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

The socialization literature describes the ways in which
organizations mold and shape individual behavior (Van

Maanen & Schein, 1979). The literature has focused on

stages of socialization and on situational factors that in-

fluence individuals during the entry period (Reichers,
1987). More recently, researchers have begun to examine
the role that individual dispositions might play in the en-

try process, arguing that dispositions such as self-efficacy

and growth-needs strength moderate the impact of orga-

nizational socialization efforts on outcomes (Ashforth,

Saks, & Lee, 1994; G. R. Jones, 1983, 1986). Recent
work has also begun to focus on what individuals enter-

ing organizations actually do during socialization to fa-
cilitate their own adaptation (Bauer & Green, 1994;

Morrison, 1993a, 1993b; Saks & Ashforth, 1995; Smith

& Kozlowski, 1995). Ashford and Taylor's (1990) gen-

eral theoretical model on individual adaptation is helpful
in describing and organizing this recent research. Ash-

ford and Taylor proposed that individuals undertake ac-
tive adaptation to maintain three conditions necessary

for response: adequate information, adequate internal
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conditions (e.g., self-esteem), and flexibility or freedom
of movement. Much of the recent research on individual

activity during entry has emphasized the first concern.
This emphasis shows up in research on the cognitive-
sensemaking processes by which newcomers learn the
ways of the new organization (Louis, 1980) and informa-
tion seeking as the primary behavioral manifestation of

these sensemaking processes (Miller & Jablin, 1991;
Morrison, 1993a, 1993b). Also in this vein, Saks and
Ashforth (1995) showed how organizational socializa-

tion tactics affect the ways that individuals actively learn
their jobs.

However, research in this area has also begun to artic-
ulate and examine individual-level entry behaviors re-
flecting Ashford and Taylor's (1990) other necessary con-
ditions. Specifically, reflecting a need for adequate in-

ternal conditions for response, Feldman and Brett (1983)
focused on strategies newcomers use to cope with stress,
and Saks and Ashforth (in press) examined how a set of
self-management activities facilitated adaptation. Re-
flecting needs for flexibility and freedom of movement,
Bauer and Green (1994) and Reichers (1987) showed

how newcomers' attempts to get involved in task and so-
cial relationships during entry facilitated adaptation. At
a general level, Ashford and Black (1992) proposed that
the more active individuals were throughout the entry
process (i.e., the more effort they expended to ensure
their own survival), the more successful they would be in
their adaptation to the organization. Adaptation success
would be manifested in outcomes such as satisfaction
with the work setting and enhanced job performance as
well as more intermediate outcomes such as task mastery
and social integration. Empirical evidence for this prop-
osition was found in Morrison's (1993a) and Ostroff and
Kozlowski's (1992) research on information seeking and
in Bauer and Green's recent research on newcomers.
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What is less known from this body of work are the fac-
tors that motivate activity during entry. We propose that

entry into a new organizational environment can be

thought of as a process by which individuals temporarily

lose and proactively attempt to regain feelings of control.

We argue that the actions that newcomers engage in dur-
ing entry can be viewed, in part, as manifestations of a
desire to gain control in that setting in order to maximize
their performance and increase satisfaction. The control-

seeking perspective suggests a set of entry tactics that go

beyond the information and feedback seeking typically
studied and suggests that desired control is an important

individual difference in the entry process.

Research on individual differences and their role in the

socialization process is quite sparse (Fisher, 1986: Saks,

1995). The research that exists has examined the direct

role of individual differences on outcomes or as a moder-
ator variable in the socialization process. Adkins (1995)

found that one individual difference, prior work experi-
ence in a similar setting, had little effect on socialization

outcomes. Similarly, Bauer (1995) found that such expe-
rience positively affected acceptance by the newcomers'
manager and coworkers but was unrelated to perfor-

mance. Finally, Major, Kozlowski. Chao, and Gardner

(1995) found that unmet expectations about the new set-

ting affected commitment, satisfaction, and turnover in-

tent. Testing moderator effects, Jones (1986) showed that
the effects of organizational socialization tactics on out-

comes were moderated by individual differences in self-
efficacy. Saks found similar results for training efforts
during entry.

These studies show that individuals differ in their reac-

tions to organizational socialization efforts during entry.
However, in addition to differing in their reactions, indi-

viduals are also likely to differ in their motivation to ac-

tively engage their new environments. No studies exist
that show whether and how any individual differences

promote or deter activity during entry. Are some individ-

uals destined to be more active in navigating through the
new environment? Do differences in desired control pre-
dict activity levels during entry? What results accrue to

the active navigator? This study examined these ques-
tions. Although a comprehensive model of the entry pro-

cess would need to include variables beyond those sug-
gested by a desire for control (e.g., including organiza-
tional actions during socialization and other individual
differences such as tolerance for ambiguity and general

cognitive ability), the literature that we describe below

suggests that there is value in examining hypotheses
based on the logic of control seeking during entry.

Proactive Socialization and the Desire for Control

Van Maanen (1977) described entry into an organization

as a job transition that "thrust(s) one from a state of cer-

tainty to uncertainty; from knowing to not knowing; from

the familiar to the unfamiliar" (p. 16). Schein (1978)

noted the pervasiveness of reality shock and "upending" ex-
periences (e.g., embarrassment or failure) during the entry

process. Katz (1985) described the entry experience for

many as one fraught with frustration, anxiety, and stress.
Several authors have described organizational entry as a pe-

riod of uncertainty (Feldman & Brett, 1983; G. R. Jones,
1986; Miller & Jablin, 1991). Uncertainty is thought to be

a function of (a) the number of possible responses to a stim-

ulus that are available to an individual and (b) their equi-

potentiality (Berlyne, 1960). During entry, given the new-

comers' level of knowledge, a number of possible equally

plausible responses to the set of task, social, and cultural
demands confront newcomers. Other researchers have de-

fined uncertainty as a function of the sheer number of

things that can happen and their cquiprobability (E. E.
Jones & Gerard, 1967). These descriptions suggest that the

entry experience places individuals in situations that engen-
der feelings of low control. The situation is unfamiliar, trou-
bling events can occur, and the new entrant can experience

high levels of uncertainty regarding what is appropriate and

how to respond. These realities are typically associated with

low perceived control (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986) or

lack of mastery (deCharms, 1968: White, 1959).

These feelings are likely to be at odds with individuals'

generalized desire for mastery or perceived control (Bell &
Staw, 1989; Greenberger & Strasser, 1986; White, 1959).

Theory and research suggest that individuals want to feel in
control in the environments in which they find themselves
(Bell & Staw, 1989; Greenberger & Strasser, 1986; Roth-

baum, Weisz, & Snyder, 1982) and will be active in at-
tempting to attain that state. For example, deCharms

(1968) suggested that people need to feel a sense of mastery

and personal competence in their environments. Indeed,

Sutton and Kahn (1986) noted that the importance of con-

trol in organizational settings is "a persistent theme in the

behavioral sciences" (p. 276). In support, Rothbaum etal.

