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The Measurement of Employment
Satisfaction

Summary

A study of satisfaction was conducted, as part of the Work Ad-
justment Project, to develop criterion measures of satisfaction, and
to add knowledge concerning satisfaction with employment among
the physically handicapped. The instruments used in data collection
were the Industrial Relations Center’s Employee Attitude Scale,
the Hoppock Job Satisfaction Blank and 22 experimental job-atti-
tude items. The samples consisted of 638 physically handicapped
persons and 530 “controls” (non-handicapped co-workers of the
physically handicapped workers). The handicapped and control
samples were classified into four occupational groups (non-skilled
blue-collar, skilled blue-collar, non-skilled white-collar, skilled
white-collar), making a total of eight groups for study. The analysis
proceeded as follows:

1. Mean item score differences between handicapped and control
groups, between skilled and non-skilled groups, and between blue-
collar and white-collar groups, were tested for statistical signifi-
cance using an analysis of variance method.

2. For each group, an inter-item correlation matrix was com-
puted. This matrix was then subjected to cluster a~ ~

3. Treating each cluster as a scale, mean standardized scale scores
were computed for each scale. Analysis of variance was used to
test the significance of differences (a) among scales, for each group
separately, and (b) among groups, for each scale separately. Hoyt
reliability coefficients were computed for all scales.

4, An inter-scale correlation matrix was computed for each
group. Each matrix was factor analyzed.

5. For each scale, response choices were reweighted using the
reciprocal averages method. New scale scores for individuals were
then computed and a new inter-scale correlation matrix was deter-
mined for each group. The new matrices were factor analyzed. Hoyt
reliability coefficients were recomputed for the new scales,
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Following are the principal results of the study:

1. Scales for measuring different components of satisfaction were
developed for each group studied. These scales are, for the most
part, highly reliable and independent. Procedures for use of the
scales are discussed.

2, In general, satisfaction is “organized” in similar fashion for
each of the eight groups studied. Five components or areas of satis-
faction (each measured by a scale) are found in common for all
groups: general job satisfaction, satisfaction with working condi-
tions, with supervision, with compensation, and with co-workers.
General job satisfaction represents the worker’s satisfaction-in-
general with his adjustment to work. This includes satisfaction with
his present job, his occupation and his company. The other compon-
ents represent satisfaction with more specific aspects of the work
situation (i.e., with working conditions, supervision, compensation
and co-workers).

3. While the “organization” of satisfaction into scales is general-
ly similar for all the eight groups, significant differences are ob-
served among the groups. For example:

a. A “sensitivity” scale appears for all but the skilled white-
collar groups (both handicapped and control). This scale represents
the worker’s sensitivity about his position in the social structure of
the world of work. For the blue-collar workers it constitutes a more
prominent area to be considered in judging satisfaction than for
white-collar workers.

b. A “satisfaction-with-company” scale appears. only for
skilled blue-collar workers, both handicapped and control. Appar-
ently for these workers, satisfaction with the company is an area of
satisfaction separate and distinct from general job satisfaction.

c. A “satisfaction-with-type-of-work™ scale appears for the
handicapped, skilled blue-collar group only. This scale seems to per-
tain to occupational rather than job satisfaction.

d. Differences in scale content are observed more frequently
between occupational groups (i.e., skilled vs non-skilled, blue- vs
white-collar) and less frequently between handicapped and control
groups.
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4, Differences in the “organization” of satisfaction, therefore,
tend to be associated mainly with occupational differences, and
only to a lesser extent with presence or absence of disability. How-
ever, presence or absence of disability tends to be the more im-
portant factor in determining the level of satisfaction expressed
by workers. Level of satisfaction for the handicapped groups is con-
sistently lower than that of their control counterparts in all areas
of satisfaction. '

5. For most groups, satisfaction with co-workers was at the high-
est level, followed (in order of satisfaction level) by satisfaction
with supervision, satisfaction with working conditions, general job
satisfaction, and lastly by satisfaction with compensation.

6. The factor analysis results suggest the following:

a. among the blue-collar workers, the “human relations” fac-
tor tends-to have larger significance in the satisfactions of the
non-skilled than of the skilled. The handicapped, in contrast to
the controls, tend to single out the physical aspects of the work
environment as a separate factor in their satisfactions.

b. for the white-collar workers, the dominant factor is “satis-
faction with employment in general” or “satisfaction with the
conditions of work” which includes satisfaction with supervision
and compensation. The “human relations” factor is less promin-
ent (in comparison with its role in the blue-collar workers’ sat-
isfactions). The handicapped differ from the controls only in em-
phasis, ie., both factors are about equally prominent for the
handicapped, while the controls deemphasize the “human rela-
tions” factor.



Introduction

During the past three years, the Vocational Rehabilitation Re-
gional Research Center at the Industrial Relations Center has en-
gaged in research on the problem of vocational outcome criteria.
This problem was given highest priority after earlier research ef-
forts pointed to the need for adequate measures of carefully and
well chosen vocational outcome criteria. These outcome criteria are
needed to assess the effectiveness of vocational rehabilitation pro-
grams as well as other vocational counseling service activities. Im-
provement of techniques in counseling, training, placement and
other phases of vocational rehabilitation depends in large measure
upon knowledge of outcomes associated with the use of these tech-
niques. Evaluation of counselors is facilitated by information on
counseling outcomes. Caseload management is more effectively un-
dertaken with 'the knowledge of case outcomes. Research in voca-
tional rehabilitation would profit immensely from the availability
of outcome criterion measures. It is evident that progress in many
phases of vocational rehabilitation is contingent upon advances in
the knowledge of outcome criteria.

As a first step, an exhaustive study of the research literature on
outcome criteria was undertaken. This study resulted in the formu-
lation of “work adjustment” as the concept most appropriately in-
tegrating the various outcome criteria. Bulletin X of the Minnesota
Studies in Vocational Rehabilitation series, entitled “A Definition
of Work Adjustment,” reviews the research literature and devel-
ops a comprehensive research definition of the concept. The follow-
ing paragraphs are intended to supplement Bulletin X. .

“Work adjustment” is conceptualized as being indicated by two
complementary classes of criteria: satisfaction and satisfactoriness.?
Satisfaction indicates work adjustment as viewed by the jndividual,
i.e., the employee, while satisfactoriness presents work adjustment
from the employer’s viewpoint. Measures of satisfaction reflect the
individual’s evaluation of his work environment (i.e., his working
conditions, his “boss,” his compensation, his co-workers, etc.) The
individual brings to the work environment a unique history and a

1 Minnesota Studies in Vocational Reéhabilitation: X. A Definition of Work Adjust-
ment. Bulletin 30, May, 1960.

s Heron, A. Satisfaction and satisfactoriness: complementary aspects of occupational
adjustment. Occup. Psychol., 1954, 28, 140-153.
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set of capacities and skills which he expects to use on certain tasks.
The individual has certain expectations concerning the work en-
vironment and a set of “work” attitudes which presumably grow
out of, and are affected by, the fulfilment or non-fulfillment of his
expectations. These attitudes constitute the individual’s evaluation
of his work environment, i.e., his satisfaction. Optimal work adjust-
ment from the individual's point of view would thus be when the
individual evaluates his work situation as “satisfying.”

The employer, on the other hand, attempts to utilize his em-
ployee’s’skills and capacities to the fullest extent by providing the
employee with a predictable framework within which to work. The
predictability of the framework is maintained through a set of rules
which specify what is expected of the employee in the performance
of his job. From time to time, the employer evaluates the employee’s
performance as a check on the employee’s activity and as a means
of attaining his the employer’s) goals. The employee is judged
“satisfactory” if he conforms to these requirements and “unsatis-
factory” if he fails to conform.

This concept of work adjustment not only evolves from the in-
tegration of past research findings; it may also be seen as the logi-
cal consequence of employment in a free society. In a free society,
employee and employer enter voluntarily into the employment rela-
tionship. Within broad limits, employee and employer are both free
to make employment decisions. For example, the employee decides
when and where he will seek employment. The employer, on the
other hand, decides what will be required of his employees in terms
of qualifications and effort or output. The employee may decide to
remain with the firm or to leave it. The employer may decide to re-
tain the employee or to discharge him. It is to be presumed that
such decisions are influenced to a significant degree by the em-
ployee’s, and/or the employer’s evaluation of the employment rela-
tionship, that is, by the worker’s “satisfaction” and “satisfactori-
ness.”

Future action by employee and employer is expected to be based
at least partially on these evaluations. Assuming a labor market
which is not highly restrictive, the employee or the employer or
both may initiate action. Thus, a dissatisfied employee quits the
firm and looks for a new job, or an unsatisfactory employee is fired.
A satisfied, satisfactory employee remains and is retained. If move-
ment is difficult, other types of behavior are to be expected. A dis-

[
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satisfied employee who cannot find another job may be expected to
show signs of “psychological job withdrawal,” such as a higher ab-
sence or tardiness or accident record. An unsatisfactory employee
who cannot be fired may be faced not only with a “pay freeze” but
even with a downgrading of his job. Work adjustment is thus an
equilibrium-type concept.

Since satisfaction and satisfactoriness are expected to lead to
several kinds of action, a behavioral component of work adjustment
is needed. For this reason, work history is added as a third indica-
tor to “round out” the definition of work adjustment. This indica-
tor shows the movement of the worker from job to job, how long he
stays on each job, how he progresses within a firm, whether he
leaves a firm voluntarily or not, and how long he is unemployed
between jobs. How satisfaction, satisfactoriness and work history
are defined, measured and linked together constitutes the basic
problem of the Work Adjustment Project.

The previous paragraphs and, in more detail, Bulletin X of the
Minnesota Studies in Vocational Rehabilitation series, have defined
work adjustment and its three indicators: satisfaction, satisfactori-
ness, and work history. It remains to determine empirically the sig-
nificant components of each indicator, and to combine these com-
‘ponents if possible into a single criterion of work adjustment. It is
also necessary to “explain” work adjustment, that is, to determine
how various factors affect it, factors such as presence of a disability,
sex, age, education, family circumstances, prior work experience,
differential patterns of vocational aptitudes and interests, person-
ality factors, institutional factors (e.g., unionization) and eco.aomic
factors (e.g., state of the labor market).

The present bulletin is the first of a series of reports devoted to
the research problems listed above. It is concerned with the identi-
fication and measurement of the significant components of satis-
faction. The bulletin also examines the data on satisfaction among
physically handicapped workers, deriving conclusions therefrom.
Data and conclusions provide the necessary ‘baseline” knowledge
for a more effective use of the satisfaction measures which are de-
veloped in this report.



Methodology

This section describes the instruments used to obtain satisfaction
data, the samples of workers from whom satisfaction data were ob-
tained, and the process by which these data were obtained.

The Instrumentis
Two instruments were used to assess satisfaction:

1. A short form of the Hoppock Job Satisfaction Blank.? This con-
sists of four items, each of which requires the responding individual
to choose from among seven statements the one which best repre-
sents his opinion or his perception. A copy is shown in Appendix A.
One of the items is reproduced below as an illustration:

Choose the ONE of the following statements which best tells how

well you like your job. Place a check mark (/) in front of that
statement.

-——1. I'hateit.

—2. Idislike it.

——3. Idon't like it.

—4. Iam indifferent to it.
—b. Ilike it.

———6. I am enthusiastic about it.
7. Ilove it.

2. The Industrial Relations Center’s Employee Attitude Scale,
consisting of 54 items which attempt to measure employee attitudes
on seven aspects of work, namely, Working Conditions, Type of
Work, Supervision, Co-workers, Communications, Hours and Pay,
and General Morale.* The responding individual indicates his reac-
tion to each item by choosing one of five responses, namely, Strongly
Agree, Agree, Undecided, Disagree, and Strongly Disagree. A sample
item follows:

_There isn't a better Company to work for SA A U D SD
than this one. O0000

s Hoppock, R. Job satisfaction. New York: Harper, 1935,

¢ Yoder, D., Heneman, H, G., Jr., and Cheit, E. F. Triple audit of industrial rela-
tions. Industrial Relations Center Bulletin 11, August, 1951. See also: Fox, H., Albers,
W. 8., and Hellweg, Adele. Triple audit: Employee Anltudc Scale development and pre-
liminary norms. Industrial Relations Center Release 6, December, 1934,
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A copy of this scale is also shown in Appendix A. In addition, 22
experimental items were added to the Employee Attitude Scale.
These cover the areas of general job' satisfaction, supervision, co-
workers and pay and promotion. Appendix A includes these experi-
mental items.

Sampling Methodology

The following considerations entered into the sampling meth-
odology:

1. To define the “physically handicapped” precisely, the “handi-
capped” samples included only persons for whom medical diagnoses
of disability were available. To meet this requirement, the “physi-
cally handicapped population” was developed from lists of known
handicapped persons furnished by rehabilitation agencies and hos-
pitals. These institutions also furnished a medical diagnosis for each
person on the lists.

2. In order to determine if the presence of disability had any ef-
fect on satisfaction, it was necessary to compare the physically
handicapped worker with his non-handicapped counterpart. For
this reason, a “control” group of non-handicapped workers was ob-
tained to “match” each group of physically handicapped workers.
The method used to match handicapped and control samples is de-
scribed in detail in the Data Collection section which follows.

3. Research on job attitrdes and job satisfaction has consistently
shown differences among occupational groups in level and structure
of satisfaction, i.e., in the proportions of “satisfied” or “dissatisfied”
and in the elements and organization of the elements which make
up “satisfaction.”® This means that any study of satisfaction must
be undertaken with reference to a specified occupation or occupa-
tional group. Each occupational group must be studied separately,
and findings pertain only to the occupational group under study.

For the purposes of the research project, accupations were clas-
sified according to similarity in tasks or work activities (i.e., skill)
and similarity in work environment (i.e., “collar”). Skill was de-
fined in terms of the amount of formal training required and the

$ See, for exnmrle. Herzberg, F., et al., Job attitudes: review of research and opinion.
Pittsburgh: Psychol. Services, 1957.

8



MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

degree of control allowed the worker over his work setting. The
two categories used were:

(a) non-skilled—a position requiring no training beyond public
schools, short courses or company in-plant programs. The worker is
allowed little or no discretion or control over alternative methods
of performing the job;

(b) skilled—a position requirix{g trade or business school, col-
lege, or lengthy apprenticeship training. The worker has some con-
trol over his work methods and/or is allowed some individual de-
cisions.

“Collar” was defined in terms of closeness to product or equip-
ment used in production, methods of payment, and actual “dirti-
ness” of the work. The two categories used were:

(a) blue-collar—a position which is non-salaried. The worker
works on or delivers the finished product and is required to wear
some protective clothing or “work clothes”;

(b) white-collar—a position which is usually salaried, is staff,
service or clerical in nature, and which is “cleaner” than blue-collar
positions.

These categories, cross-classified, result in four occupational
groups: non-skilled blue-collar, skilled blue-collar, non-skilled
white-collar, and skilled white-collar.

A fifth occupational group, the professional, was added, for
which:

(a) skill requirements include a professional collegiate degree
and membership in professional associations. The worker has much
control over his work methods and is allowed a large area for in-
dividual decision;

(b) the work environment differs sufficiently from that of the
white-collar worker in the degree of latitude allowed the worker
in structuring his work environment.

Thus, for the present study, ten groups were required: two groups,
handicapped and control, for each of the five occupational categories
described above.
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Data Collection

The preceding sections outlined the kind of information and the
type of samples required in this study. The following data collection
procedures were used to meet those requirements:

. 1. A list of known physically handicapped persons (with medical
diagnoses) was obtained from rehabilitation agencies and hospitals
in the Minneapolis—St. Paul metropolitan area. Agencies cooperat-
ing included the Minnesota State Division of Vocational Rehabili-
tation (main office and Minneapolis and St. Paul district offices),
Minnesota State Services for the Blind, Minnesota State Employ-
ment Service, University of Minnesota Hospitals Rehabilitation
Center, University of Minnesota Student Counseling Bureau, Hen-
nepin County Welfare Board, Ramsey County Welfare Board, Fair-
view Hospital Rehabilitation Center, Goodwill Industries, Sister
Kenny Institute, Curative Workshop, Opportunity Workshop, Inc.,
Salvation Army Medical Services, Minneapolis Hearing Society,
Swedish Hospital,® United Cerebral Palsy of Minneapolis, Jewish
Vocational Service, Minnesota Association for the Deaf and St.
Paul Rehabilitation Center.

2.-Name and address of each potential subject were checked
against telephone and city directories to determine present address
and occupation. Approximately half (2,466) of about 5,000 names
obtained from the rehabilitation agencies and hospitals were found
to have usable current data on address, occupation and phone num-
ber.

3. Telephone contact was attempted with potential handicapped
subjects. When successful, the person was asked to participate in
the study and an appointment for a home interview was made. Con-
tact was attempted for 1,646 individuals. Of these, 438 refused to
participate, 155 were reported as deceased or as no longer rgsiding
in the city, and 1,153 were interviewed. Of those interviewed, about
a third were found to be self-employed, not working and not seek-
ing work, or were the wrong persons, and were not included in the
present study. With the elimination of the professional group,’ the
number of handicapped persons for this study totalled 638.

¢ Only those with severe and permanent disability (as identified by the medical
records librarian) were included in the list.

T See Sampling Methodolog{. When analysis of the data was started, the professional
groups were too small (N's of less than 30) to be included in the study.

10
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4. The handicapped person was interviewed at his home by a
trained interviewer. The standardized schedule used in all inter-
views was designed to obtain data on personal history, disability
and rehabilitation history, vocational preparation, family circum-
stances and work history for the past five years.® Data on satisfac-
tion were also obtained in conjunction with the interview. The in-
struments used to obtain satisfaction data were filled out in terms
of the person’s “present job,” i.e,, job at the time of the interview.

5. The handicapped person’s employer was contacted to obtain
the names and addresses of other persons in jobs similar to the
handicapped person's.? In most cases, these other persons worked
under the same supervisor as did the handicapped person, and even
in the same work group in many instances. Satisfactoriness data
for these persons (i.e., the handicapped person and other workers
on similar jobs) were obtamed from the immediate supervisor and
from the personnel department.

6. One of the “other persons” was selected randomly as the “con-
trol” subject. This person was contacted and interviewed in exactly
the same manner as the handicapped person. (See (4) above.)
Satisfaction data for the “control” person were also obtained during-
this interview.

7. Each completed interview schedule was reviewed by a staff
member for completeness and comprehensibility. Faulty schedules
were corrected by reinterviews. A system of check interviews was
used to guard against falsification of interview data. Work history
information reported in the interview was verified through the
process described in Bulletin XII of the present series.!®

8. At a later date, both handicapped and “control” persons were
given a series of psychological tests at the Industrial Relations Cen-
ter. These tests were the General Aptitude Test Battery, the Strong
Vocational Interest Blank, the Minnesota Vocational Interest In-

8 For more detalls on the interview procedure and for a coyy of the interview
schedule, see Minnesota Studies in Vocational Rehabdilitation: XII. Validity of Work
Histories Obtained by Interview. Bulletin 34, September, 1961,

*In contacting the employer, care was taken NOT to identify the handica
person as handicap red or the project as a ltudy of handicapped persons. The emp. oyer
was informed that &)ro]ect was a study of “what made good workers good,” that one
of his employees wag drawn in a sample, that it was desired to study several workers
doing the same kind of work in the same firm and under the same supervisor. No
other information about the handicapped person, aside from the fact that e Was par-
ticipating in a University-sponsored research proiect was rel d to the ployer.

1 IRC Bulletin 34.

11
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ventory, the Minnesota Multiphasic Personality Inventory, and an
experimental measure of vocational needs. A study utilizing these
test data will be reported in another bulletin.

The data collection process was designed to allow no more than
one week to elapse between interviews of the handicapped person
and his “control.” However, this ideal was not realized in practice.
For most cases, it was possible to obtain both interviews within a
two-week interval. In no instance did the interval exceed one month.

Figure 1 depicts the data collection process.

DEVELOPMENT
or
HANDCAPPED
sawm g PIYCHOME TAIC  DATA
WORK_ru$TOAY DATA s
SATISFACTION DATA PSYCHOLOGICAL
TESTING
2
et
HOME I
. INTERVIEW
SATISFACTOMINESS DATA
3
S,
FiRm
INTERVIEW
4
CONTACL
SaMm.C

PERIOOIC
FOLLOW-UP

Figure 1. Data collection flow-chart for the Work Adjustment Project

The Samples

After data on an individual were obtained, the individual was
assigned to one of the ten groups. Classification as to handicapped
vs. control was determined by the data collection procedures. Occu-
pational classification, based on data on present job, was done by
two trained persons using the Dictionary of Occupational Titles as
a guide. (Agreement between these two was 90%. A third trained
person served as arbiter in the 10% of non-agreement cases between
the two judges.)

12
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The samples obtained for the present study are described in Ta-
bles 1, 2, and 3. The professional groups were not included in the
present study due to the small number of individuals in these
groups.

Table 1 shows the personal characteristics of the individuals in
each of the eight groups. The groups were predominantly male,
with the exception of Group VI, the control, non-skilled white-collar
group. The proportion of males ranged from 49% (for Group VI) to
97% (for Group IV, control, skilled blue-collar), Median age ranged
from 32 years (for Group V, handicapped, non-skilled white-collar)
to 42 years (for Group II, control, non-skilled blue-collar). The
large majority of individuals in most groups were married. Only
in Groups V and VI (non-skilled white-collar groups) did the pro-
portion of married to non-married approach a 50-50 division. With

Table 1. P&uonll characteristics of workers, by group

Group *
Characteristic I I I v v A4 vii Vil
Per Cent
1. Sex:
Male 89 85 95 97 61 49 % 16
Female 11 15 5 3" 3 51 25 24
14 11 10 23 23 19 16
22 24 33 34 23 3s 31
22 35 24 19 24 25 33
22 20 20 18 1 13 14
16 10 13 (] 15 5 5
4 0 0 0 4 hid 1
81 94 91 51 57 n s
12 4 5 42 28 22 20
7 2 4 1 15 ki 5
None 23 9 9 50 47 33 34
1tod.. . 51 52 60 38 36 46 43
4 or more ... 24 26 39 31 14 17 21 23

s Group I = handicapped, nonskilled blue-collar (N =205)
Group II = control, nonskilled blue-collar (N ==1177)
Group III = handicapped, skilled blue-collar (N == 116)
Group 1V = control, skilled blue-collar (N = 128)

Group V = handicapped, nonskilled white-collar (N == 168)
Group VI = control, nonskilled white-collar (N = 127)
Group VII == handicapped, skilled white-collar (N = 149)
Group VIII = contro), skilled white-collar (N =98)

Note: Group IV s larger than Group III due to incomplete data for some Group
111 subjects,

** = less than 1%

13
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the exception of these two groups, therefore, a large majority of in-
dividuals in the eight groups had dependents.

Table 2 presents data on employment-related characteristics of
the eight groups. Over 95% of the individuals in all groups were
employed full-time. The majority of blue-collar workers, and a min-
ority of the white-collar workers, were union members. Median
number of years of education ranged from 9.3 (for Group II, con-
trol, non-skilled blue-collar) to 11.9 (for Groups VII and VIII, the
skilled white-collar groups). Median monthly income varied from
$325 (for Group V, handicapped, non-skilled white-collar) to $475
(for Group IV, control, skilled blue-collar).

Table 2. Employment-related characteristics of workers, by groui:

Group *
Characteristic . 1 11 11 v v Vi ViI vill
Per Cent

1. Employed:

98 28 99 98 95 97 99
4 2 1 2 5 3 1

2. Union Membership:

Member ... 62 69 3 82 23 23 12 17
Non-member ... 38 31 27 18 71 i 88 83
3. Education:

Grade school ... 35 16 18 13 7 1 2
28 26 28 17 168 10 5
30 43 42 51 54 42 46

7 15 12 19 23 47 47

4. Monthly income:

$200 or less . 9 0 0 9 9 2 .
$201 to $300 .. 18 3 1 33 32 9 9
$301 to $400 .. 38 26 25 42 36 29 22
$401 to $500 .. 32 38 317 9 16 31 sl
$501 to $600 .. 2 20 24 4 6 20 27
over $600 1 13 13 3 1 9 16

* See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.

In general, the handicapped workers were younger, less likely
to be married, and less likely to belong to a union. No significant
differences were observed between handicapped and control work-
ers in the proportion of the sexes, number of dependents, employ-
ment status, education and income.

The skilled workers were somewhat older, better educated, less
likely to be femalé, and earned considerably more income than the
non-skilled workers. More blue-collar skilled workers, but fewer

14
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white-collar skilled workers, belonged to unions than did their non-
skilled counterparts. The white-collar workers were somewhat
younger, better educated, more likely to be female, and less likely to
be union members when compared with the blue-collar workers.

Table 3 shows the distribution of disabilities among the handi-
capped groups. The largest groups were orthopedic, neurological,
respiratory, and neuropsychiatric. More individuals with neurologi-
cal and respiratory disabilities were found in the white-collar than
in the blue-collar groups. More persons with hearing and mental re-
tardation disabilities were found among the blue-collar workers.
Only in the latter disability (mental retardation) was there any
sizeable difference between the skilled and the non-skilled workers
in these four groups.

Table 3. Type of disability, by group

Group *
Type of
disability 1 34 v vi
. Per Cent

Orthopedic . 22 34 29 35
Cardiovascular, ki 3 7 7
Neurological . 9 3 14 11
Respiratory (] 7 11 11
Neuropsychiatric 10 T 8 10
Hearing 11 10 3 4
Mental Retardation ...comevcocee. 18 3 (] 1
Other® 15 16 17 8
No permanent disability® ... 5 17 5 13

s See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.

* Includes visual, speech, skin and allergy, generalized or systemie, gastro-intes-
tinal, and genito-urinary.

¢ Persons originally listed in the agency (hosrlul or institution) as being handi-
capped, but apparently with no permanent disability at time of interview.
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Results
Item Analysis

This section concerns the item differences observed between
handicapped and control groups, between skilled and non-skilled
workers, and between blue- and white-collar workers. That is, for
each of the 80 satisfaction items, the following null hypotheses were
tested:

1. The mean item response for the handicapped group is equal
to the mean item response for the control group;

2. The mean item response for the skilled workers is equal to
the mean item response for the non-skilled workers;

3. The mean item response for the blue-collar workers is equal
to the mean item response for the white-collar workers;

4. The interaction between the occupational dimension and the
handicapped-control dimension is linear and equal to zero. That is,
the pattern of means for all eight groups is the same as the pattern
of the occupational and handicapped-control means.

To test these hypotheses, it was necessary to derive a score for
each individual on each item. Accordingly, each response choice
(answer) to an item was assigned a numerical weight. For the 76 at-
titude items, these weights ranged from 1 (for the most unfavorable
or “dissatisfied” response) to 5 (for the most favorable or “satis-
fied” response). Responses to the Hoppock items were similarly
weighted from 1 to 7. Each person’s response to an item was scored
using these weights, and means for each of the eight groups were
computed for each item. Appendix B lists these means, as well as
item response distributions.

A “two-way analysis of variance” method was chosen to test the
four hypotheses listed above. One dimension:was the handicapped-
control dimension, the other dimension consisted of the four occupa-
tional groups (non-skilled blue-collar, skilled blue-collar, non-
skilled white-collar, skilled white-collar). Inasmuch as the number
of observations (persons) in each cell (group) was unequal and dis-
proportionate, an approximation method, that of “unweighted
means,” was employed.! This method allowed a test of Hypothesis 1

u Walker, Helen M. and Lev, J. Statistical inference. New York: Henry Holt, 1953.
pp. 381-382.
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(handicapped vs. control), Hypothesis 4 (interaction) and an hy-
pothesis that the means of the four occupational groups were equal.
To test Hypothesis 2 (skilled vs. non-skilled) and Hypothesis 3
(blue- vs. white-collar), it was necessary to establish two “ortho-
gonal contrasts”!? within the occupational dimension. The results
of these analyses are tabulated in Appendix C, and the significant
findings summarized below, grouped according to the hypothesis
tested. :

Differences between handicapped and control groups

Statistically significant differences (at the .05 level) between
means for the handicapped and control groups were found on 31 of
the 80 items under test.!® Differences on 19 of these 31 items are sig-
nificant at the .01 level. On all 31 items, the mean of the control
group is higher than the mean of the handicapped group. That is,
on these 31 items, the control group shows a higher level of satisfac-
tion (is more “satisfied” than the handicapped group). These items
are listed in Table 4.

The first block of 13 items (Items 9, 10, 11, 22, 33, 38, 39, 40, 43,
41, 53, 54, 13) refers to supervisory practices, such as the way the
supervisor explains work, handles complaints, gives credit for work
performed, and handles people. The handicapped worker is appar-
ently less satisfied with his supervisor than is the control worker.

The second block of six items (Items 2, 16, 17, 37, 66, 67) refers
to company policies and practices. These items are concerned with
a general evaluation of the company as a place to work. Again, it
appears that the handicapped worker is less satisfied than his con-
trol counterpart with the company for which they work.

The third block of four items (Items 18, 45, 60, 74) deals with
pay practices and opportunities for advancement (promotion). The
handicapped worker is less satisfied than the control worker with
his pay and promotional possibilities.

The fourth block of eight items (Items 12, 21, 31, 55, 57, 64, 72,
80) deals with various aspects of the work environment, such as the

1 Cochran, W. G. and Cox, Gertrude M. Experimental design. New York: J. Wiley
& Sons, 1950. p. $9.

11 Statistical significance at the .05 level means that in rejecting the null hypothesis
{(e.g., that the means for handicapped and control groups are equal), one would reach
the wrong conclusion by chance five times or less out of 100 such possible tests on that
item. An analogous statement concerning errors of conclusion can be expressed for the
.01 level of significance. It should be noted that the alternative hxpolhesl- is that the

:ne:ms are not equal. Which mean is higher or lower is not specified by the statistical
est.
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Table 4. Items showing statistically significant differences between handicapped
and control groups

Level of
Item Significance
A. SUPERVISION
9. My immediate supervisor takes time to explain new work to me ... .01

10. My immediate supervisor is quick to take care of complaints

brought to him by employees .01
11. I am told ahead of time of changes that will affect my work ........ .01
22, There is a lot of favoritism in my department (some employees

are given all the breaks) .01
33. My kunmedinte boss expects me to do more than my share of the

wOor. .05
38. Mydlmmediate supervisor always understands what I am tryma

to do .05
39. My immediate supervisor has the confidence and respect of those

who work under him - .01
40. My supervisor takes credit for work when he doesn’t deserve it .05
43. My boss knows how to handle people .05
47. My boss is only interested in getting the work out ... .01
53. My “boss” rides me a little too much .01
§4. Things would be better for the Company it they got rid of my boss .01
73. All in all,'I would rate my immediate supervisor as.. .01

B. COMPANY :

2. It sometimes helps to “play politics” in this Company (“polish

the apple” with the supervisor, etc.) .05
18. It I planned to work until retirement age, I would like to stay

with this Company all the time .01
17. I am satisfied with the length of vacations the Company nges 01
37. This Company treats its employees better than most other com-

panies I know about .01
66. The job that the top executives are doing in this Company is. ... .01
67. All in all, as a place to work, this Company is .01

C. PAY AND PROMOTION

18. Pay should be based on length of service rather than on wtat a

person does (how long a person has worked would count more

than the amount of work he turns out) .01
45. I need a promotion if I am to stay happy here 05
60. I often feel like demanding a pay raise B .05
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance to get a here

are .05

D. TYPE OF WORK, WORKING CONDITIONS, CO-WORKERS, :
GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION
12. I feel secure in my job P .01

21. 1 feel that the work I do is very important ... .05
31. I feel I am happier in my work than most othe 05
55. 1 do not know a friendlier bunch than the people 1 work thh .01
57. 1 have thought seriously about changing my present job ... . . .01
64. The lighting for my job is .05
72. Considering everything, my present job is .. 01
_80. Check one of the following to show how you compare thh other
people. (Hoppock) . .01

Note: The control group has the higher mean for all items.
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type of work, working conditions and co-workers. As with the other
items, the handicapped worker evidences less satisfaction on these
items than does his control counterpart.

It can be said, as a general conclusion, that the handicapped
group tends to be less satisfied than the control group, particularly
with regard to supervision, company policies and practices, and pay
and promotion.

