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- . " FOREWORD b

This study of the success, goals, and perceptions of enrollees in Plan D of the Public
Serviee Caréers Program has as an overalt objective the determmation of the impact of ——

I

Federal employment upon the world-of-work values and perceptions of individuals
entering the PSC Program. ’ .

The project was performed by HumRRO Division, No. 4, Columbus, Georgia under
the sponsorship of the Personnel Research and Development Center of the United States
sCivil Service Commission (Contract No. CS132). Dr. T.O. Jacobs 1s Director of Division
No.-4“and Principal Investigator, and 'Dr. L.L. Lackey was Project Director.

Assisting with the data collection were Jane V. Lee, Dr. John P. Fry, Jr., and Lynn C.
Fox. Louis E, DeGreefyand Sarah C. Morris tabulated the data, and Thomas M. Meterhofer
assisted with the analyses. ‘

———— Meredith P."Crawford
President . _
‘ ~" Human Resources Research Organization
— i — .‘_ a » . -
- U l’ /
! - . 1\2;\ -“i B
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'SUMMARY ‘AND RECOMMENDATIONS

RESE‘ARCH‘PROBLEM

The focus of this project was on Plan D of the Public Service Careers (PSC)
Program, a governmental program designed to bring disadvantaged individuals into Federal
"employment within merit system procedures.. The PSC Program-was also designed to 4
pravide tpgrading | = 6 loy ef -

B
AN

*and Pensacola, Florida. '

{b) making comparisons among the three subject cl

government. . . ; .

) The purposes of this project were to (a) ascertain the world-of-work values and
perceptions both of enrollees in the entry compbnent @f: thie PSC Program and of those .
in the upgrade component, (b) determine the impact of prolonged employment upon the .
world-of-work values and perceptions ‘of those in the PSC Program entry component, and

(c) relate any changes in world-of-work values and perceptionts over time to program
success and retention.

APPROACH 2Lt ) \

A logically derived taxonomy of world-of-work values was developed as the basis for
construction and selection of questionnaires to assess the world-of-work _ values and
perceptions of enrollees in the PSC Program. Two response formats, Likert-type and
forced-choice, were used for the questionnaire that was developed, the PSC: Enrollee
Questionnaire. T - i N '

Responses were elicited from three subject groups: (a) 328 enrolle€s in the entry
component of the PSC Program, (b) 106 individuals in the upgrade component' of the
PSC Program, and (c) 95 employees of the Federal government occupying positions
generally equivalent to those held by PSC entry-level workers, Samples were drawn from
Washington, D.C.; Baltimore, Maryland; Fort Ord, California; White Sands, New Mexico;

There were two data collection sessions, with a time interval between sessions of
approximately six months. The results of Session I were used in (a) assessing the wotld-
of-work values and perceptions of entry-level enrollees in the PSC Program, and
assifications.

* In Session II, responses were obtained from 211 PSC entry-level enrollees and 137
of their supervisogs. Data obtained from entry-level respondents were analyzed by means
of t\g:ts to assess changes in world-of-work values and perceptions over time. Product
moment_ correlations were computed in order to relate differences between sessions on
relevant ‘scores to ratings of each worker by the appropriate supervisor on performance,
adjustment,, motivation, stability, and potential. Additional data obtained from each
ﬁsupervis}); consisted of a scoré on the least preferred vpoworker scale, Each entry-level
enrollee ajso ‘rated his supervigor on scales assessing the leader behavior dimensions of
consideration and initiation of structure. Scores assigned supervisors were compared on
each dimension ‘on the basis of the supervisor’s sex and ethnic group by means of ¢ tests.

The PSC Enrollee Questicnnaire was factor analyzed by means of a principal-
components factor analysis with varimax rotation.

e e —————
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" RESULTS .

Only results from the Likert-type response condition are reported here since those
from the forced-choice response condition were generally less reliable.

yuna between-th ERYRe -S

groups-on

world-of-work values and perceptions. K
(2) For both sessions, subjects discriminated among ‘the various categories of

' values, with the, most highly valued outcomes of work perceived as intrinsic
benefits and the opportunity for self-development. The Intrinsic Benefits area
subsumed goals reflecting ‘““the work itself,” in the Herzberg sense. Goals
categorized as Developmental Needs, while similar, reflected achievement as
opposed to content of work. ¥ .

(3) There were few significant differences between sessions in the world-of-work

values and perceptions for entry-level PSC enrollees.

(4) Sex differences in ratings of goals in Session 11 were minimal, with only one
. goal, Good Working Conditions (Like Air Conditioning), being rated signifi- .
; cantly higher by females than by males. -
(5) According to responses to the Job Description Index, the two least satisfying
job aspects were those of pay and promotions. Female subjects expressed
significantly less satisfaction with both pay and promotions in Session II than

they had reported for Session I. .

»: (6) Reliability coeffigients computed for the PSC Enrollee Questionnaire were
substantially higher for the Likert-type response format than for the forced-
choice condition.

(7) Changes from Session I to Session 1I, for. those respondents participating in
both sessions, were significant for the following psycholdgical tests:
(a) Males felt they had less power in influencing their own outcornes.
(b) Males found their work léss meaningful. oo -
(c) Males and females had become less trusting of others and their motives; the I~
females were less trusting and less interested in entering into relationships :
with others than were thé males. / *
(d) Females became more injerested in less routinized jobs.
(e) Males felt less concern for “middle-class” values. ‘
(8) (a) White subordinates gave significantly higher ratings to their supervisors on , )
leader behaviors showing consideration than did black subordinates.
(b) Black female supervisors received lower ratings on behaviors reflecting
initiation of structure than any other supervisary. classification.
(9) The least preferred co-worker score did not relate to the supervisor’s rating of
hisysubordinates. .

(10) There were no systematic differences between the supervisors’ ratings of their
average non-PSC subordinates and those given their PSC subordinates.

(11) Increased valuation in Session II of the goals subsumed by the Gratification
Demands value category wag associated with high ratings on all five subscales in
the Supervisor’s Rating Scale.

(12) The five subscales in the Supervisor’s Rating Scale were found to be signifi-
cantly interrelated. ' ,

. (13) The factor analysis conducted on the Session II data for the entry-level
subjects resulted in the ifientiﬁcation of five factors, which accounted for 53%
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& of the varlance These‘factors were assngned the following labels: (a) Security
. Through Job Au,omphshment (6)Soc1al Interaction Orientation, fc) Material-,
. istic, Orlentatlon, (d)Economlc Instrumentahty, and .(e) Esteem Satlsfactlon
Through Work. : -

«!

“ (14) Scores_on these five factors proved to be unretag,ed to supérﬂsory ratmgs of ,
. subordlnates on any of the five subscales of the Supervxsor s Ratlng Form

- ¥
v -

-

CONCLUSIONS' ' . L "

(D The world-of-work values and perceptlons of the PSC enrollees were, for the
most part, congruent with those'of the “‘middle- class value system.”
- (2) The presenece of only a few chan‘ges in the world- o?\vork values and percep-
' tions' of the enrollees as a- function of joby experience, and”the ‘high level of
supervisory ratings, 1ndu,ate the appropnateness of these valyes for the work
- environment.
{3) The ‘“‘typical” PSC enrollee plobably is underemployed in the entry jobs and
might continue to be after one promotion.

o~

\
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.. RECOMMENDATIONS
- T oo

The followmg recommendations are based upon, the: findings of this project and the

relevant conclusions reached in the studies cited in the Introduction and Discussion

‘v"',' rtigns- of this_report. These recommendations are focused on any future changes that
Tnight-bemadein the opera.t\on of the PSC_Program. .

- (1) An “Outreach ofaatum‘should be added to the PSC Program for the purpose
of recruiting the eitt'réme i ar)taged both through direct contacts in the
disadvantaged community and “EhToN X appropnate agencnes

Inclusion of this feature would, necessity, Yé ome modifications
to the existing structure of the PSC Programy. One such change vandd, involve a

shift 1n the allocation of resvurces so that more personnel would be availuble~ f"‘/i

Y, to engage in “Outreach” activities. It might be, necessary to choose these
f’ personnel on the basis of criteria presently used in selecting personnel.
i}' Sequencing of the J’SC Program activities would .need to be considered hecause
persons entering through dutreach activities might exhibit values and attltudes
different” from the current enrollees. Restructuring and/or redesxgn of some
featurés of the PSC Program might be necessary.

(2) Greater emphasis should be given the entry criterion that the’ apphcant could

' not have obtained the job without PSC Program intervention.

(3) Greater emphasis should be placed upon providing infofmation to, and obtain-
ing the cooperation of, supervisers-of PSC entrants. . '
(4) As new training courses are developed for supervisors of PSC entrants speclal

- attention should be, paid to topics that are especially” relevant for enrollees

’ (e.g., communication, behavioral expectafions, and establishment of a“suppor-
tive environment). ’
2y (5) Social skills courses developed for PSC entrants should not be predncated on
the assumption that the entrant’s values are substantially different from those
of the “middle class,” but should emphasize job-related behaviors. -
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K " INTRODUCTION :

FOCUS OF PROJECT %

This is the final report of a project to study the world-of-work values of enrollees, in
the entry-level and in th‘e upgrade portion of Plan D of the Pﬁblic' Service Careers (PSC)
Program, an innovative governmental program designed to bring employment within the
reach of heretofore marginal workers. ;JThe rationale for this research project stemmed
ft6th a substantial body of research t has drawn attention to the special problems of
the margmz{l worker, and has suggested that he may present formldable problems to an
employing agency. 4

One’of the principal purposes cﬁ this study was to assess the world-of-work values of
the persorinel enrolled in the 'entry component of the PSC Program. A second major
purpose was to compare.these findings with those obtained from (a) participants in the
upgrade portion of the program who. have successful job histories, and (b) individuals
who, while holding jobs equivalent to those of the entry-level participants, were not
themselves enrolled in the program. Additionally, the study involved a follow-up of those
entry-level enrollees . who.remained within the PSC Program, to determine both the
world-of-work valués that are predictive of success in the program, and changes occurring
during, the first year of employment that reflect processes of organizational socialization.

-
-
-

PSC Program A ) 'g:-- ‘

The focus of the project was Plan D of the PSC Program which offers entry and
upgrédmg employment opportunities "in the Federal Service. This program was created to
br1ng the disadvantaged into public service employment within merit ‘principles. Addi-

. tionally, it was designed to help meet manpower needs in the public sector through

upgrading of current employees. PSC was directed toward providing financial assistance to
Fedeéral agencies or state and local governments, in an effort to remove or eliminate those
institutional, individual, or _environmental barriers to public service that confront the
marginal worker .

Numerous benefits were envisioned for the PSC Program Among these would be
greater utilization of human resources by public agencies, with the expected corollary of
more efficient public service. Another potentiz;l'genefit,was the movement from public
welfare rolls of many of the dlsadvantaged Pla of the program was focused solely on
Federal agencies.

Appllcants for the upgrade component of the program were those individuals
currently emplayed in the Federal service who desired to better themselyes. Enrollment
in. the PSC Prégram would provide additional training that would belt‘%\quallfy the
individual for promotion. .

Those’ 1nd1v1duals considered to be eligible for the entry portion of tNrogram
were selected on the basis of Department of .Labor criteria for classification ““disad-
vantaged.” These criteria define a “disadvantaged” person as being poor and unemployed,
underemployed,, or encountering barriers in work-seeking activities. In addition, the
individual must be a school dropout, an ethnjc minority group member, less than 22
years of age, 45 years of age or older, -or handicapped. -

'
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- Under Plan D, approumately 10% of existing lower lével jobs were redesigned for |
the entering enrollee, since the majority of those classified as “disadvantaged”* would have
few valued job' skills. These beginning jobs were'low both in'required skills and in pay.

It was also anticrpated that many applicants would encounter difficulty in com-
pleting a written entrance ‘examination under the traditional procedure. The Worker-
Trainer (W-T) Examination was therefore selected for evaluating candidates. The W-T
Examination involves interviewing applicants for the purpose of evaluating their suita-
bility for the beginning jobs. The evaluation is based not on educational or work-related
achievements, but on degree of willingness to work in a low-demand type of job. Another
purpose of the examinationis to screen out the overqualified applicant. Scoring is on an
inverse basis, the less the applicant has in the way of demonstrable skills, abilities, and
achievements, the higher the score. By use of the W-T Examination and the inverse
scoring procedure, the disadvantaged may be 'offered meaningful work within' merit

system procedures. s /

. To accomplish the previously specified purposes of the study, several explicit
--objectives were developed:

(1) To develop a methodology for measuring work goals and expéctations of
Public Service Careers (PSC) workers, both at entry-level and in the upward-bound
component.

, (2) Through 1mplementmg the developed methodology, to measure world-of-
work values and perceptual orientations of individuals within the entry- level and upgrade
’ components, and. of persons occupying positions equivalent to those of entry- level
participants (hereafter referred to as the equivalent group). /’"
¢3) To compare world-of-work values perceptual orlentatlons of each group
with the other two groups. '

(4) To measure world-of-work values and perceptual orientations of individuals
within the entry comporment after they had been in Federal service for a period of, six
months. (Waiting for a longer period before the second meéasurement ‘might mean that
little data ‘would be available, because of the likelihood of appreciable attrition.)

(5) To compare world-of-work values and perceptual orientations. of individuals

" within the entry component at the time of the ‘second data collection session with the
corresponding values and orientations obtained if the inifial data collection session—
shortly after their entry into the program. .

[ N (6) To determine how «supervisors of PSC entry—level enrollees rated them in

comparison with non-PSC subordinates in order to (a) identify the extent of organiza-
tional souialization that had taken place, and (b) assess the extent to which such factors
as sex, ethnic group membership, or leadershrp style of the supervisor systematically,,
affected ratings of PSC enrollees. -~

The results presented in this report are based on two data collection sessions. The

% first data were collected as soon”as possible after entry- level personngl entered’ the

program. The second session was six months subsequent to the midpoint of the initial .

Obijectives of the Project

,S

U

- - collection session. . - . )
[0 - ) ,
? ( ,
REVIEW OF LITERATURE )
A . The review of recent literature presented in this section provides an updating of the

research results and conceptualizations upon which the project was based, and should
afford a frxame-of-reference for the remainder of the report. The review is. not
eomprehenswe, but is limited to that literature seen as relevant to the project objectives.
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The *’Hard-Core’ Unemployed’’ Concept

] A point agreed upon by several researchers (e.g., Kaplan and Tausky, 1972) concerns
the difficulty in defining the “hard-core unemployed.” On occasion, this phrase is used
_ interchangeably with sug¥ terms as ‘‘marginal worker” and ‘‘disadvantaged.” Porter
(1970) maintains that the term “marginal worker” subsumes “hard-core unemployed.” He
saw a marginal worker as an individual who had not demonstrated regular work attend-
ance and/or had not met standards or adequate levels of performance as defined byhe
organization. Attendance and performance, thus, are defined as two distinct aspegis of
marginality. An “individual must meet both criteria to be considered nonmarginal.
Porter felt that the term ‘“hard-coré unemployed’ was most often used in yeference
to an individual having a record of little, if any, steady employment. Stréssing the
attendance aspect resulted in a narrower scope for this cldssification as confpared with
the “marginal .worker” classification. Porter’s position places greater emphasis on the
individual’s employment history than on particular persopal and demographic character-
istics for identification of the disadvantaged. Unfortunately, the use of any labeling
process tends to result in"the development of stereotypes.
Ferman (1970), in considering the myth and reality of the hard-core unemployed,
presented several stereotypes commonly associated with the phtase:
(1) Thet hard-core unemployed have never worked steadily enough to have
4. learned what they must do to hold a job.
(2)' Among the hard-core unemployed, the more formal schooling the person
has, the.better the job he will find. -
(3) Once a person is a member of the hard-core group, he will always be a
member. * .
(4) More available jobs would reduce the number of hard-core unemployed
(5) The hard-core unemployed individuals are .all just alike.
(6) There are real differences betwe ‘hard-core and other working groups.
(7) Former hard-core unemplpyed ‘leAve their jobs more frequently than do
workers in general.
(8) Extensive services are needed for all hard-core unemployed tp become part
of the labor force.
Ferman presented data from various sourcés to question each of these stereotypes.
The results of several other, programs support Ferman's gontention that “These stereo-
types are deeply ingrained and require the most careful and intensive research” (e.g,
Hodgson and Brenner, 1968; Kirchner and Lucas, 1972). Private industry, especially
through the National Alhance of Businessmen’s JOBS (Job Opportunities in the Business
Sector) program, has shown that many of these “hard-core’ unemployed can and do
make effective workers, frequently in thf absence of ‘“‘necessary’’ supportive services and

social training. - »
(Z/

[ .
the hard-core unempldyed as a single, unitary,
resented a break-out of several groups comprising

’

. With .respect ,to the stereotype
homogenedus group, Johnson (1969)
this populatlon As segmented by=Johnson, these groups were:

(1) Young blacks. Rearec}l/m northern urban centers, they are frustrated by the
“system"’ as the meZ s of solving their problems. They have not completed

, school, nor have they developed any job skills. They are angry and
-~ impatient.

(2) Older men and wgmen (45 and above). They went north durlng the war to

_— work in industrial centers. After their jobs términated, they remained. Few
have gkills in demtand by 1ndustryJ




.
2

- .‘:

(3) New mlggants Large numhers went to northem cities untll.between 1966 .

and 1968: Most of these miigrants are charac;l:enzed by having féw or nd

job skills, low levels of education, and a lack of knowledge ibout the Ways_ o

of urban life.

(4) .Puerto Ricans.. Not only are they burdéned by a relatw‘ely lo,w level of '.

formal education, but by a language barrier as well. 1 °

(5) Mexican-Americans. As with the Puerto Ricans, both an educaf,lon and “a
Janguage “barrier serve to limit the type of ‘available: work. R

(6) American Indians. These are part of the hard tore unempldyed group by
defmmon.

Of course, other Slmllal' dellneatlons can be made. Doennger (1969) dlv:ded the |

ghetto labor force into at least five categories of dlsadvantaged
(1) Teen-agers who have worked little or none. - I
(2) Workers with steady employment in "low-wage jobs. '
(3) Adults who have not worked steadily and learned the _discipline of work.
(4) Thb‘%e persons for whom barriers to employment exist, such as the aged.
.{5) Ihdividuals who have a source of Jncome but are not in the labor force
such as welfare rec1p|ents )
_Classifications such as these serve to pomt up the heterogenelty of thought about
the *‘hard-core unemployed” category. : .

Value Congruence .

.One result of such stereotypes. is that the ‘‘hard-core unemployed” are frequently
viewed as having very different commitments and values coneer‘mng the world-of-work
than do other working groups. Several researchers. have addressed,, themselves to this
questlon of value congruence between. the “hard-core unemployed” and other working
group”'s (e.g., Kaplan and Tausky, 1972, Wllllams 1968; Goodale, 1971; Bullough 1967;

.Lewis, ef al., 1971).-

Kaplan and Tausky found that wanle “hard-core unemployed" vnewed whrk, for its
economic utility in providing' the means for, satisfying the more basic needs, they also
seemed to have internalized the prevallrng work ethic. This work ethic includes a negatiye
stereotype of people accepting welfare. The subjects in this study associated respectability
and prestlge with holding a job. While the subjects had been unable to successfully
maintain employment, they generally felt that it was through employment that they
could demonstrate their social worth. The conclusions by Williams (1968) and Goodale

. (1971) were -generally consistent with the findings of Kaplan and Tausky, that is, that the

disadvantaged or hard-core unemployed have values similar to those of the non-
dlsadvantaged workers, and a like commitment to work.

On the other hand, other researchers (e.g., Bullough, 1967) have reported value
differences between the hard -core and other groups. Bullough found that black ghetto
residents expressed greater fee,lmgs of anomie and powerlessness than blacks living in
integrated suburban areas.

The behavior of the individual provides the basis for inferences concerning his values,
beliefs, and attitudes. Various plausible causal factors should be considered when infer-
ences are to be drawn from observed behavior. An alternative plausible factor in the
situation concerning the hard-core unemployed 1s the upportunity structure known and
Accessible to the individual.

Two facets of the opportunity structure confronting the hard-core unemployed have

" been given attention by several writers. These concern the amount of vocational and job

market information known to the individual.
» -

v -
.

Nl

16-




‘ A
‘ . P .

Johnson (1969) stated that of 450 youms contacted durmg a study conducbed in, .
Philadelphia, nearly one-half were .unable to express any job preferences, and those with, ’." o
preferences cited the jobs commonly held by friends and relatives. In An Instructional ..
Prograg, fer Employability Orientation (Osborn et al., 1972), developed by HumRRO L
for theg.l S. Department of Labor, a separate Instructional Modulg for vocatiunal goals

: was presented as essential for all Work Incentive Pl:ogram (WIN) enrollees. The majority”
of the hard -core unemployed or disadvantaged seemmgly are unaware of the multiplicity -
of vocational choices that may be available to them.

The amount of labor market information known to many of the hard-core unem-
.ployed is much more hmlted than it should be, Some sources of information generally
used to communicate labor market information—for example major néwspdpers and radio
stations—are 1nefficient with respett to reaching the hard-core unemployed Another
limitation, as predented by Doeringer (1969), stems from the fact that friends ‘and
relatives 4dre a frquent source of employ‘ment informatfon. as the employment rates in .
the ghetto are fower, there are fewer souroes of input to such an information system, and
consequently, less job | information “gvailable to any user of such a system. Further,
because transportation, frequently presents a problem, limiting geographic moblht), only

. information‘ about jobs-near the ghetto is likely to be available. ’

Some programs in private mdustry, which attempted to hire and train the hard -core 3
unemployed, were imtially unsuccessful because of this type of information deficit. For
example, the 'Pacific Telephone Company asked employees to recommend the company
and 1ts,program to friends. The company discovered they were hiring the underemployed
rather , than the unemployed members of minotjty groups, because their present
employees had no contact with the hard-core unemployed ~ -

Erequently, a corollary of this paucrty of labor murket information is a limited
scope of job search. One finding of the survey by Johnson (1969) was that, of those 450
yOuths in Philadelphia, two-fifths had never made a‘single contact with an employer and

1 on)y one out of five had made as'many as one contact per week.

One way of increasing the likelihood that the hard-core unemployéd will be aware
of employment opportunities ‘is through ensuring that such information is available to
_some members of the target population. The success of many of the private industry
hard-core training programs seems to have been due to recruiting or locating a plant in or
"very near the ghetto area. The Ford Motor Conipany Program among others, used active
. recruitment in the inner city area. Their best publicity was from word-of- mouth com-

_mumcatron by those a}ready on the payroll

-~

Retention and Performance of. the Ex Hard Core Unemployed

One of the stereotypes. resented by Ferman (1970) .dealt with retention of the
ex-hard-core unemployed in the labor force. A_frequent forerunner of termination,
non-regular attendance, has also been stressed by Porter (1970) as a characteristic of the

. hard-core unemplofed. While many of the programs initiated by private industry reflect a
retention rate fur the ex-hard-core unemployed comparable with that of other blue-collar
workers, there is essential agreement that non-regular attendance is one of the more
critical problems of the ex-hard-core (Johnson, 1969; Doeéringer, 1969). The critical
factor 1n achieving above-average retention emerged as the presence of a full-time training
staff or minqrity employmenttﬁpemahst (Janger, 1972) to serve a counseling, supportive
function. " ¢ . : ,

The result} of the Ford Motor Company s Detroit Recruiting Project seem represen-
tative of many programs focused on employing the hard-core unemployed. An analysis of
the performance atings of over 2,000 hard-core hires by Ford showed that between 40
and 50% were evaluated by their supervisors as average in performance, while about 30%
were rated -above average (Johnson, 1969). . . .

.
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Several other btudit’b have dealt with Job performanee uf the hard-core as affected

‘ 'by stich vana'ﬁles_as supervisory attitudes, orgapization chmate, and the workers’ own

,l attitudes. Friedlander and Greenberg (1971 sought to predict successful employment of

oy the hardcote uremployed ysing four predictor variables: , , .
R - {1y The workers blographlcal/demographlc data.: - -

§2) A;txtudes of the worker toward work (included among the ning scales were
motivation to work, powerlessness, and 1mportance of job charactenstlcs)

. ) (3) Attitude changes over a two-week orientation/training program. N
. (4) Job climate (as-reflected in new worker treatment, support-from peérs, and
. . " support from supervisors).

The criterion variables were job retention, work effectiveness, and work behavior.
~The most important finding was that the more supportive the organizational climate, the
better the workers' ratings on competence, congeniality, and amount and type of cffurt
expended. Interestingly, ratings of rehability of the worker correlated negatively and
significantly with the number of weeks worked. Also, supervisors rated thé organizational
climate as belgg far more supportive than did the workers. Other than these cited results,
the predictor variables were of lttle benefit for estimating likelihood of successful
employment. The two-week orientation.tramning program had no effect on the workers’
-attitudes toward work. —
Beatty (1971), considering both first- and second-level supervisors, studied the
effects of the supervisory variables of Consideration and Initiation of Structure on the
job performance of ex-hard-core unemployed. The most noteworthy result was a,curvilin-
ear relationship between supervisory consideration and trainee performance, which sug-
" gested a positive relationship between the two for a majority of the. frainees, but a-
negative relationship at the performance extremes.

“The complexity of the results of these.studies is representative of various investiga-
tions of the dynamics underlying job performance. What motivates one worker to
produce effectively, while another performs at the minimum acceptable level? To answer
this and other related questions, researchers have broadened the scope of their efforts. In
addition to supervisory practices, factors such as various aspects of job satisfaction and
measures of job motivation have been included in numerous research designs.

~—

Job Satisfaction, Mativation to Work, Performance -

In a recent review of job satisfaction studies, Ronan’( 70a) discussed both the job
variables related _to. satisfaction and the relationship of satisfaction to performance
behaviors. :

. Similar"dimensions of job Satlsfa(,tlon have emerged from numerous studies in this
area. These are identifiéd by Ronan (1970a):
: *(1) The work itself.
(2) Direct supervision.
' (3) Organization and management ) «
(4) Advancement possibilities. - ’
(%) Economic rewards of the job.
(6) Fellow workers.
(7) Type of working conditions.

While relative agreement has been observed as to relevant and salient dimensions of
job satisfaction, several findings are of significance with respect to the measurement,
meaning, and appropriate conceptual framework for interpretation of these dimensions.

Wanous and Lawler (1972) reviewed nine operational measures of job satisfaction
and conducted a study to determine the relationships among them. The operational
definitions of job satisfaction did, not yield empirically comparable-—mreasures of job

-
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satisfaction. The, convergent and discfiminant validity analjsis indicated that it was
possible to valdly measure people's satisfaction with different facets (e.g., pay, promo-
tions) of their jobs. Also, it was found .that correlations betwgen facet satisfaction and
dependent variables are hkely to be a function of both the particular facet considered
and how it is measured or operatxonally defined. .

The work by Simonetti and Weitz (1972) calls for recOnsi}]eratlon of the dynamlcs
underlying job satisfaction. These researchers found that’ varibus job factors are not
related. to overall job satisfaction at the same level for dlffergznt occupational groups
within a country. Some dlfferences were also noted when counttios were compared. The
study by Nezzer, et al (1971) reporﬁed similay findings for‘ a comparison of five
companies of the same corporation within the United States. The purpose of this study
was to identify the ‘determinants of overall job satisfaction and dsgess the interorganiza-
tional similanties and dl!ferences While {significant predictors of 'overall satisfaction for
the entire sample were 1dent1f1ed the differences make it dlfflculé ‘to formulate a single
interpretation of the dynamics involved.

Jacobs (1970) presents a review of t'o schools of thought concermng the relation-
ships between various aspects of the wofk environment and resulting job satisfaction.
These two schools of thought, traditional theory and motivator ’hyglene theory, point up
the complexxty of job satisfaction.

N \

*

“'I'radlt,;onal theory holds that individual members of orgamzatlons have personal
needs that can be satisfied either directly or indirectly throigh their work
involvement. A need supposedly creaies a state of tension that continues as long
as the need is not satisfied. In theory, then, the organization can offer the means
of satisfying the need in exchange for the worker’s compliance with organiza-
tional requirements.” (p. 126)

H

i
-“Dissatisfaction, or,a state of tension, theoretically is aroused wher a person
cannot meet or satisfy certain of his needs. ... Thus,. within the traditional
framework overall job satisfaction is thought to vary dxrectly with the' extent to
which an organization can satisfy mdlvndual needs. .

“Substantial work has been done to learn what these needs are. One of the best
known classifications of individual »needs is the hierarchy of motives théory

which holds that human needs or motives can be arranged into five sequential
categories. (a) physiological needs, (b)safety néeds, (c)acceptance needs,
(d)-esteem needs and (e) self-actualization needs. !

¥

- “These needs fotm a hierarchy in terms of importance, or prepotence, to tl#e
individual. . .. However, while preoccupatlon with a more basic need, sych gs
security (safety), will not in general permit interest in the higher level needs su
as self-actualization, satisfaction of the more-basic needs does not necesmrilﬁ Ie
to a quest for gratlfncatlon at the higher levels. Some degree of social ltarmig
may be necessary before’the higher order, less basic needs can emerge t"‘(pp
127-128) ' - . :

“Not all these needs can be satisfied by most organizations, for most J{ t*heil'
members . satisfaction of higher level needs such as self-esteem and solft
actuahzatlon is more dlffxcult especially at the lower echelons within large
formal organizations (e. g., factories w:th assembly-line technologies).” (p. 128} .

“In contrast to traditional theory, motwator/hyglene theory contends thkt the
aspects of the work environment that provide satisfaction are not necessarly Qhe

same as those that cause dissatisfaction. . Orgamzatlonal environments ca f also
provide obstacles to long-range goal attamment . these will Iead to_ d;ssatls
faction....” (pp. 126-127) Coe h

“ ..a departure from traditional theory came from the oliservation that some
kinds of work gratifications seemed to act as satisfiers, while others act as
dissatisfiers. . . .
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, that adequately satisfies all needs, the

L .
s
“From the motivator/hygiene point of view, it appeared that there should be
(a) factors in the work or work environment that would lead to (b) the existence
of attitudes toward work that would, in turn, (c) have measurable effects of
productivity itself. A criticism of previous studies was that, in general, they did
not address these three elements §imultaneously. ... " (pp. 129-130) '

Herzberg, et al. (1959) used a form< of the “critical incident” method to identify
factors that had been associated with positive or negative feelings toward the job. The
satisfiers (motivators) identified were (2) achievement, (b) recognition, (c) work itself,
(d) responsxblllty, (e) advaﬁcement The dissatisfiers (hygieng) were: (a) mterpersonal
relationships with superlorg .(b) interpersonal relationships with peers, (c) technical super- -
vision, (d) company policy ;and administration, (e) working conditions, and (f) personal

life. From the viewpoint of motivator/hygiene theory, it is felt
|

... that satisfler factors are more likely to lead to sdtisfaction by their presence

than to dissati;sfaction through their absence, but that factors leading to job
dissatisfaction are seldom associated with increases in job satisfaction through

being absent. The job satisfiers almost always dealt with factors intrinsic to the
job itself, while the dissatisfiers related to the context in which the job was
accomplished.”’ (Jacobs, 1970, p. 131)

This is in contrast, to traditional theory, which assumes that needs at all levels will
be associated with bo h satisfaction and dissatisfaction. To the extent that a need is
present, frustration in pts fulfillment should produce dissatisfaction; while gratlflcatlon
should result in satisfaction,

Implications of these two theories are somewhat at variance with each other, a
substantial number of studies have tested the differences between them. A complicating
factor in testing such differences stems from King's (1970) delmeatlon of five variations
of Herzberg's two-factor theory. Two studies facused on these variations yielded similar
results, fewer than 50% of the predictions based on the variations were supported (Hulin
and Waters, 1971; Waters and Waters, 1972). The conclusion proposed by these research-
ers was that many of the results that have supported the twao-factor theory are due to the
methodology used rather than to the viability of the theory itself. The general result of
such comparative studies has been that neither theory is * ... adequate alone, each to the
exclusion of the other”’ (Jacobs, 1970, p. 140), but each has a valuable contribution to
make.

Several theorists have attempted to reconcile these two schools of thought (Wolf,
19790; Soliman, 1970). Soliman found that, while two- factor theory is in fact a function
of its own methodology, it is correct with respect to the two sets of need categories
proposed, motivator and hygiene. However, the two-factor view on the multidimen-
sionality of the concept of need satisfaction—that satisfaction and dissatisfaction appear
to be opposite ends of a single continuum—has not been substantiated. Motivator and
hygiene needs were found to be related to each end of this continuum. This researcher
concluded that the organizational environment was an important variable in mediating the
relationship between each need catego;y and overall job satisfaction. In an environment

otivator needs would be a more important source
of job satisfaction than the hygiene needs. For an epwronment that provides a more
moderate satisfaction of all needs, both motivator and’ h¥giene needs are related equally

‘to overall job satisfaction. Extrapolation would mdlcate‘é:nhat for a hon- -need-satisfying

énvironment, the hygiene needs would be the more highly related to overall job
satisfaction. ~

For Wolf (1970), the key to the resolution of the conflicts between traditional and
two-factor theory lies in the conceptual separation of satisfaction and motivation. Motiva-
tion should be regarded as the force producing movement toward an end state, or
satisfaction. This conceptualization focuses more attention on the behavioral or
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performance aspect of work. Limited empmcal support for such a conceptualization is
noted in the study by Wernimont, et al (1970). Many studies that are concerned with
measuring job motivation do so.through use of job satisfaction measures. These research-
ers felt that it should be determined whether employees themselves actually see any
difference in the way that various aspects of their jobs affect their work motivation, as
compared to their job satisfaction. Results indicated that employees did not see the same
job variables as ha equal importance in contributing to job satisfaction and to their
motivation to work. Generally, the same variables were_gjven, the higher ranking positions
in both cases, indicating that the basic assumption—that more satisfied individuals have
greater motivation—is tenable. The goal (end state) of satisfaction is expected to impact
upon job performance behavior to some extent. .

Ronan (1970a) reviewed several studies bearmg on the relation between job satisfac-
tion and performance behaviors. For those studies using a single criterion for job
satisfaction, two mterestmg conclusions emerged. First, while there appeared to be a
general relationship between job tenure and satisfaction, termination causes (while
probably dominated by _economic concerns) may be qulte specific to the organization
involved. Secondly, while numerous studies have demonstrated that * ... there are
relationships between indices of job satisfaction and level of performa@ce effective-
ness . . . no studies . . . show which is cause and which effect.” (Ronan, 1970a, pp. 6-7)

Studies using multicriteria provided evidence of the complexity of the interrelation-
ships among various performance measures. One study reviewed by Ronan commented
upon the unexpected variety of one assumed unitary variable—absenteeism—with some
types of absenteeism being unrelated to other types. However, the same study did find
that low job satisfaction was related to high unexcused absenteeism. .

The most consistent result noted in the .multicriteria studies reviewed by Ronan
(1970a) dealt with the nnportance of the immediate supervisor for job satisfaction
indices. Supervision, Ronan found, .is the major link between job satisfaction and
personnel behaviors, along with some inﬂuenee of age and education.” (p. 27)

While Thompson (1971) found that the greater the perceived supportiveness of the
supervisor, the higher the job satisfaction, this finding was qualified by the self-perception
of the employee. This qualification reflected the negative relationship between self-
perception scores and perceived supervisory style. The conclusion reached by this author
was that job satisfaction was jointly affected by supervisory style and favorability of

self-perception.

Importance of Joh Characteristics and Job Satisfaction

Several studies have been conducted for the specific purpose of achieving greater

understanding of the basis of job satisfaction, particularly the relation between satisfac- '
_tion and importance. Campbell (197 1) presented results that indicated that the supervisor
was more of a determinant of employee satisfaction than was the job.

Ronan (1970b), who felt that the relevant dimensions of job satisfaction had been
successfully identified, attempted to assess agreement as to the relative importance of
several of these dimensions. Three employee groups of respondents were formed in a
manufacturing industry: (a) managerial—supervisory, (b) salaried—nonsupervisory, and
(c) hourly employees. There was a high degree of .agreement among the three groups as to
68 job characteristics, with items descriptive of the nature of the work done (intrinsic)
most frequently seen as important. One of the characteristics about which some disagree-
ment was observed was job security, rated as important by both the managerial and
hourly employees, but not by the salaried workers.

A caution concerning the methodology for assessing both 1mportance and satisfac-
tion was sounded by Dachler and Hulin (1969). These researchers replicated a previous
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study, the results of which had indicated a V-shaped regression line when the mean
importance values for 73 environmental and job characteristics were plotted against the
mean satisfaction scores. When the same scale (leert type) was used to measure both .
satisfaction and importance, mspectlon of cell means indicated a V-shaped relationship ’ )
between satisfaction and importance. Cell means for the items for which satisfaction was
assessed through use of a different scale did not exhibit the V-shaped function. The
authors concluded that the lack of support for such a relationship, when different types
of measures are used for satisfaction and importance, indicates a strong pOSSlblllty of
artifact in the previous study’s results. . \

One approach taken in investigation of the relatlon of satisfaction and importance
has been to use the importance of a job factor as a weigliting for the reported
satisfaction with that factor.

Blood (1971) felt that the information provided by the subject as to the importance
of a job aspect has little or no relationship to the actual effect of that aspect on overall
satisfaction. This theonst felt that, if the.rated.importance of a job aspect was to be , -
included in. welghtmg the rated satisfaction of that aspect, then importance should be
treated as a binary property Overall job satisfaction would then be reflected in the sum
of the satisfaction with all aspects of the job that were rated.as important. .

Waters and Roach (1971) and Mikes and Hulin (1968) reported comparisons of
unweighted and importance-weighted satisfaction measures as predictors of a performance
criterion (turnover). The results of both studies were in agreement that an unweighted
satisfaction measure was as predictive of termination as an importance-weighted measure.

The frequent lack of agreement between results of studies concerned with the same
concepts reflects the extent of additional work needed in the areas of job satisfaction and
job performance Results that prove to be specific to a given area or organization are
scanty contributions to theory development and refinement. . ) :
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- Described in this chapter is the approach taken tb investigate the three questions
most pertinent to the project: What are the world-of-work’ values and- pefceptions of
those ndiwviduals entering the PSC Program? What changes are there in these values and
perceptions after the enrollees have been in the work environment for some time? How
do the- world-of-work values and pérceptions’ of these enrollees compare  with other
“worker groups? N

. - THE TAXONQMY OF VALUES

.

x ¢ . B ,
.

o

" As a first step\in accomiplishing the specified' objectives of the project, a taxonomy

';”.gf.v_alues' was génerated. This .taxonomy was the basis for’ selection of goals 16 be
* 7 included i the PSC Enrollee Questionnaire. -7 .

While the taxonomy of valies resulted from & E:gnsiaérabijr more extensive review of

f

i the literature, the “basic framework wa§ derived from three sources: a, taxonomy
. developed by Porter (1970); the, motivator and hygiexe theory (Herzberf, Mausner, and
P ., Snyderman, 1959); and Maslow's (1954) hierarchy of needs hypotheses, While_none of
these three was completely adequate in itself, Porter’s taxonomy, together with a social
referencé basis for interpreting apparent differences between the motivator/hygiene and
hierarchy of needs findings (Jacobs, 1970), led to the development of a taxonomy that
would be useful for the lower socioeconontic level subjects expected to be PSC entry-
level enrollees. i : : - .
! . E’Iig}it 'value categories constituted the taxonomy of values. The titles assigned the
categories and a brief description of the values subsumed by each are shown in Table 1.
The goals classified within each of the value areas are listed in Appendix A.

b 3

N

Table 1 ’ ’ Yo

Vaiue Category Titles and Descriptions

b}
Title N Description P *

« 1 Extrinsic Benefits Values extrinsic to the job itself (Herzberg, 1959), which are %’}
related to security needs of individuals (Maslow, 1954). Values
" seen as extrinsic reflect the iqb context, the working conditions.

Il Intrinsic Benefits Includes both values intrinsic to the job itself (Herzberg, 1959)
and those related to the self-actualization need in Maslow'’s
{1954) conceptualization of the need hierarchy. Values seen
as intrinsic concern the pride, satisfaction, and recognition
realized from the work itself.

