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What is the OEI?

The Organizational Effectiveness Inventory® (OEI; Cooke, 1995, 1997) is a survey designed to measure attitudinal 
and behavioral indicators of effectiveness (e.g., teamwork, motivation, and satisfaction). It also measures the internal 
factors and conditions (e.g., human resource management practices, leadership, and job design) that can directly and 
indirectly—through an organization’s culture—impact effectiveness. The OEI was developed as a companion to the 
Organizational Culture Inventory® (OCI®; Cooke & Lafferty, 1983, 1994), a survey that assesses the normative beliefs 
and shared behavioral expectations which may reflect the more abstract aspects of culture, such as shared assumptions 
and values. However, the OEI is also a valuable tool in its own right for evaluating organizational effectiveness and 
directing and monitoring organizational change. 

This report describes the reliability of the OEI based on a sample of 6,444 members of 1,080 organizational units. 
Criterion-related validity is also addressed by examining the relationships between the OEI scales and the OCI 
measures of  organizational culture.

The Organizational Effectiveness Inventory (OEI)

The OEI was originally designed as a customized survey that organizations could administer along with the OCI. The OCI 
provides a picture of an organization’s culture at the level of behavioral norms and expectations. The OEI, on the other hand, 
enables an organization to evaluate the impact of its culture on outcomes and identify the internal factors and conditions that 
shape and reinforce that culture. Initially, organizations were asked to select the measures they wanted included in their OEI 
from a database of scales from various prototypes. However, because all of the scales in the database were consistently selected, 
the current version of the OEI contains a standard set of questions measuring 31 causal factors and 12 outcomes, as well as a 
section for adding up to 40 questions of particular interest to the organization.

The Theoretical Model

The causal factors and outcomes measured by the OEI were determined based on a review of contemporary articles and books, 
established theories, and classic writings in the areas of organizational culture, human resource management, organizational 
behavior, organization theory, and social psychology. The theoretical model presented by Cooke and Szumal (2000) and shown 
on the next page describes the hypothesized relationships among causal factors, culture, and outcomes. 
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The Theoretical Model
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Based on Cooke & Szumal (2000). Model copyright © 1997 by Robert A. Cooke, Ph.D.; Circumplex copyright © 1987 by Human Synergistics International.

As depicted by the model, causal factors affect outcomes both directly and through an organization’s operating culture. The 
causal factors that most directly influence culture and outcomes are structures, systems, technology, and skills/qualities.

• Structures describe the manner in which system components (such as people, tasks, and roles) are ordered and 		
  coupled to create organization (Georgopoulos, 1986).
• Systems are the interrelated sets of procedures—such as human resource management, accounting, and  
  quality control systems—an organization uses to support its core activities and solve problems.
• Technology includes the methods by which an organization transforms inputs into outputs.
• Skills/qualities refer to those demonstrated by the organization’s members, including those in leadership positions.

Mission and philosophy are also important causal factors, though their impact on culture and outcomes is more indirect 
than that of structures, systems, technology, and skills/qualities. Mission and philosophy represent the mechanisms by which 
organizations explicitly communicate their values to members. A clear and well-understood mission and philosophy statement 
is more likely to be consistently used (in making decisions about structures, systems, technology, and skills/qualities) than one 
that is unclear or not understood.

To the extent that causal factors are aligned with the organization’s values, the operating culture will more closely reflect the 
ideal culture and the organization will perform more favorably along outcomes. In contrast, when causal factors are not aligned 
with values (either because the organization’s mission and philosophy do not explicitly communicate its values or because the 
mission and philosophy are not used), the operating culture will be considerably different from the ideal and the outcomes 
realized will be less favorable. 
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OEI Measures of Causal Factors

In contrast to traditional attitude surveys that focus exclusively on outcomes, the OEI includes measures of vari-
ous internal factors and conditions that directly and indirectly impact outcomes. These causal factors can help to 
pinpoint what is driving an organization’s current operating culture and effectiveness and be used to identify where 
modifications or changes are needed. Thirty-one causal factors are assessed by the OEI and are organized into the five 
categories identified by the theoretical model (i.e., mission and philosophy, structures, systems, technology, and skill/
qualities). Except where noted, all of the causal factors are measured on 5-point scales that range from 1 (disagree, not 
at all, or not likely at all) to 5 (agree, to a very great extent, or almost certain).

Mission and philosophy. As described by others (e.g., Deal & Kennedy, 1982; Lawler, 1996; Ouchi, 1981; Tunstall, 
1986), an organization’s mission and philosophy can impact its culture and effectiveness. However, the extent and 
desirability of this impact depend on whether the mission and philosophy are clearly defined, exemplified, and under-
stood by the organization’s members. Therefore, the OEI includes two measures of mission and philosophy: 

•	 articulation of mission (i.e., extent to which mission is clearly defined, illustrated, and understood by  
	  members) and 
•	 customer-service focus (i.e., the extent to which members understand they are responsible for identifying and 		
	  satisfying the needs of customers/clients). 

Structures. Structures are an important determinant of both organizational culture and organizational effectiveness 
(e.g., Lawler, 1996; Peters & Waterman, 1982; Schein, 1983). Thus, the OEI includes measures of the extent to which 
structures promote or restrict the influence, empowerment, and involvement of the organization’s members. 

The measures of influence are based on the work of Tannenbaum (1968), who found that the greater the total amount 
of influence being exercised within an organization and the less hierarchical its distribution, the higher the levels of 
performance and member satisfaction. Like Tannenbaum, the OEI uses single items to assess the influence of employ-
ees, their immediate supervisors/managers, and higher-level managers over departmental decisions. Responses are 
based on a 5-point scale that ranges from 1 (no influence at all) to 5 (very great influence). Total influence is estimated 
by adding the amount of influence that is exercised by members at each organizational level (i.e., employees, their 
supervisors/managers, and higher-level managers). Distribution of influence is calculated by subtracting employees’ 
influence from the influence of higher-level managers.

In addition to the influence measures, the OEI assesses structure in terms of:

•	 empowerment (i.e., the extent to which people are given what they need to perform their tasks autonomously) 	
	  and 
•	 employee involvement (i.e., the extent to which all members actively participate in shaping the organization 		
	  and in helping it to achieve its mission). 