The actual extent of overall differences in satisfaction between
the two groups may be seen from an examination of the distribution
of item means for all 80 jtems, shown in Figure 2. Figure 2 shows
that 60% of the item means for the control group exceed the median
item mean of the handicapped group. This supports the general con-
clusion that the handicapped worker is less satisfied with his work
environment than the control worker.

a
20 '
e—e Handicapped
o---0 Control
6 15- ' Handicopped Medion
= Control Medion
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D ‘
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0ed
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5
O

Unweighted Item Mean

Figure 2. Frequency distribution of unweighted ftem means for handicapped
and control groups
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Differences between skilled and non-skilled groups

Statistically significant (.05 level) differences between means
for the skilled and non-skilled groups were found for 37 of the 80
items. Mean differences for 31 of these 37 items are significant at the
.01 level. On all 37 items, the skilled workers have the higher mean,
i.e., they show more satisfaction with their work environment than
do the non-skilled workers. These statistically significant items are
presented in Table 5.

Table 5. Items showing statistically significant differences between skilled
and non-skilled groups

Level of
Item Significance

A. COMPANY
18. If I planned to ‘work until retirement age, I would like to stay

with this Company all the time ... .01
27. Getting ahead in this Company is more a matter of luck than

ability (they don't care how good a worker you are)... - .01
28. The Company brings in outsiders for important jobs more often

than they should . .01
34. The Company should do more to help employees with their per-

sonal problems (like family troubles, etc.) .03
35. The Company gives employees enough information about its fi-

nancial position .05
37. This Company treats its employees better than most other com-

panies I know about K
67. All in all, as a place to work, this Company is . ... .01

B. PAY AND PROMOTION
3. My pay is all right for the kind of work I do .01
18. Pay should be based on length of service rather than on what a

person does (how long a person has worked here should count

more than the amount of work he turns out) . .01
45. 1 need a promotion it I am to stay happy here 05
51. I do not like the way they figure pay increases in this company .01

. 56, Considering the money I used to make, I'm doing pretty well

right now 01

60. I often feel like demanding a pay raise .01

61. I make as much money as most of my friends . .01
68. Considering the present cost of living, my pay is . .01
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance to get a better job) here
are 01
C. TYPE OF WORK
7. The work I do on my present job is interesting . .01
8. My present job suits me better than any other ]ob in ‘the Com-
pany I know of .01
12. I teel secure in my job .01
21, I feel that the work I do is very important . 01
30. I'm getting valuable experience on my present ]Ob .01
48. 1 would like to change my line of work .01
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Table § continued

Level of

Item Significance

52, I would like to exchange my present job for another job in the

same line of work B .01
57. T have thought seriously about changing my present job . ... .. ... .01
72. Considering everything, my present job is .01

D. SUPERVISOR
4. 1 get a fair share of overtime work .05
22, There is a lot of favoritism in my department (some employees

are given all the breaks) .01
32. The work in my department is handed out fairly among the em-

ployees .01
33. My immediate boss expects me to do more than my share of the

work .01
47. My boss is only interested in getting the work out ... ) |

E. GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION
31. I feel 1 am happier in my work than most other people . 01
42, 1 like my job better thgn most people like theirs .01
71. Choose the ONE of the following statements which best tells ow

well you like your job. (Hoppock) . .01
80. Check one of the following to show how you think you compare

with other people. (Hoppock) .01

F, CO-WORKERS
6. The employees in my department are willing to do their fair

share of work .05
§0. I have to work harder because some of my co-workers “goof- oft” .01
70. The spirit of cooperation among employees in my department

is .01

Note: The skilled group has the higher mean for all items.

Certain tentative conclusions may be drawn if the items are
grouped according to content, as is done in Table 5. The first block
of seven items (Items 16, 27, 28, 34, 35, 37, 67) refers to company
policies and practices. These items are concerned with overall treat-
ment of employees by the company, its pay and promotional prac-
tices, its communications practices, and the services it provides the
employees. Skilled workers evaluate these company practices they
are exposed to as more satisfying than do the non-skilled workers.

The second block of nine items (Items 3, 18, 45, 51, 56, 60, 61, 68,
74) is concerned with pay and promotional opportunities. The
skilled workers are more satisfied with the comparative level of
their pay, their general work status or prestige, and their oppor-
tunities for advancement. The non-skilled workers, by contrast,
show less satisfaction with these compensation practices.
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The third block of nine items (Items 7, 8, 12, 21, 30, 48, 52, 57,
72) is concerned with an evaluation of present job and type of work.
Skilled workers evaluate their present jobs as more interesting,
more important, and providing them with more experience, than
do the non-skilled workers. Skilled workers also express less of a
_ desire to change their present line of work and/or their present job
than do the non-skilled workers.

The fourth block of five items (Items 4, 22, 32, 33, 47) in Table
5 relates to the “fairness” of the supervisor in allocating work, over-
time, and credit for work performed. The fifth block of items (Items
31, 42, 717, 80) and the sixth block of items (Items 6, 50, 70) deal with
job satisfaction in general and with co-workers, respectively. As in
previous instances, skilled workers are more satisfied than the non-
skilled workers—in this case, with supervisory practices, with their
job generally speaking, and with their co-workers.

20-
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Figure 3. Frequency distribution of unweighted item means for non-skitled and
skilled groups
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Figure 3 shows the distribution of item means for the skilled and
non-skilled groups. It is obvious, from Figure 3, that the skilled
workers evaluate their work environment more favorably than do
the non-skilled workers. Using the measure of distribution overlap
utilized previously (p. 19) we notice that almost 60% of the item
means for the skilled group exceed the median item mean of the
non-skilled group. This supports the general conclusion regarding
the relationship of skill level and level of satisfaction.

Differences between blue- and white-collar groups

Statistically significant (.05 level) differences between blue-col-
lar and white-collar workers were found on 47 of the 80 items. Dif-
ferences on 38 of the 47 items are significant at the .01 level. On 44
of the 47 items, the means for the white-collar workers are higher
than those for the blueicollar workers. This means that in most in-
stances the white-collar workers are more satisfied with their work
environment than are the blue-collar workers. These 47 statistically
significant items are shown in Table 6.

The first block of seven items in Table 6 (Items 17, 27, 34, 35, 41,
66, 67) is concerned with company policies and practices. On all

Table 8. Items showing statistically ‘significant differences between blue-collar
and white-collar workers

Level of
Item Significance

A. COMPANY
17. T am satisfied with the length of vacations the Company gives... 01
21. Getting ahead in this Company is more a matter of luck than

ability (they don’'t care how good a worker you are) ... Ki) s
34. The Company should do more to help employees with their per-

sonal problems (like family troubles, etc.) .01
35. The Company gives employees enough information about its fi-

nancial position 01
41. 1 feel the Company tells me enough about its general policles

(what they are trying to do) 01
66. The job that the top executives are doing in this Company is... .01
67. All in all, as a place to work, this Company is .. 01

B. SUPERVISION
4.1 get a falr share of overtime work 01°
10. My immediate supervisor is quick to take care of complaints

brought to him by employees 01
15. ‘l:dydvalue to the department Is recognized by the department

ea ki
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Table 6 continued

Level of
Item Significance
B. SUPERVISION (continued)
22. There is a lot of favoritism in my deparlment (some employees
are given all the breaks) . .01
24. 1 get full credit for the work I do . .05
25. There are enough meetings of our work group to P .05
39. My immediate supervisor takes credit for work when he doesn’t
deserve it .01
40. My supervisor takes credit for work when he doesn't deserve it .01
43. My boss knows how to handle people .05
47. My boss is only interested in getting the work out ... .01
53. My boss “rides” me a little too much .01
54, ;l)‘hlngs would be better for the Company if they got rid of my
0SS .01
58. My boss is where he is because he knows the work .01
73. All in all, I would rate my immediate supervisor as .... 01
C. CO-WORKERS
6. The employees in my department are willing to do their fair
share of work .01
50. I have to work harder because some of my co-workers “goof-off” .01
59. I sometimes wonder what my co-workers are talking about ... .05
70. The spirit of cooperation among employees in my department is .01
D. TYPE OF WORK
7. The work I do on my present job is interesting ... .01
8. My present job suits me better than any other job in the Com-
pany I know of .05
12. I feel secure in my job .01
21. 1 feel that the work I do is very important .01
30. I'm getting valuable experience on my present job . .01
42. 1 like my job better than most people like theirs ... .01
48. T would like to change my line of work .01
72. Considering everything, my present job is .05
E. WORKING CONDITIONS
13. The supplies, materials, and equipment necessary to perform
my job are easy to get .01
29. Enough time is allowed for rest penods .05
36. The place where 1 work is clean .01
64. The lighting for my job is .01
685. The ventilation where I work is . ... .01
69. Considering everything, my working hours are ... .01
78. General working conditions in my department-—heat, hght space
noise, cleanliness, equipment, etc.—are .01
F. PAY AND PROMOTION
3. My pay is all right for the kind of work I do ... .05*
18. Pay should be based on length of service rather- than on what a
person does (how long a person has worked here should count
more than the amount of work he turns out) ... . .01
49. I really shouldn't expect to be making more money than I do .. .01+
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance to get a better )ob) here
are 01
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Table & continued

. Level of
Item Significance
G. GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION
31. I feel I am happier in my work than most people are ... 05
71. Choose one of the following statements which best tells how well
you like your job. (Hoppock) .01
80. Check one of the following to show how you think you compare
with other people. (Hoppock) ; 01

Note: With the exception of Items 3, 4, and 49 (marked above with an as-
terisk) the white-collar group has the higher mean.

seven items, the white-collar workers show more satisfaction with
their companies than do the blue-collar workers,

The second block of 14 items (Items 4, 10, 15, 22, 24, 25, 39 40,
43, 47, 53, 54, 58, 73) deals with supervisory practices. On 13 of the
14 items, the white-collar group has the higher mean. The white-
collar workers show more satisfaction with their supervisors’ hand-
ling of complaints, fairness, communication with the work group,
giving credit for work well done, and overall practices. On the other
hand, the blue-collar workers are more satisfied with the allocation
of overtime. (This last finding may reflect only the fact that over-
time possibilities for the white-collar worker are limited.)

The third (Items 6, 50, 59, 70), fourth (Items 7, 8, 12, 21, 30, 42,
48,72) and fifth (Items 13, 29, 36, 64, 65, 69, 76) blocks of items in Ta-
ble 6 are concerned with co-workers, type of work, and working con-
ditions respectively. On all of these items, the white-collar group
shows a higher level of satisfaction than does the blue-collar group.
More specifically, the white-collar workers evaluate their co-work-
ers as more willing to do their fair share of the work and as more
cooperative; they see their work as more interesting, as suiting them
better, as more secure, as more important, as giving them more val-
uable experience, as making them more reluctant to change jobs;
they regard the place where they work, their lighting, ventilation,
and overall working conditions as more satisfactory—than do the
blue-collar workers.

The sixth block of items (Items 3, 18, 49, 74) concerning pay and
promotion provides an interesting contrast. The blue-collar workers
are more satisfied with their pay in relation to the work they do
than are the white-collar workers. On the other hand, the white-col-
lar workers feel less strongly that pay be related to seniority and
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more strongly that they are in need of a promotion. These findings
suggest that the blue-collar workers may be more realistic in their
evaluation of pay relative to the work done and of promotional pos-
sibilities.

The last block of items (Items 31, 77, 80) in Table 6 indicates that
the white-collar workers are more satisfied-in-general with their
jobs than are the blue-collar workers.

The higher level of satisfaction among the white-collar workers
is substantiated by Figure 4 which shows the distributions of item
means for the white-collar and blue-collar groups. Almost 60% of
the means for the white-collar group exceed the median item mean
of the blue-collar group. This finding gives final support to the con-
clusion that the white-collar workers are generally more satisfied
with their work environment than are their blue-collar counter-
parts.
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Figure 4. Frequency distribution of unweighted item means for blue-collar and
white-collar groups
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Interaction

The null hypothesis involved in this statistical test is that the
pattern of the eight individual group means is the same as the pat-
tern of the occupational and handicapped-vs.-control means (that is,
there is no interaction between the occupation variable and the han-
dicapped-vs.-control variable). The alternative hypothesis is that
there is an interaction effect. Inasmuch as the interaction effect is
complex and, for the purposes of the study, does not provide any
consistent set of conclusions, only a listing of the significant items
will be presented. Table 7 lists the items for which a significant in-
teraction effect was found (at the .05 level). The reader may wish
to examine the pattern of the means for these items in Appendix B.

Table 7. Items with a significant interaction effect

Level of
Item Significance
A. COMPANY
1. There isn't a better Company to work for than this one 01
5. Most employees in this Company are satisfied with their jobs.... .01
71. The reputation of this Company in the community (how the
people feel and talk about this Company) is 05
B. CO-WORKERS
20. Most of the employees around me are the kind who will say
hello when I pass them on the street 01
44. My tellow workers rate better with management than I do ... 05
C. WORKING CONDITIONS
26. Our lockers are satisfactory .05
D. GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION
63. Most of the time I feel satisfied with my job 01

Further conclusions from the item analysis

If one examines the average response of each of the groups, the
following ordering is observed: (1) control, skilled white-collar
workers show the highest level of satisfaction, followed by (2) con-
trol, skilled blue-collar; (3) control, non-skilled white-collar; (4)
handicapped, skilled white-collar; (5) control, non-skilled blue-col-
lar; (8) handicapped, skilled blue-collar; (7) handicapped, non-
skilled white collar; and (8) handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar.
The extreme groups, therefore, in terms of level of satisfaction are
the control, skilled white-collar group and the handicapped, non-
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skilled blue-collar group. Figure 5 shows the distribution of item
means for these two groups. The rather small amount of overlap be-
tween the two groups is graphic demonstration of the difference in
level of satisfaction between these two groups.
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Figure S. Frequency distribution of unweighted item means for handicapped.
non-skilled blue-collar, and control, skilled white-collar groups

It is quite clear, then, from the data reported here that the skilled
worker shows more satisfaction with his work environment than the
non-skilled worker, the white-collar worker more than the blue-
collar worker and the control worker more than the handicapped
worker. It is somewhat more difficult to interpret the “effect” on sat-
isfaction of being handicapped than it is to interpret the “skill effect”
or the “collar effect.” This is because observable differences do exist
between the work environments of the skilled and the non-skilled,
the blue-collar worker and the white-collar worker. Differences in
satisfaction for these groups presumably reflect, at least in part, real
or actual differences in the work environment. This does not explain
the difference in level of satisfaction between handicapped and con-
trol groups, however. It may be recalled, in the discussion of sam-
pling methodology, that great pains were taken to equate the work
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environment for the handicapped and the control workers. The sam-
pling procedure selected handicapped and control workers who per-
formed similar work, belonged to the same work group, worked un-
der the same working conditions and under the same supervisor.
Thus, the “formal” work environment was well controlled. What
could have varied (and this may explain the differences observed)
were the “informal” aspects of the work environment (such as the
attitudes of supervisor and co-workers toward his disability). It is
also possible that the work environment perceived as physically
equal by an objective observer is in fact not perceived the same
by individuals with varying kinds and degrees of handicaps. A test
of these interesting possibilities is, however, not within the scope of
the present report.

Development of the Scales

In the preceding section, certain tentative conclusions are reached
based on group differences observed in “satisfaction.” Inasmuch as
these conclusions are based on the analysis of a single item at a
time, they must be regarded as only tentative. Scores based on single
items are not known to have reliability adequate for measurement,
or counseling, purposes. Without this reliability the conclusions de-
rived are not stable, i.e., they may be easily altered by chance
events. Since the reliability of scores may be increased by deriving
scores from combinations of items, rather than from single items,
the next step in the analysis was to determine an appropriate basis
for combining items.

The previous analysis suffers from a second limitation: it tells
little about the “organization” of satisfaction. In evaluating his work
environment, a person’s satisfaction with one aspect may be asso-
ciated with his satisfaction with another aspect. For example, satis-
faction with pay may accompany satisfaction with hours of work;
satisfaction with co-workers may be related to satisfaction with the
supervisor. All the “satisfactions” that are associated with one an-
other may be considered as one “component” of overall satisfaction.
Discovering what these components are obviously would add to the
general knowledge of what satisfaction is. Furthermore, questions
such as the following need to be answered: Do the same components
appear for the handicapped and the non-handicapped? For the dif-
ferent occupational groups? If a component appears in two groups,
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is it constituted in the same way for both groups, that is, is it formed
by the same set of “satisfactions”?

What is needed, therefore, is a method of analysis that would ac-
complish two purposes: (a) reduce the 80 satisfaction scores (de-
rived from the items) to a smaller, more manageable number of
more reliable scores, and (b) reveal the organization of satisfaction.
This is clearly a problem for factor analysis or cluster analysis.

Some technical considerations

Factor analysis and cluster analysis have a common objective:
parsimony or economy of description. Both are applied to an inter-
correlation matrix with the aim of reducing the original number of
variables to a smaller number with the resulting matrix still retain-
ing the significant correlational characteristics of the original ma-
trix. Factor analysis is the more mathematically precise and is gen-
erally the more preferred solution. However, a factor analytic solu-
tion to an 80-variable problem would have required the use of an
electronic computer and, unfortunately, the University’s computer
program for factor analysis could handle no more than 38 variables.
For this reason, cluster analysis was used to achieve the desired
objectives. ’

Cluster analysis is not an undesirable alternative. On the con-
trary, it has several advantageous properties. It is relatively easy
to perform. It assigns each variable (item) to only one cluster
(where factor analysis could assign an item to more than one factor,
thereby leading to complications in scoring). It is adequately objec-
tive, as may be seen from the description below, such that two per-
sons faithfully following the prescribed procedures and decision
rules will independently arrive at the same solutions.

In cluster analysis, the intercorrelations among items (variables)
are used to group the items into clusters in such a manner that the
average intercorrelation among the items in the cluster is High while
the average correlation of these items with other items not in the
cluster is low. The ratio of these two average correlations (inter-
cluster-item correlation to correlation with non-cluster items) is
called the B-coefficient and is used to determine when to stop add-
ing items to the cluster. The higher the B-coefficient, the “purer”
the cluster, but at the same time, the fewer the items that can be-
long to a cluster. With lower B-coefficients, more items are allowed
into the cluster at the expense of cluster purity or homogeneity.
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These two opposite tendencies must be considered in deciding on
the B-coefficient value to use. Holzinger and Harman recommend a
B-coefficient no lower than 1.30.14

Cluster analysis starts with a pair of highly correlated items.
(The first cluster is always started with the highest correlated
pair.) The item most highly correlated with the pair is added to the
cluster and the B-coefficient computed. In succession, the item most
highly correlated to the existing cluster is added and the B-coeffici-
ent computed with each addition. The cluster is defined (i.e., delim-
ited) when the B-coefficient drops to a predetermined value.

Starting the second and succeeding clusters poses two alternative
decision rules: (a) Each new cluster may be formed from the re-
maining items only, i.e., no item included in existing clusters may
be used; (b) Each new cluster may be formed from all items regard-
less of whether they have been included in previous clusters or not.
If an item clusters with niore thah one cluster, its membership is
decided by the size of the B-coefficients resulting from the addition
of the item. The first alternative tends to minimize the number of
clusters formed, but at the same time, it maximizes the number of
items that are included in the clusters. Furthermore, if there is a
“general factor” in the item pool being clustered, the chances of
obtaining it are increased by using the first alternative and de-
creased by using the second alternative.

Needless to say, the items or variables used will limit the clusters
which result from the analysis. A cluster anticipated by theory will
not result if there are no items relevant to it. (A similar observation
might be made about factor analysis.) The findings r~ported in the
following sections, therefore, are limited by—and to—the particular
set of 80 items that was used in this study.

With these considerations in mind, the following procedures and
decision rules were used:

1. Data for each group were analyzed separately.

2. A B-coefficient of 2.00 was used to define the cluster. This
high value gave sufficient assurance that the clusters would be re-
latively pure, hence more useful as components of satisfaction (and
ultimately, of work adjustment);

¢ Holzinger, K. J. and Harman, H. Factor analysis: A synthesis of factorial
methods. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press lMl
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3. The decision rule was utilized that maximized the number of
items included in the clusters, minimized the number of clusters
resulting from the analysis, and maximized the likelihood of un-
covering a general factor of satisfaction.

The first cluster was started with the two items that correlated
the highest in the matrix. Items were added in the order of their
average correlation with the items already in the cluster until the
B-coefficient dropped to 2.00. At that point, a new cluster was started
from the items not already in the first cluster, beginning with the
two most highly correlated items. The procedure was repeated un-
til no further clusters could be identified.

The item intercorrelation matrices used in the cluster analyses
(one for each of the eight groups) were derived through the use of
“the University’s Univac 1103 Scientific Computer. The correlation
program for the computer was written by Dr. Frank Baker.!® Pre-
paration of the data cards as well as tabulation of the results was
undertaken by Miss Lois Erickson of the University’s Tabulation
Laboratory. The cluster analysis itself was done by members of the
Work Adjustment Project staff.

. Results of the cluster analysis

Table 8 presents the clusters, the order in which they appeared
in the cluster analysis and the number of items in each cluster, for
each of the eight. groups under study. From 54 to 64 or roughly
three-fourths of the 80 items are included in the clusters. Clusters
vary in size from 4 to 22 items, the median being a cluster of 8
items. There are as few as five and as many as eight clusters for
a group. .

Each cluster of items is named on the basis of item content. An
examination of item content in each cluster (see following pages)
shows that by and large the items in each cluster pertain to a single
content “area.” Cluster analysis had thus grouped the items into
those that pertain to the same aspect of the work environment.
In other words, for a given cluster, scores on the items added to-
gether reflect satisfaction with the particular aspect of the work en-
vironment in question. Therefore, a cluster of items may be consid-
ered to be a scale indicating satisfaction with that aspect of the work
environment suggested by the item content of the cluster.

15 Now at the University of Wisconsin.
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For a given group of workers, the clustering of items into scales
provides clues to the way in which satisfaction is “organized.” The
presence or absence of a scale for any group, or the clustering of
differing sets of items for any scale, indicates differences in the
“organization” of satisfaction for the group and, by inference, dif-
ferences in the groups’ perceptions of the work environment. These
differences may be related to the three major variables of concern
in this study, i.e, presence of a handicap, skill level, and “collar”
setting. .

Inspection of Table 8 shows that similar sets of scales appear for
most groups. For all groups, a general job satisfaction scale appears
first in the cluster analysis and, for all but one group, includes the
largest number of items. This scale is usually followed in appear-
ance by either the satisfaction-with-supervision or the satisfaction-
with-working-conditions scale, with the supervision scale usually

~

-
Table 8. Order of appearance and numbez of items in clusters, by group

Group*
Cluster 1 I m v v Vi vVii VI

1. General job satisfaction
Rank*

N items .. 18 17 11 12 22 18 21 16
2. Working conditions

Rank ... 25 2 5 5 4 35 2 4

N itéms .. 9 7 8 5 8 11 8 9
3. Supervision

Rank 28 3 4 3 3 2 3 3
. N items 9 11 11 10 13 13 9 13
4. Compensation

Rank ... . 4 4 1 4 2 35 4 2

N items .. S | 8 5 8 8 11 8 15
5. Co-workers

Rank 8 5 8 7 6 5 5 5

N items 5 4 (] 4 5 5 8 5
8. Sensitivity

Rank 5 ] ] (] 5 6 .. ..

N items .. 13 11 14 5 5 5
7. Company

Rank ... 3 2

N items .. - 5 7
8. Type of work

RaDK o we a 2 vt e we e

N item - - 4 e e

s See Footnote & in Table 1, page 13.
* Order of appearance in the cluster analysis, l.e., 1 =first; 2 = second; etc.
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having the second largest number of items. The other scales follow
in fairly consistent order,

Five scales appear for all eight groups: general satisfaction with
present job, satisfaction with working conditions, with supervision,
with compensation, and with co-workers. A sixth scale is found for
all groups except Groups VII and VIII (skilled white-collar workers,
both handicapped and control) which, in terms of item content,
represents a negative, suspicious, “thin-skinned” attitude toward
various aspects of the work environment. This scale has been named
“sensitivity.” A satisfaction-with-company scale appears as a se-
parate area of satisfaction for Groups III and IV (skilled blue-collar
workers, both handicapped and control), while a satisfaction-with
type-of-work scale appears only for Group II, the handicapped,
skilled blue-collar group. In summary, the *“organization” of satis-
faction is generally similar for all eight groups, yet with sufficient
scale content differences to merit further detailed examination. The
following sections describe the item content of the scales and note
group differences in scale content.

1. The general job satisfaction scale—Table 9 lists the items that
clustered as the general job satisfaction scale for each of the eight
groups. Heading the list are eight items which all groups perceive
in common as highly interrelated. These eight items can thus be
considered the core of the general job satisfaction scale.

Table 8. Items appearing in the general job satisfaction, satisfaction with company.
and satisfaction with type of work scales, by group

Group*
Item I II I 1v vV VI VI Vi

31. I feel I am happier in my work
than most other people ... G*
42. I like my job better than most
people like theirs ... ... G
48. I would like to change my llne
of work G
83. Most of the time I feel satisfied
with my job . G
71. Choose the ONE ot the tollow-
ing statements which best tells
how well you like your job
(HOPPOCK) ..o G G G G G G G G

Q 0. Q Q
Qa Q Q@ Q
o Q0 0 Q
QO Q Q Q
Q QO Q
Q Q O Q
O Q Q Q
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Table 9 continued

Group*

Item I Ir I iv vV Vi vit vl

78. Check one of the following to

show HOW MUCH OF THE

TIME you feel satisfied with .

your job. (Hoppock) ... G G G G G G G G
79. Check the ONE of the following .

which best tells how you feel

about changing your job.

(Hoppock) G G
80. Check one of the following to

show how you think you com-

pare with other people.

Q
Q
Q
Q
Q
Q

(Hoppock) G G G G G G G G
7. The work I do on my present -

job is interesting ... G G T G G G G G
21. I feel that the work 1 do is

very important ..., G T G G G G
30. I'm getting valuable experience

on my present job ... G G T G G G G G
72. Considering everything, my

present JOb 8 ..o G G T G G G G ¢
1. There isn't a better Company

to work for than this one ... G G Cs C G G

16. 1f I planned to work until re-
tirement age, I would like to
stay with this Company all the
time G G

37. This Company treats its em-
ployees better than most other
companies I know about ... - G

57. I have thought seriously about .
changing my present job ... G G

66. The job that the top executives
are doing in this Company is...

87. All in all, as a place to work
this Company I8

1. The reputation of this Company
in the community (how people
feel and talk about this Com-
pany) is C C

8. My present job suits me better
than any other job in the Com-
pany I know of

11,1 am told ahead of time ot
changes that will affect my work G G

12. I feel secure in my job ... G G

15. My value to the department is
recognized by my department
head G G

24. 1 get full credit for the work
I do

Q
(9]
Q
Q
Q
Q

Q Q QO O
Qa a0 a a

G G G G G G
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Table 9 continued

Group*
Item I Inm mnr 1 vV VI VII VIII

32. The work in my department is

handed out fairly among the

employees G G
5. Most employees in this Com-

pany are satisfied with their jobs G
27. Getting ahead in this Company

is more a matter of luck than

ability (they don't care how

good a worker you are) . G

28. The Company brings in outsxd-
ers for important jobs more of-
ten than they should .

41. I feel the Company tells me
enough about its general poli-
cles (what they are trying to do) G

73. All in all, 1 would rate my im-
mediate supervisor as

74. Opportunities for promotion (a

chance to get a better job) here
are G

s See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13,

* G = These items clustered into a general job satislactlon scale,

¢ T = These items clustered into a satisfaction-with-type-of-work scale.
4 C = These items clustered into a satisfaction-with-company scale.

The items listed in Table 9 suggest three basic sources of gen-
eral job satisfaction: the present job, the type of work done, and
the company for which the individual works. Most of the items per-
tain to an evaluation of present job, such as items which ask the
individual how much of the time he is satisfied with his job, how
satisfied he is compared with his co-workers and friends, and how
often he has thought about leaving his present job. These items
suggest that evaluation of present job is a general factor expressing
degree of satisfaction with one’s present work* arrangements.

There are few differences among the eight groups in the items
evaluating present job which are included in the general job sat-
isfaction scale. The same six items, including the four Hoppock
items, appear for all groups. The main group differences seem to
be the ratio of type-of-work and company items to satisfaction-
with-present-job items. The differing item “mixes” may provide
some insight into the relative concern of each group for these as-
pects of general job satisfaction.
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Along with items evaluating present job, three to five items ap-
pear which evaluate the type of work the individual does. These
type-of-work items appear to pertain to occupational, rather than
job, satisfaction. The interesting quality of the work done, the ex-
perience gained in the line of work and the importance of the work
done are the terms used in evaluating satisfaction. Thus, satisfaction
with type of work represents an occupational evaluation of the
work one is doing, while satisfaction with present job is an evalua-
tion of the work one is doing in a particular setting.

It is worth noting that the type-of-work items cluster as a se-
parate scale for the handicapped, skilled blue-collar group (Group
II). This illustrates how the organization of satisfaction may be al-
tered—in this case, by the presence of disability. One might surmise
that the skilled blue-collar worker is affected more uniquely by
the misfortune of a physical handicap than are either the skilled
white-collar worker or the unskilled worker. The skilled blue-collar
worker who becomes physically handicapped may lose skills neces-
sary to the performance of his occupation and yet must remain in
the blue-collar environment due to lack of transferability of his
remaining skills. The loss of occupational skills through a physical
handicap, while possible, is probably less acute for workers in other
occupational groups.

The third type of item in the general job satisfaction scale per-
tains to the company in which the worker is employed. These items
are concerned with the company’s reputation, the way it treats its
emplnyees, the company as a place to work, and the general morale
of the company’s employees. These items thus reflect a general
evaluation of the company rather than of specific company policies
and practices.

For six of the eight groups, satisfaction with company is part
of general job satisfaction. For Groups III and IV (skilled blue-col-
lar workers), by contrast, the satisfaction-with-company items con-
stitute a separate scale. That is, for the skilled blue-collar workers
(both handicapped and control) satisfaction with company is differ-
ent from general job satisfaction. This inference seems consistent
with previous observations regarding satisfaction with type of work
and satisfaction with present job. The skilled blue-collar group
stresses craft distinctions. The skilled blue-collar worker may work
for many employers during his occupational career. Thus, satisfac-
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tion with company is perceived by him as a separate area of satis-
faction.

In summary, examination of scale item content suggests that
general job satisfaction has three aspects: satisfaction with present
job, satisfaction with type of work, and satisfaction with company
or employer. They all express the individual's perception of “work”
in our present society. That is, they represent the individual’s evalu-
ation of what he does, what he can do, and where he works to earn
a living. General job dissatisfaction may represent a dissatisfaction
broader than dissatisfaction with present job. This would be es-
pecially true if the dissatisfaction were more concerned with type
of work than with present job or company. Thus, the scale as a
whole may be taken as a general expression of the individual’s
evaluation of his adjustment to work. In most cases this evaluation
will refer to the individual’'s present situation. In other cases, it
may indicate a broader evaluation of which satisfaction with the
present emiployment situation is merely a part.

2. The working conditions scale—Items that clustered into a sat-
isfaction-with-working-conditions scale for each group are shown
in Table 10. These items are primarily concerned with the physical
attributes of the work environment. They evaluate such things
as overall working conditions, rest and recreation facilities, cleanli-
ness of surroundings, ventilation, lighting, and size of the individ-
nal’s work space.