*

Il Gratification Demands . Valuesaith attainment that is contingent upon a source of
' income (e.g., ability to putchase desired items).
. (Continued) — v
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’k ‘ Table 1 {Continued) . )
f Value Category fitlgs and Descriptions -
Title . ‘ . Description
LY Iﬁterpersonal Relations Values reflecting extrinsic benefits or the self-esteem and
With Co-Workers affiliative needs of Maslow. Determines the value placed on
; esteem, recognition, and acceptance given by co-workers.
v Interpersonal Relations Valugs of recognition, acceptance, and individual éssistanée
With SuPervisors by the supervisor.
VI Interpersonal Relations Value of one’s family being proud of the job held.
With Family
" VIl Interpersonal Relations Values reflecting Maslow's esteem and affiliation needs. Deter-
With Friends . " mines the extent to which the job itself is valued as a means
, of obtaining respect and association of friends.
VHI Developmental Needs Values reflecting Maslow’s need for self-actualization. De‘t‘e'rmines
the extent to which self-growth and development of job competency
is valued.

- THE QUESTIONNAIRES

The BSC Enrollee Questionnaire for the first administration consisted of three
independent sections. The first two sections were designed to elicit ratings of values and
job attractiveness. The third section required each enrollee to respond to a number of
psychological tests:

For the second administration of the PSC Enrollee Questionnaire, a fourth section
was developed, to elicit enrollee ratings of the .immediate supervisor on consideration
activities and initiation of structure behaviors, (Hemphill and Coons, 1957). Also included
in the second data coliection was a two-part questjonnaire for supervisors, which elici
'supemsor ratings of (a)the least preferred co-worker and (b) immediate subordinates,
both PSC enrollee and averége non-PSC ergﬁ)loyee on five different scales. .

.',x
Development of the Questionnaires ’ i

"The PSC Enrollee Questionnaire was designed to achieve two purposes: (a)to be
relevant for entry-level personnel in the PSC Prdgram and (b) to be conceptudlly sound.

Descriptions and rationale for Sections1 and 2 of the Questionnaire are presented
below, with a listing of the items used in each section appearing in Appendices A and B,
respectively. Brief descriptions of Sedtions 3 and 4 follow, more comprehensive descriptions
(including the items within each sect110n) and the rationales for inclusion of these sections in
the questionnaire are presented in Appendlces C and D. The two supervisor questionnaires
included in the second data collection session are also described briefly in this section;
further description and a listing of the questionnaire items are in Appendix E.

Section 1: Values. The taxonomy of values served as the badis for item selection in
this section of the questionnaire. fter a literature review and rationale analysis, 32 goals
(values) were selected as representative of the eight value categories. These goals were
randomly distributed within this section of the questionnaire.

For each of the 32 goals, the following four ratings were obtained:
(1) The worth of the goal to the worker. ) '
(2) The “worker’s expectatlon of achieving that goal if he tries.
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(3) The level of effort perceived as necessary to achieve the goal.
(4) The worth of the goal to the worker’s best friend.

The first three ratings test an expectancy theory of motivation to work. The
fourth rating provides the basis for inferences concerning the worker’s socialization into
the work environment, as would be evidenced by any change in relationship between his
own values #&d those of an off-the-job friend, over time. In practice, the goals were
intermingled, in such a manner that the respondent did not rate the goals for any value
category in sequence. This section of the questionnaire was entitled Rating Form for
Jobs.

Section 2: Job Satisfaction. The instrument selected.to assess job satisfaction of the
workers was the Job Description Index, (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). The JDI
measures satisfaction with five areas of a job: the type of work, the opportunities for
promotion, the pay, the supervision, and the co-workers on the job. (See Appendix B for
a complete listing of the items within each of these five areas.)

The JDI was chosen for inclusion because it was a standardized instrument on
which a substantial amount of develepmental work had been conduf:ted,: For the
purposes of this study, the JDI was to serve as an anchor in (a)interpreting the
relationship of the samples surveyed to other known samples, and (b) providir?ég" & basis
for establishing construct validity for related instruments.

Section 3: Psychological Tests. Generation of the psychological tests included in the
questionnaire was based on review of the literature dealing with the special needs and
competencies of marginal personnel. Although some of the tests developed parallel
existing tests, most were specifically developed for this project. Therefore, results of most
of tiese tests are not directly comparable with other sjthilarly labeled tests.

The 14 tests chosen for inclusion are briffly described below. The first five
tests constitute a measure of alienation from work /as conceptualized by Seeman (1959,
1967); the‘others pertain to facets of anomie.

o

Psychological Test Brief Description

Powerlessness ’ Belief that tf;e individual has little control over
the forces determining the outcomes in his life.

Meaninglessness ‘Belief that work is only a means of achieving
immediate goals. 2

Normlessness . Percgption by individual that some goals cannot
be attained through socially approved behavior.

Value Isolation Sense of isolation from members of society
and their values.

Self-Estrangement ) Extent to which individual is unable to enter
into meaningful relations with others.

Time Sense " Ability aﬁd/or desire to delay gratification of
immediate needs in favor.of more central needs
at a later time. :

Cynical Distrust of = Individual’s lack of faith in the organazation’s
Organizations . . integrity.

Cynical Distrust of People- Individual’s u'hwillingness to enter trusting
. relationships with o}her people.




/

..
&

Psychological Test - Brief Description o

Achievement Motivation Interest in relative status achieved through
occupational means. .

Weak Self-Regard " Extent to which an individual’s self-consept is.
negative. » .

Expectation of Success Generalized expectancy of success in attaining

! , any goal. i
Protestant Ethic Value pl:cice‘gfbn'work in general. >,
Work Demands Preferred level of job demands is a routinized job

-
.

with little variability in the demands.

Orientation Toward Wo\ffk/ Rejection of “middle-class” norms reflecting
) acceptable jobs. 7 .

a4 [
Data Collection Instruments for Session II. Three questionnaires wgz developed for
the second data collection session. The first two were focused on behavior of the léader
(supervisor) as (a)seen by the PSC enrollee subordinate (Assessment of Supervisory
Influences), and (b)as reflected in the supervisor’s self-report @f perceptions of a least-
preferred co-worker (Inventory for Supervisors). The third questionnaire was used in
obtaining the supervisor's rating of the PSC enrollee on several relevant dimensions
(Supervisor’s Rating Form). ’
+ «A#essment of Supervisory Influences. Entry-level PSC enrollees participating in

the study completed this questionnaire with referencg to their immediate supervisor. The ~*

two dimensions 'of leadership behavior, “Consideration” and “Initiating Structure,”
identified by researchers at Ohio State University, were seen as very relevant to the
purposes of this project. Appendix D pregents :ﬁhe items that were used for tapping each
of these two dimensions, and the direction of storfug.

. The “Initiating Structure” dimension has_‘to do with the extent to which a
leader initiates actions and structures the work situatiof\ toward goal attainment. A high
score on this dimension indicates a leader who tries to establish well-defined patterns of
organization, channels of communication, and ways of doing a job. ) :

. The “Consideration” dimension reflects an interpersonal orientation in the
leader’s behavior, often characterized by feelings of mutual trust, openness to supg\cg:\
nate’s ideas and requests, angd consideration for their feelings. Consideration for tide-
feelings of others may be viewed as consisting of esteem-giving behavior, of ensuring that
others feel they are receiving a measure’of esteem in line with their worth. ‘

Inventory for Supervisors. This questionnaire corresponds to the Least Preferred
Co-Worker form developed by Fiedler. High scores reflect an interpersonal orientation,
with the leader behaving so as to increase member satisfaction,“usually in a pleasant,
nondirective fashion. Low scores have been associated with greater task orientation on
the part of the leader, often in a directive, punitive manner. A low dégree of concern for
pleasant interpersonal relations has also been related to low scores on this form. Immedi-

_ate supervisors of participating entry-level PSC enrollees completed the questionnaire.
Appendix E presents the questionnaire ‘items. »

Supervisor’s Rating Form. To relate the impact of the PSC enrollees’ world-of-
work values and changes in them to actual behavior in the. work environment, it was
nécessary that immediate supervisors rate entry-level PSC enrollees on several dimensions.
The dimensions seen as being of primary impprtance were the worker’s performance,
adjustment, motivation, stability, and potential. Appendix E presents the descriptive items
that were used in deriving a score for each enrollee on each dimension.

-
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Subjects and Questionnaire Administration '
First Session Subj‘ects. To accomplish ‘the objectives relevant to the initial data

‘collection session, data were collected from thetfollowing subject categories:
(1) Entry-level: Individuals enrolled inPlan D of the PSC Program.

(2) Upgrade component: Individuals with prior experience in Federal a'n'ploy-‘

ment enrolled in the upgrade portion of the PSC Program. .
(3) Equivalent positions: Individuals in Federal employ having jobs and income
similar to entry-level enrollees. .
For each classification, the following numbers of subjects were drawp from each

designated location:

Entry Upgrade Equivalent Locatien
—_— . > 4
- 123 5. 83 Washington, D.C. area
69 Baltimore, Md.
a7 : White Sands, N.M.
99 ’ Fort Ord, Calif. -
31 ¢ Pensacola, Fla.

Insofar as was possible, data were collected from entry-level participants immediately
subsequent to their enrollment in the PSC Program. The majority were seen the first
week after entry into the program. .

_  Second Session Subjects. In accomplishing the remaining objectives, data were
collected from (a) enrollees in entry-level jobs who had participated in the initial session
. and- (b) immediate supervisors of such enrollees. For each category, the following

numbers of subjects were drawr’x from each location: v .
Entry-Level Supervisors Location '
92 72 Washington, D.C. area -
61 34 " Baltimore, Md. "
37 26 . ' White Sands, N.M.
21 ’ 5 Fort Qrd, Calif.

Administration. For each session, quesiionnaires were administered to subjects in
groups of from 10 to 15. The majority of the subjects completed the questionnaires
-within one,hour. '

X While the actual term of the PSC enrollees’ employment with the Federal
Service varied at the time of their participation in the second data collection session, the
average lengin of service was approximately six months. o . .

Supervisor questionnaires were distribifted on an individual basis, with the
respondent completing and returning the questionnaire. ‘
. . i )

" - Format and Methodology' . .
" The goals and values section and the psychological tests section of the PSC Enrollee

Questionnaire had two response formats: (a) Likert-type response, and (b) forcedchoice:’

response. A description of:the- methodology used in the administration of sthese and the

other sections follows.

Goals (Rating Form for Jobs): Liker}-Type Response Condition. Respondénts were
required to rate each of the 32 goals by choosing one of five numbers on an importance
scale. Following are the four types of -ratings .obtaincd for each goal, the rating scale
used, and the interpretations given each altemaﬁve. ’ : .
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(1) Value of the goal to the worker. !

. Not
Very Pretty Not Very Important
Important Important Important Important At Al
5 4 3 2 1
(2) Value of the goal to the worker’s best frlend :
The same rating scale was used. -
. " " (8) The worker’s expectation of achieving that goal if he tries.
Much More “ More Not Much More
- Likely ) Likdly Likely—_
5 a 3 2 1 Cw .
(4) The level of effort perceived as hecessary to achieve the goal.
) ' Work No Effect
Hard As - Pretty- . (Part of .
I Can Hard Job)
§ - "10 9 8 7 6 5 ., 4 3. 2 1

Goals (Rating Form for Jobs). Forced-Choice Response-Cdndition. For their ratings
of the value of each goal (a) to themselves and (b) to thei best friend, the respondents
were presented with 50 pairs of items and required to choose one item from each pair.
Because of, the number of goals, .it was considered impractical to” develop a complete
palred-companson questionnaire. Instead, an incomplete paired-comparison approach was
used. To derive a rating of value for each goal, the number of times each goal was chosen
in preference to the goal with which it was paired was multiplied by five. The resulting
product was divided by the number of comparisons in which the goal had appmared
which result was taken to represent the value rating for that goal (maximum score = 5)

For ratings of the level of effort required to achieve the goal, and the
expectancy of aelchlevmg it, the same forms as in the Likert-type response condition were
used. ‘

Job Satlsfactxon Negative and posmve items pertaining to each of the five job areas
covered in the Job Description Index were presented. The respondent indicated which
items best described his job by recording a Y if the item was like his job, an N if the

T item did not fit his job, or a ? if he was undecided. The responses and the values
: corresponding to each were as follows:

. Yes to a positive item* 3

o . . No to a negative item 3
? to any item 1

Yes to a negative item O _ ‘

No to a positive item 0 . .

The values for each item within an area Were then summed to derive a
satisfaction measure for that aspect of the respondent’s job, with a larger score reflecting
greater satisfaction-with that area. .

Psychological Tests: Likert-Type Response Condmon Respondents were required to
rate each of the 70 intermingled items comprising 14 psychological tests in terms of their -
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agreement with a statement of the item. The agreement scale and the values corres-
ponding to each alternative were as follows: ’

»

Agree Agree Agree Disagree Disagree  Disagree .

very prefty a “a pretty ' very
much much little little much - much .
6 5 4 3+ 2 1

The scale forces respondents to record a definite’ bositive (agree) or negative (disagree)
respcnse for each item, that is, there was no scale position for neutral or “undecided”
responses. . ) : ,

" A forced-choice response format was used for the Orientation Toward Work
test in both Likert-type and forced-choice conditions.

Psychological Tests: Forced-Choicé Response Condition. In ratings used in the 14
psychological tests, each respondent was presenteg with 56 pairs of items and required to
choose one item from each pair. One point assi for each alternative that
represented the test dimension. . :

Asséssment of Supervisory Influences. PSC enrollee respondents were required to
rate 30 descriptions of supervisory behavior by choosing one from a row of five letters at
the end of the statement of each behavior. The respondents rated the behavior on the
basis of how well the statement described ineir immediate supervisor. The score for each
dimension, Consideration and Initiation of Structure, was the sum of scores assigned each
item within that scale. The interpretation given each response alternative and the weights
for each were:

A Your suQerv.isor is always like this. - 5

B Your supervisor is-often like this. 4 :

C Your supervisor is like this on occasion. 3

D  Your supervisor is seldom like this. 2 T
E Your supervisor is never like this. 1 N

Inventory ‘for Supervisors (LPC Scale). The supervisors responded to 16 pairs of
bi-polar adjectives; one member of each pair represented a positive and the other member
a negative characteristic. In the eight spaces between each pair of terms, the supervisor
marked the one that best described his least preferred co-worker. The sum of the ratings
given each rating scale represented the supervisor’s score, (each space having been assigned
a value from 1 to 8 in s2quence). , 4

Supervisor’s Rating Form. Supervisory respondents rated 25 employee descriptions
by choosing one from a row of five numbers at the end of the statement of each
description. The respondents rated each statement on the basis of how well it described
(a) each of their PSC entry-level subordinates and (b) their average non-PSC subordinate.
The score for each rating scale was the sum of scores assigned each item within that
scale. The interpretation given each response alternative is listed. 54

1 Disagree very much; the description does not fit this person at all.
2 Disagree; while the description does not fit this person exactly, there are some
similarities. . P
3 Can'’t say; for some reason you don't know whether or not the description fits
" this person.
4 Agree; the description fits this person fairly well.
5 Agree very much; the description really fits this person.

Y

ANALYSIS '

-

For Session‘I, the analysis was baséd on the existence of 12 different categories of
subject classif?yon, based on (a) program enrollment and component (entry-level,

' : 9
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upgrade€, or equivalent), (b)sex of subject, and (c)response condition (Likert-type or
forced-choice). For each of these separate subgroupings of subjects, value category scores
were computed as well as scores for each goal and for the psychological tests.

For Session II, entry-level PSC’ subjects who were followed-up were analyzed by
session number (I vs. II) as well as by sex and response condition.

Appendix A shows the goals by value category. Within each category of subjects, a
score for a value category is the mean of individual scores for all goals subsumed by that
category. The use of means.was necessary for comparisons between value categories
because of the unequal numbers of goals within categories.

For data relevant to the supervisor-subordinate aspect of the project (Session II), the
analysis was based on (a) sex, (b) classification of subject (supervisor or subordmate), and
{c) ethnic group of respondent. :

PSC Enrollee Questionnaires

Session I. Descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) were computed for
each classification of subjects with respect to (a) each of the 32 goals, (b) the eight value
categoriés, (c) each of the five job areas of the JDI, and (d) the 14 psychological tests.
These statistics are presented in Appendices F-L, by session number.

Statistical comparisons took the form of:

‘ (1) ¢t tests between appropriate subject classifications for (a) value scores
for ea%? goal, (b)scores assigned each value category, (c) each JDI area and (d) each
psycho gical test.

(2) An analysis of variance within each of the response conditions. In the
comparison of entry, upgrade, and equivalent subjects’ ratings of value categories, only
data for females were used because the small number of subJects in other classifications
rendered comparisons unreliable. A repeated measures design was used for each analysis,
with a least-squares solution being used because of the.unequal cell frequencies.

Session II: Descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) were, computed for
each classification of PSC enrollee subject with respect to (a) each of the 32 goals, (b) the
eight value categories, (c) each of the five job argas of the JDI, (d) the 14 psychological
tests, and (e) each of the two Assessment of Supervisory Influences subscales. The
statistics for (a)through (d) are presented in Appendices F-L, by session number. The
statistics for (e) appear in Appendices M and N. .

Statistical comparisons for the PSC Enrollee Questlonnalre took the form of ¢
tests between the subject classifications of sex and data collection session for (a) value
scores for each goal, (b)scores assigned each value category, (c)each JDI area, and
(d) each psychological test (Appendices F-L). A second comparison between data collec-
tion sessions on the rank ordering of scores assigned each value category and each goal
was accomplished through use of the Spearman rank order correlation procedure.

Supervisor’s Rating Form

For the data collected from supervisors, descriptive statistics for each of the five
subscales in the Supervisor’s Rating Form were computed separately for the average
non-PSC subordinate and the PSC entry-level subordinates. These statistics are presented
in Appendices O and P, respectively. Because the supervisors did not have equal numbers
of subordinates, mean ratings were used for those superv1sors reporting mulfiple PSC
enrollee subordinates. ’

Comparisons between supervisors classified on the ba51s of sex and ethnic group for
the rating assigned for PSC ‘entry-level subordinates and average non-PSC subordinate
took the form of ¢ tests for each of the five subscales of this form (Appendices O and P).




.

. Additionally, ¢ tests were used in i.omparmg the ratings assigned the average non- PSC
subordinate and, PSC entry-level subordmates as a function of sex and ethnic group of the
supervisor (Appendix Q).

-

lnventory for Supervisors . M

For, the Inventory for Supervisors (LPC scale), the overall fnean score was used to
dichotomize the supervisory respondents Comparisons in the form of ¢ tests were then
made between the high and low” LPC groups on each of the five subscales of the
Supervisory Rating Form for the rating assigned the PSC entry-evel subordinates
(Appendix R). .

Assessment of Supervisory Influences o

PSC entry-level enrollees in Session II and participating supervisory personnel were
classified on the basis of sex and ethnic group. Comparisons between the ratings assigned
the supervisor on the scales measuring Consideration and Initiation of Structure for each
appropriate subject classification were in the form of ¢ tests (Apperidices M and N).

b

Goals of Best Friend -

The subjects in Sessions I and II rated the 32 goals as they felt their best friend
would. Within each subject classification a Pearson product moment correlation (r) was
computed between the two sets of ratings elicited from each subject. The mean r was
/computcd using Fisher’s z transformation.

intérrelationships of Selected Forms ] '

Pearson product moment correlations were computeu between the followmg
variables:

(1) The Job Description Index area of Satisfaction with Supervision, andv

/ Assessment of Supervisory Influences, and Inventory for Supervisors.

(2) Scores on each of the five subscales of the Supervisory Rating Form and
the average mean difference score between Session I and Session Il for each
of the eight value categories, by response format for PSC entry-level
subjects. | . c

Reliability

A reliabdity coefficient for each value category, psychological test, and JDI area was
computed for each response format. The test-retest method was used with a three-week
time interval separating the two test periods. These data were collected in Pensacola,
Florida, and Baltimore, Maryland. ) . -

-

Factor Analysns

A Principal Components Analysis with Vanmax rotation was used td fa'ctor analyze
the rating form comprised of the 32 goals. Factor, scores (estimated by the sum of test
* scores for an individual, weighted by factor loading) Were constructed, and were corre-
- lated with each of the 14 psychological tests. .

Summary of Test Components and lnterpretatlon .

To facilitate interpretation of the .data presented in Chapter 3 concerning thc
questionnan'e administration dunng the project, descriptions and maximum scores are
given in Table 2. - . .

-
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Table 2

A 4

n - Maximuym Test Scores'and Interpretations

- - -
v

* Name of Section or Test

Maximum Score

Likert-Type

Forced-Choice

Interpretation

Goals Rating Section .

Job Bescription Index
Work . -

~ ——

Supervision
Pay, T
Promotions
Co-Workers

Psychological Tests?
Cynical Distrust of People

<«

[N

Cynical Distrust of
Organizations :

Weak.SeIf-Regardv .

Achievement Motivation

Time Sense

Protestant Ethic

30

42

48

36

22

~ {Continued)
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The higher the number, the
greater the value placed on
the goal,

The higher the number, the
greater the satisfaction \;vi}h that
aspect of the job.

The greater the score, the less  ~
willing the respondent is to enter
trusting relationships with other
people. ' N
The greater the score, the less
faith the respondeat has in the
integrity of organizations and the
lower the fikelihood of his adjust-
ing successfully to the work
environment,

The greater the s¢ore, the'more
negative the respondent’s attitude
toward Hirself, the lower the
self-regard. ~

The greater the score, the more
the respondent values, and is
interested in, relative status
achieved through occupational
means.

The larger the score, the greater
the ability and/or desire of the
respondent to delay gratification
of.immediate ndeds in order to
obtain gratification of more
central needs at a later sime.

The greater the score, the mdre
the respondent values work in .
and of itset—The-more work in
general is valued, the great'er the
likelihood of the respondent
adjusting successfully to the .

work envirohment.




Table 2 (Continued),

Maximum Test Scores and Interpretations : ) ‘

Maximum Score .

Name of Section or Test Interpretation
* Likert-Type Forced-Choice i
Expectation of Success . 36. 4 The larger the score, the

greater the respondent’s sub-

_ jective probability of attaining
~ desired goals. The higher score
reflects a generalized expectancy
of success in attaining any goal.

~

Powerlessness ) 24 . 2 t The higher the scoré, the more
. the respondent feels he has little
' : ) control over the forces that
determine the outcomes in his life.

Meaninglessness 24 2 The larger the score, the more

the respondent feels that his work
is only a means of achieving
immediate ggals,"the less mean-
ingful he sees his wark to be.

Normlessness 30 2 . The greater the score, the more
the respondent feels that some
‘ goals cannot be attained by
> . means of socially approved
behavior.

Value Isolation 18 2 The higher the score, the more
* : . the respondent feels himself
<N - isolated from the majority of
- ' ] society and the goals they value.

Self-Estrangement 30 - 3 "The larger the score, the lower
) the respondent’s willingness and
N ) potential for initiating exchange
. with others, reflecting his lack of
“ trust in both their motives and
them. ’

Work Demands 36 , 5 The higher the score, the greater
the respondent’s desire to hold
a job in'which the expectations
» N are both explicitly stated and
stable. —~

“ .- -Orientation Toward Work 6 6 “The greater score reflects a lower
’ concern by the respondent with
“middle-class” values.

-

(Continuyed)

ERIC L | ¥




Table 2 (Continued)

Maximum Test Scores and Interpretations

Maximum Score

Interpretation

Name of Section or Test
Likert-Type Forced-Choice
Assessment of Supervisory The larger the score, the more
Influences® the respondent believed that his
Consideration 75 75 supervisor exhibited such
Initiation of Structure ; 715 75 behavior. -
Inventory for Superviscfrsc 120 120 High scores reflect the leader
N behaving so as to increase member
satisfaction. Low scores indicate
a low degree of concern for
pleasant interpersonal relations.
Supervisor's Rating Formd The higher the score, the more
Performance of the worker 25 25 the supervisor believed that
Adjustment of the worker 25 25/ dimension characterized the
Motivation of the worker 25 25 subordinate being rated.
*  Stability of the worker 25 25 ’
Potential of the worker 25 26 '

JaSee Appendix S for identification of questionnaire items in each psychological test.
bgee Appendix D for listiig of items within each dimension.

Csee Appendix E for listing of items within inventory.

O5ee Appendix E for items within each dimension.

O
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— 0<.05; **p<.01.

Chapter 3

RESULTS SR ‘

-,
— The results sare presented in the fGllowing Sequence. First, the results of the
reliability measurement, of the various sections of the PSC Enrollee Questionnaire are
summarized. Next, results of the Session I data ccllection effort are briefly covered. Then
Session II results are reviewed, and comparisons are made with Session I. Results of the
supervisor-subordinate rating questionnaires, and a discussion of the observed relationships
between -the scales used in SessionII follow. The last part of this Chapter shows the
results of the factor analysis performed on the values section of the PSC Enrollee

Questionnaire.

-~

-

RELIABILITY RESULTS

The reliability coefficients for each value category, psychological test, and dJob
Description Index area are shown in Tables 3, 4, and 5, respectively, by response
condition. Data used in computation of the coefficients were obtained through the
test-refest method, with three weeks elapsed time between testing sessions.

As is shown in Table 3, for the forced-choice condition, reliabilities for measures of
each value category range from negligible (.03) to a high value (.55) that is still short of

Table 3 e

Value Category ,
Reliability Coefficients

Résponse Condition

Value Category Likert-Type Forced-Choice
N =57) (N = 68)
I Extrinsic Benefits .56** .33**
11 Intrinsic Benefits .46** 37
I Gratification Demands - ©.68*" . .Bs**
IV interpersonal Relations With 8
Co-Workers 61** 52** ) )

- V Interpersonal Relations With -

Supervisor ke .65** .03
Vi ¢

interpersonal’Relations With

- Family .39 .26
VIl [nterpersonal ReLations With
Friends 73" .18
VIl Developmental Needs - 44 .39**

25




R Table 4 ) .- i

Psychological Test
Reliability Coefficients

Response Condition ; .
Psychological Test Likert-Type Forced-Choice
(N =57 (N = 68)
Cynical Distrust of People .64** .76**
Cynical Distrust of Organizations 53** . 52** .
. Weak Self-Regard .63** 62**
Achievement Motivation 52%* .38**
. Time Sense . .64** 31
Protestant Ethic .48** 61"
Expectation ,of Success B1** 62**
Powerlessness .56"* 22 _ .
Meaninglessness ’ B .19
) Normlessness . .64** 67**
Value Isolation B .60**
Self-Estrangement . 67" 31" _
Work Demands g2 59" -
Orientation Toward Work 52** .61**
’ *p<.05;**p<.01. *
.
Table 5 .
. Job Description Index
* Reliability Coefficients : .
Response Condition®
D1 Area Likert-Type Forced—Choice >
(N =57) {N = 68)
Satisfaction With Work 61" ..68**
. Satisfaction With Supervision 59** 48**
Satisfaction With Pay 66** 5g**
Satisfaction With Promotions 74" -3 .
Satisfaction With Co-Workers 55 * 57** . - .
o¢p<.01 N
- 8The same JBI was administered in both response conditions. . - .
. Response condition here refers to the format of the-other sections of " . ] B
the PSC Enrollee Questionnaire. . M d
) . ) . .
\ . ’
- . ? .
. . * i’ M ¥ 'A . .
2 : ; ‘ ‘ ' ' e,
. N , [ad
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"what is needed for individual measurement. For Likert-type response conditions, reli- -
abilities range, from .39 to .73. These values, while higher than those associated with
forced-choice, are generally too small for individual measurement. i

Inspection of Table 4, Psychological Tests, indicated that most of the reliability

. coefficients for both response conditions were of a marginal level for use in individual

°  measurement. There were five coefficients in the forced-choice condition that were too

low for much emphasis to be placed on the corresponding psychological tests. Two
coefficients in the Likert-type condition were unacceptable.
~ Considering the 22 reliability coefficients in Tables 3 and 4, in 16 instances the
Likert-type condition was associated with larger coefficients than were observed in the
corresponding forced-choice forms. This difference can be attributed to a variety of
factors (including response set and ease of recall for first response). Most significant,
psychometrically, is that the forced-choice forms comprised fewer items and each item
provided less information (i.e., being a ranking of two items rather than a full-scale
rating). ~

The JDI was administered in the same form for both Likert-type and forced-choice
conditions. Reliability coefficients for the JDI;(Table 5) generally fall below the .7 to .8
range, which is considered as the lower bounds ‘of the reliability of the JDI by its authors
(Smith, et al., 1969). The discrepancies between reliability coefficients for several areas of
the JDI are difficult to understand. 2

In Section 1 (goals) of the questionnaire, an incomplete paired-comparisons method
was used for the forced-choice condition. The low reliability coefficients associated with
this section indicate that few valid interpretations can realistically be made. For this
reason, results involving Section 1 of the questionnaire, forced-choice condition, will be
neither discussed nor interpreted. ,

REVIEW OF SESSION | RESULTS

-

Subject Characteristics : -
\ %

The median age for the three subject categories of entry, upgrade, and equivalent
classifications was, respectively, 25.4, 25.4, and 23.6. Mean education ranged from a low
of 10.7 years to a high of 12.5 years, with only three of the 12 subject groupings having
a mean number of years of education lower than 11.0. .

~

Comparisons of Subject Groups by Value Category

While no significant differences between entry, upgrade, and equivalent personnel
were found for the value category scores, several significar;j;:differences were found within
. : . groups. . . ’
~.  Twop differences involved comparisons between entry males and entry females in the
Likert-type condition. The significant comparison in the forced-choice .condition indicated
that entry males rated the goals subsumed by Cratification Demands higher than' did’ o
entry females. ’ .

-

.Corﬁparisons of‘Value Categories

As a follow-up of the analysis of variance performed for the female subjects within )
each of the three subject groupings, the Newman-Keuls procedure indicated highly &
significant differences between most mean value category” scores. For both response '
conditions, the relative orders of the .eight value g:ategof?es indicated Q}le most highly
valued outcomes,of work were Int1:insic Benefits and Self Development. At the other end

L .4.

‘
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of the ranking, the two categones standmg ,lowest were Gratlflcatlon Demands and Inter-

personal Relations With, Friends.

In summary, the females_.(and probably also the males) appeared to be dis-
criminating between the world~of-work and the world of ndn-work, and to be making
discriminations that would be Judged adaptive and .characteristic of higher socioeconomic
individuals than was originally anticipated woyld be enrolled jn the PSC Program.

Goals Comparisons

. For the between-groups comparisons m both the forced-chowe and the Likert-type
conditions, several significant differences were found between entry level and at least one

of the other two classifications. N

The following significant differences were observed in'the Likert- -type conditions.

Goals
" A good vacation each year
Feeling proud &f your job
A supervisor who is willing t&’help
you with your off-the-job problems

Being something you can talk to
your friends about after work

Being able to learn to do some-
thing that is really hard

Direction of Value Compansons

entry male > upgrade male

entry females > equivalent females

‘entry females > upgrade females
upgrade females > entry females

upgrade females > entry females

For the within-group comparisons in the Likert-type condition, 13 were significant,
with 10 of these occurring between entry males and females These significant differences

were as follows: ,
Goals

A good w}acation each year
A good retirement plan

+ A good hospitalization plan
A plan to pay doctor’s bills
Feeling proud of your job
Being able to buy a lot ot: new things
Being able to bu¥ things I need

Being able to talk and have fun
with the people working there

A supervisor who is willing to help
you with off-the-job problems

Knowing your friends respect you'
for the work you do e

" Having a job that is mterestm§$¥
to your friends

Being something you can talk to
your friends.about after work
haalFia

28

Direction of Value Comparisons *

entry ‘males > entry females
upgrade males > entry females
entry male > entry female
entry males > entry females
entry females > entry males

entry males > entry females
entry males > entry females
entry m\ales > entry females

. upgrade males > upgrade females

entry 'males > entry females

upgrade malgs > upgrade females

, entry males > entry females

entry males > entry females

&
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The greater number of significant results, for the within- as compared with the
between-groups comparisons, strongly suggests that sex differences were more important

‘than group differences.

H

Job Description Index

Work. Entry females wete more satisfied (or expected to be) with their work than -
were upgrade females. Both upgrade and equivalent females were less satisfied than was’~
the normative group (Smith, et al., 1969), as were entry males.

" Supervision. Entry males were significantly less sati[;}ied than either the upgrade or\i
the normative group, while not differing from the equivalent group. N

Pay. All groups expressed little satisfaction with this job factor.

Promotion. Both entry and upgrade males were significantly lower than the norma-
tive group. Entry females and the fiormative group.did not differ and were significantly
more satisfied than either the upgrade or the equivalent females. )

* Co-Workers. Entry males were significantly lower than either upgrade males or the
normative gtoup. Entry-evel and upgrade females were both lower than thé normative

group. Va { | ’

Psycholt_)gical Tests

'

The following significant differences were found. ]
Response " Direction ’ Interpretation
) Condition/Test of Difference of Larger Score
Forced-Choice ’ - .
Work Demands equivalent females > | Greater desire for a stable,
upgrade females - routinized job
} *  Orientation Toward equivalent females > Greater concern for.“middle-
Work . entry and upgrade class” values
females T
Likert-Type - ‘ .
. Cynicai Distrust of upgrade females > Greater cynicai distrust |
People upgrade males.. . of people
Achievement , upgrade ‘males > ! Greateryvalue placed on rela-
Motivation upgrade females tive status obtained through
- ) ‘ occupatizpr&l means .
Expectation of entry females > Greater subjective pi‘oba-
Success * entry males . bility of attaininga °
. E . desired goal >
. Normlessness upgrade females > Greater feeling that some
‘ upgrade males goals cannot De attained by
5 LS . .
v entry males > * Ln;ans.oif socially approved
o “upgrade males ehavl
‘ . upgrade females > : ' -
. entry females
Work Demands entry females > Greater desire for
entry males ¢, a stable, rgyitinized job

entry females >
equivalent females

£
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Again, as has been the case with the other measures reported earlier, differences
between groups appear to be minimal in the present sample. Those that were found
appeared perhaps to be governed as much by sex dlfferences as by occupatlon level
differences. .

' Discussion
. o The most striking feature of the Session ] resulfs was the similarity between the
responses of subjects, irrespective of group. Two factors might underlie such observed
similarity, either individually or in comblriatlon—an actual similarity between the subjects
or a questionnaire containing scales havmg little validity. The most cogent reasons for
attaching minimal weight to the latter possibility are (a) examination of the resulfs of the
dJob Description Index (in which only eight of the 25 significant comparisons were
between classmcatlons) and (b) general agreement between this pattern of results for both
the JDI and the remaining scales and tests used in this project. The validity of the JDI
itself has been addressed by numerous researchers (e.g., Smith, et al., 1969) and found to
be quite adequate.

The most valued outcomes of work for all three groups were Intrinsic Benefits and
Self Development. The least valued outcomes were Gratification Demands and Inter-
personal Relations With friends.

In the comparisonsjbetween the entry-level and the other groups on ratings of goals,,
only five of the 32 goals were significant, reflecting very few differences between the
values.held by each group. Interestingly, entry females valued the goal of Feeling Proud
of Your Job more than did egfiivalent females, but valued less the goal of Being Able to
Learn to do Something That' is Really Hard than did upgrade females. However, entry
females felt more strongly about a Supervisor Whq. is Willing to Help You With Your
Off-The-Job Problems than did upgrade females.

Goai comparisons made between sexes within a group revealed stronger sex than
group effects for this sample especially for the entry-level. Ten of. the 13 significant .
compansons between sex were at the entry-level. Generally, entry males, were more,

\ concerned with the purchasmg power afforded by their jobs, fnnge benefits, and their |
friends’ acceptance and esteem than were the entry -females. Upgrade males were more
ncerned both with having the respect of their friends and with having a supervisor who
was available for off-the-job problem assistance than were the upgrade females.

Entry females expressed less concern for ‘“middlé-class” values than did their
equivalent counterparts. Entry females also expected to be more successful than did_entry
males,’ although they did not feel as strongly as upgrade females that many goals cannot )
be obtained by means of sogially approved behavior. Entry females were also more ..
desirous of stable routinifed jobs than were entry maleg,. and, éxptéssed a greater . .,
. expectation of being satisfied by their jobs than was reported by upgrade femz;l@s Entry
males™ did not feel the same way, anticipating a relatively lower level of satisfaction ‘f;ord L

* """ the work itself. Entry males ‘also anticipated less satisfaction with the supexvxsldn they
would receive than was reported by the upgrade males. None of the groups wag\satxsfled
with the pay received. L,

Entry males anticipated, and upgrade males and females reported, low. Ievels of » -
satisfaction with promotion, while entry females anticipated being satisfied with futuxe o .
promotions. Entry males and females anticipated, and upgrade females reported,,xelatlvely o,
lower levels of satisfaction with their co-workers than did upgrade males. . )

Overall and of positive value from the viewpoint of the PSC Program,. subjet:ts..
parttcxpatmg in this stw, seem well socialized with respect to the “middle-class valuc
_system,”” seem desirous of adequately performing work which they feel is meaningful and .
interesting, will work at lower salary levels to obtain such work, and accept socmlly, . ,ﬁ'
approved methods of obtammg goals. J ﬂ B

~
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The high level of motivation of the entry- Jevel subjects and the degiee of congruence
befween their values and those of the other two groups provide basis for the inference
that entrylevel enrollees are underempioyed sinceé many higher-level jobs would not
require special skills. The upgrade workers are employed several levels ‘above the jobs
made available to PSC entrants. Belatively rapid promotions, which are not likely, will be
- needed to minimize the impact of-underemployment upon the job. ‘motivation and
performance of the entry-level subjects. One factor that may lessen thjs impact is the
possibility that a job with the Federal government is viewed as hlghly desirable. The .
security, stability, and fringe benefits assqcmted with such a job may well be the deciding

, factor in the enrollees’“decision to remain in, or leave, their jobs.

r
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- R_EVIEW QF SESSIQN Il RESULTS AND COMPARISONS WITH SESSION 1

LB .
- Subject Characteristics Ny
’ There were 328 entry-level subjects who participated in SessionI; 211 of these ~
subjects also participated in Session II. Comparisons of the entry-level subjects’ ages and
‘educational’ levels between sessions are presented:in Tables 6 and 7, respectively. Ih a
small“percentage of cases, source data were missing in the questionnaire replies,

Although the decrease in the number of subjects between sessions represented a
35.6% attrition rate, the sources of the attrifon warrant analysis. Fort Ord was the
.primary location of the loss, accounting for about two-thirds®of the _reduction. The.
Washington, D.C. area attrition represented about one-fourth of the total loss. These
might seem to be high attrition rates. Howsver, for Fort Ord only four of the SessmnI
subjects who did not participate in, Session II were terminated ‘for reasons other ‘than .a .
. cut in funds or a termination of the job itself. Of the 78 not participating in Session II,

Y ~ only 14 had resigned. Closer examination of fhe Washington, D.C. area sample shows a

. PR a A Table6
P ; -. ' »‘K" ’ ’ R . e * . .
L Frequency Distribution of Subjects’ Ages, by
e Sex-and Ethnic'Group for Sessions [ and 112 o
; . < . - - e
A s o e " sessioni 1. ’ * Sessionll B i
" T 'white | CBlack’ | white. { Black | White . | Black _| Whita "4 gjack S
4720 0 - 137 0. . 4 ‘29 27 m 3 .20 .
£%31.26 <7 B2 - 207 . 47 33 w25 T M1 3 28
' 2630. . 8 ¢ .7 .2 . 20 8 .~ ™ .2 7T v
S B g Y. - S 3 ‘ o L
' © 3640 « - 6 2 3 - 13 . 5. 1, -2 13
41.45 6 4 2 ] . 3 4 3 w76
.- 46-50 : " 11 1 -1 5, 7 T 4
"7 Bl-over .13 7 3. 5 3 i 2 5

"‘L— .
] .

& ’ ) 35 member of the HumRRO research staff made ethnic group classifications on the basis of personal observations,
LY 4 ¢§ . . 4
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Table 7 ‘ *
L Frequency Distribution of Subjects’ Education, by
Sex and Ethnic Group for Sessions | and 112
. ? 0
. Session | Session 1|
. Educational . -
Level Male Female - Male , Female
White * Black White “Black ./ White Black White Black
5 " 2 \ 2
6 1 . ) 1
7 3 2 1 1 . 2
8 4 2 3 5 2 3
9 4 5 7 14 1 2 5 1
10 8 7 2 21 4 3 1 " 20
11 15 6 2 19 5 4 18
12 64 25 4 43 34 13 31
13 8 3 1 2 1 2 o
14 7 3 1 1 2 1
15 1
16 2 N i a
R

2A membér of the HumRRO research staff made ethnic group classifications on the basis of personal observations,

h)

N

vanety of reasons for the discrepancies in sample size. The data available for 29 of the 31
not participating in Session II: .