(1982) traced the motivation for perceived control back to
Groos (1901) and noted its prevalence (along with its cor-

ollary, the aversiveness of perceived uncontrollability) in
psychological thought up through the early 1980s. Al-

though certainty and control are related, they are not iden-
tical concepts. Individuals can attain a certainty and feel

out of control (e.g., when they are certain that they will lose
their jobs). Bell and Staw (1989) proposed that achieving

certainty gives individuals a degree of control (as compared

with uncertainty) but that higher levels of control are at-

tained when individuals gain control over the behaviors de-

manded of them or over the disbursement of outcomes in

their settings.

The presence of a strong motivation for perceived control
and the relative uncontrollability of entry situations, as de-

scribed above, should provide new organizational entrants
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with a motivation for action (Greenberger & Strasser,

1986). They should be motivated to undertake a variety of

actions aimed at regaining control in the service of promot-

ing successful job performance and creating a situation that

gives them more satisfaction (Greenberger & Strasser, 1986;
Katz, 1985). This argument mirrors White's (1959) pro-
posal that individuals have a motivation to interact with

their environments to achieve a sense of mastery (control).

However, not all individuals have identical needs for con-
trol; consequently, one would expect that individual differ-

ences in the desire for control will influence the extent to
which individuals devote effort toward actively trying to re-

gain control during organizational entry.

These theoretical arguments suggest a general model that

can be summed up in three statements: First, the greater

the organizational newcomers' desire for control in the new

setting, the more active they will be in the socialization pro-

cess. Second, the more active newcomers are in the social-
ization process, the higher their satisfaction and perfor-

mance levels will be. Finally, newcomers' desire for control
will have its effects on these outcomes through its effects

on these activities (a mediated model). We examined these

general propositions by analyzing the role of a control mo-
tive in prompting a variety of activities in the socialization

process. We now turn to a specification of the forms that

the activity might take.

We chose individual socialization tactics to examine on

the basis of three criteria: (a) the tactics' links to the per-

sonal-control literature (can each tactic logically be con-
strued as a control-seeking mechanism, given current writ-
ing in the control literature?), (b) their precedence in the
entry literature (have past researchers testified to the im-

portance and the prevalence of this activity?), and (c) the
existence of adequate scales to measure the tactic (we built

on the work of Ashford and Black, 1992, who developed
scales measuring a set of socialization tactics suggested by

the literature and by newcomers themselves). By using

these three criteria, several ways in which high-control indi-

viduals might be proactive during organizational entry in-

clude sensemaking and information seeking (Louis, 1980;
Morrison, 1993a, 1993b), relationship building (Reichers,

1987), and attempts to change their jobs to better fit their
skills and abilities (Nicholson, 1984). Engaging in these tac-
tics should be useful in developing a sense of control and,

thereby, should enhance performance and satisfaction with

the environment.

Sensemaking

Newcomers face a dramatic learning task upon organi-
zational entry. Even if they have been proactive in learn-

ing about the organization prior to their arrival, surprises

are inevitable (Louis, 1980). Surprises create uncer-
tainty for newcomers about what they should do to suc-

ceed and how well they are currently performing. These

surprises are thought to promote conscious thought

(sensemaking) and information seeking in the service of

that thought. As newcomers gain knowledge about their
new settings, they make sense out of surprises, reduce un-

certainty, and are better able to act and gain influence
within the new domain (Smith & Kozlowski, 1995).

While surprises are thought to occur to all newcomers

(Louis, 1980), individual predispositions should also

affect the level of information seeking in which individu-

als engage in response to those surprises (Louis, 1980).
Specifically, uncertainty is thought to be an especially

aversive state for individuals who desire control. These

individuals are particularly likely to respond to the sur-

prises associated with entry with increased information-

and feedback-seeking behaviors. Information tells them

what they should be doing to survive in their new role
and setting, and feedback (a subset of information) tells
them how they are viewed by others. Thus, information
reduces uncertainty about appropriate behaviors, and

feedback gives individuals information about how to alter

their behaviors to increase their chances of obtaining re-
wards. As Greenberger, Strasser, and Lee (1988) stated,

"Persons may seek feedback as a mechanism to obtain
control" (p. 35). Information and feedback seeking

should yield what Bell and Staw (1989) labeled cognitive

control. It increases control by increasing individuals'

knowledge of the factors affecting their roles or outcomes.

Given these arguments, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis I: The greater organizational newcomers' de-
sire for control in their new organization is, the greater their
information- and feedback-seeking behaviors will be.

Relationship Building

Reichers (1987) argued that socialization is affected by
how proactive individuals arc in "seeking out interaction
opportunities" (p. 281). Proactive behaviors such as

stopping by other people's offices or work areas to talk,

initiating social opportunities, and participating in for-

mal social activities can give newcomers a situational

identity and help them acquire appropriate skills and role
behaviors and gain a sense of organizational policies and
procedures (Morrison, 1993b; Reichers, 1987). These

behaviors also build friendship networks and social sup-
port (Nelson & Quick, 1991). Indeed, network research-
ers have noted the instrumental and expressive benefits

of networks (cf. Ibarra, 1993; Tichy, 1981). The ability
to gain access to such instrumental and expressive bene-

fits should lead to a heightened sense of being in control.
Uncertainty is reduced, the situation is more thoroughly

understood, and the social support that is oftentimes nec-

essary for responding is obtained. As such, differences in
desired control should motivate the proactive relation-
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ship-building behaviors that Rcichcrs described. As is the
case for information and feedback seeking, the payoff of

building relationships at work should be particularly at-
tractive to newcomers desiring control upon entry. Thus,

we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 2: The greater organizational newcomers' desire
for control in their new organization is, the greater their active
steps to build relationships within those settings will be.

Job-Change Negotiating

Although the reduced uncertainty and social support

sought in the aforementioned tactics may give individuals

some sense of control, certainty and control are not syn-

onymous (indeed, information that gives certainty about

the fact that one is not in control will not yield control
perceptions). Rather, research on control suggests that
individuals can also undertake activities to attempt to ex-

plicitly alter the environment (Bell & Staw, 1989). These

tactics, while not increasing certainty, are thought to
leave individuals more in control because they create

what Bell and Staw labeled behavior control. Behavior
control refers to control over one's own work behavior or

input to the production process. Examples include con-

trol over work methods, pace, or amount of effort. This

logic suggests that one control-seeking tactic might be ex-

plicit attempts to change one's job. Individuals entering
new work situations are thought to cither change their
jobs or change themselves to create a better fit between

them and their new jobs (Dawis & Lofquist, 1978; Nich-

olson, 1984). Nicholson described several factors that
might lead newcomers to attempt job changes rather than
to mold themselves to fit in better. One factor is individ-

uals' desire for control (Nicholson, 1984). Individuals

with a particularly strong desire for control when enter-

ing an organization should be especially motivated to

push for job changes aimed at creating jobs that better

suit their skills and abilities. If these individuals are able
to negotiate job changes, then they will participate in de-

cisions about how their jobs are structured, thereby
achieving a degree of behavioral control. Given that such
control is particularly attractive to those high in desire
for control, we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 3: The greater organizational newcomers' de-
sire for control in their new organization is, the greater their
attempts to negotiate job changes will be.