As in the case of the general job satisfaction scale, few group
differences are observed for the working conditions scale. This is
due to a core of five or six items which all groups perceive in
common as representing an evaluation of working conditions. Dif-
ferences are observed between handicapped and control groups
within the blue-collar and white-collar groups. The handicapped
blue-collar workers (Groups I and IIT) utilize more items to define
their working conditions scale than do their control counterparts.
Their scale includes items evaluating the adequacy of supplies and
materials needed for job performance, of lockers, of the length of
their rest periods and of the opportunities for promotion. For the
handicapped blue-collar workers, therefore, satisfaction with work-
ing conditions means not only satisfaction with the physical neces-
sities (light, ventilation, cleanliness, etc.) but also satisfaction with
physical arrangements that “make life easier” for the disabled
worker, and satisfaction with his opportunities for promotion.
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In contrast to the above, the handicapped white-collar groups
(Groups V and VII) utilize fewer items to define their working con-
ditions scale than do the control groups of white-collar workers
(Groups VI and VIII). The latter perceive satisfaction with the com-
pany as part of satisfaction with working conditions. Their working
conditions scale includes items dealing with the reputation of the
company in the community, adequacy of company communication
with its employees, performance of the top executives, the company
as a place to work, spirit of cooperation among the employees, and

Table 10. Items appearing in the working conditions scale, by group

Item I 11 m 1v v VI vilvin

368. The place where I work is clean
84. The lighting for my job is i
65. The ventilation where I work is .
78. General working conditions in my de-
partment—heat, light, space, noise,
cleanliness, equipment, etc.—are ..
14. My working space is big enough ..
75. The place and equipment for the use of
employees during rest and recreation
periods are X X X X X X
13. The supplies, materials, and equipment
hecessary to perform my job are easy
to get .. .
26. Our lockers are satisfactory ...
29. Enough time is allowed for rest periods
37. This Company treats its employees bet-
ter than most other companies 1 know
about : X X
5. Most employees in this Company are
satisfied with their jobs ... X
35. The Company gives employees enough
information about its financial position X
86. The job that the top executives are do-
ing in this Company i8 ... oo X
67. All in all, as a place to work, this Com-
pany is X
70. The spirit of cooperation among em-
ployees in my department is ... .. .. . X
71. The reputation ot this Company in the
community (how people talk about this
Company) 18 . .o
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance
to get a better job) here are ................. X

"
o
H o

L
bl
L
b

Ll
t
L

L

* See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13. 1
* X = These items clustered Into a satisfaction-with-working-conditions scale.
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Table 11. Items appearing in the supervision scale, by group

Group*

Item I 1 ar v v v

VII VIII

9. My immediate supervisor takes time to

explain new work to me . - X X X X X X
10. My immediate supervisor is quxck to

take care of complaints brought to him

by employees X X X X X X

39. My immediate supervisor has the con-
fidence and respect of those who work
under him X X X X X X

43. My boss knows how to handle people X X X X X X

58. My boss is where he js because he
knows the work X X X X X X

38. My immediate supervisor always un-
derstands what I am trying to do ... X X X X X X

11. T am told ahead ‘of time of changes that
will affect my WOrK .. X X X X X Xx

23. My department head sees that new em-
ployees in the department get good
training (shown how to do their jobs
ok.) X X X X X

173. All in all, I would rate my immediate
supervisor as X X X X X

54. Things would be better for the Com-
pany if they got rid of my boss ... . X X X

40. My supervisor takes credit for work
when he doesn’t deserve it ... X X

24. 1 get tull credit for the work I do ... X X X

32. The work in my department is handed
out fairly among the employees ... X X

15. My value to the department is recog-
nized by my department head . ”

25, There are enough meetings of our work
group to talk over plans ... X X

53. My boss “rides” me a little too much ...

6. The employees in this Company are
satisfied with their jobs ..o

46. My group work is usually like one bng
happy family X

70. The spirit of cooperation among em-
ployees in my department is ... ...

s See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.
* X = These items clustered Into a sutisfaction-with-supervision scale.
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the way the company treats its employees. It thus appears that
“working conditions” for the white-collar control groups has very
much to do with the particular company in question. That is, the
white-collar control group are more “company-conscious” than their
handicapped counterparts in evaluating working conditions.
Satisfaction-with-company items vary in scale membership. For
the non-skilled blue-collar workers, both handicapped and control
(Groups I and II), and for the handicapped white-collar workers,
both skilled and non-skilled (Groups V and VII), the company
items cluster with the general job satisfaction scale. For the skilled
blue-collar workers, both handicapped and control (Groups IIT and
1V), these items cluster into a separate scale of their own. Finally,
for the white-collar control groups, Groups VI and VIII, they cluster
with the working conditions scale. '

3. The supervision scale—Table 11 shows the items that cluster
into a satisfaction-with-supervision scale for each group. Five items
evaluating the supervisor constitute the core of this scale for all
groups. These items refer mainly to the “human relations” aspects
of the supervisor’s job, such as the way he handles people, whether
or not he has the confidence and respect of his subordinates, his
degree of understanding, how he handles complaints, how well he
communicates with his men. The scale thus emphasizes the super-
visor's interpersonal skills rather than his work skills. It evaluates
the supervisor more in terms of his being accepted by his subordin-
ates than of his effectiveness in getting the work out.

The few differences that are observed concern the addition of
items to the five-item core by some groups. If inclusion of items in
the scale is indicative of what the workers perceive are the essen-
tial aspects of supervision, the following observations are in order.
The non-skilled handicapped workers (Groups I and V) are con-
cerned with the fairness with which the work is handed out,
while their control counterparts (Groups II and VI) feel it im-
portant for the supervisor to recognize the value of the individual
worker. Unlike the blue-collar workers, the white-collar workers
(Groups V through VIII) are concerned that the supervisor give
full credit for good work and that he not “ride” the worker too
much, The inclusion of items to the five-item core of the supervision
scale appears to derive from the social-psychological consequences
of the social structure in the world of work. For instance, the white-
collar worker aspires to positions of greater responsibility more
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Table 12. Items appearing in the compensation scale, by group

Group*

Item I I1I I IV V VI VI VI
3. My pay is all right for the kind of

WOTK I A0 o Xt X X X X X X
49. 1 really shouldn’t expect to be makmg

more money than I do . . X X X X X X X X
68. Considering the present cost of hvmg,

my pay is X X X X X X X Xx
56. Considering the money I used to make,

I'm doing pretty well right now ....... X X X X X X X X
61. I make as much money as most of my

friends X X X X X X X X
60. I often feel like demanding a pay raise X X X X X X
51. I do not like the way they ﬂgure pay

increases in this Company . S X X X X X
45. I need a promotion it I am to stay

happy here X X X X
12. I feel secure in my job .. X X
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance

to get a better job) here are . X X
1. There isn't a better Company to work

for than this one X
4. I get a fair share of overtime work ... X
15. My value to the department is recog-

nized by my department head . X
17. I am satisfied with the length of vaca-

tions the Company gives ... : X
27. Getting ahead in this Company is more

a matter of luck than ability (they don't .

care how good a worker you are) ..... X
28. The Company brings in outsiders for-

important jobs more often than they

should X
52. I would like to exchange my present

job for another job in the same line of

work X
57. 1 have thought seriously about chang-

ing my present job X
62. Some of my fellow workers are among

my best friends . X
7. All in all, as a place to work, this

Company is X

s See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.
* X = These items clustered Into a satistaction-with-compensation scale.
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than does the blue-collar worker, hence the inclusion of more “re-
cognition” items in his supervision scale.

4, The compensation scale—Table 12 lists the items which clus-
tered for the satisfaction-with-compensation scale. Six items head-
ing the list are common to most groups and thus form the core of the
scale. These items are of two sorts: four items provide standards
for the evaluation of pay (e.g., in terms of work performed, previous
wages, what the worker’s friends make, the present cost of living);
two items offer reactions to the pay situation (“I really shouldn’t
expect to be making more money than I do”; “I often feel like de-
manding a pay raise”). (These items are .among those on which
groups differed significantly in the item analyses. This fact makes
the compensation scale probably the most differentiating of the
scales defined by cluster analysis.)

Group differences in scale item content consist of variations in
additions to the core item¥. The control groups have more items in
their compensation scales, more “evaluation” items such as the ap-
praisal of vacations and promotional opportunities, and more “reac-
tion” items such as wanting to change jobs or employers. 1t is in-
teresting to note that the handicapped groups include fewer “reac-
tion” items, as if the alternative of leaving the job when dissatis-
fied with pay does not exist for these workers.

5. The co-workers scale—Table 13 shows the items which clus-
tered into a satisfaction-with-co-workers scale for each group. Five
items deal with the “friendliness” of co-workers. Four of these form
the core for the white-collar groups, both handicapped and control
(Groups V through VIII), and for the handicapped blue-collar
workers (Groups I and III). The blue-collar control groups are not
particularly interested in the “friendliness” aspect of satisfaction
with co-workers, but rather, with the “spirit of cooperation” and
with “doing (one’s) fair share of work.” These latter aspects of
satisfaction with co-workers are also incorporated into the scales
of the handicapped white-collar ‘workers. No striking differences
between skill levels are observed.

6. The sensitivity scale—The previous five scales appear for all
eight groups under study. A sixth scale, “sensitivity,” appears for
all but the skilled white-collar workers, and for three groups
(Groups IV, V, and VI) it is a small, five-item scale. The scale is 50
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Table 13. Items appearing in the co-workers scale, by group

Group*
Item 1 I 1 v v Vvl VIIvVil

19. I like all the people with whom I work X° X X X X X
20. Most of the employees around me are

the kind who will say hello when I

pass them on the street
46. My work group is usually like one big

happy family X X
55. I do not know a friendlier bunch than

the people I work with ...
70. The spirit of cooperation among em-

ployees in my department is ..o X X X
6. The employees in my department are

willing to do their fair share of work X X X
62. Some of my fellow workers are among

my best friends X X
22, There is a lot of favoritism in my de-

partment (some employees are given all

the breaks)
5. Most employees in this Company are

satisfied with their jobs ... X
32. The work in my department is handed

out fairly among the employees ... X
50. I have to work harder because some

of my co-workers “goof off" ... X

X X X

E I
LI

»
"

s See Footnote ¢ in Table 1, page 13.
* These items clustered into a satisfaction-with-co-workers scale.

named because the items which constitute it deal with the worker’s
sensitivity about his position in the social structure of the world of
work. These 1tems are shown in Table 14.

Two characteristics of the scale may be noted: first, the items are
worded in a negative manner. That is, they depict conditions which
are unfavorable from the worker’s point of view. Secondly, the
“sensitivity” is oriented toward aspects of the work environment
which for the most part deal with “getting ahead.”

As in the supervision and compensation scales, group differ-
ences observed for the sensitivity scale appear to stem from the so-
cial structure of the work setting, and the advantageous or disad-
vantageous positions occupied by the different groups. Thus, the
four blue-collar groups have four items in common. These items all
refer to one’s chances for occupational achievement and the possi-
bility of upward mobility, viz., references to “playing politics,”
“luck rather than ability,” “rating better with management,” and

44



MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table 14. Items appearing in the sensitivity scale, by group

Group*
Item I II III IV V VI VII VI
22, There is a lot of favoritism in my de-
partment (some employees are given
all the breaks) X X X X X -
44, My fellow workers rate better with
management than I do ..mimecnn. X X
2. It sometimes helps to “play politics” in
this Company (“polish the apple” with
the SUPErViISOr, €L1C.) ..rmomsmrmmmmn . X X X X
21. Getting ahead in this Company is more
a matter of luck than ability (they
don't care how good a worker you are) X X
47. My boss is only interested in getting
the work out X X X
53. My boss “rides” me a little too mpch ..... X X Xx X
28. The Company brings in outsiders for
important jobs more often than they
should X X X
33. My immediate boss expects me to do
more than my share of the work ...
34. The Company should do more to help
employees with their personal prob-
lems (like family troubles, etc.) ... X
40. My supervisor takes credit for work
when he doesn’'t deserve it ... . X X
50. I have to work harder because some of
my co-workers “goof-off” _— X X X
45. 1 need a promotion it I am to stay
happy here X X
51. I do not like the way they ﬂzure pay
increases in this Company . IR . § X
- 54. Things would be better !or the com-
pany if they got rid of my boss ... X X
20. Most of the employees around me are
the kind who will say hello when I
pass them on the street . —— X
32. The work in my department is handed
out fairly among the employees ... X
52. 1 would like to exchange my present
job for another job in the same line of
work X
62. Some of my fellow workers are among
my best friends X
59. I sometimes wonder what my co-work-
ers are talking about ... - X

s See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.

* X = These items clustered into a sensitivity scale.
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“favoritism.” These concerns are to be expected in a “culture”
which stresses achievement, yet “closes the door” and removes the
means for attaining this goal—the result of which is a situation re-
ferred to by Durkheim as “anomie.”!® Items added to the four-item
core point up the other concerns of the group which contribute to
the state of “anomie.” For example, the non-skilled blue-collar
worker (handicapped or control) is “sensitive” about various work
practices, such as the bringing in of “outsiders” for special jobs, be-
ing pressured to do more than one's fair share of work, having to
work harder because one's co-workers “goof off,” and having the
supervisor take credit for one’s work. The handicapped, skilled blue-
collar worker includes these items in his sensitivity scale, unlike
his control counterpart who does not. Furthermore, both skilled and
non-skilled handicapped blue-collar workers add items referring to
the way pay increases are figured and to pressure from the “boss.”

Thus, the non-skilled blue-collar worker’s position in the social
structure of the world of work is perceived (by him) as a “sensi-
tive” matter. The presence of disability structures this “sensitivity”
further, in that the handicapped skilled blue-collar worker’s sensi-
tivity scale is more similar to that of the non-skilled blue-collar
worker than it is to that of his skilled blue-collar control counter-
part.

By contrast, it might be inferred that the white-collar worker
does not perceive the social structure at work as “closed,” i.e., limit-
ing. This inference may be drawn from the failure of the sensitivity
scale to appear in the skilled white-collar groups and the appearance
of short, five-item scales in the non-skilled white-collar groups. In
these scales, the handicapped workers direct their sensitivity
toward their co-workers, while their control counterparts orient
their sensitivity toward their supervisors.

. There is another explanation for the failure of the sensitivity
scale to appear strongly for the white-collar groups. This is that
the item pool used in this study does not include items pertinent
to the areas of sensitivity for the white-collar worker. It is also
conceivable that the white-collar workers have areas of sensitivity
not tapped by the present instruments and at the same time do not
perceive the social structure and related work practices as threat-

19 A recent, verg lucid discussion of Durkhelm’s concept of “anomie” may be found
in lMe;:on. R. K., Social theory and social structure. Glencoe, Ill.: Free Press, 1957.
p. 131 £1.
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ening to their occupational achievement. In any case, within the
limitations of the present instrument, the white-collar worker ex-
hibits a much narrower range of sensitivity.

The preceding sections have shown that, in general, the eight
groups have tended to “organize” satisfaction in similar fashion with
respect to the scales developed. However, differences do appear in
the items which constitute the scales. Differences in scale item con-
tent appear more frequently between skilled and non-skilled, and
between blue- and white-collar groups, and less frequently between
handicapped and control groups. This finding suggests that presence
or absence of disability has relatively less influence in “organizing”
the work satisfactions of the individual than does the work environ-
ment as determined by one’s occupation.

In summary, six “satisfactions” have been identified for the
eight groups under study. These “satisfactions” represent different
“objects of satisfaction” in the work environment as well as different
frames of reference in viewing these “objects of satisfaction.” Thus,
“general job satisfaction” expresses satisfaction with one’s present
job, occupation and company. It might be thought of as represent-
ing a “psychological” frame of reference for the individual. “Satis-
faction with supervision” reflects an evaluation of the interpersonal
competence of the supervisor, while “satisfaction with co-workers”
is an evaluation of the individual’s interpersonal relations with his
co-workers. As such, these two scales represent a “social-psycho-
logical” frame of reference for the individual. “Sensitivity” ex-
presses the individual’s perceived difficulty in achieving occupa-
tional recognition or status, thus representing the individual’s “so-
ciological” frame of reference. “Satisfaction with compensation” and
“satisfaction with working conditions” deal with the financial and
physical aspects of the work environment and thus represent the
“impersonal” aspects of the individual's satisfactions.

Two psychometric questions may be raised at this point: How
reliable are the scales? How independent are they?

Table 15 presents the reliability coefficients for all scales for all
groups. These coefficients were computed by the Hoyt analysis-of-
variance method.!” The coefficients range from .65 to .94 with most
of them being in the middle and high .80’s. The general job satis-

"Hoyt, C. J. Test rellability estimated by analysis of varlance. Psychometrika,
1941, 3, 153-160.
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Table 15. Pre-reciprocal-averages scale reliabilities, by group

. Group*
Scale 1 I 11 v v vI  VII VI

General job satisfaction ... R* .92 92 .89 91 .92 92 94 92
Ne¢ 18 17 11 12 22 18 21 16

Working conditions ...... R .82 .83 .82 .82 id .85 -.81 .83
N 9 7 8 5 8 11 8 9
Supervision ......cocwreemw R .86 .89 .90 .89 .90 .89 .88 .90
N 9 11 11 10 13 13 9 13
Compensation ... R 14 a7 N 84 .82 .85 .83 .90
8 8 5 8 8 11 8 15
Co-workers .18 13 ] n 5 .65 14 12
5 4 6 4 5 5 8 5
Sensitivity ..o R .85 81 .87 0 .68 68 ..
N 13 11 14 5 5 5
CoOmMPANY ....errnea. B .« . .85 90 e
N e 5 T o e e
Type of WOTK ... -.R . . .87 T, e
’ N - 4 e e

s See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.

» Hoyt internal consistency reliability coefficient.

¢« Number of items in the scale. .

¢ The scale did not appear in cluster analysis for this group.

faction scale is the most reliable, with a median coefficient of .92.
This scale is followed, in order of reliability, by the supervision,
working conditions, compensation, sensitivity, and co-workers
scales. For the co-workers scale, the median coefficient is .74, while
the other scales range in median reliability coefficients from .76 to
.89. Thus, one may conclude that, with some exceptions, the scales
developed through cluster analysis as described in the preceding
pages are sufficiently reliable for measurement purposes.

Appendix D shows the inter-scale correlation matrix for each of
the eight groups. Median inter-scale correlation coefficients range
from .37 (for Group V, handicapped, non-skilled white-collar) to
47 (for Group VIII, control, skilled white-collat). More than half
of the coefficients are in the .30's and .40’s. Only 8 of the 129 co-
efficients are .60 or higher, while 20 coefficients are lower than .30.
These data show that the scales developed through cluster analysis
are sufficiently independent for their intended use.

Analysis of scale variance

Up to this point, the discussion has focused on the development
of satisfaction scales for each group, the examination of scale con-
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tent, the comparison of scales among the different groups, the in-
terpretation of scale differences among groups and the investiga-
tion of the psychemetric properties of the secales. Little mention has
been made concerning the findings on satisfaction. That is, for any
given group, in which aspect (scale) is it most satisfied? Least
satisfied? For any given scale, which group is most satisfied? Least
satisfied?

The analysis of variance technique employed in Section I, Item
Analysis, is again utilized to investigate the questions mentioned
above. To enable the use of analysis of variance, scale scores are
converted to a standard base with values ranging from 1 to 5. The
conversion involves dividing the scale score by the number of items
on the scale.'® This procedure equates for differences in the number
of items (a) among scales, for any given group, and (b) among
groups, for any given scale. Table 16 shows the mean scale scores
for each scale and for each group.

Table 16. Mean scale scores, by group

Group*
Scale 1 I m 1v v Vi vl v

. General job satisfaction ... 340 361 359 376 356 366 341 393
. Working conditions 364 351 369 373 38 38 391
. Supervision ... 373 353 377 367 376 387 397
. Compensation 338 340 345 314 325 331 352
. Co-workers .. 395 368 384 377 383 393 307
. Sensitivity .. 350 347 372 377 389 ... ...

U o WA e

= See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.

The first hypothesis tested is that the mean scale scores are equal,
within each group. That is, for each group, is the degree of satisfac-
tion the same for all aspects (scales) of satisfaction? The analysis of
variance data are summarized in Appendix E. These data show that
for seven of the eight groups, the hypothesis is rejected, i.e., the
mean scale scores are not equal, This means that in these seven
roups, there are different degrees of satisfaction with different as-
pects of the work situation. Only Group III (the handicapped,

¥ For purposes of this analysls, the seven categorles of the Hoppock Job Satls-
faction blank were coltapsed into flve categories, using the distribution of the total
group (N == 1,168) as the basis for combining categories.
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skilled blue-collar workers) is equally satisfied with all aspects of
the work situation.

Certain results uniformly appear for the other seven groups. In
general, satisfaction with co-workers is highest, followed (in order
of satisfaction) by satisfaction with supervision, with working con-
ditions, general job satisfaction, sensitivity, and satisfaction with
compensation. The blue-collar groups are unanimously most satis-
fied with their co-workers and least satisfied with their compensa-
tion. The white-collar groups show similar, though less unanimous,
evaluations. )

The next hypotheses tested concern differences in degree of sat-
isfaction among the groups for each aspect of satisfaction. That is,
given an aspect of satisfaction (as measured by the relevant scale),
is there a statistically significant difference in mean scale score be-
tween (a) handicapped and control groups; (b) skilled and non-
skilled groups, and (c) blue-collar and white-collar groups? The
pertinent data are shown in Table 16 and Appendix F.

The analyses of variance yield the following results:

(a) On every scale (that is, every aspect of satisfaction) the
handicapped workers are significantly less satisfied than their con-
trol counterparts;

(b) No differences are observed between skilled and non-skilled
workers; and,

(c) Differences between blue-collar and white-collar workers
are observed on three scales: supervision, working conditions and
sensitivity. On all three, the white-collar workers are more satis-
fied than the blue-collar workers.

Summary

This section concerns two separate but not unrelated topics: the
development of scales measuring different aspects of satisfaction
and the interpretation of satisfaction data using the newly devel-
oped scales. Cluster analysis was used to define the scales and to
explore the “organization” of satisfaction. Sets of scales for eight
different groups were constructed to measure satisfaction with dif-
ferent aspects of the work situation. With some exceptions, these
scales have been shown to have high reliability and some degree of
independence.
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Analysis of variance was used to investigate differences in de-
gree of satisfaction. Comparisons within groups and among groups
lend support to the following general conclusions:

(a) Differences in the “organization” of satisfaction tend to be
associated mainly with differences in the work setting (blue-collar
vs. white-collar) and with differences in skill level (skilled vs. non-
skilled). Presence or absence of a disability seems to be less of a
factor in “organizing” the satisfaction of workers.

(b) On the other hand, presence or absence of a disability is a
major factor in determining the level of satisfaction expressed by
workers. The handicapped worker is invariably less satisfied than
his control counterpart.

Factor Analysis and Refinement of the Scales

The interpretation of the satisfaction scales presented in the
preceding section was based primarily on the item content of the
scales and additionally on differences observed among the groups
under study. While useful, this type of interpretation suffers from
a certain amount of subjectivity and a lack of quantification. Factor
analysis provides a method which partially surmounts these limi-
tations. It is a more objective and quantitative method of interpreta-
tion,

Factor analysis of the scales

Each of the inter-scale correlation matrices shown in Appendix
D was factor analyzed by the “principal components” method (as
presented by H. H. Harman!® and as programmed for the Control |
Data 1604 computer by Larry Liddiard??). The “principal compo-
nents” method of factor analysis starts by extracting the “common
factor” which accounts for the largest portion of the common vari-
ance represented in the correlation matrix. A residual matrix is then
computed and the procedure repeated. That is, the common factor
accounting for the largest portion of the common variance repre-
sented in the residual matrix is extracted, after which a new re-
sidual matrix is computed. Factors are extracted by this iterative
procedure until an overwhelming portion of the original common
variance is accounted for.

————era.

¥ Harman, H. H. Modern factor analysis. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago Press, 1960,
® At the Numerical Analysis Center, University of Minnesota,
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Liddiard’s program utilizes Harman’s criteria for determining
the appropriate number of factors to extract from a matrix. It also
follows Harman’s method of using the squared multiple correlation
coefficient as the best approximation of original communality. The
program rotates factors orthogonally, using the Kaiser “varimax”
criterion, thus approximating “simple structure” as nearly as is
presently possible.

Tables 17 through 24, present the factor structure of the satis-
faction scales for each group. These tables list the factor loadings
and estimated communalities for the scales. A factor loading may be
interpreted as the correlation between the scale and the factor,
while communality indicates the proportion of the scale’s variance
that is “in common” with the variance of other scales. Thus, factor
loadings are used to identify the factor (because they identify the
major determinants of the factor), while communalities may be
used to determine a scale’s relative independence (i.e., specificity.)

Easily the most significant finding resulting from the eight fac-
tor analyses is the fact that only one common factor emerges to “ex-
plain” the common variance among the scales. The nature of this
common factor, however, tends to show differences from group to
group.

Table 17. Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group I:
handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar (N == 205)

Factor

Scale I Communality
Working conditions .641 411
Supervision 128 .527
Compensation 578 335
Co-workers 674 455
Sensitivity .447 .200
General job satisfaction .686 470

Contribution of factors 2.398 2.398

Proportion of common variance ... - 1.00 *1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R®
Working conditions 393
Supervision 509
Compensation .336
Co-workers 450
Sensitivity . 193

General job satisfaction .. .. .. ... .o 404
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Table 17 shows that for Group I (handicapped, non-skilled blue-
collar) the highest factor loadings are in the supervision, general
job satisfaction, and co-workers scales. All six scales for this group
have substantial factor loadings. However, the sensitivity and com-
pensation scales show communalities of .20 and .33 respectively, in-
dicating that these scales are more independent of the other scales.

Group II (control, non-skilled blue-collar) has a factor structure
similar to its handicapped counterpart. (See Table 18.) Again, the
highest factor loadings are found in the supervision and general
job satisfaction scales. As it was for Group I, the lowest commun-
alities are found for the compensation and sensitivity scales.

These findings indicate that the common factor in the satisfaction
data for the non-skilled blue-collar workers (both handicapped
and control) is predominantly interpersonal or social-psychological
in nature, while evaluation of the impersonal aspects of the environ-
ment is secondary. For these two groups, the sensitivity and com-
pensation scales are the most independent. :

Table 19 shows that the common factor appearing for Group III
(handicapped, skilled blue-collar) consists primarily of loadings in
the general job satisfaction, company, supervision, and type of work
scales. While factor loadings are relatively high for all eight scales,

Table 18 Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group II:
control, non-skilled blue-collar (N — 177)

Factor

Scale 1 Communality
Worxing conditions .662 438
Supervision 167 589
Compensation 487 237
Co-workers 873 454
Sensitivity 544 .208
General job satisfaction 761 578

Contribution of factors 2.592 2592

Proportion of common variance ... 1.00 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R
Working conditions 408
Super vision 510
Compensation ... 284
Co-workers 418
Sensitivity 280
General job satisfaction 530
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the working conditions, compensation, sensitivity, and co-workers
scales have communalities of less than .40. The co-workers scale,
with a communality of .27, has the least “in common” with the
other scales.

Table 19. Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group III:
handicapped, skilled blue-collar (N — 116)

Factor

Scale 1 Communality
Working conditions .626 392
Supervision .682 465
Compensation e 613 376
Co-workers § 524 275
Sensitivity .588 .346
Company 198 637
Type of work 673 452
General job satisfaction .809 655

Contribution of factors 3.598 3.598

Proportion of common variance ... 1.00 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R?
Working conditions 482
Supervision 465
Compensation 394
Co-workers 254
Sensitivity 460
Company .601
Type of work 518
General job satisfaction .647

As Table 20 shows, Group IV (control, skilled blue-collar)
structures satisfaction similarly to its handicapped counterpart. The
common factor for this group has its highest loadings in the com-
pany and supervision scales, followed closely by loadings in the gen-
eral job satisfaction and co-workers scales. The sensitivity, working
conditions and compensation scales have communalities of less than
40.

One major difference between the handicapped and control
groups of skilled blue-collar workers concerns the co-workers scale.
This scale has a communality of .27 for the handicapped group (the
lowest among the eight scales), compared with a communality of
43 for the control group. (A difference in the composition of the
two co-workers scales was noted earlier. See page 43.)
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Table 20. Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group IV:
control, skilled blue-collar (N = 128)

Factor

Scale 1 Communality
Working conditions .593 352
Supervision 154 569
Compensation 589 324
Co-workers 659 435
Sensitivity 627 393
Company 159 833
General job satisfaction 683 466

Contribution of factors 3.17 3.17

Proportion of common variance ... 1.00 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable ’ R*
Working conditions .329
Supervision 522
Compensation 301
Co-workers 444
Sensitivity 411
Company 830
General job satisfaction 536

As it did for the non-skilled blue-collar workers, the common
factor in the satisfaction data for the skilled blue-collar workers
(both handicapped and control) stresses the interpersonal aspects
of the work environment and relegates the impersonal aspects to a
secondary position. However, while of secondary rank, satisfaction
with these impersonal aspects (i.e., working conditions and com-
pensation) is nevertheless an important component of the common
satisfaction factor (as shown by the relatively high factor loadings
in the “impersonal” scales).

The most notable difference in factor structure between handi-
capped and control groups occurs for the non-skilled white-collar
workers. Table 21 shows that the pattern of factor loadings for the
handicapped group (Group V) is similar to that of the blue-collar
groups. That is, the highest loadings are in the supervision and gen-
eral job satisfaction (i.e., interpersonal) scales, while the “imper-
sonal” scales (compensation and working conditions) have lower
factor loadings. The similarity between blue- and white-collar
groups of handicapped, non-skilled workers extends to the low
communalities (.20 and .23 respectively) obtained for the sensitivity
scale,
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Table 21. Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group V:
handicapped. non-skilled white-collar (N == 168)

Factor

Scale 1 Communality
Working conditions 528 279
Supervision 798 637
Compensation .585 342
Co-workers 591 349
Sensitivity .482 232
General job satisfaction 119 516

Contribution of factors 2.356 2356

Proportion of common variance ... 1.00 ) 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R*
Working conditions .. 303
Supervision 564
Compensation .368
Co-workers : 384
Sensitivity 247
General job satisfaction .468

As Table 22 shows, the factor structure for Group VI (control,
" non-skilled white-collar) differs from that of Group V primarily
in the factor loadings for the general job satisfaction and co-work-
ers scales. These scales, which in Group V ranked high in factor
loading, have factor loadings and communalities in Group VI lower
than those for the working conditions, compensation and sensitivity
scales, This difference is all the more remarkable when one consid-
ers that the majority of items in the two scales is identical for both
groups. (See pp. 34-36, 44.) One point of similarity between Groups
V and VI is that for both groups the highest factor loading is in the.
supervision scale.

Essentially similar factor structures appear for Groups VII and
VIII (handicapped and control groups of skilled white-collar work-
ers). (See Tables 23 and 24.) Highest factor loadings for both groups
are in the general job satisfaction and supervision scales. Some dif-
ference is observed in the communalities for the “impersonal”
scales (working conditions and compensation). These scales have
higher communalities for the control group than for the handi-
capped group. That is, satisfaction with the “impersonal” aspects of’
the work environment constitutes a larger portion of the common
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T'able 22. Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for GrOup vi:
control, non-skilled white-collar (N = 127)

Factor

Scale I Communality
Working conditions 629 396
Supervision 683 466
Compensation 622 387
Co-workers : 522 272
Sensitivity : 609 371
General job satisfaction 807 368

Contribution of factors 2.262 2.262

Proportion of commmon variance ... 1.00 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation cosfficients

Dependent variable R*
Working conditions 357
Supervision 426
Compensation 341
Co-workers 261
Sensitivity 357
General job satisfaction 328

satisfaction factor for the control group of skilled white-collar
workers than for their handicapped co-workers.

Despite the differences noted above, the common factor of sat-
isfaction found in these analyses is similar for the eight groups
studied. This common factor is basically social-psychological in
nature since the highest factor loadings are found in scales which
evaluate the interpersonal relations encountered by the worker on
the job. However, satisfaction with the “impersonal” aspects of
work is of some, if secondary, importance in the interpretation of
the common satisfaction factor. Substantial (.50 and above) factor
loadings resulted for the “impersonal” scales (working conditions
and compensation).

The factor analysis data also provide new information about the
satisfaction scales. The general job satisfaction and supervision
scales generally have communalities in the .50’s or better. The sen-
sitivity, compensation, working conditions, and co-workers scales
have communalities in the .40’s or lower. These latter scales are
therefore more independent of the common factor. The sensitivity
scale is most independent (with communalities in the .20’s and .30's)
and the compensation scale the next most independent (communali-
ties in the .30’s). The sensitivity scale is more independent for the
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Table 23. Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group VII:
handicapped. skilled white-collar (N = 149)

Factor .

Scale 1 Communality
Working conditions .. 517 .267
Supervision .. 684 468
Compensation ... .813 378
Co-workers . ... 484 234
General job satisfaction .806 649

Contribution ot factors 1.994 1.994

Proportion of common variance ................ 1.00 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple cozrelation coefficients

Dependent variable R
Working €on@itions ... s 220
Supervision 414
Compensation 352
Co-workers .208
General job satisfaction 542

handicapped groups than for the control groups. The co-workers
scale is a more important determiner of the common satisfaction
factor for the blue-collar groups than for the white-collar groups.
Among the blue-collar workers, the compensation scale is more
important to the common satisfaction factor in the handicapped

Table 24. Pre-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group VIII: ,
control, skilled white-collar (N = 98)

Factor

Scale 1 Communality
Working conditions .663 ) 440
Supervision .700 490
Compensation 596 .355
Co-workers .. 634 402
General job satisfaction 151 .563
* Contribution of factors 2251 2.251
Proportion of common varjance ... 1.00 1.00

»
Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R?

Working conditions . .382
Supervision 422
Compensation 370
Co-workers 402

General job satisfaction .486
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groups than in the control groups, while the working conditions
scale is more a determiner of the common factor in the non-skilled
than in the skilled groups. Among the white-collar workers, the
working conditions scale contributes more to the common satisfac-
tion factor in the control groups than in the handicapped groups.