'
-

Basis for .
Non-Participation Number ,
: Transferred 3.
' Promoted 1. :
Resigned 16 '
Leave 4
. Terminated 3 . "
AWOP/AWOL 2 .
While some of those ‘who resigned probably did s0 in preference fo termination, on. the
ba..ls of these break-outs it would seem that PSC enrollees have a low .attrrtron rate ..

(31/158 = 20%) “appreciably lower than had been expected

¢

Value Category,Comparisons

P

~

1]

-~

.~ .

To determine wheher any changes had occun'ed during the elapsed tlme as to the

relative order of preference for each value category, Spearman rank order correlations

(rho) were computed for each sex and -response condition grouping, (Tdble 8). The

ranking was based on the mean rating of value category by group under leert type and

forced-choice conditions (Tables'9 and 10), "
. While' the consistency of the order of preference for. the value categones is amply

demonstrated by the magnitude of the computed rhos, some lnterestmg shlfts occurred

'y ‘Iv




- . _— " Table 8 L

: " Rank Correlations® for Value Categories, _
by Session and Sex " : < e
T - , o
. . Response €ondition .
Classification -
\Lik ype Forced-Choice ‘
= - »
Males: Session 1 vs. Session 11 80 .97 )
Females: Session | vs. Session I .88 )
Saession 1: Males vs. Females ) .80 _ ’1.00
*Session I1: Males vs. Females 91 . .96
- aSpearm;n o
, Table9 ”
Mean Rating and Rank of Value Categories, by Session and Sex: ~ |,
Likert-Type Condition:‘l
i * Seision’] ‘Session 1/
’ Value Category Male Female Male Female
Mean | Rank | Mean'| Rank | Mesn | Rank | Mesn | Rank
1 Extrinsic Benefits " 43 2 38 5 41 3 41 3
I Intrinsic'Benefits 4.6 1 45 1 4.4 1 4.4 2
111 « Gratification Demands . 3.6 7 35 7, 33 7 3:4 6
IV Interpersonal Relations With -, k
Co-Workers 4.0 5.5 36 ., 6. 3.7 .5 . 34 7
V interpersonal Relations With o ¢
Supervisor . 40 55 4.1 « 3 38 4 3.9 4
V! Interpersonal Relations With . N . : .
Family 40 4 40" 4, 35 6 36" 5
VIl Interpersonal-Relations With .. s L E.
Friends . ; 33 8 2.6 8 2.9 8. 27 8. .
VIt Developmental Needs 4.2 3 4.3 2 ‘ 4.2 2 o "4, 4. 1

A higher rank was given the value category of Develapmental Needs in Session II
than in Session I by both entry males and females. With one exceptxcm (female, Likert-
type “condition), the preference rank for Inmnslc Benefits remained the same for both
sessions, and only dropped one ,rank for that group. )

Agam with one exception (males, Likerf-type condmon), the prefetence rank for
Extnnsw Benefits was increased. by, each subject classmcatlon, wﬂ;h the drop for the
males (Likert-type) bemg only: one rank, : ‘

. Asin Sesswn I,'of the three most preferred value categories, the two that were
common to all. subject groupings were Intrinsic Benefits and the opportunity for Self
; Development The 1tems categorlzed mto the Intrinsic Benefits area reflected “the work

v -
t

s
v'e .
f . ‘
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Table 10

‘ . lV..!merpegsonai Refations With

. Mean Rating and Rank of- Value Categories, by Session and Sex'
‘ Forced-Chonee Condition - - &
' Session | : » Ses‘ionlt\
° value Category toe © Male ’ Femaie Male Female

, - L ' Mean | -Rank | Mean | Rank | ~Mean lw@’;; Mean j Rank

| Extrinsic Bénefits.. 23 6 22 6 23 55 22 &
11 Intrinsic Benefits . 36 3 . 37 3 .36 3 35 3,

© Wt Gratification Demands 16+ 7 ‘21 - 7 %18 7 21 6

Co-Workers - * * = 24 5 26 5 23 B85 21 7

V Interpersonal RelatibnsWith e ’ Lo
Supervisor 2.7 4 30" 4 29 4 3.0 4
. VI Interpersonal Refations Wuth g} -
T Family . . 39 1 40 .1 . 36 2 38 2
VIl Interpersonal Relations With "+ ) - v
> Friends 1.2 .8 9 8 .8 7
Vil Developmental Needs 39. 2 37. 2 ° 38 1. " .41 1

-

ftself” in the Herzberg sense. Items in the Developmg;tal Needs catégory, while sintilar,
tend® to reflect achievement as opposed to the content of work. Slgmflcantly, these two

_ categories were quite hjgh in the relative ordenng of walue categorles regardless of

methodology.

Across Tesponse format, the two categones standmg lowest in relative ordering were
Gratification Demands and Interpersonal Relations With. Friends. The category of Grati-
fication Demands was included in the taxonomy partly to test the hypothesis that the
mangmal workers expected to be PSC enrollees would be significantly lower on ability to
defer such demands than, equlvalent' and upgrade personnel and .that, for them, this
category would be found relatively high' in the ordering of categories. That it was not,
and that it fell toward the very bottom of "the, ordering of value categories for 'all
response groups, suggests that subjects in the present study are responding in a marner

" that would have been expected of, sub]ects at a considerably higher socioeconomic level,

at least insofar as can be judged froni the research literaturé on work goals. The same
statement can be made with regard to the camgory of Interpersonal Relations. With
Friends. ) » . . .- \

K , . Pt
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Goals Comparisons

s The résults concemmg the relative values of the specific goals comprising the value
categories are presented in the following sequence. goal value differences between sessions

' by, sex,.goal value differences between sexes for Session II, preferential ordérmg of goals
for Sessions I and II, and the relationship, between the workers goal preferences and,

those attributed to his best friend.
Tables 11 and 12 present the mean value rating for each goa’l by subject classifi-
cation (combined), session, and response condztion, as well as preferentlal grdérings of

goals. The mean values in these tables are based 'on ‘the total entry-level sub]ects'

partlcxpatmg in the study at each sesslon poxpt. The descrlptlve statistics for the
—/ . . - i . o . ,'v ’ ‘ ) '




Table 11 °

Mean Value Ratings for Each Gdal, by

16.

. : Session: Likert-Type Condition . ¢
yd
~  Session | Session 1! Rank Orderir;g of Goals
Goals Male Female, ‘Male Female ]
(N=67) | (N=49) | (N=48) | (N=57) | Swsiont® | Sessioni®
1. Good pay 4.6 4.4 46 4.4 8 6
2. Good working conditions, . , — )
. like air conditioning 3.7 3.3 33 . 4.1 24 20 -
3. A good. vacation each year 43 . 34 3.9 39 19 17
4. A good retirement plan 45 4.2 4.4 - 4.2 10 7
5. Being able to work close .
to home , 38 35 3.6 35 22 22
6. A good hospitalization plan 45 39 4.2 4.2 12 '32
7. A pian to pay doctor’s bills 4.2 29 4.2 41 23 14
8. Being able to keep the job as * . N
long as you want 4.6 46 44 . 4.7 4 2.7
9. Being able to take pride in .
what you do 4.6 45 4%, 4.2 6 "13
10.  Being able to do the type work ' ) ’
you alway$ wanted to do 4.5 45 45 45 7 *5
11.  Knowing there is a good -
chance of being promoted ‘4.7 4.6 45 45 2. 3 .
12.  Feeling proud of your job 4.3 4.6 4.1 4.3 .9 1
13.  Alot of time off without S .
losing pay - 2.9 29 2.5 2.8 29 31
14. Being able to buy a lot of . . o
new things 33 2.6 3.0 2.8 30 28
15. Being able to buy-things I ™ -, . .
have always vb‘:ed ' 3B . 34 33 3.4 27 24
Being able to byl things | " : : ‘
need - e 43 38 40. 4.0 145 15
17. Being able to work with people ‘ . .
who think my work is good 4.2 3.9 38 3.9 13 18
18. Being able to work with people ) i ]
" who like me 4.0 3.6 35 34 20 - 23
19. Being able to work with peoplé ) S .
. whoare friendly _ 4z * 43 45 4.1 11° 87
20. Being able to talk and have ' T
fun with the other people . ] .
working there © 737 Yt 32 34 29 26 27
21. Being able to work with people . '
" who think as much of me as . - .. “
my friends do . 37 33 34 3.0 25 26
22. Asipervisor who is friendly 4.0 7 4.1 3.7 4.0 146 19
23. A'supervisor who treats , . ’ )
‘ 45 4.6 4.4 4.2 6 0.

everyone fairly

t

: (Continued)’
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Table 11 (Contmued) -

. %;re;\lalue Ratings for Each Goal, by

ion: Likert-Type Condition

kY

- - .

Session | . Session Il Rank Ordering of Go'al,s
Male Female Male Female |'_ . . .
IN=67) | (N=49) | (N=48) | (N=57) | Sessionl” | Sessionll

24. A supervisor who tells you

when you have done a good

" job on something
A supervisor who helps when
you need help
A s5Pryisor who is willing

.10 help you with'y your off-
"the-job problen;s
Knowung your family ig
proud of the work you do
Knowing your friends respect
you for the work you do
Having a job that is inter-

. “esting to your friends

Being something you talk to.

25.

2%,

27.

31. Being ablé to learn new things
that will help’you geta *

better job later

‘thing that is really hard *

A

your friends about after work .

Being able to.learn to do some-

3.9

46
3.0
4.0
4.1
2.7
3.1
4.6

39

4.1

4.7

3.0
4.0
. 3.2
2.0

24

4.7

" 39

45

39

2.7
a5
35
25

2.7

4.7

45

4.0 16.5
45 wi 3
2.6 28
3.6 16.5
3.1 21
25 32v
2.6 31
4.8 1
41 18

21

25

32

29

_ 3Male and Female.

Table 12

{Con ti/bued}

- . ~___ Mean Value Ratings for Each Goal, by
AN - » - Session: Forced-Choice Condition
": ‘ K Session | Session I Rank Ordéring of Goals
- " Goals * ' :
¢ ' 4 ¢ Male Female Male Female . .
) \ IN=71) | N=65) | (Nza1) | (N=pa | Sessiont® [ Sessionu®
. Good pay”” 2.1 1.9 2.1 21 _, 20 - 21
. /2 " Good worklng conditions, . . .
like air conditioriing N 12, 1.3 1.1 1.1 29 T, 27
'8, Agood vacation each year , * 2.2 3.2 24 21 - 16 L
- 4,” A good retirement plan 3.1 3.0 3.1 3.2 ' n . N
‘5." Beirig able to work close . ) .
to home ' - 24 2.3 2.0 , 19 19 22
6. A good hospxtallzatlon plan - 3.5 29 34 3.6 7 7
7. Aplan'to pay doctor’s bl”S ? 20 15, 2.1 1.7 24 23




’ ’ . Table 12 (Continued)
Mean Value Ratings for Each Goal, by
Ca Session: Forted-Choice Condition |
’“ Session | Session 1} ) Rank Ordering of Goals . 1
Goal fe v Féemale ale . Fe ‘le . o |
: (:ﬁﬁ RPN I (t:ﬂ =an| N ?64) Session 1% | Session I1¥ ‘
® : 8. Being able fo keep the job .
~ as long as you want 1.9 1.9 23 2.0 21 20
. 9. Being able to take pride in '
what you do 4.0 3.9 3.2 4.0 1 6 N
10. -Being able'to do the type work . : \
' you always wanted to do 3.6 3.6 3.2 34 8 9 C.
11.  Knowing there is a good chance ) . T,
of being promoted 3.3 35 3.7 3.3 9 8 r
12.  Feeling proud of your job - 3.2 34 3.0 3.5 10 10
13. A lot of time off without s
losing pay .6 ' .5 .8 .9 32 31
14.- Being able to buy a lot of . . - "
- . new things 9 16 9 1.4 128 26 -
" 15. Being able to buy things | N
fave always wanted 1.0 1.6 1.1 1.7 26 25
16. Being able to'buy things | need 2.3 3.4 3.0 3.2 13 13
17. Being able to work with people )
. who think my work is good 24 26 , 26 25 17.5 16
i "18. Being able to work with people . * ) . . . .
who like me 2.3 2.6 24 21 175 19 .
19. Being able to work with people .
who are friendly 4.0 . 39 . -39 3.7 26 |, 4
20. Being able to tatk and have fun /- :
with other people working v i} . , ’
there 1.2 °© 1.4 . 7. 7 27 32
21. Being able to work with people :
who think as much of mé¥as
.my friendsdo_ 1.9 1.8 19 14 .23 24
22. A supervisor who is friendly 3.1 2.9 2.3 2.6 12 17
23. A supervisoi' wio treats evers- )
one fairly . 21 1.6 34 28 ' 22 " 12
24. A supervisor who tells you
when you have done a good .
. job on something 2.3 2.9 28 - 27 15 14°
25. A supervisor who helps when . ) e
‘ you need help 3,5 4.3 35 4.2 4 2
26. A supervisor who is willing to
‘help you with your off-the. v
job problems - 28 2.9 24 28 140 15 "
27. Knowing your family is ¢ )
. proud of the work you do 3.9 4.0 3.6 3.8 25 3
. (Continued)
| 37
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‘ e Table 12 (Continued) ;

Mean Value Ratings for Each Goal, by
Session! Forced-Choice Condition

¥ Session | , Session |l ' Rank Ordering of Goals
Goal
Male Female Male . Female . .a a
N=T71) (N = 65) (N =41) (N = 64) Session l. Session 11 ;
28. Knowing your friends respect , ° . . i
you for the work youdo 1.9 ‘ 9 14 .8 25 28
29. Having a job that is inter- * .
esting to your friends .6 6 8 4 31", 30

30. .Being something you can talk

te your friends al_)out after .
work 1.0 14 . 3 8 30 29

31. Being able to learn ne® things L .
that will help'you geta better . . -
job later 39 3.7 33 4.1 5. 5
32. Being able to learn to do some-
“thing that is really hard 3.8 3.6 44 4.0 6 1

T -

2Male and Female.

.

entry-level enrollees’ responses, based only on those persons participating in beth sessions,
are shown in Appendix F-1. Also shown in that appendix are the ¢ values resulting from
tests performed to ascertain the significance of changes over time in this particular group.
These tests are the basis for the changes between ‘sessions that are reported below.
Because of the low reliability of the forced-choice goals section, only changes occurring
in the leert-type condition are reported. A t test for repeated measures on the same
subject was used in making the comparisons shown in Appendix F-1. These ¢ values can
be compared to those shown in Appendix F, which refer to differences between groups.

By Sessions Comparisons. The comparisons between sessions by sex, te- determine
whether any changes had occurred in the value ratmgs of each goal, took the form of ¢
tests. Because of the large number of comparisons, only ¢ values equaling or exceeding
the .01 level were considered to be of acceptable reliability although values at the .05
level are  included in Table 13, which presents the SIgmflcant comparisons between
Sessions I and II for the Likert-type condition, by sex.

Only one of the comparisons made in the Likerttype condition proved to be
significant at the .01 level. The males valued the goal of Being Able to Take Pride in
What You Do significantly less in Session II than they had reported in Session I. With the
exception of higher evaluation of A Good Vacation Each Year by females, each of the
other shifts shown in ‘Table 13 was in the direction of lower evaluation of the goal.

The decreases shown in evaluation of the gdﬁls reflect a realistic reappraisal of
the job and working conditions. Preconceptlons of what is necessary to make a ‘“good”
.working environment may have changed as a function of job experience. -

By Sex Comparisons—Session II. For the Session II results, ¢ tests were' conducted
to determine which goals in each response condition were differentially rated by males
and females.”As in the previous sections, only ¢ values equaling or exceeding the .01 level
are considered of sufficient reliability to report.

S




- Table 13

Goals Associated With Significant Changes Between
* Sessions | and 11 in Evaluation by Entry-Level Subjects, by Sex:

Likert-Type Condition
. ’ *  Means ) ;
Goal - Group. t P

' T Session | | Session Il :
A good vacation each year e N +" Ferhale 32+ 37 2.04 <.05
Being able to take pride in what you do Male 4.6 4.0 357 <.0i
Knowing there is a good chanoe of- bemg T Male - 47 . a4 2.18 <.05
promoted - . o . -]

. ‘ \

Being able to work with people who Female® 36 . 3.2 . 2.16 <.05
like me - . . > *
Being able to work with people who . Male *» ° 37 33 2.08 <.05
think as much of me as my friends deo . Female 33 27,7, 2. <.05
A supervisor who is willing to help you Female =~ * 3.0 " 25 .+ 2.59 <05
with your off-the-job problems /. . ., ) ‘
Knowing your friends respect you for . Male 3.8 33 2.43 <.0é
the work you do : . : .

\ - !

For ‘the Likert type condition, only one comparisbn ;lielded a significant

ifference. Session I females gave significantly higher value ratings to Good Working

nditions, Like Air Conditioning than did Session II males (t =3.47, p< .01.

- Within the forced-choice condition, the only comparison that reflected signifi-
cant differences between Session II males and females was in the ratings assigned Being
Able to Take Pride in What You Do. Females scored s1gn1f1cantly hlgher than did males

(=359, p<-.01).__. ,

Preferential Ordering of Goals. Because the comparisons between values given to

goals by Session II males and females were generaﬁy nonsignificant, the ‘two sets of
ratings were combined to obtain an overall mean rating for each goal. This overall mean
was then used to rank the goals in order of thcir aSSJgned values (see Tables 11 and 12).
This was also done for the Session I data. ,

Although 'the Likert-type résponse format allowed giving maxunurn value
ratings to each goal, subjects did discriminate among the goals. The top ranked goals
reflected stfivings for upward mobility (Being Able to Learn Things That Will Help You

Get a Better Job Later and Knqwing There is a Good Chance of Being Promoted) and a

desire for job security (Being Able to Keep the Job as Long as You Want). Not only was
~Good Pay not ranked first, it was one rank lower than it had been in Session I, down to

"rank 6. This result may reflect a longer tlrne perspective than is generally credlted to the

marginal worker. . e )
The forced-choice results are presented primarily for comparatlve purposes and

will not be described. . . ]

Goal Ratmgs for Respondent and Best Friend oo .

¢

Data, were collected in both sessions to determine tire similarity , bel:ween each .
requndent S values and those attnbuted to his best friend. The data were in the form of

M
’ . . . \

v (
A " 1
4 . — .
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the worker’s value ratings of each goal for himself and for hlS best f;lend As shown in
Table 14, more than one-half the subjects who provided sufficient mformat;on to.
identify their best frlend indicated that the best friend was different between SessmnI
and Session II (68 vs:'51 for combined response cond1t1ons) R .(“

. . g

Table 14 ’ .t L

"Average Correlatmnsa Between Ratings of Goals for Self and for Best Frlend

+ by Sex, Session, Consistency of Belatnons[np, d Responsa Condition
. . ‘ - = 3 .
‘ Likert-Type *  « ” Forced-Choice’ ‘
Relationship Session | Session 1} . Session| Session | l'
. Male | Female | Male l’_F,emale Male }Fema;e . Mate ' | Female * :
. Same best friend for Sessnons | y )
and Il ’ b .
Correlation 71 85 72 59 66 .3 43 .37
7 N i . 5 21 5 21 6 19 6 19
Different best fnend for Sessnons‘ ‘ > . ' .
and Il ~ o -
Correlatian .84 .74 .94 64 ..74 .57 .60, .48
N 1 7. Ya .6 m 2 112

-

9Corretations shown in tables are, unless otherwise noted, Pearson product moment correlation coefficients,

-
-

-
o

There are sevetal alternative exp]anatlons of the obserVed frequency of change
There may have been increasingly large differences between respondents and the SessxohI
best friends’ values over time, and enrollees, reporting different best friends may have
formed new relatlonships with others having more similar values. Alternatively, the shift
in begt friend might be due to ptoximity to others in the work situation, with a
correspondmgly lower frequency of contact with the .SessionI best friend. The new
relationshjp, would reflect the lower investment of effort to obtain about the same level
of benefits. Insufficient-data were availableHS\\le out either inference. T,

)
N ’
" -~

Job, Description Index

+ The Job Description Index (Smith, et al., 1969) was administered in both sessions.

" Items used in measuring the workers’ satlsfactwn for the five ateas of work comprising

the JDI (satisfaction with work, supervision, pay, promotion, and co-workers) are
presented in Appendix B. Means, standard deviations, and ¢ tests comparing results for
Session I and Session II are presented in Appendix J. Table 15 contains, in summary
_form, the means obtained in both sessions for entry-level PSC enrollees, together with
means provided by Smith, et al. (1969) for their normative sample. Attractiveness of the
job is assumed to be reflected in respondents’ ratings of satisfaction, with each of the five
job areas, the maximum score on any ared being three times the number of items tappmg
that job area. ’
The several major differences between the responses of entry level workers and those
~of the normative group were summarized in the review of Session I results. Comparlsons
to be reported here in the form of ¢ tests were made between the results of Session I and
Sesswn I1. Differences between the two sessions are shown by JDI area in Table 16. «°

] . f ’
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. Table 15
Job Descnptlon index Means of PSC Entry-Level Workers q
AR g For Sesslons f.and 11 :
- Maximum Normatwea_ . Sessionl «  Session Il
¢ Dt Ales Score s - -

. core Male . Female Male .| Female j. Male F{.male
Wark "t 84 ¢+ 386 3T 296 341 320 326
Supervision 54 , 411 41.1 38.1 400 39.7 39.4

' Pay 24 299 279 109 125 10.8 9.6
Promotions 27¢ -7 224 17.8 165 184 166 - 15.4
" CoWorkers :  « 54 435 , 421 384 39.1 398 385

. L4
3Smith'et al. (1969). .
’ r . L4
. LY L . ) . .
- . .

A Table 16

o Significant Changes Between Sessions | and Il in Ratings l;y
_ Entry-Level Subjects of Satisfaction on Each Area of the
Job Descnptlon Index

. . .
\ . DI Area ) Group ) ., Extent of Change
Work . Male - .
‘ h
, Female} N_o sugn‘lflcant'c ange ,
.+ Supervision ' Male .
. Female No 5|gn!f|cent change
. Pay ' " Male " No significant change
. ’ Female Lower staisfaction leve! in Session | -
v ’ . (t=3.64, p<.01)
. . , .
Promotions - Male No significant change  * N
* Female Lower satisfaction fevel in Session H
R “(t=3.43,p<01) . -
, : . . .
Co-Workers . - . Male . I
) o Female No significant ehange

4

¥

o ? .

The general plcture produeed by analysm of the Session 1I results did not differ to
any extent from SessionI data; if anythmg, it was accentuated. The conclusion drawn

from the SessionI results was that the entry-level. JObS held by enrollees were less .

desirable than the average job held by normative subjects. "This conclusion was based on

\\ the generally lower degrees of satisfaction expressed by respondents part1c1patmg in this
, study, as compared with responses of the blue-collar normatwe. group.

The fact that the females in Session II had become even less satisfied with both pay
and promotions tended to bolster this conclusmn This was especially applicable for the
f.mdmg concerning satisfaction with promotions,, since in Session I females had anticipated
bemg satisfied with the promotion opportumtxes to the extent of shghtly exceeqing the

normat:ve group in, their ratings. . LAV
\ . -
. . . Q
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1
-
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¢ A B »

I




Psychologmb Tests - . ) ' N

Means standard dev1atlons and t-tests for each of the 14 psychological tests
included in the PSC Enrollee Questionndire are shown in _Appendices K and L. Statistics s
" derived from responses of entry-level _subjects . who part1c1pated in both sessions are given .
in Appendix K-1, for the'Likert-type response c ndition only.

y By Sessions Comparisons. The_same proce%ure used with the goals rating data.was .

~used for the psychological tests (leert type condition). Appendix K presents the
descriptive statistics and ¢ values Wased on the total number of entry-level subjects
partlclpatlpg in each data collection session. There were no significant changes observed
in the Likert-type condition.
In the forced-choice condition, males were significantly more motlvatea to
achieve relative status thréugh occupation means in Session II than in Session I (¢ = 2.33,
p < .05; Achievement Motivation Test). Females were significantly less “concgrned with
“middle-class” values in Session II than they had been in, Session (t=2.36, p < .05;
Orientation Toward Work Test).

. Appendlx K-1 shows the descriptive statistics and t values that result from only
using responses of subjects participating in both data collection sessions, in the Likert-
type response condition. For these results, a ¢ test for correlated" means was used. The
significant results of these tests are shown in Table 17. The purpose of the alternative
procedures was twofold: (a) to show any changes that had occurred over time in the
entire group of enrollee§, and (b)to identify any smaller changes which might have

Y Table 17 ,

Significant? Changes Between Sessions | and 1l in Responses by : :

Entry-Level Subjects to Each Psychological Test
(Based Only on Subjects Participating in
Both Sessions in the Likert-Type Condition)

. &
. Mean i \\, Interpretation
Psychological Test Group .
of Change
Session | | Session 1l N
“
Powerlessness Male 10.1 11.8 Decreased control over their outcome was felt
“ by males in Session II.
Meaninglessness Male 9.3 -10.4  Males saw work as being less meaningful, per-
' ceived more as only a means to immediate /‘
. . ends.
- Self-Estrangement Male 13.0 14.8 Both males and females felt less willing to
! Female 13.7 15.4 initiate exchange with others, less trusting
. of others and their motives than had been
' ! reported for Session I.
T " Work Demands Female 25.5 23.4 A greater desire was reported in Session Il for
- a job that was less routinized and stable.
4 . .
Orientation Toward * Male 26 3.2 There was a lower level of concern for "middle-
* Work . class’ values than had been reported in
. . ‘ Session |.
. <05 : \ i
[4 . . -
. 'Y ! .
] ‘- .
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e .. [ oo
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occurred, by using ®only those subjects whose yesponses had been elicited bylthe same
procedure in both data collection sessions. p ) .

-

Females were less satisfied with their jobs than were males. Both males and \

females were less trusting of the motives of others at the time of the second_testing. The.

. males felt less contrel over the outcome®of their work; this may reflect a lack of viable
» alternatives. The general dissatisfaction of the females may indicate boredom with very
structured jobs, as they desire jobs that aré less stable and structured. When considered

with changes in the JDI,.it can be inferred that females entered the program with higher

aspirations and expectations than males, and have been forced to revise their ambitions
downward as a result of their realistic appraisal of the actual situation.

. By Sex Comparisons—Session II. In the Likert-type condition, females s-cored signifi-

. cantly higher than males on the §elf-Est"rangement Test (¢t=2.21, p < .05). This resuit
reflects a lower willingness by females to initiate exchhnge with others. Further, such a
result indicates a lower level of trust of others and their motives by females.

Results for the forced-choice condition showed that males were significantly
more motivated to achieve relative status through occupational means than were females
(t =225, p < .05; Achievement Motivation Test). Males also éxpressed a greater desire for
a stable; routinized job than did females (¢ = 2.35, p < .05; Work Demands Test).

[}

. ASSESSMENT OF SUPERVISORY INFLUENCES

Results of the questionnaire that obtained subordinates’ ratings of their supervisors

on two dimensions of leadership behavior, “Consideration” and “Initiation of Structure,?

" are presented separately for each dimension. The first section compares the ratings of

supervisors as a function of the sex and ethnic group of the subordinate, while the

. second section compares the ratings of supervisors as a function of the sex and ethnic

group of the supervisor. Means, standard deviations, and ¢ tests relevant to each of 'these
sections are presented in ,Appendices M and N, respectively.

’ 1

Ratings of Supervisory Behaviors . *

',\a Consideration. There were no significant differences between sexes either within or
between ethnic groups. White males gave significantly higher ratings to supervisors than
did black males (t=2.29, p< .05). White females also rated supervisors higher on
'Consideration than did black females (¢ =2.11, p < .05). Combining across sex, whites
assigned significantly higher ratings to supervisors than did blacks (¢t = 2.18, p < :05).

Initiation of Structure. There were no significant differences in comparisons by sex,
_+ ethnic group, or any combination of the two.

FaalN
» b

Consideration. There were no significant differences between the ratings given super-
visors on the Consideration dimension of leidérsh :'behavior, as a function of sex or
ethnic group, or combinations thereof, of the supciidr. © ‘
Initiation of Structuge. There were no, sigiy9Pnt differences between sexes for
“whites, but blackfemale \supervisors were rated _significantly loweggthan black male
supervisors on-initMtn of Structure (¢ =2.51% p < .08). White, dhd-black male super-
visors did-not,sigiicantly .differ* in ratings receivéd. White female supervisors were rated
significantly i idthan were black female. sppervisors”on Initiation of Structure
(t = 2_59’ p"<\ K 5"“.1.4' R S ' : P ».3,‘( oo
o

o oy, . X
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e Compdrisor: of Supervisor Ratings by T B
© = - __Supervisor's Sex and Ethnic Group . e ~ .
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INTERRELATIONSHIPS OF SELE(};D’FORMS SRR

.

Conceptually, several of the scal¥s administered as part of Session g are related to
one another. To determine the strength of the relationships among these scales, a Pearson’
product moment correlation was computed. The four scales selected for inclusion were:
(a) the Satisfaction With Supervision area from the Job Description Index, (b) the Con-
sideration dimension; (c):the  Initiation of Structure dimension, and (d) the Least Pre-
ferred Co-Worker scale. Scal%s #) and (c) were the two comiponent parts of the
Assessment of Supemsory Influencei form. Results of the tests are presented in Table 18. 7

)
s . - ‘. -

‘> Table 18
, Intercorrelatlons Among Scales Regarding Supervusors, ' : .-
o a Session 11
/ ) SN = 123) - 0 -
Scale B (@ (3 @ .y
- 7 T .
(1)  Satisfaction With Supervisors, {0 el 410 13 .
© ., (2) Consideration -Y- AL a0,
(3) Initiation of Structure ‘ ) . %5 -
(4) Least Preferred Co-Worker? :
* . _ Y
»+25<,001 ' 7
, 8Correlations invoiving this scale should be interpreted with reservations, as the LPC
score of each supervisor was mcluded for. each of the subordinates.
v .
71 2

. g‘he observed relatlonshlps between the Satlsfactlon With Supervision scale and both '
the Consideration and.Initiation of Structure scales were interesting. The results suggest -

that a substantial portion of the variance associated with the Satisfaction With Super- .

vision scale may derive from the superv1sor ’s Consideration type of activities.
. The findings are esééntially in agreement with those of Nealey and Blood (1967)

- who found that Satisfaction With Supervision correlated .56 with Initiating Structure and

119 with Canfideration for first-level supervisors. Howeyer, the relationship observed
between the Initiating Structure aiid Consideration scales is substantially lower than that
reported by Nealey and Blood for first-level supervisors (.44 vs. .70). ,

. ! N ’I' ’ . . ‘L,
SUPERVISOR’S RATING FORM \ N )

- ?

In the following three sections, resu.ts are presented for (a) comparisons of super-

visor ratings of subordinates as a function of the stpervisor’s score on the, Inventory for

Supervisors (Least Preferred Co-Worker Scale), Appendix R; (b)a comparison of the
ratings of subordinates as a function of sex and ethnic group of the gupervisor, Appendix
P; (c) a comparison of ‘the ratings assigned the PSC enrollee subordmates and the average

* non-PSC subordinate as a function of the supervisor’s sex and ethnic groip, Appendix Q.

All ratings ‘of the subordinates were obtained through use of the Supervisor’s Rating
Form in which the subordinate was assessed on five dimensions: performance, adjust-_
ment motivation, stability, and potentlal Means, standard, deviations, and ¢ tests are
presented in the appendices indicated above. For all instances in whicly a supervisor had
multiple PSC enro}lee subordinates, an average ratmg was compu “ang used in ell

‘analyses,
y * . ,

- -
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‘Comparisons of Supervisor’s Ratings of R . : Yoo /
'Subordmates as a Function of LPC Score . '

" Scores- obtalned by superwsors on the LPC scale ranged from the minimum possible

score of 16 to th€ maximun possible score of 128, The mean of the distrjbution was '¥
66.3, with a standard deviation of 25.1. The group was split at the median; 66 had scores of
. 65 or less, and 67 had scores of 66 or greater. For purposes of analysis, thesé groups were
considered to be Low LPC and High LPC, respectively. Distribution of supemsors by LPC
score, sex, and ethnie group is shown in Table 19. -
" Table19 _
.~’ ) . " Distribution of- Supervisors on the Basisof . ‘ .
+LPC Score, Ethnic Group, and Sex? - T
. ’ - White , . Black
. ,. LPC .
o ) ‘| " Male |4 Female Male l Female .
Low™-- 21 17 > 11 16 K
) High B . 14 5 13 J
3 nsufficient information was avallable for classification of . s
15 supervisors. ‘ : . ' y ¢

. Supervisors in the LowLPC group,’were found to have an average of 1.7 PSC-
subordinates, while the High LPC group had an average of 1.2 subordinptes There were
no 51gn1ﬁcant differences between ratings of PSC subordinates by supervisors on any of
the five rating scales as a functlon of the supervisor’s LPC score. ,

Comparlsons of Supervnsor s Rdtings of Subordinates as a
Function of Sex aid Ethnic Group of the Supervisor

There were no’significant d1fferences in the ratings of PSC subordinates on any of
the five ratmg scales as a function of either sex or ethmc group of the supervisor.
Comparlsons of Supervnsor s Ratmg§ of PSC Subordmates and the .

‘ Average Non-PSC Subordinate a$ a Function of Sex and )
‘Ethnic Group of Supervisor . LY . . v

-

Summaries of the mean ratings given the PSC subordinates and the average non- PSC
subordinate are presented in Table 20 for each rating . scale. There were no 51gmf1cant
differences between the PSC and non-ESC ratings as a function of either sex or ethnic
group of the supervisor, nor were there significant differences when all supervisor . .
classifications were collapsed. , . .

Table 20 . : .
: T Comparison of Supervisor’s Mean Ratings of ’ 5]
~ . Non-PSC and PSC Subord"@ates o :
. . . . ’ . GJ
subordinate] © - "+ Subordinate Rating Scale ) ' ™~
‘Classification| * ; 2 3 s l N
* Non-PSC ,18.9 . 20.6 208 - 6.8 18.4 - .
PSC” ©19.0 21.3 208 16.5 179 ~ ‘
’ N - 45
. ' {
N
1 () l, . s
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SUPERVISOR'S RATINGS AND INDIVIDUAL WORKER RESPONSES .

‘One major focus of this study was’to identify .factors that have relevance for
continued and successful employment. For that purpose, a performance measure of some

. kind would have heen desirable ab a criterion. In the present study, sitiational constraints

" dictated -that supervisors’ ratings s‘qbstitute for performance criteria. In the following
three sectidns, the relationships between the supervisory.ratings given each worker and

(a) individual difference scores between sessions on each value category, (b) individuat -

scores on the psychological tests, and (c) individual scores for each area of the

JDI are
-presented. ,

]

[ M
' . -

" Value Category Difference Scores and Supervisory Ratings

“The difference between mean scores for each value éategqﬁ'f.over time (Session II
score - Session I score) for each subject was determined. These di'fiifence scores were then
related to the supervisor’s rating of that individual on each of the five subscales of the
Supervisor's Rating Fornt, using Pearson product moment correlations. The results are
presented in Tables 21 and 22."Only two subject subgreupings contained a sufficient
number of individuals within each response format to yield a correlation coefficient of
acceptable reliability—the white, male and the black female groups. Three correlation
coefficients are presented in each cell, one for each of the following: white males (WM},
black females (BF), and all subjects combined (Z) within that response format.

* Several results were noteworthy within each of the response conditions, even though

the correspondgneg of significant relations between response conditions was low. The .

forced-choice results are presented only for comparison purposes, as the previously
mentioned reliability level makes any interpretation dubious.

ikert-Type Rlesponse Condition. The negative relatisn between supervisor’s ratings
of worker perforhance and Extrifsic Benefits (r = —.26, p < .05) suggests fhat those
individuals attachine Jesser value to these goals in. Session II were seen by their supervisors
as better perfornfers. The second value category that bore a significant relation to rated

performance of the worker was Gratification Demands. For both the black femalesgroup

(r=.49, “p<.01) and all' sybjects”combined '(r = 34, p< .01), a significant positive-
relagionship was observed between ratings of performance and increased value placed on

Gratification Demands. These items reflect the instrumentality of work for obtaining

desired non-work goals. Increased evaluation of these goals was also significantly related |- )

to the-other four subscales in the Supervisory Rating Form. O

For -three subscales, Adjustment,,K Motivation, and Potential, the relai_:ionships'

were significant for all three subject groupings. For the remaining subscale, Stability, the

' relationship was signific'ant for black females (r+ .41, p< .05)'and for all subjects

combined (r = .31, p< .05). Increased Session II" evaluation of Value Cdtegory V was
associated with the combined enrollees receiving higher ratings of Adjustment (r=.29,
p < .05). -~ - DR . '

. There was a significant positive relationship between the rating of Adjustment

. and increased evaluation of Value Categof'y I for all subjects combined (r= .41,

p < .01). For blagk' ferpales only, increased Session Il evaltfation of Value Category III
also correlated positively with rated employee potential (r = .44, p < .05). Thé only two
nonsignificant relationships between evaluation changes of Value Category III and super-

visary ratings of employees océurred in the white male group, While the correlations were,

acceptable in magnitude, a large comrelation was needed to achieve statistical significance

. becguse of the small nurhber of individuals in this group (N =15).

Changes in evaluation of Interpersonal Relations with Co-Workérs involved two

significant relationships, both with the black female subgroup. For ratings of worker

- . . J.- °
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g L ' " Table 21 ' e <

Corretations far Each ’Su'bsc;a_l'e of the Supervisor’s Rq’tir;g'Form and
Value Category Difference Score: Likert-Type Response Condition-

. o . Supervisor’s Ratin'g Scale -
Value Category . Grouping] df . + o
S Performance|Adjustment | Motivation | Stability Patential
| Extrinsic Benefits " WM 15 —37  —.04 05 T o-04 -1
. S BF 27 -4 -9 —14 -26% 04
e, -z 63  -26* -06 -15  -.16 -06 - '
Il Intrinsic Béhefits w 15 -3 -1 -7 . =11 . —03 -
v BF' 27 35 27 a2, 26 31 O
. > 63 .03 07 -.12 ..01 " .03
. ' . Lo . s,
¢ Il Gratification Demands WM 15 .28 73 48t .47 49* N
- e , BF 27 ) A4g** 56"*. 56" . .41 44"
i zZ - 63 34 41** 25* 31* “29% . -
~_ . % - Y &Y
IV Interpersonal Relatiens WM 15 . -.18 -.13 .00 —-04 Y —15"
With Co-Workers . BF- . 22 .26 38° .09 .23 58** .
< Z 63 A2 21 -08 . ..08 A7 *
.V Interpersonal Relations WM 16 .19 04 20 16 -02 ' .
With Supervisor * BF® 27 32 .35 . 107 -01 - 38* .
- .z 63 06  .29° -02 -3 06 e
Vi Interpersonal Relations WM 15 ~-15" 39 32 03 ‘o4, -
+ With Famiily . BF, 27 - 22 - 25 ‘ .08- A0 19 n
v, Z 63 .08 20 -09. " -02 09 .
VIl Interpersonal Relations WM 15  —03 09 3 -p3 . as
With Friends BF 27 -02 23 -.04 -25 ~-° .18 . Y h
: ~ T 63 - .08 2, 00, o1 20
VIl Developmental Needs - WM . 15 32 .25 00 ¢ 04 -02
- . ) ” BF . 27 00 28 21 =05 . 01
‘ ) z 63 -.10 A7 . -10" - -.06." -.04
+p <.05; **p <.01; WM, White Male: BF, Black Female; =, All Subjects. < '
Adjustment and Potential, a significant positive relationship was found with increased C
evaluation of the goals w1thm this value category (r-— .38, p<.05; r=58, p< 01,,
respectwely) ) v .