Framing

The proactive tactics mentioned up to this point allow
newcomers to better understand the new context; to re-

late to the people within it; or, through negotiating job
changes, to influence decisions about the behaviors de-
manded in the new environment. In addition to these tac-

tics aimed at understanding or influencing others, re-

search in psychology suggests that individuals also engage
in self-control or self-management to gain control in var-
ious situations (Kanfer & Karoly, 1972; Manz & Sims,

1980). These tactics also emerged in Ashford and Black's

(1992) exploratory research on newcomer proactivity.

Saks and Ashforth (in press) recently examined the

role that behavioral self-management might play in the

socialization process. They found that behavioral self-
management (i.e., self-observing, goal setting, rewarding,

and punishing) yielded greater learning, reduced stress,

and lower uncertainty. In this article, we broadened the

concept of self-management to include not only behav-

ioral self-management but also what we might call cogni-

tive self-management as a mechanism to gain control. For
example, Kelley (1971) argued that attributions should
be seen "as a means of encouraging and maintaining [the

individual's] effective exercise of control in the world"

(p. 22). One particularly potent cognitive self-manage-

ment tactic occurs when individuals' attempt to alter

their understanding of a situation by explicitly control-
ling the cognitive frame they place on the situation. Folk-
man (1984) labeled such framing as primary appraisal

and argued that in stress situations, such appraisals in-

fluence subsequent coping responses. Taylor and Brown

(1988) labeled these cognitive frames as positive illusions

and noted their beneficial effects on individuals' stress
levels, recovery from illness, depression, and capability of
creative and productive work. Like seeking information

to gain cognitive control, new organizational entrants' at-

tempts to positively frame their new situations alter how

they understand the situation. The actual situation and

their actual level of control within the situation remain

unchanged. However, the logic of this tactic as a control
tactic suggests that it gives people a sense of control by

increasing their self-confidence and sense of efficacy with

respect to the situation. Given the attractiveness of these

outcomes to individuals with a high desire for control,
such individuals will be more likely to engage in this tac-

tic than will those individuals with a lower desire for con-
trol. Thus, we proposed the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4: The greater organizational newcomers' de-
sire for control in their new organization is, thegrcater their
attempts to positively frame their situations will be.

Proactive Socialization and Outcomes

In the discussion above, we referenced several out-

comes of individuals' proactivity during organizational

entry. If, as hypothesized, these tactics serve to reduce
aversive uncertainty and give newcomers feelings of con-

trol, then they should be instrumental in enhancing job
performance and job satisfaction. In this research, we
made the assumption that correlations between proactive
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socialization tactics and outcomes occur because these

activities are useful in producing feelings of control for

the active individual. We also assumed that the more fre-

quently the tactics are undertaken, the greater their like-

lihood of success will be. We now make specific argu-

ments linking each tactic to these outcomes.

Seeking information and feedback are means of gain-

ing greater clarity about how things work in the organiza-

tion and what others expect of the newcomer (Katz,

1985; Morrison, 1993b). The more newcomers un-

derstand how things work and what is expected, the more

likely it is that they will be able to meet those expectations

and perform well in their jobs. Feedback also allows new-

comers to make corrections in their performance over

time. Individuals who seek feedback should be better able

to tailor their performance behaviors to the unique de-

mands of their setting, thereby attaining higher perfor-

mance evaluations. Furthermore, given the positive rela-

tionship between role clarity and job satisfaction (Fisher

& Gittleson, 1983), newcomers who attain such clarity

through information and feedback seeking should also

experience greater job satisfaction. Morrison (1993b)

found positive associations between information and

feedback seeking and job performance and satisfaction.

On the basis of her findings and the logic presented here,

we hypothesized the following:

Hypothesis 5a: The more organizational newcomers en-
gage in information and feedback seeking, the higher their
job performance will be.

Hypothesis 5b: The more organizational newcomers en-
gage in information and feedback seeking, the higher their
job satisfaction will be.

At least two mechanisms potentially link performance

to active steps toward interacting with others and building

relationships in the new setting. Reichers (1987) suggested

that it is in interactions with others that work skills are de-

veloped and appropriate role behaviors are learned. As

such, they should be positively related to performance. In

addition, given that much managerial work often requires

the cooperation of others to attain high performance (Tsui,

1984, 1994), newcomers who take active steps to build re-

lationships with significant others should achieve higher

performance than those who do not take such steps. At-

tempts to build relationships should also be associated with

higher job satisfaction. Relationships give meaning to situa-

tions. Job satisfaction and quality of life generally stem from

both how we experience work and our relationships with

other people (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990). Relationships also

provide the social support shown to be related to job satis-

faction (Nelson & Quick, 1991). In support, Louis, Posner,

and Powell (1983) found that organizational newcomers

rated interaction with peers and interaction with superiors

as the most and the next most helpful socialization prac-

tices, respectively. Both of these interactions were correlated

with job satisfaction. Given this finding, we expected that

proactive attempts to seek out interactions and build rela-

tionships would be similarly related to job satisfaction.

Thus, we proposed the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 6a: The more organizational newcomers at-
tempt to increase social interactions and build relation-
ships, the higher their job performance will be.

Hypothesis 6b: The more organizational newcomers at-
tempt to increase social interactions and build relation-
ships, the higher their job satisfaction will be.

The arguments for the importance of building relation-

ships for attaining job performance and satisfaction blur

conceptually with those concerning information seeking.

Indeed, the literature suggests (cf. Ibarra, 1993; Mor-

rison, 1993b; Smith & Kozlowski, 1995) that one way to

obtain information is by building relationships. Bauer

and Green's (1994) finding that professional involve-

ments (attending social events and seminars) tend to re-

duce role ambiguity substantiates that information is ex-

changed during these relational episodes. However, infor-

mation clearly can be obtained in other ways (e.g., by

observation), and relationships do more for individuals

than serve as information conduits. Therefore, we see re-

lationship building and information seeking as separate

but correlated constructs.

Individuals' attempts to negotiate job changes not only

adjust the task set to more favorably suit their skills and

abilities (e.g., Nicholson, 1984) but also alter the means

by which that task set is to be accomplished. Conse-

quently, attempts to negotiate job changes should be pos-
itively related to job performance. These arguments sug-

gest the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 7: The more organizational newcomers at-
tempt to negotiate job changes, the higher their job perfor-
mance will be.

Finally, if individuals cognitively frame events as chal-

lenges and opportunities rather than as problems or

threats, they are more likely to feel able to meet those

challenges or take advantage of opportunities (Taylor &

Brown, 1988). To the extent that cognitively framing the

environment in this manner leads to proactive perfor-

mance behaviors, enhanced job performance should

follow.

By framing their situations as opportunities, newcom-

ers should also become more satisfied with them. The op-

portunity frame should make the situation seem more

controllable (Dutton & Jackson, 1987); should leave in-

dividuals feeling more able to cope with stresses that may

arise (Folkman & Lazarus, 1980); and, in general,

should help the newcomers generate positive affect to-

ward their job situation. These feelings and perceptions
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in turn should increase job satisfaction. Thus, we hypoth-

esized the following:

Hypothesis 8a: The more organizational newcomers at-
tempt to frame their situation as an opportunity rather
than a problem, the higher their job performance will be.