Systems. Human resource management systems, appraisal and reinforcement systems, and goal setting systems, in par-
ticular, have been described as potentially powerful levels for promoting organizational change and improvement (e.g., 
Allen, 1985; Latham & Locke, 1979; Lawler, 1996; Pritchard, Jones, Roth, Stuebing, & Ekeberg, 1988; Sethia & Von 
Glinow, 1985; Tubbs, 1986). The OEI measures human resource management systems in terms of: 

•	 selection/placement (i.e., the extent to which people and jobs are appropriately matched), 
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•	 training & development (i.e., the extent to which both new and existing members are provided with training), 	
	  and 
•	 respect for members (i.e., the extent to which members are treated fairly and justly). 

Aspects of appraisal and reinforcement systems that are measured by the OEI include:

• fairness of appraisals (i.e., the likelihood that evaluations will be based on performance and objective criteria), 
•	 use of rewards (i.e., the likelihood that good performance will be noticed and reinforced in positive ways), and 
•	 use of punishment (i.e., the likelihood that mistakes will be accentuated and punished). 

The OEI assesses goal setting systems in terms of the characteristics of the goals toward which people work on 
their jobs. The characteristics evaluated are based primarily on the work of Latham and Locke (1978) and are each 
measured by a single item on a 3-point ordinal scale with endpoints that vary with the characteristic assessed. The 
characteristics assessed include:

•	 goal clarity (i.e., the extent to which goals are clear and specific versus unclear and ambiguous),
•	 goal challenge (i.e., the extent to which goals are fairly challenging rather than too easy or too difficult),
•	 participative goal setting (i.e., the extent to which goals are jointly set by members and superiors rather than 		
	  set unilaterally by either party), and
•	 goal acceptance (i.e., the extent to which goals are fully accepted versus marginally accepted by members).

Technology. The OEI measures of technology are based primarily on the work of Hackman and Oldham (1980), who, 
among others (e.g., Lawler, 1996; Trist & Bamforth, 1951), have described how the design of jobs can shape behav-
ioral norms and expectations and, in turn, have implications for the motivation, performance, and satisfaction of job 
holders. The OEI assesses technology in terms of:

•	 autonomy (i.e., the degree to which jobs provide members with discretion in terms of scheduling and work 		
	  procedures), 
•	 skill variety (i.e., the degree to which jobs require members to use a wide range of skills and competencies), 
•	 feedback (i.e., the degree to which carrying out their jobs provides members with information about their  
	  performance),
•	 task identity (i.e., the degree to which jobs enable members to carry out a complete and identifiable task from 	
	  beginning to end), 
•	 significance (i.e., the degree to which jobs are viewed by members as having an important impact on other 		
	  people), and
•	 interdependence (i.e., the degree to which members must cooperate and work with others in order to carry out 	
	  their jobs).

Skills/Qualities. The skills and qualities of members—particularly those in leadership positions—can shape, rein-
force, and change the operating culture of an organization and influence its effectiveness (e.g., Lawler, 1996; Peters & 
Waterman, 1982; Schein, 1983). The OEI measures of skills/qualities focus on communication, leadership styles, and 
supervisory/managerial sources of power. 
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The quality of organizational communications is measured by three sets of bi-polar adjectives. For each pair of 
adjectives, respondents indicate on a 5-point continuum the relative extent to which each word describes one of the 
following dimensions of communication within their organization:

•	 upward communication (i.e., the effectiveness with which information is sent from employees to people in   
   higher-level positions), 
•	 downward communication (i.e., the effectiveness with which information about the organization is sent to 		
	  employees), or 
•	 communication for learning (i.e., the degree to which communications reflect a systems orientation and 		
	  emphasis on learning). 

Four different styles of leadership are assessed by the OEI, based on the research of Bowers and Seashore (1966). 
These styles include:

•	 interaction facilitation (i.e., the extent to which managers encourage their direct reports to work as a team), 
•	 task facilitation (i.e., the extent to which managers help their direct reports to solve problems and implement 		
	  better procedures), 
•	 goal emphasis (i.e., the extent to which managers reinforce expectations for excellence), and 
•	 consideration (i.e., the extent to which managers are personally supportive of their direct reports).

Finally, based on the work of French and Raven (1959), the OEI measures two different “bases” or sources of power 
that supervisors and managers might rely on to influence the behavior of their employees: 

•	 personal bases of power (i.e., the extent to which employees are influenced by their supervisor’s/manager’s 		
	  technical expertise or competence, the respect that they have for their supervisor/manager, and their  
	  supervisor’s/manager’s willingness to be influenced by them) and 
•	 organizational bases of power (i.e., the extent to which employees are influenced because of their supervisor’s/		
	  manager’s control over desirable extrinsic outcomes, formal position, and ability to punish those who fail to 		
	  comply). 

OEI Measures of Outcomes

Twelve outcomes are measured by the OEI and are organized into four categories: individual outcomes—positive 
indices, individual outcomes—negative indices, group outcomes, and organizational outcomes. All of the outcomes 
are measured on 5-point scales that range from 1 (disagree or not at all) to 5 (agree or to a very great extent).

Individual outcomes—positive indices. The positive attitudes and sentiments that individuals hold toward their jobs or 
organizations have been used as criteria of organizational effectiveness (e.g., Friedlander & Pickle, 1968; Hitt, 1988; 
Kaplan & Norton, 1996; Kreitner & Kinicki, 1998; Lawler, 1996; Pennings, 1975; Seashore, 1965) and have been 
identified as outcomes of organizational culture (e.g., Cooke & Szumal, 1993, 2000; O’Reilly, 1989). The positive 
individual outcomes measured by the OEI include: 

•	role clarity (i.e., the extent to which members receive clear messages regarding expectations),
•	motivation (i.e., the extent to which members are inspired to behave in ways consistent with organizational 		
	 goals), 
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•	 satisfaction (i.e., the extent to which members feel positively about their work situation), and 
• intention to stay (i.e., the extent to which members plan to remain with their current organization).   

