong'g 
to this 
group 

No opin­
ion ; or 
not in 
one 

22->dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 • y 

My Section (if any) 23->Ql • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 Dy 

My Laboratory or Branch (if any) 24-* ni • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 • y 
If you are in an administrative unit called by some other name, 
list here: 

•?< 26->ni • 2 • 3 04 • 5 • y 

My Institute as a whole* 27->Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 - • s Dy 

28->Ol • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 • y 

2 9 - » 0 • 2 • 3 D4 D5 • y 

30-»nt • 2 • 3 • 4 Q5 Dy 

31-*Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 Dy 

..32->Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 Dy 
•People located in the Clinical Center, Division of Research Grants, or Office of the Director should consider this their "Institute". 

4. In your opinion, how good a job are the professionals in the following parts of the organization doing, in terms of their scienti­
fic or other professional work? 

If you are not located In some of the following parts, check only the box to the far right for this group. 

(check one box in each line) 
. Almost all 

doing 
outstanding 

job 

Most out­
standing; 
remainder 
adequate 

About even 
between 
oiitst'g 

and adeq. 

Few out­
standing; 

rest 
adequate 

Few out­
standing; 

few 
inadeq.. 

None 
outst'g; 

few 
inadeq. 

No opin­
ion; or 
not in 
one 

33-*ni D2 D3 • 4 • s D6 Dy 

34->Dl D2 D3 D4 OS • 6 Dy 

3S-»D1 D2 *Q3 D4 • 5 • 6 Dy 

Other administrative unit to which I belong: 

36 37->Dl D2 D3 D4 • 5 • 6 • y 

38-»rj l D2 D3 D4 • 5 • 6 Dy 

39->01 • 2 D3 D4 OS • 6 Dy 

40-46 blank 
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Significant contacts for you 
5. List below the names of from 5 to - -
15 people within N I H with whom some 
contact is of greatest significance to you 
in your work. 
These people may be anywhere in NIH—in­
side or outside your own Laboratory, Branch, 
or Institute, at Bethesda or other NIH sta­
tions; they may be at any level in the organi- . 
zation. 

List them roughly in order of signific­
ancê —the five most significant first, then 
the five next most significant, and so 
on. Please give first initial. 

Five most significant: 

- 47- " 

59-
Card 03 

, 11-

. 23-

35-

Five next most significant: 

47-

59-
Card 04 

! 11-

: 23- ^ 

35- ' 

Five next in significance: 

47-

59-
Card 05 

. 11-

. 23-

. , 35-
If you wish to list more than 15 names, please 
do so on an extra. sheet of paper. 
Please leave the following lines blank, 
for the time being. You will be asked 
about some specific persons in question 
9. 
(a) . . 47-

(b) 59-
Card 06 

(c) 11-

(d) . 23-

(e) 35-

(f) : 47-

(g) . 59- , 

5a. How frequently do you contact each 

of these persons, as a general rule? 

(check one. box for each person) 

Sevl About Sev'l Sev'l Less 
times once times times often 

a a a a 
day day week month 

51-»Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

63-* D l • 2 • 3 D4 • 5 

15->C]1 ( • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

27->Ul • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

39->dl • 2 • 3 Q4 • 5 

51->Dl * • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

63->Dl D2 • 3 Q4 • 5 

I 5 - » d l • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

27->rjl • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

39-> • 1 • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

51-* O l • 2 • 3 Q4 • 5 

63-»rji • 2 _ • 3 • 4 • 5 

i 5 - » d i • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

27-* Q l • 2 • 3 . CK • 5 

39->Dl • 2 • 3 d4 • 5 

5l->dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

63->Dl • 2 • 3 Q4 • 5 

15-* • ! • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

27->ni • 2 • 3 • 4 • s 

39-»Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

51-* n i • 2 • D3 • 4 D5 

63-* D I • 2 • 3 • 4 • 5 

6. Would you like to have more con­
tact with this person than you now 
have (assuming that both of you could 
give the time to it)? 

Would you like less contact than you 
now have? Or is your present amount 
of contact satisfactory? 

(Check one box for each person) 

Want Pre­ Want No 
more sent less opin­
con­ am't con­ ion 
tact o.k. tact 

52->Dl • 2 • 3 Oy 
64-* Q l • 2 • 3 • y 

16-*Q1 • 2 • 3 • y 
• 2 • 3 Or 

40-* D l • 2 • 3 Oy 

52-»rji • 2 • 3 - Oy 
64-* D l • 2 • 3 • y 

16-»dl • 2 • 3 Oy 
28-»Dl • 2 • 3 • y 
40-* O l • 2 • 3 • y 

S2-+D1 D2 • 3 • y 
64->Dl • 2 • 3 Dy 

16-* D l • 2 • 3 • y 
28-tOl . U2 • 3 Dy 

4o-»rji • 2 • 3 • y 

52-J-DI • 2 • 3 • y 
64-* Q l • 2 • 3 Dy 

16-*Dl • 2 • 3 Dy 

28-» O l • 2 • 3 Dy 

40-* D l • 2 • 3 Dy 

52-*rji • 2 • 3 Dy 

64-* O l • 2 • 3 Oy 
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7. Under what conditions do most of your contacts with this 
person occur (if at all)? 

(a) the two of you talking in person 
(b) the two of you talking by telephone or intercommunication system 
(c) an informal group of colleagues or friends—e.g., luncheon gather­

ing or journal club—mainly for exchange of shop talk, conversa­
tion, etc. 

(d) a committee or staff meeting which is mainly for making decisions 
or recommendations 

(e) a large meeting or seminar which is mainly for obtaining scientific 
or administrative information 

heck one or two—no more—of most usual conditions) 
(a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

Two Two Informal Comm., Large 
of us of us group or staff, meet'g., 

in by journal for de­ for in­
person phone club cisions formal. 

53-* D l 54fjl 5501 56D1 5 7 D 1 

65-»rjl 66Q1 67D1 esrji 69Q1 

17-»Ql 18dl 19D1 2001 ZIQ1 
29->rji 3001 31D1 32Q1 33Q1 

41-»Dl 42Q1 43D1 44D1 45D1 

53-»rji 54D1 55QI 56Q1 57Q1 
65-* D l 66Q1 67D1 68Q1 69Q1 

i7-*oi 18Q1 19DI 20QI 2JD1 
29-»cn 30Ql 3 l Q l 32D1 33Q1 

41-* 0 1 42D1 43Q1 44Q1 45Q1 

53-* O l 54Q1 55Q1 5601 57Q1 
65-+Dl 66Q1 67D1 68Q1 69D1 

i7->rji lBCIl 19Q1 20Q1 2 l O l 
29->CU 30Q1 3 l Q l 32D1 33Q1 
4i->rji 42Q1 4 3 D 1 44Q1 4 5 Q 1 

53-* n i 54D1 55D1 56Q1 57Q1 

65-* D l 66D1 67D1 68Q1 69D1 

17-* O l 18D1 19Q1 20O1 21Q1 

29-»Dl 3001 31D1 32DI 3301 

41-*Ol 42Q1 43D1 44Q1 4501 

53-* D l 54Q1 55D1 56Q1 5 7 Q 1 

65-* D l 66D1 67D1 68D1 69D1 

8. Are the activities of this person generally helpful to you, 
or are his activities sometimes a hindrance? Both? Neither 
help nor hinder? 

(Check one box for each person) 

Usually 
very 

helpful 

Usually 
of some 

help 

Usually 
hinder 

my work 

Both 
help & 
hinder 

Neither; 
or no 
effect 

Have 
no 

idea 

58^-01 D2 • 3 D4 • 5 Dy 

70->Ol D2 • 3 D4 • s Dy 

22-*Ql 02 • 3 D4 • 5 Dy 

34-*-Ol D2 • 3 D4 • 5 Dy 

46->Ol D2 03 D4 • 5 Dy 

58-* a 1 • 2 D3 D4 • 5 Dy 

7o->ai D2 • 3 D4 • 5 Dy 

22->Ol D2 D3 D4 • 5 Dy 

34-* a i D2 D3 D4 OS Dy 

46-* O l D2 D3 D4 • 5 Dy 

58-»a i D2 D3 D4 OS Oy 

70-*Dl D2 D3 D4 05 Oy 

22->Ol D2 D3 D 4 05 Dy 

34-* D l D2 D3 • 4 OS Oy 

46-»Ol 02 • 3 • 4 05 Dy 

5S-*Dl D2 D3 D4 • 5 Oy 

70-> D i D2 • 3 D4 • 5 Oy 

22-*Ol D2 D3 D4 • 5 Oy 

34-»Ql D2 • 3 D4 • 5 Oy 

46-* D l D2 • 3 04 • 5 • y 

58-* D l D2 • 3 D4 • 5 Dy 

70-* D l D2 D3 D4 • 5 Dy 
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9. Please write below the names of the following people: 

(a) your immediate chief (head of your administrative unit): 

(b) the person above your chief: 

(c) some other person to whom you report (if any); the person referred 
to in the Fact Form, question 10: 

(d) a colleague at your own level and working under your chief; 
among the people you think of, select the one whose name is alpha­
betically nearest to yours:* 

(e) a professional at GS-12 or Full Grade or higher, working under 
you (if any) ; the person you think of whose name is alphabetically 
nearest to yours:* 

(f) a professional at GS-9 or 11, or Assistant, or Senior Assistant Grade, 
working under you (if any); the person you think of whose name 
is alphabetically nearest to yours:* 

(g) a professional at any level (GS-9 or Assistant Grade or higher), 
working below any of the people under you (if any); again, select 
a person alphabetically near to you:* 

•We ask for this alphabetical selection in order to assure a relatively 
random choice among the people you think of, not simply the person 
you know best. 