Hypothesis 8b: The more organizational newcomers at-
tempt to frame their situation as an opportunity rather
than a problem, the higher their job satisfaction will be.

Finally, given the general model that underlies this re-

search, we also explicitly specified a mediation hypothe-

sis. This hypothesis captured our argument that the effect

of desire for control on job satisfaction and performance

would occur because desire for control prompts individ-

ual activities during socialization that yield these out-

comes. Thus, we proposed the following:

Hypothesis 9: Newcomers' proactive socialization at-
tempts will mediate the relationship between desire for
control, job performance, and job satisfaction.

In sum, the purpose of this study was to examine (a)

the relevance of desire for control for explaining the fre-

quency with which a variety of proactive socialization be-

haviors are undertaken during the first year on the job;

(b) the impact of desire for control on two distal social-

ization outcomes (satisfaction and performance), as me-

diated by the frequency of proactive socialization behav-

iors; and (c) the direct effect of proactive socialization

behaviors on the two distal outcome measures. This

study's contribution lies in its test of the direct effects of

an individual difference on individual activity (rather

than examining individual differences as moderators of

individual reactions to organizational activity), in its ex-

amination of proactive socialization behaviors beyond

information and feedback seeking (and, in particular, the

expansion of the domain of these tactics to include cog-

nitive framing as well as behavioral activity), and in its

test of the impact of these activities over time on two out-

comes of importance to both individuals and organiza-

tions—satisfaction and performance.

Method

Sample

We tested the nine hypotheses using a sample of practicing
managers drawn from a recent graduating class of a small
northeastern graduate school of business. Of the class of 165,
103 individuals completed the Time I questionnaire, yielding a
62% response rate. Of these 103 individuals, 83 and 69 com-
pleted a Time 2 and a Time 3 survey, respectively (representing
respective response rates of 81% and 83%). Sixty-nine respon-
dents provided data at all three time points, representing a 42%
overall response rate (69 out of 165).

All participants in the sample earned master of business admin-
istration (MBA) degrees. Of the participants, 32% were female

and 68% were male; 93% were White and 7% were Black, Asian
including Indian, or Hispanic. The mean age was 27.23 years (SD
= 2.04), and the average length of full-time work experience was
3.53 years (SD = 1.65). Participants entered the following indus-
tries: financial services (27%), business services (e.g., consulting;
22%), computer (7%), manufacturing (6%), marketing (6%),
nonprofit organizations (4%) and other (28%).

There were no differences between those who participated in
the study at Time 1 (62% of the total graduating class) and those
who did not participate on several dimensions. First, approxi-
mately 93% of the graduating class had job offers at graduation.
Thus, it was not the case that a disproportional percentage of
nonparticipants did not have jobs. Second, the mean age and
the mean years of work experience of the participants did not
differ significantly from those of nonparticipants at Time 1.
Furthermore, participants and nonparticipants were similar in
the percentages of employment by industry. Thus, it seems rea-
sonable to assert that the 62% of the graduating class that par-
ticipated in the study were representative of the entire group.

Design and Procedure

We used a longitudinal design to examine the role of desire
for control during organizational entry. Data were collected at
three points: Data on desired control were collected after re-
spondents had accepted positions and approximately 2-3
months prior to organizational entry, data on proactive social-
ization tactics were collected 6 months after entry, and data on
outcomes were collected 12 months after entry. This time line is
consistent with several previous studies on the entry process (cf.
Nelson, Quick, & Eakin, 1988).

We used the following procedure to collect the data: We solic-
ited volunteers by means of a memo. Participation was not as-
sociated with any particular course and was not part of any
course requirement. Volunteers were interviewed following
their acceptance of full-time positions to get a sense of their job-
search process and to explain the nature of the study and the
time commitments involved. At that time, participants were
given a questionnaire to complete that measured their desire for
control. Participants were contacted 6 months and 12 months
after the start dates for their jobs and were asked to complete a
second and a third survey. In all cases, the respondents returned
the surveys directly to Susan J. Ashford. Surveys were coded
with an identification number to facilitate the matching of the
respondents' surveys over time. Confidentiality was also assured
throughout the research process.

There is no consensus in the socialization literature regarding
the appropriate time lags for measurement (Ashforth et al.,
1994). Fisher (1986) stated that 1 year has traditionally been
noted as the primary time frame for socialization. We chose our
data collection times on the basis of past research practice and
common sense. We wanted to measure desire for control before
the respondents were in their new environments (to avoid
contamination) but close to the entry period to maximize
causal impact. For Time 2 data collection, we knew that we had
to let enough time pass to give newcomers the opportunity and
the need to engage in some of the entry activities. We also col-
lected Time 3 data shortly after the year-end performance re-
view. We tied our data collection to the new entrants' start dates
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for their jobs so that the time lags around the 6-month and 1-
year point for data return were minimal.

Measures

Desire for control. Desire for control was measured at Time
1 using an 11-item Likert-type scale developed by Greenberger
et al. (1988). Greenberger et al. provided evidence for the
scale's validity and reliability. The items asked respondents how
much control they would like to have in a wide variety of work-
related areas in their new jobs using a 7-point response format
ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). These
areas included the variety of tasks performed, decisions as to
when things would be done in a work unit, performance stan-
dards in the work unit, and the way that desks and other equip-
ment were arranged in the work area. This scale has shown ad-
equate psychometric properties in previous studies (e.g., alphas
consistently in the high .80s, means typically at 1 point above
the scale's midpoint, and adequate variation; Greenberger,
Strasser, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989; Greenberger et al.,
1988). Cronbach's alpha in this study was .85 (see Table 1 for
the scale characteristics of all study variables). This scale taps
desire for control by summing respondents' ratings of their de-
sire for control over various aspects of this specific situation.
That is, this scale does not tap an individual's generalized desire
for control across many settings (e.g., in a family, at work, and
in a civic setting). Rather, D. B. Greenberger (personal commu-
nication, October 1, 1995) argues that generalized feelings of
control will manifest themselves in specific desires for control
in specific situations. Thus, this measure taps the variable of
prime importance in this study, the individuals' desire for con-
trol in their new work setting. By measuring desire for control
in this way. we also allowed individuals to draw on what they
knew about the situations that they were entering and the im-
portance that they placed on the work setting in specifying their
level of desired control.

Proactive socialization tactics. Proactive tactics that indi-
viduals might use during organizational entry to increase their
feelings of control in the new situation were measured at Time
2. These scales underwent substantial development work prior
to their inclusion in this study.

First, we generated items by asking a separate sample of MBA
graduates (N = 84) to answer open-ended questions about what
they did to get hired within their new companies. Respondents
mentioned tactics relating to information seeking, relationship
building, job-change negotiating, and framing. From this open-
ended effort, the ideas raised by our newcomer respondents
were incorporated into scale items for subsequent pretesting.
Items were generated, scales were created, and close-ended pre-
test data were collected from a separate set of newcomers. This
second sample consisted of 587 recent college graduates em-
ployed in a variety of organizations. These respondents were
asked to describe their entry experiences by responding to items
tapping each of the tactics described above. Respondents were
asked to rate the extent to which they had engaged in each tactic
by circling a number from 1 (to no extent) to 5 (to a great
extent). Respondents were also given a not applicable option for
each item.