Individual outcomes—negative indices. The extent to which members experience excessive or conflicting demands or 
pressures (stressors) and psychological reactions to such demands and pressures (stress or strain) have been described as 
indicators of organizational ineffectiveness (e.g., Georgopolous & Tannenbaum, 1957; Kreitner & Kinicki, 1998; Pen-
nings, 1975) and as outcomes of an organization’s operating culture and behavioral norms (e.g., Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, 
Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964; Katz & Kahn, 1966; van der Velde & Class, 1995). The OEI measures three types of nega-
tive individual outcomes: 

•	 role conflict (i.e., the extent to which members receive inconsistent messages from the organization and are 		
	  expected to do things that conflict with their own preferences),
•	 job insecurity (i.e., the extent to which members are apprehensive about their continued employment with the 	
	  organization), and 
•	 stress (i.e., the extent to which members feel they are pushed beyond their normal range of comfort by  
  organizational demands, pressures, or conflicts).

Group Outcomes. Group-level outcomes such as teamwork have been used as indicators of organizational effectiveness 
(e.g., Cunningham, 1977; Georgopolous & Tannenbaum, 1957; Kaplan & Norton, 1996) and have been proposed to 
be outcomes of organizational culture and behavioral norms (e.g., Cooke & Szumal, 1993, 2000; Hackman & Oldham, 
1980; Ouchi, 1981). The OEI measures three types of group-level outcomes: 

•	 intra-unit cooperation (i.e., cooperation within groups), 
•	 inter-unit coordination (i.e., coordination between groups), and 
•	 departmental-level quality (i.e., the quality of work performed by one’s own department).

Organizational outcomes. Quality of service is commonly used as an indicator of organizational effectiveness (e.g., 
Cunningham, 1977; Friedlander & Pickle, 1968; Hitt, 1988; Kreitner & Kinicki, 1998; Seashore, 1965) and has been 
identified as an outcome of organizational culture and behavioral norms (e.g., Band, 1991; Cooke & Szumal, 2000; 
Jablonski, 1990; Klein, 1992; Zeithaml, Parasuraman, and Berry, 1990). Similarly, an organization’s ability to success-
fully adapt to changes in its external environment has been used as an indicator of organizational effectiveness and has 
been proposed to be an outcome of culture (e.g., Kotter & Heskett, 1992; Peters & Waterman, 1983). Thus, the OEI 
includes two measures of organizational-level outcomes:

•	 organizational-level quality (i.e., the extent to which members believe the organization provides high quality 		
	  products and services to external clients) and 
•	 external adaptability (i.e., the extent to which the organization effectively recognizes and responds to changes 		
	  in its external environment).

Method

Sample

The reliability and validity of the OEI scales were examined with a sample of 6,444 members of 1,080 organizational 
units that were randomly selected to participate in a project directed by Dr. Robert A. Cooke that included complet-
ing both the OCI and OEI primarily for research purposes. An organizational unit is defined here as a group of people 
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who work under the same manager or supervisor. For most of the organizational units, a sample of 4 to 6 members 
were asked to complete both the OCI and the OEI.

Procedure

Data collection on various prototype versions of the OEI began over a decade ago and remains ongoing with the cur-
rent marketed version. Although there is considerable overlap in the different OEI prototypes and versions, there are 
also some differences. Due to concerns regarding survey length, some prototype versions included measures of out-
comes or causal factors that were not included in other versions. In addition, some scales were modified over time to 
enhance their reliability and validity or to reduce the overall length of the survey. The analyses reported here focus on 
the scales included in the current marketed version of the OEI.

Analyses

Means and standard deviations were computed for all of the OEI scales. Scores for multiple-item scales are based on 
the mean of the responses to the items included in the scales. Responses to OEI items that are worded in terms of the 
opposite extreme of the scales that they measure were reversed before computing scale scores and conducting internal 
consistency analyses. 

Internal consistency. Thirty-seven of the 43 OEI scales consist of multiple items. The internal consistency of these 
scales was estimated using Cronbach’s alpha. Cronbach’s alpha represents the average correlation among all items 
included in a given scale and provides an estimate of the extent to which the observed score for a particular scale is 
representative of the “true” score for that measure (i.e., a score that does not contain any measurement error). Alphas 
that are too high (i.e., close to 1.00) suggest that the scale may be too narrow in focus and the items too similar to 
make a unique contribution. Alphas that are too low (i.e., close to 0.00) suggest that the items may be covering too 
broad a domain, are measuring different constructs, or are ambiguous in their meaning. Alpha coefficients between .70 
and .80 are generally considered to be ideal and provide strong support for the stability of the scale scores.    

Inter-rater reliability. Inter-rater reliability was tested by conducting a series of one-way analyses of variance 
(ANOVA) with organizational unit as the independent variable and the OEI outcomes and causal factors as the 
dependent variables. The F statistics from the ANOVAs were used to determine whether the variance in responses of 
members from different organizational units were significantly greater than the variance in responses of members from 
the same unit. Significant F statistics provide support for inter-rater consistency and the aggregation of respondents’ 
OEI scores to the unit- or organizational-level. The eta2 statistics from the ANOVAs are also reported as they provide 
an estimate of the percentage of variance in respondents’ OEI scores that is explained by unit membership.

Demonstration of inter-rater consistency is particularly important for OEI measures of unit- or organizational-level 
phenomena (i.e., mission and philosophy, structures, human resource management, appraisal and reinforcement, skills/
qualities, and group and organizational outcomes). Unlike the measures of individual- or job-level phenomena (i.e., 
goal setting, technology, and individual outcomes), the variance in reports of group- and organizational-level phenom-
ena by members of the same unit is more likely due to error than true variance. In turn, the inter-rater reliability results 
provide an indication of the stability of unit or organizational averages along particular measures.  



Organizational Effectiveness Inventory®

R E L I A B I L I T Y  &  V A L I D I T Y humansynergistics.com

8  Copyright © 2012 by Human Synergistics International

Criterion-related validity. Since it is presumed that the causal factors and outcomes measured by the OEI are related 
to organizational culture, correlational analyses were carried out between the OEI scales and the OCI measures of cul-
ture. The OCI measures 12 sets of behavioral norms and expectations associated with three general types of cultures 
(Cooke, 1989, pp. 12-13): 

•	 Constructive cultures, in which members are encouraged to interact with others and approach tasks in ways 		
	  that will help them to meet their higher-order satisfaction needs (include Achievement, Self-Actualizing, 		
	  Humanistic-Encouraging, and Affiliative norms). 
•	 Passive/Defensive cultures, in which members believe they must interact with people in a way that will not 		
	  threaten their own security (include Approval, Conventional, Dependent, and Avoidance norms). 
•	 Aggressive/Defensive cultures, in which members are expected to approach tasks in forceful ways to protect 		
	  their status and security (include Oppositional, Power, Competitive, and Perfectionistic norms).