Now, please turn back to question 5, and enter the above per­
sons' names {or simply their initials) in the corresponding 
spaces at the bottom oj the page, and fill in questions Sa-8 for 
these persons. 

If you have already named one of these persons as a "significant con­
tact" on page 4, do not answer again for this person. 

* * * 

Card 07 

The following four questions concern the same people you 
have named above. 

10. To what extent do each of these persons' activities or de­
cisions affect your work, directly or indirectly? 

(check one box for each person) 

Great Quite Some Little Have 
deal of a bit effect or no no 
effect of on my effect idea 

on my effect work on my 
work work 

(a) chief l l - * D l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(b) person above chief . • 2 • 3 • 4 D y 

CO other I report to . . i 3 - » n i • 2 • 3 • 4 Oy 

(d) colleague 14-*Ol D2 • 3 P 4 O y 

(e) i s - * o i • 2 • 3 • 4 D y 

( 0 i6-*ni • 2 • 3 • 4 D y 

(g) i7-*rji • 2 • 3 • 4 D y 

11 . If any of these persons' activities affect your work, to 
what extent do you feel you could influence him in regard to 
these activities (if you wanted to)? 

I could probably influence him: 

(check one box for each person) 

A Mod­ A Not Have 
great erate- little at no 
deal iy all idea 

(a) 18-*Dl D2 ~ D 3 D 4 Oy 

(b) person above chief .. 19-*Dl D2 D3 D 4 Dy 

( 0 other I report to . . . 20-*Ol D2 D 3 D 4 Dy 

(d) colleague 21-*Q1 D2 D 3 D 4 Dy 

(e) 22-»rji • D2 D 3 • 4 Dy 

( 0 _ 2 3 - * O l D2 D3 D 4 Dy 

(s) 24-* • ! D2 D 3 D4- Oy 

12. How strongly do you enjoy your contacts with each per­
son—whether you like him personally, gain professional stimu­
lation from him, or enjoy contacts with him for any other 
reason? 

(check one box for each person) • 

Very Fairly Mild Little No 
strong strong enjoy­ or no opin­
enjoy­ enjoy­ ment enjoy­ ion 
ment ment ment 

(a) 25-*Ol D2 " S T D 4 Dy 

(b) person above chief . . 26-*Dl • 2 D 3 D 4 Dy 

(c) other I report to . .. 27-*Ql D2 D 3 D 4 Oy 

(d) colleague 2S-*Ol • 2 D 3 D 4 Dy 

(e) 29-* D l D2 D 3 D 4 Dy 

(0 30-+D1 D2 D 3 D 4 Dy 

(s) 31->Ol D2 D 3 D 4 Oy 

13. To what extent do you have confidence in this person's 
intentions and motives? Do you feel he is always sincere in 
his dealings with others? Does he really mean what he says? 

(check one box for each person) 

I tend to feci that this person is sincere in his intentions—that he really 
means what he says: 

Always Most Some Seldom No 
of the of the opin­
time time ion 

(a) 32-+D1 D2 0 3 D 4 D y 

(b) person above chief . . 33-*Ol D2 D 3 D 4 D y 

(c) other I report to ., . 34-* D l 0 2 D 3 0 4 D y 

(d) 35-* D l D2 D3 D 4 D y 

(c) 36-*Ol D2 0 3 D 4 O y 

( 0 37-* D I 0 2 0 3 D 4 D y 

(g) 38-* D l D2 0 3 D 4 D y 
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Top-level Directors and 
Administrative Officers 

The following questions concern your opinions about the way 
four persons or groups are performing their functions: 

A. Your own Institute Director 
B. The Administrative Office in your Institute (your Insti­

tute's Executive or Administrative Officer, together with 
any of his immediate staff) 

C . The N I H Director, together with the two Associate Dir­
ectors 

D. The N I H Executive Officer, together with the Admini­
strative Branch Chiefs (heading Buildings Management, 
Personnel, Financial Management, Laboratory Aids, Pur­
chase and Supply, Organization and Methods, and Safe­
ty-

14. How familiar do you feel with the general activities and 
major decisions of each of these individuals or groups? 

A. B. • C. D. 
Insti­ Inst. NIH NIH 
tute Admin. Direc­ Exec., 

Direc­ Office tor & Branch 
tor Assoc. Heads 

I feel that I have: (check (check (check (check 
one) one) one) one) 
4-39 •Uo i 41 4-42 

A clear idea of their general ac­
tivities and major decisions . . . . • 1 • 1 • 1 • 1 

A fairly clear idea; or mixed— 
clear about some activities, little 
idea about others • 2 • 2 • 2 • 2 

Little idea about these matters. .. • 3 • 3 • 3 • 3 

I have no idea at all. about their 
activities and decisions D4 • 4 • 4 ' • 4 , 

15 . Regarding each of these individuals or groups, how com­
petently do you feel they are performing their functions? "Re­
gardless of whether their intentions are good or poor, what 
kind of a job are they actually doing? Please give your im­
pression, even if you are not sure. 

A. . B. C. D. 
Insti- Inst. NIH NIH 
tute Admin. Direc- Exec., 

Direc- Office tor & Branch" 
I feel that in general tor Assoc. Heads 
they are doing: (check (check (check (check 

one) one) one) one) 
4,43 4-44 4-45 J-46 

A very competent job . L l l d l • ! O l 
A fairly competent job D2 Q2 D2 Q2 , 

Competeat in some respects, not 
in others D3 D3 Q3 Q3 

A rather poor job Q4 [J4 D 4 D 4 

I have no impression at all Dy Oy Dy Oy 
Note: In Part Two of the questionnaire, you will have a chance to 

comment in detail on the various auxiliary services provided in 
your Institute and in the central administration. 

16. Compared to the situation a few years ago, how are the 
functions of these positions being carried out? (Since you are 
asked to evaluate the job being done now as compared with 
before, you need not be concerned with the fact that some of 
the personnel may have changed in .this period.) Please give 
your opinion, even though you are not sure. 

If you feel you have been here too short a time to judge, 
check here and omit the question . fJO 

A. B. : C. D. 
I feel that the job being 
done at the present time is: (check (check (check (check 

one) one) one), one) 
4,47 4,48 149 150 

•Considerably better than before. D l O l D l D l 
A little better than before Q2 Q2 Q2 0 2 
About the same as before D3 D3 03 D3 
Not as good as before Q4 U 4 G 4 CH 
No opinion Dy Dy Dy d y 

17. Listed below are some of the specific points about the 
way these people may be performing their functions. Please 
check any of these points which apply, in your personal ex­
perience. 

This person (or some mem- A. B. C. D. 
bers of this group): (check (check (check (check 

any) any) any) any) 
Exert undue influence over de- I I J i 
cisions about objectives or oper­
ations of professional programs. 51d 57Q 63D 69Q 
Do their best to relieve profes­
sional staff of routine duties, 
paper-work, etc S2d SSO 64D . N O 
Deliberately withhold informa­
tion about activities and deci­
sions of concern to the profes­
sional staff 53D ' 59Q 65D 71Q 
Consult thoroughly with profes­
sional staff before making deci­
sions of concern to them 54D 60D 66Q 72D 
Put too much emphasis on pro­
cedures, forms, or regulations as 
such 55Q 61D 67Q 73• 
Are strongly interested in secur­
ing quick and high quality assis­
tance for professional staff . . . . 56p 62 • 6.8D 74D 

Add here any other comments you wish about the way these 
persons are performing their job. • 



Page 8 Part One 

The chiefs you work under 
Card 08 

18. To what extent do the following persons have the kind of 
scientific or other professional qualifications to make sound 
suggestions, comments, judgments, etc. about the general prob­
lem area in which you are currently working? 
The persons shown below are the same as those you named in question 
9-

(a) your chief (head of the administrative unit you are a member of) 
(b) the person above your chief 
(c) any other person to whom you report (omit answer if no such 

person) 

Concerning my current professional 
problem area, this person: 

Is very well qualified; his suggestions, 
comments, or judgments (if any) 
would always be sound 
Is moderately well qualified; his sug­
gestions, etc. (if any) would for the 
most part be sound • 
Has a few qualifications; his sugges­
tions, etc. (if any) might occasionally 
be sound ...-
Is not qualified in my professional 
problem area; could not make sound 
suggestions, etc. in this area 
No opinion 

(a) (b) (c) 
Person Other 

My above person 
chief my Ire-

chief port to 
(check (check (check 
one) one) one) 
i l l I 12 4-13 

• 1 • 1 • l 

• 2 

• 3 

• 4 
• y 

• 2 

• 3 

• 4 
• y 

• 2 

• 3 

• 4 
• y 

19 , How do you feel about the professional leadership or 
stimulation which each of these persons gives (if any), bear­
ing on your own scientific or other professional work? 