The factor analysis of these items provided the input for this

• cc O O o r
1 <N O r

n -Hi -J* "

llll

c O '£



206 ASHFORD AND BLACK

study. For the tactics of interest here, 29 items were generated
for the pretest. Eight of these items were dropped because of
low loadings or significant cross loadings. Four new items were
written and added to the Information-Seeking (2 items), Build
Relationships-Boss (1 item), and Socializing (1 item) scales
that were used in the current study to increase scale breadth
and reliability.

For information seeking, the open-ended pretest data sug-
gested that a central focus of newcomers' information seeking
was the larger firm context (e.g., the firm's strategy and trends
affecting it) and the internal context more directly relevant to
the newcomers' jobs (e.g., firm politics, policies and proce-
dures, and organizational structure). Given the nature of the
arguments that generated the proposed hypotheses, we chose to
examine only the internal-context Information-Seeking scale.
To do so, the close-ended pretest incorporated three informa-
tion-seeking items representing this domain. A two-item scale
created from an exploratory factor analysis of these items
showed good reliability (alpha = .78). To bolster scale breadth,
two new items were generated and added to the pretested ilems.
This four-item scale was used in this study. It asked respondents
about the extent to which they sought information regarding
the politics, policies and procedures, and internal structure of
the firm using the response format described above. The scale
had a reliability of .76 in the current sample.

Feedback seeking was measured with a four-item scale gener-
ated by the pretests. These items used the same response format
as that for information seeking. In the pretest, these items
loaded together on a single factor and loaded separately from
the information-seeking items. The coefficient alpha in the pre-
test was .95 and in the current sample .92. These items asked
respondents to what extent they sought feedback about their
performance during and after assignments, solicited critiques
from their bosses, and asked their bosses' opinion of their work.

Since 1991, when the Time 2 data were collected, Morrison
(1993a, 1993b) has published research examining, in depth,
the role of information and feedback seeking during entry. To
put the current research effort in the context of her work, Mor-
rison (1993b) assessed seeking about more types of information
(technical, referent, performance feedback, normative infor-
mation, and social feedback) and gathered more specific infor-
mation about how such seeking was conducted (e.g., by asking,
observing, or consulting written sources). The current research
did not specify how newcomers obtained their information and
asked only about information seeking from what would be Mor-
rison's (1993b) performance feedback domain and a second do-
main that is a mix of Morrison's (1993b) technical and normative
information scales. In addition, this study's goal was to examine a
broad range of tactics rather than to provide an in-depth portrait
of one tactic (i.e., information seeking).

Relationship-building tactics were assessed with items raised
by respondents in the open-ended study and assessed in the sec-
ond pretest. Several factors emerged. Individuals discussed get-
ting onboard within their social environment by socializing in
general, by building relationships with interdepartmental col-
leagues, and by building relationships with their boss. Thirteen
items generated to assess these aims loaded on three separate
factors. Scales created from these items had pretest reliabilities
of .61, .82, and .61 for the General Socializing, build relation-

ships with interdepartmental colleagues (labeled Networking),
and Build Relationships-Boss scales, respectively. To create
more reliable scales, six items were dropped (one item from
General Socializing, three items from Networking, and two
items from Build Relationships-Boss scales), and one new item
was generated for the General Socializing and Build Relation-
ships-Boss scales. All items for these scales used the same re-
sponse format as that described above. Sample items with a
stem of "to what extent have you" included "attended office
parties" (for General Socializing), "tried to get to know as
many people as possible in other sections of the company on a
personal basis" (for Networking), and "worked hard to get to
know your boss" (for Build Relationships-Boss). Coefficient
alphas in the current sample were .84, .82, and .78 for the Gen-
eral Socializing, Networking, and Build Relationships-Boss
scales, respectively. These were all three-item scales. Note that
we were not measuring attempts to seek information about the
people in the environment (i.e., as measured in the study by
Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992) but rather explicit attempts to
build relationships with various people in the new environment.

Scales for the two remaining tactics. Negotiation of Job
Changes and Positive Framing, were also developed in the pre-
test. Five items were assessed as a measure of Negotiation of Job
Changes and three for Positive Framing. These items loaded on
separate factors. One item, "left the procedures of your job un-
changed," was dropped because of its low factor loading. Scales
based on the remaining items had coefficient alphas of .80 and
72 in the pretest and .90 and .82 in the current study for the

Negotiation of Job Changes and Positive Framing scales, re-
spectively. These scales used the same response format as that
described above. Sample items included "to what extent have
you negotiated with others (including your supervisor and/or
coworkers) aboul your task assignments" (for Negotiation of
Job Changes) and "to what extent have you tried to sec your
situation as an opportunity rather than a threat" (for Positive
Framing). Note that we are not talking about seeking informa-
tion about the people in the environment or about the job (i.e.,
as measured in the study by Ostroff & Kozlowski, 1992) but
rather about explicit attempts to build relationships with vari-
ous people in the new environment, to change the nature of the
job, or both.

Outcomes. Two outcomes, job performance and job satis-
faction, were measured at Time 3. Job performance was mea-
sured by a live-item scale developed by Pcarce and Porter
(1986) and used by Black and Porter (1991). These items asked
respondents to recall their last actual performance evaluation.
They were asked to report how they were rated relative to others
on a percentage basis (e.g., 40th percentile or 90th percentile).
Respondents were asked to make this assessment for their over-
all performance, their ability to get along with others, their abil-
ity to get the task done on time, the quality of their performance,
and the achievement of work goals. The percentile judgment
response format was used because respondents were located in
different organizations that used quite different performance
appraisal systems. Any more specific wording in the response
format may have been appropriate for some respondents and
quite foreign for others. In addition, to be maximally applicable
to respondents in various situations, the performance dimen-
sions used in this scale were quite general (e.g., "overall quality"
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and "achievement of work goals"). This measure has been
shown to correlate highly with supervisors' ratings of perfor-
mance (Pearce & Porter, 1986) because respondents are asked
to recall their actual performance evaluation rather than simply
to provide their own assessment of their performance. Cron-
bach's alpha for this sample was .91.

Job satisfaction was measured with the five-item General Sat-
isfaction Scale from the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hackman &
Oldham, 1980). This scale uses a 7-point Likert format, with
responses ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly
agree). Cronbach's alpha was .88 for this sample.

Results

We conducted two preliminary analyses. First, to as-

sess whether sample attrition was systematically biasing

our results, we conducted a series off tests and chi-square

tests to examine whether the two groups (Time 1 and

Time 3) were similar or different in terms of their race,

sex, amount of full-time work experience, desire for con-

trol, and optimism. These tests indicated that there were

no differences between the groups.