Refinement of the scales

Because the factor analyses reported above resulted in one com-
mon factor and relatively high communalities for the scales, it
appeared that the scales (as developed to this point) were measur-
ing too much of the same thing. In other words, one scale could
have done almost as well as the five or more scales developed
through cluster analysis. Two alternative explanations might ac-
count for the factor analytic results: (a) Satisfaction is unitary,
hence any type of satisfaction scale will yield loadings on only one
common factor; and (b) the scale score (person’s total score on a
scale) is not “pure” or unidimensional enough, hence the high com-
munalities. That is, since all items are allowed to contribute equally
to the scale scores, items (across scales) which are relatively more
highly inter-correlated and more numerous will exert undue influ-
ence on the appearance of the common factor(s). This could account
for the appearance of only one common factor in the satisfaction
data. If the latter explanation is correct, then the refinement of the
scales to yield more unidimensional scores should result in more
common factors being identified and/or lower communalities. If
the first explanation is the correct one, then scale refinement would
still result in only one common factor and the communalities would
be increased. »

The Method of Reciprocal Averages was used to refine the
scales.®! This is an iterative method of reweighting item response
scores, utilizing total score as the criterion. It begins by computing
a total score for each individual using response weights which have
been assigned beforehand. A new weight for each item response is
determined, the value of which is proportional to the arithmetic
mean of the total scores of all individuals in the group which se-

. n See: Mosteller, F. A theory of scalogram analysis, using noncumulative types of
items. Report No. 9, Laboratory of Social Relations, Harvard University. See also: Hoyt,
C. J. and Collier, R. O., Jr. The mathematical basis of reciprocal averages. Paper pre-
sented at the Psychometric Society, Cleveland, Ohlo, September 9, 1853. (Mimeographed)
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lected that particular response. This process of assigning new
weights is done for all responses to all items in the scale. A new
total score (based on the new weights) is computed for all in-
dividuals. The whole procedure is repeated, using the new total
scores as the basis for assigning a third set of weights. This process
of determining new item response weights is repeated until succes-
sive iterations show no change in the weights within the desired
degree of precision. The degree of precision is indicated by the
“convergence parameter” which is the sum of the squares of the
differences between the old and the new sets of weights. The lower
the convergence parameter, the “purer” the scale. (In refining the
satisfaction scales, a convergence parameter of 1 was used, the low-
est parameter which the University computer could handle.)

The reciprocal averages method results in a total score on what
is essentially the “principal component” or major content area of
the scale. According to Mosier,”™ the following desirable psycho-
metric properties are achieved by reciprocal averages: (a) the re-
liability of each item and the internal consistency of the weighted
inventory (scale) are maximized; (b) the correlation between the
item and total score is maximized; (c¢) the coefficient of variation
is maximized; (d) the correlation between item and total score is
proportional to the standard deviation of the item weights for that
item; and (e) items which bear no relation to the total score are
automatically weighted so that they exert no effect on the total score.

The patterns of weights which result are informative in inter-
preting the scale content. An item which has no relation to the main
content of the scale will receive equal weights for all its response
categories. Items whose responses differentiate well between high-
and low-scoring individuals will receive weights which have a re-
latively large range of values. The range of weights for response
choices is therefore indicative of the discriminitive power of the
item. These discriminative items, in turn, may be used to identify
or name the scale. :

Appendix G presents the original (pre-reciprocal-averages) and
post-reciprocal-averages weights for the response choices to each
item included in the satisfaction scales. These are given for all
eight groups. The computation of the new weights for item response

1 Mosier, C. 1. Machine methods in scaling by reciprocal averages. Proceedings,
Research Forum, 1946, pp. 33-39. (New York: International Business Machines Co.)
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choices was done on the University computer, using a program
written by Dr. Frank Baker.

Appendix G shows that, in general, the reciprocal averages
method resulted in patterns of weights which are fairly similar to
those originally assigned. Different post-reciprocal-averages weight
patterns may be of some interest to researchers and practitioners
alike, and examples of these may be worth noting. The following
illustrations are drawn from the general job satisfaction scale, as
listed in Appendix G:

(a) Item 31 for Group I is a good example of the desired, highly
discriminating item, with its weights (7, 5, 4, 2 1) spread evenly
over a large range;

(b) Item 41 for Group VI shows the opposite, a non-discrimin-
ating item (weight pattern 1,1,1,1,1);

(c) Item 1 for Group II is a poor item (weight pattern: 2, 3, 2,
2, 1);

(d) Item 67 for Group I shows a reversal of weights at one end
of the response continuum (weight pattern: 4, 6, 4, 3, 1);

(e) Item 79 for Group I shows a “curved” pattern (weight pat-
tern: 1,2, 3,5, 5, 4, 6);

(f) Item 5 for Group V is an example of discrimination at only
one end of the response continuum (weight pattern: 3, 3, 3, 2. "

(g) Item 8 for Group VII shows discrimination only at the ex-
treme responses (weight pattern: 4, 2, 2, 2, 1);

(h) Item 1 for Group VI shows only one response choice is dis-
criminative (weight pattern: 3, 1, 1, 1, 1); and,

(i) Item 16 for Group I is an instance when the reciprocal aver-
ages method did not change the original weights.

The patterns of the post-reciprocal-averages weights, their range
and distribution, are generally better for the blue-collar groups
than for the white-collar groups. Several scales for the white-collar
groups show a relatively narrow range of weights. This finding sug-
gests that the items used in this study are more meaningful (ie.,
more relevant or pertinent) to the blue-collar workers. It is inter-
esting to note that the weight patterns for the handicapped, white-
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collar groups (both skilled and non-skilled) are very similar to those
of the blue-collar groups. (It may be that the presence of a handi-
cap has the effect on white-collar workers of heightening the same
concerns as those of blue-collar workers.)

Having derived new scale scores for each individual through the
reciprocal averages weighting procedure, scales were again inter-
correlated for each group. These intercorrelations are shown in
Appendix H. With few exceptions, these intercorrelations decreased
or remained the same. Median inter-scale correlation decreased for
all groups except Group II (where it remained substantially the
same). This means that the application of reciprocal averages
weighting resulted in generally more independent scales.

A comparison of the pre- and post-reciprocal-averages inter-scale
correlation matrices shows negative correlations after reciprocal
averages where none appeared before reciprocal averages. These
negative correlations are associated with the sensitivity scale. Pre-
vious to reciprocal averages, the sensitivity scale correlated low
positive with all other scales (for all groups). After the reciprocal
averages reweighting process, the sensitivity scale correlated low
negative with the other scales.

Table 25. Post-reciprocal-averages scale reliabilities, by group

Group*
Scale I 11 1 v v Vi Vi Vvl
General job satisfaction ... R* .93 93 .90 93 93 92 95 93

Ne 18 17 11 12 22 18 21 16
Working conditions ...... R .84 .83 .87 84 .79 .87 19 .86

N 9 .1 8 5 8 11 8 9
Supervision ... .....cc... R .87 .92 91 91 91 .90 .89 95

N 9 11 11 10 13 13 9 13
Compensation ............ R .18 .82 93 .85 .86 .86 .83 91

N 6 8 5 8 . 8 11 . 8 15
Co-workers - R .76 13 85 . 79 15 .8 81

N 5 4 6 4 5 5 8 5
Sensitivity ... R .86 .87 .90 .78 .70 18

N 13 11 14 5 5 5
Company ..o .. R .4 .87 .80 P

N . 5 S -
Type of work ............. R 90 O

N 4 . . .

s See Footnote * jn Table 1, page 13.

* Hoyt internal consistency reliability coeflicient.

¢ Number of items in the scale.

¢ The scale did not appear in cluster analysls for this group.
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Reliability coefficients were also computed for the reweighted
scales, using the Hoyt analysis-of-variance method. These coefficients
are listed in Table 25. The reader may recall that maximum inter-
nal consistency is one of the properties claimed for scales re-
weighted by the reciprocal averages method. With the initially high
internal consistencies found for the pre-reciprocal-averages scales,
one would expect only relatively small increases in scale reliability.
One would expect, however, that none of the reliability coefficients
would decrease significantly. This is, in fact, what occurs, as a
comparison of Tables 15 and 25 shows. For scales which initially
have high reliabilities, reciprocal averages weighting results in
the same or slightly higher reliabilities, For scales which have low-
er initial reliabilities, the gains in reliability produced by reciprocal
averages are larger.

Thus, the reciprocal averages method results in relatively more
independent and more reliable scales. Its effect on the factor struc-
ture of the scales remains to be examined.

Factor analysis of the refined scales

Tables 26 through 33 present the factor structures of the refined
scales. For all but two groups (II and VII), the number of common
factors increases. For these two groups (control, non-skilled blue-
collar, and handicapped, skilled white-collar) the same single com-
mon factor appears that was found in the pre-reciprocal-averages
scales.

Communalities remain essentially the same for 15 scales, in-
crease for 15 scales, and decrease for 19 scales. Communalities
generally decrease for the general job satisfaction and working
conditions scales, and generally increase for the sensitivity and co-
workers scales. Communalities increase in most of the scales for
Groups II and VI, and decrease in the majority of scales for Groups
III, IV, V, and VIIL These general findings tend to confirm the ex-
pectations for the refined scales. With this prefatory conclusion, the
factor structure of the refined scales for each group will be exam-
ined, and the factors identified.

Group I (handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar)

Table 26 shows the factor structure of Group I's scales. Two fac-
tors explain the common variance for these scales. Factor I has
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Table 26: Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group I:
handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar (N = 205)

Factor

Scale 1 11 Communality
Working conditions 178 —.576 364
Supervision .708 -.251 565
Compensation .166 —.562 343
Co-workers e 861 —.164 464
Sensitivity —.401 194 199
General job satisfaction 434 —.521 459

Contribution of factor 1.348 1.047 2.395

Proportion of common variance ... .56 44 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable i R?
Working conditions 278
Supervision 459
Compensation ; .251
Co-workers .384
Sensitivity 175
General job satisfaction .360

high loadings in the supervision and co-workers scales and second-
ary loadings in the general job satisfaction and sensitivity scales.
Thus, Factor I is satisfaction with “interpersonal relations.”

Factor II for Group I has high loadings in the working condi-
tions and compensation scales, with a secondary loading in general
job satisfaction. Thus, Factor II represents satisfaction with the
physical or “impersonal relations” aspect of the work situation.

The general job satisfaction scale has 19% of its variance ac-
counted for by Factor I and 27% by Factor II. The fact that both
common factors have significant loadings in this scale makes it
more “general” than the other scales.

Group Il (control, non-skilled blue-collar)

One common factor appears for this group as shown in Table 27.
The factor could be named “general satisfaction,” since it has high
factor loadings in all six scales, the lowest of which is .59. Highest
loading and largest communality is found for the supervision scale,
indicating supervision’s primary importance to the satisfactions of
this group of workers. Next highest loadings and communalities
are observed for the co-workers and general job satisfaction scales.
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Table 27. Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group 1I
control, non-skilled blue-collar (N ==177)

Factor

Scale . I Communality
Working conditions 632 399
Supervision .786 6817
Compensation 590 348
Co-workers 696 485
Sensitivity —.637 408
General job satisfaction 879 461

Contribution of factor 2718 2718

Proportion of common variance ... e 1.00 1.00

Estimated communalities;: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R?
Working conditions 393
Supervision 544
Compensation 336
Co-workers 445
Sensitivity 408
General job satisfaction 429

pointing to the predominance of the “interpersonal relations” aspect
over the “impersonal relations” aspect of satisfaction for this group.
The difference in factor structure between Groups I and II sug-
gests that presence of disability emphasizes satisfaction with the
physical aspects of the work environment for the non-skilled blue-
collar worker, thereby introducing a second dimension into his
hitherto unidimensional structure of satisfaction.

Group III (handicapped, skilled blue-collar)

Table 28 shows the factor analysis data for the Group III scales.
Three factors emerge to account for the common variance, Factor I
has its highest loadings in the working conditions, company, and
compensation scales, with secondary loadings in the supervision and
general job satisfaction scales. This factor represents satisfaction
with the “conditions of work” which are primarily physical or “im-
personal,” but which include supervision. It is conceivable that the
Factor I loading in the supervision scale pertains to those aspects of
supervision that concern job performance rather than the “human
relations” aspect.

Factor II has high loadings in the sensitivity and general job
satisfaction scales. This factor thus has to do with job satisfaction
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Table 28. Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group III:
handicapped, skilled blue-collar (N = 116)

Factor
—————— Commu-

Scale 1 ) H 11 nality
Working conditions . 700 032 028 492
Supervision .491 .213 412 456
Compensation .538 305 102 .393
Co-workers .038 360 ~—.092 139
Sensitivity -—.156 —.651 -—.218 496
Company 680 213 235 564
Type of work .. 067 .000 3717 147
General job satisfaction 421 .628 .168 598

Contribution of factor 1.692 1.131 463 3.285

Proportion of common variance ... .52 34 .16 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R?
Working conditions 409
Supervision .381
Compensation 354
Co-workers 105
Sensitivity 412
Company 482
Type of work .093
General job satisfaction 514

as associated with occupational achievement. That the only signi-
ficant loading of the co-workers scale is on this factor suggests that
acceptance by cn-workers plays some role in the handicapped, skilled
blue-collar worker’s assessment of his occupational success. A small
but significant loading in the compensation scale also suggests
that pay contributes to the overall picture of occupational achieve-
ment. This factor may therefore be labeled an “evaluation of present
and expected job success.”

Factor III has high loadings in the supervision and type of work
scales. A small loading appears in the company scale. This suggests
that Factor III represents an evaluation of the utilization of one’s
occupational skills by the company (via one’s supervisor).

The factor structure of the Group III scales thus consists of three
factors. The first and dominant factor evaluates the conditions of
work. The second factor evaluates the individual’s opportunities
for occupational advancement and his present job success. The third
and least prominent factor evaluates the individual’s occupational
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satisfaction within the company and supervisory framework in
which he works.

It is interesting to note that for this group the company scale
combines with the working conditions and compensation scales in
determining Factor 1. Since the company scale items cluster in
the general job satisfaction scale for groups other than III and IV,
the general job satisfaction scales for those groups may be inter-
preted as including a concern for the physical or impersonal “condi-
tions of work” in addition to the psychological component that is
suggested by item content. This interpretation may help explain the
factor loading patterns of the general job satisfaction scale observed
for these other groups.

Group IV (control, skilled blue-collar)

The factor structure of the Group IV scales is shown in Table 29,
Factor I has high loadings in the company and general job satisfac-
tion scales. Since the company scale evaluates the “place” where the
individual works, while the general job satisfaction scale evaluates
the occupational as well as job satisfaction which the individual re-

Table 29. Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group IV:
control, skilled blue-collar (N = 128)

Factor

Scale 1 II  Communality
Working conditions 302 —.435 .280
Supervision 413 —.607 540
Compensation 411 -.380 313
Co-workers ... 249 —.592 413
Sensitivity —.076 227 057
Company 692. 397 636
General job satisfaction 658 —.214 478

Contribution of factor 1.409 1.307 2717

Proportion of common varfance . ... 52 48 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficlents

Dependent variable R
Working conditions 257
Supervision 450
Compensation 282
Co-workers 337
Sensitivity 070
Company ... 532
General job satisfaction ... . .. 402
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ceives from his work, Factor I represents the “satisfaction-with-
utilization-of-occupational-skills” component noted in the Group 111
scales,

Factor II has its highest loadings in the supervision and co-work-
ers scales, with small but significant loadings in the working condi-
tions, company, and compensation scales. This factor definitely re-
presents the ubiquitous “human relations” component of satisfac-
tion, but for this group, in the “conditions-of-work” context.

Two generalizations concerning blue-collar satisfactions might
be drawn at this point: (a) The “human relations” aspect tends to
have larger significance in the satisfactions of the non-skilled. The
skilled, on the other hand, tend to be relatively more concerned
with the utilization of their occupational skills and the setting in
which this utilization occurs; (b) The handicapped, unlike the con-
trols, tend to single out the physical aspects of the work environ-
ment as a separate dimension in their satisfaction.

Group V (handicapped, non-skilled white-collar)

Table 30 shows the factor structure of the Group V scales. Two
factors are needed to account for the common variance. Factor I

Table 30. Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group v:
handicapped, non-skilled white-collar (N = 168)

Factor

Scale bt I Communality
Working conditions .396 .290 241
Supervision .600 .529 .640
Compensation .630 017 .398
Co-workers 167 702 521
Sensitivity —.108 —.445 209
General job satisfaction .618 321 .486
Contribution of factor 1.336 1.159 2494
* Proportion of common variance ... . 54 46 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R:
Working conditions 256
Supervision 555
Compensation .330
Co-workers 421
Sensitivity 196
General job satisfaction .. ... 404
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has high loadings in the compensation, general job satisfaction, and
supervision scales, with a secondary loading in the working condi-
tions scale. With the exception of the supervision scale, the other
scales determining Factor I have little of their variance accounted
for by Factor 1I. This factor therefore represents satisfaction with
the “conditions of work.”

Factor 11, on the other hand, has a high loading in the co-workers
scale and significant loadings in the supervision and sensitivity
scales. The co-workers and sensitivity scales have little significant
loading in Factor I. Thus Factor II represents an evaluation of “in-
terpersonal relations.”

Group VI (control, non-skilled white-collar)

Table 31 shows the factor structure for the Group VI scales. Two
factors emerge from the data. The first accounts for most of the
common variance. This factor (Factor I) has high loadings in the
working conditions, compensation, and supervision scales, and sig-
nificant loadings in the co-workers and sensitivity scales. This fac-
tor, therefore, is best named a “general employment satisfaction”
factor.

Table 31. Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group VI:
control, non-skilled white-collar (N = 127)

Factor

Scale I 11 Communality
Working conditions .650 078 428
Supervisjon .584 415 513
Compensation 815 .038 .380
Co-workers 529 285 360
Sensitivity —.524 -.356 401
General job satisfaction 023 190 037

Contribution of factors ........... - 1.696 423 2.119

Proportion of common variance ; .80 .20 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficlients

Dependent variable R?
Working conditions 347
Supervision . 413
Compensation - 294
Co-workers e 287
Sensitivity - .352
General job satisfaction ... ... . e 041
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The relatively minor Factor II has highest loadings in the super-
vision and sensitivity scales, with smaller loadings in the co-workers
and general job satisfaction scales. Again, this represents a “human
relations” or “interpersonal relations” factor.

Thus the factor structures for handicapped and control groups
of non-skilled white-collar workers are similarly constituted but
differ in balance. The handicapped include the “conditions of
work” and “interpersonal relations” components about equally in
the organization of their satisfactions, while the control workers
weight “conditions of work” much more heavily. Where concern for
the physical aspects of the work environment loom large in the
satisfactions of the handicapped blue-collar worker, concern for
“interpersonal relations” (especially with co-workers) acquires simi-
lar significance for the handicapped, non-skilled white-collar worker.

Group VII (handicapped, skilled white-collar)

Table 32 shows that only one common factor appears for the
Group VII scales. Comparison of this factor with the pre-reciprocal-
averages factor (see Table 23, page 58) shows that the two factors
are practically the same, the only difference being the lower com-
munalities for the post-reciprocal-averages scales.

Table 32. Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group VII:
handicapped, skilled white-collar (N == 149)

Factor

Scale 1 Communality
Working conditions 471 222
Supervision 675 455
Compensation 430 . 185
Co-workers 507 257
General job satisfaction .753 .567

Contribution of factor 1.687 1.687

Proportion of common variance ... 1.00 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R?
Working conditions 167
Supervision 379
Compensation 172
Co-workers .205
General job satisfaction . 450
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The post-reciprocal-averages factor for the Group VII scales has
its highest loadings in the general job satisfaction and supervision
scales, although it does have significant loadings in all other scales.
It is thus a “general employment satisfaction” factor, with super-
vision playing a dominant role in this satisfaction.

Group VIII (control, skilled white-collar)

Table 33 shows the factor structure of the Group VIII scales.
Two factors are needed to “explain” the common variance. Factor I
has high loadings in the supervision, general job satisfaction and
compensation scales, and a significant loading in the working con-
ditions scale. This factor is similar in most respects to the single
common factor which was identified for the scales of Group VII,
the handicapped counterpart of the present group. With reference to
Factor II, the compensation scale has no significant loading; the
supervision scale has a very small amount; the general job satis-
faction scale has a significant loading; but the high loadings are
in the working conditions and co-workers scales. Thus it would
seem that Factor I represents satisfaction with the “success” aspect
of employment, while Factor II represents satisfaction with the
“happiness” aspect of employment.

Table 33. Post-reciprocal-averages varimax multiple factor matrix for Group VIII;
control. skilled white-collar (N = 88)

Factor

Scale I II  Communality
Working conditions 412 624 559
Supervision .858 234 487
Compensation 592 .031 352
Co-workers .058 619 .387
General job satisfaction .601 330 471

Contribution of factor 1.318 837 2256

Proportion of common varfance ... 58 42 1.00

Estimated communalities: Squared multiple correlation coefficients

Dependent variable R?
Working conditions 441
Supervision 382
Compensation .258
CO-WOTKETS  ......oooctrtssrcsnnrcmsmsmsomensss st s .289
General job satisfaction 313
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These interpretations of the factor structure of the Group VIII
scales are consistent with what is known of the skilled, white-col-
lar work situation. The compensation received is on a personal, as
opposed to collectively-bargained, basis and therefore is the prime
yardstick of achievement or success. The supervisor plays the dom-
inant role in facilitating or thwarting the worker's movement up
the pay scale. Hence these elements are associated with occupation-
al and job satisfaction in a major way. On the other hand, while
co-workers and working conditions may have relatively less to do
with the attainment of occupational or job success, they constitute
significant factors in the satisfaction (i.e., “happiness”) of the work-
er in his job.

In general, therefore, for the white-collar workers’ satisfactions:
(a) the dominant factor is “satisfaction-with-employment-in-gener-
al” or “satisfaction-with-the-conditions-of-work” which includes sat-
isfaction with supervision and satisfaction with compensation; (b) a
second and less prominent factor incorporates the “interpersonal”
or “human relations” aspect of satisfaction; (c) the handicapped
differ from the controls in the proportions of these factors that ac-
count for the common variance; and (d) no essential difference is
observed between skill levels,

In summary, the satisfaction scales developed by cluster analysis
were factor analyzed, and one common satisfaction factor was found
for each of the eight groups. The scales’ response categories were
then reweighted, using the method of reciprocal averages, and new
scale scores computed. The “new” scales were factor analyzed, and
more than one factor emerged for six of the eight groups. This indi-
cates substantial improvement of the scales was achieved by re-,
weighting the item response categories.
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Use of the Instrument
Administration

The instrument (see Appendix A) is self-administering. It can
be given after a reading of the directions printed on the instrument.

It is strongly suggested that the instrument be given in its en-
tirety, even if only one or two scales are to be scored. This is to ap-
proximate as closely as possible the conditions under which the
scales were developed, and to obviate the unknown effects of modi-
fying the instrument.

The entire instrument may be completed in approximately 15
minutes, although individuals have been known to take 30 minutes
or longer. These, however, have been very infrequent exceptions
to the rule.

No time limits should be imposed on the individual completing
the instrument.

Prior to administration, the following points are read to the test-
taker:

1. The results will be held in strictest confidence.

2. The results will be only as good as the frankness with which
you answer the instrument.

3. It is best to record your first impressions or judgments as
answers, and not to change answers after that. (This, of course, is
not a hard-and-fast rule, but should be made as a suggestion.)

Scoring

The user is reminded that there are eight different sets of scales,
one for each of eight different groups (handicapped and control
groups in four occupational categories) and that each set may con-
sist of from five to eight scales. Furthermore, the same scale, e.g.,
general job satisfaction, is composed of different sets of items for
different groups (although there is a core of items common to the
scale for all groups). It is therefore necessary to develop a scoring
key (or stencil) for each scale for each group—a total of 49 scoring
keys in all.

The scoring keys may be developed from Appendix G, which
lists the original and post-reciprocal-averages scoring weights for
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all response choices to each item in each scale, for each of the eight
groups. It should be noted that post-reciprocal-averages scoring
weights are assigned in Appendix G only to those items which con-
stitute a particular scale. This allows the user to identify the par-
ticular set of items that constitute a given scale for a given group.
Figure 6 illustrates the first page of a scoring key for the general
job satisfaction scale of Group I (handicapped, non-skilled blue-
collar). For comparison, Figure 7 illustrates the same first page for
Group V (handicapped, non-skilled white-collar). Figure 8 shows
the first page of a scoring key for the supervision scale for Group I
(cf. Figure 6). From these examples, the user can easily see why
a scoring key for each scale for each group is necessary.

There are two ways of scoring a completed instrument (and con-
sequently, two types of scoring stencils may be developed):

1. One scale at a time is scored, using separate scoring stencils
for each scale. Figures 6 through 8 illustrate this type of scoring.

2. All scored items, regardless of scale membership, may be
scored initially, and then individual scale scores are derived after-
wards by adding the weights of only those items belonging to the
scale being scored. (A special stencil for each scale would be nec-
essary to accomplish the latter objective.) Figure 9 illustrates the
first page of a scoring key, using this method, for Group I. The
scale membership of each scored item is given in parentheses after
the item. :

The first method of scoring is probably to be preferred if all re-
sponses to the instrument are recorded on a separate single answer
sheet (as, for example, with the use of IBM answer sheets). How-
ever, if the responses are recorded on the instrument (as was the
case in the present study), then the second method has more merit.

Before scoring a completed instrument, it is ebviously necessary
to determine the test-taker’s group membership. This may be done
using the criteria enumerated in the Methodology section.

Norms

Appendix I presents the distributions, means, and standard de-
viations of the scale scores for each of the eight groups. These scale
scores are based on the reweighted item response categories (i.e.,
reciprocal averages weights). Practitioners may wish to utilize these
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Figure 6. First page of scoring key, general job satisfaction scale, for
handicapped. non-skilled blue-collar

MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

SA means Strongly Agree
A means Agree
U means Undecided

D means Disagree
SD means Strongly Disagree

*1.

*7.

8.

10.

11.

*12.

13.

14.

15.

*16.

There isn't a better Company to work for than
this one

. It sometimes help to “play politics” in this

Company (“polish the apple” with the super-
viser, etc.)

. My pay is all right for the kind of work I do....
. 1 get a fair share of overtime work ...

. Most employees in this Company are satisfied

with their jobs

. The employees in my department are willing

to do their fair share of wWork ... -
The work I do on my present job is interesting

My present job suits me better than any other
job in the Company I know of .. S

. My immediate supervisor takes time to explain

new work to me

My immediate supervisor is quick to take care
of complaints brought to him by employees.....

I am told ahead of time of changes that will at-
fect my work

1 feel secure in my job

The supplies, materials, and equipment neces-
sary to perform my job are easy to get ...

My working space is bigenough ... ... ...

My value to the department is recognized by
my department head

It T planned to work until retirement age, 1
would like to stay with this Company all the
time

* Scored items for this scale and this group only.
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Figure 7. First page of scoring key, general job satisfaction scale, for Group V:

handicapped, non-skilled white-collar

SA means Strongly Agree
A means Agree
U means Undecided

D means Disagree
SD means Strongly Disagree

-

[ ol ]

*5.

*1.

10.

11.

-

12,

13.

14.

*15.

*16.

. There Isn't a better Company to work for than

this one

It sometimes help to “play politics” in this
Company (“polish the apple” with the super-
visor, etc.)

. My pay is all right for the kind of work I do....

I get a fair share of overtime work ...

Most employees in this Company are satisfied
with their jobs

. The employees in my department are willing

to do their fair share of work ...

The work I do on my present job is interesting

My present job suits me better than any other
job in the Company I know of ......ecane.

. My immediate supervisor takes time to explain

new work to me

My immediate supervisor is quick to take care
of complaints brought to him by employees.....

I am told ahead of time of changes that will af-
fect my work

I feel secure in my job

The supplies, materials, and equipment neces-
sary to perform my job are easy to get ...

My working space is big enough ...

My value to the department is recogmzed by
my department head

It I planned to work until retirement age, 1
would like to stay with this Company all the
time

® Scored items for this scale and this group only.
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Figure 8. First page of scoring key. supervision scale, for Group It
handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar

SA means Strongly Agree
A means Agree
U means Undecided

D means Disagree
SD means Strongly Disagree

1. There isn't a better Company to work for than
this one

2. It sometimes helps to *“play politics” in this
Company (“polish the apple” with the super-
visor, etc.)

3. My pay is all right for the kind of work I do...
4. I get a fair share of overtime work

5. Most employees in this Company are satisfled
with their jobs

6. The employees in m department are willing
to do their fair share of work ...

7. The work I do on my present job is interesting

8. My present job suits me better than any other
job in the Company I know of . o

*9. My immediate supervisor takes time to explain
new work to me

*10. My immediate supervisor is quick to take care
of complaints brought to him by employees ...

*11. I am told ahead of time of changes that will af-
fect my work

12. T feel secure in my job

13. The supplies. materials, and equipment neces-
sary to perform my job are easy to get ...

14. My working space is big enough

15. My value to the department is recognized by
my department head

16. 1t I planned to work until retirement age, 1
would like to stay with this Company all the
time ...

¢ Scored items for this scale and this group only.
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Figure 8. First page of omnibus scoring key, all scales, for Group I:

handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar

SA means Strongly Agree
A means Agree
U means Undecided

D means Disagree
SD means Strongly Disagree

*1.

*2.

*3.

There isn't a better Company to work for than
this one. (General job satisfaction) ..

It sometimes helps to “play politics” in this
Company (“polish the apple” with the super-
visor, etc.). (Sensitivity)

My pay is all right for the kind of work I do.
(Compensation)

4. I get a falr share of overtime work ...

5. Most employees in this Company are satisfled

7.

*10.

°11.

*12.

*13.

*14.

15.

*16.

with their jobs

. The employees in my department are willing

to do their fair share of WOrk ...

The work I do on my present job is interesting.
(General job satisfaction)

My present job suits me better than any other
job in the Company 1 know of. (General job
satisfaction)

My immediate supervisor takes time to explaln
new work to me. (Supervision) ..........

My immediate supervisor is quick to take care
of complaints brought to him by employees.
(Supervision)

I am told ahead of time of changes that will af-
fect my work. (Supervision) .. _—

1 feel secure in my job. (General job) ...

The supplies, materials, and equipment neces-
sary to perform my job are easy to get. (Work-
ing conditions)

My working space is big enough. (Working
conditions)

My value to the department is recognized by
my department head

If 1 planned to work until retirement age, 1
would like to stay with this Company all the
time (General job satisfaction) . -

® Scored items for this group only.
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

distributions in interpreting satisfaction scale scores until they de-
velop norms more pertinent to their counselee populations.

Figure 10 illustrates a summary score sheet for a hypothetical
handicapped, skilled blue-collar worker. The percentile scores were
derived from Appendix I.

Identification
S
s Smith, James W. Adninistered by.f /. ¢~ Date_3 /4 42
Yand y nes Soared by ate 5
Pressnt Job Title Machinist (4-75) Checked by Date _w‘imz
Yorm Groupy E] Non-8
Comselor Re Johnson Non-skilled blus-collar (|
Agency St Paul Office Scillad blue-callar 2 ) o
Non-ekilled white-coltar [T] [1
ot
oo N Skilled white-collar .| C
Professional E:l D
Soale Raw i I | S} N 110 PR | ) i
Sccre | 10 20 30 LO S50 60 70 80 9O
1, Oenerel Job Setisfaction| 74 R
2, Vorking Comditions e [ ——t—
3, Supsrvision 24
v |
L, Compensatiom 174 et
5. Co=workers ’3 R‘\‘
6, Sensitivity 60
7o Company
8. Type of work
9.
10,

Figure 10. Sample summary score sheet
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Appendix A

Confidential
OVR Lab

Industrial Relations Center
University of Minnesota

For each statement on the following pages:

If you feel the statement is true, check the box under SA.
(SA stands for Strongly Agree.)
If you feel that the statement is more true than false, check the
box under A.
(A stands for Agree.)
If you cannot make up your mind about the statement, check
the box under U.
(U stands for Undecided, Neutral, Can't say.)
If you feel that the statement is more false than true, check the
box under D.
(D stands for Disagree.)
If you feel that the statement is definitely false, check the box
under SD.
(SD stands for Strongly Disagree.)

Be sure to check one answer for each statement.

There are no right or wrong answers. Different persons will feel
differently about these statements. The lmportant thing is to tell
how you feel.