Gives excellent leadership or stimula­
tion which I find useful in my profes­
sional work 
Gives adequate leadership which I 
find moderately useful in my work . 
Puts time into leadership that bears 
on my work, but it is not especially 
useful to me 
His efforts' at professional leadership 
are more often a hindrance to my 
work than a help 
Gives little leadership which bears on 
my own work; I would like more, 
since his ideas would be useful 
Gives little leadership which bears on 
my own work, but I am satisfied—I 
do not want any more 
No opinion 

(a) (b) (c) 
Person Other 

My ' above person 
chief my I re­

chief port to 
(check (check (check 
one) one) one) 
I 14 4-15 lib 

• 1 • l n i 

• 2 • 2 • 2 

• 3 

• 4 

• 5 

• 6 
• y 

• 3 

• 4 

US 

• 6 
• y 

• 3 

• 4 

• 5 

• 6 
• y 

2 0 . How do you feel about the way in which each of them 
makes evaluations about the quality of work you are doing? 
(Either your work in your professional specialty, or your other 
duties.) 

Makes accurate evaluations, based on 
sound information about all of my 
work 

(a) 

My 
chief 

.(check 
one) 
117 

• l 

(b) 
Person 
above 

my 
chief 

(check 
one) 
i 18 

• 1 

(c) 
Other 
person 
Ire-

port to 
(check 
one) 
4-19 

D l 
Makes evaluations which are partly 
accurate, partly inaccurate; or based 
on only part of my work • 2 • 2 D2 

Makes evaluations which are largely 
inaccurate, or based very little on 
what I actually do • 3 • 3 • 3 

Does not attempt to evaluate my 
work, although I would like him to 
do so • 4 • 4 D4 

Does not attempt to evaluate my 
work, and I prefer it this way • 5 • 5 DS 

No opinion; or don't know what he 
does by way of evaluation • y • y Dy 

2 1 . Consider a situation where you want the approval of 
higher-ups for some large expenditure you want to* make, or 
for some important project you want to undertake. Suppose 
you have talked it over with your chief (the head of your 
administrative unit) and he has expressed agreement with 
your views. How much can you rely on your chief to back 
you up, in presenting your position and securing approval from 
higher-ups?* 

(check one) 
i~20 

I can usually rely on him to back me up very effectively 
in getting approval from higher-ups D l 
I can rely on him to do bis best at backing me up, but he 
does not have much influence over higher-ups D2 

He could influence higher-ups if he wanted, but I cannot 
rely on him much to back me up D3 

He has little influence with higher-ups, and therefore I do 
not expect him to back up my position D4 

I have no idea whether I could rely on him or not d y 

*21a. You may prefer to answer this alternative question: 

How much can you rely on your chief to back you up regarding 
important decisions you have already made, in areas where he has 
delegated responsibility to you? 

Check here if answering this alternative 21Q1 



People and Croups Page 9 

The following three questions concern the relations between 
you and the chiefs you work under, in the following three 
areas: 
—determining work problems or major assignments; 
•—substantial new expenditures out of this year's budget; 
—formulating interpretations and conclusions. 
Under each topic are several different ways in which one of 
your chiefs might operate. 
A. Which of these methods is most typical of the way this 
person actually functions—the method he uses most frequent­
ly? (or the item which best describes his most frequent meth­
od?) Rank this "1". Number as l £2" the item which is next 
most typical of the way he actually functions, and so on. You 
need not rank any item he never uses. 
B. Second, please rank the same methods in the order that 
you would prefer to see this person function. Number as "1" 
the method you would most prefer him to use, number as "2" 
the method you would prefer next, and so on through all the 
items, including those he does not actually use. Number as "4" 
the method you would least prefer him to use. 
For each topic or area, please check whether: 
•—your chief (head of your administrative unit), or 
—the other person to whom you may report (if any) 
is more likely to be involved in such a matter concerning you; 
and answer the question in terms of that person. If neither of 
these is likely to be involved in the matter, check this, and 
skip the question. 
2 2 . What are the actual and preferred relations between your 
chief and you, in determining what concrete work problems or 
assignments or follow-up steps you (or your staff) will work 
on next? (Assume that the general area of work has already 
•been established.)* 
Check whether the person, more likely to be involved in this is: 

22 
your chief f j l other person [J2 neither; omit • o 

In column A rank the items according to what is actually the most 
typical or frequent, starting with "1"; in column B rank the methods 
as you would prefer them used, starting with "1". 

Column A Column B 
Actually Prefer to 

In regard to work problems or assignments: occurs see done 
(Please (Please 
rank) rank) 

a. The chief talks the work over thoroughly J 4- • 
with me, and gives considerable weight to 
my views when he makes the decisions (or 
recommendations to higher-ups) 23 27 

b. The chief examines the work to date, and 
he himself makes whatever decisions or 
recommendations he feels are best 24 28 

c. The chief talks it over with me (and per­
haps with other people working on these 
problems), and we jointly formulate the 
decisions or recommendations 25 29 

d. Such decisions or recommendations are up 
to me (or my staff); my chief simply gives 
routine approval 26 = 30 

*22a. If your work seldom requires a decision as to assignments, you 
many answer an alternative question: How are decisions made 
about general policies governing your work procedures? 
If so answering, check here 31CJ1 

2 3 . Suppose that the work you (or your staff) are doing 
appears to require a substantial new expenditure out of cur­
rent funds—an item such as a large piece of equipment, an 
extra assistant, etc., not previously provided for. What are 
the actual and preferred relations between your chief and you, 
in deciding whether funds are to be used for this new item? 

Check whether the person more likely to be involved in this is: 

your chief • ! other person Q2 neither; 

Column A 
Actually 

In regard Lo such a request for extra funds: occurs 
(rank.) 

a. The chief talks the matter over with me I 
thoroughly, and gives considerable weight 
to my views when he makes the decision 
(or recommendation to higher-ups) 33_J — 

b. The chief himself makes whatever decision 
or recommendation he feels is best. . . . . . 34 

c. The chief consults with me (and perhaps 
with other people at my level) and we 
jointly formulate the decision or recom­
mendation 35-

d. I (or my staff) have already received an 
allotment to cover expenditures, and we 
make our own decision (or recommenda­
tion) within this allotment; chief simply 
gives routine approval 36-

32 
, omit DO 

Column B 
Prefer to 
see done 
(rank) 

I 

37. 

38_ 

39. 

4 0 _ 

2 4 . In the extramural as well as the intramural program, pro-
fessional articles are written summarizing the results of investi­
gations, and formulating interpretations and conclusions. In 
those cases where your work has contributed to'the data, what 
are the actual and preferred relations to your chief, in formu­
lating such interpretations and conclusions? 

If question does not apply to you, check and omit • 

Check whether the person more likely to be involved in this is: 

your chief • ! 
41 

other person Q2 neither; omit Do 

The chief gives considerable weight to my 
own opinions when he formulates the 
interpretations and conclusions (or tenta­
tive conclusions for someone higher up) 

The chief himself formulates the interpreta­
tions and conclusions (tentative or final) 

The chief talks it over with me (and per­
haps with other people working on similar 
problems), and we jointly formulate the 
interpretations and conclusions (tentative 
or final) 

The interpretations and conclusions (tent­
ative or final) are up to me or my staff; 
the chief simply gives routine approval. . 

Column A 
A dually 
occurs 
(rank) 

42. 

Column B 
Prefer to 
see done 
(rank) 

4-

46. 

43. 47. 