The 24 items measuring the seven proposed proactive

socialization tactics were factor analyzed using principal-

components analysis to assess the degree of discrimina-

tion between the tactics as measured in the current sam-

ple. We used varimax rotation, listwise deletion, and the

sample of 89 Time 2 respondents in this analysis. The

factor analysis was conducted simultaneously on all of the

items developed for the proactivity scales. All factors with

eigenvalues greater than one were retained. Items were

retained on the basis of loadings of greater than .50 on

their primary factor, no appreciable cross loadings, and

theoretical meaningfulness. As Table 2 suggests, items

measuring the seven tactics loaded on separate factors, as

intended. These seven factors explained 75% of the total

variance. These results suggest that the items measure

distinct tactics. On the basis of these results and the the-

ory proposed above, we retained seven scales to measure

proactive socialization tactics in this study.1 Of the seven

proactive socialization tactics examined, the means pre-

sented in Table 1 suggest that positive framing was un-

dertaken most frequently by newcomers (M = 4.07) and

negotiation of job changes was undertaken least fre-

quently (M= 2.98).

Main Effects Hypotheses

Hypotheses 1-4 predicted relationships between the

desire for control and subsequent proactive socialization

tactics. We tested these hypotheses with a multivariate

regression (Dwyer, 1983) that accounts for multiple de-

pendent variables. The results are presented in Table 3.

As shown in Table 3, there was support for the hypotheses

in the omnibus test for significance (Rao's approximate

F = 3.01, p < .01). suggesting that desire for control pre-

dicted a significant amount of variance in the set of tac-

tics. This test also suggested that it was appropriate to

examine the univariate effects. The univariate effects

supported Hypothesis 1 in the significant beta for the De-

sire for Control and Information-Seeking scales (0 = .30,

p < .01). However, Desire for Control was unrelated to

Feedback Seeking (0 = .14, ns).

Hypothesis 2 proposed that the desire for control would

be related to proactive efforts to interact with others and to

build relationships in the new setting. This hypothesis was

supported by positive betas for General Socializing (0 =

.24, p < .05) and Networking (0 = .29, p < .01). Inconsis-

tent with Hypothesis 2 was the nonsignificant beta for the

Build Relationships-Boss scale (/3 = .07, ns).

Hypothesis 3 suggested that those who desire control

would be more proactive in negotiating job changes. Hy-

pothesis 3 was supported (/3 = .24, p < .05).

Hypothesis 4 proposed that self-control in the form of

cognitively framing the situation in a positive light would

also be related to newcomers' desire for control. This hy-

pothesis was supported by the positive beta for the Positive

Framing scale (0 = .22, p < .05).

Hypotheses 5-8 focused on the relationship of proactive

socialization tactics and the job performance and satisfac-

tion outcomes. The results in Table 4 suggest the following

pattern: First, in contrast to Hypothesis 5a, information

seeking was negatively related to job satisfaction (/3 — -.28,

p < .05) and was negatively, but nonsignificantly, related to

self-reported performance (/? = — .11, ns). Second, the ex-

tent of feedback seeking was unrelated to either dependent

variable (/3s = . 10 and .07, both ns).

Hypotheses 6a and 6b suggested that proactive steps

to increase interactions and to build relationships would

increase job performance (Hypothesis 6a) and job satis-

faction (Hypothesis 6b). Hypothesis 6a was strongly sup-

ported for the Build Relationships-Boss scale (0 = .56, p

< .001) but was not supported for either of the other

means of seeking interactions (/3s = -.05 for General So-

cializing and -.08 for Networking, both ns). In support

1 A confirmatory factor analysis was conducted on these data
specifying seven factors. The results indicated an adequate fit
of the model, with a root-mean-square error of approximation
(RMSEA; Steiger, 1990) of .07, an incremental fit index
(Bollen, 1989) of .92, a Tucker-Lewis Index (Tucker & Lewis,
1973)of.90, and a comparative fit index (Bentler, 1990)of .91.
The latter fit indices met the .90 or higher criterion for adequate
fit suggested by Bentler and Bonett (1980). The RMSEA met
the reasonable fit criterion of .08 suggested by Browne and Cu-
deck (1993). All factors loadings were significant and in the
expected direction. In addition, all factor correlations were
modest, suggesting adequate discriminant validity. These re-
sults should be interpreted with caution, however, given the
small sample size for this test.
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Table 3

Multivariate Regression Analysis for Proactive Socialization

Tactics on Desire for Control

Tactic «78)

Note.

*P<

Information seeking
Feedback seeking
General socializing
Networking
Build relationships-boss
Negotiation of job changes
Positive framing

Rao's approximate F(l, 75)
.05. *'p<.0\.

.30

.14

.24

.29

.07

.24
22

= 3.01,p<.01.

2.79**
1.24
2.20*
2.75**
0.60
2.17*

1.98*

of Hypothesis 6b, General Socializing was related to job

satisfaction (/3 = .31, p < .05). However, both Network-

ing and Build Relationships-Boss were unrelated to job

satisfaction (/3s = -.06 and .15, respectively, both ns).

The hypothesized relationship between the Negotia-

tion of Job Changes scale and job performance was not

supported (Hypothesis 7a). Negotiation of job changes

was unrelated to self-reported job performance (/3 =

-.03, ns).

Hypotheses 8a and 8b linked newcomers' efforts to

positively frame their situations to job performance

(Hypothesis 8a) and job satisfaction (Hypothesis 8b).

These hypotheses were supported. Positive Framing was

positively related to self-reported job performance (/? =

.31, p < .05) and job satisfaction (/3 = .44, p < .001).

These results suggest that newcomers' explicit efforts to

positively frame their situations contributed to the social-

ization outcomes that they experienced.

The proactive socialization tactics undertaken in the

first 6 months on the job, in total, explained 33% of the

variance in self-reported job performance, F(l, 55) =

4.64, p < .001, and 33% of the variance in self-reports of
job satisfaction, F(l, 58) = 5.27, p < .001, measured af-

ter 1 year on the job.

Mediation Analyses

Hypothesis 9 proposed that the proactive socialization

tactics would mediate the relationship between desire for
control, job satisfaction, and self-reported job perfor-

mance. According to Baron and Kenny (1986), three

conditions must be met in order to establish mediation.

First, the independent variable (desire for control) must

be related to the mediator(s). As indicated in Table 3,

this condition was met for all mediators except feedback

seeking and build relationships-boss. Second, the inde-

pendent variable must be related to the dependent vari-

able. As shown in Table 1, this condition was met only for

the self-reported performance variable. Job satisfaction

was unrelated to desire for control. Thus, the second re-

quirement was supported only for the self-reported per-

formance outcome; therefore, the mediation analyses

could be conducted only for this outcome variable.