The results of this poll will be used by the Industrial Relations
Center for research purposes. Your answers will be kept strictly
confidential! !
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

SA means Strongly Agree
A means Agree
U means Undecided

D means Disagree
SD means Strongly Disagree

. There isn’t a better Company to work for than

this one

. It sometimes help to “play politics” in this Com-

pan)y (“polish the apple”) with the supervisor,
ete.

3. My pay is all right for the kind of work I do....

4. I get a fair share of overtime work

10.
11.

12
13.

14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

21.

. Most employees in this Company are satisfied

with their jobs

. The employees in my department are wxllmg

to do their fair share of work ...

. The work I do on my present job is interesting
. My present job suits me better than any other

job in the Company 1 know of .

. My immediate supervisor takes time to explain

new work to me

My immediate supervisor is quick to take care
of complaints brought to him by employees

1 am told ahead of time of changes that will af-
fect my work

1 feel secure in my job

The supblies, materials, and equipment neces-
sary to perform my job are easy to get

My working space is big enough

My value to the department is recognized by
my department head

1t I planned to work until retirement age, I
would like to stay with this Company all the
time

I am satisfied with the length of vacations the
Company gives

Pay should be based on length of service rather
than on what a person does (how long a person
has worked here should count more than the
amount of work he turns out)

I like all the people with whom I work ..
Most of the employees around me are the kind

who will say hello when I pass them on the
street ...

1 feel that the work I do is very important
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

SA means Strongly Agree
A means Agree
U means Undecided

D means Disagree
SD means Strongly Disagree

22,
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28,

29.
30.

31
32.
33.

3.

35.

36.
317.

38.
39.
40.
41.

42.

There is a lot of favoritism in my department
(some employees are given all the breaks) ...

My department head sees that new employees
in the department get good training (shown how
to do their jobs o0.k.)

I get tull credit for the work 1 do ...

There are enough meetings of our work group
to talk over plans

Our lockers are satisfactory ...

Getting ahead in this Company is more a matter
of luck than ability (they don’t care how good
a worker you are)

The Company brings in outsiders for important
jobs more often than they should ...

Enough time is allowed for rest perlods ...
I'm getting valuable experience on my present
job
I feel I am happier in my work than most other
people

‘The work in my department is handed out fair-
ly among the employees

My immediate boss expects e to do more than
my share of the work

The Company should do more to help employ-
ees with their personal problems (like family
troubles, etc.)

The Company gives employees enough informa-
tion about its financial position

The place where I work is clean ...

This Company treats its employees better than
most other companies 1 know about ... ...

My immediate supervisor always understands
what I am trying to do ......... ... .

My immediate supervisor has the confidence
and respect of those who work under him ...

My supervisor takes credit for work when he
doesn’t deserve it

1 feel the Company tells me enough about its
general policies (what they are trying to do) ...

I like my job better than most people like theirs
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

SA means Strongly Agree
A means Agree
U means Undecided

D means Disagree
SD means Strongly Disagree

43.
4.

45.
46.

47.

48.
49.

50.
51,
52.

§3.
54.

55.
56.
57.
58.
59.

60.
61.
62.

83.

My boss knows how to handle people ...

My fellow workers rate better with manage-
ment than I do

I need a promotion if I am to stay happy here

My work group is usually like one big happy
family

My boss is .only interested in getting the work
out

I would like to change my line of work ...

I really shouldn’t expect to be making more
money than I do

I have to work harder because some of my co-
workers “goof off”

1 do not like the way they figure pay Increases
in this Company

I would like to exchange my present job for
another job in the same line of work ...

My boss “rides” me a little too much ............

Things would be better for the Company if they
got rid of my boss

1 do not know a friendlier bunch than the
people 1 work with

Considering the money I used to make, I'm do-
ing pretty well right now

I have thought seriously about changing my
present job

My boss is where he is because he knows the
work

I sometimes wonder what my co-workers are
talking about

I often feel like demanding a pay raise ...
I make as much money as most of my friends ...

Some of my fellow workers are among my best
friends

Most of the time I feel satisfied with my job ..
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Complete each statement by checking one of the five boxes
which follow the statement.

Each box stands for an answer:

The box under “E” stands for “Excellent.”
The box under “G"” stands for “Good.”

The box under “F” stands for “Fair.”

The box under “P” stands for “Poor.”

The box under “VP"” stands for “Very Poor.”

Choose one answer for each statement.
Be sure to eheck the box that stands for your answer.
Be sure to complete all the statements.

There are no “right” or “wrong” answers. Just tell how you
feel about each statement.

Don't
E means Excellent F means Fair P means Poor write
G means Good VP means Very Poor here
E G F P VP
64. The lighting for my job is 000 oQ|es.
65. The ventilation where I work is ... O O 0 O O |65
68. The job that the top executives are doing in
this Company is OoOoaogag|es
67. All in all, as a place to work, this Company is (1 O [0 O [ |67.
68. Considering the presentcostof living mypayis 0 O O O O |e68.
69. Considering everything, my working hoursare (0 0 O [0 [J |69
70. The spirit of cooperation among employees in
my department is - OO0 oQQ|no.
71. The reputation of this Company in the commu-
nity (how people feel and talk about this Com-
pany) is OO0 ooQn
72. Considering everything, my present job is ... Oooogool
73. All in all, I would rate my immediate super-
visor as oooog|n —
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance to get a
better job) here are ... . . — O0O0ono|nM
75. The place and equipment for the use of employ-
ees during rest and recreation periods are ... OoOooois
78. General working conditions in my department—
heat, hght space, noise, cleanllness, equnpment
etc,, are . - 310 0O O 0O 176

[K Y



MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

JSB
Work Adjustment Project
Industrial Relations Center Confidential Code No.
University of Minnesota

71. Choose the ONE of the following statements which best tells how well you
like your job. Place a check mark (V) in front of that statement.
— 1. I hate it.
2. 1dislike it.
— 3. I don't like it.
—4. I am indifferent to it.
—5. 1like it.
—6. I am enthusiastic about it.
17 1love/it.

78. Check one of the following to show HOW MUCH OF THE TIME you feel
satisfied with your job:
—1. All the time.
— 2. Most of the time.
—3. A good deal of the time.
4. About half of the time.
—5. Occasionally.
—6. Seldom.
—1. Never.

79. Check the ONE of the following which best tells how you feel about chang-
ing your job: .
— 1. I would quit this job at once it I could get anything else to do.

—2. 1 would take almost any other job in which I could earn as much
as I am earning now.

—-3. T would like to change both my job and my occupation.
-—4. T would like to exchange my present job for another job.

—-5. I am not eager to change my job, but I would do so if I could get a
better job.

— 8. I cannot think of any jobs for which 1 would exchange.
—-17. I would not exchange my job for any other.

80. Checlk one of the following to show how you think you compare with other
people. -
—-1. No one likes his job better than I like mine,
—2. 1 like my job much better than most people like theirs.
—3. 1like my job better than most people like theirs.
—4. I like my job about as well as most people like theirs.
-5, 1 dislike my job more than most people dislike theirs.
—=86. 1dislike my job much more than most people dislike theirs.
—-17. No one dislikes his job more than I dislike mine.
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Appendix B

Table B-1. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 1: There isn‘t
a better Company to work for than this one ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 ) N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 9 57 7 47 15 205 617 3.01
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ...... 2 54 48 51 24 177 572 3.23
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 6 29 33 38 10 116 365 3.15
1V. Control, skilled '
blue-collar ..o 6 30 26 48 18 128 428 333
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ........... 8 40 57 39 24 168 6535 3.17
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar 4 45 36 31 11 127 381 3.00
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 7 29 43 59 11 149 485 3.26
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 2 29 22 37 8 98 314 3.20
Total Handicapped ... 638 2002 3.14
‘Total Control 530 1693 3.19
Grand Total 1168 3695 3.16

Table B-2. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 2: It some-
times helps to “play politics” in this Company (“polish the
spple” with the supervisor, etc.) . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group . 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non- )
skilled blue-collar ......... 10 62 54 63 16 205 628 3.08
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 14 45 37 571 24 177 563 3.8
II1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... v e 16033 24 33 10 116 338 2.90
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ..., 123221 46 | 17 128 408 3.19
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar .......... 17T 41 46 40 24 168 517 3.07
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... .. 1239 21 35 20 127 393 3.09
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... S 7 45 37 46 13 149 459 3.08
VIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 8 21 24 32 13 98 315 321
Total Handicapped ... 638 1940 3.04
Total Control ... 530 1679 3.17
Grand Total ... 1168 3619 3.10




MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-3. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 3: My pay is
all right for the kind of work I do ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... 11 41 33 99 21 205 683 3.38
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 9 41 30 80 17 177 588 3.31
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. e 4 28 14 63 9 116 395 341
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... ... 7 23 13 68 17 128 449 351
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 13 50 24 73 8 168 517 3.08
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. 6 36 20 58 9 127 407 320
VI1I. Handicapped, skilled )
white-collar ... 8 32 21 75 13 149 500 3.36
VIIIL Control, skilled - ’ .
white-collar ... 3 18 17 53 7 88 337 344

Total Handicapped .. 638 2105 330
Total Control 530 1779 336
Grand Total 1168 3884 3.33

Table B-4. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Numlwt 4: I get a fair
share of overtime work . ..

Response Cholces Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... 9 36 48 88 24 2083 697 340
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ... 11 30 28 85 23 177 614 347
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ..., 8 1213 61 22 116 425 3.66
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 13 9 23 58 25 128 457 357
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ........... 18 20 50 68 12 168 541 321
V1. Control, non-skilled .
white-collar ... 14 20 28 48 17 127 415 3.27
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ..., 15 16 55 45 18 149 482 3.23
VIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar .. 8 10 27 39 14 98 333 342

Total Handicapped . 638 2145 3.36
Total Control .. .. . ... .. .. 530 1821 344
Grand Total ... .. . . ... .. . 1168 3968 3.40
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Table B-5. Distribution of responses. by group. for Item Number 5: Most em-
ployess in this Company are satistied with their jobs ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 5 32 41 111 18 205 1716 3.49
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 7 33 40 84 13 177 594 3.36
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ..o 5 21 30 57 3 116 380 3.28
1V. Control, skilled
bIue-collar ... 3 18 18 78 11 128 460 3.59
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ............. 3 3 45 79 1 168 569 3.38
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 5 29 33 54 8 127 408 321
VII. Handicapped, skilled .
white-collar ... 3 26 30 75 15 149 520 3.49
VIIL Control, skilled’
white-collar ... 2 9 19 64 4 98 353 3.60
Total Handicapped ......mmen 638 2185 3.42
Total Control 530 1815 342
Grand Total 1168 4000 342

Table B-8. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 6: The em-
ployees in my department are willing to do their fair share of work . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 5 21 21 135 23 205 765 3.73
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 19 13 115 29 177 683 3.86
I1I. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... i 2 9 16 79 10 116 434 374
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... o 1 1 6 84 26 128 507 3.96
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar .......... 3 13 14 105 33 168 656 3.90
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 1 10 6 92 18 127 497 391
V1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 0 5 7 107 30 149 609 4.09
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 1 5 5 66 21 98 395 4.03

Total Handicapped .
Total Control ......
Grand Total .. ... ...

638 2464 388
530 2082 393
1168 4546 3.89
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Table B-7. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 7: The work
I do on my present job is interesting . . .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 14 25 27 105 34 205 735 3.58
11. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar .. 5 186 19 104 33 177 675 381
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 5 7 71 28 116 470 405
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 4 8 8 171 37 128 513 4.01
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... .7 12 11 87 51 168 6687 397
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... . 3 9 8 66 43 127 518 4.08
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... S, 2 4 5 668 72 149 649 4.36
VIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 1 5 4 48 40 98 415 423

Total Handicapped .. T 638 2521 395
Total Control 530 2121 400
Grand Total 1168 4642 3.97

Table B-8. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 8: My present
job suits me better than any other job in the Company I know of ...

Response Choices - Summary Statistics
Group 1 2- 3 4 5 N =X M

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 15 36 51 178 25 205 677 3.30
II. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar .. 13 25 31 82 28 177 614 347
II1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ..o 3 16 28 55 14 116 403 353
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 5 18 27 67 21 128 455 3.55
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ............ 12 31 40 49 36 168 570 3.39
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. 7T 19 19 52 30 127 460 3.62
VII. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar .. 8 15 30 58 38 149 550 3.69
VIII, Control, skilled
white-collar ... 0 12 23 38 25 98 370 3.78

Total Handicapped ..
Total Control ...
Grand Total ... ...

638 2206 3.46
530 1809 3.58
1168 4105 3.51
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-3. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 3: My im-
mediate supervisor takes time to explain new work to me...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ... 9 18 27 123 28 205 758 3.69
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 5 20 19 93 35 177 669 3.718
1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 9 14 19 59 15 116 405 349
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 4 14 14 65 31 128 489 3.82
V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar ............ 12 19 21 91 25 168 602 358
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 2 17 9 68 33 127 492 387
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 7 19 18 715 30 149 549 368
VIII. Control, skilled -
white-collar 3 13 10 48 24 98 3711 379
Total Handicapped .. 638 2314 363
Total Control 530 2021 3.81

Grand Total 1168 4335 3.71

Table B-10. Distribution of responses, by group. for Item Number 10: My im-
mediate supervisor is quick to take care of complaints
brought to him by employees...

Response Choices Summary Statistics

Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ........ 8 40 41 98 20 205 695 3.39
11. Control,- non-

skilled blue-collar ... 5 28 20 98 26 177 643 363
I11. Handicapped, skilled
. blue-collar ... 6 28 25 48 9 116 374 3.22
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar . ... . 3 16 22 60 27 128 476 3.72
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ........... 14 17 27 81 26 168 595 354
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 5 19 18 60 25 127 462 364
VII. Handicapped, skmed
white-collar . 9 20 22 69 29 149 536 3.60
VIIIL. Control, skxlled
white-collar 2 11 16 44 25 98 373 3.81

Total Handicapped .
Total Control y
Grand Total

638 2200 3.45
530 1954 3.69
1168 4154 3.56
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-1l. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 11: I am told
ahead of time of changes that will affect my work...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 12 24 39 115 15 205 712 347
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 7 22 20 97 31 177 654 3.69
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar 9 21 11 64 1 116 395 341
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... n 8 13 18 69 20 128 464 363
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar . 12 21 17 94 24 168 601 3.57
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 8 22 9 61 27 127 458 361
VIIL. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 9 27 16 718 19 149 518 348
VIIIL Control, skllled
white-collar 3 13 12 48 22 98 367 3.74

Total Handicapped 638 2226 3.49
Total Control 530 1943 367
Grand Total 1168 4169 3.57

Table B-12. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 12: 1 feel
secure in my job...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 8 24 33 104 36 205 151 L.68
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 22 24 89 38 1717 668 3.76
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 7 14 18 55 22 116 419 361
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 12 14 68 33 128 504 304
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... .. 6 13 28 176 45 168 645 3.83
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . ......onne 1 8 13 11 34 127 510 4.02
V1I. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar 3 6 11 175 54 149 618 4.15
VIIL Control, skilled
white-collar ... 3 4 2 52 37 88 410 4.18

Total Handicapped .. 638 2433 381
Total Control 530 2090 3.94
Grand Total ..o e 1168 4523 3.87
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-13. Distribution of responses, by group. for Item Number 13: The sup-
plies, materials, and equipment necessary to perform my job are easy to get . . .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 25 21 132 23 205 760 3.70
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 2 16 11 107 41 177 700 3.95
11I. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 8 11 11 67 19 116 426 3.67
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 5 14 16 68 25 128 478 3.713
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ........... 5 10 9 90 54 168 682 4.05
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 1 11 5 76 34 127 512 4.03
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 2 3 10 8 49 149 623 418
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 2 2 5 69 30 98 407 4.15
Total Handicapped 638 2491 3.90
Total Control 530 2097 3.96
Grand Total 1168 4588 3.93

Table B-14. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 14: My work-
ing space is big enough...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 7 15 18 129 36 205 1787 383
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 17 8 106 42 177 696 3.93
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 2 10 10 72 22 116 450 388
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... .o 4 8 10 80 26 128 500 3.91
V. Handicapped, non- )
skilled white-collar ... 5 15 7 96 45 168 665 3.95
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ......oonn 6 14 4 11 2 127 484 381
VI1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... .. 4 8 7 86 44 149 605 4.06
VIIIL Control, skilled
white-collar 3 10 3 51 31 98 391 3.99

Total Handicapped ... 638 2507 393
Total Control ... ..o 530 2071 391
Grand Total . 1168 4578 392
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-15. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 15: My value
to the department is recognized by my department head...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 17 48 111 26 205 1755 3.68
11. Control, non- :
skilled blue-collar ... 4 9 28 107 29 177 679 3.84
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 2 3 2 70 14 115 436 3.79
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 4 3 28 18 17 128 483 3.77
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 3 9 34 99 23 168 ‘634 N
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 1 5 18 79 24 127 501 3964
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-~collar ... - 1 4 26 88 30 149 589 395
VIII. Control, skilled .
white-collar ... 2 2 14 55 25 88 393 4.01

Total Handicapped .. 638 2414 3.78
Total Control 530 2056 3.88
Grand Total 1168 4470 3.83

Table B-16. blstribuuon of responses, by group, for Itemm Number 16: If I planned
to work until retirement age, I would like to stay
with this Company all the time...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ... 28 24 55 63 35 205 668 325
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 15 22 42 57 41 177 618 349
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ..o 7 13 39 34 23 116 401 346
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... S 9 13 29 35 42 128 472 369
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 15 20 52 49 32 168 587 3.37
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 14 13 37 41 22 127 425 335
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 11 18 42 46 34 149 523 351
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 3 11 28 35 23 98 358 365

Total Handicapped .. 638 2159 3.38
Total Control 530 1873 3.53

Grand Total . 1168 4032 345
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-17. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 17: I am satis-
fied with the length of vacations the Company gives...

Response Choices Summary Statisticé
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar 9 22 25 129 20 205 744 362

II. Control, non- .
skilled blue-collar ... 3 19 11 103 41 177 691 3.90
I11. Handicapped, skilled

blue-collar 6 16 9 59 26 116 431 3.72
IV. Contro}, skilled
blue-collar .. ... 6 13 9 74 26 128 485 3.79
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... .. 6 12 186 99 35 168 649 3.86
VL. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . ... 2 i 8 7 34 127 514 4.05
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar 1 12 11 93 32 149 590 396
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ........ 2 8 4 57 27 98 393 4.01

638 2414 3.18
530 2083 393
1168 4497 3.85

Tolal Handicapped ...
Total Control .. ...
Grand Total ... ...

Table B-18. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 18: Pay should
be based on length of service rather than on what a person does (how long a
person has worked here should count more than the
amount of work he turnsout)...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 12 42 40 81 30 205 690 3.36
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 16 29 33 64 35 177 604 341
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 8 11 21 47 29 116 426 3.67
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 6 10 22 54 36. 128 488 3.81
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ............ 11 28 30 61 38 168 591 3.51
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. 7 7 17 51 42 127 498 392
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 4 6 23 57 59 149 608 4.03
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... . 2 4 7T 49 306 98 407 4.15

Total Handicapped ... ... .
Total Control . ... ...
Grand Total ...

638 2315 363
530 1997 3.77
1163 4312 3.69
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-18. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 19: I like all
the people with whom I work...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N IX M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ........... 2 30 19 121 33 205 1768 3.74
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 24 22 92 36 177 665 3.76
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... . 1 16 16 69 14 116 427 368
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 14 14 67 32 128 499 390
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ............. 2 24 18 91T 29 168 631 3.75
VI. Control, non-skilled )
white-collar ... 0 14 18 76 21 127 485 3.82
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 2 13 10 101 23 149 577 3.87
VIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 0 12 11 57 18 98 375 383
Total Handicapped . 838 2403 3.77
Total Control 530 2024 3.82
Grand Total 1168 4427 3.79

Table B-20. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 20: Most of
the employees sround me are the kind who will say
hello when I pass them on the street...

" Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 '3 4 L N XX M
1. Handicapped, non- )
skilled blue-collar ... 0 ] 8 149 43 205 845 4.12
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 6 2 104 64 177 155 4.27
I11. Handicapped, skilled :
blue-collar ... 1 4 2 8 29 116 480 4.14
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 0 1 0 72 55 128 565 4.41
V. Handicapped, non- ) .
skilled white-collar ... 1 1 4 104 58 168 721 429
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 1 4 73 4 127 551 4.34
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar

VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 0 1 59 38 98 420 438

Total Handicapped . 638 2707 4.24
Total Control 530 2300 4.34
Grand Total 1168 5007 4.29

0
0 1 2 77T 69 149 661 4.44
0
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-21. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 21: I feel that
the work I do is very important...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 29 37 108 28 205 744 3.62
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 12 32 96 38 177 685 3.87
I1I. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 3 28 58 28 116 457 3.94
IV. Control, skllled
blue-collar ... 0 4 17 73 34 128 521 4.07
V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar ... 1 10 42 75 40 168 647 3.85
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-colar ... 2 7 22 63 33 127 499 393
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 1 3 19 78 50 149 618 415
VIIIL. Control, skllled.
white-collar 0 3 14 48 33 98 405 4.13

Total Handicapped ... 638 24668 3.87
Total Control 530 2110 3.98
Grand Total 1168 4576 3.92

' Table B-22. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 22: There is
a lot of favoritism in my department (some employees are given all the breaks)...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... 6 30 67 80 22 205 697 340
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 26 37 80 30 177 637 3.60
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 8 13 21 54 2 116 413 2358
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar . ... . 3 14 21 63 27 . 128 481 3.76
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 7 19 37T 71 34 168 610 3.63
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. 4 13 20 56 34 127 484 3.1
VI1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar .. 1 4 22 81 41 149 604 4.05
VIIL Control, skllled
white-collar 3 2 10 49 34 98 403 411

Total Handicapped .. 638 2324 364
Total Control 530 2005 3.78
Grand Total . 1168 4329 3.7%1
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Tabloe B-23. Distribution of responses, by group. for Item Number 23: My de-
partment head secs that new employees in the departiment get good
training (shown how to do their jobs ok} ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar . ... 9 33 36 109 18 205 509 345
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 24 27 93 29 177 650 3.67
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 5 22 11 65 13 116 407 © 351
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar . ... 8 7 22 69 22 128 474 370
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... - 10 6 23 102 27 168 634 3.17
VI1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. 1 2 15 70 21 127 411 31
VII. Handicapped, sklllcd
white-collar ... o - 3 17 25 83 21 149 549 368
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar 3 9 22 42 22 98 365 372
Total Handicapped .. 638 2299 3.60
Total Control 630 1960 3.70
Grand Total 1168 4259 3.65

Table B-24. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 24: I get full
credit for the work I do...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non- .
skilled blue-collar ... 3 23 38 115 26 205 753 3.67
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ........... 1 13 28 105 30 177 681 385
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. e 1 1 21 72 1 116 429 370
1V. Control, sklllcd R
blue-collar . ... 2 10 26 N 19 128 479 374
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... - 3 15 25 101 2% 168 632 3.76
VI, Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... .. 1 6 22 79 19 127 490 3.86
VI, H'\ndlcappcd sklllcd
white-collar . [, 3 7 23 83 33 149 583 391
VIII, Control, sklllcd
white-collar ... ... 1 8 10 58 21 88 384 392
Total Handicapped . ... v 638 2197 3.76

Total Control ...
Grand Total ...

530 2034 3.84
1168 4431 3.79
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-2S. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 25: There are
enough meetings of our work group to talk over plans...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ........ 12 55 48 176 14 205 640 3.12
1I. Control, non- .
skilled blue-collar ... 14 42 47 63 11 177 546 3.08
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. .. 15 25 27 40 9 116 351 3.03
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... e 7 29 31 51 10 128 412 322
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 12 32 41 70 13 168 544 3.23
V1. Control, non-skilled )
white-collar . e 13 29 29 44 12 127 394 3.10
VII. Handicapped, skmed
white-collar .. 9 28 38 54 24 149 505 3.39
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 4 25 15 41 13 98 328 335

Total Handicapped 638 2040 3.20
Total Control 530 1680 3.17
Grand Total 1168 3720 3.18

Table B-26. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 26: Qur
lockers are satisfactory...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 17 31 47 94 16 205 676 3.29
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 15 24 40 81 17 177 592 3.34
1. Handicapped, skilled )
blue-collar . s 1916 19 58 8 116 376 3.24
1V. Control, skllled
blue-collar ........meeee 1111 24 66 16 128 449 351
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ........... 13 12 74 59 10 168 545 3.24
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 8 13 53 47 6 127 411 324
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 5 11 71 48 14 149 502 337
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ...... 7 11 50 27 3 98 302 3.08

Total Handicapped 638 2099 3.29
Total Control ... e o o i 530 1754 3.31
Grand Total .. 1168 3853 3.30
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-27. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 27: Getting
ahead in this Company is more a matter of luck than ability (they don‘t
care how good a worker you are) ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 13 39 49 82 22 205 676 3.29
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 11 31 31 73 31 177 613 346
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... .. 6 18 27 49 18 116 405 349
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ...conrn. 8 15 18 50 37 128 477 373
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... - 6 17 38 77 32 168 616 3.68
VI. Control, non-gkilled
white-collar ... . 3 9 28 S50 37 127 490 3.86
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 5 8 18 72 48 149 593 398
VIII. Control, skilled &
white-collar 7 6 11 49 26 99 378 382

Total Handicapped .. 638 2290 3.59
Total Control 530 1958 3.69

Grand Total 1168 4248 364

Table B-.28. Distribution of rispon:u. by group, for Item Number 28: The Com-
pany brings in outsiders for important jobs more often than they should . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 -] N XX M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 7T 25 4 14 25 205 700 341
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 11 20 34 87 25 177 628 3.54
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ..o 3 15 35 45 20 116 418 359
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 6 12 18 64 30 128 484 3.78
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 6 21 51 60 30 168 591 351
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 7T 15 39 38 28 127 446 351
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 5 16 38 56 34 149 545 3.66
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 3 12 20 44 19 98 358 363

Total Handicapped . 638 2252 3.53
Total Control 530 1914 361

Grand Total - 1168 4166 3.57
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- MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-29. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 29: Enough
time is allowed for rest periods...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =x M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 13 21 144 24 . 205 17838 3.84
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 12 14 122 28 177 687 3.88
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. s 3 11 6 19 17 116 444 383
1V. Control, skilled
bltte-collar ... 4 i 9 81 27 128 504 394
V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar ... 3 5 15 114 31 168 669 3.98
. V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 4 1 5 8 24 127 493 388
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 1 8 8 9 35 149 608 4.08
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 0 4 14 61 19 98 389 3.97
Total Handicapped . ... 638 2509 3.93
Total Control 530 2073 391
Grand Total 1168 4582 3.92

Table B-30. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 30: I'm getting
valuable experience on my present job...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 15 33 49 87 21 205 681 332
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 9 31 39 78 20 177 600 3.39
‘111, Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . .. 3 9 19 65 20 116 438 3.78
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar . . . 1 10 22 172 23 * 128 490 383
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 4 19 24 87 34 168 632 3.76
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... .. . ... 1 16 17 67 26 127 482 3.80
- VII. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar . . ... . 1 2 8 85 53 149 634 4.26
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar . .. ... 0 5 7 59 27 98 402 4.10
Total Handicapped ... ... ... 638 2385 3.74
Total Control 530 1974 3.72
Grand Total .. I 1168 4359 3.73
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-31. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 31: I feel I
am happier in my work than most other people...

Response Choices Summary Statistics

Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M

I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 6 25 64 93 17 205 705 343
11. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar 3 19 47 81 27 177 641 3.62
111. Handicapped, skilled

blue-collar ... ..o 1 9 33 57 18 116 426 3.67
1V. Control, skilled

blue-collar ... 1 10 20 72 18 128 476 3.72

V. Handicapped, non- ]

skilled white-collar ... 3 20 51 14 20 168 592 3.52
VI. Control, non-sgkilled

White-collar ... 3 12 36 59 17 127 458 3.59
VII. Handicapped, skilled

white-collar ... 3 5 31 84 26 149 572 384

VIII. Control, skilled

white-collar ... 0 3 26 43 286 g8 388 394
Total Handicapped 638 2295 3.60
Total Control 530 1859 3.70

Grand Total 1168 4254 3.64

Table B-32. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 32: The work
in my department is handed out fairly among the employess...

Response Choices Summary Statistics

Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ........... 0 26 29 133 17 205 756 3.68
11. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar ... 2 17 15 117 28 177 679 384
111, Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 11 12 8 10 116 437 3.97
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... .o .. 2 7 12 85 22 128 502 3.92
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 5 12 20 111 20 168 633 3.76
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . 0 13 ‘14 83 17 127 485 3.82
Vil. Handicapped, skilled ‘
white-collar ... ... 1 9 15 92 32 149 592 397
V1II. Control, skilled
white-collar ... ... 3 3 9 70 13 98 381 3.89

Total Handicapped
Total Control ......... ...
Grand Total ... .

638 2418 379
530 2047 3.8
1168 4465 3.82
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-33. Distribution of responses. by group. for Item Number 33: My im-
mediate boss expects me to do more than my share of the work ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar . ... 8 26 37T N7 17 . 205 1724 353
II. Control, non- ‘ i
skilled blue-collar ... 7 19 21 109 21 177 649 3.67
1II. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar 5 10 19 68 14 116 424 3.66
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 3 7 17 8 2 128 492 384
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ............ 4 18 30 96 20 168 614 365
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. e 20 10 1T 88 12 127 4717 3.78
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 4 10 17 94 24 149 571 3.83
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar 0 6 15 64 13 98 378 3.86

Total Handicapped .. 638 2333 366
Total Control- 530 1998 3.77
Grand Total 1168 4329 3.71

Table B-34, Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 34: The Com-
pany should do more to help employees with their personal
problems (like family troubles, etc.) ... .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group ’ 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 7 26 61 838 23 205 709 345
11, Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ....... 5 12 41 88 31 177 659 3.72
I1I. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ......ceeee 5 9 22 61 19 116 428 3.69
1V. Control, skmed .
blue-collar ... 4 10 26 68 20 128 473 370
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 2 12 48 73 33 168 627 3.713
V1. Control, non-skilled .
white-collar ...t 3 9 31 57 27 127 477 3.76
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-colar ... . nn 1 6 29 80 33 149 585 3.93
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar 1 4 24 52 17 98 3714 382

Total Handicapped 638 2349 3.68
Total Control o ‘ 530 1984 3.74
Grand Total . .. ..o 1168 4333 371
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-35. Distribution of responses. by group., for Item Number 35: The Com-
pany gives employees enough information about its financial position ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group ) 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
" 1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ..... 12 42 67 79 5 205 638 3.11
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 15- 39 49 62 12 177 548 3.10
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar 8 23 32 43 10 116 372 321
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar .. ... 7T 28 28 54 1 128 418 327
V. Handicapped, non- B
skilled white-collar ........... 6 23 45 76 18 168 581 3.45
VI. Control, non-skilled *
white-collar ... 3 19 35 56 14 127 440 346
V1I1. Handicapped, skilled
, white-collar ... 5 15 31 76 22 149 542 364
VIIIL. Control, skilled “
white-collar ... 2 15 19 45 17 98 354 3.61

Total Handicapped .. 638 2133 334
Total Control 530 1760 3.32
Grand Total 1168 3893 3.33

Table B-36. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 36: The place
where I work is clean...

Response Cholces Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 10 18 25 130 22 205 1751 3.68
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 6 15 24 101 31 177 6687 3.7
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .....innn 7 14 10 73 12 116 417 359
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... ... 4 23 18 66 19 128 457 357
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 5 10 10 108 35 168 662 394
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 3 1 6 75 32 127 503 396
V1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 2 9 6 93 39 149 605 4.08
VIIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar 1 3 10 58 28 98 399 4.07

Total Handicapped .. . 638 2435 3.82
Total Control 530 2026 3.82
Grand Total ... e 1168 4461 3.82
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-37. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 37: This Com-
pany treats its employees better than most other companies I know about . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X WM
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 25 14 82 21 205 1708 345
1I. Control, non- R
skilled blue-collar ... 0 18 56 84 19 177 635 3.59
II1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 3 10 36 53 14 116 413 356
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 18 28 59 22 128 467 3.65
V. Handicapped, non-
_ skilled white-collar .......... 4 13 77 53 2 168 578 3.44
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 2 15 31 57T 16 127 451  3.55
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar 0 9 54 61 25 149 549 368
VIII. Control, skilled -
white-collar 2 6 23 48 19 98 370 3.78

Total Handicapped .. 638 2248 3.52
Total Control ' 530 1923 3.63
Grand Total 1168 4171 3.57

Table B-38. Distribution of responses. by group. for Item Number 38: My immedi-
ate supervisor always understands what I am trying to do....