The only other value Lategory mvolved in a significant telatlonshxp ‘with a
supervisory rating scale ‘was Value Category \' (Pnterpersonal Relatlons With Ih'e .
Supervisor). g e

On ‘the whole, Value Category III seems more predlctlve of, employee retention 7
and potential for upward movement, as reflected by supervisory *ratings. Inn the Likert- "' .
type response condltlon only, increased evaluation in Sessnon ]I of this value catégory was -

s
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. both respanse conditions, however, the direction of the relationship was reversed from

« . ‘one response condition to the other. This finding emphasxzed the dxfflculfy encountefed
h throughout this section in conceptually explaining the ‘results observed in the. fo;ced

.. choice cohdltxon. In this section, the Iow reliability of dnfference scores, together with

pbsmvely related to good ratmgs by supemsors on .atl flve subscales of the Supervxsors

Rating Form. Howeﬂver, this interpretation should be quélified by noting a possible “halo

- effecf. ” The rating givén a worker on one subscale is hkely to affect the ratings gwen .
" on the remainder ot the subscales.” .
2 Forced-Cholce “Response Condition. Therg were three s1gmfxdant. results common’to ;

“ . ¢ ¢ s . 2 0 .
R T L. s ¥ 'l T,
s , . “': 3 ‘, . ..’y\. . . L .' ; ' N .
S AR JTable22” T T
P N Corrglations for Each Subscaleof the SupenasorsRatmg Forin and . .
\./ * o .Vzlue Category Differenca Score: Fofeed-Chonce ResponSe Gondmon ,
e I ‘
. f , ‘o . e ’ . -: Svperv:sor’s Ratmg Scale N :
. . Valua, Catogory . Grouping} -df > — T » ; 1
’ R S - ]- v, [Performance|Adjustment {<Motivation | Stabijlity .| Pofential ¢
A | sxuinsicfeér{eﬂ.:s}“ . WM 28 ¢ 26 -24 Coes 2t s
s Fan . * - * BF' 4.1 ) ._‘.!3 ) “ 15 . —~.19.: . -.13 - ._'-_16' .
- o .Z- -83 .08 51“ =11 L0307 e LT
s 1t Intrinsic Benefits WM 228, .18 29. 4B, 24 38% .
. : BF .41, . .29° .29 32¢77 fomsrl 280 T v
) z 8 ., 20 25%., 23* . a8’ et T L U
. .t - " . . o -
; I Gratification Demands ~ WM 29 -.15 -.22 -42* -3 -.21
\ : ' . 8F 41 A1 15 —12 14 08 . '
< £ .. 83 106 .02 -.09 09. 01
IV Inferpersonal Relations WM, 29  '-06 .  -.03 -13 63 08 ‘
. With Co-Workers _ BF "~ 41 ~29 -37* -3o -38°" ' -38*
. . > 83 .+.18 - -25"  -321' -8 -.21
. “a N . " R T
7V interpersonal Relations WM 26 -27  Z03, .14 ¢ -30 - 05 ° .
* .7 " With Supervisor T BF .41, .14 -.16 =14 ~18 . -15 ',
.. ' , ' L 83 -49. ' -09 .-03 . -9 -09 .
vi .Ini'eliperso_nall Refations WM 29 -~04 -.16" —08’ -23 ~.05 “ ’
With-Family - - 8F - 41 19 .10 08 .05 ~02 - .
- -8 .07 ~95 =04 - -5 .. )
v Intorpersenal Relatlons WM 29 - '.0{1". N —.,22' .10 R LU | ’ y
’ With Friends BF ' 41 10 7 - .05 LY R
o z ‘83 - ‘06, .00, °° .13 S § RSN | A
" VI, Developmental Needs',” WM .- 20 —03 . -23° 02 -1.1 a1 .
< . .8F. .41 25 .21 -.21 18 07 -+
o Z 83 12 06 -13°° .03 .08 R
- “p <.08; o0p<.61.' WM, White Male; BF, Black Female; Z.An épbjects. ) N ot
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c the low forced-dhmc“e‘e value categpr{y rehabrhtles,, makes the problem even Jnore drfflcult X |
For these Teasons, no further attempts will be iade to explam the for‘eecf-chorce results.

3 N AR Lo \ . . . 1 |

- Psyehologml Test Soorés and Supemsory Ratmgs o T e )

) - ) ‘The scores glven ach’ mdmdual on each of the pssfchologrcal tests for Sessron H
were correlated with scores on the five subscales of the Supetvisor's Rating Form The
sample in the Likert- type response condition was’ slightly sma'ller as complete score; were

_nat available for, all sibjects. The total number of enrollees having all necessary scores
was 97. This, analySrs Was ‘conducted for "the kaert.-type response condrtron only. The

LS results of the analySrs a.re. presenbed in Table 23. ) )
o " R ¢ s Lo ‘. .'/._° ;’» 4 .
. - . . ' Table23 ‘ ‘ . ST . :
el Correlatnons for Each Subscale of the SupennSOrs Ratmg Form and - .
, SR Psychologucal T.est St‘ore Likert-Type Response Condition . o
‘ oo : =107y T L St
T coe ‘ SR “\ Su’oervisor‘c Rating Scale .
Psychological Test o — — G * T .
", !:| Performance] Adjustment| Motivation} Stability Potential
. Cynical Distrust of People -16 - =01 .  ~05 = -19 -1 -
' Cynical Distrust of Organizatigns a7 020 ;202 -.10 -1
L. * Weak Self-Regard A7 0 a3 7 T2 At fe24t -
" Achievement Motivation S =07 08 =01 01 +15 .
“* Time Sense R 7 28" 31** 41** .15
. *-:Protestant Ethic - - 14 26** ) 16+ .+ 200 ..03
_ A Expectation of, Success . 202 a1 A1 a8 .01
e 7. .U Powerlessness . v - > =14 . =09 ~.06 -3 -21 .
e '+« Meaninglessness - e -25* * -19 - 19 -32"% 22 ‘ /0.
., « Normlessness . . -14 -10 -16 5 -19 -14
. (. .17, Valelsplaion , .- . . . 130 -2, -29 -.36 -.20 o
. - Self-Estrangement . -, -2, —-.14 -.23" ~.16 ’
£« "+ WorkDemands - -, .06 » .05 079 —-07 " -14 oL
.o " Orientation Toward Work .~ =05 - =10 ~05m  —06 02 '
. ) ¥ 77 — m .,
o A “p<L5: *p<Ot. ¢ L : A
o " "-." . r”. BN Y ) “ ’ -
PR . 7 oo b * L ' ‘ - *
e . Oh}y one” of the psychological tests was appreciably related to the supervxsory' ’
. L ratmgs “Time Sense was found to be srgmflcantly and positively related to the subscales
* _ “rating the workers’ Performance (r=.22, p < .05), Adjustment (r = .28, p <,01), Moti-
.. * .+ :vation (r=.31, p-<01), and Stability (=41, p.< .01):

] Four other psychological tests—Protestant Ethic, .Weak Self-Regard, Meanmglessness,
and Self- Estrangement—were related to one or more of the supervisory rating subscales. |
, . The Protes?;t Ethic test was positively. related toc the subjscale assessing worker Adjust-.
oo ment {r= £2<.01). Meanmgléssnesn was negauvely related to rated Performance of
. .the worker '(r = —.25,:p & .05). Meantglessness, Self Estrangement and Weak Self- Regard -
.. were all srgn‘rfrcantly associated with rated Statility of the worker (respectrvely, r=-.32,
"¢ p<01;r=-23, p< 05; r=—31,p< 01). . .
) As mentioned earlier, one mtérpretatlon of. the observed pattern of relatlonshlps .
between superv1sory ratings and dﬁ'ference scores for Value Category III involved a rating |
halo. To ‘further, assess this - effect, the subscales of _the Supervrsors Ratmg Form were |

N « . ., R . . ~

. .
A » . ¢ K '
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int:lucled~ in a correlation matrix. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 24. As
shown, ratings given on one subscale were highly /zelated to ratings given on any other
s subscale

. 1
\

. . ' ’ |
, Table 24 s ,
] o ) Intercorrélations Among Subscales of the
s to Supervisor's Rating Form: Likert-Type Response Condition - )
- L " (N=97) ‘
l Supervisor's Rating . [ . ' -,
o FormSupscale .| W N @ {3) {4) {s) . . .
(1) Performance 49°* 88" E1*t 76
' (2} Adjustment o . .69** . B57** 49**
- (3)  Motivgtion .60** ,  57**
. (4) Stability . C : : g3
- {6} Potential’® ., _ . . , .
o +*p<01. L o
- ) "/ ) !
. + 1 '
. : ’ .. . ) v , / S
Job Description index Scores and Supervisory Ratings . . e

. Correlations_between each of the five job areas tapped by .the JDI and the five
supemsory subscales were computed for the kaert type response condition data obtained
. from Session II, The results of this analysis are 'shown in Table 25. =~ -

4 >

.o . Table25 -

-Correlations for Each Subscale of the Supervisors Rating Form and

Job Description Index Area Score: Likert-Type Response Condition . ,
(N=107) )

Y ~ -
. 8 . Superwvisor's Rating Scate )
/ JDI Area T —

A\ y . Pertormance| Adjustment ] Motivation Stability Potential : -
Satisfaction With Work + .09 . 119~ 21 26 g L
Satisfaction'With Supervision .16 24° 23 25 14 . e,
Satisfaction With Pay .07 ~-05— . —-01 13 -03 -
Satisfaction With Promotions A2 , 4 02 .07 -.02
* Satisfaction Withﬁﬁ(;o-_Worlzers f—__OZ__ A3 - 02 .06, © =01 - —

s -

*p <.05: **p <.01.

W »

The JDI area which SIgmflcantly related to the most supervisory subscales was that

assessing_satisfaction’ with supervision. This DI area was'positively related to ratings of
the workers’ Adjustment (r= .24, p < .05), Motivation (r=.23, p < .05), and Stability .

" (r=.25, p < .05). Only one other JDI area was significantly related to supervisory ratings,

.+ that tapping the individual’s satisfaction with—the-work. Scores on this JDI area were

” significantly related to the supervisory subscales measuring Motivation™(r = 21, p< 05)
and Stability, (r‘-— 26,p< 01)
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.o While several significant correlations were re'ported in the preceaing three sections,
the overall picture is one reflecting a relatively low relationship between supervisory
_ratings of a subordinate and the subordinate’s responses in a number. of areas. .
FACTOR ANALYSIS ) Loa
\ 4 .
N Findings reported in this section are based on the subjects participating in both data

collection sessions.-The data input to the factor analysis derived from Session 1. There

_ were 107 subjects in the Likert-type, copdition and 104 subjects in the incﬁ-choice
) . condition. - : .

- The pattern of findings obtained to this point in the analysis suggested that the

logically derived goal categories probably should be subjected to empirical validation.

.t Consequently, a principal components factor analysis, with varimax rotation, was per-
formed on the 32 goals within each response condition. The findings are presented in

‘Table 26. L : ] - "
’ ’ Table 26 - ‘ o

«

Factor Loadinas® of Each Goal for Both Likert-Type and
Forced-Choice Data , -

-

\ »

. * ] ) Likert-Type : Fo,r’ced-Choice

Goal . Factor Factor

S . |||I|I!'|'V|V‘ 'l"'l"'l'v.'\/

Percent of Variance 27 08 07 06 .05 .13 .11 .08 07 .06
N Goal i ’ - , . N
. 1. Good pay . A1 49 72
Good working contditions, like .t
. . air conditioning ) . . ,
A good vacation each year . J0 45 81
A good retirement plan . 87 ) 53
Being able to work close to home ‘4 ‘ 41 .50 . i
A good hospitah'zation plan. . .53 .53 .70
A plan to pay doctor’s bills a1 . 45 42
Being able to keep the job as long ; ’
as you want .79
9. Being able to take pride in what . .
youdo ., .52 45 .73
10. Being able to do the type work you ¢ N
. always wanted to do 48 .

. 11. Knowing there is a good chance of " /

being promoted . ) 552 75 .
12. Feeling proud of your job 75 46 A1 .
13. A lot of time off without losing pay . B 1} “ .43
14, Being able to bly a lot of -ew things 1 48 ¢
; 15. Beipg able to buy things | have .

always wanted ' ) 74 . .60
16. Being able to buy things | need 45 .54
17. Being able to work with people '

N

N

QNP O P

.
o
©

who think my work is good A8 .47 : .63
v {Continued) —

. - f

51




’ ' Table 26 {Continued) - .

-

Factor Loadings? of Each Goal for Both Likert-Type and
Forced-Choice Data:

[V

. Likert-Type * < Forced-Choice
B Goal Factor Factor
'lllnlmllvlv |Iu||u'l|'v_|(.v_ :
18. Being able to work.with people * . T
who like me 63 54 M
19. Being able to work with people who ) : :
are friendly 49 54 45 o
20. Being able to talk and have fun with ’ . e
the other people working there 64 . s ¢.,
21. Being able to work with people who Yo
think as much of me as.my friends do 77 .63
22. A supervisor who is friendly * 49 .52
23. A supervisor who treats everyone . 4
fairly .53 § .53
24, A supervisor who tells you when you .
have done a good job on something .69
25. A supervisor who helps when you ’ .
need help ‘ . a1t -
26. A supervisor who is witling to help ; ) . .
~you with your off-the-job problems .59 .63 )
27. Knowing your family is proud of : ’ .
the work you do 43 ; =51 '
28. Knowing your friends respect yoo - . .
for the work you do 46 s .91 ’
29. Having a job that is interesting to *
your friends .57 49 42 4 .49
-30,  Being something you can talk to
. your friends about after work .63 . .56
31. Being able to learn new things thai .
will help you get a better job later .66 a1 v
32. Being able to learn to do something ‘ . ’
that is really hard * 64" -.76 °
8 40 or greater. g
N ¢
Five factors were 1dent1f1ed for each response ¢ condition. In the leert-type condi-
tion, these factors accounted for 53% of the vanance within the matrix, In the forced-
chmce condition, they accounted for 46% of the variance. Table 26 shows loadings of the
" yarious goals on each of the five factors, together with the percentage of variance
accounted for by each factor. Only loadings greater than .40 are shown. , _
Likert-Type Response Condition -
Examination of the items loading on the five, factors within “the Likert response
condition mda\cated a reasonably consistent picture.
52 ) : .
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tHe previous five. However, thé seyenth certamly is.

. consequently, has been named Security

-
- ., . -
U

The items loadmg on Factor I—Secunty through Job Accomphshment—are listed.

Item . ‘ " Factor
No. | . Item Content , - Loading
’ '8 .Bemg able to keep the jobdslongasyouwant .79 .
.24 A supervisor who tells you when you have done 69 v
" agdod job on something - . ' )
31  Being able to learn new things that will help 66 -
you get a better job later . R o
" 82 ° Being able to learn to do.somethmg that is - <64 N
really hard , L .
23 A supcrv1sor who treats everyone-falrly 53 ¥
6 good hospltaszatxon plan 53 -
9. Bemg able to take pnde in what you do . b2

-~

[

The large percentage of variance accounted for by thas factor (27%) might be taken '
suggest a. generalized test response mterpretatlon, however, the remarkable interpre- .

tability’ of the items loading higher than 50 indicates substantl.ve meaning. The item. with
the highest loading suggests a security. connotation for this factor. The second, third, and _ .

fourth items suggest rewa;ds through the work itself, an dchievement or motlvatxon

. orientation similar to ‘the. context of Herzbergs motrvator factor., This mter;pretatxon

seems to be supported by the fifth item, if one assumes that fairness is defined in terms
of pérsonal worth’ through job productivity. The sixth itern does not seem cons15tent w1th
- 8ix of these seven items suggest that. the first -factor should be mterpreted as
mdu:ptmg a desire for job security through ach)evement or. accomphshment on the job. It
is ‘suggestive of a personal orientation based on the belief that an individual Wwho ‘perfornis
well on his job and makes himself valuable to.his employing agency will thereby have job
security. The. security envisioned by the worker involved several work dimensions,  as
indicated by the itenis loading on this factor. Items five and seven are d’escnptlve of a job
that would be respected” by others: Additionpally, it would not be hkely that anyone
doing*such work wauld be lajd off, or terminated. Taken together, these items suggést a
situation in which the lowm"hveL_x@;;f Mgslow s hierarchy are satisfied, This fa'ctpr,
ough Job Accotnplxsﬁment T

_ The items loaﬁmg on Factor II-—Soc1al Interactlon Onentatnon—-are"

¥ e

. &

! |‘ . Item . . R .' - . N \’ Factol‘
p . No. . . 3 ., Item Content s _ Loading,
L Y 21. ‘-Being able to, workthh people who tfunk as,’ . 7'7 <
-« ." + 7 much of me as ty friends do RS

g soa20 7 Being able to talk and have fun wrth the other : -.64;_- , ’ '
. .- people ‘working there 0 FO Lo, T,
"+ 1 80 Being something you can talk to your friends 63.° ’ .
, " about.after work ’ -

, - b ig Bemg able te work with people who hke nie 63 :
‘(.26 A st.pc:'.'xsor who is ‘willing to help.you.with~ B9 .

oo your of'f-the-Job problems L . , L
" ‘Havmg a job that is mterestmg to your frrends )

W57
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The variance (8%) accounted for by this factor is cons1derably lower than was the
case, for Facfor L. The items nonetheless appear consistent, and reflect a need for social
mteractlon both*within the context of the job and off the job. This factor consequently
has been 13beled Social Interaction Orientation.

The items foading an Factor TII—Materialistic Orientation—are listed:

O tem ' . Factor '
A _I\_To_._ © .7 . Item Content .-~ Loading
. "7 Aphntdpaydoctors’ bills 71,
_ _3.* K good vacdtipn each year ‘ .. . 70 - ‘
.o, 4 Agood retirement plan, . ’ 67
- - "1‘9 ‘Being able to work with people who are friendly 54
"t 6 " Agood hos'pitalizatlonblan . .53 ,
11 ‘" Knowing there’is a good ch‘arrce of being 52 ’
promoted I :
The variance (7%} accounted for by the factor was similar to Factor II. The factor "

seems readily rmterpretable Four ‘of the first, five items reflect concern with fringe
‘benefits. This suggests a matehahstic onentatlon toward the job, with a hlgher valuation
of the job as it is worth more ina matenahstlc sense. (This interpretation is supported by

. the fact that good pay. alsb laaded on. this factor, though its leading of .41 was too low:
f? it to be'used as a pnmary bhsis for\factor interpretation.) The remarkable consistency
fringe benefit loading, together with the absence of loadings reflecting content of the

. work itself suggests that this. factor’ reﬂects matenallstlc, as opposed to mtnnsm needs. It .

. consequeritly has beén labeled Matehahstlc Orientation.’ - - . o
R The itemns loading on Factor IV—Economlc Instrumentahty—are hsted
L Ttem © 7~ -* V. \“’ . e Factor | .
S .No. e L. Item Cont,ent ) . . . Loading" . '
T .15 Bemg able to buy things I have always wanted . 14 f
LT 14 Bemg‘able to buy a lot,of new thmgs‘ e a1 . .
S e 16.- Bemgable tobuy- thmgs'i need ’ - 1!

" This. factor accountéd 16+ 6% of the variance. ‘THe three ftems’ loadmg. higher than .5

., on this factor are remarkably congrétent in cohtent the factor has been labeled Econom‘ic

. Instrumentality.  ° . ¢
*The iten’ls loadmg oq FactobV Esteem Satlsfactlon.Through Work-—are '

Y

.‘ , ,. Item . .: . . Cey ., . .". ~,'-‘\c ‘ Factor , ‘ar .
. owNel - . Item Content . ’ "Loading  , .~ .
‘ O ’t1'2'~, Feelmg i’)i'oud o‘fyp.urjob P _? IR 5 7 E
R | "Good pay’ - L S 49 . -
o 10 & Beiyig able to®do-the-type of work you aLways -, A8 - ‘ L '
. Coe -_: ‘ wanted todo '’ | “n
‘ _: 9" Beingaple to,take pnde in'what you do T a5 - “,
RO 13 A lot of time, offw1thout losmgpay o . 48 - - " ":

Items w1th loadmgs Iower than 50 were listed for Factor V in order to’ facilitate
1nterpretatlon Thls factor accounted for 5% of the vanance m the matrlx With the




exceptlon of Item 1, Good Pay, the items loading positively reflect a self-actualization or
esteem theme, with surpnsmg clarity. The item loading negatively, as well as Good Pay,
probably suggests‘—as noted by Jacobs (1970)—-that for workers in the lower end of the
socloeconopw scale, pay may have much more istrumentality for esteem satisfaction
than is true for workers at highér socioeconomic status levels. Given this, Factor V is
strongly suggestlve of Esteem Satisfaction Through Work, and, consequently, this label
has been applied to this factor. This factor reflects an underlying motivation by the
worker to satisfy the highest level of need in Maslow’s hlerarchy of needs.

Factors I and V are interpreted as motivational in nature, with the end-state bemg
different fo each. These two factors relate most to the intrinsic aspects of the ]ob while
Facfors II- are most heavily weighted by extrinsic facets of the job.

B

-

: Forced-Choi Responss Condition

e Table 26 also shows item loadings on the five factors exchted in the forced-choice

) response condifion. As with the factor loadings in the Likert-type condition, the items
loadmg on , the forced-choice factors were inspected to develop a basis for fac
mterpretatl n. This led to very unsatisfying results. There were three problems. First,

~ ~ items with high loadings did not form; consistent picturgs, as was the case with the

Likert-type factors. Second, the number of goals loading on each factor was, on the

| average, “low. Third, the reliabilities (see Table 3) of the goal stdtements in this condition

were generally lower. All these observations indicate that there probably was insufficient

religble vamanCe within the forced-choice correlation matrix to provide for the reliable

1dent1ﬁcat16n of factors. This suggests that an effort to interpret the forced-choice

. response factors mlght be misleading. For this reason, no effort at mterpretatlon has been

~made.

f

Analysns f Factor ScOres - o g .

Aftdr rotated factors were 1dent1f1ed factor scores were computed for each of the
individuals within the total sample, for each of the factors, and for each of the response
conditions. (This analysis was conducted for the forced-choige response condition as a
cross-check on the low reliability interpretation of, the item loadings nqted in that set of
rota factors.) These factor scores were then correlated with the psychological tests,
and_with the JDI area scores. The results are shown in Table 27. The relationships shown
in this table serve as a vehicle for content validation of the factors and the interpretations
giverfthem earlier.

Factor I was labeled Security Through Job Accompllshment This label suggests.a
-z beli éf that an individual becomes of value to his employer through the excellence of his

joby performance, thereby, attaining job securit ¥ The pattern of correlations of the
psychological tests with Factor I tends to support th}s interpretation. While the correla-
_tions are generally low, significant positive zelationships were found with tests thought to
easure Protestant Ethic values and an Expectation of Success Through Accomplishment.

. /Slgmfxcant negative correlations were found between Factorl, on the one hang, and
Powerlessness, Normlessness, and Cynical Distrust of People, on the other. While’ it*should
be reemphasized that these correlations gre "generally low, the pattern of relaﬁons}yps is
nonetheless quite supportlve of the interpretation given Factor I. \‘ A
' The extent of support for the mterpretatlo.n given. Factor 'II is, however nqt as
great. Factor II has been’ interpreted as .a social orientation. Three psychological tests
correlated significantly. with Factor II. These were Achievefhent Motivation, Normlessness,
and Value Isolation .(negative). JExamination of the itenf contents of these tests” suggeyts
how this pattem of correlations could" have occurred The measuré ‘of Achievement

Motlvatlon is phrased in terms of xespect fér someone who gets ahead. It is reasonable. .
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Tabte 27
Correlations of Factor Scores With Psychological Tests and
‘o . Job Description Index Areas <t
i Likert-Typé , Forced-ciloice '
Reul Item Factor Factor ]
I ] 1 v v i i I (1Y v
Psychological Test !
Cynical Distrust of - ) A T .
People -26" -2 08 .10 08 J4 01 - 16 -05 -.05
Cynical Distrust of # R 1 o
Organizations ~-04 -09 28** . .19 .10 02 =14 03 .00 -07
Weak Self-Regard -.14 J4 -0 1 -29** 19 A4 ,25' -.09 .10
 ,. Achievement Moti- ’ ) -
vation 1N .28*% a3 15 06 -12 -06 -22° 905 -21 ®
Time Sense .08 08 -02 -.18 26" -13 ~21* ~.16 16 -08
Protestant Ethic 21" A3 =10 -3 J9  -08 02 -10 -06 -05
'\\ ' Expectation of Success 26" .03 05 A2 12 -07 0 -0 .09 -02-
\. Powerlessness -20* -01 24 02 -10 .1, a3 01 -19 -0t
‘ Meaninglessness, -15. 03 05 .20* -27** 17 a3 0 -20* .16
5 ] . Normlessness -22 22" -04 27" =200 M 2% 06 -.02 20"
v Value Isolation v =12 =20 -12 20* -22* 34** 03 27** -.10 .15
' Self-estrangement -16 -16 -08 -01 -.19 22" o 16 -09 .10
* *Work Demands .04 A7 .18 04 07 07 12 -7 -10 19
.Orierttatioly Toward »
¢ " Work -09 -12 ‘.9 24 -10 15 02 - 15 05 -.09
. ID) Areas | _
Satisfaction With Work 100 .16 09 —16  27** —11 19 -01 02 ~-05
Satisfaction With .
Supervision 04:-02 06 03 10 -21* -03 -04 -03 -08
< Satisfaction With Pay . —.10 20* -17 -08. 07 01 18 .03 .07 -05
\Satnsfacnon With . .
Promotions a1 28* -20" 02 20" -01 19 03 - -04. —12
: $atisfaction With - " a
Co-Workers .18 a7 -0 -MN a5 -06 00 -3 06 -.19

’ ’p<.0;5; ’!p<.q}.

~

hoc explanation.
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that this could be posmvely correlated with social orientation. The correlation with Value
. Isolation is also reasonable. It is a measure of alienation from the people the respondent
works with; someone with a social orientation should not feel alienation. Conflict does
occur in that Normlessness (a feeling that it is not necessary _toystick by the rules)
correlates” positively with this factor. This is the only case in which its correlation is not
the same sign as Value Isolation. While a case could be made for this; it is purely an ad

:

One test, correlated signfficantly with Factor III The items in this test, Cymcal
Distrust of Organizations, reflect a basic apprehension of exploitation by “big business.”




{

It seems quite reasonable that a materialistic orientation would be coupled with this
apprehension, and with the dissatisfaction with promotions foynd in the JDI.

. Several tests cotrelated with Factor IV. Three of these reflect the anomie thought to
¢haracterize the disadvantaged. The fourth reflects a desire for structured work as
"opposed to change These also are thought to be reasonable .relationships, jn that
Factor IV itself, seeing the job in terms of its economic instrumentality, probably also is
suggestive of disadvantagement.

Several mgmficant refationships were also found with Factor Y. Given the inter-
pretation of that factor as Self-esteem through work, the pattern of r‘g;tlonshxps with the
psychological tests is quite consistent. First, Weak Self- Regard is négatively related to
FactorV at the .01 level. Time Sense is positively related at the samé level. Meamng
lessness, Normlessness, and Value Isolation are all negatively related the first at the .01
level. Finally, the JDI Satisfaction With Work scale was 9051tjveTchnelated at the .01
level ‘with this factor.

The strength of association between scores on each of the five identified factors and
the five subscales of the Supervisor’s Rating Form was assessed by means of Pearson
product moment correlations. There were no significant k3 ationships™. qbserved between
these two variables.

Examination of Table 27 also supports the earlier dedgion not to attempt inter-
prétation”of the forced-choice responge condition factors. Of th 95 correlations for each
response condition shown in this Taﬁe 23 were SIgmflcant for the Likert-type factors.
Only 11 were significant for the forced-choice response condition) This is a reasonable
outcome of the lower observed reliabilities in the first forced-choice condition, and
confirms the conclusion that the forced-choice factors probably are not suff1c1ently

" rellable to be interpreted.
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Chapter 4

DISGUSSION .

FINDINGS AND lMPLlCATIONS : ' P .
3 A\necessanly initial objective of this project the development of methodology for
the measurement of work goals and expectations ‘of PSC enrollees, was substantlally
achieved. The dlfferences ,cited between response conditions with respect to observed
significant relationships showed that the response formats either (a) were not tapping the
same dimensions, or (b) were not equally powerful in discriminating between subjects

The results from one response condition were not comparable to those from the other

response condition. The.fact that the first section of the questionnaire (goals ‘rating)

included the same items for both respdnse formats +indicated that the forced-choice

L/ methodology was probably responsible for the noncomparable results. As’ previously.

noted, the forced-choice condition involved an incomplete paired-comparison of all the

goals, because of the length. of the questlonnalre that. would have been 'recessary for a “

complete paired-comparison. N

This lack of comparability of results between response conditions, together with the
low reliability coefficients associated “with the questionnaire in the forced-choice format,
is the basis for concluding that the forced-choice methodology, coupled with ag incom-
plete paired-comparison, is not as powerful as the Likert-type response condition. The
reliability coefficiepts associated with most sections of the Likert-type response format
were themselves ginal in size. It would seem, then, that the Likert-type sguestionnaire
is the preferred form for eliciting responses to the content items used in this project.

An additional basis for such an inference’ concerns the comparisons betwegn
response_conditions of tests that. were administered in identical forms (the JDI and the
Orientatiotn Toward Work test). While the differences between reliability coefficients for
cach response condition varied in magnitude, one was very large (. 33); others were in the
.09 to .10 range. Taken together, these differences suggest .a differential unpact of the’
questlonnalre on the enrollees as a function of the type of response concL:tlon Therefore,
only results obtained’, through use of the Likert- type format’ will be considered in this
section. i,\

Other objectives of this project were (a) to measure the world-of-work values of PSC
entrants, and changes in them as a function of experience with the work environment,
and (b) to establish the relation between these values (and changes in them) and

. attainment of desired objectives of the PSC Program. X ..

’ In exploring the relation between changes in the entrants’ 11v&%»of-work values and
attainment of PSC Program objectives, data reflecting the curre ployment status of
participating entry-level enrollees were collected. Continued participation if, or successful
completion of, the PSC Program was to be related to the measured world-of-work values
of each enrollee. Originally, a significant attrition rate had. been anticipated. However, ,
when the termination rate of entry-level enroliees from ‘Session 1 to Session I was -
.determined, it was found to be relatively iow. For the Washington, D.C. area sample, the
reténtion rate was 80%, which compares favorably with retention rates reported for
several similar programs conducted by private industry. Ford Motor Company reported
retention rates of 78 and 79% for two groups (? ex-hard-core unemployed (Johnson, 1969)
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Plans for determining the retentiom rate for the PSC Program called for the use of
* data recorded on SF'163, a standard .form-used to collect biographical information on
. PSC enrollees. These data would be used to identify those enrollees successfully com-
pleting the program, and the reasons for not completing the program could be specified.
Current status information was obtained for only 60 of thg subjects; data were not
available for 130 of the enroHees participating in both sessions. Fifty-one of the 60 had
successfully completed the program, the other nine having dropped out prior to comple-
tion. Because of the lack of data, further analyses could not be performed.

Results of the first data.coffection session had indicated that a relatively low rate of
attrition was likely. The world-of-work values and the perceptions of the entry-level
enrollees were generally the same as those characterizing both’ upgrade and equivalent
personnel. As the upgrade personnel had a history of steady employment and were
aspiring to upward mobility, this lack- of difference had several implications for inferences
andi expectations of the entry-level group. Initially, it had been expected that those

- entrants ‘who remained in the program would experience or‘gan‘izational;socialization'over
Aime, to the extent that, at the el}d of some time frame (possibly one year), their values
and pesceptions would be similar to thesﬂhglacterizing employees having greater

* seniority. Since there were few differences between the upgrade and entry-level groups,
the QrEanizational socialization that could.occur over time’was minimal.

_ While subjects in both groups.discriminated among the values and goals shown in the
questidnnaire, the most highly valued outcomes of- work for both groups were perceived
as Intrinsic Benefits and Developmental Needs. The items categorized into the Intrinsic
‘Benefits area reflected “the work itself,” in the Herzberg sense. Goals categorized as
Developniental Needs, ‘while similar, reflected achievement as opposed to the content of
work. The least valuéd outcomes of work, for both groups, were Gratification Demands
and Interpersonal Relations With Friends. ' .

Implications of these anfl other similarities' were as follows: g .
. (1) Since values rated highest reflected interest in the work and in - further

"individual develdopment, the enrollees would be motivated to perform well. )

(2) Based on their interest in their jobs and the value placed on work, the
attrition rate would be low. .

. (3) Because of both the degree of socialization with respect ‘to the “middle-
'« class value system” with its emphasis on achievement, and the level of educafion and

ability “of most enrollees, underemployment was thought likely. Dissatisfaction with a job
because ‘it “is perceived as léss - than, desirable and lower than jhe job that could be
performed well was considered probable in view of the _entry;level jobs made available to

the enrollees. ' ' *

In summarizing the Session I resulfs, it was fourid that the entry-level enrollees did
not demonstrate many of the characteristics frequently associated with the “hard-core
unemployed” group. ' T ' :

Session I, conducted six months-later, found some- changes.over time. in the values
and perceptions of the_entry-level enrollees, A. Spearman, rho was ‘computed between the
rankings given the eight value categories. The correlation; was .90, indicating.a very high
degree of consistency over time in the valires of these enrollees. One of the factors
. undeylying this copsistengy-may be the sociul desirébility of such goals to ‘participants
withfn this conte&t. * - . P RN

Of the few changes observed in the erirollees over time, most could be interpreted as
reflecting a realistic -appraisal of the jab and associated working conditions. This was
. more, evident for the females than for the malés,-as the femalés. appeared to havg entered |
the progrgm) holding higher aspirations and expectations than did the males. - .

Bott;%s and females expressed lower levels of trust in others and their motives in

Sesston II than Session I. Males also reported more concern over inability to control.the

14
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_outcome of_theif work; this may reflect the effect of working in a very large, primarily
"rule’bound organization. The males also rated the goal of-Being Able to Take Pride in
What You Do as less important than in Session I To what extent this shift was related to -
the jobs held and/or to*decreased salience of this need through partial satisfaction is
. undetermihed. ‘ ’ ‘

R The enrollees also placed lower vaiues on several other gogls: (#) Able to Work With
, People Who Think as Much of Me as My Friends Do, {b) Knowing Your Friends Respect .
' You fof the Work You Do, and (c) Able to Work With, People Who Like Me. Decreased

evaluation of these goals could be due to one «©r maore of several reasong..Two possible
reasons that have been considered are as follows: ) . X
(1) Decreased anxiety. The higher initial rating reflected the anxiety of the’
individual conceMning -his acceptance by co-workers. He, anticipated difficulty in moving
into the established work group, and was anxious cqncemihg the success ‘of his efforts.
The lower Session II ratipg indicates that success was achjeved and less anxiefy is now
- experienced. : o . o . K .
(2) Raﬁ)rai of job requirements. The earlier ratings reflected those* job
aspects that were deemed necessary by persons with littJe job experience. Over time, the
requirements for an accéeptablé job have changed. The individual has reappraised what is
seen as necessary for a “liked’’ job, and this is ingigated by the changed scores.

It was previously mentioned that underemp oyment was likely, considering the
entry-level jobs and the level of the entrants. The lesser value placed by males on Pride in
Work and Promotions, as well as the females’ expressed desire for a less structured,
routinized job seem relevant to such a chsideration. ! ) :

In general, the degree of value congruence between entry-level enrollees and those in
the upgrade component of the PSC’ Progranr was very high. Part of the planned purpose
of the PSC Program was that the entry-level enrollees be marginal or hard-core unem-
ployed. \This point will be dealt with later; for now, the group will be considered
marginal workers. . ‘. .x : ‘ :

. The implications of this result, for the type of training program that should be used,
are relatively straightforward. If differences in world-of-work values and commitment to
work do exist between ‘the marginal worker and employees with stccessful job histories,
then a trajping program_ emphasizing a psychologijcal approach (e.g., one of attitude
change) might be more productive. However, if various barriers and situations (e.g., luck,
according to’ Ferman [1970] would be one such factor) contribute to maintaining this

~ marginal population, then a program focused more on social and institutional changes
* might be more effective. o, S .

As Gurin (1970) pointed out, an unfortunate tendency in the past has been to

conceive of psychological and situational approaches as opposites. In his view, a training

_program for marginal or hard-core unemployed, focused on motivational and attitudinal
problems to, the exclusion of reality fac_tor%, is s1s much in error as those attempting to
deal with the problems of poverty by assuming t hat Chﬁ}nges in the opportunity structure
and other institutional values will automatically e liminate-any motivational problems.

The necessity for attention to the motivational and attitudinal problems of trainees
is reflected in the conclusions reported by Kirckner and Lucas (1972). These writers felt
that “An obvious key to the hard-core problem, then, is motivation or lack of it.” (p. 37).

* Findings of their report indjcated that more of the older, less intelligent minority

ilgviduals stayed with the training program th:in those who were younger ang b_ettet
educated. Johnson (1969) also pointed out that men and women migrants to the North,
" of age 45 or over, are less likely than young blacks to-turn down entry-level jobs that
~ may appear to be dead-end. Johnson felt that, for the 45-and-over age group, the end
objective l.S steady work at a fair salary. s . i : .
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many of the -hard-cuse nnemnloved especially the younger individuals, afe aware of and
- have, mtemdhzéd many of the ‘wotld-of-work values of the larger society. 'I‘hé aspirations
. often have been internalized as well, frequently, leading to unachiev
ablé’ ambmon on-{he part of’ th;ese younger mdmduals Such mdlvxd,uaxlis been fook down
‘»Oft’ .fnqse jobs {or,. w‘hxch they tu'e qu?\.hfied 1gnor1ng thelr lack of tralnmg. for moré
maﬂcémb,le skills. -\

.- Infereniges, ot tlus type* would_ alsopertam to the resulfs of this project. Tbe females ‘
had lessnphqr work _experiencé than .the,;males and, generally, had relatively hlgher )
expectatlons —rega.ndmg the entry-léve] jobs, As reflected in"the JDF results; well & .
those prevrously.i:!bed, ltlaere was mqre ol’ a drop in_job satrsfacthn be,t;veerr Sessiop I and
Sess’lon I for the iemales ‘thap’ for the males. This resalt could reflect disippointment of
the aspxratxons and. goals eharacteristxo of the larger so(:letg wh;ch had been mter,nahzed

T by t‘lféfemaleq, N

Inferenti‘ally, conclus:ons and ﬁndmgs sucl‘r hs are presented here would indicate- that )

e n. s‘eekmg {0’ relata any 6ha.nges in Values o\’/ex‘ lime to attamment of " desired "’
e oblectwes of. the: PSC. Progrém_, tetentxon of -a job or 3yccessful completlon of. the

. program.. are c;’ltemt that, ,would, have been used ‘had sufficient information oh the’

“ .. enroll&es been avaxlable in tbe absence of mch data, supervisetfs’ ratings on five dlfferent

dlmensxonr-'performance, adjustment motivation, stabllrty, .and potentlaldwe;e used as” . )

the’ criterion vanables. for the predlct,ors of vqlue changes over time, and the entry-level
- PSC enrollees were broken out in subgrouplngs qn, the basis of sex and ethnic group.’ |
..Only twa..of the. snbgroupmgs (wl'ute males and blatk females) were of'suffic:ent size for -

. “the restilting cbn:elatlons to be of acceptable reliability. . - "7 - -
,The best smgle predrctor of supeersory ratings yvas ‘the value eategory of Gratifi-~ .’