The third condition suggested by Baron and Kenny

(1986) is to show that the independent variable's effect

on the dependent variable is reduced significantly or dis-

appears when considered jointly with the mediator vari-

ables. Table 5 presents the results of multiple regression

analyses in which self-reported performance was simul-

taneously regressed on all of the mediators and desire for

control. These results suggest that one entry activity, pos-

itive framing, operates as a mediator for the effect of de-

sire for control on self-reported performance. When the

tactics were added to the equation, the effect of desire for

control became nonsignificant, and positive framing was

still significantly related to performance. Not surpris-

ingly, given the results presented in Tables 1 and 4, rnedi-

Table 4

Results of Regression Analyses of Effects of Entry Tactics on Job Performance

and Job Satisfaction

Tactic (Time 2}

Job performance (Time 3)a

0 r(55)

Job satisfaction (Time 3)b

0 '(58)

Information seeking
Feedback seeking
General socializing
Networking
Build relationships-boss
Negotiation of job changes
Positive framing
F
Adjusted/?2

-.11
.10

-.05
-.08

.56
-.03

.31

-0.82
0.77

-0.34
-0.62

3.89***
-0.25

2.49*
4.64***

.33

-.28
.07
.31

-.06
.15

-.34
.44

-2.19*
0.59
2.47*

-0.52
1.06

-2.70**
3.76***

5.27***
.33

Note. For job performance, dfs = 1, 55 for the F value. For job satisfaction, djs ~ 7, 58 for the .F value.
*p<.05. "p<.0\. ***p<.001.
•A'-63. b /V-66.
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Table 5

Analysis of Mediation for Self-Reported Performance

Tactic 3 '(54)

Desire for control (Time 1)
Information seeking
Feedback seeking
General socializing
Networking
Build relationships-boss
Negotiation of job changes
Positive framing
F(8, 54)
Adjusted R2

.23
-.17

.05
-.08
-.12

.62
-.07

.27

1.78
-1.23

0.42
-0.63
-0.90

4.27***
-0.59

2.23*
4.66'**

.36

*/;<.05. ***/)<.001.

ation was not established for the remaining tactics (the

other mediators were unrelated to desire for control or

were unrelated to the dependent variable, self-reported
performance, even without considering them simulta-

neously with desire for control).

Discussion

This study's findings provide general and specific in-

sights into the nature of individual proactivity during the

organizational entry process. At the most general level,

the results suggest that the desire for control is related to
newcomers' activity level during their first 6 months on

the job. In particular, as compared with individuals with
a low desire for control, individuals with a high desire for
control sought more information, socialized more, net-
worked more with interdepartmental colleagues, negoti-

ated more job changes, and tried to put a positive frame
around their situations. To an extent, then, these activi-

ties appear to reflect the newcomers' desires to attain con-

trol in their new settings. These results support Hypothe-
ses 1-4. The finding of a positive relationship between

desire for control and negotiation of job changes also sup-
ports previous theorizing (Nicholson, 1984).

Other evidence is inconsistent with the control-seeking

perspective that informed our research. First, the corre-
lations between desire for control and each of the seven
proactive socialization tactics were only moderate (mean
r= .21). A fuller understanding of newcomer proactivity

will likely require the inclusion of other individual and
organizational characteristics.

Second, two tactics, feedback seeking and build rela-
tionships-boss, were unrelated to individual differences

in desire for control. It appears that individuals do not
view these tactics as a means of gaining control. It may

be that although these tactics are potentially valuable to

newcomers in their own right, they are not prompted by
individual control needs. The build relationships-boss

tactic, in particular, may be undertaken for other instru-

mental reasons (e.g., to secure positive performance

evaluations). Indeed, newcomers who explicitly at-
tempted to build relationships with their bosses reported

receiving higher performance ratings from their bosses

than did those who did not. Newcomers who understand

this instrumental payoff may thus be motivated to attend
to this important relationship independent of their desire

for control. Similarly, if feedback has instrumental value
to newcomers interested in succeeding in the new envi-
ronment, they may seek it whatever their level of desire

for control. Alternatively, it may be that feedback seeking
is not viewed as a way to get control over issues like sched-

ules, the variety of tasks demanded, or the physical layout

of the workplace. Given this possibility, desire for control,

as measured in this study, was not associated with feed-

back seeking. A more general measure of desire for con-

trol might show a greater association.
Third, the mediation hypothesis was not supported in

this research. Tactics that were related to desire for con-

trol were not related to outcomes or vice versa. The ex-

ception was for cognitive framing. Here, mediation was
established: Individuals who desired control tended to

positively frame their situations, and such framing was

associated with higher reported performance ratings.
Taken together, these results suggest that control seek-

ing is not a complete explanation for proactivity during

entry. Other variables need to be considered. For exam-

ple, tolerance for ambiguity may cause newcomers to be

more proactive during organizational entry in an attempt
to reduce the uncertainty and ambiguity associated with
the new work setting. Furthermore, other variables such
as generalized cognitive ability (g; Gottfredson, 1986;

Hunter, 1986) may be predictive of both proactivity and
outcomes. For example, O'Reilly and Chatman (1994)
recently showed, with a similar sample, that^is related to

performance in organizations. Future research may also

benefit from examining more of the situational factors

that can affect individual activity. For example, the orga-

nization's cultural sanctioning (positive or negative) of

the newcomer proactivity in general and of the specific
socialization tactics in particular may be an important

variable to include. Control seeking still may play a role
during entry, however. Future research may profitably

consider more specific hypotheses relating level of desired

control to the form that control seeking may take. For

example, Bell and Staw (1989) related levels of control

sought to levels of control desired. Hypotheses that pre-

dicted the use of tactics representative of the various lev-

els might be tested. This subsequent research will have to

deal with some thorny theoretical questions regarding the

differences between the various levels of control articu-
lated in the literature (cf. Bell & Staw, 1989; Rothbaum

et al., 1982) and which proactive socialization tactics ex-

emplify which control levels.
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This study's third purpose was to examine the impact
of proactive socialization on two outcomes, job perfor-

mance and job satisfaction. We note first that explicit at-

tempts to seek feedback were unrelated to either social-
ization outcome. The lack of feedback-seeking findings is

in contrast to both previous research (cf. Morrison,

1993b) and theorizing (cf. Ashford & Cummings, 1983).
In this study, newcomers who sought feedback were not
better off, in terms of job performance and satisfaction,

than those who did not seek feedback. The contrast be-

tween these findings and Morrison's results is troubling.
She found that feedback seeking through inquiry, moni-

toring, and consulting with written sources was related to
job satisfaction. The latter two means of feedback seeking

were also related to job performance. Several factors may

account for the discrepancy between these findings and
Morrison's. First, Morrison's results were bivariate cor-

relations. The results presented in Table 1 suggest that
at the bivariate level, feedback seeking was significantly

related to performance (r - .23, p < .05) in this sample
at about the same level as in Morrison's study (feedback

seeking in this study was unrelated to satisfaction at the

bivariate level, however). Second, Morrison's study
looked at information seeking only, whereas this study

tested, in the same regression equation, several different

types of proactive socialization tactics. It may be that

feedback seeking is an important activity but of relatively

less importance during entry than are relationship build-

ing, negotiation of job changes, and positive framing.

Thus, Morrison's findings may overstate the importance
of feedback seeking in producing socialization outcomes.

Newcomers' attempts to seek information about poli-
cies and procedures in the organization were negatively

related to job satisfaction, in contrast to Hypothesis 1.