44. 48-

45. 49-
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Add here any other comments you wish about the. chiefs you 
work- under, or about your working relations with them: 

Clinical Center planning in your Institute 

2 5 . Consider the responsible investigators in your Institute as 
a whole—all of the scientists actively engaged in their own 
research, but below the level of Laboratory or Branch chief. 
In general, how much influence or voice have these scientists 
had in determining the way Clinical Center resources available 
to your Institute will be allocated to the various activities car­
ried out within your Institute? 

(checkone) 
4 SO 

The responsible investigators have had considerable influence 
in determining the way our Clinical Center resources are 'to 
be allocated d l 

Moderate influence Q2 

Little influence Q3 

No influence at all ; D4 

T have no Idea how much influence they, have had Dy 

2 6 . To what extent do you feel personally concerned about 
the above question (the amount of influence which investi­
gators have had in allocating Clinical Center resources) ? How 
important do you feel this matter is? 

(check one) 
4 SI 

This matter is of extreme importance; I am very much con­
cerned about it D l 

This matter is fairly important, and I am somewhat concerned 
about it Q2 

The matter is of relatively little importance; I am more con­
cerned about other matters . . . ' 0 3 

No opinion Dy 

2 7 . How satisfied are you personally with the amount of in­
fluence or voice which responsible investigators in general have 
had,-in determining the way Clinical Center resources are to 
be allocated within your Institute? 

(check one) n r 
I am very satisfied with the amount of influence or voice 
the investigators have bad D l 

I am fairly well satisfied . . Q2 

I am somewhat dissatisfied Q3 

I am very dissatisfied with the amount of influence they 
have had fj4 
I don't care much one way or the other Qy 

2 8 . The Clinical Center will, of course, provide for a large 
program of clinical research—as contrasted with the basic or 
non-clinical research activities now going on in most of the 
Institutes' Laboratories. 
In your opinion, is the basic (non-clinical) research program 
of NIH likely to benefit or to suffer as a result of the clinical 
research program? (Please make an estimate, even if you are 
not sure.) 

(check one) 
4- 53 

The basic research program: 
Is likely to suffer, substantially as a result of the clinical 
research program Q l 

Is somewhat more likely to suffer than benefit, on the whole Q2 

Is about equally likely to benefit or suffer C]3 

Is somewhat more likely to benefit, on the whole D4 

Is likely to benefit substantially as a result of the clinical 
research program Q5 

Note: Additional questions on the Clinical Center will be asked in Part 
Two. 

Comments on Clinical Center planning: 
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* * * 
Please answer the next eight questions (on this page and 
following page) for the same persons you listed previously, in 
question 9: 

(a) your chief (head of your administrative unit) 

(b) the person above your chief 

(c) other person you report to (if any) 

(d) the colleague you selected at your own level, under your chief 

(e) the professional you selected (if any) at GS-12 or Full Grade or 
higher, working under you 

(f) the professional you selected (if any) at GS-9 or 11, or Assistant or 
Senior Assistant Grade, working under you 

(g) the professional you selected (if any) at GS-9 or higher, or Assistant 
Grade or higher, working below any of the People under you. 

Card 09 

2 9 . How often have you discussed with each of the following 
people the -way the various resources of the Clinical Center 
(facilities, space, etc.) are to be allotted for various purposes? 
Please try to estimate how often, even though you are not sure. 

(check one box for each person) 

Many A Once Never Don't 
times few or recall 

times twice 
(a) chief . i i - * d i • 2 • 4 • y 

(b) person above chief. . i 2 - > n i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

( 0 13->dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 
(d) . i 4 - » - n i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(e) i 5 - » n i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(f) 16-* Q l • 2 • 3 • 4 Gy 

(g) i 7 - » r j i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

3 0 . Have you ever discussed specifically with each person the 
amount of influence which responsible investigators have had 
in determining the way Clinical Center resources are to be 
utilized by your Institute? 

(check one box for each person) 

Sev­ Once Never Don't 
eral or Recall 

times twice 
18->D2 • 3 • 4 • By 

(b) person above chief. , 19->rj2 • 3 • 4 • y 
(c) other . 20-> D2 • 3 • 4 • y 

. 21-> D2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(e) 22-> U2 • 3 • 4 • y 

CO 23-* [J2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(g) 24->D2 • 3 • 4 • y 

3 1 . To what extent do you feel that this person is familiar 
with the everyday aspects of your job? Does he know the 
visual kind of problems you face from day to day? 

(check one box for each person) 

Thor­
ough Some Little No Have 

famil­ famil­ famil­ famil­ no 
iarity iarity iarity iarity idea 

(a) your chief 25-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(b) person above chief. . 26-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(c) other 27-*Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(d) colleague . . . ' 28-* Q l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(e) 29-*Ol • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

( f ) 30-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(g) 31-* Q l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

3 2 . In question 25 we asked you how much influence *•* voir* 
the responsible investigators have had in determining the allot­
ment of Clinical Center resources. Now, how do you think 
each of these people would answer the same question? (Make 
an estimate, even if you are not sure; and of course do not ask 
the person.) 

(check, one box for each person) 

This person probably thinks that the responsible investigators have had: 

Consid- Moder- Little No He prob-
erable ate influ- influ- ably 
influ­ influ­ ence ence has no 
ence ence at all idea 

(a) 32-* D l • 2 ~D3 • 4 • y 

(b) person above chief. . 3 3 - * Q l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(c) 34->Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(d) colleague 35-* CU • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(e) 36-*Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(f) 37-»Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(g) 38-* • ! • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 
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3 3 . In question 27 we asked you how satisfied you are with 
the amount of influence or voice which responsible investigators 
have had in these decisions. How do you think each of the 
following persons would answer the same question? (Make an 
estimate, even if you are not sure.) 

(check one box for each person) 

Is Is fair­• Is some- Is He prob­
very ly well what dis­ very ably 
satis­ satis­ satis­ dissat­• doesn't 
fied fied fied isfied care 

(a) your chief 39->dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(b) person above chief. . 40-* a 1 • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(c) other 4 1 - * O l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(d) colleague 42-* Ql • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(e) 43-* D l • 2 • 3 • • 4 • y 

CO 44-* C l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

(g) 45-*Ol • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

3 4 . In question 28 we asked you if you th ink the basic re-
search program of NIH is likely to benefit or suffer as a result 
of the clinical research program. How do you think each of 
these people would answer this question? (Make an estimate, 
even if you are not sure how the person would answer.) 

(check one box for each person) 

This person probably feels that basic research is: 

Likely 
to suffer 
substan­

t i a ^ 

Somewhat 
more 

likely to 
suffer 

Equally 
likely 

to-benefit 
or suffer 

Somewhat 
more 
likely 

to benefit 

Likely to 
benefit 

substan­
tially 

(a). 46-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 as. 
(b) 47-*Ol • 2 • 3 • 4 as 
(c) ...,48-*Ul • 2 • 3 • 4 as 
(d) 49-* Ql • 2 • 3 • 4 as 
<e) 50-»Ol • 2 • 3 • 4 as 

(0 5i->rji • 2 • 3 • 4 ' as 
(g) 52-*Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 as 

Professional persons working under you 
Card 10 

Cols. 11-31 blank 

In the next eight questions we shall consider relations between 
you and any professional persons who work under you. By 
this we mean either professionals who are administratively 
located under you, or those who report to you in some other 
regular or recognized capacity. 

If there are no professional persons working under you in 
either sense, check here and skip the following eight questions, 
35-42 a 

We shall be interested here only in those professionals who 
work directly under you, and not under one of your subordin­
ates. 

3 5 . Your relations with these professionals may vary consid­
erably from person to person, depending on their quilifica-
tions or interests. Some may work more on their own; others 
may work more under your guidance. In the subsequent ques­
tions, you may wish to describe different working relations 
with each type. Therefore, please list below the names of up 
to five professionals directly under you, who tend to work 
(A) more on their own (if any): 

32-

36-

: 40- . 

44-

48-

And please list below the names of up to five professionals 
directly under you, who tend to work (B) more under your 
guidance (if any): 

' 52-

56-

60-

: 64-

_ *a. 

(If the professionals under you are fairly uniform in this respect,, list 
up to five names under one of the two headings—whichever is more 
appropriate.) 

* * * * 
In the first four questions below, you are asked to rank, as 
objectively as you can, what your most typical or frequent 
methods actually are, in working with each group of profes­
sionals whom you named above. (Try not to answer merely as 
you would prefer to act.) Select the answer which is closest 
to your most typical method, and number this "1"; number 
"2" your next most typical method, and so on. Omit any 
method which you never use. 
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Card 11 

3 6 . What methods do you use (if any) to develop and main­
tain a high level of work interest and involvement in the pro­
fessional personnel directly under you? 

Please give a separate ranking for each of the two groups (A and B) 
whom you named previously. Number "1" your most typical or fre­
quent method, "2" the next most typical, and so on; omit any you 
never use with that group. 