-cation Demands. Tocreased ratmgs of this value ¢ategory for Sess:on II were posxtlvgly
assoelated with superyjsory ratings’ on aJl five dimhensions. Int@restmgly, three of ‘the five
< goals. within “ this..value category are the same. three goals that éompnse fhe Economic ,
. Instru.mentaltty factor, one of the factors lden‘hfled through a factor analysm performed
.on ali'82 godls. , .-

.- One possible basis for 'tlle pervaswe assocmnon “between ratlngs of tlns value

¢ category "and the supervisory- ratings is as follows. "The goals comtmon to this value
chtegory and the. identified factor pertam to buying, the purchaslhg power afforded by
. the job. To the extent that the en;ollee sees thé job as prov1d1ng the méans wﬁer’eby
" desired ends -can al.tamed there should be increased motivation to retdin thé job.
Upward .mobility uld be more. sallent fos 'such an individual, as higher-level ]Obs
provide mcreased mstrumentahty for obtaining goals. The wox’ker ‘motivated to rétain the
present job and move upward must ensure that £av.orable evaluations arg pro(nded By the.
supemsor Thevmore the employee convinces the' supervisor of his job«motivation and’ .
_interest in good performance, the htgher should be the ratfngs given the employee on a,ll
scales R ) '

The consistent srgmflcant associations bef:vyeen ratings of Value Category 111 and the .
supervxsory scales held for black females and all entry- -level enrolleés comblned The
relatlonshlp between two of the' supervisoty scales (Performance and Stablhty) were not
significant, for the white male group, probably because of the small group size (N = 15).
Another poésrble basis for the pattern of reljtionships, is that "those individuals most .
interested in thdlng their jobs' are” simply., more comﬁﬁ'ml; they.try to. please . their _
supervisors. Still a third possibility i is an arifact of measurement the. “halo ‘effect” where
multiple Tatings of an object or person by a judge tend- to be related by a carry~over of

evaluation‘ from one totanother ratmg categotyr = -
‘. Fot the black female group, increased predictive. efﬁcxency of” superwsor:y ratlngs
would result from inclusion’ of the ratings of the" value categorles of Interpersonal

¢
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" Relations W‘n’.h COonrkers And Interp’ersona} Relatwns Wlth Snperyl,sors. Increhséd evaln o
ation. of these twd categones was assoclated mth hyo of the sﬁpemsory ratxr(g scales, . ' |
. AdJLstment and 'Poteqtla] : A
.o A sggmﬂcax;xt negative relat:onshlp hetween mcreased evaluatlon Qf Extrmmc Benefits
.and rated performance of the. workér was oBsejved for all subjects’ combmed P‘ossxbly, ‘
coicern for these goals could relate to,some nod:-work related actmty, ‘such as meetmgi oL
If .50, these work absences could result in the supervisor rating a subordmate lower, While.” ° ¥
“the rejationships between increased evaluation of t}us category.and thé refnaining super- LT
visory_ rating scales are not .significant, .they “are all negativé. ‘This pattem hight agam e
- reflect, the ¢'halo effect” giscussed prevrously, rather, than valid_ findings. s . o
CA cohclusion conccrmng- the supervisory ratings and _the subordmates ratmgs of the L
* .valye. categories is that the use of two categories—(a) Bxtrinsic Benefits and {b) Gra.tlﬁa .
cation Demands—would be most effective for predieting supervisory ratings, For black #_wﬁﬂ
females, increased predictive effimency for ratings of Adjustment’and Potential would be . - M
. .gained by including the value categories of (a) Lnterpersonal 'Relat).gns Wltb the Supehnsbr - L
‘and (b) hntetpersonal Relatlons With Co-Workers.: ¢ _ . C s e e
In relafing scores on the psychological tests to the five supewxsory subscales, one .. ’ . "
" patbern” was noted that involved rated stability of the worker. It correlated with scorés on . . .
several psychologlcal tests -in the fojiqwmg manner: degatively with Wedk Self-Regard; T
poeltwely with 'I‘mle :Sense, negatlvely wath Meamnglessness, and negatnvely thh
- Self-Estrangement.; * * {- .t . S
" 'When the ratmgs given by supewlsors to PSC em;ollees on the five scales were- o
compared with the rafings giver the average non- $3C éubordlnate, the:e were no signifi- ~ T
cant differehices between the “ratings-given edch type of subordinate. T RCSE
) “ The behayior qf the superv1sor has been Yound to have appreciable effect upon the . -
. *worker and his Behavior (e.g), Renan, 1970a) The_Job. nption Index area that . )
reiatteckto the majority of the supemsory subscales was the Sagsfactlon ‘With Supervision , °
are_a ‘Seores on this job area weré posxtxvély "associated’ with ratings on the Supetwsors I
Ratmg Form Subscales of Adjustment, Motivation,, and Stability of the worker. The PSC * | ** 7%
. enrollees rated the leadetship, beha\q‘,or of their superyisor on the dlmensmns of Cont idera- " T
tion and Initiation of Structure . Results indicatéd that blacks, rated their supe isors, . L
lower in exhibiting- Consnderat;on behaviors than’ did Whttes Black ‘female superwsors T
were rated lowest on éngaging, ih Initiation of: Strcture’ aatmtles L R - ot
Johnson (1969) ard Van Bruﬂt (1972), report. comments: ongmatmg in thé pnvate' ’ a
sector concerning the nnpact of- supervisory behawor and attitudes on the success of R o
programs foqused on the hard-core unemplpyectg,The new tramﬁee from the “hard-core”” © ”y o
category is generally less than fully trusfmg of the' motives am:l intentions. of the A
employer.. The trainee does a certain agount of “testmg” in which he attempts to. Lol w
determine the employer§ sincerity and, interest. As the employers representatwe, the
first-line supervisor is ip an éspecially v:s1blq and sensitive position. To the ‘extent that he . 'Z, .
is able to understand the motivation underlymg the “testing behavior” exhibited by, the "
- trainee, can avoid bemg adyerSely affected by«different hfe—styles and is cemcerhed with
commumcatmg with tire tramee, the Jlkehhocfd at thé tfamee will respond iti & posxtwe
. fashien mcreases Develcpment f trustt inthe inténtfons “of the, employer and the
. supervilsor is- an important factor in the evolutlo,n qf the ~tra1hee mto a productlve —'_
mmember of the labor force. -~ - Capeee R
. The décreased trust in’ others and the}r xﬁotwes», oh the pa'rt of both’ males and o

) L]

e A

e

1

females in Session II, may reflect a need for’ addttldhal first-line supervxsory training. °

. One (critical facet of the supervxsor-subordmate relatwnsthlp is communication/
perceptxon Since 2 sxgmflcant percentage of those individuals classified as ‘‘hard-core

unexpployed" “‘are black,‘ differenc,es m black- wh;te perceptions, attitudes, and_life- styles

. »
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are o£ paramount lmportance in deveIopmg effectwe supemsory styles;- The ethmc B
.o group effect Jipon, s"uye'vxsorv ratmgs of Con51deratlon and lmtxatnon of Structure I
reflects. this need s o ’ oo
~ © .. Using'the Jpb Descnptxon Index (Smlth Kendau, and Hulin, 1959) asa imeastire of oo i
."_job satisfaetion, ] Milutinovich (1971) compared the. job satisfaction of both Negro and
... white Bhie- and whlte-collar employees under participative, and authontatwe supéryisory T
styles, The re;ults indicated ;hat Negto employees, both blue. and 'white-collar, have
greater job. satlsfactlon than, do white blue-collar wotkers but. less than white. whlte-couar
employees. Employees expmsed greater job satxsfachon under partn:!patwe‘than unde):
S a'uthontatwe supemsory styleo Generally, ethmc group membershlp wds found ‘to .
L mﬂuem:e ;job satisfaction only minimally.« S
- thh respect to job satisfactién, King and. Bass (1970) stated that the average black R
e m- mdustry feels a greater .concern. than the average white rega:dmg pexpewed ififjustices. _ . ’
_ Sinee these ‘incfuded ‘such things as rejection for jobs and opgottunfhes for promotion,
e faﬂuxe of the orgamzatxon to satlsfy these needs would pe eXpected to result in Iovye'r job _ )
= satjsfaction. -, CLa i
) Slocum and Strawser ( 1972), who mailed Porter S {1961) need satisfactlon queshon- '
naire to black and .other Certifiedl Pyblic Accoyntants, reported that black CPAs generally
-express a greater heed déficiency than do Sther CPAs, All rESpondents mdlcated thatthe”” | . =
largest .deficiencies ‘occurred in the self-actualization arid compensatnon need categories.. _. ° "
] Studies such_as the preceding, which are speczﬁcally fOcused on the variable of race,
. s usmg a particular methodology oF guestaonnan'e, have not been’ suff1c1ently numerqus to ",
..., answer. many relevart 'reséatch. questlon’c"—eSPGCJaliy with _féspeet. to" the blue-collar, "
.. unsklllea JAnd semigkilled positions. Triandis;and 'Malpass (1971) toncluded from a seriés
.. .of studfes by. Triandit, Feldman, and Harvey (1970, 1971a, 1971b) that “. .. there ate e
-gen\ime raclal diiferences in"the pefeeption, of the sacial, environmerit.” -
DOne. of the. difficulties encountered in such’ tomparative studies was illustrated in‘a 4
. report by Bloom and Barry (1967} Fnom the_results of a questiormaire Administered to L
Samples of blacks. (m Jamtbnal oF unslulled and semlskllled Jobs) and whites (primarily in
] mamtenance posmons at all‘wskxll levels), it was concluded that’ the blacks probably did .
- not. haVe the same dereeptlop of the questionnaire ;tems did the whites. While such a .
L conclusxon is m agreement with' that reathed by Triandis’and Malpass (1971), it points up -
the necessxfly for addltlonal basic research concermng ethmc group sxmllantxes and ’
j; dlfferences, s .
" To. what exteqt s,tudles conducted in an academic envxronment can help satisfy this ° .
jleed i questtonabe One ‘sych study, conducted by Richards ‘and Jaffee (1972), was ' .
- focused oh the questlon of interracial differences that‘could occur wheh blacks-were
supervising . whites. One finding reported by these researchers was that the race (black or
"ot ,whxte) affeeted the  behavior .of white subordinates. While the researchers felt that a 3
C possxble .difference between black apd white Supervisors was that black supervisors .

A

-

t .

i,‘. emlttéd “ .. fewer behaviors that related to being an effective supervisor,” findings such
"X as those of Lewit and Abner (1971) should be considered: These authprs found signifi-
‘}ir cant .black and white semanticpdifferences frith fespect to several significant @bncepts. N
.. 2% 'These differences were with réspect to both an encoding task (ratings of concepts on ’
) -7semant1c differential scales) and the decodmg task (identifying theuconcept which had
en encoded by anotler subject).
Fmdmgs and conclusions such as those by Trlandls2 et al. (1970, 1971a ,b) and Lewit °

., Abner (1971)..must. be considered in tite development of any study a;med at

Gar

3 xdentlfymg black-white similarities and differences.
W%‘ @f,her than the previously mentioned Slocum and Strawser (1972) study, none of
fhe nuﬁlef&s reports concerning job satisfaction and motivation to work have included

T4 race as &ss)g.néble ‘ ; - S
l' r . Y ‘ '. ' ! ]
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Implications of these findinigs are most salient for supervisory training needs. The
developers of any comprehensive training course would need to draw heavily from results
such_as those presented above. Additionally, courses for enrollees could profitably include
one or more sections dealing with the same topics. The findings cited here constitute the )
primary basis for several of fhe recommendations that are presented-at-the end of this | -
chapter. ’ ’ '

., . The two most reasonable alternatives for explaining the patterm of results with
respect to characteristics of the personnel are that (a)they are not the “hard-core
unemployed,” because the hard-core were systematically excluded from the program in
favor of better qualified” applicants, or (b)'they are the ‘‘hard-core unemployed,” but the

characteristics and values frequently ascribed to this group need to be revised bécause ,
* ‘they are actually congruent with those of other workers. . '
From the results of the_literature review, alternative (b) would seem be an

acceptable explanation, several studies found a high degree of value congruence between
hard-core unemployed and various other groupings of workers. However, the behavioral ’
indices (supervisors’ ratings and attgition) call this explanation into question. A point
generally agreed upon by workers in the area is that attendance/punctuality is a problem
common to the ex-hard-core unemployed. Inferentially, the high supervisory ratings ;™
assigned PSC entry-level enrollees do not reflect attendance problems. While the attrition

rate is comparable to similar programs in the private sector, there is a critical difference:

_ Most programs in the privatessector seem to have emphasized to a greater extent some
direct, means of displaying their interest and encouragement’ to ‘the ex-hard-core (i.e.,
buddy systems, coaching, counseliﬂg, going to their homes and getting them when they-
were absent). —_— .- ) : :

Several program developers in the private sector have reported that, in their experi-
ence, %he' hard-core frequently need much longer to complete a training course than do
non-hard-core. Information on- the extent to which such ‘modifications were required for
training courses given the PSC enrollees was not within the provinte of this project, but
would -be ‘relevant to Tuture decisions affecting the PSC Program.” .

The points cited here argue for explanation (a), that the hard-core unemployed were
excluded from the program. This has been a problem with many similar programs in both
public and private sectors. The employer, qg’ hiring agency, usually cannot afford to lose
sight of existing organizatic_mal’goals (i.e., production schedules;~ quotas). A common
assumption is that the hiring of any significant percentage of hard-core unemployed will
impact negatively on attaining these goals. As a result, the émployer, or hiring agency,
often attempts to select those individuals whom they feel will be the more productive

-

workers. ;
CONCLUSIONS ’ )
(1)_The_world-of-work values and perceptions of 'the PSC enrollees were, for the -

most part, congruent with those of the-“‘middle-class value system.” '
(2) The presence ¢f only'a few changes in the world-of-work values and percep-
tions of thé errollees as a function of job experience, and the high level of
supervisory ratings, indicate the appropriateness of these values for the work
environment. i . -
(3) The ‘“‘typical” PSC enrollee probably is underemployed in the entry jobs, and
thight continue ta be after one promotion.

2t .
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RECOMMENDATIONS _ ' : S,

The following recommendations are based upon the findings of this project and the

relevant conclusions reached in the studies cited. in the Introduction and Discussion
portions of this report. These recommendations are focused on any future changes that
might be made in the operation of the PSC Program.

(1) An “Outreach” feature should be added to the PSC Program, for the purpose
of recruiting the extremely disadvantaged, both through.direct c0ntacts in the
disadvantaged community, and through referrals by appropriate agendies.

Inclusion of this feature would, of necessity, result in some modifications
to the existing structure of the PSC Program. One such change would involve a
shift in the allocation of resources so that more personnel would be ,available
to engagé in “Outreach” activities. If might be ~ecessary to choose these .
personnel on the basis “of criteria presently used in selecting personnel.
Sequéncmg of the PSC Program activities would need fo be considered because
persons entering through outreach activities mlght exhibit values and attitudes
different from the current enrollees. Restructuring and/or redesxgn of some
features of the PSC Program might be necessary.

(2) Greater emphasis should be given the entry criterion that the apphcapt could
not have obtained the job without PSC Program intervention.

(8). Greater emphasis should be placed upon providing information to, and obtain-
ing the cooperation of, supervisors of PSC entrants.

"(4) As new training courses are developed for supewlsors of PSC entrants, spec1a1

attention should be paJd to topics that are espeéially relevant for enrollees
(e.g., communication, behavwral expectatxons, and establishment of a sup-
portive environment).- .

(5) Social .skills courses developed for PSC entrants should not be predicated on |
the assumption that the entrant’s'values are substantially different from those
of the “middle class,” but should emphasize job-related behaviors. ,

(6) Training courses for PSC entrants should provide for individual reinforcement

"+ contingent upon progress. These courses should be periodically reviewed for
appropriatgness of conteht and delivery, in light of student characteristics.

(7) Courses for PSC entrants should .be substantially tied.to job development
training. The entrant should know the job for which he is slated. Tralmng
methodology should emphasize demonstration and repetition.

(8) The PSC Program should give increased emphasis to the prowsxon of necessary
supportive services and counselmg to include extensive vocational counseling.
Ideally, supportive services, presently provided in varying degrees, would
include day care services, dental services, legal aid, medical setvices, financial
services (including personal bud¥eting), and transportation. .

(9) A questionnaire should. be developed to increase the effectiveness of the
orientation period of the program. During orientation, the results of adminis-
,tration of the questionnaire to the:enrollee could be used to better schedule
future activities of the enrollee both through counseling and through
upgradmg ‘where indicated. The information gained from the questionnaire
could provide the training and counseling personnel with possible cues for the
most effective program sequencing for each enrollee.

The questionnaire should be presented in a Likert-type response format
and should-include (a) those goals loading .50 or greater on the five factors

¢
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identified in this report, (b) the Job Descnptlo'h“fndgx, and (c) those psycho-
logical tests developed for this project that were sxgmﬁcantly assoc1ated with

one or more of the five 1dent1fied factors. — *
Questionnaires administered to personnel comparable to pariicipants in this

study should be either of the leert-type response format, or—if the forced- .

choice format is used—the questionnairesshould be relatively bnef
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! Chapter 5 . :
: ' ' . SUMMARY . T
' . This project wés_undértaken‘to dEvelop_— m;fﬁodolbgy to measure the world-of-work (

values, and changes in them as a function of experience with the work environment, of -
- personnel entering Plan D of the Public Services Career (PSC) Program,.In additidn, the

.relationships between these values, and changes in them, to attainment of program

. objectives were to be studied. ‘ . -

Data were collected at two points in time, from three groups of subjects in-five
different locations, by means of the PSC Enrollee Questionnaire. The three subject groups
were (a) entry-level enrollees in the PSC Program, (b) current Federal employees enrolled
in the upgrade component of the PSC Program, (c) current Federal employees holding’ -
jobs roughly equivalent to.those held by the entry-level personnel. These groups were
similar in age and education. The median ages were, respectively, 25.4, 25.4, and 23.6.

* The mean years of education were, respectivély, 1170, 11.5, and 11.6. - '

o For the first.data collection, comparisons among the three groups as to world-of- .

' work values and perceptions yielded few significant differences. Two categories of values

_were rated highedt by all groups: .(a)-those values pertaining to benefits intrinsic to the
job: itself, and (b) those pertaining to the” opportunity for self-development. Consensus
was also obtained on the two value categories' rated lowest: (a) those that reflected the
gratification of various desires gs_a fuhction of employment, and (b) those reflecting the
instrumentality of having a job” for obtaining respect and attention from'friends. Entry- )
level” personnel- had just entered the PSC Program at the time of Session I. Females
generally- anticipatéd being more satisfied with 'their jobs than did males. The conclusion
drawn as. a result ‘of Session I was that ehtry-level personnel were very similar to subjects
in the -othér-two groups. . . L :

Data collection Session II involved a six months’ fellow-up of the entry-level
personnel. Attrition was low, and changes in world-of-work values and perceptions were
minor. The changes that occurred seemed to refﬁ;t realistic appraisals of the jobs ﬁeld
and_the working environment..The females genérally expressed lower levels of satisfaction
with many job and wark enviromment aspects, including the stability (routine) of their
present job. : S e, . .

PSC enrollees also completed a form rating their supervispr on the'leader behaviors
of Consideration and Initiation of Structure. Black enrollees felt that their supervisors
engaged in fewer Consideratjon activities than did. the white enrollees. Black female-
supervisors were seen as engaging Jin fewer Initiation of Structure activities than black

- male, white male, or-white female supervisors. ’ o,

Supervisors rafed both PSC subordinates.and their average non-PSC subordinate on
five scales. There were no significant differences in the ratings given the’two types of
subordinates. - ' “ :

_— Reliabilities of th¥'two response formats (Likert-type and forced-choice) used for
alternate forms of th&équestionnaire were measured by the test-retest method. Those for
the forced-choice format were genera%ug low_and not acceptable. Reliability coefficients
for the Likert-type format were generally of a marginal level for use ‘in individual

measurement. T .
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A factor analysxs conducted .on the ;afngs given 32 goals by entry-level personnel‘_ : :
resulted in the 1dent1f1cat1qn of five Tactors. These were.labeled Seourity Through Job T
Accomplishment, Social Interactxon Orxentatlon, Matenghstlc O,rlentatlon, Economlc g

» Instrumentality,-and Esteem Satisfaction Through Work.
Several conclusions were advanced: - - -
A ) (1) The, world-of-work values and perceptions’ of the PSC*enrpllee were, for the ‘ .
Co. most part, _cangruent with, those of the “mldd}e-class value system.” .
(2) The presence of only a few changes in* the world-of-work values and
. percéptlons of the enrollees as a function of job experience, and the level -
of supepvisory ratings, mdxcate the appropriateness of these*values for the
* work environment.
"(3)' The “typical” PSC enrollee probably J’;‘;_underemployed m the enf:ry ]obs,
and might" continue to be after one promotion. * -

Several recommendations for' ?uture operation of the PSC Program were made. )
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TAXONOMY bF VALUES AND GOALS WITHlN EACH VALUE CATEGORY
' .- Valye Category ° ¢ ‘ Goals . ' a
f s - - )
- I. Extrinsic Benefits . ' P N
-~ . : 1.9 Good pay . .
' 2, Good working conditions, like air conditioning -
- 4 . * . 3, A good vacation each year o . . .
4, good retirement plan . X
. ." v .S, )__éing able to work close to home-
2\} » 6. A good hospitalization plan .
. 7. A plan to pay doctor's bills .
o 8. Being able to keep the job as long as you want
’ 31(%‘.; Intrinsic Benefits ;
. Al 3 9, Being able to take pride in what you do
@ ~ 10. Being able to dq the type work you always wanted ’
) Y o to do-”
\ 11, Knowing there is a good chahce of being .
. ’ . * promoted R . \
III. Gratification Demands, ‘
- ) . 12, Feeling-proud of your job . -
, 13, A ].ot of time off without losing pay et
¢ . . 14, Being able tto buy a.lot' of new things* .
- ¢ " . 15, Being able- to buy alot of things I have t
- ~ i always wanted '
. cohe 16. Being able to buy things' I need i ¥
. _« IV.- Interpersonal Relations : B 2 )
with Co~-Workers - * -
f\, . . 17. Being able to work with people who think oy W
2 ' = , +work is good .
A 18. Being ‘able to work with people 'who like me
- . - 19., Being able to work with people who are friendly-
, 20, Being able to talk, and have fun with the other o
v ) ¥people workidg therfe
.21, Being able to work with people who think as’ .,
’ - nmuch of me ds my friehds do . )
L V, Interpersonal Relations o
. = .+ with Supervisor . e 4
! 22, A supervisor who is friendly .
23, A supervisor who treats everyone fairly, - -
’ 24. A supervispr who tells .you when you have done,
' ' , a good job on somethin .
N < ) . ' 25, A supervisor who helps when you need help
by ' ki . 26. A supervisor wh@ is willing to help you with
. . VI, Interpersonal Relations your °ff';he'j°-b problems 4 .
2 "with Family ‘ ¢
< . . 27, Knowing your family is proud of the WOrk
, you do ‘ PR °© 4
i * VII. Interpersonal Relations .. . g
; with Friends - | i &
K > " " . 28. Knowing your friemds respect’ you fof the
« . . work you do
T / 29, Having a job that i‘spint:eresting to your
- . . 'friends . .
o’ - o. 30. ZReing something you can talk to your friends ’
VIII. Developmeéntal Needs ™" about after work 4
! s . 0 31. .Being able to learn new.things that will help
B 1 . you get a better job later .
- \ . 32. Being able to learn to,do something thac is \_ ‘
"1 . ., < ) N really hard . . L S
e A i \/ : ’ B 73
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' .' . .L -, ] ' », « . '. >~ . ‘
. - , * - N C‘- : « . * -~ * N
foa \ "_ » ~ T .
’ ‘ : Y "JOB DESCRIPTION INDEXa T, < o
. .. °. . . . |
. - — - = |
.“  Area of Job © . . -Satisfaction - . |
<" R Work ’ * ] :
. * ' Pascinating ot i v N -
2 "y . . , .- , Routine v . .
Lo .. atisfying . . ) - 7
e - . . Boring: , bt
N ’ . o~ Good , . ‘
S : . Creative | L . .
v . , Regpecdted . . ’\ . - Yy ‘
K v N - Hot - . . . . - .
. . .- = Pleasant- ‘ )
OO0 . _Useful - . .
. . ey < 7 - Tiresome ‘ . . .
' L Healthful . M A
- ] . =+ Challenging '
! : . On your feet : :_fg"' % o, v-
. ’ Frustrating T °t . -
» Simple T - ) y
. o, Endless . . .. , 1
Gives sense of accomplishment ~ %,
. +  Supervision ) - : ’ " Vo
' R Asks my advice .. .
' ’ L Hard to please '
L v, ) : Impolite . ’ Co . -
\ Praises good wot¥k . B :
* ~ M ct:ful!. ¢t
P . tial .
. i Up~to-date . . \
. : Doesn't supervise enough i
. ' . - .t . Quick tempered Lt -
. ‘ Tells me where I stand
. A Annoying . )
R . Stubborn ) )
* Knows job well 7 ‘ . \ < . .
- ‘Bad _ - )
- : » Intelligent ! . .
. * ' ; Leaves me on my own ,
! ’ Lt - Lazy . ’ .
L - ' Around when needed ©o- A
, : Pay . ’
. . ’ Incomé adequate for normal expenses .
_ . _# . Barely live on income. - s
, . : . Bad - . ?
. . s . Income provides luxuries v .
: <, S L Insecure : : .
‘. : ’ T . Lesh than I degerve ) :
’ . 3 "Highly paid -* - ‘
] « 7. =’ Underpaid N .
o Promotions “ <
‘ : » Good® opportunity for advancement: - .
", . w,‘Opport:unit:y somewhat limited |, .
.« ’ - Promotion on bilit.‘y , - . . ..
~ .. . Dead-end job !
g . ’ o - Good chance for motion ~ ..
- ' Unfair promdtion policy / ! ’ :
. ] . <0 " .Infrequent promotions ’\( *
) . . vo,0 0 . Regular promotions L. y
_ . N - Fairly gopd chance for %motion o ' , g
T . :‘ M .0 ! . 7 . ‘ ) * ’ '..)
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oL . < oL T Stupid * 3 - e
. <y * *  Respongible ’ ' .
co ! Fast ' L : : o
- ) . Intelligent . .o . »
. ~Easy’to.make enemies ’ . - b
. St Talk too much ’ * ‘ @
' : . Smart - . * '
. ) ) *+ Lazy . - :
, Unpleasent - ’
. . ’ 1 No privacy ' : .
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A PSYCH etﬁ@fﬁ‘kt“TESTS—ANDﬂTEMYWITHIN“!:FQH - ;
he | L " . BY- RESPUNSE CCNDIT]ON , - RE ;
. v B FEE |
1. Cynical Distrust of People & s , ' |

{dhe dimension assessed by~ this test reflects the fairly ‘well substantiated

finding that deprived persons, i.e., ghetto residants, seem not to Ve able .
b d‘v‘ to enter trusting relationships with other persons as well as the higher soc{o-
i . ‘economic status individual._A If social exchange theory is a good framework for .
,look‘}n'g at tht wotld, then the abil’ity to establish a relationéhip characterized -
’ byh mutual -trust, which is the first step for initiating an exchange relation- ‘ !
. o .ship,‘is theékey to the ability to interrelate with other perso‘:‘s, and also )

the ability

can hardly be blamed for withholding commitment of his own. This, Rowever, is

o interrelate with organizations. Lacking' trust, an individual

-

- - P a vicious circle,ancause the act of withholding commitment will lead the other
to withhold commitment in turn, or to withdraw it, leaving the individual in a
state of effective social isolation. Such social isolation theoretically should

v
. »

\ P be, counterprod-uctiye in thestiork environment,

S a, Likert-Type Response Xondition o \

; RN ¢ §) Everyone is out for, hi,mself at the expense of other people. - f

(2) Deep down inside, most people would rather not help the other person, .
. S <oy ]

“(3) Mpst people avoid helping someone in trouble, ¢ '~ .

) T ., = (4), Most people are honest, really, . . ( ' a ¥
« ’ ’ - ) . o - 4 .
’ - * (5) 'I?he world we live in is mostly, a friendly place. . . L
*(6) Most people who trust others, are treated fairly in retum. _— "

~— .

. ‘ b.r Forced~Choice Response Condition . ’

. . (1) a. Everyone is out for himself at the expense of other people.}c o .
o - b. People are really interested in helping others. e ' . - .

i i ' (2) a.' You iust don't have any friends when. you're in trouble.’ : '
. . b« People are really helpful when you have trouble. L LT

. - " (3) a. Most people are really honest. - .
v b. People are honest only if they think" they'l], get caught if‘ ‘ .

’ they dbreak any rules. $:E ', K . }
\ Al - .

.

' : ¢4) a. People who trust chers get .fa
b, If you trus; others thiey will

& . . . e . B :
2, Cynical Distrust of Organigzations ' ‘ , v .

an “ vt

: In order to achievé" ddjustment. within the Motk gituation, snot only muat the
individual be a‘ble to establish ‘trudting relationships with others, but also
he must have some faith in the integrity of the organization. The less dis-

treatment.’ .
really .tdke advantage of:' you. . -

< ) trustful thé indix,iduals is of organizations p_e_r_ se, the greater is the
* likelihood“that he will adjust successfully‘ to -the 'work environment, This

i . tgst was construc'ted to’ _agsess the exter(lt of such distrﬁst by ‘the individual. 4
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a. Likert:-'l‘ype Response Condition

.
Al [ - - " - - -
. —<(1) I!'CBWEUI&'CUUI& they WDIIIﬂ pay you less forx day's works

(2) Companies are always looking for ways to make people do more uork(_ -
for the same, pay. —_

- L]

(3) Most companies want my kind 6f people to get good jobs. _
(4) 1It's a good t:hing that we ha‘le labor unions to—sei-ek’—upzfor the

. - ’ people. . . ~
R (5) Big business reatly—doesn't care abodt the little guy. ", P T
: b.. Forced-Choice Response Condition . N L \
. ) "* (1) a. If cogpanies could they would pay you less for % day's work. 5
. * -4 b. Most companies want’ to pay'you a fair wage. '
g (2) a. Most companies will pay overt:ime if they ask you to do any L=~
_—— extra work, ;
b. Companies are always looking forways to get more work for the
same pay. - —
. (3 a. Moat companies want my kind c} people to get good jobs. ®
- *b. " Very few comp%nfes are interested in my kiﬁd of peop}e getting
. +good jobs. . . .. -
. (4) a. Big business ‘doesn't care about the iittle gU¥e s - < ' . -
\ . b. Big business really wants to help_t:,he 1little guy.
% 3. Weak Self Regard: _ PR §— « ., - T
The history of the deprived person is chgracterizgd by failu/e, bot:h occupa- -
A t:ionai.ly gnd' educationally. While it is ver very vy probable. that: t:his failure can ’
be attributed to a major ext:ent: to -obst:aclea in the environment:, and to dis- -
i ‘ - crimination~~a defense that leads to apathy or to host:ile aggression,, deponding
’ 7~
on other factors-—there can be little doubt that a hiat:ory of failure can ‘and
probably. does impact negat:ively on the individual's self-concept:, and his _ )
* - regard for himself This test was designed to ‘asgess such at:t:it:udes, as e , ’
- - individuals holding tHese attitudes could be expected to be low!r in’ upwaro\ ‘, ’ '
~. occupacional 'mobilit:y and—less—ea;tain of their work &arfo‘rmanc*é «- g,/ N 1
. . ’a‘.' Likert:-’l‘ype Response Condition .
"o - At times, L think I am no ‘good.at all, — € ~ ~
. «{2) I have often’felt that strangers were looking at me as if . '
) . R L ,somet:hing might be wrong witih me,
[ (3)- "I often feél complet:ely unable to dd, anyching wort:hwhile. - (
. (4) PeOple like e don t have any say in what the government does. y
- - ¥
., .. Most of the people}in*my -work group feel they-are better thaM e, # ,
-, — . . '. M . ’ » —
b. -‘Forced=choice Response Condftion . : L7 ¢ ¢
: (1) + 4. At times, I think I am'no good at all.. B
. b. I seldom have any, doubts about myself, , e .
) . - (2) a. ——I—ha-rdly ever. foel “that st:rangers are looking at me as if .
. " . something might be wrong with me., - ~ -
<. ‘bs I have often felt that strangers were looking at me as if / )
" . = . -gomething might<be wrong with me. : , ) - .
. v - - 5 . ¢
. d - ’ 'Y
- T " ¢ - / _ . ; .
I ’ \‘ ! ~ i "rl —.
. ‘\l’ . ‘l - '0._7__*“'; , . s ) v ~? . ' \\- .
e R . . ‘ 7 ' 77
. SE 0, ] _ L
‘ETC“ ' ) . 8o R I )
i K :‘. , . ry ’ , - - . . v
i . K , L . i . !




-
. (3) a. I often feel completely unable tp -do anything worthwhile.
o b. I seldom feel completely unable—to—do-anything worthwhile— -
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4) = ﬁynwcéng, I have sbmething to say about what the government does.

b. People like me don't have any say.in what the government does. .

- €))] a.‘ Most peeple I ‘work with feel they are better than me. *

relate to long-tgrm employability of the” PSC worker. , "-. ' )
”
a, Likert-Type Response Condition , N .
p (1) Children ought to try to reach a higher station in life than ~
their parents,:
(2) oOne earns the greatest respect from others if he advances to -,
higher positions in 1life.
.(3) People respect someone who gets ahead. ;
i +  (4) 'Most people,&ill work harder to get ‘a better job.
(5) * It would, be good to have a supervisor's job some day. .
| (6) If you are not really good at a j6b, you should:quiit and try
b ] -something else. . .
. \ 5ot .-
(¥ Having a job you do well is more important than how much money
* you make. . » ,
. . . —l
b. FPorced-Choice Response Conddtion v . ’
(1) a. People should b€ happy to have the game' kind of work as
' their parents-did. = ” -
b. Childyen ought to try to reach a higher station in.life than
. * their parents. P -
(2) a, People respect you if you get ahead. ) .
/ b. You don't have to, 'get+ahead Far people to respect ybu, K

5.

b. Few people I work with feel they are better than me.

AchievementiMotivation * 3 -7

This test was canstructed to reflect %he respondents' interest in rélative

status achieved through occupational means and, as such, can be expected to- \

(3) " a. Getting a better job is not worth working harder,
b. People will work haﬁ]er‘ to det a better job.

(4) a. TIt*would be good to have a’supervisor s job some day.
b. I would not want a supervisor's job., .

(5) a. You shoufd not ,be expected to be really good at your job. -~
b. If you are not really good at ‘a job, you should quit and® try
e something else. , . . ,}
(6) a. Having a job you do ell is more important than how much K
. money you -make, ) "
b. The salary you receive\is morq:importént than how well you :
are able to do your JOb . ) .oV oA
Ay \,
Time Sengse . } : A K ; ’

Responses*to this te‘st are in.terp’:eted agsthe abi.l\lty and/or desire to delay ‘
gratification of ilnmediate ,needs in ordet%

centrgl needs at a later time. oncep&ua\ y, this requires ability to think
beyond an immediate time fraxﬂe, L8, to inticipatfé evelopments, %nd a history

oi)tai}n gratification of more

of prior experiences‘leading to the expectafion that p‘ersons who defer gratifica~
ti:ljon do, in faét, obtain payoffg for tl’ieir S| ort-tel'n{'self-denial,,e «8es W11l

not have lost in the long run.’ . .o
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When the environment is_generally noxious, apathy is a defense agalnst the

fantasies, etc. and probably intoxiéatibn, drugs, etc., as well) It is probaﬁié

that escape and-avoidance have similar utilities here, so that the deprived

person may escape the harshness of the future, and the apparefpt prison of the

. present, by avoiding thinking about it. To the extent~that thé wdrker wishes *

to egcape co templation of a bleak future, increased attention in the form of ,

N -

a. Li ert-Type Response Condition .

(1) People who save for a rainy day miss out on a lot of living.

‘ (2)' A lot of people don't know from one day to the next what they

) will be doing. ., . .
(3) Most people spend their money as fast as they‘maké it.

- (4) Most people try not to think about the future. . .
'(5) -Making a budget is a waste of time; they nev2r work. N

(6) 1It'is more important to take care of present needs than to build .*
for the future. .

(7) Tomorrfow will take care of itself so why be worried.

8) A supervisor shouldndt mind if a person misses work on some days.
- . -“. ‘

b. Forced-Choice Response Confition 3

L. a. People who save for a rainy day miss out on a lot of living.
b. People % save money enjoy life just as’ much as those that
r mone% quitkly. .

spend
4 (2) a. Most pe021e try not to think about the future. ¢
* a 'b. You have to plan ahead to really have anything.

(3), a. Making a budget is a waste of time; they never work.
) People that don't makg budgets never have any money left.

.

(4) a. It's more important to take care of present needs than to
build for the future. .
b. Sometimes it's necessary to sacrifice now so as to have
something in the future. '

EH - -

s
(5) a. if you hzve to miss work you should tell someone .that you
won't be. there. . ~ ~
‘h. A supervisor shoildn't mind if you don t show up for work some,
of the time. e . .
L] '.b— ‘}
AN

Protestant Ethic ) . “‘5 -

, >

An important factor in adjusting to the work environment is the extent to
which the individwal values work in general The more th& individual sees
work as an end Yrr itself, the greatertwill\be'hih investment in ;he work

’

~

situation.. The individual who subscribes to such wvalue attaches a high -

« worth tq work in general and will be reluctant to waste timerengaging in
extra-work activities, at least insofay_gs they may be perceived as trivia}:.
. N ~ . *
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a. Likeft-Typ;,Response Condition

/&)

When the workday is finish_d._a_p_erson should forze;~hir1bb‘—“f

_and enjoy himself.

ERIC
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(2)

Wasting time is as b:d/as,wasting moriey. .
(3),. People who "do things~the €asy way' are thé smart ones.

(4) Hard work makes a man a better person.
= (5) If a‘'man is given more responsibility, he will work harder.
’ j6) If a person doesn't feel like working, it should be o.k. for

. b’/ %orced-Choice Re;ponse Condition

him to stay home that day.

[

. .
’

- Q)

PN

a. ' When the'workday ig finished, a person should forget his ,
job and’enjoy himself.. ‘e ’

b. A person should never quit thinking about how he can do his
job better, ., .

-’

(2) a. Wasting time is as bad as wasting money. '
’ ‘b, Time is never wasted if yol are enjoying yourself.
(3) -a.. People who '"do.thing the easy way" are the smart ones.
b. People who break rules will never getuahead. i
(4) a. Hatd work makes-a mdn aabetter person.
. b. Hard work has nothing ‘to do with hoy a person turns out."*
) a. Ig a man is given more respOnsibility he will work harder.
' b, Gettjng more responsibility doesn' t mean a man should work
- harder. . v’ —®
< (6) a, A person should not miss a day of work for any reason.

Expectation of Sutcess

b. If a person doesn' & feel like working it should be o.k. for -

* him to stay home , that day. , . .

An important facet’ of an individual's level of achievement motivation is

represented by his view of the world and his subjective probabillty of attain-
ing desired goals.' If. the individual has a low expectation, an expectancy of
frustration, it is quite likely that his initial response to a sitbation
perceivéd Ss potentially fshstrating will be withdrawal from the’ £t€{d in .~
this case, voluntary terrination of employment. This test was developed .to

tap the individual's generalized expectancy of success in attaining any goal.

Lt » .
7 s

a. .Likert-Type Response Conditiod | . . . -

P

[
]

"

(1) If you try hard enohgh, you can uSually get what you want.

(2) Those, that want a lot out 9f life usually get it. t

(3) The people I know don"t have much’ chance to get good jobs. *
(4) Most people want too much, out of life. - i
(5) Most people never .get the' thing they want mpst in Tife. . '. ’
(6) 1 have always gotten those things thit 1 wanted mosty :

%

Forced-Choice Response Condition

« < Q) a. Most peaple never get the thing they want mo§t in life.
b. If you try hard efough, you can usually get, what you want. N
(2) a. Those that want a lot out of life usuaTly get it.
b. Most people want too much out of life. , .
. -’
A { -
, o . S
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(3) _a._The people I know don't have much chance to get good jobs. _ _ _ _ _

— It you Yyt ennugtr you tanrusuatiy—get-whet—you—wanty

¥ (& a. Ihave always gotten those things I reell.y._yanrad-. . e
b b. When I didn't get them, I knew that I really didn't need the - °
iy o things that I had really wanted.

Tests No. 8 through 12 constitute instruments intended to measure alienation from '
work. As reflected in these tests, it could be expected to Fesult in the worker

L "

** failing tor adjust to the world-of-work.

3 N N 'S

8. Powerlessness , o , .
- T This test was included to tap “the belief that the individual’ has little control

over the forces.that decermine his outcomes in life. .As such it is very

similar to 4 nggative pole of the test measuring achievemént motivation.

. a. Likert-Type Response Condition ) ’

I

(l;). People whe- have good’ jobs have gotten them through hard work. ’

R

i 1

(2) No matter how hard, l work it won't, do much good.
‘ ; (3) A man holds his job ‘mainly because his boks Iikes bim. .
- v . W) I h‘l very. little control pver: many of the things that happén to me.