This finding also contradicts Morrison's (1993b) finding
of a positive relationship between many modes of infor-
mation seeking and satisfaction. It may be that newcom-

ers in this sample, in contrast to Morrison's accountant

sample, did not like what they found when seeking infor-

mation or were unable to obtain the desired information,

thereby creating dissatisfaction. It is also possible that

this negative coefficient may reflect reverse causality. Spe-
cifically, newcomers who were dissatisfied or not per-

forming well at Time 3 might have been dissatisfied or

suffering performance problems at Time 2 as well, which
might have prompted them to seek more information.

Past literature also suggests that building relationships

and negotiating job changes are related to socialization out-
comes. The findings of this study, however, suggest a more

complex portrait. Relationship-building attempts had some

effect on the outcomes: General socializing was associated

with subsequent job satisfaction, and attempts to build a

relationship with the boss were associated with self-re-

ported performance. Building a relationship with the boss

may lead to information and clearer expectations that, in

turn, facilitate job performance. In contrast, explicit at-

tempts to engage in general socializing may build positive

emotions toward the firm, resulting in more job satisfac-
tion, but may not contribute to performance over the time
frame measured. However, general socializing may help de-

velop contacts that enhance future performance. The lack
of a significant relationship between networking with inter-

departmental peers and performance was surprising given

recent theorizing about the importance of creating and
maintaining a broad network and about the strength of
weak ties for career success (cf. Granovetter, 1985). It may

be that the payoff of these cross-departmental relationship-
building attempts shows up only over a longer time span

than that measured here.

The results for the negotiation of job changes did not
support Hypothesis 7. Negotiation was unrelated to self-
reported performance. This finding may suggest that

newcomers were unsuccessful in their negotiating at-

tempts (were unable to modify their jobs in a way that

would enhance performance). It is also possible that this

negative relationship may reflect reverse causality. New-
comers who were not performing well at Time 3 might
have been suffering from performance problems at Time
2 as well, which might have prompted them to try to ne-

gotiate job changes. Future studies would benefit from

examining both the extent to which newcomers try to ne-

gotiate job changes and the extent to which they are suc-

cessful in their attempts. They may also benefit from try-
ing to capture levels of performance at multiple times

during organizational entry.
A third possibility for future research is to include

more proximal outcomes in socialization models. For ex-
ample, this study did not explicitly measure role clarity,

job understanding, or self-efficacy. These more proximal
outcomes may mediate the relationships between proac-
tive socialization and the outcomes measured here. Out-

comes like these have been included in several recent

studies (e.g., Adkins, 1995; Bauer & Green, 1994; Mor-

rison, 1993a), and their inclusion in subsequent studies

may shed more light on the process by which these tactics
result in outcomes of importance to the organization.

Our final discussion points relate to the new proactive
socialization tactic examined in this study. In addition

to newcomers trying to get information regarding work

settings and to build relationships and negotiate with oth-
ers, we argued that newcomers also can seek control

within themselves by focusing on how they frame their
situations. The study's findings provide support for this

proposition. Individuals who desired control were more

likely to engage in this self-focused control tactic, and

their attempts to positively frame their new situations

were positively related to self-reported performance and

job satisfaction. It appears that this self-focused coping
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strategy pays off for individuals entering new situations.
Future research may profitably continue to explore the
role that self-focused control plays during organizational
entry, particularly as this process unfolds in contrast to,
or as a complement of, the more other-oriented tactics
examined here. Future research should also examine a
broader set of self-oriented tactics than positive framing.
For example, newcomers may also gain feelings of control
and keep themselves on track in their new situations by
setting standards for their own behavior, rewarding them-
selves when they obtain those standards, and punishing

themselves when they do not (Kanfer, 1980; Kanfer &
Karoly, 1972).

The results of this study need to be considered in light
of the study's limitations. Several methodological limita-
tions are noteworthy. First, the study used all self-report,
same-source data. The data might not reflect what indi-
viduals actually did in their organizational situations or
that individuals may be motivated to maintain consis-
tency in their survey responses. We hope that our instruc-
tions to report accurately, our assurances of confidenti-
ality, our detailed explanations of the research purpose
(given during the initial interview), and the long time
lags between survey administrations reduced any self-re-
port bias. Nevertheless, such bias, particularly uncon-
scious bias, cannot be ruled out. Second, given the longi-
tudinal nature of our design, our final sample size was
small. This fact might have made it difficult to detect re-
lationships between the socialization tactics and the out-
come variables measured at Time 3. Third, this study
tested a model based on a theoretical process deemed rel-
evant to the entry process, that of control seeking within
the organization. We selected variables for inclusion in
this study, in large part, on the basis of their fit with this
process. Thus, our model was not comprehensive. This
necessary selection certainly omitted important addi-
tional variables, and the pattern of findings may differ
somewhat with those variables included. In particular, it
may be useful to simultaneously examine situational and
individual variables. For example, Saks and Ashforth
(1995) began looking at the influence of organizational
socialization tactics on individual proactive efforts. Fi-
nally, we did not measure individuals' level of control in
this study. Thus, although we hypothesized that the rela-
tionships between proactive socialization tactics and out-
comes are due to the fact that these tactics yield control,
this was an untested assumption in this research. It would
be useful to explicitly test this assumption in future stud-

ies. It may also be important to examine individuals' level
of control early on as well. It may be that if individuals
already feel in control, they will not undertake the hy-
pothesized activities in the first place. A second untested
assumption was that individuals held the same jobs
throughout the study period. Although we asked respon-

dents to report any changes in their situations and none
noted job or supervisor changes, we did not explicitly
track this throughout the study period. A final study lim-
itation was our sample. It solely consisted of MBA grad-
uates. As such, it was homogeneous and might not be rep-
resentative of other newcomers. Therefore, some caution
should be used in generalizing the study findings.

In the context of these limitations, we believe that this
study contributes to our knowledge of socialization. At
the most general level, this study is one of only a few to
examine individual rather than organizational activities
during the entry period and is notable in its examination
of individual tactics other than information seeking. Of
these tactics, individuals' attempts to build relationships
with their bosses, socialize generally, negotiate job
changes, and positively frame the situation were signifi-
cant predictors of job performance and job satisfaction.
This study also examined the role of an individual
difference not as a moderator of what the organization
does during entry (as have previous studies; cf. Ashforth
&Saks, 1995; G.R.Jones, 1986)butasadirect influence
in its own right. It suggests that the desire for control is
related to a variety of individual activities during social-
ization. Efforts to positively frame the new situation ap-
pear to be particularly important, given their significant
relationships to both reported performance and satisfac-
tion. Framing attempts also mediate the effect of desire
for control on performance. It may be useful for future
socialization research to consider the ways in which indi-
viduals are cognitively and emotionally active during en-
try, not just behaviorally active. However, in this study,
we learned that control is only a partial explanation for
activity during entry. A complete understanding of such
activity may come only when we consider other drivers of
proactive socialization. For example, individuals' assess-
ments of the instrumental benefits of various activities in
the organizational entry process may affect their behavior
(i.e., newcomers may ask "will it lead to valued rewards"
when considering various activities). Future research
might also examine feedback loops in this process. It may
be that as individuals feel their performance improve or
their stress level decline, they will do less of these activi-
ties. Longitudinal data with several measurement points
are needed to sort out these and other questions.
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