Methods I actually use with professionals under me who work: 
A. B. 

More on More 
their under my 
own guidance 

(rank) (rank) 
a. I try to relieve them of any demands or I I 

routine duties which would tend to 
dampen their natural work interest 11 15 

b. I try to make my own work interest and in­
volvement, as "contagious" as possible; 
try to stimulate them with a personal 
example of high interest 12 16 

c. I try to get them to develop their own 
interests; try to get them involved in 
their own stimulating problems, so that 
they run "on their own steam" 13 17 

d. I try to leave them alone as much as 
possible in every way 14 18 

If there are no professionals of one type under 
you, check here and omit that ranking Qo Do 

3 7 . What are the relations between you and the professionals 
directly under you, in determining concrete work problems or 
assignments or follow-up steps which they will work on next?* 

Methods I actually use with professionals under me who work: 

A. B. 
More on More 

their under my 
own guidance 

(rank) (rank) 
a. I talk the work over thoroughly with each I I 

one, and give considerable weight to his 
views when I make the decisions (or 
recommendations to higher-ups) 19 23 

b. I examine the work to date, and by myself 
I make whatever decisions or recommen­
dations I feel are best 20 24 

c. I talk it over with each one (and perhaps 
with other people working on similar 
problems), and we jointly formulate the 
decisions or recommendations 21 25 

d. Such decisions or recommendations are up 
to each of these persons (or his own 
staff); I simply give routine approval .. 22 26 

Please check any box and omit the ranking(s) 
if: 

—No professional of this type under me ., .. DO DO 
— I am not involved at all in these matters .. D9 D9 

*37a. If their work seldom requires a decision as to new assignments, 
you may answer an alternative question: How are decisions made 
about general policies governing their work procedures? 
If so answering, check here 27Q1 

3 8 . Suppose one of the professionals under you wanted to 
spend a considerable sum for an extra item not previously pro­
vided for. How do you usually go about arriving at a decision 
on such a substantial new expenditure out of current funds? 

Methods I actually use: 

a. I talk the matter over with him thoroughly, 
and give considerable weight to his views 
in making the decision (or recommenda­
tion to higher-ups) 28_ 

b. I make by myself whatever decision or 
recommendation I feel is best 29-

A. 
More on 

their 
own 

(rank) 
T 

B. 
More 

under my 
guidance 
(rank) 

32. 

33. 

I consult with him (and perhaps other 
people at his level), and we jointly for­
mulate the decision or recommendation. .. 30L 34. 

d. Each one has already received an allotment 
to cover such new expenditures, and he 
makes the decision (or recommendation) 
within this allotment; I simply give rou­
tine approval 31. 

Please check any box and omit the ranking (s) 
if: 

—No professional of this type under me 

—They are not likely to request funds 

— I am not involved at all in these matters 

35. 

• 0 

• 8 

• 9 

• 0 

• 8 

• 9 

3 9 . What are the relations between you and the persons under 
you, in formulating interpretations and conclusions, based on 
data to which their work has contributed? 

Methods I actually use: 

A. 
More on 

their 
own 

(rank) 
I give considerable weight to their opin­

ions when I formulate the interpretations 
and conclusions (or tentative conclusions 
for someone higher up) 36_ 

I formulate the interpretations and con­
clusions myself (tentative or final) 37_ 

I talk it over with them (and perhaps with 
other people working on similar prob­
lems), and we jointly formulate the in­
terpretations and conclusions (tentative 
or final) 38_ 

The interpretations and conclusions (ten­
tative or final) are up to them or their 
staff; I simply give routine approval . . . 39_ 

B. 
More 

under my 
guidance 

(rank) 
1 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

Please check any box and omit the ranking(s) 
if: 

—No professional of this type under me 

—Question does not apply to their work 

— I am not involved at all in these matters 

•0 
• 8 

D9 

• 0 

• 8 

D9 
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Card 11 

In the remaining three questions, you are asked to estimate 
what methods you believe these persons would prefer you to 
use. Please make a rough estimate, even though you are not 
sure. 

Number "1" the method which you think each group would 
probably prefer most; number "2" the method each would 
probably prefer next, and so on. Rank all the items, includ­
ing those you do not use. 

4 0 . What is your best estimate of how the professionals direct­
ly under you would prefer to see decisions made about work 
problems or assignments}* 

A. B. 
More on More 

These persons would probably prefer: their under my 
own guidance 

(rank) (rank) 
a. That I talk the work over thoroughly with 4- I 

them, and that I give considerable weight 
to their views when I make the decisions 
(or recommendations to higher-ups) .. . 44 48 

b. That I examine the work to date, and that 
by myself I make whatever decisions or 
recommendations I feel are (best' 45 49—. 

c. That I talk it over with them (and perhaps 
with* other people working on similar 
problems), and that we jointly formulate 
the 'decisions or recommendations 46 50 

d. That such decisions or recommendations be 
left up to them (or their staffs); that I 
simply give routine approval • .. 47 51 

Check and omit ranking if no professional of 
this type under you QO 00 

*40a. If you chose to answer alternative question 37a, answer the cor­
responding alternative here: how would these persons probably 
prefer to see decisions made about general policies governing their 
•work procedures? 

4 1 . Now, what is your best estimate of how the professionals 
working directly under you would prefer to see decisions made 
about substantial new expenditures for extra items? 

A. B. 
More on More 

These persons would, probably prefer: their under my 
own guidance 

(rank) . (rank) 
a. That I talk the matter over with them I I 

thoroughly, and give considerable weight 
to their views.in making the decisions, (or 
recommendations to higher-ups) 52 56 

b. That I make by myself whatever decisions 
or recommendations I .feel are best 53 57 

c. That I consult with them (and perhaps with 
other people at their level, and that we 
jointly formulate the decisions or recom­
mendations 54 58 

d. That they receive an allotment to cover 
such new expenditures, and make their 
decisions (or recommendations) within 
this allotment; that I simply give routine 
approval 55 59 

Check and omit ranking if no professional of 
this type under you OO fj0 

4 2 . What is your best estimate of how the professionals direct­
ly under you would prefer to see interpretations and conclu­
sions formulated, where their work has contributed to the data? 

A. B. 
More on More 

These persons would probably prefer: their under my 
own guidance 

(rank) (rank) 
a. That I give considerable weight to their I I 

opinions when I formulate the interpreta­
tions and conclusions (or the tentative 
conclusions for someone higher up) 60 . 64 

b. That I formulate the interpretations and 
conclusions myself (tentative or final) . . . 61 65 

c. That I talk it over with them (and perhaps 
with other people working on similar 
problems), and that we jointly formulate 
the interpretations and conclusions (ten­
tative or final) 62 66 

d. That the interpretations and conclusions 
(tentative or final) be left up to them or 
their staff; that I simply give routine 
approval 63 67 

Check any box and omit the ranking(s) if: 

—No professional of this type under me CIO DO 

—Question does not apply to their work Q8 D8 

— I am not involved at all in-these matters. - 09 D9 

Add any other comments you wish on your working relation­
ships with the people under you—either professionals or non­
professionals: 
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PART TWO: YOUR JOB AND CONDITIONS IN THE 
WORKING ENVIRONMENT 

Specific conditions in the working environment 

4 3 . What has been your personal experience with various con­
ditions in your working environment? How satisfied are you 
with these conditions? (Please indicate in Column A.) How 
have they changed, if at all, since you have been with NIH? 
(Please indicate in Column B.) 

Column A 

In your personal experience, how satisfied are 
you with the following conditions as they 
affect you personally? 

(Check one'box in each line) 

Chances for promotion in the organization 

Very 
well 
satis­
fied 

Fairly 
well 
satis­
fied 

Neutral 
or mixed 

feel­
ings 

Dis­
satis­
fied 

No 
opin­
ion 

Much 
better 
now 

A little 
better 
now 

About 
the 

same 

Worse 
now 

No ex­
perience 
or opin. 

Chances for promotion in the organization I I - » D I • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 12->Dl • 2 • 3 • y 
Security: relative permanence of job (assum-

13-* • l • 2 D3 • 4 • y 14-* D l • 2 a* • 4 • y 
i 5 » r j i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 16-»Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

Caliber of scientific and other professional per-
17-*D1 D2 • 3 • 4 • y i s - * r j i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

Quality of scientific and other professional 
19->D1 • 2 • 3 • 4 Oy 20-*dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

Reputation of NIH in scientific world 21-*Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 22-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 
Physical facilities (equipment, supplies, etc) . . 23->dl • 2 03 • 4 • y 24-* Q l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

25-*ni • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 26->Dl D2 • 3 • 4 • y 
Assisting and supporting personnel (lab tech-

27->ni • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 28-* n i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 
Attention to general health of personnel 29-»rji • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 30-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 
Attention to safety of personnel on the job .. 3 i -»rj i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 32-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

33->ni • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 34-*Ol • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 
Convenience of NIH location to my present 

35-»n i • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 36-*Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 • y 

Column B 
Card 12 

In terms of your total experience at NTH, are 
these conditions better or worse at the present 
time than they were before? 