’

-

b, Forced-‘Choice Reaponse Condition

(1) ', a. People who have good jobs have gotten them through? hard work.,

. b. man holds his job mainly because his boss likes him. -
’ .. (2) a. No matfer how hard I wgrk, it won 't do” ‘much good. . ‘
e b. ; What I'do pretty v.rell ecides what happens to me.
9. Meaninglessness : i . ‘ . . ’
’ This test was designed to reflect the individual's belief that his work is a =
. means of achrie.ving other than immediate goals and as such, constitutes an © e
" " I : indirect assessment of gratification deferra’l. B .
’ : a. Likert-’l‘ype Response Condition e .
' ' * (1) Most people’_l_cyow whdt they want in life, and are willing to ! D
. sacrifice to get it. . . L
. '(2) The lives of most people have» 1ittie meaning or purpose. ) . ,“‘
; . (3) Most people consider their .jobs very important. A .
. © ‘g. (4). My, job'is mot really necessary. . ' -
- < b. Forced-Choice R_e_srm:nse Condition. \ ' : ° .
' (1) a. Most people know what ‘they want in'life and-are willing to \
sacrifice to get. it, R
. *b. The lives of most people “have little meaning or purpose. , Y
. L *(2) a. My job 1% not really necessary.
. . N _b. My job is important. . . . ,
A 16. Normlessnéss ‘ ce -
) ) ' The purpose of this test was to reflect ’the individual's perception that some
. .g‘oals. cannot be attaﬁed by means of socially appr“ovkd behavior, T,

. ’
y \
y B « ’ N t e
. N 4 V "y
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‘ . a tikert—'i‘ype Response Con&ition S " o . e &
s : (1) Host-people: ~don—t.—oare_.uhat_they_.hue to_do to get shead, . .
. R e L. I wsualiy na_ys L6 live by the ml&s. L ) . :
o - (3) Most rules are made to be 'broken every nowi and then', . ~ P
= . v : 4y Most supervisors don't care if you ‘break, the “rules now and then, ° MR -
. \ if nobody gets caught, :*J. . ' . , . . . o
. (5 ‘I don"t want anything that' I ‘would hawe fo break any rgles to get. . _’ .
) b. Forced-Choice Response Condition . . et ’ SEEEN
. {1) a. Most pedple don't care what they havé to do to get | ahead. "_'- -
b » " b. It usually pays to live by the rules. ’ . .
: . (2) a. People who break the rules ehould be fired. * ! b
: b. Most rules are made to be bioken now and then, BRI s
’ 11. Value Is,olation. : ’ 7‘ : - e '
This test was designed to assess the extent to which the individual feels
* ‘ himself ié‘olated from the majority of(the members of the society and the goaIS'
. they value; it perhaps also reflects the degree, to which the respondent thus
feels discriminated dgainst. s 4 o= .
a. Likert-Type Response Condition ’ . .
(l) The laws were not made to help ordinary people. ' L
_ o (2) The opinions of the people I work with are important to me. o
e ' ‘(3)'. The ,people, I work with don't really upderstand me and how 1 feel. .
' “ :b. Forced-choice Response Conditian  ° . . '
) (1) a. The laws weres made “for ordinary people like me. Y ) ‘ . e
. + " =+ b, Nobody cares what happens to the average person. ' '
' ' (2) a. The opinions of the people I work with are very important to me.
Ve , bt R The people I work with usually don't understand me and how I feel,
’ 12. N Self~-Estrangement ' ’
. This test was constructed tc focus on the individual's willingness and potential
’ for initiating exchange (social exchange) with others--his ability "to trust )
" their motives and_ them. The extent to which the individua1 ig able to ‘enter ’ '
. i . into meaningful relations with 'o.thers is used "as an indicat&n. of the degrée ' ¢
) of his,self-estrangement. - L . ' ,
3. Likert-Type Response Condition g .
* . (1) On week-ends, I sperd a lot of tjme just looking for something to do. R
> . (2) 1I'usually have a good time when t/ am with people. ) '
(3) It is best not to be too sfriendly with people at work., )
. .o, ’(4) Most people at work will go out of their way to be helpful. '
X (5) *When you dre new on the job, you can 't trust anypne. . "
b. Forced-Choice Response Condition ' ’ -
| (1) a. “Most peofle don't really get much enjoyment out of life.
. . ty b. Most people do really interes ting things. . .
i . (2)__av Most people aL work are really helpful, N ’ °
| b. It's best uot to be too friendly with people at work.
’ 82 . \\ ‘ |
' N . . . 4 R } ’ ’ 4
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oY o °) (3)+—ar——Host people -think that-what ‘you wantis not important, ! . .
{
- { - i b, )T want fﬁe4eaﬁe_th1ng_gut_ox_lixe_teaz_ﬁﬁ‘t pagple do.
- 13,.) Work Demands . . o ’ . A , -7

The target positions for entry-level PSC enrollees are generally low intensity

with respect to the range and variability of, demands made on the position

occupant., ihe more highly the PSC enrollee values this type of position, the

more likely he will be¥to remain in the program and in the target position

subsequent to complefion of the program. This test wasvdeveloped to assess

’ respondents’ preferred levels of job demands. - ) ’

L ) . ©oa Likert-Type Respbnse Condition : *

(1) The job that you would consider idegd would be one where the work
is always’ the same.

(2) If Ipcould do as I pleased, I~would change the kind of work I do .
e few months. .~ . . .

- (3) A person can never feel at ease op a job where the ways of doing

« . . things are always,being changed. .

(4) 1 think that it would be better to stay with a job that you know
» you’ can handle than to change to a job where most things would be
- new.

& ) A'(S) After someone learns a job really well, it is better not to change
o jobsgunless there is really a big pay increase.

- + v+ (6) One of the most important things about g job is being able to stay ) o
e : ‘busy all the time. ' , ’
f

s v

o ) b, ‘Forced-Choice Regponse Condition . v N
’ (1) The ideal jéb would be where:

‘ a., The work is never the same.
b. The wdbk is always the same. , ] ’

' (2) People are’ not at ease on a job if the way of doing things is .

changed very much. 3 R ’

a. Agree . j
o - b. . Disagree ) .
(3) After you have learned.to do a job well: _ ) ‘ - ”

' a. - It's best tq stay with it. ) .
s b, It's best to try a new job. LT
' (4) 1It's better if a Jjob keeps you busy instead of letting you hhve
time to think.

P d -
Y a. Agrée : V! ) -
b, Digagree . .
' (5) When you know how to handle a job it's best not to change jobs
unless there is a large pay increase. \ .
’ s ' a, Disagree . ’ )
- b, Agree . ' v -
[ .. 14, Orientation Toward Work ™ v . .
s The individual's orientation toward work does not develop in a GEccuum, but
is heavily influenced by his perception of his reference group's evaluation ’
§~“Lk of work in general and different positions and occupations in particulér‘“ To -~
’ . S P .
oo . . 83
. L | ” v . . .
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the extent that his reference groupe‘do ndt attach high value to work and

eccupational status, the PSC enrollee who maintains membership in the program

O

"ERIC”
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“will likely either reinterpret cues concerning his reference group's orienta-

tion toward work,
reference groups.

in reference groups

'’

(2)

3

84,

in some cases, will select other,, and different,

woréi which would you rather do?
¢

If you were out

a. &QO on welfare. . '
b. Take a job as a car washer that paid the same as welfare.

If by some chance you' had enough money to live comfortably without '
working, do you think that you would work anyway, or would you not*
work? .7 '

a, Would not wbrk . -
b.  Would work anyway

Which kind of work would you rather have? B
a, Average pay from work that is looked down on bx the pgﬁ;IeJr
you know.

A .

" b, Low pay from work that is respected by the people you know,

Is the most impextant thing about getting a promotion.,.

(AN |

a, Getting more pay?’ . L ¢
b. 'Getting more respect from friends and neighbor's?

Which. job would you choose 1f you could be gure of keeping either |
job? ) ‘

4. Better than average pay as a truck driver,
b. “Less than average pay .as a bank clerk, -

If you could be sure that your income’ would go up steadily without
getting a promotion, would you care about being promoted’ :
a, No ’ . ‘

b. Yes ‘ )

>

,r

@ test provides an indirect assessment of any changee

y reflecting changes in the individual's orientation
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The larger the score, the more the respondent bélieved that his supe#visor

—

exhibited such behavior. A high score reflect’s an interpersonal orientation
in the leader's b,ehavior, often characterized by feelings of mutual ‘trust,

openness to subordinate s {deas and .requests, and consideratlon for theip

¢ 2

. ’ ‘ N TR B e
i 9 ‘; % . . ‘,
‘ . . *  Appendix D: '
L e ASSESSMENT OF SUPERVISORY !N_FLUENCES B S S
) ) IlTEMS WITHIN EACH DIMENSION .
A Consideration ' - — . ) ' .

. . feelings. "I . . ‘ ,
1. Does personal favors for us. ’ o " I P
2, Does little things’ /that make it\{,a pleasure to work here. A - ";“‘
3. 1Is easy to understand.
’ 4, Finds time to listen to us. —~
3. Does not associat‘e with us. . ) N * '
. © 6. .|Looks out fow our welfare. )
*7. "Refuses to e)&plain' actiond taken. *° . ‘
} 8: Does thing}s without asking us about them. ' ‘
" . .9. Is slow to accept new ideas. Y .. :§
. 10. Treats all of us ad his equals. b L o '
11. Is willing to make changes. ' . e *
12, Is f/éiendly ‘and easy to get to ‘talk to. / % . :
13. When talking to us, makes us feel at ease,
' 14. Puts our suggestions into operation.
N~ 15, Gets approval from us before going ahead o@mportant/matters.
_ B. Initiation of Structure - < ] ) .

The larger Ehe score, the more the respondent believed that his supervisor

exhibited such behavior. A high score on this dimtnsion would indica!e a leader

who endeavors to estab,lish well-defined patterns of organization, c'hannels of

communication, -and ways of doin;\ob. ) ) . ]'
' 1. Makes his attitude clear to us. S “ . J
2, Tties out new i@zas with us. . - ' .l
3. Is very firm with.us. ’ . L.
© 4 .Finds fault'with poor work. ) f.-) -~ )
5. ﬁpeaks in a manney not to be que‘stiohed.‘ ' . ‘
- W 6. Assigns us to particuldr tasks. . ) ., . '
5, 7., WOI;kS without a’plan, ’ - ’ )
© 8., Tells us we have to meet particular s'tandards of performance. /
9, Tells us_ TRAT We need to meet deadlines. ; ‘ ‘
10. Encourages the use of uniform ways of doing’ things.ﬂ"' 1

‘11, Makes sure that everyone undersgnds his dwn part in the job. « - d .

R
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3 12, Asks that, we all follow standard operating procedures., )
.- s’ >
13. Lets us know what_{s expected of us. ’
14, Sees to it that we are working as much as we should be. ) i
* 15, Sees to it that the work done by each of us doesn't get.in the :
o way of what the others are doing. - \
-~ . .
e - e 7 1
i
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‘ ‘ Appendix E
| . ITEMS WITHIN INVENTORY FOR SUPERVISORS AND
. ; SUPERVISOR'S RATING FORM '
. A. Inventory for Supervisors (LPC) ) . .
b High scores on this questionnaire reflect an interpersonal orientation, with
e the leader behaving so as to increase member satisfaction, usually in a pleasant
R .nondirectige fashion. Low scores indicate a greater task orientation on the
- —— part of.Lhe_leadex+_q£1en_in_a;dixg££ixg punitive manner, and a low degree of
concern for pleasant interpersonal relations. The items for this questionnaire
. consisted of 16 pairs of bi-polar adjectives, separated by an eight-point scale,
! ascending in numerical value fryom the more negative of the bi-polar adjectives.
. Items -«
‘. Pleasaq} -~ Unpleasant i
Unfriendly -- Friendly .
! Accepting —-- Rejecting :
Helpful -~ Frustrating )
Unenthusiastic -- Enthusiastic . W, .
] Tense ~- Relaxed -
.o Close ~-~ Distant . -
/ . ’ Warm ‘ -- Cold ' V:, *
: Cooperative -- Uncooperative <
Y Hostile -~ Supportive )
Interesting -- Boring * N .
. Quarrelso;é -~ Harmonious
- ‘ Self-Assured -- Hesitant c ] © ? -
B Efficient --'Inefficient ' " ‘
. Gloomy -- Cheerful ’ * ' -
R Open L - Guarded ' . ~
B.  Supervisor's Rating Form C;J '
. "The five dimensions contained in th}ﬁ'questionnaire were to assess all aspects
of a supervisor's judgment of a guéordinate. The diregtion of scoring was
;. qhoéen so. that the higher t /ééore for a given dimension, the more the supervisor
. believed tha: dimension cha{acterized the-subordinate being rated. . »
- .’
" ) Performance of the U6fker .
o - ‘L., Knows as much/gbout the job 28 the other workers: »
' 2, wiil nevg;/f//;ble to do well in this job.
7 : 3. fbould filY in for any of the -other workers. -
4y ﬂelps'aﬁ;;;f the other workers that need assistance.
)i s ' ' 5. 2259GEntly makes the same mistake.
; L - L
I y a P
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A Adjustment of the Worker
. 4 -
., 1. Hag adjusted well to the work we do. ‘
, 2. Pollows orders well,
4, ’
s M * 3, Mixes well with ‘the other workers. . .
- ] i . -~ . . i
s 4 4, Thinks that other workers get treated differently. 7
. 5. Often complains about what some of the other workers have donme. ’ . o
4‘ - e 4 = - - - T - - ‘ - ’ ’ \
LY W i - N b4 3 -
e FALLVALUIUVIITT UL LT W UL R CL
KA
i 1. Works about as hard.as the other workers: i -
f‘* 2. 1Is working.hard now, but just to build up a name, will soon start
) slacking off. - .
X, -
N . .Is frequently a little late in getting to work.
W . !
s 4, Looks for any chance to quit work.
p . Has often missed work. y
4 - £
! Stability of the Worker * 4
1. Is a steadying influence for the other workers. .
‘ 2, Gets excited over small incidents. N L
3 3, Can be relied on to do work without being constantly checked on. )
! . i g iy
4. Is asked by the other workers for advice. . { ‘
* - * -
5. Helps smooth over differences bet'.we.en othér workers. . . i
. I » ’ )
o, Potential of the Worker -: ’ : p C _
. "1, I don't think this worker would ever be fired. ' T
. £ . .
~ 2, This worker is capable of more denﬂnding work. . g ) -l‘ .
3.. I think this’ person is one of those wérkers that are bappier with their . .
present job than they’ would be with a higher Tevel job. ~: -
: . . This person is capab,le of showing new workers how x:o do, the ;job. -
5. This person shoula be given extra traiping, 30 as to be’ in line for
a promotion. ~ o ST, .
. . [ -« » 1 » . - <.
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' Appendix F )
N RATINGS OF GOALS: LIKERT-TYPE CONDITION
5
. ' Additional .
- Goals p Mean N S.D. t P Comparisons P .
1. Good pay . o _ - .
A. Entry L Male: .
SN oo (1) Session I .. 4,58 . 67 . .69 11 e A()vsB(1) 1,31 NS .=~ ..
— V'W‘ - {2y Sesstom II- 756 %8 3] - S FRZIWE VI 85 s
. B. Entry ~ Female: .
7 (1) Session I 439 49 88 g | ADvEC@ .86 S
(2) Session II 4,42 57 .97 ) B(1)vsC(2) .46 NS
(. Upgrade, Session I: ' .o B(1)vsD(2) 1.97 NS
83 Male Cie e 2t 108 Ns|C(vsD(2) 137 NS
D. Equivalent, éession I:
(1) Male 5.00 5 .00
(2) Female 4.76 29 .62
N 2. Good working conditions, . g
like air conditioning
A. Entrv - Male: L.
(1) Session I 3.73 67 124 L | A(vsB(L)  1.91 NS
. (2) session II ) 3.31 48 1,19 A(2)vsB(2)  3.46 » <.01
. B. Entry - Female:
‘ (1) Session I C U329 w9 121 A(jvsC() .31 NS
(2) Session IT 4.05 57 .97 : ' B(1)vsC(2) .71 NS
‘c. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) .09 NS
.63 19 1.04
& Male | S W IS s Ns|c@vsD() .60 K
D. Equivalent, Session I: , ’
€1) Male 4,20 5 1.17 ; .
(2) Female 3.31 29 &.05
3. A good vacation each vear .
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I . 4,31 67 .95 2.10 <05 A(l)vsB(l) 4.61 <.001
2 b . 49 1.02 ‘ :
, (2) Session II 3.91 A(2)vsB(2) .18 NS p
B. Entrv ~ Female: ’
‘ (1) Session I 335 49 129, | ADvSCD zal o2 .
(2) Session II 3.87 %57 1.17 : ' B(1l)vsC(2) 1.18 NS .
C. Ypgrade, Session I: o ‘ B(1l)vsD(2) 1.94 NS
1) ‘Mal . 3. 19 1.13 :
((2; Female 3.69 29 1.12 01 NSJC@veD(®) .76 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I:
, (1) Male 4,80 5 .40
(2) Female 3.93 29 1.23
4, A good retirement plan 5
A, Entry < Male: . /j
. " (1) Session I 4,52 67 1.00 50 NS A(1l)vsB(1) 1.59 NS
(2) Session II 4,42 49 .88 / s A(2)vsB(2) .95 NS
B. Entry - Female: J .
(1) Session I w20 49 97, o ADveC) o i6s NS Sy
(?) Session II 4,24 57 1.96 - ' B(1)vsC(2) .65 NS
1y 89




Goals

S.D. t

Additional

N P Comparisonsg t P
C. Upgrade, Session I: B(l)vsD(27' .37 NS ‘
(1) Male 4,68 19 .65
(2) Female . - 4.07 29 1.08 2+18 <.051C@2vsd(2) .25 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) ,Male 4,40 5 .80
(2) Female 4,14 29 .97
1]
=5 Reingable—to—worktYose T I
[N to home
. A.'Batry -~ Male: - .
(1) Session 1 3.82 67 1.30 . 9% NS A(l)vsB(1» 1,54 NS
(2) Session II. 3.58 48  1.27 A(2)vsB(2) 42 NS
B. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I 3,45 49 L2100 JADVSC) 26 ns
(2) Segssion II 3.47 57 1.31 ‘ B(1)vsC(2) .50 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) +25 NS
(1) Male 3.74 19 1.29
(2) Female 3.91 29 1.09 1.20 NS | C(2)vsD(2) .23 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male 3.20 5 1.33
- (2) Female 3.38 29 -1.10
, 6. A good hospitalization
plan o
: <A} Entry - Male: '
, ‘ (1) Session I 4,45 67 87 62 NS A(l)vsB(1) 2.69 <01
(2) Sessioi II 4,14 48 1.11 A(2)vsB(2) 13 NS ]
B, Entry - Female:’ .
(1) Session I 392 49 123 | o g |ADVECD W36 NS
(2) Sdssion II 4.17 57 1.14 * B(1)vsC(2) .94 NS
. C. Upgrade, -Session I: . B(1)vsD(2) 1.33 NS
(1) Male 4,37 19 .93
; (2) Female w1729 .99 . NS|C(2vsD(2) .40 S .
4 v > !
) D. Equivalent, Session I: . . ! .
T (1) Male 5.00 5 -9
(2) Female 4.28 29 -9
7. A plan to paVy doctotr's bills gq , . »
A. Entry - Male: R Y . i
(1) Session I 616 67 LgIEr L o |ADVSB() 4.65 <001 :
(2) Session II 4.24 424'ﬂ;1 agdi' A(2)vsB(2) .86 NS
, B. Entry - Female: . ~ols "éi“u ? ] A(L)vsC(1) 1.63 NS h
(1) Session I 2,92 4935761 ¢
(2) Session II 4.05 57 11.20 3.87 <.01 Bl(l)VsC(z) .52 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2)  1.98 NS
(1; Male 3.68 19 1.22 17 NS C(2)vsD(2) .10 NS
(2) Female 3.62 29 1.24 *
D: Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male 4,40 5 .80
(2) Female 3.66 29 1.18
.. 90 LR
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8. Being able to keep the }6é ‘ ¥ Tt
as long as vou want . < .
A. Entry - Male: " ' ) o
(1) Session I 4,63 67 73 1.63 NS A(1)vsB(1) " .51 NS
(2) Session II 4.3; 48 .18 AQvsE(2) 187 AS
B. Entry - Female: & -
A1) Session I - — —AS5_.49. 83 . Ngjﬂvicf{),, L2 N
{2)—Sessien—I¥ 4 6657~ .68 * - B(1vsG{)—— .54 NS -
C. Upgrade, Session I: i ) _,~_i3(l)VSD(?) 1.04 N
g; e . o T % L ws|c@vsp@ 145 NS
D. Equivalént, Session I: 5 )
(1) Male 420 5 .98 |
(2) Female 4,34 29 .84 I
9. Being able to take pride ~
in what vou do
A. Entrv - Male: [
’ (1) Session I 4.57 67 * .78 2.63 <.,01 | A(1)vsB(1) .58+ NS
(2) Session II 4,12 48 . 1,01 | A(2)vsB(2) .24 NS
B. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I L8749 - .99 e ks |A@vac) L6 s
(2) Session LI 4,17 57 1.04 ’B(l)ng(z) 22 1 ns
C. Upgrade, Session I: . :B(l)vsD(Z) .70, NS
(1) Male 4,79 19 ".52
. S 1C(2 D(2 . S —
(2) Female 452 29 .77 132N : (2vsD(2) .91 N R
D. Equivalent, Session I: ! * .
(1) Male - 3,80 5 1,47
- (2). Female . 4,31 29 .91 .
10. Being'able to do the type ' . ’
workﬂyou always wanted to do
A, Entry - Male: - : i
(1) Session I 646 67 L9 o |ADIVSB(D L0 RS
(2) Session II 4.46 49 .78 * A(2)vsB(2) .49 NS .
B. Entry - Female: A(l)vsC(1) .71 NS *
(1) Session I 4,53 49 .79 . )
(2) Session II 4.56 57 .75 09 NS |B(vsC(d) .44 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) 1:20 NS :
(1) Male 4,63 ~19 JJ4 - 77 NS C(2)vsD(2) 68 NS .
(2) Female 4,45 29 .81 * . . . .
D. Equivalent, Session I: y .: .
(1) Male 3.00 5 1,26 p { , .
(2) Female 4,28 29 1.05 . ) "
11. Knowing there is a good ' o
chance of being promoted .,
A. Entry - Male: L '
(1) Session I 4.67 67 .68 1.17 NS A(1)vsB(1) %30 NS
(2) Session.II 4,51 49 .75 » A(2)vsB(2) .10 NS
B. Entry -~ Female: * . t
(1) Session I 463 49 .69 Lo ALyvsc)  .37- &S
(2) Session II 4.52 57 .79 : B(1)vsC(2) 1393 NS
! B(1)vsD(2)  s57* NS
“ . !1 '
. . N 1
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C. Upgrade, Session I: Vo —_—
1 . .
22'; e . BT S 115 Ns|c@vsb@ 129 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I: - . :
(1) Male ET60 5 +80 - R
B (2) Female 4,72 29 .64
= 12 TFeeling proud of your job — e T T s Ty
A, Entry - Male: -
- (1) Session I 4.25 67 1.10 .71 - NS jA(1)vsB(1)}.2.10 _<.05
< /
. (2) Session II 4,10 49 1,07 A(2)vsB(2) 1.10 - NS
B. Entry - Female: | ;
(1) Session I 663 49 .69 T o o |ADVSCD T RS
(2) Session II 4,33 57 1.06 : B(1)vsC(2) .98 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: . B(1)vsD(2) 2.13 <.05 =
1) Mal 4.4 1.,
52; Forole 4.4; ;g ;g .08 NS {C(2)vsD(2) .84 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I: r
(1) Male . 4,60 5« .80 oo
. (2) Female 4,24 29 *.90
13. A lot of time off without ki N
. losing pay
A. Xntry - Male: '
i (1) Session I 2,90/ 67 1.46 1.71 NS A(1)vsB(1) .13 NS
(2) Session II 2,46 49 : 1.10 / A(2)vsB(2)  1.32 NS
B. Entry'-tFemale:
(1) Sessfon I . 2.8 49 Law . |(ADveCD 400 S
R (2) Session II 2.78"% .57 1.32 bt B(1)vsC(2) .02 NS
: C. Upgrade, Session I: . . B(1)vsD(2) .51 NS»
@ wic 10 L s e 0 s
¥ - D, Equivalent, Session I:. -
' ‘(1) Male e 3.00 , S5 'l.41 -
_ (2) Female , 1"~ 2.69 7 29 - 1.32 ’ .
® *" 14, Being able tq¥buy a lot’ e -
of new things . ] e,
. - A. Entry - Male: e T . . ’
s . (1) Session I v 3.1 67 1.28 64 ns |A(D)veBQD) . 2.07 <05
. (2) SeqpioF I} ‘ 2,95, <48 .97 3 A(2)veB(2) ‘.61 NS i
° ., ' B, Entry - Females . ’ (1) .
: , (1) Session I 2.61. 49 L2l o o o [ADVECDN AT S
. (2).8Session II ' 2.82 .- 57 |1.18 B B(1)vsC(2) .09 NS
' C. Upgrade, Session I: , ., . o ‘BCY)vsD(2) 1.49 NS .
g; 1132;:124’ 3.6, 2 L2196 " ws|c2ved(2)  1.48 NS )
‘D, Equivalent, 'Segsion I: ‘ . ', ) ¢
(1) Male 3.60 5 -'1.02 . e
. (2) Female 3503° 29 1.16 : )
15. Being able to buy things ' i
. i I have always wanted * N
o A. Entry - Male: * - e U PR S
% (1) Session I . 3,49 @+ 67 1.32 79 Tks' A(D)vsB(1) -+ .57, NS ]
St (2) Session II 3.31 .48 .91 : |a)veB(2) .53 NS
. N ° J )
92 . v . s
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Additional

Goals Mean N S.D. t P |Comparisons t P
"B, Entry - Female: - ) )
. (1) Session I 335 49 138 o o [AVECED 05 RS
(g? Session II 3.42 57 1.22 * B(1)vsC(2) $22 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vgD(2) 1,04 NS
(1) Male 3.47 19 1.19
(2) Pemale 3.28 29 1.26 33 NS|C(2)veD(2)  1.18 NS
C— D. Equivaléat, Session Ii -
(1) Hale 3.80 - 5 .75
(2) Female- 3.69 29 1.39
16. Being able to buy things. - e
I need /
A. Entry - Male: ,
(1) 'Session I 4,27 67 1.04 1.20 NS A(1l)vsB(1) 2.10 <,05
(2) Session II & 4124 48 .93 AQ2)vsB(2) .00 NS
B. Entry - Pemale: -
(1) Session I 3.82 49 124, ) A(IVECE) .40 S
(2) Session II 4,03 57 1.13 * B(1)vsC(2) .08 NS
C. Upgrfde, Session I: ) . B(1)vsD(2) 1.28 NS
(1)/Male .16 19 1.04
Female 3,79 29 1.721 1.05 NS| C(2)vsD(2) 1.24 NS
D. Hquivalent, Session I: ' ’* !
(1) Male 4,00 5 .89 ‘
‘. (2) Female 4,17 29 1.05 -
17. Befing able to work with
pt¢ople who think my work
good
. A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 424 J67 93,0 o | Aa@veB) 1.90 NS
(2) Session II 378 47 1.079 © ' A};)VBB(Z) 59 NS
. B. Entry - Female: .
(1) Session I .88 49 1.08 gl AUV 32 NS
oo (2) Session II 3.91 57 1.06 * B(1)vsC(2) 1,15 NS
! «. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) <59 NS
(1) Male 4.11 19 1.07
(2) Pemale 4.17 29 1.08 .20 NS{ C(2)vsD(2) 1.50 NS
D. 'Equivalent, Session I:
¢ (1) Male 4,20 5 .75
(2) Female 3.72 29 1.14 -
. K 8. Being able to work with.
people who like me :
, A. Entry - Male: .
B (1) Session I 4,00 67 105 , s . oc| A(LveB(1) 1.86 NS’
e (2) Sessioen II 3.44 47  1.26 * g A(2)vaB(2) 24 NS
B B. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I 359 49 128 o o | ADVECD .38 NS
(2) Session)II 3.38 57 1.26 * B(1)vsC(2) .99 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: . B(1)vaD(2) 1.42 NS
(1) Male 3.84 19 .93 '
(2) Pemale . 3.86 29 .90 .07 NS | C(2)vsD(2) 2.46 <.02
. D. Equivalent, Session I: (J
(1) Male 4,2 5 .75
; Yo (2) Female 3.17 29 1.18
' 93
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Goals . Mean N S.D. t P | comparisons P
19. Being able to work with A ! .
people who are friendly . , - - '
A. Entry - Male: . - . —
(1) Session I 4,24 67 1.04 1.32 NS A(1l)vsB(1) .35 " NS
2 . . *
i ;n) Se?sion ;I 4,47 48 - 79 A)VeETE) 2,12 <.05
e e . try - F :
ey reestond t3r 49 07 - A(1)vsC(1) .28 NS~
SJUOoS AV L Yo JI w7 . ]mi J -
) (2) Session II 4,10 57 .90 N _T_fw BUI)vsC(Z) .72 NS
c. lg;la)gr;a{:i, Session I: .32 . 02 B(1)vsD(2) - 1.02 NS
e . 1 .
(2) Female .14 20 1.01 50 NS|C(@veD(2) .25 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I: .
(1) Male ) 4,80 5 .40
(2) Female 4,07 29 .98 "
20. Being able to talk and
have fun with the other N .
people working there ’ .
A, Entry - Male: - .
(1) Session I 3.73 67 1.33 1:53 NS A(1)ysB(1) 2.08 <.05.
(2) Session FI 3.35 48  1.21 v ‘| a(2)vsB(2) 2,12 <05
B. Entry ~ Female: . "
(1) Session I 3,20 49 136 -q 0 e é(l)vsC(lz .01 NS
(2) Session II 2.85 57 1.14 % B(1)vsC(2). . .46 « NS
. e gp§rade, Session I: _ B(1)vsD€2) .54 NS
. (1) Male 3.74 19 1.07 p
(2) Female . 3.34 29 1.21 1,12 NS { C(2)vsD(2) .93 . NS .
D. Equivalent, Session'I: . )
(1) Male 4,20 5 1,60 '
(2) Female - 3.03 29 1.27
21, Being able to work with ) Y
people who think as much .
of me'ge my friends do
A, Entry ~ Male: .
(1) Session I | 3.70 67 1.20 1.30 NS A(1)vsB(1) 1.89 NS
(2) Session II 3.39 48‘ 1.27 A(2)vsB(2)  1.69 NS
B. Entry -~ Female: K I~ .
) (1) Session I' .20 49 129,00 | ADvECD oL NS
A2) Session II 2,96 57 1.29 * B(L)vsC(2) .20 NS .
e ?E?’ﬁii' Session I: o 15 117 B(1)VeD(2) .08 NS
£ e 3. . ’
(2) Female 3.3 20 1.5 37 NSIC@ved() L1l AS
{ﬁl Equivalent, Session I: . - , f 5 ?
= (1) Male . 4,00 5 1.10 'y
(2) Female 3.31 29 1.12 © B
22, A supervisor who is . 3
friendly ;
A. Entry - Male: . ’ "
. (1) Session I 3.99 67 1.18 1.25 NS Ahl)V§B(1) iSA* - NS
L (2) Session II 3.70 48  1.17 1}(2)'{185(2) .97 . NS
. B. Entry ~ Female? R . . NS
(1) Session I 0100 49 105 oo 0| AP
* *  (2) session II 3.92 57 1,13 ° .| B)vsc(2) .29 NS
94 . 2o \
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Goals Mean N S.D. t p Comparisons . P
C. Upgrade, Session I: ) j B(1)vsD(2) .01 . NS
(1) Male 4,11 19 1,02 :
(2) Female, - 4,17 29 1,05 21 NS)C(2vsD(2) .26 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I: v
(1) Male 4,60 5 .80
(2) Female 4.10 29/ .92
- e . ' .
o—-treats -
A. Entry - MaoiEI/// 2 s o ———
(1) Sessi 4,54 67 .92 ¢ 90 NS A(1)vsB(1) .46 NS
. ! RS
. (2) §éss}on II 4,38 47 .88 A(2)vsB(2) .99 NS -
B. Entry »~ Female: T
(1) Session I 4.61 49 72, a8 <05 A()vsC(1) = .55 NS
(2) Session II 4,19 57 1.01 * * B(1)vsG(2) 1.18 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: / .| B(1)vsD(2) .25 NS
(1) Male 4,47 19 -.88 ) .
(2) Female 4,79 290 .4 138 NS CvsD() .85 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I: .
(1) Male 4,80 5 .40
(2) Female 4,66 29 .71
24, A supervisor who tells you '
wheh you have done a good
job on something
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 3.90 67 1.09 17 NS A(l)vsB(1) 1.05 NS
(2) Session II 3.93 47 1,05 A(2)vsB(2) .40 NS
B. Entry - Female: .
(1) Session I w10 49 93 o ADVSC) 73RS
(2) Session II 4,01 57 .96 * B(1)vsC(2) .90 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I:, . . B(1)vsD(2) .01 NS
(1) Male 4,11 19 1,07 .
(2) Female 431« 29 105 84 NS C@veDD) Bl NS
' D, Equivalent, Session I: i
(1) Male 4,20 5% .75
(2) Female ‘d.10 29 .84
25. A supervisor who helps whep _ -
you’'need help -
A. Entry - Male: N '
(1) Session’l . 4,55 67 .92 S 43 NS A(l)vsB(1l) 1,03 NS
(2) Session II 6.27 48 :76\ : A(2)vsB(2) .40 NS
B. Entry - Female: .
(1) Sessfon I 671 49 67 o | ADVSAD 13RS
(2) Session II 4.54 57 .83 * B(1)vsC(2) .76 NS
£ Upgrade, Session I: B(1l)vsD(2) 1.05 NS
g; hale w20 20 B2 116 Ns{cvsD@ 165 NS
D.‘Equivaledt, Session I: o \ ' .
(1) Male : 4,80 5 .40
(2) Female 4,86 29 .43
.
A
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. 26, A supervisor who is willing - "
to help you with yolr off- 4 -
< the-job “problems R
A, Entry - Male: — , _—
(1) Session I 2.97 67 1.48 99 NS A(1)vsB(1) .03 NS
(2) Session II 2,70 _ 48 1.20 T A(2)vsBE2) -~ .45 NS
- B. Entry - Female:
~ . T (1) Session I 2.96 © 49 L4k~ L, N ADVSED LA S
— (2)-Session-FI-— 2.58_:- 56 1.38 T L T B(1)vsC(2) 2,25 —<,05 . -
T C. Upgrade, Session I: ‘' ' B{1)vsD(2) .93 NS
Y. (1) Male 3.37 19  1.56
(2) Female 2.21 . 29 1.35 268 <05/ CvsR() 1.28 NS
>
D. Equivalent, Session I: * w
: (1) Male p 3.20 5 1.47 ’
,(2) Female 2.66 29 1.27 \
. ’ n
° 27.-Knowing your family is proud
of the work you do . : .
A, Entry - Male: ‘
(1) Session I 4,04 67 .1.23 1.98 <.05 A(1)vsB(1) .38 NS
(2) Seggjon 11 3.54 ,'47 L2 AQ)vsB(2) .05 NS
B. Entry - Female: :
(1) Session I 396 49 raz o, fACIVEC AT NS
(2) Session II . 3.56 57 1.18 * B(1)vsC(2) .02 , NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: ; 1 B(1)vsD(2) /1.52 NS
/ (1) Male 3.89 19 1.12
, (2) Female ° 3.97 29 110 21 NS} C@2)veD(2) 1.38 NS
D\ Equivalent, Session I: i o
(1) Male ’ 4.80 5 .40 . . )
(2) Female 3.55 29 1.13 . . .
" 28. Knowing your friends respect . ) v "
/ you for the work you do -
. A. Entry - Male: . ’ ’
\ . (1) Session I 4,10 67 1.07 2.62 <.01 A(1)vsB(1) 4.01 <,01 ]
T - () Session II 3.3 48117 A(2)vsB(2) 1.88 - NS
! B. Entry - Female: . ' . ’
(1) Session I 322 49 L2710  [ADvEE@ .73 NS
(2) Session II 3.08 57 1.26 B(1)vsC(2) > .39 NS
_C. Upgrade, Session I: " . .| BvsD@ .92 . s )
.+ (1) Male . 3.89 19 1.12
(2) Female ) 3.10 29 1.35 2,07 <.05]| €(2)vsD(2) .45 NSy
v . D, Equivalent, Session I: , .-
. * (1) Male 440 5 .80 v
o (2) Female 2.93 29 1.46 .
29, Having a job that is : ? -
interesting to your
friends
"A. Entry - Male: . - . . -
! y (1) Segsion I 2.72 67 1.34 97 ns|A(MvsB(1) 2.80 <.01 .
. (2) Session II 2448 47 1.04 A(2)vsB(2) ) 14 NS _
* :,'?;, ) - ~
. ““» ¢““}?*
LR ) . . .
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B. Entry - Female: RY :
‘ (1) Session I foo2.06 49 118 oo o AlDvsC(1) .23
PEEN (2) Session II %045 57  1l.21' % B(1)vsC(2) .10
C. Upgrade, Session I:. N ¥, B(1)vsD(2) .16°
*(1) Male - 2,63 19 1.49 - L
- (2) Female . « 2,07 29 1,14 -4 NS C(2veD(2) " 725 .
‘ ’
D Equivalent, SessiomsI: ~—-- ) 3
) Male 3,60 s 1.500 ' - N
— * (2) Female* 2,00 29 "_&h.. - 1. R
T " 30. Being s:'omething you can ’ ) - e
talk to yolr friends about . : _ e
- after work : . e -
_—_— A. Entry - Male: ; ' ) \;__
C (1) Session I 3.06 67 1.38 1.27 ng | A(vsBA) 29 < )5 -
' (2) Session II 2.73 46 1.16 * .
. 5. Ent Femal . : A(Z)VSB(.Z) .75
B + Entry -~ Female: : . .
. (1) Session I Sha3 a9 L6 |AvSE 03 NS
(2) Session II . 2.56 . 57 1.18 ¢ B(1)vsC(2) 2,16 <.05
‘ C. Upgrade, Session I: . B(1)vsD(2) v A6 NS
(1)-Male  / 3.21 19 1,10 C . .
@ Fenate sor 29 139 -3 Ns[c@vep@ 2.3 <05 .
¢ D. Equivalent, Session I: . q‘
. (1) Male 3.60 5 1.50
(2) Female *2.31 129 .95 -
. 31. Being able to learn new ' i , .
things that will help you ® 1
get a better job-later s “ 1e e
) A, Entry - Maler . )
(1) Session IX 4,63 67 ).75 05 NS A(1)usB(1) 47 NS, -
) (2) Sesgsion II 4,68 47 .58 ¢ A(2)vsB(2) .59 NS
i B. Entry -~ Female: . " ' )
(1) Session I _ a6 w973, [A(DECH) 96 NS
. - (2) Session II‘ 4,75 57 .65 ¢ B(1)vsC(2) .61 NS
_ C. Upgrade, Session I: ' B(1)vsD(2) " 1.11 NS :
+ (D) Malew 4,62 . 19 . .99 ‘
. . (2) Female %h19 P el 137 NS|C(AwsD(@) .48 NS
) p. Equivalent, Session I: . )
(1) Male 4,80 S .40, o
», (2). Female * 4,86 29 243
32. Being able to learn to 7 ot e
do something that is” * '
, ) really hard N
A, Entry - Male: , ’ " : ¢ )
(1) Session,I 3.85 67 1,30 - 1.05 NS A(1)vsB(1) .02 NS
(2) Session IT Couth 47 432 L A(2)vsB(2). .62 NS
B. Entry - Female: - A " . NS
. (1) Session I 3.8 49 109 o [ARIVECD .9
i (2) Session II 4,07 57 1.05 B(1)vsC(2) 2.10 ° ¥.05 .
' . Upgrade, Session I - - B(1)vsD(2) .15 NS
(1) Male- 4,16 19 .99 NS
(2) Female L3 290 .76 72 NS C(2)veD()  1.71
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male to3.40 5 1.50 v
| : (2) Female ~v 3.90 29 °1.16 S
' : 97
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Appendix F-1 .
RATINGS OF GOALS: LIKERT-TYPE CONDITION
(Responsées of Entry-Level Subjects Participating in°Both Sessions)

. ’ Goals " Mean N gzigiign t - P
1. Go6od pay )
" A, Entry-- Male: ’ ,
) : (1) Session I " 450 32 - .71
) (2) Session II Y459 32 0 el 1.00  &s
B. Entry - Female: o ) ’
(1) session I 429 41 s J92
& (2) Session, II 431 41 .96 12 B8
¢ 2. Good working conditionsy
. like air conditioning
. 5 A, Entry - Male: . 4
N Y (1) Session I 4 - 3.68 32 1.28 _
' (2) Session II 337 32, 1.26 1.66  Ns
B. Entry - Fe‘male: ‘ . - N
, (1) Session I 3.31 41 1.19 L plis
- (2) Session I1 - 3.63 41 . 1.09 *
3. A good Vacation each year, . )
. A. Entry - Male:
. . (1) ‘Session I 412 32 1.07 R
’ (@ Session 1, 3.96 32 .99 92 WS
v T . B 'Ew;try - Femaléd® " ', - ' N ‘.
' " .7(1) Session I - .22 4l 1.23 .
. (2) Session II_ 3.65- .4l 1.13 2.03 <.05
' 4. A good retirement plax; cos ) ; :
r L A, Entry - Male: | . R ’
(1) Session I 431 32 1.12 *
“ (2) Session II 421 32 100 P M
B. Entry - Female: - ‘
; (1) Session I < 4.9 - 41 g= 1,00 ?
’ : (2) Session II 4 ' 409 41 1.11 32 NS
A
. : 5. Being able to work close - .
. , to home - > ) .
A. Entry - Male: . EERA :
‘. (1) Session I 356 Y 1.39
' .. (2) Session II 3.68 32 1.28 7508
’ B. Entry - Pemale: .
) (1) Session 1 ’ 3,46 41 1.24
. (2) Session II 3.36 41 1.35 48 XS
\ . o
" ' o . &
» ) ¢ % .
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- Standard