Previous studies based on the OCI suggest the relationships to be expected between the OCI and OEI measures (e.g., 
Cooke & Szumal, 1993, 2000; Klein, 1992; Klein, Masi, & Weidner, 1995; Kosmoski-Goepfert, 1994; Szumal, 1998, 
van der Velde & Class, 1995). On the causal factor side, all of the OEI measures, with the exception of distribution 
of influence, use of punishment, and organizational sources of power, should be positively related to Constructive cul-
tures and negatively related to Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive cultures. Distribution of influence, use of 
punishment, and organizational sources of power all work against motivation, satisfaction, and high performance and 
therefore should be negatively related to Constructive cultures and positively related to both types of defensive cultures.

OEI measures of desirable outcomes (i.e., individual outcomes—positive indices, group outcomes, and organizational 
outcomes) should be positively related to the OCI’s Constructive cultures and negatively related to Passive/Defensive 
and, to a lesser degree, Aggressive/Defensive cultures. In contrast, the negative individual outcomes (role conflict, job 
insecurity, and stress) should be negatively related to Constructive cultures and positively related to Passive/Defensive 
and Aggressive/Defensive cultures. 

To test the criterion-related validity of the OEI, respondents’ OEI and OCI scale scores were aggregated to the unit-
level by computing the means for each unit. For the OCI, unit-level means along each of the 12 styles were converted 
to percentile scores and then the average percentile scores for the Constructive, Passive/Defensive, and Aggressive/
Defensive clusters were computed. Zero-order correlations were then carried out between the aggregated OEI and 
OCI scores. Evidence of criterion-related validity is provided by correlations that are significant and in the expected 
direction. 

Results and Interpretation

Reliability of the Causal Factor Measures

Mission and philosophy. The reliability results for the mission and philosophy scales are reported in Table 1 on the next 
page. Both scales demonstrate acceptable levels of internal consistency and inter-rater reliability. The alpha coefficients 
(.76 for articulation of mission and .72 for customer-service focus) are within the ideal range. In addition, the F statis-
tics suggest that a significant amount of variance in respondents’ mission and philosophy scores are explained by their 
unit membership (p<.001 and eta2=.34 for both scales). Taken together, these results provide support for the stability of 
the OEI mission and philosophy measures.
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Table 2: Reliability of the Structure Measures

n M SD alpha F eta2 

Articulation of Missiona 2743 3.53 0.92 .76 3.87*** .34
O bjectives /prio rities  a re  c lear and unders tood by  m em bers
P eop le  have a  c lear unders tand ing  o f m iss ion  and ro le
W ide ly -shared ph ilosophy prov ides  em ployees an  unders tand ing
C erem onies  are  he ld  to  ce lebra te  ou ts tand ing  w ork
M em bers ' ac tions  illus tra te  ph ilosophy and prio rities
Customer-Service Focusb 2046 3.63 0.82 .72 3.20*** .34
Y our departm ent is  respons ib le  fo r c lien t sa tis fac tion
Y ou are  encouraged to  em phas ize  the  perspective  and needs o f cus tom ers
Y ou are  re lied  on  to  p rov ide  in fo rm ation  about custom ers
Y our o rgan iza tion  re lies  on  you to  he lp  w in  custom ers  and genera te  sa les
The organ iza tion  responds e ffec tive ly  to  chang ing  needs o f c lien ts c

Note.  S ca les  are  in  boldface and are  shaded . Item  are  lis ted  be low  sca les .
aS cores  fo r a rticu la tion  o f m iss ion  can range from  1  (disagree ) to  5  (agree ). 
bS cores  fo r cus tom er-serv ice  focus can range from  1  (not at all ) to  5  (to a very great extent ). A lpha=.75, F =3.63***, and e ta 2= .33  w hen the
 O C I item  m easuring  custom er-serv ice  focus is  no t inc luded in  the  sca le .
cO C I item .
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.

Reliability of the Mission and Philosophy Measures
Table 1

Table 1: Reliability of the Mission and  
              Philosophy Measures

Structures. Table 2 shows the results of the reliability analyses carried out on the OEI measures of structure. The inter-
nal consistency of both the employee involvement and empowerment scales are acceptable, though the coefficient for 
empowerment scale is slightly below the ideal range. (Alpha coefficients for the influence measures are not appropriate 
since the items used to construct these measures each assess influence at a different organizational level.)

The F statistics for total influence, distribution of influence, empowerment, and employee involvement indicate that 
the variance in the reports of respondents from different units is significantly greater (at p<.001) than the variance 
in the reports of respondents from the same unit. The eta2 statistics show that approximately 24 to 32 percent of the 
variance in respondents’ descriptions of organizational structures is explained by their unit membership. Thus, the 
ANOVA results demonstrate the inter-rater reliability of the OEI structure scales and provide support for aggregating 
respondents’ structure scores to the unit- or organizational-levels.
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Systems. The reliability results for the OEI measures of systems are presented in Table 3. The alpha coefficients for 
the human resource management and appraisal and reinforcement scales are all within the ideal range and therefore 
provide support for their internal consistency. (Since each of the goal-setting scales consists of one item, only their 
inter-rater reliability could be examined.) Based on the ANOVA results, all of the OEI measures of systems demon-
strate acceptable levels of inter-rater reliability (with approximately 23 to 32 percent of the variance in respondents’ 
scale scores explained by their unit membership). In turn, these results provide justification for aggregating respon-
dents’ scores to the unit- or organizational-levels. 

Technology. The reliability results for the OEI technology scales are reported in Table 4. The internal consistency of 
the autonomy, variety, feedback, task identity, and significance scales are acceptable, but most are slightly below the 
ideal range (alphas range from .62 for the task identity scale to .70 for the variety scale). These moderately low coef-
ficients were expected for two reasons.  First, because so many job characteristics were being measured, an effort was 
made to measure each with as few items as possible. (The likelihood of achieving high alpha coefficients decreases as 
the number of items per scale decreases.) Second, to reduce the creation of response sets, negatively worded items were 
included in a number of these measures. (Reversed items suppress alpha coefficients but enhance the overall quality 
of the measures by ensuring that respondents do not systematically and indiscriminately select high or low responses 
without regard to the content of the questions.)