(Check one box in each line) 

Please add any specific comments you wish about these or 
other conditions in the working environment at NTH: 
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Auxiliary services 

4 4 . Doing scientific or other professional work at NTH requires many auxiliary services, some of which are listed below (this 
is not a complete list). We would like to know your own experience concerning the adequacy of these service functions. 

In Column A below, please indicate whether your own experience with 
each service listed has been mainly with personnel in the Central Admin­
istration or with personnel in you own Institute, or equally with both 
(or perhaps you have had no experience with either). 

In Column B below, indicate your overall impression of the adequacy of 
service provided by the personnel you checked in Column A. 

In Column C you may indicate the main reason or reasons for the ade­
quacy or inadequacy you checked in Column B. If a certain service is 
"generally adequate", is this because of adequate speed, or adequate 
quality (meets your requirements), or adequate quantity? And again, 
if a certain service is "often inadequate", is this due to lack of speed, 
or of quality, or of quantity? Check any of these reasons which apply 
(or none). 

Column A Column B Column C 

My experience has been mainly with 
the following: 

(Check one in each line) 

Cen- Pers. Equally Little 
tral in my with experience 

pers- Insti- both with 
onnel tute either 

Adequacy of services provided by 
personnel checked in A 

(Check one in each line) 

Gener- No opin-
ally Often ion or 
ade- inade- exper-
quate quate ience 

Reasons for adequacy or 
inadequacy 

(Check any which apply, or 
none, in each line) 

Speed Quality Quantity 

Glassware cleaning and supplies 37->Ql • 2 • 3 • 4 38-* D l D2 • y 39-»D 40D 41D 

Getting other supplies from store room 42-* D l • 2 • 3 D4 43-* D l D2 • y 44H>D 45D 46D 

Requisitioning supplies and equipment 
from outside 47-* D l • 2 Q3 • 4 48-* O I D2 Dy 49->D 50D 51D 

S2-*dl • 2 • 3 • 4 53-> D l D2 • y 54-* D 55D 56 D 

Sdentfic instruments and glass-blowing: 
57-> D l Q2 • 3 • 4 58̂ * Q l D2 Oy 59-*D 60D 61D 

Routine maintenance and repair of fa­
cilities: plumbing, air conditioning, 

62-*ni • 2 • 3 • 4 63-* D l D2 • y 64-* D 65D 66D 

Card 13 

n-»rji • 2 . • 3 • 4 12-* D l D2 • y 13->D 14D 150 

Photographic service i6-»ni • 2 • 3 • 4 17-* D l D2 " • y 18-*D 19D 20D 

Library facilities and service 21->Ql • 2 " " D3 . • 4 22-* D l " D2 Dy 23->D " 24D 25D 

Translating service 26-* D l • 2 • 3 • CM 27-*Dl D2 Oy 28->D 29D 30D 

31-*D1 • 2 • 3 • 4 32-* D l D2 ' . Dy 33-* • • 34D" 35D 

36-*Dl • 2 • 3 • 4 37-* D l D2 • Dy 38-* D 39D 40D 

Recruitment and hiring, particularly at 
the non-professional level 41-* D l • 2 • 3 • 4 42-* D l • y 43-* "O 44D • 45 D 

Payroll and travel voucher service . . . . 46-* Q l • 2 • 3 • 4 47-* D l D2 *" •' "'ay 48-»D 49D ' • SOD 
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4 5 , In general, how do you go about obtaining auxiliary serv­
ices of the kinds listed above, either within your own Institute 
or from the Central Administration? How do you make ar­
rangements with the person in charge of each service? 

Of the methods listed below, indicate which one, or two, or three you 
use often. Please pick out the method which you use most often, and 
number this "1". If there is a second method you use often, you may 
number this "2". If there is a third method you use fairly often, you 
may number this "V1. 

Services Central 
within ser-

my own vices 
Insti-
tute 

| I 
I contact the service either personally or by 
phone (or one of my subordinates does so). . 51 56 

I send a memo or requisition (or one of my 
subordinates does so) 52 57 

I tell my chief, and he puts in a request for 
the service 53 58 

I contact my Institute Administrative Office 
personally or by phone (or one of my subordi­
nates contacts them), and they request the 
service 54 59 

I send a memo or requisition to our Institute 
Administrative Office (or one of my subordi­
nates does so) 55 60 

If you have little to do with requesting auxili­
ary services, check the box or boxes and omit 
either column rjQ Q Q 

Add any comments you wish on these or other auxiliary serv­
ices: 

Card 14 
4 6 . In scientific or other professional papers about work to 
which you have made some contribution, is proper credit given 
to your own contribution, by means of authorship or acknow­
ledgment? 

(check one) 
111 

Proper credit is always given me in proportion to the amount 
of my contribution Q l 
Proper credit is usually given me \Z\2 

Credit is sometimes given; sometimes not given, or given 
inadequately ; QJ3 

My contributions are seldom given proper credit in these 
papers O 

No opinion Qy 

I seldom do work which contributes directly to a professional 
paper rjQ 

4 7 . In your opinion, what would be a desirable policy for 
N I H to adopt in regard to working hours for scientists and 
other professionals at your own level? (Please answer without 
regard to existing N I H or government policies.) 

(check one) 
" Tn 

Regular working hours should be set (as, 8:30 to 5), and 
professional personnel at my level should be expected to work 
at least these hours, within reasonable limits d l 

Regular working hours should be set (as, 8:30 to. 5), but a 
professional person at my level should be allowed to arrange 
a different work schedule by agreement with his chief rj2 

No regular hours should be set for professional personnel at 
my level, but they should be expected to put in at least forty 
hours a week, at whatever hours they feel are required by 
their work CD3 

No regular working hours or work week should be set for 
professional personnel at my level [J4 

No opinion Qy . 

4 8 . Suppose you were to move to some place other than N I H . 
If you had your choice, which of the following types of situa­
tions would you most prefer to be in? (Assume that conditions 
there would be as good as you could expect in the best of such 
situations.) . 

Indicate your first choice (your highest preference) in Column A, your 
next choice in Column B. 

A. First B. Next 
choice choice 

(check one) (check one) 
113 4-14 

Other US Public Health Service organization D l [J l 

Other government organization 02 Q2 

University D3 D3 

Private practice or my own business 04 fJ4 

Industrial organization 05 D5 

Other situation: 06 Q6 
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Time spent on different job activities 

4 9 . In a typical work week, how much time do you usually spend altogether on your job and on activities related to your job? 
And how is this total time broken up (roughly) among your various activities? 

Naturally, these figures will vary from week to week, and it may be difficult to recall. Just g:'ve your best estimate, even though 
it is a rough approximation. 

In your estimate, include time of the following sort: 

—time spent at home or elsewhere on job activities; 

—any meal time which is devoted to job or job-related activities; 

—time you spend in travel during working hours; 

—if you spend time in outside meetings or visits, include that portion 
of the time which is devoted to work or work-related activities. 

Despite its importance, do not include the "mulling over" that often 
goes on throughout leisure hours.. 

Some of these activities may not occur every week. For example, you 
may spend four hours each month on a certain committee. Count this 
time as if it were spread throughout the month: one hour each week. 

Activity 

a. Work of a scientific or other professional 
nature, where I work largely by myself 
(or supervise the work of assistants): 

Examples Approximate hours 
in typical week 

(to nearest hour) 

—performing my own professional work 
(or work under the guidance of my 
chief) 

—performing professional services re­
quested by other persons ' 

—reading, attending seminars and profes­
sional meetings, to keep informed on 
current developments 

b. Work of a professional nature, where I 
work with close professional associates 
(either colleagues or subbordinates) 

c. Activities bearing on professional matters, 
involving people other than my. close as­
sociates 

d. Administrative matters, where I work 
largely by myself (or supervise work of 
assistants) 

e. Administrative matters where I work with 
close professional associates (either col­
leagues or suboidinates) 

f. Activities bearing on administrative matters 
(or public relations matters), involving 
people other than my close associates 

g. Activities which fit none of the above 
categories (specify) 

h. Miscellaneous time spent during working 
hours 

(Such as research, professional practice, professional writing, etc.) 