Goals Mean N Deviation P
6. A good hospitalization
plan *
A, Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 4,31 32 .99
(2) Session II ©4,03 32 1.23 1.42 NS
B, Entry - Female:
. (1) Session I 3.85 41 1.21
(2) Session II 402 4 41 1.27 1.00  Ns
7. A plan to pay %octof's bills ‘
A, Entry - Male:
(1) Session I " 406 32 1.01-
(2) Session II ‘420 32 1.09 (75 NS
B. Entry - Female: :
(1) Séssion I 358 41 1,22
(2) Session II 3.92 41 1.19 1.46 NS
8. Being able to keep the job
as long as you wang *
A, Entry - Male:
(1) Session I R 4.37 ?32 .90
(2) Session II 4,28 32 .85 47 NS
B, Entry - Female: ’x
(1{ Session I ) 4,56 41 .80 -
_ (2) Sedsion II 4.58 41 7, (17 NS
9, Being able to take pride in
- what you do
A. Entry - Male: ,
(1) Session I 4.56 32 .75 '
(2) Session II - 4.03 32 ©1.09 3.37 <.01
B. Entrw - Female: B . )
(1) Session I 1 | T 40430 41 *1.00 ) ‘
(2) Session II 4,09 41 *1.04 1.53 WS
10. Being able to do the type - !
work you always wanted to
do . ]
’ A, Entry - Male: ;
(1) Session I <« 4,50 32 .95
(2) Session 11 46 32 . .84 +16 NS
B. Entry - f;male: . )
9 (1) Session I ¢ 4.48 41 - .81
* (2) Session II 4.51 41 .81 15 NS
. 1 o
7
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. . . Goals Mean N g::‘;iiign t P
11. Knowing there is a good chance
. * of bein% promoted ‘ N
A. Entry - Male: -
(1) Session I 4.68 32 .69 . )
(2) Session II . 440 32 .83 2.18 <.05
B, Entry - Female: ) , N ' .
) (1) Session I 4.68 41 .65 -
(2) Session II 4.41 41 * .86 1.86 NS
12, Feeling proud .of your job | N ! '
A. Entry - Male: )
(1) Session I ’ . 4.25 32 1.01
(2) Session II 3.93 32 1.16 177 WS
B. Entry - Female: )
(1) Session I 4.65 41 .69
(2) session II 4.48 7 4 .92 1,12 NS
" 13. A lot of t;ime off'W1thout *
losing pay,
A. Entry - Male: -
, (1) Session I 2.53 32 : 1.29 .
C (2) Sessiop II 2,40 32 1.01 34 NS ?
B. Entry - Female: o .
(1) Session I 2.85 41 1.40 ..
' (2) Session II 2.56 41 1.24 1.05 NS
. 14. Being able to buy a lot of )
new things’ ' ‘
A. Entry - Male: . ‘
(1) Session 1
(2) Session II 32 NS
C . B. Ent;y - Female: .
T (1) Session I -
(2) Sessfon 11 90 NS
15. Being able to buy things I !
have 2lways wanted , P
A. Entry - Male: .
(1) Session I ) ;
(2) Session II 1.20 NS
B.- Entry - Female: ", -
’ (1) Sesgion I
: 84 NS )

(2) Session I

100
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Standard -
,Goals Mean A N P_eviat;on t P
16, Being able to-buy things ' oo , )l
I need . R
A, Entry -~ Male: -
(1) Session I 4.18 32’ 1.14
(2) Session II 4,03 32 1.06 -89 WS
B. - Entry - Eemale: .
(1) Session I 3.75 41 1,22 . )
(2) session II' 3.90 _41 1.20 W72 ¥S
. 17. Being able to work with people
., who think my work is good
A, Entry - Male: .
(1) Session I -« 3.9%6 32 1.03
(2) Session II 3,75 32 1.07 1.09 NS
B, Entry - Female: ’
¢)) Sesséon I, : 3.85 © 41 B R
()’ session 1I ©3.82 41 1.04 ~11- _.Ns
18. Being able to work with Y oe .
- peoplé?who like me . . N
A. Entry - Male: . 3
v (1) Session I 3.75 32 1.13 . :
v : e - W44 NS
2) ‘Session II 3.65 32 1.23 o
0 B. Entry - Female: J )
(1) Session I '’ o 3,61 41 o 1.26 .
(2) Session I1 <322 41, 125, o E <05
19, Being able.tgl work with peopleé . ’
who are ‘friendly : ’
“A. ”Entry - Male: - L ¢ .
(1) Session I ., 2 3.96 32 1.09 ° .- ,
(2) Session IIL 4,31 " 32 .85 1.61 , Ns/
B. Entry - Female: .. , :
¢} Session 1 4:34 41 He .96 , ,
T (2) Sessior'If . /400 41 100 | 07N
Y . 20, ,Beingable to talk and have i, . T
. _ fun with the other people . . , c .
working there . e - e
! A., Entry -’Ha;e: b, - .. " -

E © . (1) Sesston I' 3.31 32 "1.45 ‘
. (2) Session II 3.3 32 - Tag [ NS
! B.. Entry - Female: oo ’ )

(1) Session I . 3132 7 41 1.37 . :

, . (2) Sesslon 11 2.85 S W "1.13 '1,°85 BS
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21. Be’i,n able to work with peol::le : , y
. who think as much of me as my, i
friends do . . . e '
T Ay Entry Mald: ¢ o '
T 1) Se‘ssion P “
.. +(2) S&ssfon L ‘ 2.08 <.05
B, Entry - Female! |,
(1) Session I  °° 2.71 <.05
) (2) Session II -
22, A supervisor ‘who 15' .
friendly \
A. Entry - Male:
(1) -Sessidn I
(2) Session IT 1.00 . Ns
" B. Entry :-'Female:
(1) Session I T L
(2) Session II 102 NS
23, A supervisor who treats
everyone fairly
A, Entry - Male:
(1) Session I ]
(2) Session IT 1.23 . NS
R B. Entry - Female: T
(1) Session I .
(2) Session II. 1°49'. ‘ NS
24. A supervisor who tells you =
- when you have done a good
job on something . ,
A, Entry - Male: ' . ", :
(1) Session 1" 3.87 32 .07 »
(2) Session 1f 3.25 32 | 1.08 BEARRS
s+ B. Entry- Ee_male:.' t‘ . ,
> ' () Session L 3,97 4l 96,
(2) Sessien II 3.87 a1 1.02 47 NS
25, A supervisor wlfo he¢lps when - - ¢
. you need help ) . " .
A, Entry - Mgle: . R e
. (1), Sesston ft b6 32 . .98 ,"
(2) Session/ 11 4.50 32 .76 $20, NS
'B. Entry - F . s <
. ! (1) Session I 4.75 41 .62
L @ ses ( 4.56 " 41 © g0 -t B8N,
R /
i % 113
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26, A supervisor who is willing. .
to help you with your off-the- D ’ o r
e job problems )
A. Entry - Male: . !
(1) Session I 2.81 32 1.14
(2) Session.1I 2.59 32 1.18 1.04  Ns
B. Entry - Female: *
(1) Session I 3.04 41 1.44
) (2) Session II 2.46 41 1.26 258 <.05 -
27. Knowing your family is proud . 7
. of the work you do .
A. . Entry - Male: .
' (1) Session I . 3.8 32 1.32 o
‘ (2) Session II 3.50 32 1.24 1.40 NS B
B. 'Entry"- Female:
(1) Session I .3.85 41 1.17 .
. (2) Session I1 38 4l 1.07 1.75 NS
28. Knowing your friends respect - T, )
you for the work you do .
: A, Entry - Male: )
. (1) Session I 3.93 32 . L.07
- (2) Sessiof II 331 32 1.03 2.43 <05
o/ B. *'-Entry - Female: B -~ ’
(1) Session I ©o3a2 4 1.26 )
) (2) Session II 2,90 41 1.28 1.1z KS
. " 29. Having a job that is ‘ ] .
’ interesting.to your friends
‘ A, Entry - Male: s : . '
v @) sesstoh T - 2.37 . 37, 1.10 )
‘ (2) Session I * - 2.53 32 .91 86 WS
B. Entry - Female: ! '
(1) Session I . 2,06 41, 1.13 |
(2) Séssion II 2.3 41 ° 1.06 .. 150 NS
3:0. Being son;ething you can talk
"~ to your friends about’ after .
0 . work
l A Entr;' ~ Male: ' Ve
, Y (1) Session,I 2,93 32 1.31
o . (2) Session 1I 2.78 32 1.23 62 NS
. B. Entry - Female: ' *
. (1) Session I 2,36 © 41 Lu
f (2) Session II 2,58 41 1.18 =108 NS .
B * , ‘ 103
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, . . Standard
Goals ; Mean N Deviation .+ °© P
. |
31, Being gble to learn new things
* . that will help you get a better
. job later
A. Entry - Male: ,
(1) Session I %4.68 32 .69
. (2) Sesston II 4,65 32 .60 (22 WS
B. Entry - Female: )
(1) Session I 4.73 41 .74
(2) Session II 4,70 41 .75 NS
32. Being l'a_ble to learn to do
gomething that is really hard
’. & A.’ Entry - Male: )
(1) Séssion I 3.84 32 1.19
(2) Session II 3.75 32 1.01 43NS
B. . Entry - Female:
) (1) Session 1 3.80 41 1.00 1.56 NS
- (2) Session II 4.07 41 1,01
¥ »
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RATINGS OF GOALS: FORCED-CHOICE CONDITION
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Additional
Goals Mean 'N S.D. t P | Comparisons t p
1. Good pay ) -
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 2,07 71 1l.21 00 NS A(l)vsB(l) 1.04 NS
(2) Session II 2.07 41  1.37 A(2)vsB(2) 31 NS
B. Entry - Female: y
(1) Session I 1.86 65 1.07 | ¢ . |PDVECD 22 <05
(2) Segsion II 2.14 64 .93 * . B(1)vsD(2) 3.49 <.001
c. ?pgrade, Session I: ) C(2)vsD(2) 1.99 NS
1) Male 1.70 8 .88
(2) Female 2,38 28 1.02
D, Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male 2,43 6 1.51
(2) Female 2.66 30 .09
2. Good working conditions,
like air conditioning , )
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 1.16 71  1.56 09 NS A(1)vsB{(1) .50 NS
(2) Session II 1.13 41 1,51 : A(2)vsB(2) .00 NS
B, Entry ~ Female:
(1) Session I L3165 176 o o B(1)veC(2) .08 ™ NS
(2) Session II 1.13 64 1,52 * B(1)vsD(2) .82 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: c(2)vsD(2) .82 NS
(1) Male : .71 7 1,13
(2) Female 1.34 28 1,56
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male 1.25 6 1.91
(2) Female 1.00 30 1.53
3. A good vacation each year - .
A. Entry ~ Male: . M
(1) Session-I 2,15 71 2,44 45 ns |A(DvsB(1)  2.58  <.02
X (2) session II 2,38 38 .2.43 A2)vsB(2) - .53 NS
. Entry - Female: i
(1) Session I .26 65 238 , o o |BOVEC(R L79 NS
(2) Session II 2.10 64 2,46 °° * B(1)vsD(2) 1.06 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: . ’ C(2)vsD(2) .62 NS
(1) Male 3.31 7 2,01
(2) Female 2,26 28 2,41
D. Equivalent, Session I: B - & -
(1) Male 1.66 6 2.36 .
(2) Female . 2,67 30 2.49 %7077
4. A good retirement plan MMWH4;M#
A, Entry - Male: ‘ .
(1) Session I 3.10 71 1.49 12 NS A(1l)vsB(1) « 56 NS
2 . . *
i ; ) Sesg;on iI 3.14 41 1,37 A(2)vsB(2) 18 NS
. B. Entry - Female: .
(1) Session I 2,97 65 1.22 96 NS B(1)vsC(2)  1.68 NS
(2) Session II 3.19, §4 1.41 -° B(1)vsD(2) 1.84 NS
! —105




Additional

Goal .D.
° Hean N 5.D £ P_ | Comparisons P
C. gpfrade, Session I: 6 8 3 C(2)vsD(2) .08 NS
1) Male 2, .96
(2) Female y 2,47 28 1,51 )
. D. Equivalent, Session I: )
© (1) Male 3.55 6 1.83
(2) Female 2,43 30 1.51 .
. 5. Being able to work close
' — -to home -
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 2.43 71 1.80 .. .o |A(vsB(1) 63 NS
(2) Session II 2.00 41 1,84 A(2)vsB(2) 42 NS
B. Entry ~ Female: s
(1) Session I 2.25 65 1.68 | 4. . fBIVSCD .39 NS
. (2) Session II 1.85 64 1.68 ‘ B(1)vsD(2) 1.58 NS
C. ?p§rade, Session I: .7 C(2)vsD(2) $1°03 NS
1) Male 3.06 7 1.42 v,
vt (2) Pemale 2,10 28 1.59
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male 3.33 6 1.35
(2) Female 1.68 29 1.45
6. A good hospitalization
lan .
v A, Entry ~ Male: ’
~ (1) Session I 3.53 71  1.33 48 NS A(1)vsB(1) 2.56 <.02
4 , (2) Session II . 3.40 41 1,46 A(2)vsB(2) .58 NS
B. Entry - Female: - ’
(1) Session I 2.9 65 132 . |BveC@ 105 NS
- (2) Session II 3.5% 64 1.23 o B(1)vsD(2) 2.06 <,05
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)vsD(2) .72 NS
(1) Male 3.11 8 .98
(2) Female 3.28 28  1.50-
D. Equivalent, Session I:
! ~ (1) Male 3.32 6 1.67
(g},Female 5 3.54 30 1.27
7. A plan to pay doctor's - .
bills P
A. Entry - Male: .
(1) Session I 1.97 71 1.55 52 NS A(1)VsB(1) 2.08 <.05
(2) Sesgsion II 2,12 41 1.25 A(2)vsB(2) 1.81 NS
B. Entry ~ Female: .
(1) Session I 146 65 126 o fBOIVEC(D 52 NS
, (2) Session II 1.65 64 1.27 : B(1)vsD(2) .27 NS
. C. Upgrade, Session I:-° C(2)vsD(2) .24 NS
« (1) Male 1.13 8 1.31 :
I (2) Female 1.61 28 1,18~ — -
. ~ D. Equivalent, Session I: ,
J (1) Male 2.17 6 1.67
(2) Female 1.53 30 1.12
106 . ~
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. Additional
Goals , Mean N S.D. t P Comparisons P
8. Being able-to keep the job
as long as you want
A. Entry - Male: LY
(1) Session I 1.94 71 1.05 1.84 NS A(1)vsiEKl) .01 NS
(2) Sesgsion II 2,33 41 1,16 A(2)vsB(2) 1.61 NS
B. Entry - Female: c Y NS
(1) Session I 193 65 125 o o] PveE?
(2) Session II 1.99 64 .99 : B(1)vsD(2) 1.30Q NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: . C(2)vsD(2) .74 NS .
: (1) Male 1.31 7 .81
- (2) Female ' ‘ 1.78 28 1.01
¢ D. Equivalent, Session I: -
(1) Male 1.43 $ 1,11 .
(2) Female » 1,60 30 .81
9. Being able-to take pride
. in what you do s
A. Entry - Male: )
(1) Session I ) 4,04 71 1,22 3.50 <.0l A(1)vsB(1) .78 NS
(2) Session II 3.18 Ql 1.27 A(2)veB(2) 3.58 <.01
B. Entry - Female: . B c(2 1.89 NS *
(1) Session I .87 65 130 .,y |PDVEE
(2) Session II . 4.02 64 1.09 * B(l)vsD(Z)‘ .58 NS
C. Upgrade, Sesgsion I: . C(2)vsD(2) 2.55 © <.05
(1) Male 4,06 8 1.04 e .
~/r‘ (2) Female 4,38 28 .84 | .
‘D. Equivalent, Session I: -~ . .
(1) Male , 3.37 6 1.54 N
(2) Female - 3.71 30 1.10

10. Being able to do the type
work you always wanted to do

A. Entry - Male: .
- (1) Session I 3.56 -71 1,55 1 02,' NS A(1)vsB(1) .07 NS
(2) Session }I \3.23 41 1,67 A(2)vsB(2) .51 NS .
B. Entry - Female: . X . :
/(1) SessionI. 3.58 65 Las o o |DVSE@ 70 N
(2) "Session II: 3.39 64 1,55 : B(1)veD(2) .56 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: . ' ‘ ¢ |e(vsD(2) 1.11 NS
(1) Male 2,92 6 1.72 . v
(2) Female ’ 3.33 28 1,49 )
P -D, Equivélent, Session I: . -
’ (1) Male . 2.50 ° 6 "2.04 : .
(2) Pemale 3.75 30 1.25° g .
11. Knowing there is a good
chance of being promoted ) .
¥
A, Entry - Male: N
(1) Session I 3.32 - 71 L2, . NS A(1)vsB(1) 1.06 NS
(2) Session II 3.68 41 1,04 A(2)vsB(2) 2.04 <.05
‘o B. Entry - Female: . : .
- (1) Session I - 351 65 .84 | o o [BDVEEE@ 32 NS
& (2) Session II -3.26 64 .98 ’ B(1)vsD(2) .37 NS’
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' - Additional
Goals Mean N .S.D. t p Coéparigons t p
®» C, Upgrade, Session I: / » | C(2)vsD(2) .71 NS
(1) Male \ 3.88 8 . .93, o
(2) Female 3.61 28 | .82
D. Equivalent, Session T: A
(1) Male 3.83 6 1.07
(2) Female 3.43 30, .99
12, Feeling proud of your job Y '
; .
A. Entry - Male: :
. (1) Session I 3,15 71 1.39 18 NS A(1)vsB(1) 1.06 NS
(2) Session II . 3.04 ~'il 1.37 A(Z’)VSB(Z) 1.88 NS
B. Entry - Female; ' 2 96 NS
(1) Session I 339 65 126 o |BVECD
(2) Session II 3.52 ‘64 1.18 7. ‘B(1)vsD(2)  3.11  <.05
!
C. Upgrade, Session I: ; €(2)vsD(2) 1.68 NS
(1) Male 3.03. ; 8 1.26 ,
(2) Pemale 3.11 ./ 28 1.35
D. Equivalent, Session I: 4 o
(1) Male 2,100 6 1.55 ot
(2) Female 2.47 30 1.47 v
13, A lot of time off without , - .
: losing pay » .
A, Entry - Male: ) . - .
(1) Session I . .58 71 -1,58 24 NS A(1)vsB{(1) .16 NS
(2) stsion II .82 41 ) 1.83 " ~ |a@)vsB(2) .08 XS
B. Entry - Female: . .k oY -
(1) Session I .54 65 1.55 1.04 7&% B(L)vaC(2) - ..53 . NS
(2) Session II -85 64 1:87 : b B(1)vsD(2) 48, NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: ' . C(2)v3D(2y. .85 NS
(1) Male .83 6 1.86 - >
(2) Female .36 28 1.28
D. Equivalent, Session I: ’
(1) Male v .00 6 .00
(2) Female .71 28 1.75
14. Beiyg ab’le!*‘%o buy a lot of
new things - \
A. Entry - Male: © . . .
(1) Session I « .88 71  1.33 28 NS A(l)vsB(1) 2,67 <,01
(2) Session II .96 41 "'1.63 . A(2)vsB(2)  1.42 NS
B. Entry ~ Female: ‘. Y. Novard, .
(1) Session I Le2 e 183 o0 | BIveC 45 TS
(2) Session II 1.44 64" 1,70 T . B(1)vsD(2) 2,12 4,05
C. Upgrade, Session I: N ! A2)vsD(2) - 1.53 " NS
(1) Male ‘ 1.56 %1 1.74 ¢ .,
(2) Pemale 1.43 2 1.69
D. EquiValent,.Sessfod I: - . .o
(1) Male .33, 6 1.86 . .
(2) Female .83 30 1.18° . ,
N . ] t o v
h) ’ 4 B ’
Y - - ),‘
108 .




Additional

Goals Mean N S.D. t P | comparisons t p
15. Being able to buy things ,
I have always wanted
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 1.02 71 - 1.48 30 NS A(l)vsB(1) 2,18 <,05 --
(2) Session 1I ‘ 1.10 41 1,47 A(2)veB(2) 1:73 NS
B. Entry - Female: . 20 NS
(1) Session I 162 65 167 o0 fBDVECED L )
(2) Session II 1.67 64 1,71 * B{1)vsD(2) .83 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)vsD(2) 1.87 NS
(1) Male - 2,50 7 1.34
. (2) Female 1.18 28 1,40
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male .65 6 .89 )
“(2) Female 1.92 30 1.54
16. Being able to buy things - “
‘I need
A. Entry - Male: '
(1) Session I 2,33 71 2.48 i.32 NS A(l)vsB(1) 2,52 <,02
(2) Sessioq Il 2,97 41 2.42 A(2)vsB(2) .50 NS
B, Entry - Female:
(1) Session I o338 65 234 L |BDveC@ 01 ns
(2) Session II ‘ 3.21 64 2,38 ) B(1)vsD(2) 1.23 NS -
c. ?;gr;gi, Session I: . 2.93 S 240 4:* C(2)vsD(2) 1.49 NS
e . .
(2) Female 3.39 28 2,34 *
D. Equivalent, -Session I: N N
... (1) Maie .83 6 1.86 .
(2) Female 4,00 30 2.00
17 Being able to work with. ‘
people who, think my wotk .
is good . . M
A. Entry - ﬁale: i
.(1) Session 1 2,40 71 1,57 59 NS A(1)vsB(1) .59 NS
+(2) Session II 2,59 41  1.67 A(2)vsB(2) 4 NS
B.-Entry -~ Female: '
(1) Sessfon I - %56 65 139 . |BDVSC®) 08w
- (2) Session II 2,45 64 1,51 * .°°%. B(1)vsD(2) 1.02 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: - C(2)vsD(2) .69 NS
(1) Male . 2,26 . 8 1.15
_(2) Pemale . 2.54 28. 1.12 -
D. Equivalent, Session I: i
(1) Male 2.48 6 1.25
(2) FPemale ¢« 2.88 29  1.36
18. Being able to work with ) . ‘
people who' 1ike me
A. Entry - Male: = '
. (1) Session I, ., 2,33 71 1.61 20 NS A(1)vsB(1) 1.01 NS
. (2) Session II 2.39 41 1,75 A(2)vsB(2) ' .9 NS
B. Entry - Female:*
(1) Session I 2.63 65 179 o (BDVeCD .70 O mS
2.08, 64 1.54 * B(1)vsD(2) .23 NS~

’(2) Session II
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Goals Mean N~ S.D. ¢ p Addit{bnal . >
) Comparisons
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)vsD(2) 46 NS
(1) Male = 3,51 8 1.33
(2) Pemale 2.90 28 1,52
D, Equivalent, Session I: )
(1) Male 1.95 6 1.77
(2) Female 2.71 30 1.57 ,
19. Being able to work with ,
. people who are friendly
A, Entry - Male: : .
; (1) Session I 3.95 71 1.42 18 NS A(1)vsB(1) .28 NS
‘, (2) Session II 3.90 41  1.46 A(2)vsB(2) .68 NS
B. Entry - Female:
(13 Session I 3.88 65 146 oo | PDVEC(D 130 NS
(2) Session II 3.71 64 1,32 ) B(1)vsD(2) .92 NS
C. .Upgrade, Session I: - , C(2)vsD(2) .40 NS
(1) Male : 4.06 8 1.21 .
; (2) Female 4.29 28 1.14
D, Equivalent, Session I:
} (1) Male 5.00 - 6 .00
i (2) Female 4.17 30 1.18
’ 20, Being able to talk and
have fun with the other . )
people working there
1 v s - A
A. Entry -.Male: ’ 4 ..
. (1) Session I 1.23 71 2.13~° 1.33 NS A(1)vsB(1) b4 . NS
(2) Sessiq? I ..+70 41 1,71 A(2)vsB(2) .0I NS
B. Entry - Female: . ~ N P
(1) Session I L4065 223 0 BDveC@ 2,28 <05
(2) Session II .70 64 1.73 : B(1)vsD(2) .66 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)vsD(2) 1,47 NS
(1) Male .00 6 .00 .
(2) Female .37 27  1.30,
D. Equivalent, Session I:
. (1) Male .00 6 .00
(2) Female 1.07 28. 72,05
+ 21. Being able to work with ¢
people who think™as much of .
me as my friends do .
A. Entry - Male: " .
(1) Session I ,1.90 71 1,38 18 NS A(1)vsB(1) .40 NS
(2) Session I{ 1.85 41 1,13 Sl A@IveB(2) 1.3 NS
B. Entry - Female: .
. (1) Session I 181 65 129 o |BDvC .30 S
(2) Session II 1.43 64 1.33 : B(1)vsD{2) 1.22 L NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)vsD(2) .70 . NS
€1) Male 2,63, 8 .99 , : v
(2) Female 1.71 28 1.44 .-
D. Equivalent, Session I:. ‘ : .
(1) Male 2.17 6 1.34 o
(2) Pemale 1.47_ 30 1.18 .
. - - \ %
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22. A supervisor who ig | .
friendly Et\ - v N\
. A. Entry - Male: ) . .

(1) Session.I 3.07 71 L15% o o0 o1 A(1) veB(1) .70 NS ’
(2) Sessfon 11 2,34 41 1.31 ] A(2)vsB(2) .84 NS

B, Entry - Female: ’
(1) Sesgiom I 2.9 65 127 5o o [BVC@ s
(2) Segéion I v - 2,54 . 64 1,IT% " B(1)vsD(2) .39 NS

3 . i .
-C. Upgrade, Session I: ‘ v C(2)vsD(2) .21 NS
, (1) Male : 3,13 8 .93

(2) Female 2.86 28 1.12

D. Equivalent, Session I: N L
(1) Male 233 6 1.07 V3
(2) Female . 3.03 30 1325 Vel

*

23. A supervisor who treats
everyone Fairly

A, Entry - Male:

(1) Session I, -2,11 71 1.03 29 <.01 A(l)vsB(l) 2.54 <.,02
(2? Session 11 - 3.44 ‘41 1.11 AC2)vsB(2)  2.61  <.05
B. Entry - Female: T -~ ’ .
(1) Sessign 1 ©OL6L 6 L23 oo B(1)vsC(2)  1.48 NS
(2) Session 11 2.75 64 1.40 * * B(1)vsD(2) 1.46 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: ; T ] e(2)vsD(2) .01 NS ii«
. (1) Male : 1.6 8 1.17 - .
(2) Female 2,01 28 1,02 3 ) -
. a N
. . D. Equivalent, Session It oo
‘. (1) Male , 2,77 -6 .75 .
 (2) Female 2,01 29 1.17 : ..
. 24,*A supervisor who tells you
. ,when you have done a good | N
. . 3ob on sémething '
A. Entry - Male: : -
(1) Session I 2.32 71 1.53 1.39 NS A(l)vsB(1l) 2.16 <05 .
(2) Session Il 2,75 41 1.63 A(2)vsB(2) .18 r"s@“\\
. B, Entry - Female: .
. (1) Session I 292 65 167 o g |SVeC@) 793 S
(2) Session II ) 2,65 64: 1.61 * B(1)vsD(2) .0? NS
* C. Upgrade, Session I= C(2)vsD(2) .87 NS A
(1) Male 321 C 7 113 ' .
(2) Female . ,2.58 28 1.25 P -
D. Equivalent, Session I:+ I' .
(1) Male 1.25 6 '1.25 : g
L (2) Femaje . 2,93 29 1.62 " .
25, A supervisor who helps when ) i)
you need help
A. Entry - Male: ‘m P ‘ - | . .
,” (1) Session I 3.47 71 2.29 15 °NS A(l)vsB(1) 2.38 <,02
. ‘ (2) Session 11 3.53 41 2,27 A(2) vsB(2) 1.5s1 NS ',)
- 1, B. Entry - Female: : _ . NS .
N (1) Session I * 431 65 173 o ye B(1)ysC(2) . .05 ;
¢ (2) Session II 4,15 64 1.85 * . B(1).vsD(2) .96 N§ ~— ~
’ ,‘" . '
5o ( / ' : m

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC : 2




v . Additional.

Goals Mean N s.D. t , p Comparisons p
C. Upgrade, Session I: ! Cc(2)vsD(2) 1.07 NS
(1) Male 2,75 8 2,28 B '
(2) Female |, 4,28 28 1:74 . o .
D. Equivalent, Session I: e 3
(1) Male . 417 6 1.86. - .
(2) Female 4,66 29 1.27° :
26, A supervisor who is willing .

to help you with your off-
the~job problems

A. Entry - Male:

- - .

(1) Session I . 2,80 71 1.57 .12 N‘S‘“A(l)vsB(l) .58 NS
(2) Session II 2.44 ¢ 41 1.63 A(2)vsB(2) 1.13  N§
B. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I ~ - 2.94 65133 | BVeE(D) 144 S
(2) Session II 2,77 64 1.29 * B(1)vsD(2), .64 NS
C. Upgrade, Seksion I: . - c(2)vsD(2) 1.68 NS ‘
(1) Male « - 4,05 8 1.04 .
;b " (2) Female , 2.51 28 * 1.30. L4
. < D. Equivalent, Session It ~ ’ .
(1) Male . 3.15 6 1.58 . .
(2) Femalo ) 3.14 30 1.50
! 27, Knowing your family is .
proud of the work you do
- A. Entry - Male: o
. (1) Session I “3.85 71  1.60 71 A(1)vsB{1i) «52 NS ‘[ o
(2) Session II 3.60 41 u1.74 A(2)vsB(2) .76 NS
- B. Entry - Female: : p .
" . (1) Session I 3.98 65 1.37 62 B(1)vsC(2) +46 NS
(2) Session II 3.83 64, 1.24 ) B(1)vsD(2) 246 NS
. * C. Upgrade, Session <I: . C(2) vsD(2) .01 NS
(1) Male 4,38 8 1.08 » *
(2) Female 3,84 28 1.25 - ..
D. Equivalent, Session It ' ‘
(1) %ale - 4.58 6 .93 -
. (2). Female 3.83 <30 1.55 - . .
. : \ao .
- 28, Knowing your friends resptct .
' ., you for tne work you do ‘ . - i .
A. Entry - Male: . ) ¢ )
(1) Session I 1.87 71- 2,40 1.05 NS A(1)vsB(1) 2.72 <.01 -
{ ) (2),’Session iI L 1.37 40 2,23 A(2)vsB(2) 1.57 - NS
- ‘e - Be,Entry ~ Female: ) . ' B(1)vaC(2 89 NS
’ . * R !(1) Session 1 ) .85 . 65 1.87 31 NS (1)vs (,) *
* ' (2) Session II .0 W75 .64 1,75 "7 B(1)vaD(2) 1.24 NS -
‘. .. . - 4 -, - 7/
U C. Upgrade, Session I: . C(2)vsD{2) 1.84 NS .
(1) Male o 2.50 6 2.50 .
* (2) Female 1.25 28 2,17 ‘ .
R D. Equivalent, Session I: . A >
1 , (1) Male .83 6 1.86 ° . .
(2) Female . .36 . 28 1,28 . - "
- W ' Se . ’ ,
, ' : ¢
. ‘ - \ “
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.29, Having a job that is - |
interesting to your friends
A. Entry - Male: k ‘ R .
(1) Session I .63 71 . '1.16 53 NS A(1)vsB(1) .28 _ Ns
(2)-Session II .75 41  1.25 1 A@)vsB(2) ' 1.27 NS
) . B. Entry - Female: : .
(1) Session I S8 65 L4 oo | BVC@ 129 NS
- *(2) Session II < .43 64 1,22- : B(1)vsD(2) .43 NS
C. I(Ip§rade, Session I: - . C(2)vsD(2) .61 NS
. 1) Male ° .83 6 1.18 - ‘ ‘
(2) Female . .38 26 .79 .
D. Equivalent, Session I: . . :
(1) Male : .00 6 .00 *
(2) Female 46 27 1,19 )
.30, Being something you can A L. . .
talk to your friends about . ¢
after work °
7 A, Entry - Male: , . .
1) Sedsion I .98 -«°71  1.98 A{l}vsB(l) .99 NS
§ ( 12,03, .<,05 | AL7ve(
. (2) Session II .29 41 1.10 _|a@) veB(2) 1.85 NS R
B, Entry - Female: 7 .
(1) Session I . 1.35 65 2.70 121 \ B(1)ysC(2) 2.20 <.05
(2) Session II .90 64 . 1,90 * < . B(1)vsD(2) 47 NS
c. I(Jp,);raae,' Session I: ) 36/ C(2)vsD(2) 1.42 NS .
1) Male 1.67 6 .36
. (2) Female 40 - 25 1,33
. D. 'Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male - *.83 6 1.86
(2) Female l.11 |, 27 2.08
31, Being able to learn new, l
things that will help you
get a better job later ’
A. Entry - Male: ‘
. (1) Sessfon I 3,94 71 1.60 1.81 NS A(1)vsB(l) .77 NS
) (2) stsion I1 3.32 ‘ 41 . 1.86 A(2)vsB(2)’ 2140 <.05
B. Entry < Female: )
(1) Session I - 3.73 65 1.59 1.41 NS B(1)vsc(2) -30 NS
-(2) Session II _4.10 64 1,41 : B(1l)vsD(2) 1.86 NS -
c. ?pfrade, Session I: 406 . ) v C(2)vsD(2) 1.37 NS
1) Male . 1.21 v
(2) Pemale 3.84 28 1.56 -
D. Equivalent, Seasion I: , ' \ .
. (1) Male 2,92 6 1.72
(2) Female - 4.33 30 1.11 ’ .
. 32. Being able to learn to do
. something that is really v
- hard T,
A, Entny ~ Male: . . ‘
p (1) Session I 3.77 71  1.87 1.82 ‘ NS A(l)vsB(l) 47 NS
(2) Session II 4.36 41 1,20 A(2)vsB(2) 119 NS

ST A ‘
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B. Entry - Female: . nlo
- (1) Session I D362 65 186 o o [FVES LTl

(2) Session II 4,03 64> 1.49 * B(1)vsD(2) ~ .53 NS

C. Upgrade, Session I: - ' " lc(@vsD(2) + 1.07 - NS
(1) Male 3.57 7 1.24 .
(2) Female 4.29 28 1.31 ,

D. Equivalent, Session I: i ) s
(1) Male 3.75 6 1.91
(2) Female 3.83 30 1.80
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t - ) / -
t
' ) ' .
- * . Kl ) ‘
- « ) ’ \d - ’

-
v
-




Appendix H
RATINGS OF VALUE CATEGORIES: LIKERT-TYPE CONDITION

Additional

Value Category Mean N S.D. t  p Comparisons P
I. Extrinsic Benefits
s' A. 4Bntry - Malé:
(1) Session I 4,25 67 .66 1.45 nN§ A(1)vsB(1) 3.11 <,01
(2) Session I1 4,07 49 .62 ARG AQ)VeB(2) .06 NS
B. Entry - Female! - ? '
(1) Session I 385 49 69 Ly |HDVSOD 76 N5
. /" A2) Session II 4,06 57 .72 7' B(1)vsC(2), .51 NS,
C. Upgrade, Session I: ’ B(1)veD(2) .79 NS
(1) Male 4,16 19 .56 '
. (2) Female . 393 29 .es 110 NS |C(2vsD(2) .31 - NS
D, Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male . 4,39 5 47
(2) Female *, . 3.97 29 54
II. Intrinsic Benefits .
A. Entry - Male: ;
(1) Session I 4,56 67 .60 1.72 NS A(1)vsB(l) 022 NS
(2) Session II - 4,36 49 .65 f ; A(2)veB(2) 39 " .Ns
B, Entry - Female: N 2
(1) Session I sk 49 .59 L e A(vsC) .98 NS
(2) Session IT1 - 4,41 57 .55 o B(X)vsC(2) . 54 NS
-2 C, Upgrade, Session I: : . 1B(L)vsD(2) - .70 NS
" (1) Male 4,71 19, 47 e N
(2) Female 44e 29 .61 149 NS C(@vsD(D) .34 NS
- * ._ D, Equivalent, Session I: ° -
hd (1) Male 3.79 5 .85
(2) Female 4,43 29 168 &
1TI. Gratification Demands i
A, Entry - Male: . . ‘ e
(1) Session I ~ 3,59 67 .78 . 1.83 NS A(1)vsB(1) .97 NS
(2) Session 1I 3.34 49 61 * A(2)vsB(2) 64 NS
" B. Entry -~ Femala: g .
(1) Session I 345 49 .79 o | ABVEED 46 NS
(2) Session II 3043 - 57 .77 ) B(1)vsC(2) .32 . NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: ’ B(1)vsD(2) .58 ‘NS
(1) Male 3.69 19 .75 ’
(2) Female . 3,39 29 13 1.34 NS | T(2)vsD(2) .32 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I: .
> (1) Male . 3.58 5 W77 '
(2) Female - 3:56 29 .84
1V. Interpersonal Relations -
with Co-Workers .
, A, Entry - Male: . ’
® (1) Session I 3.98 67 .85 1.76 NS A(l)vsB(l) 2.08 <,05
(2) Session 11 ’ 3.69 48 .87 *h 1 A(2)veB(2) 1.71 NS.
B, Entry - Female: - - “: R N Yo o4
(1) Session I 366, 49 90 L AvsC(D) " 7047 NS
(2) Session I1 3.41 - 57 .82 ‘ B(1)vsC(2) .66 NS
. . ‘. {

. . .
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. Additional
Value Category . Mean N SD -t P Comparisons t P
C. I(Ip;rad:, Sesglor Tr' "~ ¢ ° 9/ , B(1)vsD(2) .86 « NS
1} Male e 3.97 1 .79 D
(2) Female . 3.77 29 .65 .96 NS | C(2)vsD(2) .66 NS
D. .Equivalent, Session I: ’ .
(1) Male 4,28 5 278
«(2) Female 3.46 29 .84
V. Interpersonal Relations
with Supervisor .
A, Entry - Male: o
(1) Session 1 3.98 67 74 1.25 NS A(l)vsB(l)/ .83 NS
) (2) Sessibn II 3.81 48 .67 A(2)vsB(2) .32 NS
B. Entry - Female: ) .
(1) Session I 4.09 49 .61 1.97 NS A(1)vsC(1) +08 NS
(2) Session II 3.85 57 .61 ‘ | B(1)vsC(2) .69 NS
c. I:p§rade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) .25 NS
1) Male 4,00 19 +89
(2) Fenale 4.00 29 "6 .02 NS | C(2)vsD(2) .69 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male - 4,32 5 41
. (2) Female . 4,06 29 .57
VI. Interpersonal Relations
with Family
N A. Entry ~ Male: N .
(1) Session I 4,04 67 1,22 1,98 <.05 A(1)vsB(1) .38 ( NS
(2) Se‘ssion 11 3.54 47 1,21 ., ) A(2)vsB(2) .05 NS
B.: Eritry - Female: . .
(1) Session I 3,95 49 112 . | AQVSCD .89 S
(2) Session II 3.56 57 1.18 * B(1)vsC(2) .02 NS
C. Upgrade, SessionI: ) v _ | B(LvsD(2) 1.52 NS
« (1) Hale 4,31 19 .86 «
. (D) Fonsle 396 20 109 114 Ns|cC(2veD(2) ,02° Ns
D. ﬁquivalent, Session I: ’ '
. {1)-Male . 4,30 5 .40
’o- {2)" Eemale 3.55 29 1,13
e . % P
* VIi. Interpersonal Relations
T with Friends
) A, Entry - Male:s . : . .
. (1) Session I 13,30 67 95 5 13 <05 |A@vsB(l) 424 <01
(2) Segsion I1 2,92 48 .92 A(2)vsB(2) 1.24 NS
B. Entry - Female: NS
(1) Session I 2.57 49 .86 o Y oo AvsC(l) .47
: (2) Session IT 2,69 57 .93 % B{l)vsC(2) .79 NS
C, Upgrade, Session I: . - . ) ) B(1)vsbD(2) - .80 NS
3 Faete 309 18 B st wsfcven@ 79 ws
D. Equivalent, Session I: \ e
) .- (1) Male . 406 5 .70
s (2) Female . . 2.41 29 .88
‘ ' o3 . ' A
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Additional