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 5 24 42 119 15 205 1730 356
I1. Control; non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 18 27 114 15 177 651 3.68
II1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . ... . 3 14 25 67 7 116 409 3.53
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar .. ... 4 12 21 79 12 . 128 467 3.65
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... .. 2 27 30 101 8 168 590 3.51
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 0 1321 7815 127 478 3.5
VII. Handlcapped sknlled -
white-collar T, 4 13 20 82 25 149 553 3.71
VIIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar ... e 2 10 18 57T 11 98 359 3.66
Total Handicapped ... ... ... . 638 2282 358

Total Control . ...
Grand Total

530 1953 3.68
1168 4235 3.63
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-39. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 33: My immedi-
ate supervisor has the confidence and respect of those who work under him ...

_ Response Choices Summary Statistics

Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 6 21 43 120 15 205 732 357
I1. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar .. 0 17 25 105 30 177 679 384
II1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 4 17 22 64 9 116 405 3.49
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 5 15 15 75 18 128 470 3.87
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 10 17 23 93 19 168 604 359
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 0 13 18 73 23 127 487 383
V1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar . ... 4 15 15 80 35 149 574 3.85
VIIL Control, skilled
white-collar 2 7 7 60 22 98 387 395

Total Handicapped 638 2315 3.63
Total Control 530 2023 382
Grand Total 1168 4338 3.71

Table B-40. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 40: My super-
visor takes credit for work when he doesn’t deserve it ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar .......... 3 268 55 101 20 205 724 353
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 20 39 81 34 177 654 3.69
I11. Handicapped, skilled .
blue-collar ... 8 14 23 59 12 116 401 346
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 3 11 27 66 21 128 475 3.7
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 2 8 36 95 27 168 641 381
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . 0 6 21 69 31 127 508 3.98
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 2 7 22 76 42 149 598 400
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar 1 8 13 54 22 98 382 390

Total Handicapped
Total Control ...
Grand Total

638 2362 370
530 2017 381
1168 4379 3.15
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-41. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item

Number 41: 1 feel the

company tells me enough about its general policies (what

they are trying to do) ...

Response Choices

Summary Statistics

N X M

Group 1 2 3 4 5
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 31 59 103 8
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 .26 35 92 21
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 2 24 22 59 9
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 6 19 29 63 11
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 2 22 33 98 15
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . ... 1 17 18 175 16
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 3 16 18 90 24

VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar

Total Handicapped ..
Total Control
Grand Total

4 13 10 60 1

-205 695 3.39
177 633 3.58
116 397 342
128 438 342
168 604 3.59
127 469 369
149 563 3.78

98 355 3.62
638 2259 3.54
530 1895 3.58 -

1168 4154 3.56

Table B-42. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item

Number 42: I like my

job better than most people like theirs . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N 22X M
1. Handicapped, non- ]
skilled blue-collar ... 5 36 172 177 15 205 676 3.29
11. Control, non- .
skilled blue-collar ... 1 20 56 79 21 177 630 356
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 0 18 30 58 12 116 414 357
IV. Control, skmed
blue-collar ... 3 9 45 59 12 128 452 353
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ............. 4 20 56 69 19 168 583 347
VI. Control, non-skilled :
white-collar ... 1 20 37 57 12 127 440 346
VII. Handicapped, skilled .
white-collar ......ccvne 29 35 T4 29 149 566 - 3.80

VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar

Total Handicapped .
Total Control
Grand Total

0 5 28 49 16

98 370 3.78
638 2239 351
530 1892 3.57

1168 4131 3.54
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-43. Distribution of responses., by group. for Item Number 43: My boss
knows how to handle people . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
I. Handicapped, non- i
skilled blue-collar ... 3 29 44 111 18 205 727 3.55
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 5 24 27 94 27 177 645 3.64
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 2 24 25 57 8 118 393 339
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 9 14 18 80 11 128 462 3.61
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar .......... 8 25 28 89 18 168 588 3.50
V1. Control, non-skllled
white-collar ... 2 17 2 71 15 127" 461 363
V1I. Handicapped, sld]led
white-collar . 5 14 20 88 24 149 557 3.74
VIII. Control, skllled
white-collar ... 2 10 18 56 14 98 364 3mM

Total Handicapped 638 2265 3.55
Total Control 530 1932 3.65

Grand Total 1168 4197 359

Table B-44. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 44: My fellow
workers rate better with management than I do ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N IX M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 86 27 66 94 12 205 694 338
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 0 13 33 105 26 177 675 3.81
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 12 28 63 12 116 421 363
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ..., 2 5 32 76 13 128 477 313
V. Handlcapped, non-
skilled white-collar .. 4 13 41 89 21 168 614 365
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 1 4 32 75 15 127 480 3.78
V1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 1 2 26 102 18 149 581 390
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 0 0 22 58 18 p8 388 396

Total Handicapped ... 638 2310 362
Total Control 530 2020 3.8t

Grand Total ... e e 1168 4330 3.71
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-4S. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 45: I need a
promotion if I am to stay happy here ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 10 &8 51t 77 9 205 632 3.08
1I. Control, non- )
skilled blue-collar ... 10 35 37 76 19 177 590 333
111. Handicapped, skilled '
blue-collar ... 10 15 28 54 9 116 385 332
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar . ... 5 12 31 63 17 128 459 359
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 10 34 53 58 15 168 538 3.19
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 6 24 29 60 8 127 421 331
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 5 28 45 51 20 149 500 3.36
VIII. Control, skxlled
white-collar .. ..o 7 16 30 35 10 98 319 3.26
Total Handicapped ... 638 2053 3.22
Total Control 530 1789 3.38
Grand Total 1168 3842 329

Table B-46. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 46: My work
group is usually like one big happy family ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX WM
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 30 41 114 16 205 723 352
11, Control, non-
skilled blue-collar .......... 4 29 29 95 20 177 629 355
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. e e e 2 24 23 61 6 116 393 3.39
I1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 2 16 20 76 14 « 128 468 . 3.66
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... .. 1 16 39 96 16 168 614 3.65
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... ... 2 15 25 172 13 127 460 3.62
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar .. ... ... 2 24 31 712 2 149 531 356
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar . . .. ... 1 11 17 57 12 98 362 369
Total Handicapped ... .. ... ... ... 638 2261 3.54
Total Control 530 1919 3.62
Grand Total .. [ 1168 4180 358
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-47. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 47: My boss is
only interested in getting the work out ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics

Group 1 2 3 4 5. N X M

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 13 71 61 57 7 205 583 284
11. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar .. 13 56 30 66 12 177 539 3.05
II1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 16 34 22 35 9 116 335 289
1V, Control, skilled
blue-collar ... cocee. 3 31 35 45 12 128 412 322
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 12 35 48 68 i 168 525 3.12
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 4 25 19 68 13 127 440 346
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 4 18 31 79 19 149 540 3.62
VIII. Control, skilled N
white-collar 3 15 12 58 10 g8 351 358

Total Handicapped .. 638 1983 3.11
Total Control 530 1742 3.29
Grand Total . 1168 3725 3.19

Table B-48. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 48: I would like
to change my line of work . ..

Response Cholces Summary Statistics

Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X ™

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 25 49 52 59 20 205 615 3.00
11. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar 14 28 50 60 25 177 585 331
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ..., 100 15 24 40 27 116 407 351
1V. Contro), skilled
blue-collar . ... 5 19 25 47 32 128 466 3.64
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar . ........... 12 28 38 59 33 168 577 343
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . ... ... e 7 19 32 40 29 127 448 351
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... . 4 8 25 61 51 149 594 399
VIIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar . ... . ... 1 5 22 41 29 98 388 3.94

Total Handicapped vt e 638 2193 344
Total Control ..o, 530 1883 3.55
Grand Tota! e e 1168 4076 3.49
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-49. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 49: I really
shouldn’t expect to be making more money than I do...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 15 84 40 60 6 205 573 279
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 19 76 41 36 5 177 463 262
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 12 44 23 33 4 116 321 277
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 17 43 22 42 4 128 357 2.79
V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar .......... 28 66 30 41 3 168 429 255
V1. Control, non-skilled
white- conar e 13 58 28 28 2 127 321 257
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar .. 29 54 30 35 1 149 372 250
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar 12 44 20 21 1 98 249 254
Total Handicapped ... 638 1695 2.66
Total Control 530 1398 2.63
Grand Total 1168 3091 265

Table B-50. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 50: I have to
~work harder because some of my co-workers “goof off .. .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 8 41 34 109 13 205 693 3.38
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 8 35 24 90 20 177 610 345
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 8 15 13 67 13 116 410 353
1V. Control, skxlled
blue-collar . ... .o 2 12 16 171 21 128 487 3.80
V. Handicapped, non- )
skilled white-collar ........... 4 20 31 83 30 168 619 3.68
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . e e 4 18 14 76 15 127 461 363
V1I. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar ... 2 8 20 102 17 149 571 383
VIII. Contro), skilled
white-collar ... 1 6 9 67T 15 98 383 3981

Total Handicapped 638 2293 3.59
Total Conttol ... .. ... 530 1941 366
Grand Total .. . ... .o 1168 4234 363
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-$1, Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number S1: I do not like
the way they figure pay increases in this Company ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ....cco.. T 45 65 76 12 205 656 3.20
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... 13 45 54 54 11 177 536 3.03

111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ...
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... SO, 4 21 31 62 10 128 437 341
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ..
VI, Control, non-skilled
White-COllAT .. 9 27 40 48 5 127 392 3.09

VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar

VIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar

Total Handicapped

1 22 4 4 8 116 361 3.11

15 38 54 50 11 168 508 3.02

10 27 36 66 10 149 486 3.26 .

6 12 30 42 8 98 328 335
638 2011 3.5

Total Control 530 1693 3.19
Grand Total 1168 3704 3.17

Table B-52. Distribution of iesponse:, by group, for Item Number 52: I would like
to exchange my present job for another job in the same line of work . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M

1. Handicapped, non- .

skilled blue-collar .. ... 5 20 50 95 26 205 723 3.52
11, Control, non-

skilled bluc-collar ... 6 26 33 83 29 177 634 358
111. Handicapped, skilled )

bIRe-ColInr ... s 5 12 23 57 19 116 421 363
1V, Control, skllled

blue-coNar . e 111 25 63 28 128 490 383
V. Handicapped, non-

skilled white-collar ........ 10 28 33 77 20 168 573 341
VI. Control, non-skilled

white-collar . i i 4 11 37 60 15 127 452 356

VII, Handicapped, skilled
white-collar

VIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar .. ...

Total Handicapped . ...

Totai Control

Grand Total

6 16 31 62 3 149 549 368

4 7 25 41 15 88 356 3.63
638 22086 3.55
530 1932 365
1168 4103 3.59
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-53. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 53: My boss
“rides” me a little too much ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5§ N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 9 32 136 25 . 205 786 3.83
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 2 8 11 123 33 177 1708 4.00
II1. Handicapped, skilled .
blue-collar ... 5 5 8 72 26 116 457 394
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar .. 3 2 6 88 29 128 522 4.08
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 5 7T 18 105 35 168 662 3.94
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. 0 1 8 86 32 127 530 4.17
VI1I. Handicapped, skmed
white-collar .. ... 2 7 10 89 41 149 607 4.07
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 2 2 3 61 30 98 409 4.17
Total Handicapped .. 638 2512 3.94
Total Control 530 2169 4.09
Grand Total 1168 4681 4.01

Table B-54. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 54: Things
would be better for the Company if they got rid of my boss . . .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 5 11 .34 117 38 205 1787 3.83
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ....... .. . 4 14 15 97 47 177 1700 395
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 8 9 13 51 35 116 444 383
1V. Control, skilled -
blue-collar ... 1 3 14 73 231 128 5260 4.11

V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 3 7 28 82 48 168 669 3.98

V1. Control, non-skilled

white-collar ... 0o 2 9 69 .47 127 542 427
VI1I. Handicapped, skilled

white-collar .. 3 2 12 6T 65 149 636 4.27
VIII. Control, skilled

white-collar ... ... oo 3 2 5 47 41 98 415" 423
Total Handicapped . - 638 2536 3.97
Total Control ... o 530 2183 4.12
Grand Total ... ... .. 1168 4719 404
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-55. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 55: I do not
know a friendlier bunch than the people I work with ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 5 26 49 107 18 205 722 352
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 2 21 32 92 30 177 658 3.72
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . ... 1 13 29 60 13 116 419 361
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 7 24 78 2 128 491 3.84
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 4 18 37 85 24 168 611 3.63
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... . 2 12 15 80 18 127 481 3.79
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar .. 2 12 25 91 19 149 560 3.7
VIIL. Control, skilled -
white-collar ... 1 5 23 51 18 98 3714 382
Total Handicapped .. 638 2312 3.62
Total Control 530 2004 3.78
Grand Total 1168 4318 3.70

Table B-56. Distribution of iesponus, by group, for Item Number $6: Considering
the money I used to make, I'm doing pretty will right now ...

Response Cholices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N IX M

1. Handicapped, non-

skilled blue-collar ... 5 35 42 111 12 205 705 343
11. Control, non- ‘

skilled blue-collar ... 6 24 38 97 14 177 620 350
111. Handicapped, skilled

blue-collar ... 0 18 15 175 8 116 421 363
1V. Control, skilled

blue-collar ... 4 16 14 718 16 128 470 367

V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar

V1. Control, non-skilled

13 20 37 77 12 168 550 3.27

white-collar ... .o 2 21 28 67 9 127 441 347
VII1. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar ... 5 11 27 89 17 149 549 368

VIII. Control, skllled
white-collar . ... ...

Total Handicapped ..
Total Control ... .
Grand Total ..............

2 11 20 5 10 98 354 361
638 2225 349
530 1885 3.56
1168 4110 3.52
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-57. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 57: I have
thought seriously about changing my present job . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar .......... 16 67 38 71 13 205 613 299
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... — 16 41 28 66 286 177 576 3.25
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . . . 100 27 11 48 20 116 389 335
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ....ooeroee. . 426 17 58 24 128 457 357
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar .......... 21 25 38 59 25 168 546 325
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. e e s 8 26 21 55 17 127 428 337
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 1439 12 56 28 149 492 330
VIII. Control, skmed
white-collar ... 6 19 9 48 16 98 343 3.50
Total Handicapped ............. 638 2040 3.20
“Total Control 530 1804 3.40
Grand Total . 1168 3844 3.29

Table B-58. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 58: My boss is
where he is because he knows the work ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar .......... 3 26 31 117 28 205 1756 368
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ... 6 14 30 99 28 177 660 3.73
1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. . 8 15 17 58 18 116 411 354
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... .o 5 15 12 73 23 + 128 47 3.713
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ........ .. 6 12 18 104 28 168 640 3.80
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . 1 13 19 63 31 127 491 3.87
VII. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar ... ... R 6 7 15 18 43 149 592 397
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... ... ... 2 8 7 54 27 98 390 398
Total Handicapped ........ .. ... 638 2399 3.78
Total Control et e 530 2019 361
Grand Total ... . o 1168 4418 3.78
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table B-59. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 53: I sometimes
wonder what my co-workers are talking about ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 6 43 49 91 16 205 683 333
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 30 35 88 25 177 635 3.59
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 3 31 18 51 13 116 388 3.34
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 25 25 56 21 128 455 355
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... . 4 25 31 88 20 168 599 3.56
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 2 21 24 64 18 127 452 3.56
VI1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar 2 18 27 8 17 149 544 365
VIII. Control, skilled :
white-collar 0 18 10 57 15 98 365 372

Total Handicapped .. - 638 2214 3.47
Total Control - 5§30 1907 3.60
Grand Total 1168 4121 353

Table B-60. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 60: I often feel
like demanding a pay raise ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N XX M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 18 53 39 84 11 205 632 308
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar .............. 11 51 31 70 14 177 556 3.14
111. Handicapped, skilled *
blue-collar ... 6 17 26 51 18 116 402 3.47
1V. Control, skilled
blue-Colar ... wosercisn 7 18 25 65 13 128 443 346

V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar

VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ..o 6 22 34 58 7 127 419 330

VII. Handicapped, skilled

17 43 39 59 10 1€8 508 3.01

white-collar . ... 5 34 29 65 18 149 500 3.36
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 5 14 13 54 12 98 348 355

Total Handicapped ... 638 2040 3.20
Total Control ... i e 530 1768 3.33
Grand Total 1168 3808 3.268
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MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table B-6]. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 61: I make as
much money as most of my friends ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... ... 5 49 42 98 11 . 205 676 329
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... 10 29 31 63 14 177 603 3.41
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . 1 12 18 79 8 116 429 3.70
IV. Control, skllled
blue-collar ... 2 17 19 76 14 128 467 365
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar 12 29 4 70 13 168 547 3.25

VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 7 28 18 70 4 127 417 3.28

VII. Handicapped, skilled

white-collar 7 17 28 86 11 149 524 3.52
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar 0 12 17 61 8 98 359 3.66

Total Handicapped .. 638 2176 341
Total Control 530 1846 3.48
Grand Total . ... e 1168 4022 344

Table B-62. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 62: Some of my
fellow workers are among my best friends . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 0 31 45 109 20 205 1733 357
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... -7 17T 23 103 27 177 657 3M
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 3 19 14 67 13 116 418 359
1V. Control, skilled .
blue-collar . ... 1 16 13 81 17° 128 481 3.76
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 6 13 32 95 22 168 618 3.67
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ........ ... . 2 24 15 713 13 127 452 3.56
V1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... ... .. .. 1 28 26 9 15 149 528 353
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 0 19 13 53 13 98 354 3.61

Total Handicapped .
Total Control
Grand Total

638 2293 3.59
530 1944 3.67
1168 4237 3.63
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Table B-63. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 63: Most of the
time I feel satisfied with my job ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 6 22 30 130 17 205 745 363
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 11 9 122 31 177 696 3903
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue~Collar ... 1 K 8 8 18 118 455 392
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 3 9 6 9 20 128 499 390
V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar ............. 6 14 18 103 27 168 635 3.17
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 2 5 10 89 21 127 503 398
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 4 10 12 89 34 149 588 3.93
VIII. Control, skilled % )
white-collar ... — 2 3 4 71 18 98 394 402

Total Handicapped ... 638 2421 3.79
Total Control 530 2092 3.95
Grand Total ... 1168 4513 3.86

Table B-64. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 64: The lighting
formy jobis...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 2 9 51 87 46 205 791 385
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 3 36 81 56 177 719 4.08
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 5 9 25 5 21 116 427 368
1V. Control, skilled )
blue-collar ... 1 8 31 60 28 128 490 383
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 1 11 28 80 48 168 €67 397
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 2 6 14 68 39 127 515 4.08
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar 1 3 17 81 47 149 617 4.14
VIII. Control, skilled :
white-collar ... 0 4 14 43 37 98 407 415

Total Handicapped ...
Total Control ...
Grand Total . ... ...

638 2502 392
530 2131 4.02
1168 4633 3.97
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Table B-65. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 65: The ventila.
tion where 1 work is . . .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... 11 27 44 84 39 0205 728 355
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ........ 10 19 39 70 39 177 640 3.62
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... .o 6 17 29 48 16 116 399 3.44
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 7 12 37 46 28 128 456 3.56
V. Handicapped, non- R
skilled white-collar ........... T 13 43 81 24 168 608 3.60
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 7T 10 27 51 32 127 472 372
V1I. Handicappea, skilled
white-collar ... 2 14 22 66 45 149 585 393
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 4 6 24 43 21 98 365 3.72
Total Handicapped ... 638 2318 3.63
Total Control 530 1933 365
Grand Total 1168 4251 3.64

Table B-66. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 66: The job that
the top executives are doing in this Company is . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar .......... 0 9 57 103 36 205 781 3.80
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 0 7 45 88 39 177 6838 3.89
111, Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . 4 6 32 52 22 116 430 3.71

1V. Control, skllled
blue-collar ..

V. Handicapped non-
skilled white-collar ... 0 5 34 92 37 168 665 3.95
V1. Control, non-skilled

2 7 25 66 28 128 495 3.87

white-collar R 0 1 24 64 38 127 520 4.09
V1I. Handicapped, skilled

white-collar ... e 1 3 20 82 43 149 610 4.09
VIIL Control, skllled

white-collar ... ..o 1 2 10 49 36 98 411 419
Total Handicapped 638 2486 3.90
Total Control ... 530 2114 399

Grand Total .. ... . 1168 4600 3.94
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Table B-67. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 67: All in all,
as a place to work, this Company is . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 2 5 46 120 32 205 790 3.85
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 3 35 103 35 177 699 395

III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-colar ...

0
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 0

V. Handicapped, non-

4 20 7 16 116 452 390

3 20 N M 128 520 4.08

skilled white-collar ... 1 4 25 107 31 168 667 3.97
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar 0 2 17 73 35 127 522 411

VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ...

VIIL. Control, skllled

WU | 1 23 79 46 149 617 4.14

white-collar ..o 0 0 13 50 35 98 414 422
Total Handicapped ... 638 2526 3.06
Total Control 530 2155 4.07
Grand Total 1168 468F 4.01

Table B-68. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 68: Considering
the present cost of living. my payis...

Response Cholices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 6 27 9 65 11 205 663 3.23
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 3 24 85 62 3 177 589 3.21
II1. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... .. oo 2 5 46 57 6 116 408 352
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... .o 1 11 51 55 10 128 446 3.48
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 7 28 79 651 3 168 519 3.08
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 5 16 49 53 4 127 416 3.28
VI1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar .. ... i 1 11 51 79 7 149 527 354
VIIL. Control, skilled
white-collar .. ..s e 0 5 31 56 (] 98 357 364

Total Handicapped ...
Total Control ......
Grand Total

638 2117 332
530 1788 337
1168 3905 3.34
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Table B-69. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 69: Considering
everything. my working hours are ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 6 4 33 130 32 .205 793 3.86
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 8 27 101 40 177 702 397
11I. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ..o 1 3 17T 69 26 116 464 4.00
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 2 5 17 76 28 128 5§07 3.96
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar .. 3 7 17 87 54 168 686 4.08
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 0 1 186 69 41 127 531 418
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... 1 1 18 9 39 149 612 4.11
VIII. Control, skilled -
white-collar 0 1 16 57T 24 98 398 4.06

Total Handicapped ...
Total Control
Grand Total ...

638 2555 4.00
530 2138 4.03
1168 4693 4.02

Table B-70. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 70: The spirit
of cooperation among employees in my department is . . .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 14 48 104 38 205 779 380
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 2 8 44 91 32 177 674 3.81
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 1 5 30 66 14 116 435 3.75
1V. Control, skﬂled
blue-collar .. ... 0 7T 25 67 29 « 128 503 392
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ..... 5 7 26 94 36 168 653 3.88
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. 0 6 20 66 35 127 511 402
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar . ... 0 4 18 83 44 149 614 4.12
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar 1 1 14 51 31 98 404 4.12

Total Handicapped 638 2481 389
Total Control 530 2091 3.95
Grand Total . ... ... 1168 4572 391
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Table B-71. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 71: The reputa-
tion of this Company in the community (how people feel
about this Company) is ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group ] 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 2 T 46 101 49 205 803 391
II. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 5 29 94 48 17T 714 403
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-Collar ... ueemummmnnns 1 7 19 65 24 116 452 3.9
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 1 2 20 72 33 128 518 4.05
V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar ............ 1 5§ 18 94 50 168 691 4.11
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . meresmrasssrsmsssmrnrse 0 5 21 66 35 127 512 403
VII. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar ... 0 1 14 74 60 149 640 4.30
VIIL Control, skilled -
white-collar ..... 2 3 10 47T 38 98 408 4.14
Total Handicapped .. 638 2586 4.03
Total Control 530 2150 4.08
Grand Total - 1168 4738 4.05

Table B-72. Distribution ofAn:poml. by group, for Item Numbser 72: Considering
everything, my present job is ., ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N IX M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ......... 2 7 64 111 21 205 1757 3.69
I1. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 1 2 44 107 23 177 680 3.84
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. ST, 0 1 23 79 13 116 452 3.9
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 0 2 17 8 23 128 514 402
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 0 7 41 100 20 168 837 3.19
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ............. S 0 2 249 19 22 127 502 395
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar 0 3 14 103 29 149 605 4.08

VIHI. Control, skilled

white-collar 0 1 12 67 18 98 396 4.04
‘Total Handicapped .. 638 2451 3.84
Total Control 530 2092 393
Grand Total 1168 4543 3.89
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Table B-73. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 73: All in all,
I would rate my immediate supervisor as . . .

Response Choices Summary Statistics

Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M

I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... . 2 10 47 106 40 . 205 1787 3.83

I1. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar ... 2 5 31 81 52 177 713  4.03
111. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 7 2 25 65 17 116 431 372
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar .. 1 4 21 65 37 128 517 4.04
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 1 g 31 88 39 168 659 3.92
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... 0 4 14 67 42 127 528 4.16
V1I. Handicapped, skilled
white-Collar ... 1 4 17 74 53 149 621 417
VIII. Control, skilled’
white-collar 1 1 13 41 42 98 416 424

Total Handicapped 638 2498 3.92
Total Control 530 2174 4.10
Grand Total . 1168 4672 4.00

Table B-74. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 74: Oppor-
tunities for promotion (a chance to get a better job) here are . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N =X M
1. Handicapped, non-
gkilled blue-collar ......... 28 60 65 39 13 205 564 275
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ........... 20 53 49 49 [ 177 499 282
111, Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . e e 18 28 49 18 5 116 310 2.67
1V. Control, skllled
blue-collar 12 28 46 38 6 * 128 380 297
V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar ... 23 43 54 42 [ 168 469 2.79
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar ... I 16 33 45 25 8 127 357 281
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar . ... ... . 15 18 57 4 15 149 473 3.17
VIII. Control, skilled
white-collar ... 4 12 30 41 11 98 337 3.44
Total Handicapped ... 638 18168 285
Total Control . . 530 1573 297
Grand Total .. . i 1168 3389 290
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Table B-75. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 75: The place
and equipment for the use of employees during rest and
recreation periods are ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ........... 17 44 47 179 18 205 652 3.18°
11. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 17 25 58 66 13 177 564 319
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .....coin 18 20 23 50 5 116 352 3.03
1V. Control, skilled :
blue-collar .. ..o 19 17 41 42 9 128 389 3.04
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ........... 17 31 37 61 22 168 544 323
VI. Control, non-skilled .
white-collar ..o 14 19 38 38 18 127 408 3.21
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar . ... 16 29 33 52 19 149 476 3.19
VII. Control, skilled I
white-collar 10 22 25 34 7 98 300 3.0

Total Handicapped .. 638 2024 3.17
Total Control 530 1661 3.13
Grand Total ... s o 1168 3685 3.18

Table B-76. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 76: General
working conditions in my department-—heat, light, space,
noise, cleanliness, equipment, etc~—are . ..

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 N 22X M

1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ..

11. Control, non-

9 14 67 97 18 205 718 349

skilled blue-collar ... ... 3 16 55 8 23 177 633 359
111. Handicapped, skilled )
blue-collar . .....oeeee. B 7 35 62 (/] 116 403 3.47
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... . 5 10 41 53 16 128 452 353
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar ... 5 9 37 83 31 168 633 376
V1. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . . ... 2 6 36 55 28 127 482 380
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ..o 2 9 32 74 32 149 572 3.84
VIIIL Control, skilled
white-collar . 1 5 24 48 20 98 3715 1383

Total Handicapped 638 2324 364
Total Control ... 530 1944 367
Grand Total 1168 4268 3.65
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Table B-77. Distribution of responses, by group, for Item Number 77: Choose the
ONE of the following statements which best tells how
well you like your job ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N XX M
I. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 0 7 9 32 131 17 9 - 205 989 482
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar .. 1 1 5 26 111 24 9 177 884 4.99
III. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar .. 1 0 0 15 72 19 9 116 598 5.15
IV. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... 0 3 3 15 82 23 2 128 637 4.97
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar . 0 3 7 16 92 35 15 168 866 5.15
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. e 010 1475 27 10 127 665 5.23
V1I. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar . 0 1 4 7 62 57 18 149 820 5.50
VIIIL Control, skilled .
white-collar ... 0 1 1 4 46 36 10 98 537 548

Total Handicapped
Total Control ...
Grand Total

638 3273 5.3
530 2723 5.4
1168 5996 5.13

Table B-78. Distribution of responses by group, for Item Number 78: Check one of
the following to show HOW MUCH OF THE TIME you
feel satistied with your job ...

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 N X M
1. Handicapped, non-
skilled blue-collar ... 4 4 15 24 32 83 43 205 1112 542
1I. Control, non-
skilled blue-collar . 0 3 10 10 27 82 45 177 1018 5.75
I11. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar . ... 0 0 3 12 18 65 18 116 663 5.71
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar ... ..... 0 3 6 7 28 58 26 128 722 564
V. Handicapped, non-
skilled white-collar . 0 3 10 18 26 %5 36 168 940 5.59
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar .. . 10 411 1279 20 127 731 575
VII. Handicapped, skllled
white-collar ... 0 2 4 10 18 82 33 149 869 5.83
VIIIL. Control, sknlled )
white-collar ....... 0 0 § 3 15 54 21 98 573 584

Total Handicapped 638 3584 562
Total Control . 530 3044 574
Grand Total ... L 1168 6628 5.67
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Table B-79. Distribution of responses, by group, for Hem Number 79: Check the
ONE of the following which best tells how you feel
about changing your job .., .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 1 N X M

1. Handicapped, non- )

skilled blue-collar ... 5 6 24 7 111 29 23 205 1007 491
11. Control, non-

skilled blue-collar ... 4 1 13 4 105 25 25 177 911 5.15

111, Handicapped, skilled
blue-coltar .....cveee. 21 9 2 68 25 9 116 592 5.10

1V. Control, skilled
bluc-collar . ... .

V. Handicapped, non- .
skilled white-collar.. 2 1 13 6 105 28 13 168 851 5.07

VI. Control, non-skilled

0 5 7 2 72 24 18 128 669 523

white- collar . 0 2 6 6 79 24 10 127 655 5.16
VII. Handicapped, sklllcd

white-collar ... 2 1 6 5 82 41 12 149 1782 525
VIII. Control, skilled

white-collar ... . Y 0 2 6 59 24 6 98 512 522

Total Handicapped ...
Total Control ..
Grand Total ...

638 3232 5.07
530 2747 5.18
1168 5978 5.12

Table B-80. Distribution of responses. by group, for Item Number 80: Check one
of the following to show how you think you compare with other people . . .

Response Choices Summary Statistics
Group 1 2 3 4 5 6 17 N X M
1. Handicapped, non- . .
skilled bluc-collar ... 3 4 10 144 20 18 6 205 867 4.23
11. Control, non- .
skilled blue-collar .. 1 1 4 103 37 19 12 177 810 458
11I. Handicapped, skilled
blue-collar ... 0 0 2 72 25 14 3 116 524 452
1V. Control, skilled
blue-collar . ..o 0 1 5 61 43 13 2 128 580 453
V. Handicapped, non- *
skilled white-collar .. 0 0 10 95 35 20 7 168 1758 4.51
VI. Control, non-skilled
white-collar . e, 01 3 63 39 16 5 127 580 4.64
VII. Handicapped, skilled
white-collar ... . 0 1 5 59 51 28 35 149 711 477
VIII1. Control, skilled
white-collar ...cooooe. 0 0 1 33 46 15 3 98 476 486
Total Handicapped . . 638 2860 4.48

Total Control ... o
Grand Total . ... ...