(Such as analysis, synthesis, consultation, etc., where requested 
by others) 

(Discussions about my work or theirs; reading their reports; 
guiding professional work of subordinates; also, our journal club 
or discussions covering current literature) 

(Such as committee work, inside or outside NIH, dealing with 
professional publication, grants and fellowships, seminar plan­
ning, etc.) 

(Planning, record-keeping, telephoning, correspondence on matters 
of finance, personnel, facilities, etc.) 

(Discussing our needs for facilities or services; discussing matters 
of finance, personnel, etc. with them.) 

(Such as committee work to handle matters of facilities, finance, 
personnel; seeing visitors, appearing before lay groups, etc.) 

(Time spent in transit during working hours, in conversation 
unrelated to the job, in delays while waiting for services or sup­
plies, etc.) 

In a typical work week, my time on the job and on job-related 
activities is approximately this total: 

.[15. 

.[16. 

.[17. 

.[18_ 

.[19-

.[20_ 

.[21_ 

.[22-

.[23-

.[24-

.[2S_ 



Job and Work ing Environment Page 19' 

Important factors in your job 

SO. Listed below are a number of items which may contribute to your satisfaction in your work. To what extent does your 
present job actually provide each of these? (Please indicate in Column A.) Which of these are most important to you personally; 
that is, which aspects do you most want to have in a job? (Please indicate in Column B.) 

Sense of belonging to an organization which 
has prestige in the scientific world 

Sense of belonging to an organization which 
has prestige in the lay community 

Chance to use my present abilities or know­
ledge 

Chance to acquire new abilities or knowledge 

Freedom to carry out my own ideas; chance 
for originality and initiative 

Having an important job in the organization 

Contributing to the nation's health 

Contributing to basic scientific knowledge . . . 

Association with high-level persons having . 
important responsibilities 

Column A 
To what extent does your present job 

actually provide this? 
(check one in each line) 

To the 
fullest 
extent 

To con­
sider­

able ex­
tent 

To some 
or lit­
tle ex­

tent 

No 
opin­

ion 

Of 
utmost 
import­

ance 

Of con­
sider­

able im­
portance 

Some or 
little 

import­
ance 

No 
opin­
ion 

26-* • ! • 2 • 3 • y 27-»Dl • 2 • 3 

28->fJl • 2 • 3 • y 29-*Dl • 2 • 3 • y 

• 2 • 3 • y 3 I -*D1 • 2 . r j3- • • y 

32-*Ol • 2 • 3 • y 33->Dl. • 2 • 3 • y 

34-* • ! • 2 . • 3 • y 35->Dl • 2 • 3 • y 

36-* r j r • 2 • 3 • y 37-»Dl • 2 • 3 • y 

38-* Q l D 2 • 3 • y 39-* Q l • 2 • 3 • y 

40-* D l • 2 • 3 • y 41->D1 • 2 • 3 • y 

42->fJl • 2 • 3 • y 43-> Q l • 2 • 3 • y 

Column B 
How much do you want each aspect? 

How important is each one to you? 
(check one in each line) 

The "pace" of your job 

5 1 . Some jobs are relatively "high-paced", for any of several 
reasons. That is, the person finds himself working at high 
speed or pressure or effort nearly all of his working hours, with 
hardly any let-up in pace. Other jobs are more moderately 
paced, with frequent let-ups in speed or pressure or effort. 
Regardless of the reason, at what pace do you normally find 
yourself working in your job? 

5 2 . There may be several reasons for the pace at which you 
work. Which of the factors listed below has the most to do 
with setting the pace of your own job? 

Please check in Column A the factor which has most effect on setting 

your pace; check in Column B the factor which has the next most 

effect on your pace. 

During the time I spend on my job and related (check one) 
activities, I normally find myself working: 4-44 

At a maximum pace almost the whole time; seldom any let-up Q l 

At a maximum pace most of the time; occasional let-ups.. D 2 

At a maximum pace a majority of the time, but with moder­
ately paced let-ups fairly often H]3 

At a moderate pace a majority of the time 0 4 

At low pace a majority of the time CIS 

Cannot make any estimate for my job D y 

A. Most B. Next 
effect effect 

What the job itself (the nature of the work) 
requires of me 

What my chief (or chiefs) expect of me 

What my group of close professional associ­
ates expect of me 

What the people under me expect of me 

What I expect of myself 

(check 
one) 

" 445 
• 1 

• 2 

• 3 

• 4 

• 5 

(check 
one) 

146 
• 1 . 

• 2 

• 3 

D 4 

US 
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Job interest 

5 3 . The different job activities listed above may vary in the interest and involvement they arouse in you. How much interest 
and involvement do you feel (if any) in each of these activities? 

(The following activities have the same 
meaning as in question 49): 

a. Professional work, done largely by myself: 

Intense 
interest 

Strong 
interest 

(Check one box 

Moderate 
or mild 
interest 

in each line) 

Disinterest 
or dissat­
isfaction 

No 
opinion 

Don't do 
this in 
my job 

(The following activities have the same 
meaning as in question 49): 

a. Professional work, done largely by myself: 

47-* d l d2 d3 d4 dy d o 

—performing professional services requested by others . . 48-* Q l d2 d3 d4 dy Do 

b. Professional work, where I work with close professional 
49-* d l d2 d3 D 4 d y do 

C. Activities bearing on professional matters, involving persons 
other than the above 50-* d l D2 d3 d4 dy do 

51-*dl D2 d3 d4 dy do 

e. Administrative matters, where I work with my close pro-
52-*dl d2 d3 d4 Dy Do 

f. Activities bearing on administrative matters (or public re­
lations matters), involving persons other than the above 53-* d l d2 d3 d4 Dy • o 

54-*Dl d2 d3 d4 Dy Do 

54 . Roughly, how much time per week are you now spending Add any comments you wish on your job and job activities, 
on activities which could be shifted to other people or elimin­
ated without impairing your present scientific or other profes­
sional work? 

Roughly hours per week [55 ] 

Approximately how would you break down this amount of 
time (if any) into the following three activities? 

a. Activities which could be handled by other professionally trained 

persons: 

Roughly hours per week [56 ] 

b. Activities which could be handled by administrative or technical per­

sonnel or by assistants below the professional level: 

Roughly hours per week [57 ] 

c. Activities which could be eliminated altogether: 

Roughly hours per week [58 ] 
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Facilities for professional information 
Card IS 

55 . What sources do you rely on most for scientific or professional information in your own field or discipline (both inside 
and outside of N I H ) ? 

How important to you is each one of the sources listed below? (Please indicate in Column A.) 

For which of the following would you like to see more facilities or means available than now (or less)? (Please indicate 
in Column B.) 

Column A 

Importance of each source to 
me at present: 

Hearing papers presented at NIH or Institute semi­
nars 
Hearing papers presented at outside professional 
meetings 

Participating in journal clubs and other small groups 
where current literature is covered 

Personal contacts with individuals at NIH 

Personal contacts with individuals outside NIH 
people I meet at professional meetings, etc 

Newsletters, memos, etc ... 

Reading books, journals and reprints that I keep 

(check one box in each line) (check one box in each line) 
Very 

impor­
tant 

Fairly 
impor­

tant 

Not 
very 

impor­
tant 

Hard 
to 

say 

Made 
larg­

er 

Kept 
the 

same 

Made 
small­

er 

No 
opin 
ion 

• 2 • 3 • y 12->Dl D2 • 3 • y 

13-* Dl • 2 • 3 • y 14-»Dl D2 • 3 Dy 

15~> Ol • 2 • 3 Oy • 16-*Dl D2 - as. Oy 
i 7 - » r j i • 2 • 3 • y 18-*Dl D2 D3 Dy 

19-*Dl • 2 • 3 • y 20-* Dl D2 • 3 Dy 
21->D1 • 2 • 3 Dy 22-J-Dl D2 ,D3 Dy 

23-* Dl • 2 D3 Dy 24-* Dl D2 03 • y 
Reading books, journals and reprints I obtain from 
the central NIH library 25->Dl - D2 D3 Oy 26-* Dl D2 • 3 Dy 

O t h f r ( ' sprrJfvV 27-»Dl • 2 D3 Dy 28-* Dl D2 • 3 Dy 

Column B 
I would like to see the facili­
ties or means tor these sources: 

56 . How do you feel about the amount and type of informa­
tion you receive on scientific and other professional activities 
elsewhere in NIH (outside your own group)? 

Please check any of the following answers which apply. (check any) 

5 7 . How do you personally, feel about the provisions for travel 
to professional meetings, both in terms of the- basic policies and 
in terms of the way these policies have been applied in prac­
tice? 