Even though the scales focus on technology at the job-level, the results of the one-way ANOVAs indicate a reasonable 
level of consistency in the reports of members within the same unit. Approximately 19 to 36 percent of the variance in 
respondents’ reports of technology is explained by their unit membership. Taken together, the internal consistency and 
inter-rater reliability results provide reasonable support for stability of the OEI technology measures.

Table 3: Reliability of the Systems Measures
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n M SD alpha F eta2 

Autonomy 4946 4.18 0.97 .67 3.03*** .36
It is  m y respons ib ility  to  dec ide  how  m y job  ge ts  done
I am  a llow ed to  p lan  how  m y w ork  is  carried  ou t
Variety 4947 4.31 0.94 .70 2.89*** .35
I ge t to  do  a  lo t o f d iffe ren t th ings  on  m y job
M y job  requ ires  tha t I use  a  varie ty  o f d iffe ren t sk ills
Feedback 2454 3.94 0.85 .65 1.73*** .19
Just do ing  the  w ork  requ ired  by  m y job  prov ides  feedback
I can see how  w e ll I'm  do ing  even if no  one te lls  m e
The des ign  o f m y job  m akes it d ifficu lt to  m on ito r m y perfo rm ance a

Task Identity 2455 3.83 0.95 .62 2.02*** .21
M y job  invo lves  perfo rm ing a  com ple te  serv ice
M y job  a llow s m e to  do  a  "w ho le  p iece" o f w ork
M y job  lim its  m e to  on ly  a  sm all fragm ent o f som e la rger task a

Significance 2459 4.28 0.77 .65 2.01*** .21
A  lo t o f peop le  can be  a ffec ted  by  how  w e ll I do  m y w ork
M y job  has  a  s ign ifican t im pact on  the  w ork /lives  o f o thers
P oor perfo rm ance on m y part w ou ld  have little  o r no  im pact on  o thers a

Interdependence 3438 4.22 1.15   1.93*** .23
M y job  is  bas ica lly  a  "one person show "a

Note.  S ca le  a re  in  boldface and are  shaded. Item s are  lis ted  be low  sca les . S ca le  scores can range from  1  (disagree ) to  5  (agree ).
aR eversed item .
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.

Reliability of the Technology Measures
Table 4

Table 4: Reliability of the Technology Measures

n M SD alpha F eta2 

Downward Communicationa 2691 3.24 0.76 .85 3.27*** .31
T im ely  (no t D e layed)
C om ple te  (no t S ketchy)
S tra igh t from  the  source (no t Through too  m any channe ls)
C red ib le  (no t Q uestionab le)
In -D epth  (no t S uperfic ia l)
Through fo rm al channe ls  (no t Through the  "grapev ine")
A ntic ipa ted  and unders tood (no t U nexpected  and surpris ing)
C ons is ten t and confirm atory  (no t C hang ing  and confus ing)
E as ily  p rocessed (no t In fo rm ation  overload)
Upward Communicationa 2645 3.20 0.73 .86 2.64*** .27
Forth righ t (no t C ensored)
P rov ided vo lun tarily  (no t P rov ided on ly  w hen dem anded)
W hatever needs to  be  sa id  (no t O n ly  w hat they  w ant to  hear)
P os itive--suggestions  (no t N egative--com pla in ts )
H onest and com ple te  (no t F ilte red  and d is to rted)
H ow  w e can m ake th ings  w ork(no t "W hy th ings  w on 't w ork")
A ccepted (no t R e jec ted)
U nders tood (no t M is in te rpre ted)
A cted  O n (no t Ignored)
Communication for Learninga 2366 2.99 0.71 .71 2.72*** .28
E m phas izes  the  b ig  p ic tu re  (no t E m phas izes  m icro-m anagem ent)
To prom ote  d iscuss ion  (no t To  com m unica te  dec is ions)
H ow  do w e learn  from  m is takes  (no t W ho do w e b lam e fo r m is takes)
R eflec ts  a  team  perspective  (no t R eflec ts  ind iv idua l v iew po in ts )
Focused on the  organ iza tion  (no t O n un its /departm ents)
C oncerned w ith  in te rdependenc ies  (no t C oncerned w ith  iso la ted  jobs-tasks)
Interaction Facilitationb 3997 3.69 1.01 .75 3.44*** .37
...encourages peop le  to  w ork  as  a  team
...ho lds  group m eetings  w ith  you and your co-w orkers
...encourages m em bers  o f your w orkgroup to  exchange ideas
Task Facilitationb 3995 3.42 1.07 .84 2.80*** .32
...o ffe rs  ideas to  he lp  you so lve  w ork-re la ted  prob lem s
...he lps  you p lan  your w ork
...show s you how  to  im prove your w ork
Goal Emphasisb 3993 3.98 0.95 .82 2.81*** .32
...se ts  an  exam ple  by  w ork ing  hard
...m a in ta ins  h igh  s tandards o f perfo rm ance
...encourages peop le  to  g ive  the ir best e ffo rt
Considerationb 3396 3.93 1.01 .86 2.59*** .29
...pays a tten tion  to  your op in ions
...w illing ly  lis tens  to  your p rob lem s
...is  friend ly  and easy  to  approach
Personal Bases of Powerb 4169 3.68 0.92 .80 2.80*** .33
...know s w hat has  to  be  done to  reach our ob jec tives
...takes in to  cons idera tion  m y ow n requests /suggestions
...is  the  k ind  o f person w hose approva l I va lue
Organizational Bases of Powerb 3419 3.51 0.99 .65 1.71*** .21
...can  in fluence how  m uch m oney I m ake
...has  the  fo rm al au thority  to  m ake dec is ions
...cou ld  m ake th ings  d ifficu lt fo r m e if he /she w anted to
Note. S ca les  are  in  boldface and are  shaded. Item s are  lis ted  be low  sca les .
aS ca le  scores range from  1  (less  e ffec tive  com m unica tion) to  5  (m ore  e ffec tive  com m unica tion).
bS ca le  scores can range from  1  (not at all ) to  5  (a very great extent ).
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.