530 2455 463
1168 5315 4.55
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Appendix C

Table C-1. Analysis of variance for Item 1

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample* ... 1 .090 090 11.392°*
Occupation .. 3 .058
Collar 1 .0008 .0008 101
Skill . 1 .0338 .0338 4.278°
Residual ... e 1
Interaction 3 .093 031 3.924*°
EITOT oo ererssrncssririsss sissssrees e« - 1160 9.215 0079
Note: For all tables in Appendix C:
* Handicapped vs control
* Significant at .01 < P =< .05
*¢ Significant at P < .01
Table C-2. Analysis of variance for. Item 2
Degrees of Sum ot Mean .
Source freedom squares square F
Sample ... 1 039 039 3.963°
Occupation 3 011
Collar 1 .0018 .0018 183
Skill 1 0005 .0005 .051
Residual 1 .
Interaction 3 02 00667 678
Error 1160 11.417 00984
Table C-3. Analysis of variance for Item 3
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .007 007 840
Occupation 3 116
Collar 1 .035 035 4.200°
Skill 1 .07 07 8.400°*
Residual 1
Interaction 3 on 00367 441
Error 1160 9.658 00833
Table C-4. Analysis of variance for Item 4
Degrees of Sum of Mean
i Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 006 .008 .668
Occupation 3 167
Collar 1 118 118 13.140°°
Skill 1 035 035 3.899°
Residual . . 1
Interaction 3 .021 .007 780
ErrOr oo oo oo e e 1160 10413 : 00898
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Table C-5. Analysis of variance for Item §

Degrees of Sumof Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .001 001 158
Occupation 3 062
Collar 1 .0002 0002 032
Skill 1 .0334 0334 5.268°*
Residual ... 1
Interaction 3 017 0257 4.054°*
Error 0 7.354 00834
Table C-8. Analysis of varlance for Item 6
: Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 011 o1 2370
Occupation ... s 3 078
Collar 1 0512 0512 11.034**
Skill 1 0221 0221 4.762°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 024 008 1.724
Error 1160 5.381 00464
Table C-7. Analysis of variance for Item 7
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 003 003 AN
Occupation 3 362
Collar 1 177 177 27.788°¢
Skill 1 .183 .183 28.728°°¢
Residual 1
Interaction 3 039 013 2.041
Error . 1160 7.393 00837
Table C-8. Analysis of variance for Item 8
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample S 033 .033 3.750
Occupation 127
Collar .0496 0498 5.6368°
Skill 07141 0741 8.420°*
Residual
Interaction 012 004 455
Trror 10.231 0088
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Table C-9. Analysis of variance for Item 9

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .084 .084 10.909°*
Qccupation 3 .009
Collar 1 .0025 .0025 325
Skill 1 0025 0025 325
Residual 1
Interaction 3 023 0077 1.000
Error 1160 8.95 0077
Table C-10. Analysis of variance for Item 10
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .138 .138 17.040°°
Occupation 3 .085 .
Collar 1 05 .05 6.170°
Skill 1 .003 .003 370
Residual 1
Interaction 3 045 015 1.850
Error 1160 9.301 .0081
Table C-11. Analysis of variance for Item 11
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .068 .068 8.095°*
Occupation 3 .009
Collar 1 .005 005 595
Skill 1 .0008 .0008 .095
Residual 1
Interaction 3 015 005 595
Error 1160 9.705 .0084
Table C-12. Analysis of variance for Item 12
Degrees of Sum of Mean
- Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .053 .053 7.194°°
QOccupation 3 245
Collar 1 .183 .183 26.912%°
Skill 1 047 047 6.910°*
Residual 1
Interaction 3 025 : .0083 1.221
Error 1160 7.853 0068
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Table C-13. Analysis of variance for Item 13

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .008 .008 1.356
Occupation 3 262
Collar 1 231 231 39.152¢¢
Skill 1 .000
Residual 1 :
Interaction 3 027 009 1.525
Error 1160 6.813 0059
Table C-14. Analysis of variance for Item 14
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 001 .001 .169
Occupation . 3 029
Collar b 1 .0085 0085 1441
Skill 1 0128 .0128 2.169
Residual 1
Interaction 3 018 008 1.017
Error 1160 6.848 0059
Table C-15. Analysis of variance for Item 15
Degrees of Sumot Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 017 017 3.640
Occupation 3 .059
Collar 1 .0378 0378 8.094°°
Skill 1 0105 .0105 2248
‘Residual 1 .
Interaction 3 .013 004 .857
Error 1160 5.421 100467
Table C-16. Analysis of variance for Item 16
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 043 043 6.830°°
Occupation 3 .09
Collar 1 .000
Skilt 1 .0903 0903 14.330°°¢
Residual 1
Interaction 3 022 0073 1.159
Error 1160 7.288 .00628
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Table C-17. Analysis of variance for Item 17

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .044 044 6.875%¢
Occupation 3 .091 :
Collar 1 .0903 0903 14.109°*
Skill 1 .0003 .0003 .045
Residual 1
Interaction 3 023 0077 1.203
Error 1160 7475 .0064
Table C-18. Analysis of variance for Item 18
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 056 056 6.292°*
Occupation 3 534
Collar 1 249 .249 27.978¢%°
Skill : 1 .285 .285 32.022°°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 042 : .014 1.573
Error 1160 10.328 .0089
Table C-19. Analysis of variance for Item 19
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 009 .009 1.500
Occupation 3 .01
Collar 1 .005 .005 .83
Skill 1 .005 -.005 83
Residual : 1
Interaction 3 .019 .0063 1.050
Error 1160 6.929 .0060
Table C-20. Analysis of variance for Item 20
Degrees of Sum of Mean T
Source freedom squares square F
Sample . 1 .021 .021 8.077°°
Occupation 3 0417
Collar 1 10325 03258 - 12.500°*
Skill 1 0153 0153 5.885°*
Residual "1
" Interaction 3 .031 .0103 3.960°*
0 303 .0026

Error . . 116
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Table C-21. Analysis of variance for Item 21

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .024 024 4.708°
Occupation 3 169
Collar 1 0392 .0392 7.686°*
Skill 1 .1301 1301 25.510°°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .02 00687 1.275
Error 1160 5.859 .0051
Table C-22. Analysis of variance for Item 22
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 052 052 7.429%
Occupation 3 .36
Collar ’ 1 .205 : .205 29.290°°*
Skill 1 146 146 20.860°°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 007 0023 329
Error 1160 8.104 007
Table C-23. Analysis of variance for Item 23
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .019 019 1.863
Occupation 3 041
Collar 1 .038 .038 3.725
Skill 1 .000
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .026 0087 .853
Error 1160 11777 0102
‘Table C-24. Analysis of variance for Item 24
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .013 013 2.549
Occupation 3 042
Collar 1 .03 .03 5.882°
Skill 1 10021 .0021 412
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .01 .003 588
Error .. 1180 5.943 .0051
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Table C-25. Analysis of variance for Item 25

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .000
Occupation 3 .091
Collar 1 .0481 .0481 5.466*
Skill 1 0265 0265 3.011
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .029 0097 1.102
Error 1160 10.2 .0088
Table C-26. Analysis of variance for Item 26
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .000
Occupation 3 .029
Collar : 1 10253 0253 3.329
Skill 1 .001 .001 132
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .08 0267 3.513°*
Error 1160 8.1 .0076
Table C-27. Analysis of variance for Item 27
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 025 025 2.976
Occupation 3 302
Collar 1 .228 .228 27.143**
Skill 1 07 .07 8.333°°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .052 .017 2.024
Error 1160 9.705 0084
Table C-28. Analysis of variance for Item 28
Degrees of Sum of Mean o
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1- 012 .012 1.558
Occupation 3 .065
Collar . 1 .000
Skill : 1 063 .063 8.182¢
Residual 1
Interaction : 3 .016 .0053 .688
Error ... SRR § | i 1] 8.966 0077
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Table C-29. Analysis of variance for Item 29

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample ... < i 1 .000
Occupation 3 031
Collar 1 .0221 0221 4.804°
Skill 1 0072 .0072 1.585
Residual 1
Interaction 3 019 0063 1.370
Error 1160 5378 0046
Table C-30. Analysis of variance for Item 30
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .000
Occupation 3 601
Collar 1 .320 320 50.794°¢¢
Skill 1 361 361 57.302*¢
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .018 .008 952
Error 1160 7.354 0063
Table C-31. Analysis of variance for Item 31
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 021 .021 4.038°
Occupation 3 .166
Collar 1 .0253 0253 4.865°
Skill 1 1275 1275 24.519%
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .006 002 388
Error 1160 8.047 0052
Table C-32. Analysis of variance for Item 32
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 010 010 2128
Occupation 3 .033
Collar 1 .0066 .0068 1.404
Skill 1 0253 .0253 5.383¢
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .019 .0063 1.340
Error 1160 5.442 0047
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Table C-33. Analysis of variance for Item 33

Degrees ot Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .026 .026 4,561
Occupation 3 062
Collar 1 .02 .02 35N
Skill 1 042 .042 7.368°°
Residual 1 :
Interaction 3 007 002 .351
Error 1160 6.611 0057
Table C-34. Analysis of variance for Item 34
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .005 .005 .833
Occupation 3 086
Collar L 1 0578 0578 9.633°*
Skill : 1 .029 .029 4.833°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 039 013 2.167
Error 1160 6.989 006
Table C-35. Analysis of variance for Item 35
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .000
Occupation 3 317
Collar 1 27 27 36.486°**
Skill 1 .0465 .0465 6.284°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .003 .001 135
Error 1160 8.545 0074
Table C-38. Analysis of variance for Item 36
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .001 001 .161
Occupation 3 .29
Collar 1 .2592 .2592 41.806**
Skill 1 .0002 .0002 .032
Residual 1
Interaction 3 008 .002 323
Error .. SO ATOTIIS § (i 7.21 0062
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Table C-37. Analysis of variance for Item 37

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .024 024 4.286¢
Occupation 3 .067
Collar 1 0113 0113 2.018
Skill 1 0512 0512 0.143°¢
Residual 1
Interaction 3 002 0007 125
Error 1160 8.531 0056
Table C-38. Analysis of variance for Item 38
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .023 023 4.182*
Occupation 3 010
Collar 1 {0055 0055 1.000
Skill 1 .0003 .0003 055
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .022 0073 1.327
Error 1160 643 0055
Table C-39. Analysis of variance for Item 39
Degrees of Sumof Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 078 078 12.787°%*
Occupation 3 .105
Collar 1 .053 053 8.689°¢
Skill 1 .002 .002 328
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .01 0033 541
Error .. 1160 7.105 0061
Table C-40. Analysis of variance for Item 40
_ Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .029 029 4.53°
Occupation 3 215
Collar 1 2113 2113 33.281°¢
Skill 1 .0003 .0003 .047
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .035 0117 1.828
Error ... 1160 7.408 0064
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Table C-41. Analysis of variance for Item 41

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .002 .002 328
Occupation 3 .103
Collar 1 .095 095 15.574%°
Skill 1 .000
Residual 1 .
Interaction 3 033 011 1.803
Error 1160 7.095 .0081
‘Table C-42. Analysis of variance for Item 42
. Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .005 .005 .893
Occupation 3 .16
Collar 1 .0392 .0392 7.000°*
Skill ; 1 .1013 .1013 18.089**
Residual 1
Interaction : 3 .033 011 1.964
Error 1160 6.486 0058
Table C-43. Analysis of variance for Item 43
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .034 034 5.075°
Occupation 3 .08
Collar 1 .0351 .0351 5.239°¢
Skill 1 .0091 .0091 1.358
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .024 008 1.194
Error 1160 17.18 .0087
Table C-44. Analysis of variance for Item 44
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 065 085 14,444
Occupation 3 122
Collar ... 1 0685 .0685 15.222°¢
Skill ... . 1 .0045 0045 1.000
Residual 1
Interaction 3 043 0143 3.178*
EFTOr o ooemeimsmsiiic e e o e 1160 5.171 .0045 ’
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Table C-45. Analysis of variance for Itom 45

Degrees of Sum of Nean
Source frcedom squares square F
Sample 1 036 030 4.615°
QOccupation . 3 on
Collar 1 005 005 641
Skill . 1 0181 .0481 6.167°*
Residual 1
Interaction 044 0147 1.885
Error 8.038 0078
Table C-46. Analysis of variance for Item 46
Degrees of Sumof Mean o
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 02 02 3400
Occupation 3 02
Collar 1 02 02 3.400
Skill ... 1 0002 0002 034
Residual ... 1
Interaction 3 046 0153 2,590
Error 1160 6.841 0059
Table C-47. Analysis of variance for Item 47
Degrees of Sum of Mean o
Source frecdom squares square F
Sample ... 1 .086 086 10.886°°
Occupation 3 505
Collar 1 3961 3961 50.139°¢
Skill 1 0882 0882 11.165°*¢
Residual .. 1
Interaction ... - 3 048 .018 2.025
Error .. 1160 9115 . 0079
Trble C-48. Analysis of variance for Item 48
T o chrccsl;t Sum of Mcean
Source frcedom squares square F
Sample 1 029 029 3.152
Occupation 3 670
Collar . ... 1 - 2485 .2485 27.011°°
Skill ... 1 4140 4186 45.500°°¢
Residual - 1
Interaction . 3 033 on 1.196
e 1160 10.664 .0092

Error .. .. ...
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Table C-49. Analysis of variance for Item 49

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample . 1 .001 .001 125
Ocecupation ... 3 088
Collar . 1 .082 .082 10.250°*¢
Skill 1 .00061 .00061 .078
Residual . 1 . .
Interaction 3 .016 .0053 663
Error 1160 9.2706 0080
Table C-50. Analysis of variance for Item S0
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 017 017 2576
Occupation 3 207
Collar 1 .099 .099 15.000°*
Skill : 1 .1081 .1081 16.379*°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 027 .009 1.364
Error 1160 7.615 0066
Table C-51. Analysis of variance for Item 51
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .01 .01 1.312
Occupation 3 .083
Collar 1 .0001 .0001 013
Skill 1 078 .078 10.263°¢
Residual 1
Interaction 3 057 .019 2.500
Error 1160 8.793 0076 -
T-;blo C-52. Analysis of variance for Item 52
Degrees of Sum ot Mean
Sdurce - freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .018 .018 2.220
Occupation 3 071
Collar 1 .0098 .0098 1.360
Skill 1 ) .0613 .0613 8.514°¢
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .019 .0063 875
Error 1160 8.397 0072
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Table C-53. Analysis of variance for Item 53

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .052 .052 12.093¢*
Occupation 3 044
Collar 1 .0313 0313 7.279%¢
Skill 1 .0128 .0128 2977
Residual 1
Interaction 3 004 0013 0.300
Error 1160 4.9908 0043
Table C-54. Analysis of variance for Item 54
Degreesof Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .053 053 9.460°**
Qccupation 3 155
Collar 1 1328 1326 23.679°**
Skill 1 .021 .021 3.750
Residual 1
Interaction 3 037 0123 2.196
Error 1160 6.455 0058
Table C-55. Analysis of variance for Item 55
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .052 052 8.455°¢
Occupation 3 .03
Collar 1 0121 0121 2.180
Skill 1 0171 0171 3.090
Residual 1
Interaction 3 009 .003 0.545
Error 1160 6413 {0055
Table C-56. Analysis of variance for Item 58
T Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .007 . 007 1.110
Occupation 3 118
Collar 1 0005 0005 0.080
Skill 1 1058 .1058 16.790°*
Residual 1
Interaction 3 018 008 952
Error 1160 7.3455 0063
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Table C-57. Analysis of variance for Item 57

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .080 080 8.160*°
Occupation 3 132
Collar 1 0085 0085 0.870
Skill 1 10925 0925 9.440**
Residual 1 :
Interaction 3 0050 0017 0.170
Error 1160 11,3332 .0098
Table C-58. Analysis of variance for Item 58
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 013 013 1.940
Occupation 3 135 .
Collar . 1 1105 1105 16.490°*
Skill 1 .0025 .0025 0.370
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .009 .003 0.450
Error 1160 7.733 .0067
Table C-59. Analysis of variance for Item 59
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .036 .036 3.750
Occupation 3 073
Collar 1 .0578 .0578 6.020°
Skill 1 .0061 .0061 0.640
Residual ... 1
Interaction . ... .o oo 3 .023 0077 0.80
Error 1160 11.1365 .0096
Table C-60. Analysis of variance for Item 60
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Sourcé freedom squares square F
Sample . 1 035 035 4,220°
Occupation .. ... 3 215
Collar . 0006 .0006 0.070
Skill 2145 2145 25.840¢*
Residual ...
Interaction .028 .0093 1.120
Error . . oo 9.6405 .0083
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Table C-61. Analysis of variance for Item 61

Degreesof Sumot Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 007 .007 1.040
Occupation 3 225
Collar 1 .0145 .0145 2.160
Skill 1 2113 2113 31.540°*°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 013 0043 0.640
Error 1160 7.1318 0087
Table C-62. Analysis of variance for Item 62
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .009 009 1.452
Occupation 3 011
Collar 1 .0085 .0085 1371
Skill 1 00005 .00005 008
Residual 1
Interaction 3 025 .0083 1.339
Error 1160 7.207 0062
Table C-83. Analysis of variance for Item 63
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .039 039 32.500*°
Occupation 3 04
Collar 1 0113 0113 0.417°¢
Skill 1 .0288 0288 24.000°**
Residual x 1 *
Interaction 3 . 029 0097 8.083°*
Error 1160 1397 0012
Table C-64. Analysis of variance for Item 64
T Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample ... 1 .028 .026 5.000*
Occupation 3 158
COUAr . s 1 .1013 .1013 19.481°*
Skill 1 .0025 0025 481
Residual ...t i 1
Interaction 3 .012 004 769
Error ... oo 6.05 0052
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Table C-65. Analysis of variance for Item 65

Degrees of Sum of Mean

Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 001 .001 125
Occupation 3 114
Collar 1 .08 .08 10.000**
Skill 1 .0032 .0032 400
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .039 013 1.625
Error 1160 9.32 .008
Table C-66. Analysis of variance for Item 66
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 030 .030 6.818°°
Occupation 3 .156
Collar 1 1378 1378 31.318°°
Skill : 1 .0021 .0021 477
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .001 .0003 .068
Error 1160 5.104 0044
Table C-67. Analysis of variance for Item 67
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .028 .028 8.235%¢
Occupation 3 .083
Collar 1 .0578 .0578 17.000°°
Skill 1 .0242 .0242 7.118%*
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .004 .0013 .382
Error 1160 3.929 .0034
Table C-68. Analysis of variance for Item 68
Degrees ot Sum of Mean :
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .007 .007 1.555
Occupation 3 247
Collar 1 .0013 .0013 .289
Skill 1 .2381 .2381 52.911°*
Residual 1
Interaction .. 3 .02 .0067 1.489
Error ..o 1160 5.258 .0045
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Table C-69. Analysis of variance for Item 69

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .001 001 244
Occupation 3 057
Collar 1 0512 .0512 12.488**
Skill .. 1 .0002 .0002 .049
) T3 s LUE:Y s 1
Interaction 3 013 004 876
Error 1160 4.75 0041
Table C-70. Analysis of variance for Item 70
Degrees of Sumot Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample °. 1 012 012 2.553
Occupation 3 102
Collar 1 0925 {0925 19.681°*
Skill 1 .02 02 4.256*
Residual 1
Interaction 3 013 0043 015
Error 1160 5.426 0047
Table C-71. Analysis of variance for Item 71
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 000
Occupation 3 082
Collar 1 0595 .0593 13.523%¢
Skill 1 012 012 2727
Residual 1
Interaction 3 035 .0117 2.659°
Error 1160 5.067 0044
Table C-72. Analysis of variance for Item 72
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 021 021 6.774°%°
Occupation 3 1
Collar 1 019 019 6.129°*
Skill 1 0703 0703 22677
Residual 1
Interaction 3 01 0033 1.065
Error 1160 3.611 0031
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Table C-73. Analysis of variance for Item 73

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .086 .086 17.917°*
Occupation 3 124
Collar ... 1 0946 0946 19.708°*
Skill 1 0066 0066 1.375
Residual 1 :
Interaction 3 017 .0057 1.188
Error 1160 5.544 0048
Table C-74. Analysis of variance for Item 74
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .044 044 5.366°
Occupation 3 382
Collar 1 125 125 15.244°¢
Skill 1 1458 1458 17.780°**
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .029 0097 1.183
Error 1160 9.554 .0082
Table C-75. Analysis of variance for Item 75
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .002 .002 .208
Occupation 3 039
Collar 1 .0078 .0078 813
Skill 1 .03 .03 3.125
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .008 0027 .281
Error 1160 11.183 0098
Table C-76. Analysis of variance for Item 76,
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .005 005 .862
Occupation 3 AT
Collar 1 .1653 1653 28.500**
Skill 1 0001 .0001 017
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .002 .0007 121
Error 1160 6.763 .0058
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Table C-77. Analysis of variance for Item 77

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .003 003 .588
Occupation 3 362
Collar 1 2521 2521 49.431°°
Skill 1 .1035 .1035 20.294°°
Residual 1
Interaction 3 039 013 2.550
Error 1160 5.881 0051
Table C-798. Analysis of variance for Item 78
Degrees of Sumot Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 023 023 2421
Occupation 3 08
Collar 1 0325 0325 3421
Skill 1 .0325 .0325 3421
Residual 1
Interaction 3 047 016 1.168
Error 1160 11.032 0095
Table C-79. Analysis of variance for Item 79
Degrees of Sumof Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .023 .023 261
Occupation 3 045
Collar 1 012 012 1.364
Skill 1 0325 .0325 3.683
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .019 00687 761
Error 1160 10.240 0088
Table C-80. Analysis of variance for Item 80
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 042 042 7.000°°
Occupation 3 178
Collar 1 .0943 0943 15.717°¢
Skill 1 .0648 0848 10.800°°
Residual ... ... e 1
Interaction 3 .032 0107 1.783
EITOT oo e e eimarsrnsssissnnnce . 1160 6.995 006
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Appendix D

Table D-1. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group I:
Handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar (N=205)

Working Super- Compen- Co- Sensi- General job

conditions vision sation workers tivity satisfaction
Working conditions ... . 44 49 34 CoL21 .52
Supervision 44 29 .64 38 47
Compensation 49 29 32 .30 .46
Co-workers . .34 .64 32 30 45
Sensitivity T2t .38 30 .30 29
General job

satisfaction ... 52 47 46 45 .29

Table D-2. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group 1L
Control, non-skilled blue-collar (N=177)

Working Super- Compen- Co- Sensi- General job

conditions vision sation workers tivity satisfaction
Working conditions ... .52 .28 .53 .29 52
Supervision 52 34 .55 A8 .60
Compensation .28 34 28 .19 .53
Co-workers ... .53 .55 .26 43 43
Sensitivity 29 48 .19 43 40
General job

satisfaction ..o .52 .60 .53 43 40

Table D-3. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group III:
Handicapped, skilled blue-collar (N==116)

g '§ g i‘; Qo

£35 ¥ o 5 % ] 3 ®o

€3 8 & 2 e & v+ 93

se 5 & & & B & g3

28 @& © O w O & 0g

Working conditions ... .46 49 31 23 61 36 42

Supervision 46 42 38 51 .50 47 47

Compensation 49 42 30 27 .51 34 .52

Co-workers 31 .38 .30 38 .38 34 44

Sensitivity .23 .51 .27 .38 44 .28 55

Company ... .. 61 .50 .51 .38 44 57 .63

Type of work . ST | 47 .34 .34 .28 .57 .64
General job satlstactlon . A2 47 52 44 .55 .63 .64
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Table D-4. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group 1V:
Control, skilled bluc-collar (N==128)

I
3]
" ‘o: 2 E » 'g S
vt 2 & % ¢ » o3
2 F B 0§ 3 & &4
RS ) 5 ket
£8 4 S8 8 & & O%F
Working conditions .. ... ... 45 30 46 38 49 36
Supervision 45 40 53 .58 .59 48
Compensation ... . e ssnn 30 40 42 34 46 A3
Co-workers 46 53 42 50 A7 .28
Sensitivity .38 .58 34 .50 37 37
Company U 59 A6 47 37 .70
General job satisfaction ... 36 48 43 28 31 .70

Table D-S5. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group V:
Handicapped, non-skilled white-collar (N —168)

Working Super- Compen- Co- Sensi- General job
conditions vision sation workers tivity satisfaction

Working conditions ... 54 30 26 18 34
Supervision ... 54 A6 55 33 55
Compensation .. e 130 A48 . 20 23 57
Co-workers . 26 55 .20 43 37
Sensitivity 16 33 23 A3 .39
General job

satisfaction ... 34 55 57 37 39

Table D-6. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group VI:
Control, non-skilled white-collar (N=127)

Working Supcer- Comipen- Co- Sensi- General job
conditions vision sation workers tivity satisfaction

Working conditions ... 43 A8 40 32 33
Supervision 43 37 .29 .56 43
Compensation A8 37 .29 39 41
Co-workers ... 40 29 29 .27 42
Sensitivity 32 56 .39 39 32

Goeneral job
satisfaction e 33 43 Al A2 32
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Table D-7. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group VII:
Handicapped. skilled white-collar (N=149)

Working Super- Compen- Co- General job

conditions vision sation workers satisfaction
Working conditions . 34 .39 25 - 41
Supervision ... 35 41 .61
Compensation 35 .22 57
Co-workers . 41 22 .40
General job satisfaction 41 .61 57 40

Table D-8. Pre-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group VIIIL:
Control, skilled white-collar (N=98)

Working Super- Compen- Co- General job

conditions vision sation  workers satisfaction
Working conditions ... 44 37 51 52
Supervision ... 44 44 .53 53
Compensation 37 44 .22 .57
Co-workers ... - . 51 .53 22 44
General job satisfaction ...

52 53 57 44
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Appendix E

Table E-1. Analysis of variance of scale means for Group I: Handlcapped,
non-skilled blue-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Scale means 5 33.532 6.708 7.354°%¢
Error 1224 1116.731 812

Note: For all tables in Appendix E:
* Significant at .01 < P =.05
¢¢ Significant at P =< .01

Table E-2, Analysis of variance of scale means for Group II: Control,
non-skilled blue-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Scale means 5 34.103 6.838 7.175°%¢
Error 1056 1006.960 953

Table E-3. Analysis of variance of scale means for Group III: Handicapped,
skilled blue-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean

Source freedom squares square F
Scale means 5 5.611 1.122 1.123
Error 690 689.871 999

Table E-4. Analysis of variance of scale means for Group IV: Control,
skilled blue-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Scale means 5 11.710 2342 2.545°*
Error R |7 ] 701.008 920

Table E-5. Analysis of variance of scale means for Group Vi Handicapped,
non-skilled white-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Scale means 5 46.149 9.229 9.205¢°¢
) o1 0} 1002 991.887 893
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Table E-6. Analysis of variance of scale means for Group VI: Control,
non-skilled white-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Scale MEeANS .....oes v 5 35.786 7.157 7.935°°
Error 756 681.953 902

Table E-7. Analysis of variance of scale means for Group VII: Handicapped.,
skilled white-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Scale Means ..o o 4 49.833 12.457 7577
Error ... . 740 1216.558 1.644 -

Table E-8. Analnh of variance of scale means for Group VIII: Control.
skilled white-collar

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Scale means 4 14.335 3.583 4.317°*
Error 485 402.949 .830
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Appendix F

Table F-1. Analysis of variance for the general job satisfaction scale

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 125 125 12.255°°
Occupation 3 038
Collar 1 005 .005 490
Skill 1 .0285 0285 2598
Residual 1
INteraction ..o e 3 052 014 1.373
Error 1160 11.788 0102

Note: For all tables in Appendix F:
* Significant at .01 < P =< .05
*¢ Significant at P = .01

Table F-2. Analysis of variance for the working conditions scale

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source . freedom squares square F
Sample 1 031 .031 4.308°
Occupation 3 134
Collar 1 1275 1275 17.708°°
Skill 1 .0078 .0078 1.083
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .005 0017 236
Error .. 1160 8.330 0072
Table F-3. Analysis of variance for the supervision scale
. Degreesof  Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 047 047 6.912°°
Occupation 3 102
Collar 1 .0595 .0595 8.75 *°
Skill 1 .0231 .0231 3.397
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .008 0027 397
Error ... 1160 7.857 .0068

151



MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table F-4. Analysis of variance for the compensation scale

Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 038 .038 5.205°
Occupation 3 072
Collar 1 .00045 .00045 0616
Skill 1 .0242 0242 3.315
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .008 0027 .3698
Error 1160 8.482 0073
Table F-5. Analysis of variance for the co-workers scale
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source : freedom squares square F
Sample 1 .026 026 4.906°
Occupation 3 040
Collar 1 .0098 .0098 1.849
Skill 1 .0018 .0018 .340
Residual 1
Interaction 3 .010 .0033 623
Error 1160 6.162 .0053
Table F-6. Analysis of variance for the sensitivity scale
Degrees of Sum of Mean
Source freedom squares square F
Sample 1 036 036 6.79°*¢
Occupation 2 134 .067 12,643
COMNAT e oo ’
151141 1 STV
Residual .
Interaction 2 007 .0023 434
Error 1162 6.1347 .0053
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Appendix G

Table G-1. Initial response weights and weights assigned by reciprocal averages for the general job satisfaction scale

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories* weights Groups*: I I ur v v Vi Vil Vil
1. There isn’t a better Company to work SA 5 2 5 4 4 3 e
for than this one.* A 4 4 3 2 3 3 1 P
U 3 K] 2 1 1 2 1 -
D 2 2 2 1 1 2 1
SD - 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 e
5. Most employees in this Company are SA 5 — — — - 3 ..
satisfied with their jobs. A 4 — — — - 3 - —
U 3 — — — 3 e
D 2 — — — - - - —
SD 1 — — — - 1 — i
7. The work I do on my present job is SA 5 [} 5 4 3 4 5 7 7
interesting.¢ A 4 5 3 1 5 4 1 3 3
U 3 3 3 1 2 4 1 4 3
D 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
8. My present job suits me better than SA 5 5 o~ 5 — 4 1 4 2
any other job in the Company I know A 4 4 — 6 3 1 2 2
of. U 3 3 — 4 . 2 1 2 1
D 2 3 — 3 .. 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 — 2 o 1 1 1 1
11. I am told ahead of time of changes SA 5 — — e . - - 4 6
that will affect my work. A 4 — — — - — — 2 1
U 3 — _— — — — 2 1
D 2 — — — e — - 2 1
SD 1 — — - — e 1 1

Note: For all tables in Appendix G:

s SA=strongly agree, A=2agree, U—undecided, D=disagree,
SD=strongly disagree; E=excellent, G=good, F=fair,
P=poor, VP=very poor.

» See Footnote * in Table 1, page 13.