(check one) 

Do not have enough chance to exchange views and experiences 
with other people in my own field, discipline, or problem area 29D 
Not receiving enough information about NIH activities in 
other fields, disciplines, or areas 30D 
Many NIH or Institute seminars not informative enough to 
justify the time spent 31D 

On the whole, I find the NIH or Institute seminars interest­
ing and profitable 32Q 

I would like to know more about whom to see for certain 
types of professional information if I should need it 33D 
I know fairly well whom to see for whatever professional 
information I need 34D 

-135 
The travel policies are reasonably sound in principle and 
are satisfactory in practice D l 
The policies are reasonably sound, but occasionally arbitrary 
or inflexible in practice D2 
The policies are reasonably sound, but frequently arbitrary 
or inflexible in practice , D3 
The policies themselves are relatively unsatisfactory D 4 
No opinion Dy 
I do not know what the policies are DO 

Add any other comments you wish on facilities for transmitting 
professional information: 
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Promotions and careers 

5 8 . Have you observed cases where two or more people are 
doing work at the same level of competence and responsibility 
but in different grades or ranks?* 

(check one) 

I have observed frequent discrepancies of this sort d l 

I have observed occasional discrepancies d 2 

I have seldom or never observed discrepancies of this sort . . f j 3 

I have very little familiarity with this situation dO 

•Such discrepancies might exist either if persons with different responsi-
sibilities were in the same grade, or if persons with similar respon­
sibilities were in different grades. 

59 . If you have observed such discrepancies, where do most 
of them occur? (Check any of the following which apply.) 

(check any) 
I 

Within Civil Service 3 7 d 

Within Commissioned Corps 38Q 

Between Civil Service and Commissioned Corps 3 9 d 

Between my Institute and other Institutes 40Q 

Between N I H and other parts of PHS or F S A 4 1 d 

None of these; few or no discrepancies 4 2 • 

6 0 . How has the promotion process for scientists or other 
professionals worked out, in the experience of people you know 
personally? 

Please answer both in terms of Civil Service and Commissioned Corps 
promotions, insofar as you are familiar with either. 

We are interested not only in how well each system is functioning at 
present, but whether you have noticed any change in either one over 
the past few years. 

Civil Ser- Commissioned 
vice pro- Corps pro-

This promotion process: motions motions. 
(check one) (check one) 

T44 
Has been and continues to be reasonably 
satisfactory d l d l 

Is much better now than it used to be; it is 
now reasonably satisfactory d 2 Q2 

Is better now than it used to be, but it should 
be improved further Q 3 f j 3 

Has been and continues to be relatively un­
satisfactory d 4 d 4 

Is less satisfactory now than it used to be . . . d 5 d 5 

No opinion, or no personal experience on 
which to judge D y O y 

6 1 . In terms of your scientific or other professional career, 
how do you see N I H as fitting into your plans? 

Please answer in terms of your personal preference, barring unforeseen 
contingencies; and also in terms of what you may reasonably expect 
N I H to provide in type of work, promotions, etc. 

Subject to the above qualifications: (check one) 

T45 
I would probably like to stay with NTH permanently (Hi 
I would like to stay here for the time being, but to move 
somewhere else eventually f j 2 

I would be willing to move somewhere else as soon as a 
more suitable opportunity arises d 3 

No opinion d y 

6 2 . Would you be interested in a higher level job at N I H if it 
meant doing less of your present work and more of something 
else? For example, would you be interested in a higher level 
job which required spending a large part of your time on the 
activities below? (Or a larger part than you spend now?) 

(check one on each line) 

A job which required a large Yes, Pos- No, No 
(or larger) part of my time inter- si- not opin-
on: ested bly int'd ion 
Professional leadership: stim­
ulating or advising subordin­
ate professionals about their 
work 46-+Dl D2 D 3 d y 

Administrative planning or 
co-ordination: allocation of 
funds, recruitment of person­
nel, expediting of services, 
etc 47-* D l D2 D 3 d y 

Public relations and appro­
priations: appearing before 
congressional committees, se­
curing the support of outside 
groups, etc 48 ->d l d 2 d 3 d y 

Add any comments you wish about the promotion process and 
career opportunities at N I H : 
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Organizational changes at NIH 

6 3 . Over the past five years, many important changes have occurred at N I H and in the various Laboratories and Branches. The 
major change has, of course, been a rapid increase in size and in facilities. New Institutes, Laboratories, etc., have been started, 
and some existing groups have been expanded. In addition, there have been changes such as: re-combination of groups, addi­
tional supervisors, new activities, etc. These changes may have had both beneficial and harmful consequences. 

To what extent have you personally been affected by such changes? (Please answer in Column A.) 
How do you feel about the Way you have been affected? (Please answer in Column B.) Note: Do not answer in terms of changes 
due to your own promotion or transfer, but only in terms of changes in the situation around you. 

Column A 
Do you now have more or less of the follow­
ing items than before? 

< Check one box in each line) 

The voice I have in important matters which 
affect me 

Amount of time for my own scientific or other 
professional work 

Amount of time for discussion with other pro­
fessionals working with me 

Freedom in selection of problems or assignments. 55-*Ol 

Ability to control the activities I am responsible 
for 

Extent of talking things over with my immediate 

Extent of talking things over with my Institute 
director (answer in terms of any change since 

Extent of talking things over with the NIH Di­
rector or his immediate staff 

Information about other NIH work in my own 

More 
now 

About 
the 

same 

Less 
now 

No 
exper­
ience 

Dis­
tinct 

improve­
ment 

Does 
not 

matter 
much 

Dis­
tinct 
disad­

vantage 

No opin­
ion or no 

exper­
ience 

49-* a 1 • 2 • 3 • 0 50-*Dl D2 • 3 • y 

5 i -»Di • 2 • 3 • 0 52-* O l D2 • 3 • y 

53-»rji • 2 • 3 • o 54-* D l D2 • 3 • y 
55-* Q l • 2 • 3 • o 56-*Dl D2 • 3 • y 

57->cu • 2 • 3 • o 58-* D l D2 • 3 • y 

59-*Dl D2 • 3 • 0 60-*Dl D2 • 3 • y 

6i->ni • 2 • 3 Do­ 62->Dl D2 • 3 • y 

63-* D l • 2 • 3 do 64-* D l D2 • 3 Dy 

65-»ni • 2 • 3 Do- 66-*Dl 0 2 • 3 • y 

Column B 
How do you feel about the change or lack of 
change ? 

(Check one box in each line) 

Add any other comments you wish on the way these organizational changes have affected you: 
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Changes due to the Clinical Center card 1 6 

64. By the middle of next year the Clinical Center, will be in operation. This will mean a number of organizational changes, 
such as many more people on the staff, an influx of clinically oriented doctors, a larger proportion of auxiliary personnel (nurses, 
dieticians, etc.), shifts in Laboratories to the Clinical Center, etc. 

We would like your opinions about some specific changes that may occur. What are your personal opinions, your subjective feel­
ings, whatever the facts may ultimately turn out to be? 

The following expectations may be felt by some people. How would you personally feel about each' one if it should happen in your 
own work situation? {Indicate in Column A.) 

Do you think it is likely to happen in your own work situation? (Indicate in Column B.) 

Column A 

Possible changes: 

If this were to happen in my own situation, I 
would tend to feel: 

(check one in each line) 

Pleas­
ed 

In my Institute, the work may tend to shift toward 
a substantial emphasis on applied as well as basic 
research l l - * D l 

The growth in size may decrease the adequacy of 
services, communication, information, etc. we get . . I3-»Dl 

The clinical research programs may provide stimu­
lating ideas and problems for our basic research 
programs 15-^fJl 

A shorter time may elapse between our basic med­
ical discoveries and their application in clinical situa­
tions 1 7 - » n i 

People with clinical backgrounds may have consid­
erably more weight in deciding scientific policies af­
fecting my Institute 19-J-D1 

There may be less emphasis on extramural activities 
(reasearch grants, etc.) in my Institute 21-*Dl 

Neu­
tral 

• 2 

• 2 

• 2 

• 2 

• 2 

• 2 

Wor­
ried 

• 3 

• 3 

D3 

• 3 

• 3 

• 3 

No opin.; 
or doesn't 

apply 

• y 

• y 

• y 

• y 

• y 

• y 

Column B 

How likely is each change to happen in 
your situation? 

(check one in each line) 

Likely 
to 

happen 

12-+Q1 

14-* Q l 

i6-> D l 

18-* D l 

20-+D1 

22-* Ul 

Not 
likely to 
happen 

D 2 

D 2 

D 2 

D 2 

D 2 

D 2 

Can't say; 
or doesn't 

apply 

• y 

• y 

• y 

• y 

• y 

• y 

Add if you wish other advantages or disadvantages of the 
Clinical Center which appear likely to you: 

The survey itself 

65. Finally, what comments would you like to make about 
this survey itself—the questionnaire, the procedures, or any 
other aspect? 