Reliability of the Skills/Qualities Measures

Table 5

Table 5: Reliability of the Skills/Qualities Measures
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Skills/Qualities. The reliability results for the OEI measures of skills/qualities are shown in Table 5 (on previous page). All of 
the scales demonstrate reasonable levels of both internal consistency and inter-rater reliability. Alpha coefficients range from 
.65 for the organizational bases of power scale to .86 for the upward communication and consideration scales. (Note that the 
organizational bases of power scale as well as the personal bases scale are abbreviated versions of lengthier scales with higher reli-
ability coefficients.) The F statistics are all significant and the eta2s indicate that approximately 21 to 37 percent of the variance in 
respondents’ descriptions is explained by their unit membership.  

Criterion-Related Validity of the Causal Factor Measures

The criterion-related validity of the OEI measures of causal factors with respect to organizational culture is demonstrated by the 
correlations presented in Table 6. As expected, all of the causal factors except distribution of influence, use of punishment, and 
organizational bases of power are positively related to Constructive cultures, negatively related to Passive/Defensive cultures, and, 
in most cases, negatively related to Aggressive/Defensive cultures. Also consistent with expectations, distribution of influence and 
use of punishment are positively related to both types of Defensive cultures and are negatively related to Constructive cultures. 
Organizational bases of power are negatively related to both types of Defensive cultures, as predicted; however, organizational 
bases of power are not significantly correlated with Constructive cultures. Overall, the correlations provide fairly strong support for 
the criterion-related validity of the OEI causal factor measures.

Passive/ Aggressive/
OEI Causal Factor Measures Constructive Defensive Defensive
Mission and Philosophy
A rticu la tion  o f M iss ion  (n =321)   .66***  -.42***   -.23***
C ustom er-S erv ice  Focus (n =287)   .54***  -.20** .02
Structures
Tota l In fluence (n =1077)   .43***  -.16***  -.06*  
D is tribu tion  o f In fluence (n =1077)  -.19***   .19***   .14***
E m pow erm ent (n =292)   .44***  -.31***  -.24***
E m ployee Invo lvem ent (n =321)   .61***  -.63***  -.37***
Systems
S elec tion /P lacem ent (n =292)   .57***  -.46***  -.31***
T ra in ing  &  D eve lopm ent (n =321)   .67***  -.44***  -.24***
R espect fo r M em bers  (n =292)   .60***  -.60***  -.45***
Fa irness  o f A ppra isa ls  (n =416)   .53***  -.41***  -.22***
U se o f R ew ards (n =321)   .51***  -.42***  -.22***
U se o f P un ishm ent (n =321)  -.42***   .56***   .56***
G oa l C larity a (n =983)   .27***  -.11**   -.06*  
G oa l D ifficu lty a (n =983)   .19***  -.20***  -.09** 
P artic ipa tion  in  G oa l S etting a (n =982)   .30***  -.30***  -.20***
G oa l A cceptance a (n =624)   .29***  -.28***  -.25***
Technology
A utonom y (n =775)    .25***  -.35***   -.21***
V arie ty  (n =775)    .31***  -.24***   -.14***
Feedback (n =292)    .28***  -.30***   -.22***
Task Identity  (n =292)    .28***  -.25***   -.17***
S ign ificance (n =292)   .20**  -.25***  -.16**
In te rdependence (n =465)    .17***  -.13** -.08
Skills/Qualities
D ow nw ard  C om m unica tion  (n=321)     .56***  -.47***   -.30***
U pw ard  C om m unica tion  (n =321)     .57***  -.54***   -.38***
C om m unica tion  fo r Learn ing  (n =292)     .58***  -.49***   -.34***
In te rac tion  Fac ilita tion  (n =574)     .51***  -.26***   -.10*  
Task Fac ilita tion  (n =574)     .47***  -.14*** -.05
G oal E m phas is  (n =574)     .53***  -.27***    -.13** 
C ons idera tion  (n =464)     .48***  -.30***     -.25***
P ersona l B ases o f P ow er (n =624)     .51***  -.31***     -.20***
O rgan iza tiona l B ases o f P ow er (n =465) .03   .14**      .27***
Note.  Zero-order corre la tions  are  presented based on ana lyses  carried  ou t a t the  un it-leve l. The num ber
 o f un its  on  w h ich  particu la r corre la tions  are  based is  ind ica ted  nex t to  the  causa l fac to r sca les .
aThese m easures  re flec t the  percentage o f respondents  w ith in  each un it w ho endorsed the  m ost 
 des irab le  op tion  (e .g ., clear and specific , fairly challenging , jointly set by you and your superiors , 
 and fully accepted by you ) fo r a  particu la r goa l-se tting  item . 
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.

Table 6
Criterion-Related Validity of OEI Causal Factor Measures

OCI Culture Measures
Table 6: Criterion-Related Validity of OEI 	
              Causal Factor Measures
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Reliability of the Outcome Measures

Table 7 summarizes the results of the reliability analyses carried out on the OEI outcome measures. All of the scales demonstrate 
acceptable levels of internal consistency and inter-rater reliability, as indicated by the alpha, F, and eta2 statistics. Alphas for the 
outcome measures range from .69 (for inter-unit teamwork and cooperation) to .82 (for satisfaction, department-level quality, and 
organizational-level quality). All of the F statistics are significant at p<.001, indicating that a significant amount of the variance 
in the reports of members is explained by their unit membership. The eta2 statistics further indicate that 22 to 38 percent of the 
variance in the outcome scales is explained by unit membership. Taken together, these results provide support for the internal con-
sistency and inter-rater reliability of the OEI outcome measures.

  
n M SD alpha F eta2

Individual Outcomes--Positive Indicesa

Role Clarity 2403 4.13 0.77 .74 2.19*** .25
Y ou c learly  know  w hat's  requ ired  o f you to  "fit in "
Y ou know  exactly  w hat is  expected  o f you
Y ou are  uncerta in  about how  you 're  supposed to  "ac t"b

Y ou c learly  know  w hat is  expected  o f you c

Motivation 2134 4.01 0.82 .73 2.86*** .31
Y our departm ent m otiva tes  you to  do  the  h ighest qua lity  w ork  poss ib le
It seem s po in tless  to  w ork  hard  g iven the  w ay your departm ent is  run b

Y our departm ent insp ires  the  very  bes t in  you
Y ou w ou ld  persona lly  go  ou t o f your w ay to  m ake sure  a  custom er fee ls  good c

Satisfaction 2370 3.81 0.90 .82 2.58*** .29
Y ou are  sa tis fied  w ith  your p resent s itua tion  in  your departm ent
In  genera l, you  like  w ork ing  here
Y ou are  sa tis fied  be ing  a  m em ber o f th is  o rgan iza tion c