For Table G-1 only:
« Satisfaction-with-company scale, for Groups III and IV only.
< Satisfaction-with-type-of-work scale, for Group III only.
. Satistactlon-wm\-c(:mpany scale, for Group IV only.
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Table G-} continued

>

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories* weights Groups™ 1 II I 1 v Vi VII VIl
12. 1 feel secure in my job. SA 5 5 ... .. e 6
A 4 5 e 3
u 3 3 2
D 2 < 2 2
SD 1 2 . 1
15. My value to the department is recog- SA 5 e 5 7
nized by my department head. A s . 4 4
U 3 e 3 2
D 2 2 2
SD 1 S . . 1 1
16. If 1 planned to work until retirement SA 5 5 4 6 4 5 2 3 5
age. I would like to stay with this A 4 4 3 5 3 3 1 2 2
Company all the time.* 19) 3 3 2 4 1 2 1 2 1
D 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
21. 1 feel that the work I do is very im- SA 5 ki - 7 3 .. 6 4 2
portant.? A 4 5 — 1 3 .. 1 4 2
u 3 3 — 1 2 1 3 1
D 2 3 .. 1 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 - 1 1 1 1 1
24. 1 get full credit for the work I do. SA 5 — 5 - - 2
° A 4 _ 3 - — 3
u 3 o 3 . . 2
D 2 — 2 . — 2
SD 1 —— 1 1
27. Getting ahead in this Company is more SA 1 — - - . 1
a matter of luck than ability (they A 2 — — 2 .
don’t care how good a worker you U 3 — - . 3
are.) D 4 — - 3 ..
SD 5 [ 3
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Table G-1 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

. Response Initial - —
Item categories* weights Groups*: 1 I I Iv v Vi  VII VIII
28. The Company brings in outsiders for SA L — o 1 .
important jobs more often than they A 2 — . — 2 ..
should. v 3 —_ .- — e 2 .
D 4 - e - 3 -
SD 5 — - - - 3 DU
30. I'm getting valuable experience on my SA 5 6 4 2 7 3 7 3 2
present job.* A 4 4 3 1 4 4 1 7 2
u 3 3 2 1 2 3 1 3 1
D 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
31. T feel I am happier in my work than SA 5 7 6 5 7 5 5 7 6
most other people. A 4 5 4 6 5 4 1 3 G
U 3 4 2 5 2 3 1 2 1
D 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
32. The work in my department is handed SA - 2 — . 2 7
out fairly among the employees. A 4 — e e 2 3
u 3 - — - — 1 2 ..
D 2 — — o — — 1 2 .
SD 1 - — e 1 ) S
37. This Company treats its employees SA 5 - 4 6 7 5 -
better than most other companies 1 A 4 — 4 2 4 4 .
know about.* u 3 — 2 2 1 2 .. .
D 2 o 2 1 1 2 e .
SD T 1 1 1 1 m
41. I feel the Company tells me enough SA 5 — - — - 1
about its general policies (what they A 4 — o . b
are trying to do). u 3 — — .- 1
D 2 — — — e 1
SD 1 - - - 1
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Table G-1 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial Pk .
Item categories* weights Groups™: 1 I 11 1Iv v vl VI VIl
42. 1 like my job better than most people SA 5 7 5 5 6 5 K 7 5
like theirs. A 4 5 4 5 4 4 1 3 5
U 3 3 2 5 2 3 1 2 1
D 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
48. I would like to change my line of SA 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1
work. A 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 2 1
u 3 3 2 4 2 3 1 2 1
D 4 4 3 5 3 4 1 3 4
SD 5 5 4 6 5 5 3 4 4
57. 1 have thought seriously about chang- SA 1 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
ing my present job.* A 2 2 2 3 1 2 1 1
u 3 3 2 4 1 2 1 2 .
D 4 4 3 5 3 3 1 2 .
SD 5 6 4 6 5 4 3 3 .
63. Most of the time I feel satisfied with SA 5 7 4 S 7 6 7 6 4
my job. A 4 5 4 7 4 5 2 2 5
U 3 4 3 6 3 -3 1 2 2
D 2 3 2 4 2 2 1 2 1
SD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
66. The job that the top executives are E 5 e 6 4 . 7
doing in this Company I5.. .c G 4 —_— 3 5 .. 2
F 3 e 2 2 .. 1
P 2 e 1 b 1
VP b - 1 ) S 1
67. All in all, as a place to work, this E 5 4 4 5 6 7
Company is . . .© . G 4 6 5 5 6 5
F 3 4 3 3 3 3
P 2 3 2 1 1 2 .
vp 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table G-1 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial

Item - categories* weights Groups®: I I m 1w Vv Vi VII VI

71. The reputation of this Company in the E 5 - o 7 7 e .
community (how people feel and talk G 4 — - 4 3 .. F -
about this Company) is . . .¢ F 3 — 2 < J

P 2 r— — 1 1 O — -
VP 1 — — 1 1 -
72. Considering everything, my present E 5 17 7 1 7 5 2 7 7
jobis.. s G 4 6 4 7 7 5 2 7 7
F 3 4 3 1 3 3 1 3 2
P 2 2 2 1 2 2 1 2 1
vP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

73. All in all, I would rate my immediate E 5 - —_— — - - - 4 -

supervisoras... G 4 — — — — — - 4 -
F 3 — — — - 2
P 2 — — — - o 2 -
ve 1 - — — — 1 -

74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance E 5 — — _ — 4 - e —
to get a better job) here are. .. G 4 — — — — 3 e

F 3 — — — 2 e
P 2 — — - — 1 e
A'2 34 "1 — — o 2 —

77. Choose the ONE of the following 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
statements which best tells how well 2 1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1
you like your job. (Hoppock) 3 3 2 4 2 2 1 2 1

4 5 3 6 3 4 2 3 3
5 (] 5 6 5 5 1 5 ki
] 7 6 6 7 6 7 7 7
7 7 7 3 7 6 7 1 7
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Table G-1 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories* weights Groups*: I n im 1w v VI VI Vil

78. Check one of the following to show
HOW MUCH OF THE TIME you feel
satisfied with your job. (Hoppock)

79. Check the ONE of the following which
best tells how you feel about changing
your job. (Hoppock)

80. Check one of the following to show
how you think you compare with
other people. .
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Table G-2. Initial response weights and weights assigned by reciprocal averages for the working conditions scale, for all groups

" Weights assigned by reciprocal averages
Response Initial
Item categoriest  weights Groups™ I I u v Vv VI VI Vil

5. Most employees in this Company are SA
- satisfied with their jobs. A
U

D
SD

13. The supplies, materials, and equipment SA
necessary to performmn my job are easy A
to get. . U
D

SD

14. My working space is big enough. SA
A
U
D
SD

26. Our lockers are satisfactory. SA
A
U
D
SD

29, Enough time is allowed for rest pe- SA
riods. A

U

D
SD

35. The Company gives employees enougp SA
information about its financial posi- A
tion. U

D
SD
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Table G-2 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories*  weights Groups™: I I nxr v v VI VI VI
36. The place where I work is clean. SA 5 7 7 6 6 6 6 K 7
A 4 3 5 2 5 5 6 6 3
U 3 2 4 2 4 4 5 4 3
D 2 2 3 1 3 2 3 3 2
SD 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
37. This Company treats its employees SA 5 — — _— — - 4 - (4]
better than most other companies I A 4 — — — — — 5 3
know about. U 3 —_ — e e 3 .. 2
D 2 — — — — o 3 - 2
SD 1 — — — — 1 i 1
64. The lighting for my jobis ... E 5 3 7 ki 3 3 5 6 3
G 4 6 5 2 6 5 6 6 3
F 3 3 4 2 5 3 5 5 3
P 2 2 3 1 3 2 3 3 2
vP 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
65. The ventilation where I work is ... E 5 6 6 6 6 7 5 4 4
G 4 4 4 2 6 4 5 5 2
F 3 2 4 2 4 3 4 4 2
P 2 2 3 1 2 2 3 3 1
VP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
66. The job that the top .executives are E 5 —_ — [ 4 .
doing in this Company is . .. G 4 — — e 4
F 3 — e e 5
P 2 — — - 3 .
) vP 1 - J ) S
G67. All in all, as a place to work, this E 5 — — . 7
Company is . .. . G 4 e 7
F 3 e 5
P 2 - - 3
VP 1 1
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Table G-2 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial

Item categories* weights Groups™ 1 u I I v vi VII VI
70. The spirit of cooperation among em- E 5 — o — — 7
ployees in my department is ... G 4 — — — - . 7 ..
F 3 — — — — - 4 "
P 2 — — — — 3
ve 1 — - — — - 1 .
71. The reputation of this Company in the E 5 —_— e e - 7
community (how people feel and talk G 4 — — — —n e 7
about this Company) is ... F 3 — — e 4
P 2 — — — — - 3 ..
A2 1 — —m — — - T L
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance E 5 4 — — e
to get a better job) here are ... G 4 2 — - e
F 3 2 - — -
P 2 2 — - - e
vp 1 1 e — . -
75. The place and equipment for the use E 5 6 5 3 5 5 4
of employees during rest and recrea- G 4 3 4 2 3 4 4
tion periods are . .. F 3 2 3 2 3 3 2
P 2 1 2 1 2 2 3 .
VP 1 1 1 1 e 1 1 1 ——
76. General working conditions in my E 5 7 i 7 6 7 7 7 7
department—heat, light, space, noise, G 4 4 5 3 7 5 5 5 3
cleanliness, equipment, etc.—are ., .. F 3 2 4 2 4 4 5 4 2
P 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 3 1
vP 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
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Table G-3. Initial response weights and weights assigned by reciprocal averages for the supervision scale, for all groups

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial - -
Item . categories* weights Groups”: I n ur 1iv v VI  VII VI
8. The.employees in my department are SA 5 . e — 6
willing to do their fair share of work. A 4 - B i
u 3 — — — e .
D 2 — —— R 1
SD 1 — — — . o 1
9. My immediate supervisor takes time SA 5 5 7 7 7 5 7 6 4
to explain new work to me. A 4 4 7 5 5 4 6 3 1
u 3 3 5 4 3 4 4 2 1
D 2 2 6 2 2 2 4 2 1
sSD 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
10. My immediate supervisor is quick to SA 5 ] 7 i 6 5 6 4 5
take care of complaints brought to him A 4 4 7 4 5 5 5 3 1
by employees. U 3 3 6 4 3 3 5 2 1
D 2 2 6 1 2 2 3 2 1
: SD 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
11. T am told ahead of time of changes that SA 5 5 6 7 5 4 5 ..
will affect my work. A 4 3 7 4 4 5 5
U 3 3 6 3 2 3 5
D 2 2 6 2 2 2 3
SD 1 1 2 1 1 1 1
15. My value to the department is recog- SA 5 — 7 e 7T ..
nized by my department head. A 4 — 7 e 5 ..
U 3 — 6 — — 5 ..
D 2 — 6 — 3
SD 1 — 2 e 2 .
23. My department head sees that new em- SA 5 4 7 7 6 3 4
ployees in the department get good A 4 4 7 5 5 5 1
training (shown how to do their jobs u 3 3 6 3 . 3 4 1
o.k.). D 2 2 6 2 2 3 1
SD 1 1 2 2 .. 2 1 1
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Table G-3 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial

Item categories* weights Groups®: I II I 1v v VI VI VIl
24. 1 get full credit for the work I do. SA 5 — — 6 — 7 7
A 4 — — 6 . 4 5 o
U 3 e — 4 o 4 5 ... ..
D 2 —_— — 2 2 3 ..
SD 1 — — 1 — 1 D
25. There are enough meetings of our SA 5 — — - — 4 5 ..
work group to talk over plans. A 4 — — — - 4 5 .
u 3 — — —_— - 2 3 -
D 2 — — — e 2 3
. SD 1 —_— — — - 1 1 -
32. The work in my department is handed SA 5 4 — — 6 . 4
out fairly among the employees. A 4 4 _— — - 5 .. 1
: U 3 3 — _— - < J 1
D 2 2 — — o 2 1
SD 1 1 — — — 1 o 1
38. My immediate supervisor always un- SA 5 5 7 7 6 6 5 ki
derstands what I am trying to do. A 4 4 i 6 5 5 5 3 ..
U 3 3 6 4 3 3 4 3 .
D 2 2 [ 2 2 2 3 2
SD 1 1 1 101 1 1 1.
39. My immediate supervisor has the con- SA 5 ] 7 7 6 5 6 7 5
fidence and respect of those who work A 4 4 7 8 5 5 6 4 1
under him, U 3 3 6 3 3 3 5 3 1
D 2 2 6 2 2 2 3 2 1
SD 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
40. My supervisor takes credit for work SA 1 — — — 1 — 2 1 1
when he doesn't deserve it. A 2 — — 2 3 2 1
U 3 — —_ — 3 . 5 3 1
D 4 — — 4 e 5 4 1
SD 5 - — _— 2 .. 5 5 2
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Table G-3 continued

Wei . X 1
Response Initial eights assigned by reciprocal averages
Item categories* weights Groups™: I bo g m 1 v Vi Vvl VIl

43. My boss knows how to handle pééple. iA
' U
D

SDh

46. My work group is usually like one big SA
happy family. A

. U

D
SD

53. My boss “rides” me a little too much. SA
A
U
D
SD

54. Things would be better for the Com- SA
pany if they got rid of my boss. A

NODID mAaIO

58. My boss is where he -is because he SA
knows the work.

OB BRI RI §

i
il

ployees in my department is . ..

HNNWRUI HNWHRUD RN I IR CWON - I = Lo
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A
U
D
SD
70. The spirit of cooperation among em- ' g
F
P
VP
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Table G-3 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories® weights Groups™ 1 a m 1v v Vi VIl VI

73. All in all, I would rate my immediate
supervisor as . . .
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Table G-4. Initial response weights and weights assigned by reciprocal averages for the compensation scale, for all groups

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial

Item categories*t  weights Groups®: I nn ur v v VI VI VI
1. There isn't a better Company to work SA 5 — -— — — - - - 7
for than this one. A 4 — — — — - — - 2
U 3 — — — — . - - 2
D 2 —_— e e e e e 1
SD 1 — — U 1
3. My pay is all right for the kind of SA 5 7 7 5 5 7 7 5 5
work I do. A 4 5 5 5 3 4 5 4 3
u 3 4 5 4 2 2 3 2 2
D 2 1 5 2 1 1 3 1 1
SD 1 1 3 1 1 2 2 1 1
4. 1 get a fair share of overtime work. iA .2 — g — — — — —
U 3 —_ s _ - - - - =
D 2 — 5 — e e
SD 1 — 4 — - - —




991

Table G-4 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categ:ries' weights Groups: I 1T I IV V VI VI VI
12. I feel secure in my job. SA 5 — 7 - - 7 _—
A 4 — 5 — — 4 e N,
U 3 — (] — — 3 PO
D 2 — 5 — — 2 .. .
SD 1 _ 3 — - 2 e
15. My value to the department is recog- SA 5 e e 6
nized by my department head. A 4 e — — —— . — 4
U 3 — - —_ — - 3
D 2 — — — — e 1
SD 1 — — — - - e 1
17. I am satisfied with the length of vaca- SA 5 — — — e e 6
tions the Company gives. A 4 — —_ — —— [ 3
U 3 — — — R I 2
D 2 — —_ — — - 2
SD 1 — — - — e e 1
27. Getting ahcad in this Company is SA 1 — o — 3
more a matter of luck than ability A 2 — e s 4
(they don't care how good a worker U 3 — o - — 5
you are). . D 4 — — — - 6 .
SD 5 —— — — e 6 ..
28. The Company brings in outsiders for
important jobs more often than they SA 1 — — — - 2 .
should. A 2 e 3
U 3 T, L
D 4 - — e 5 ..
SD 5 T e 6 ..
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Table G-4 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial g -

Item categories*  weights Groups®: 1 I m Iv Vv VI Vvl Vi
45. I need a promotion if I am to stay SA 1 -_— — —_ 1 — 2 1 1
happy here. A 2 _ - 1 3 1 1
U 3 _— = - 2 4 2 2
D 4 _— e = 2 5 3 2
SD 5 —_— - - 3 7 5 4
49. 1 really shouldn't expect to be mak- SA 5 8 8 4 4 5 6 4 4
ing more money than I do. A 4 3 5 4 2 3 4 2 2
U 3 3 5 3 1 1 3 1 1
D 2 1 5 2 1 1 3 1 1
SD 1 2 2 1 1 3 2 5 3
51. I do not like the way they figure pay SA 1 —_— — — 1 2 2 1 1
increases in this company. A 2 T — — 1 1 3 1 1
U 3 —_— e e 1 2 4 2 2
D 4 —_ = - 3 3 5 3 3
SD 5 — e 5 6 7 5 5
52. I would like to exchange my present SA 5 -— ——— — — — — o 5
job for another job in the same line A 4 — —_— - — — — 3
of work. U 3 —_— - — — — — - 2
D 2 —_— e e e e 1
SD 1 T 1
56. Considering the money I used to make, SA 5 6 7 5 5 6 6 7 6
I'm doing pretty well right now. A 4 5 6 5 3 4 8 4 2
- U 3 4 5 4 2 2 5 2 3
D 2 1 5 3 1 2 3 1 1
SD 1 1 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
57. T have thought seriously about chang- SA 1 —_— e e - 1
ing my present job. A 2 — — — — — — — 1
U 3 — —_ m e e e e 2
D 4 —_— e e e e — 2
SD 5 — —_— e e e e 5
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Table G-4 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories* weights Groupst: I II IO IV V VI VI Vil
60. I often feel like demanding a pay SA 1 1 . 1 2 1 1 1
raise. A 2 2 - — 1 1 3 1 1
U 3 3 — — 2 1 4 2 2
D 4 4 — — 3 4 5 3 3
SD 5 5 —— — 4 6 7 6 5
61. 1 make as much money as most of SA 5 7 7 7 4 6 5 6 3
my f{riends. A 4 5 5 5 3 4 5 3 3
U 3 2 5 4 2 2 4 3 2
D 2 1 5 3 1 1 3 1 1
SD 1 3 2 1 1 3 1 1 1
G2. Some of my fellow workers are among SA 5 - 7 — o - . —
my best friends. A 4 5 - - e - - e
u 3 - 6 - - .
D 2 - 5 . e e .
SD 1 — 3 — — e -
67. All in all. as a place to work, this E 5 — — — — — . 3
Company is . .. G 4 —_ — — — — — 3
F 3 — — — e 3
P 2 — - - e e 2
vp 1 — — — e 1
68. Considering everything. my working E 5 7 7 7 6 7 i K 4
hours are . G 4 6 6 6 4 S 6 5 4
F 3 3 5 4 2 2 4 3 3
P 2 1 4 2 1 1 3 1 1
A'2 4 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
74. Opportunities for promotion (a chance E’ 5 e e 5 5
to get a better job) heré are ... G 4 5 3
F 3 e e e 4 . 2
P 2 2 1
VP 1 2 1
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Table G-5. Initial response weights and weights assigned by reciprocal averages for the co-workers scale, for all groups

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories* weights Groups®: I’ o m 1v v VI Vi1 VIl
5. Most employees in this Company are SA 5 — — — 6 - — o -
satisfied with their jobs. A 4 — — — 5 . e — -
u 3 — — — 2 e — —
D 2 — — — 1 — — — -
SD 1 —_— — — 1 L . ——
6. The employees in my department are SA 5 o 4 4 2 5 .. 6
willing to do their fair share of work. A 4 — 4 2 7 ki — 6
: U 3 — 3 2 5 4 4 -
D 2 — 2 2 2 2 e 2 —
SD 1 — 1 1 1 1 . 1 -
19. 1 like all the people with whom I SA 5 3 .. 2 .. 4 7 8 5
work. A 4 (-] — 2 — 6 7 4 5
U 3 4 — 2 .. 5 7 3 5
D 2 2 — 2 — 3 4 2 4
SD 1 1 — 1 — 1 2 1 1
20. Most of the employees around me are SA 5 7 8 7 — - 7 4 4
the kind who will say hello when I A 4 7 4 3 — e 7 4 4
pass them on the street. U 3 5 3 2 - . 6 7 4
D 2 3 2 2 . . 6 3 5
. SD 1 1 1 1 — - 3 2 2
22. There is a lot of favoritism in my de- SA 1 — e e e 2 2
partment (some employees are given A 2 — — — e e e 2 4
all the breaks). U 3 —_— — e — 3 4
D 4 — — —_— - - " 3 5
SD 5 — — .o 3 6
32. The work in my department is handed SA 5 —_ § e e
out fairly among the employees. A 4 — 3 — — — o -
u 3 — 2 e
D 2 — 2 - .
SD 1 _ 1 — - e e e
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Table G-$ continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial

Item ) categories*  weights Groups®: I O I Iv Vv VI Vi vil
46. My work group is usually like one SA 5 4 - (] - 7 7 5 i
big happy family. A 4 ; S 2 .. 7 6 3 5
U 3 3 — 2 - 4 6 3 5
D 2 2 — 2 — 3 5 2 3
SD 1 1 — 1 — 1 1 1 1
50. I have to work harder because some SA 1 — — — 1 — s -
of my co-workers “goof off.” A 2 — - 2 ..
U 3 — et 2 o
D 4 — — — 3 ..
SD 5 — -— o 1
55. I do not know a friendlier bunch than SA 5 4 — 7 3 6 4 7
the people I work with, A 4 5 — 2 .. 6 7 4 3
: U 3 3 .. 2 .. 4 7 3 5
D 2 2 - 2 3 5 2 4
SD 1 1 - 1 . 1 1 1 1
62. Some of my fellow workers are among SA 5 — — 5 . .. 7 2
my best friends. A 4 - o 2 . 6 3
u 3 - - 2 .. . 6 2
D 2 - — 2 - 5 2
SD 1 o — 1 . 2 1
70. The spirit of cooperation among em- E 5 7 3 — 7 7T .. 5
ployees in my department is . . . G 4 6 4 - 7 6 .. 5
F 3 4 2 4 5 .. 4
P 2 2 2 1 3 2
\%23 1 1 1 .. 1 ) 2
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Table G-6. Initial response weights and weights assigned by reciprocal averages for the sensitivity scale, for all groups

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial

Item categories® weights Groups®: I n I 1Iv v Vi VI VI
2. It sometimes helps to “play politics” SA 1 3 2 4 4 —_—
in this Company (“polish the apple” A 2 4 2 4 i
with the supervisor, etc.). U 3 5 3 5 7 —
D 4 5 3 5 T
SD 5 5 6 7 7T ..
20. Most of the employees around me are SA 5 — — J— e 7
the kind who will say hello when I A 4 — — - 5
pass them on the street. u 3 — — - 1 —
D 2 — —_— - 1
SD 1 — e e 5 .
22. There is a lot of favoritism in my de- SA 1 3 4 3 2 2 1
partment (some employees are given A 2 3 2 4 7 4 2
all the breaks). U 3 4 2 4 7 6 )
D 4 5 3° 5 7 6 3
SD 5 6 6 7 7 7 4
27. Getting ahead in this Company is SA 1 3 2 4 5 .. -
more a matter of luck than ability A 2 4 1 3 A
(they don't care how good a worker U 3 4 3 - 7 —
you are). D 4 5 3 5 i S,
SD 5 7 6 ki 7 -
28. The Company brings in outsiders for SA 1 3 2 1 - .
important jobs more often than they A 2 4 1 4 — o
should. u 3 4 3 4 [ - — e
’ D 4 5 3 5 —— e .
SD 5 (] 7 7 - _ — R
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Table G-8 continued

Weights -assigned by reciprocal averages

Response Initial
Item categories*  weights Groups®: I I m v Vv VI VI vl

32. The work in my department is handed SA
out fairly among the employees. G

D
SD

33. My immediate boss expects me to do SA
more than my share of the work. A
U
D

SD

4. The Company should do more to help SA
cmployees with their personal prob- A
lems (like family troubles, etc.). 10)
D
SD

40. My supervisor takes credit for work SA
when he doesn't deserve it. 3
- D

SD

44. My fellow workers rate better with SA
management than I do. A
u
D

SDh
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Table G-6 continued

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

52. I would like to exchange my present
job for another job in the same line
of work.

P

il

Response Initial
Item categories* weights Groups": 1 II 1 iv v VI VII Vi
45. I nced a promotion if 1 am to stay SA 1 — 3 3 - e
happy here. A 2 . 1 4 — — -
19) 3 —— 3 4 - o,
D 4 — 3 5 — -
SD 5 — 7 7 - - - -
47. My boss is only interested in getting SA 1 2 3 3 3 e .
the work out. A 2 4 2 4 - — 2 .
U 3 5 3 5 — - 2 —
D 4 5 3 5 — — 3 — —
SD 5 7 7 1 — — 1 e
50. I have to work harder because some SA 1 2 2 2 — - — - —
of my co-workers “goof ofl.” A 2 4 2 5 o _— — —— e
U 3 4 2 4 — — - . —
D 4 5 3 5 - - - — —
SD 5 7 7 7T - — - —
51. I do not like the way they figure pay SA 1 3 — 3 — — — - —
increases in this Company. A 2 4 . 5 - . - . o
u 3 4 —_ 5 - — — ——
D 4 5 — 5 .. — — -
SD 5 7 — 6 . .. — — —
SA 1 3
A 2 4
U 3 4
D 4 5
SD 5 6




bLY

Table G-6 continued

Item

Response
categories*

Initial
weights

Weights assigned by reciprocal averages

Groups®:

I

o

v

v

VI Vvl VI

53. My boss “rides” me a little too much.

54. Things would be better for the Com-
pany if they got rid of my boss.

§9. I sometimes wonder what my co-
workers are talking about.

62. Some of my fellow, workers are
among my best friends.

SA
A

U
D
SD

SA
A
U
D
SD

SA
A
U
D
SD

SA
A
U
D
SD
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Appendix H

Table H-1. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group Ii
Handicapped. non-skilled blue-collar (N=205)

Working Super- Compen-

conditions vision

sation workers

Co- Sensi- General job

tivity satisfaction

Working conditions ... 32 41 .18 -.13 42
Supervision ... 21 59 -.37 44
Compensation 21 21 —.22 40
Co-workers .. . .59 21 -.26 .40
Sensitivity .. — -37 —-.22 —.28 -.29
General job satisfaction .42 44 40 40 -.29

Table H-2. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group I
Control, non-skilled blue-collar (N=177)

Working Super- Compen-

conditions vision.

sation workers

Co- Sensi- General job

tivity satisfaction

Working conditions ... 46 32 .53 -.33 .50
Supervision ... 46 49 54 —.60 .53
Compensation . 32 49 42 -31 49
Co-workers ... . .53 54 42 —.49 .39
Sensitivity .. — 33 —.60 —.31 —49 —.40
General job satisfactlon .50 .53 49 .39 —.40

Table H-3. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale corre!nﬁo;\ matrix for Group (Il
Handicapped, skilled blus—collar (N=116)

I~
g 2 p % a4
ws i) {s s 4 - po ]
£ & & 5 a3 & B B
o] 0] E’ B £+ ] g ™ TR
se & ] o g o S g
ES @ © © w o = 03
Working conditions .. e 43 39 08 -.10 58 00 29
Supervision ... . 43 37 04 —38 A7 24 37
Compensation - 39 317 A3 —.25 45 .09 51
Co-workers .. 08 04 13 -.27 04 .02 .20
Senslitivity .—10 -—-38 —-25 -.27 -31 —-08 -.57
Company .58 47 45 04 -31 .18 .50
Type of work ... 00 24 09 -—-02 -—08 .18 .09
General job satisfaction ... .29 37 51 20 —.57 S50 .00




MINNESOTA STUDIES IN VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION

Table H-4. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group 1V:
Control, skilled blue-collar (N=128)

o
(=]
w B8 = 4 > e5
w S ‘B )] a~ = > g
52 5 5 b 2 8§ ®©
¥z 0§ o 3 G a  3g
st & £ & & B g4
B8 @ 0 O 0 O Ug
Working conditions .. 45 21 36 —.04 39 30
Supervision 45 .36 50 —.23 .53 43
Compensation 21 .36 38 -—-.19 48 .35
Co-workers .36 .50 38 -.13 42 23
Sensitivity " —-04 —-23 —19 -—-13 —.11 —.10
Company 39 .53 48 42 -1 .61

General job satisfaction ... .30 43 35 23 —10 .61

Table H-5. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group V:
Handicapped, non-skilled white collar (N=168)

Working Super- Compen- Co- Sensi- General job

conditions vision sation workers tivity satisfaction
' Working conditions 49 .19 27 —.06 .32
Supervision 42 .55 -.23 .52
Compensation 42 .06 -1 49
Co-workers ... .55 06 —.40 .34
Sensitivity -.23 -.11 —.40 —.29
General job

satisfaction ..o 32 52 .49 34 —-.29

Table H-6. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group VI:
Control, non-skilled white-collar (N=127) ’

Working Super- Compen- Co- Sensi- General job

conditions vision sation workers tivity satisfaction
Working conditions ... 44 48 .41 -.30 .05
Supervision 44 .36 43 —.53 15
Compensation 48 .36 .33 --.36 .00
Co-workers ... 41 .43 33 —.41 .10
Sensitivity —.53 —.36 — 41 .02
General job

satisfaction ............ .05 15 .00 .10 .02
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table H-7. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group VII:
Handicapped, skilled white-collar (N==149)

Working Super- Compen- Co- General job
conditions vision sation  workers satisfaction

Working conditions .32 .25 25 .36
Supervision ... 32 22 40 58
Compensation 25 22 17 40
Co-workers .. 25 40 17 39
General job satisfaction .... .36 .58 40 39

Table H-8. Post-reciprocal-averages interscale correlation matrix for Group VIII:
Control, skilled white-collar (N=88)

Working Super- Compen- Co- General job
conditions vision sation workers satisfaction

Working conditions ... 45 29 51 A7
Supervision 45 44 .16 52
- Compensation .29 44 .00 40
Co-workers .51 .18 .00 .26

General job satisfaction ...... 47 52 40 .26
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Appendix |

Table I-1. Percentile scores, means and standard deviations for general job
satisfaction scale scores. by group

Group*
Percentile I I m v v vl v VI

Raw scores

100 .. . 104 79 67 62 85 65 100 69
95 83 54 58 42 76 23 54 31
90 ... 75 46 53 30 69 21 45 20
85 .. .. .72 42 50 26 62 20 42 18
80 66 39 49 25 59 19 41 17
(L SR : ) | a7 46 24 56 19 40 17
70 60 36 44 23 53 18 39 17
65 ... 57 36 LX) 22 51 18 38 16
80 ... 55 35 41 21 49 18 38 16
55 54 34 40 21 48 18 37 16
50 ... 52 33 39 20 47 18 36 16
45 51 33 38 20 46 18 36 16
40 50 33 37 19 45 18 35 16
35 48 32 36 18 44 18 34 16
30 . 47 32 35 18 42 18 33 16
25.. 46 k) 33 18 41 18 33 16

44 30 32 16 39 18 30 16
15 o 42 28 30 16 37 18 28 16
10 ... e 40 25 29 15 35 18 25 16
5 e e 33 22 25 14 31 18 23 16

Mean ... 5520 35.35 3977 2259 4952 1952 3757 1853

Standard deviation ...... 1444 898 974 860 1309 586 1138 8.13

* For all tables in Appendix I:

Group 1 == handicapped, non-skilled blue-collar
Group II = control, non-skilled blue-collar
Group III = handicapped, skilled blue-collar
Group IV = control, skilled blue-collar .
Group V = handicapped, non-skilled white-collar
Group VI = control, non-skilled white-collar
Group VII = handicapped, skilled white-collar
Group VIII = control, skilled white-collar
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MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table 1-2. Percentile scores, means and standard deviations for working
conditions scale scores, by group

Group*
Percentile I 11 1 v v Vi Vi vl
Raw scores
100 ... 50 40 47 31 43 55 39 41
95 .. 32 29 22 26 31 51 31 22

17 18 9 13 18 21 21 15
16 18 9 13 17 26 20 14
168 17 8 13 16 25 19 14
16 17 8 1 168 24 18 13
15 16 8 10 15 22 15 13
15 14 8 9 14 21 14 11
14 12 8 8 13 19 12 11
13 10 8 5 10 15 10 10
Mean 1998 2041 1237 1539 1943 3135 2164 16.00

Standard deviation ... 655 598 630 581 583 988 646 4.37

Table 1-3. Percentile scores. means and standard deviations for supervision
scale scores, by group

Group*
Percentile 1 I I v \'/ vi VIl Vil
Raw scores
100 .. 48 76 n 52 a7 68 50 60
95 32 3 55 41 53 62 3 16
20 29 n 49 36 48 58 26 13

R 13 28 18 12 19 22 8 13
Mean ... 21.77T 6032 30.62 2338 31.89 4282 18.77 13.91
Standard deviation ...... 591 1305 1251 873 1050 1149 683 5.4
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Table 1-4. Percentile scores, means and standard deviations for compensation
scale scores, by group

Group*
Percentile 1 I 11 v v VI VI VIII
Raw scores

36 52 28 35 47 61 39 72

28 43 23 23 317 56 27 39

25 43 21 20 31 53 23 36

23 42 20 18 28 52 21 34

22 42 19 16 26 49 20 30

21 41 18 15 24 45 19 28

20 4] 17 14 23 45 17 27

17 40 16 12 21 44 15 26

16 40 15 11 19 43 14 24

15 40 14 10 18 42 13 22

14 40 13 10 16 41 13 21

12 39 13 9 15 40 12 20

12 39 13 9 14 39 11 20

11 39 13 9 13 37 1 19

10 39 12 8 13 36 10 18

9 38 12 8 13 35 10 18

8 37 11 8 12 34 9 18

8 36 11 8 11 34 9 17

7 a3 11 8 11 32 8 16

5 6 29 11 8 10 31 8 15
Mean 1538 39.10 1561 1256 1942 4195 1494 2499
Standard deviation ... 699 449 407 515 8.51 824 660 935

Table I-5. Percentile scores, means and standard deviations for co-worker
scale scores, by group

Group*
Percentile 1 I1 111 v \' vi vl VIII
Raw scores
100 30 19 31 22 33 33 39 30
95 24 11 13 17 27 31 24 24
90 20 10 12 14 22 30 21 23
85 18 8 12 12 20 29 20 22
80 17 8 12 10 18 28 19 22
5 14 8 12 9 17 27 18 21
70 . 14 8 12 8 16 26 18 21
85 13 8 12 1 16 26 18 20
60 12 8 12 6 15 25 18 20
55 . 12 8 12 6 15 25 18 20
50 11 8 12 6 15 25 17 20
45 11 8 12 6 14 25 17 19
40 .. 11 7 12 6 14 25 17 18
35 . 11 6 12 [ 14 24 17 17
30 . 11 G 1 6 14 22 16 15
25 11 6 10 6 13 22 16 14
20 10 G 10 5 12 20 15 13
15 . 9 5] 9 5 11 18 15 11
10 . 9 4 9 5 9 15 14 10
5. 1 4 8 4 5 12 11 1
Mean ... e w1328 778 1157 802 1549 2407 17.82 1793
Standard deviation . 4.81 2.07 242 416 5.40 5.31 3.712 4.98




MEASUREMENT OF EMPLOYMENT SATISFACTION

Table I-6. Percentile scores. means and standard deviations for sensitivity
scale scores, by group

Group*

Percentile 1 1I III v v vl VI Vi

Raw scores
84 70 95 35 35 29
72 60 83 35 33 25

47 21 52 31 20 9
MEAN .. 5977 34.13 67.84 3424 2861 1571
Standard deviation ... 723 1038 878 260 369 523
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