Y ou w ou ld  recom m end th is  o rgan iza tion  as  a  good p lace  to  w ork c

Intention to Stay 3025 3.59 1.25 .76 2.86*** .34
Y ou w ill p robab ly  look  fo r a  new  job  in  the  nex t yearb

Y ou expect to  be  w ith  th is  o rgan iza tion  tw o years  from  now c

Individual Outcomes--Negative Indices
Role Conflictd 2081 2.40 0.82 .75 2.23*** .27
Y ou have to  change the  w ay you th ink  and behave w hen you arrive  a t w ork
Y ou rece ive  incom patib le  requests  from  tw o or m ore  peop le
D iffe ren t peop le  send you "d iffe ren t m essages"
Y ou fee l you com fortab ly  fit in  as  a  m em ber o f th is  o rgan iza tion bc

Y our job  requ ires  you to  th ink  and behave d iffe ren tly  than w ou ld  o therw ise c

Y ou rece ive  incons is ten t m essages regard ing  w hat is  expected c

Job Insecurity 3503 2.24 1.18 .74 3.24*** .34
Y ou w orry  about be ing  la id  o ff and hav ing  to  find  a  new  job
Y our job  is  secure b

Stress 4169 2.84 1.05 .79 2.21*** .28
Y ou fee l re laxed (no t tense and under p ressure) a t w ork b

Y our job  s itua tion  tends  to  be  frus tra ting
Y ou fee l good w hen you 're  on  the  job c

Y ou find  your job  s tress fu l
Group Outcomes
Intra-Unit Teamwork and Cooperation 2755 3.86 0.91 .69 2.18*** .22
The peop le  you w ork  w ith  a re  he lp fu l to  you
The peop le  you w ork  w ith  com pete  (ra ther than coopera te)b

Y ou can count on  your co-w orkers  w hen team w ork  is  needed
Inter-Unit Coordination 2449 3.04 0.91 .72 3.12*** .30
E xce llen t coopera tion  be tw een in te rdependent w ork  groups
P ractices  o f som e un its  cause prob lem s fo r o thers b

S erv ices  prov ided by  o ther departm ents  a re  o f h igh  qua lity
Y our w orkgroup can re ly  on  o ther departm ents
Departmental-Level Quality 2736 4.14 0.85 .82 3.28*** .30
S erv ices  prov ided by  your departm ent a re  o f the  h ighest qua lity  poss ib le
Y ou can take pride  in  the  qua lity  o f your departm ent's  w ork
C ustom ers  w ou ld  choose to  do  bus iness  w ith  your departm ent aga in
Organizational Outcomes
Organizational-Level Qualitye 2038 3.83 0.71 .82 3.82*** .38
The qua lity  o f your o rgan iza tion 's  p roducts /serv ices  m eets  custom er expecta tions
The qua lity  o f p roducts /serv ices  is  incons is ten t -- sub jec t to  variab ility b

Y ou w ou ld  choose to  do  bus iness  w ith  your o rgan iza tion  (if you  w ere  in  the  m arke t)
Y our o rgan iza tion  has  a  reputa tion  fo r superio r cus tom er serv ice c

Y our o rgan iza tion  w ill ge t repeat bus iness  from  its  p resent custom ers c

Y ou w ou ld  recom m end th is  o rgan iza tion  to  po ten tia l cus tom ers c

External Adaptability 2402 3.45 0.97 .75 3.05*** .29
N ew  program s are  qu ick ly  and e ffic ien tly  im p lem ented
Th is  o rgan iza tion  proactive ly  identifies  and ad jus ts  to  changes
Th is  o rgan iza tion  responds e ffec tive ly  to  ex terna l opportun ities  and th rea ts
Note.  S ca les  are  in  boldface and are  shaded. Item s are  lis ted  be low  sca les . S ca le  scores  can range from  1  (disagree or not at all ) to  
5  (agree or to a very great extent ).

Table 7
Reliability of the OEI Outcome Measures
Table 7: Reliability of the OEI Outcome Measures
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Criterion-Related Validity of the Outcome Measures

The results of the correlational analyses carried out between the OEI outcome scales and the three OCI measures of 
culture are shown in Table 8. It was hypothesized that the desirable OEI outcome measures would be positively related 
to Constructive cultures and negatively related to Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive cultures. Consistent 
with this prediction, the individual outcomes—positive indices, group outcomes, and organizational outcomes are all 
positively related to Constructive cultures and are all negatively related to both Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/
Defensive cultures.

The undesirable outcomes measured by the OEI (i.e., role conflict, job insecurity, and stress) were predicted to be neg-
atively related to Constructive cultures and positively related to Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive cultures. 
As shown in Table 8, these outcomes are all negatively related to Constructive cultures and are positively related to 
both Passive/Defensive and Aggressive/Defensive cultures. Thus, the results of the correlational analyses provide sup-
port for the criterion-related validity of the OEI outcome measures.

Implications

The OEI is a diagnostic tool used to assess behavioral and attitudinal outcomes associated with organizational effec-
tiveness and the internal factors and conditions that drive organizational culture and influence effectiveness. Internal 
consistency analyses provide support for the stability of OEI scale scores based on multiple-items. Similarly, the results 
of the ANOVAs demonstrate the stability of the OEI measures among raters who work within the same organiza-
tional unit. In addition, the correlations between the OEI and OCI measures demonstrate the validity of the OEI with 
respect to measuring outcomes and causal factors related to culture. Taken together, these findings have implications 
for both reporting OEI results and further strengthening some of the OEI measures.

Passive/ Aggressive/
OEI Outcome Measures Constructive Defensive Defensive
Individual Outcomes--Positive Indices 
R ole  C larity  (n =320)   .55***   -.43***  -.31***
M otiva tion  (n =291)   .61***  -.48***  -.29***
S atis fac tion  (n =320)   .64***  -.51***  -.35***
In ten tion  to  S tay  (n =463)   .36***  -.31***  -.18***
Individual Outcomes--Negative Indices 
R ole  C onflic t (n =291)  -.46***   .61***   .53***
Job Insecurity  (n =480)  -.27***   .21***   .18***
S tress  (n =624)  -.29***   .29***   .33***
Group Outcomes 
In tra -U n it Team w ork  and C oopera tion  (n =321)   .36***  -.50***  -.48***
In te r-U n it C oord ina tion  (n =292)   .49***  -.33***  -.21***
D epartm enta l-Leve l Q ua lity  (n =321)   .50***  -.37***  -.21***
Organizational Outcomes 
O rgan iza tiona l-Leve l Q ua lity  (n =287)   .50***  -.33***  -.12*  
E xterna l A daptab ility  (n =288)   .55***  -.34***  -.14*  
Note.  Zero-order corre la tions  are  presented based on ana lyses carried  ou t a t the  un it-leve l. The num ber
 o f un its  on  w h ich  particu la r corre la tions  are  based is  spec ified  nex t to  the  ou tcom e sca les .
*p <.05. **p <.01. ***p <.001.

Table 8
Criterion-Related Validity of OEI Outcome Measures

OCI Culture MeasuresTable 8: Criterion-Related Validity of OEI 	
              Outcome Measures
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Reporting OEI Results

All of the multiple-item scales included in the OEI demonstrated reasonable—and, in many cases, ideal—levels of 
internal consistency. Thus, while results for individual items should be examined to provide a deeper understanding of 
the scale, the results for the scale as a whole provides a more stable measure of the particular outcome or causal factor.

Demonstration of inter-rater reliability is critical to establishing the psychometric adequacy of scales purported to 
measure unit-level or organizational-level phenomena. Responses to all of the OEI scales measuring organizational-
level phenomena (i.e., the measures of mission and philosophy, structures, human resource management, quality of 
communication, and organizational outcomes) were found to be significantly more consistent within units than they 
were between units. Similarly, responses to scales measuring unit-level phenomena (i.e., measures of appraisal and 
reinforcement, supervisory/managerial leadership, supervisory/managerial bases of power, and group outcomes) were 
all found to be significantly more consistent within units than between units. In turn, these results suggest that OEI 
scores based on unit or organizational averages are both meaningful and appropriate.

Although demonstration of inter-rater reliability is not critical for the measures of individual-level phenomena, the 
responses to many of the individual-level OEI scales showed significant levels of consistency within organizational 
units. The responses to all of the measures of goal setting, technology, and individual outcomes showed significantly 
greater consistency within units than between units or organizations. These results are expected given that respondents 
within the same unit tended to hold similar types of jobs. Subsequently, aggregated results along these measures are 
likely to be stable and meaningful, particularly when respondents hold similar types of jobs or carry out similar types of 
tasks. 

Strengthening the OEI

The reliability results also provide direction in terms of strengthening particular measures. For example, the alpha coef-
ficients for the empowerment, feedback, task identify, significance, and organizational bases of power scales were low 
relative to the other scales and were slightly below the ideal range for internal consistency reliability. As noted above, 
these modest coefficients were anticipated in consideration of the brevity of most of these scales and their inclusion 
of negatively worded items. The significant amount of agreement among raters along these measures suggests that the 
lower levels of internal consistency are likely due to these factors and breadth of the domains assessed as opposed to 
the construction of the items themselves. Thus, if higher alpha coefficients were desired, simply adding items rather 
than deleting any of the existing items could achieve this.  

Similarly, while the single-item measures of goal setting and interdependence demonstrate reasonable levels of inter-
rater reliability, expanding these scales to include multiple items would permit tests of internal consistency that would 
further strengthen support for their stability. Expanding the number of items measuring influence at different levels 
might also be considered; however, responses along the current measures are well distributed, demonstrate reasonable 
levels of inter-rater reliability, and follow the format described by Tannenbaum (1968) for measuring the structure of 
influence within organizations.

Whereas the reliability results suggest that adding items to the OEI would likely improve the stability of certain 
scales, the downside would be a longer survey that would require more time to complete. In turn, there is a risk that 
by lengthening the survey the reliability of the existing measures could be compromised (for example, if people answer 
questions less carefully in an effort to finish the survey in a certain amount of time). While the OEI is currently not 
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an unreasonably long survey, it is usually administered along with the OCI. One alternative would be to develop items 
that could be added to the supplementary question section of the OEI when an organization expresses particular 
interest in increasing the reliability of any of the single-item scales or the scales with less than ideal levels of internal 
consistency. (Supplementary items are already available for scales such as organizational bases of power, which are con-
densed versions of lengthier scales and sub-scales that have been previously tested.)

Conclusion

The OEI is a unique and potentially powerful tool for measuring behaviors and attitudes associated with organiza-
tional effectiveness as well as the internal factors and conditions that influence effectiveness and, in turn, be used as 
levers for change. All of the OEI scales demonstrate reasonable levels of reliability and validity. Subsequently, the OEI 
provides an excellent alternative to the use of more traditional (and limited) attitudinal surveys, an appropriate supple-
ment to measures of organizational culture, and an efficient means by which organizations can identify important 
levers for change and improvement. 
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1 
Resolves conflicts constructively 

Encourages growth and development in others  
Involves others in decision making 

Develops others

2 
Cooperative 

Friendly  
Genuine concern for others  

At ease with people

3 
Sets goals that please others 

Agrees with everyone 
Over-optimistic  

Spoils people with kindness

4 
Treats rules as more important than ideas 

Follows policies and practices  
Sets predictable goals and objectives 

Conforming

5 
Relies on others for direction 

Doesn’t challenge others  
A good follower 

Compliant6 
Leaves decisions to others 

Noncommittal 
“Lays low” when things get tough 

Lacks self-confidence

7 
Opposes new ideas 
Looks for mistakes 

Cynical 
Critical of others

8 
Wants to control everything 

Believes in force  
Abrupt  

On the offensive

9 
Competes rather than cooperates  

Strong need to win  
Constantly compares self to others  

Inclined to be reckless

10 
Never wants to make a mistake 

Sets unrealistic goals 
Personally takes care of every detail  

Tries hard to prove self

11 
Works toward self-set goals 

Accepts and shares responsibility 
Believes that individual effort is important 

Takes on challenging tasks

12 
Creative and original thinker  

Receptive to change 
High personal integrity  

Self respecting

Effective individuals in groups and 
organizations show STRONGER  
tendencies along the Constructive styles.

Effective individuals in groups  
and organizations show  
WEAKER tendencies along the
Aggressive/Defensive styles.

Effective individuals in groups  
and organizations show  
WEAKER tendencies along the
Passive/Defensive styles.

HSI v. 2.0 
6/2012