Value Category Hean N S.D. t p Comparisons t p
VIII. Developmental Needs
A, Entry - Male: .-
(1) Session I 4,23 67 85 g3 ys|AQ)IVsBQ) .24 NS
(2) Session II 4,24 47 .62 A(2)vsB(2) 1.31 NS
B, Entry - Female: : ’
' (1) Session I 427 49 13 o0 e AtvsC) .23 NS
(2) Session II 4,41 57 .64 * B(1)vsC(2) 1.86 NS
- v
c. I(Ip)grade,_sgssion 1: B(1)¥sD(2) 1.61 NS
1) Male 4,28 19 .74
(2) Female 4.56 29 52 1.49 NS ] C(2)vsD(2} 1.86 NS
D. ‘Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male 4.10 5 .91
. (2) FPemale ‘4,37 29 .65’
A 14
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RATINGS OF VALUE CATEGORIES: FORCED-CHOI

CE CONDITION

LRF:]

Y Additional
Value Category Mean N S.D. t P | Comparisons P -
I. Extrinsic Benefits 7
A, Entry - Male: ‘
(1) Session I . 2,30 71 ‘46 11 NS A(1)vsB(1) . 64 NS
(2) Session II 2,29 41 .35 A(2)vsB(2) .51 NS
B, Ertry - Female: -
{1) Session I 226 65 4T o N B(1)vec(2) .63 NS
(2) Session II 2,23 64 .49 ) B(1)vsD(2) 1.09 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: ' f C(2)vsD(2) .33 NS
(1) Male 2,21 8 «59
" (2) Pemale 2.17 28 .50
" D, Equivaient, Session I:
(1) Male .2.38 6 .48
_ (2) Female 2,13 30 .40 ’
II. Intrinsic Benefits -
A. Entry - Male: .
; (1) Session I 3.61 71 .70 87 NS A(1)vsB(1) 30 NS
(2) Session 1I 3.48 41 .74 A(2)vsB(2) .39 NS
B, Entry - Female:
(1) Session I 3.65 65 .76 o o (BDVECE@ .66 NS
(2) Session II 3.54 64 .72 ) B(1)vsD(2) .30 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: . C(2)vsD(2) 1.00 ,-ﬁS
(1) Male 3.71 8 .80
(2) Female 3.75 28 .56
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male 3.23 6 1.05
(2) Pemale 3.60 30 .55
IIT, Gratification Demands .
A, Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 1.61 71l .85 89 ) NS A(l)vsB(1) 3.21 <.,01 ¢
(2) Session II L7741 1.02 A(2)veB(2) _1.79 - NS
B, Entry - Female: ’
(1) Session I 211 65 . .94 o fBOIVEC( 112 NS
\ (2) Session II 2.13 64 1.00 ‘ B(1)vsD(2) .63 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)vsDd(2) 46 NS
(1) Male 2.36 8 1.11
(2) Female 1.86 28 .95 P
D. Equivalént, Session I:
(1) Male 1.25 6 .93 .-
(2) Female 1.98 30 .87 /
IV, Interpersonal Relations
with Co-Workers -
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 2.38 71 .82 56 NS A(1)vsB(1) .76 NS
(2) Session II 2.29 41 .76 ‘ 1A(23v§B(2) 1.40 NS
* B, Entry - Female: o :
(1) Sepsion I 248 65 .79, o o fBIVEC@ 116 KS
(2) Session I1 2.08 64 .72 * * B(1)vsD(2) .07 NS
1
R




Additional

Value Category Mean S.D, t P Comparisons t p
-c. ?§§rade, Session I: - €(2)vsD(2) <99 NS
Male 2.65 8 .72 [
(2) Female . s 2,28 28 .66
D. Equivalent, Session IV
(1) Male 2,47 6 .45
(2) Female 2.47 30 .75
V. Interpersonal Relations ’ =
with Supervisor
A. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I 2.74 71 .67 1'15 NS A(1)vsB(1) 2,23 <.05
, ;2) Sesgion fI 2.90 41 .75 A(2)vsB(2) 71 NS
B. Entry ~ Female: !
’ (1) Session I 295 65 .56 . |BDvSE@ .91 RS
(2) Session II 3.00 64 .60 * B(1)vsD(2) 1.44 NS
c. ?§§r;gi, Session I: C(2)vsD(2) 1.89 NS
le 2.98 8 .64
(2) Female 2,84 28 .49
D. Equivalent, Session I:
. (1) Male 2,83 6 .55
(2) Female : 3.15 30 .70
VI. Interpersonal Relations
with Family *
A.. Entry ~ Male: .
* (1) Session I 3,91 71 1.55 93 s |A(DvsB(1) .28 -NS-,
(2) Session II- 3.60 41 1,74 A(2)vsB(2) .76 NS
B. Entry ~ Female:
(1) Session I 3.8 65 1.3 . |BDveC@ .51 NS
(2) Session II 3.83 64 1.24 : B(1)vsD(2) .46 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)vsD(2) .01 NS
(1) Male 4,37 8 1,08
(2) Female 3.83 28 1.24
. ;‘D. Equivalent, Session I:
" (1) Male 4,58 6, .93
" (2) Female 3.83 30 °1.54
VII. Interpersonal Relations
with Friends
A, Entry - Male: .
(1) Session I 1.17 71 1.26 1.54 NS A(1)vsB(1) 1.31 NS
(2) Session II +81 41 .93 A(Z)vsB(Z) .50 NS
B. Entry - Female: X
(1) Session I 88 65 L1g o |BDvsC@ 100 NS
(2) Sassion II .70 64 1.14 * B(1)vsD(2) .52 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(2)¥sD(2) .37 NS
(1) Male ©1.87 8 1,36
(2) FPemale .63 28 .89
D. Equivalent, Session I: .
(1) Male .55 6 1.24
.74 28 1,22

(2) Female

19




‘valu Cate M :D. 4 Additional
e Category ean N 8:D t P Comparisons p
VIII. Developmenfal Needs
A. Entry - Male: R
(1) Session-I 3.87 711,27 08 NS A(1)vsB(1) .80 NS
(2) Session II 3.84 41 1,21 A@2)vsB(2) .92 NS
B. Entry - Female: . - -
(1) Session I_ 3,68 .65 1300 ;o .| BDVEC) 1,03 NS
(2) Session II 4.07 64 1,18 * B(1)vsD(2) 1.44 NS
C. Upgrade, Session It C(2)vsD(2) .28 NS
(1) Male * ©3.75 8 1.08 "
(2) Female 3.99 /28 1.27 ’ \
- D. Equivalent, Session I:
_ (1) Male- 3.32 "6 1.17 .
- (2) Female 4,08 30 1.01
/
»
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A Appendix J
! JOB DESCRIPTION INDEX RATINGS
Additional
Job Factor Mean N S.D. t p Comparisons p
1, Satisfaction with Work
A. Entry - Male: )
(1) Session 1 29.56 137 11.86 1.47 NS A(1)vsC(1) 1.90 NS
(2) Session 11 31.96 89 12,00 A(1)vsD(1) .96 NS .
B. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I %.11 116 1042 | o0 us A(yvsE(l)  7.45  <.001
(2) Session 1I 32.56 119 11.10 4. C(1)vsD(1) .48 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: - C(1)vsE(l) 1.10 NS
_ (1) Male © 34,27 26 7.08 ;
> (2) Female 31,15 60 12.59 D(1)vsE(1) 1.09 XS
D. Equivalent’, Session I: - B(1)vsC(2) 2.57 <01
(1) Male i 33,09 11 5.25 B(1)vsD(2) 1.83 NS <
] :iir:::ji: Sampte: 31.86 5 %?‘59 | B(DvsE(2) 1.61 NS
(1) Male 36.57 1971  10.54 c(2)vsD(2) .33 NS,
(2) Female 35.74 638 9,88 C(2)vsE(2) 3.3, <,001
: _ D(2)vsE(2) 2.86 <.01
2., Satisfaction with Supervision L
A. Entry - Male: | :
(1) Session I 38:13 137 12.22 o3  pys|A(DvsC) 2,30 <05
(2) Sessigg,II 39.69 89 10.69 A(1)vsD(1) 61 s .
B. Entry - Female: 3
(1). Session I 000 115 9.36 e A(DvsE(L)  3.15  <.01
(2) Session II . 3%.%4 120 10,51 ° C(1)vsD(1l) 2.78 <.01
C. Upgrade, Session I: C(1)vsE(l) 1.32 NS
(1) Male 43,85 26 7.13 o
(2) Female 40.66 59 10.54 | DvsE(D)  1.65 NS
B .
D. Equivalent, Session I: ] (1)vsc(2) 41 NS
(1) Male 35.82 11 9.22 B(1)vsD(2) .19 NS ‘
(2) Female 40,31 59 10.52 B(1)vSE(2) 1.11 NS
E, Normative Sample: . ) . )
, (1) Male 41.10 1951 10,53 C(2)vsD(2) . .18 NS
(2) Female 41.13 636 10.05 : C(2)vsE(2) .34 NS
' D(2)vsE(2) .59 NS
3. Satisfaction with Pay ’ ~a '
A, Entry - Male: ) 1. .
. (1) Session I 10.89 137 8.78 11 NS A(1)vsC(1) .18 NS
(2) Session 11 10.76 89 6.29 A(D)vsD(L) .57 NS
B. Entry - Female: '
(1) Session I 12.47 116 5.84 4 0 o0 A()vsE(1) 15.11  <.001
(2) Session I1 9.61 117 6.08 ~° * €(1)vsD(1) .86 NS
) g C g§§r§d§, Session I: '26 . C(l)vsE(l) 6.77 <.001 ~
' & ale '10.58 5.1 ‘ ' A
\ ' (2) Female '+t - 11.01 60 5.9 D(L)vsE()  3.97  <.001
! D. Equivalent, Session I: B(1)vsC(2) 1.55 NS
N (1) Male 12,45 11 .7.38 B(levsD(Z) 2,19 <.05 .
(2) Female 10.27. 59 ' 6.98 . B(1)vsE(2) 11.95 <.001
) i 121




~

. R Xaditional |
Job Factor. Mean N 8.D. t P Compari sons t ‘ p
E. Normative Sample: : C(23vsD(2 .62 " NS |
(1) Male 29.90 1966 14.53 (2)vsD(2) :
(2) Pemale 27.90 635 13.65 C(2)VsE(2)  9.48. <.00L
) ' D(2)vsE(2) 9.78 <.001
¢+ 4, Satisfaction with Promotions X
A, Entry ~ Male: N . .
(1) Session I 16.53 137 7.65 9 NS A(l)vbC(1) 1.84 NS
(2) Session II 16,64 89  7.48 A(DveD(1) 1.2l NS
B. Entry - Female: A(L)veE(l)  4.05 <.001
(1) Session I 18.43 115 6.67 , . . o9 L § ‘ 0
(2) Session II 15.40 120  6.81 C(1)vsD(l) 2.03 '<.05
C. Upgrade,, Session I c(l)vsE(l) 2.77 <.01
(1) Male 13.46 26 8,13 D(1)vsE(L) .54 NS
(2) Female 13.80 60  8.43 (1)vsE(
. B(1)vsC(2) 3.95 <.001
D. Equivalent, Session I: ; ]
71 (1) Male 19.45 11 7.57 B(1)vsD(2) 3.75 . <.001
(2) Female 13.98 59  8.55 B(L)veE(2) .51 NS
E. Normative Sample: - C(2)vsD(2 .12 . NS
(1) Male 22,06 1945 15.77 C@vep(2) .
(2) Female 17.77 634 13,38 C(2)vsE(2) 2.25 <.05
\ . | D(2)vsE(2), 2.13 <.05
5. Satisfaction with Co-Workers
A. Entry - Male: A
(%) Session I 38.37 137 12,07 o Lo PA(DvsC(L) . 2,03  <.05
S ion II . . ‘ .
B ; ) essp 1 39.78 8 12.63 A(1)vsD(1) .73 NS
. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I 39.12 116 1185 . | ADVED) 567 <001
(2) Sesgion II - 38.51 118 12,26 ° C(1)vsD(1) .66 NS
< C. I(I;{)grad;, Session I: \ C(1)vsE(1l) .02 NS
Male 43.54 26 10,53 :
(2) Female 37.87 60 - 14.18 D(1)veE(1) .79 NS
D, Equivalent, Session I: B(1)vsC(2) ..62 NS
g;) Male 41,09 11  8.75 B(1)vsD(2) . . .35 _ NS
Femal . )
E ) Fenmale 1 39.78 59 11.34 B(1)vsE(2) 2,73 <01
« Normative Sample: oy
(1) Male 43,49 1928 10,02 C(2)vsD(2) .81 N%
(2) Female 42,09 636 10,51 C(2)vsE(2) °2.87 <.01
D(2)vsE(3) 1,60 NS
-‘,.
’ J !
. 4
— _—
Smit:h Patricia C., Kendall, Lorne M., and Hulin, Charles L. The Measurement
of Satisfaction in Work and Retirement. Chicago, Ill.:) Rand McNally'& Company,
1969, R ; A
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‘ ) _ l\ﬁpendix K
RA'E!NGS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS: LIKERT-TYPE CONDITION

(2) Session II

Additional
Test Mean N S.D. t P Comparisons t P
1. Cynical distrust of people '
A. Entry - Male: T )
(1) Session I 20.81 67 4.16 1.15 NS A(1l)vsB(1) .24 NS
.(2) Session II 19.73 49 5,76 K(2)vsB(2) .64 NS
B. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I . . 2102 49 5.00 o fADVSC(D) .75 RS
(2) Session II 20,43 55 5.17 : B(1)vsCc(2) 1.39 NS
c. ?g?t;gi’ Session I: 19.95 19 4.75 B(1)vsD(2) 1.25 NS
e . .
(2) Female . 22.55 29 3.89 2:03 <05)C(2)ved(2) .21 NS,
D. Equivalent, Session I:' g
(1) Male ‘ 20.60 5 4.96
. «(2) Female ‘ 22,346 29 3,28 '
2, Cynical distrust of
organizations ‘
sA. Entry - Male:
(1) Session I - 20,07 67 4.14 iiﬁa ns | AV vsB(D) .41 NS
. (2) Sess}on II ° 21.18 49 3.96 S5 A(2)vsB(2) .93 NS
B. Entry ~ Female:
(1) Session.I__ 19.75 49 405 o, o [ADVEED 27 NS
(2) Session II.. 20.27 55 5.65 * B(1)vsC(2) .17 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: ‘" B(1)vsD(2) 1.74 NS
(1) Male . . 20,37 19 3.66 : ¢ ‘
(2) Female . 19.93 29 4,44 3% NS |C(Q)veD(2) 1.32 - NS
‘ D. Equivalent,-Session I:
L (1) Male 18.60 5 3.01
. (2) PFemale 21.34, 29 3.46
3. Weak self regard
A. Entry - Male: = :
(1)-Session I . ,13.42 67  5.24 " 20 NS A(1)vsB(1) .45 NS
(2) Session II 12,69 49 5.67 A(2)vsB(2) 1.13 NS
B. Entry - Female:
(1) Session I 13.87 » 49 542 oo o |ADVECD 67 NS
(2) Session II 13.98 56 5.82 * B(1)vsC(2) . .60 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: ! B(1)vsD(2)-- .87 NS
N (1) Male 12,42 19 6.74
(2) Female 14,62 29 4.66 1°30 NS |C(2)veD(2) .28 NS
D. Equivaient, Session I:
(1) Male 16.00 5 6.81
(2) Pemale ) 15,00 29 5,41
4.1Achievement motivation ‘ . '
A. Entry - Male: '
(1) Session I _ 30.18 67 5.23 1.32 NS A(1)vsB(1) .69 NS
(2) Session II’ 3,40 49 4.36 AQIVeB(2) . 195 NS
B. Entry - Female: . NS
» (1) Sessjon I 30.85 49 5.07 o A(L)vsC(1) . 1.95
30.49 55 5.23 : B(1)vsC(2) .58 NS
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) Additional
Test Mean N S.D, t . P Compatigons t P “
C. Upgrade, Session I: . , . | B()vsD(2) .62 NS L
2. . | . )
8; e go ZZ 4 ‘2‘32 2,22 <.05|C(2vsD(2) .17 NS
’ D. Equivalent, Sessiom I: .
(1) Male - 35,20 5 1.33 .
(2) Female i, 30,00 29 6.88 ’ -~
e .
5..Time sense & v : . - ’
A, Entry -~ Male} \i
(1) Session I 29.45 67" 6.8% - 16 NS A(1)vsB(1) - .56 NS
(2) Session II 29.24 49 5,87 A(2)vsB(2) .87 NS .
B. Entry -~ Female:
(1) Session I 28.73 49 6.0 o |ADVECD) .66 NS
(2) Session II 28,12 55 6.86 * B(1)vsC(2) .14 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) .24 X NS
dri: 5% B L e w|wwe xw
hY
D. Equivalent, Session I: °
i (1) Male 25.80 5 5,11
e (2) Female 29,10 29 6.14 /
1 ]
6. Protestant ethic
) A. Entry -~ Male: * N N
I (1) Session I ’ 23.64 67 5.29% ns |AQvsB() | 1.25 NS
' (2) Session II 23.73 49 4.79 . ’A(Z)VSB(Z) .59 NS
“+ B. Entry ~ Female: . .
1) Session I 26,87 49 5.09 o (ADVEC) .68 RS
(2) Session II 24,29 55  4.67 * B(1)vsC(2) .49 NS
C./Upgrade, Session I: , B(1)veD(2) 1.39 - Ns
8; e ' §2§Z o kB ws|c@ven@ 102 NS
D. Equivalent, Session I: |
(1) Male 24.00 5 4.65
(2) Female 23.3 29 3.4 P .
7. Expectation of success ~ '
A, Entry -~ Male: o ' - . !
(1) Session I 21,23 66 4.18 A(l)vsB(1) * 2.37 <.02
(2) Session II 22.10 49 4,25 1:08 NS } ;
- - e ‘ |A(2)vsB(2) 1,48 . NS
B. Entry =~ Females o :
(1) Session I ' 23.17 48 436 - . |ADVSCD) .48 NS
‘(2) Session II 23.29 55 3.82 * B(1)vsC(2) .09 NS
- .G Upgrade, Session I: ) B(1)vsD(2) 1.12 NS
1) Mal - 21.79 19 5.08 )7 -
22; Female 23.07 20 413 93 NS [CQued( 112 TS
D. Equivalent, Session ‘I: . .
(1) Male 21.40 5 6.09 ;
(2) Female 24,31 29 4,13 . . Yy
' 8. Péwerlessness .
A. Entry -~ Male: ‘
. (1) Session I 10.91 67 4.01 ¢ A(l)vsBE) " 1.19 NS
(2) Session II 11.44 49 3,47 $74 NS ' s
: * ] A(2)vsB(2) .76 NS |
L
L3 .
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(2) Female

‘ . ey \i
. . Additional -
T ’ .
est Hean N £ P | Comparisons ¢ P
B. Entry - Fémale} . ) ' <. .
(1) Session I 10.02 49 1.27 NS A(L)vsc(D) ,'7§ " NS
(2) 'SessZn 11 10,92 55 * B(1)vsC(2) .98
C. Upgrade, Session I: , B(L)vsD(2).. 1.30 NS
(1) Male 10.11 19° . ‘ .
) (2) Fepale 10.97 29. .65 _ NS C(2)vsD(R) . . .24. o N5
o 7 , _ *
D. Equivalent, Session I: e .
~. (1) Male 13,40 5 ,
. (2) Female 11.24 29 - K
9. Meaninglessness ) , c.
A. Entry - Male: R T
(1) Session I 9.15 67 1.08 NS A(l)’vsB(l) 1."74 NS
, (2 Se‘ssion IT) 9.79 49 A(Z)\\IS‘B(Z) 1 30 NS/
« B. Entry ~ Female: .
(1) Session I 8,14 49 1.27 NS A)vec(L) 1.46 . NS
(2) Session II 8.94 55 : B(1)vaC(2) .09, (NS
C..Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) .88 'NS
(1) Male 7.95 19 :
(2) Female 8.21 29 .27 NS CfZ)vsD(Z) .?6 NS
D. Equivalent, Session&l:
(1) Male 6.80 5 ) .
(2) Female }76 29 R
j; IO&leessness '
. A, Edtry - Male: . : > .
A1) Session I 14,45 67 94 NS | A(l)vsB(1) . 1.75 NS
- .(2) session II 13.57 49 Tl a@ven@ 102 NS
#. Entry - Female: ° . )
, (1) Session I . 12.89 49 2 s AvsC(1) 2,91 <01
v 1+ =(2) Session II . 12,70 55 ¢ R B(1)vsC(2) 2,00 <.05
s C. Upgrade, Session I¢ B(1)vsD(2)~ 1.84 NS
: (1) Male 10.84 19 3Q »
(2) Pemale 14.90 29 3.37 <.01)C@vsp(2) .05 NS
< D. Equivalent, Session I: .
(1) Male 12.80 5
(2) Female 14.83 29 . '
11. Value isolation’ ) ’
A. Entry - Male: ' . . L )
(1) Session I 9.03 67 ;3.6 NS A(1)vsB(1) . 1..25 NS
] (2) Session II 8.46 49 A A(2)vsB(2) -.01 NS
B. Entry -~ Female: o >
(1) Session I 84 49 4 g | EVVECW, 139 NS
(2) Session II 8.48\ 56 e B(1)vsC(2) —~ .85 NS
. 2 :
C. Upgrade, Session I: B(1)vsD(2) .1I1.25 NS
(1) Male ’ 7.58 19~ . .
_(2) Fenale 8.90 29 1.5 NS C(2)vsD(2) ‘ 31 Ns
. D, Equivalent, Session I: ) ;
;1) Male 8.80 "~ 5 r o R
9.17 29




Test  ° T

Additional

Mean . N s.D. Comparisons t P
12, Self-estrangement . B o
A. Entry - Male: ‘
(1) Seasion I 14,06 67 3.88 27 NS A(1)vsB(1) .57 NS
- N . I
_ ) (2) Session II 14,24 4? 4.05' X A(2)vsB(2) 2.21  <.05
B, Eatry - Female! ) , g -
(1) Session L_ 16.57 49 5.8 | o o [ADVEED 1,03 NS
(2) Session IIL 16.43- 55 5.7, 7°7 B(1)vaC(2) 59 NS
C. Upgrade, Session:I1: - d L B(1)vsD(2) .01 NS
(1) Male . 13,00 49 3.7
(2) Female . 1386 29, 3.31 <52 NG .82 RS,
D, Equivalent, Session I: » 3
#; - - (1)_“81e © 14,80 S‘. 2.79 ‘
% (2) Fenale 14,59 29 3.27 .
13. Work demands o ~ )
A. Entry - Male: - - )
' (1) Session I 23.01 67 3.22 42 NS ,.A(l)VBB(l)“ 2,66, <,01
. '(2)"Session 1L 22,71 49 4,21 A(2)vsB(2) 1.33 NS
B, Entry - Female: )
(1) Session I 25.32 49 4d2 | 0 g | FDVECD 1.8 NS
* (2) Sgssion II 23,94 55 5.@ ) . B(1)vsC(2) 1.55 NS
c. l(!pgr}a{ge,- Session I: 5.2 0 3 B(1)vsD(2) 3.16 <.01.
1 le 25, 1 v89y . .
D.' Equivalent, Session L:. .. N : R
£ (1) Male 26.60 5 3,07 4 .
. (2) Female -22.28 29 &35 . -
14, Orientatidn toward work - !
A. Entry - Male: S
(1) Session 1.24 95 NS ‘K(1)vsB(1) 1.41 NS
(2) Session I ‘ 1.33 A(QvsB(2) - .12 NS
’ B. Entry - Female: *
w7 " (1) Session I | 306 49 2,08 oo o [ADVECD LT NS
(2) Session II . 2,82 56 1,37 ‘ B(1)vsC(2) .02 IjS
~C. I(Jpgrade, Session I: T B(1)vsb(2) .06 _g\NS
1) Male 2,74 .19 1.16
(2) Female -- 307 27 1.8 93 NS C@ved() .30 NS
. D. Equivalent, Session I: . ,
(1) -Mate 2,60 S5 1.02 -
(2) Female 3.03 29 "1.19 -
. i .
P
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. Appendix K-1 . : L

RATINGS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS: LIKERT-TYPE CONDITION .
- (Responses of Entry-Level Subjédets Participating in Both Sessions) ‘

Standard

Test M::“ N Deviation NV P
1. Cynica] distrust of-people - g‘e _ .
. A. Entdy - Male: o= ] .
(1) Session I .- 20,18 32 4,88 :
(2) Session II © 20,53 32 5.20 398
B. Entry - Female: ‘
(1) Session I 21,00 40 5.04
(2) Session II 20,80 40 5.67 20 NS v
2, Cynical distrust of . .
organizatiovns )
* A. .Entry - Male: ’ )
) (1) Session I '~ 20,50 32 4,25
(2) Session IT 21.68 32 3.84 1.5 NS
s B, Entry - Femgle: . . N o . A
(1) Session I © 18.65 40 4,78 L, :
(2) Session II - 1915 40 N, 660 49 NS '
3. Weak 'sélf-regard ; . ‘ P
R . A, Eatry - Male: ' L
(1) Session I 12,48 32 5.90 . .
(2) Session II 3.6 32 + =19 70 W
! B. Edtry - Female:
; (1) Session I ' 13.56 41 ° 5.35
B (2) Session II 13.48 41~ sss 09 B
4., Achievement motivation L «
A. Entry - Male: . ’
. (1) Sesston T 30,62 32 5.32
. (2) Session II 31.15 32 4,91 56 NS
' B. .,Ens:ry ~ Female: S ’ ’
(1) Session I., 30.70 .40 5.61 .93 NS
(2) Session II 29,95 40 5.29 ’
. "5, Time ‘sense ; ‘ -
‘ A. Entry - Male: X
) (1) Session I 29,00 32 7,11 0 xS
(2) Session II 28.68 32 5.84
B. Entry ~ Female: ) ' .
) (1) Session 1 . 28,64 40 6:83 08 s
' (2) Session II : 28,35 40 6.1
' ' ‘ 127
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— Standatd - : o,
Test . Mean N Peviation t P

6. Pto;escax;c ethic * e . -
A. Entry - Male: o ‘. e .
. * (1) Session I © 24,81 32 " 5.46 . .
' (2) Session IE . 23.50 - 32 4.89 L1 8 ’
' B. Entry - Female: . oy . . .
N . (1) SessidNI | 25.25 40 6.36 '
¢ : . (2) Session IT ..23.53 40 ' . 5.80  .2,00 <.05

7. Expectation of success . . .
A, Entry - Male: . . R e L
: - (1) Session I - 21.56 .0 32 4.30

. r
(2) Session II . 21,96 32 3.45 54 NS

B. Entry - Female: L ..
' (1) Session I 23,53 40. . 405 -

(2) Sesston IT | - ' 32.84 40 . 3.81 88, MU

8, Powex:lessness . ) SV . . . ‘\ )
A, Entry --Malp: - . . % ‘ Tt .- *y
(1) Session I ', 10,090 32. "o 3.1
(2) Sesson IT © .  .1L81Y 32 . 3.43°
3. Entry .- Female: - o S

- . »

(1) Session I ‘9.6 40  3.25

~ANg T

! - ‘ . .
, (2)Session II ©.410,72. 40 - 3.32 1.57. N§ [ 4
. 9; Meaninglessness Lt C e T ) ’ c
b . - o o ~. "7 "',' - &, . v . T -
, A, Entry - Male: .. = [ U o PIREE / -

, : " {1) session I: ° ‘9,55 32 o .3l ot Lo
' : 2.37..05 .0 e, .

. , (2), Séssion 11, 1043 32 .. 3.2
’ B, E'nt;ry ’-'Femalle,:' . . . ; ‘ ‘ . e . . : -
e (1) Session I- ' . 7.85° 40 .,2.50,' S : NP
L - (2) Sessiofi 11, L o.8.50 caee 272 - W3V S B
10.’ i{omléssne;s ,‘ "*: - e, ) '." . - ‘1 . ) .
‘ + A, Entry - Male: : e ’f‘f,"',.,';;»' L Ty

- (1) Session'I - - * 13,78 32 | °5.20° ., ¢ - ..l .
‘ 1 " (2) Segsion II | -. 1471 32 4.7Q Lo 0 IR
" B, Entry - Pemale: " o o ' . i o
. (1) session I . ° 12,22 40 3.65 . -

’ , (2) Sessién IT * . ' 12.87 40 . 3.16 A e




. : Standard -
Test Mean N Deviation t L
. 11, Value isolation ’ . ‘
- " ) A, Entry - Male: . . ’ . .
’ (1) Session’I 8.28" 32 3.74 T ’
(4 - . .
(2) Session IT 9.37 32 323 L3 W
B, Entry - Female: . ‘, ar . g
. (1) Session I 7.85 41 2,39-
(2) Séssion II 8.56 41 .  3.57 125 Ws.
. 12. Self-es trangement
A. Eatry - Male: i
T, (1) Session I- 13.00 32 3.42 - : "
(2) Session II ‘14,78 32 4.40 12,79 <.01
B, Entxy - Female: .
(1) Session I ‘ 13,68 41 4.16 266 <.05
¢ (2) Session Ir 15.39 41 3.71
' 13, Work degands ) >
. - &, Entry - Male: .- ) ’ . ~ .
S ‘ > ha X X
: fon 1 21,90 32- 5.49.
e . (1) Session 2L g & NS )
. (2) Session II 22,59 32 4,24 )
. < B. “Entry - Female:' . . ) )
¢ ion I 25.45 + 40 4078 °
) (1) Session : 270 <05
* (2) Session IX 23.40 40 4,90
- « . -/ ] '
14. Orientation tpward work
A, ﬁntr&« > Male: . '
" (1) Session I 2.61 32, 1.17.
: ' (1) Sexadon 2.59 <.05
(2),"Session II 3.16 32 1.18 , .
B. E‘_ntry ~Female: ! .
: n I - . .2.82 41 1.87 _
' (1) Sessiom ) 8 | ; 64 s .
. (2). Session II - 3,00 41 1.43 .
‘ dx . 4 .
. 1 - : o . )
as . . .
B - * ! v K}
I3 . . ‘
’ '
| s #~
\ ~ I
’ ’ ’ 129
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T A . Appendnx L
RATlNGS OF PSYCHOLOGICAL TESTS: FORCED—CHOUCE CONDITlON o ’
— S * I Additional
Test - .l:(-ea? N SDh. ot P | Comparisons’ t P
1. Cynical dfstrust of people ., " R . . .
* A, Entry - Made: .- L‘a-" R .
{P) Session I .. ": 1,30 707 1.22 . a0 e A(1)vsB(1) .60 NS -
" ;21) Sess;on zl . .1‘.\53 39 .1.42 A(2)veB(2) 47 NS .
try - Pemale: . . ,° . . . . X
(1) Session.T 1,49 65 2,07 5o NS B()veC(2).~ .13 NS«
(2) Session II : , 1.67 64, 1,31 * .B(1)vsD(2) .68 NS -
"¢, 'l(}i)g’r;g'i, Session I: ' L1 . o 1.37 . Cc(2)vsD(2) .66 NS
e. - .o 11 . .
, (2) Pemale , -, * 1.55 29 1.38
. Dy Equivalent, Session I: ‘ . . R
-, (1) Male ~ .33 6 .25~ - 4 - -
(2) Female 1,77 30 1,02
2, Cynical disttust of ' S ' .
organizations - : N
A. Entty - Male: ————= . .
. (1) Session T - L26 717 1.47 0 NS A(l)vsB(1) .86 N5
2) Segsion II 1,53 39 1.08 A(2)veB(2)  1.61° NS .
B’.p ‘Entry —-FPemale: . . - * a9 .
"(1) Session 1 57 65 2B g |PDE@ e
(2) Sesgion II ', 1,96 64 1.4l * B(1)vsD(2) .40 - NS
c. Upgrade, Sess{on’ I' . . ) C(2)vsD(2) .55 NS
(1) Male - 88 9 .74 R -
(2) Female, 1.96 29 1.42 ) .
D. Equivalent, Session I: ) . : . . .
(1) pale 2,17 6. 1.67 : :
(2) Female 1.77 30 1,26 <,
3, Weak self regard Lo ’ > N Lt
A, Entry -~ Male: . ’ ’ i N oo
(1) Session I 1.09 71 1,14 24 NS A(1)vsB(l) .59 NS, '
(2)‘Sessic)>n 11 1,15 40 1,33 ) A(IZ)v'sB(Z) .60 NS
B, Entry - Female: : . . . N7 .
() Remston T - . L2665 196 1 o |BVEC@ AT
(2) Session II - 1:31° 64 1,32 ) B(1)vsD(2) .67 NS -
C. l(l;{grad;, Session I* ‘67 o 62 “ c(2)vsD(2)’ .27 - NS
Male ° » s . -
. (2) Female. ., 1.45° 29 . 1.16 *
D. Eqiivalent, Segsion I: . , -
(1) Male 1.17 6 1.07
.+ (D) Female 1.53 30 1.18 . . -
/4. Achievement motivation ! & . - "
A. Entry - Male: ° oL . ' , _
"(1) Session, I 4,07 71 1,48 2.23 <.05 A(1)vsB(1) .22 NS -
' (2) Session II 4.66 39 .99 7 A@)veB(2)  2.25  <.05
* B, Entry - Female: . .
, (1) Session I 12 65 L2 e |PPVEE@ 05 R
" (2) Session IIL 4.15( “64 + 1,16 . ' B(1)vaD(2) 1.04 NS
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Additionai.
Test Mean N S.D. t P Comparisons P
C. Upgrade, Segsion I: C(2)vsD(2)' :79 NS
(1) Male 4,00 9 1,83 ,
(2) Female M 4,14° 29 1,33
D. Bquivalemt, Session I: | ~
. (1) Male 433 6 -1.49 -
: (2) Female 4,40 30 1,14
S. Timelsense
A. Entry - Male: : .
(1) Session I 4,23 71 1,08 12 NS A(1l)vsB(1) 1.42 NS
(2) Session II 4,23 39 .95 . A(2)VEB(2) - .28 NS
B. Entry - Female: & ;
(1) Session I 4,58 65 1.68 1.57 T NS B(1)vsC(2) +62 . NS
(2) Session II 4,20 64 .90 * {B(1)vsD(2) .76 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: - N Cc(2)vsD(2y . .21 NS
(1) Male 4,48 9 .50 s ~
(2) Female > 4,38 29 .76 :
D. Equivalent, Sessién I
(1) Male T 4,00 6 .1.00
(2) FPemale 4,33 - 30 ,.83
6. Ifrotest:ant:: ethic - !
‘A, E'nt:ry - Male: . i ‘.
(1) Segsion I 3.09 71 1,62 29' _ NS A(1)vsB(1) .68 NS'
(2) Session II 3.17 ;39. 1,35 1A@)veB(2)e 1,32, & *HEE
B. ‘Entry -~ Female: ’
(1) Sessich I 33265 213 oo e |PDTECR Lab RS
‘ (2) Session II 2.75 64 1.70 ) B(1)vaD(2) 1.30 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: e’ C(2)vsD(2) .27 NS
(1) Male *3.11- 9 1.37 .
(2) Female . 2.83 29 1.29 -
D. Equivalent, Session It .
~ (1) Male 3.17 6 +90
(2) Female 2,93 30 1,57 . .
. " A J
7. Expectation of success
A, Entry Hal\e: «
(1) Session I’ 2.43 71 1,03 1.27 NS A(l)vsB(1) 1.88 NS
p . .
(2) Session II PR 2.69, 39 ;.‘.01 . A(2)vsB(2) .13 NS
B. Entry - Female: ‘
*(1) Session I 2.96 65 195 g |PVeC@ o .80 NS
, (2) session II 2.71 64 .87 ) B(1l)vsD(2) 1.09 NS
‘ > "
C. Upgrade, Session I: ' . . ‘C(2)vsD(2) .35 NS
(1) Male . 2,00 9 .67 —
(2) Female . 2,62 29 1.13 ‘
. D.'E&uivélem:, Session I: - ’
(1) Male. 2,83 6 .90 . .
(2) Female Q 2,53 30 .72 .
8: - Powerlessness , ) : ’
" A..Entry - Maler ' ‘
(1) Session I .36 71 1.11 27 . ng |A(DVEBQ) .12 NS
€2), Sess.i?n 1I .30 -39, .56 " | ac2)veB(2) .09 NS




Additionals

Test J Mean N  S.D. £ " P | comparisons  © P
-B. Entry - Femal.e: “.«« 5 F - B(1 VSC(Z) .22 NS.
(1) Session I: 740 65 1.89 41 NS @ ¢
(2) Session II- . +29 64 .57 B(l)ysD(Z .47 . NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: F(Z)VSD(Q) 1.52 NS
(1) Male .22 9 . .42 . K . .
(2) Pemale A48 29 .72 *
D. Equivafént, Session I: - fi
(1) Male .00 6 .00
(2) Female .23 30 .50 - :
9, Meaninglessness . .
A. Entry - Male: . . )
(1) Session I 28 71 . W48 g yo [A()VEB(D) 48 NS,
(2) Session II .20 39 .40 : A(2)vsB(2) .19 NS
" B. Entry - Female: . B(1)vsC(2 .32 NS
(1) Session I 40 65 1,98 o o (1) )
(2) Session II .18 64 ¢ .46 B(1)vsD(2) .63 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: _ i . c(2)vsp(2) 1.00, NS
(1) Male .22 9 .42
(2) Female .28 29 245 .
D. Eqﬁ;valent, Session I: - 1 .
¢1) Male-. .. .00 6 .00 B ,
*(2) Pemale .17 30 .37
10. Normlessness \
A. Entry - Male: ‘ \\7
(1). Session I 71 71 .69 86 NS A(1)vsB(1) .80 NS
(2) 8ession II .82 40 .62 ' A(2)VsE(2) 96 NS
B. Entry - Female: ,
(1) Session I .98 65 2,69 07 NS AB(l)vsC(Z) .10 NS
(2) Session II .95 64 .67 : B(1)vsD(2) .22 NS
C. Upgrade, Session I: . C(2)vsD(2) .95 NS
(1) Male .67 9 .47 . .
(2) Female .93 29 .64
D. Equivalent, Session I: ’
(1) Male > .50 6 .76 i
(2) Female 1,10 30 .70 N
11, Value isolation
A, Entry - Male: .
(1) Sesgsion I .50 71 .72 08 NS A(1)vsB(1) .19 NS
(2) Session’ II .51 39 .74 ’ A(2)vsB(2) 79 N:S
B. Entry - Female: *
(1)- Session I .55 65 1.89 29 KS B(l)vsC(2) .23 NS
r (2) Session II |, .62 64 . .64 * B(1)vsD(2) L2400
C. Upgrade, Session I: . ) C(2)vsD(2) .83 NS
(1) Male - .56 9 .68 4
(2) Pemale .64 28 .72
D. Equivalent, Session I:
(1) Male - A7 6 W37
(2) Female 47 30 .67

’
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: Additional
T .
est Mean N §.D, t P Comparisons t P
12, Self-estrangement
A. Entry - Male: ' ,
(1) Session 1 .67 71 .76 ‘\,‘75 NS A(1)vsB(1l) - 1.43 N§
\F;)'Session 11 .55 38 .78’ S A(2)vsB(2) 1.61 , NS
B, try - Female: ) -
(1) Session I 1.09 65 229 oo fBDVECE .52 RS -
(2) Session II1 .82 64 ° .83 * B(1)vsD(2) .29 . NS
C. 1(}p)grade, Session I: . C(2)vsD(2) .48 NS
1) Ma .67 9 1.05 . '
. (2) ¥emale .86 29 .85
D. Equivalent, Session I: ¢ o
. (1) Male .50 6 .76
(2) Female 97 30 .75 . Lo
}3. Work demands
A, Entry - Male:
. (1) Session I° 2,81 71 1.07 1.05 NS A{l)vsB(1) 98 ° NS
;2) Session iI 3.02 39 .91 A(2)veB(2) 2.35  <.05
B. Entry - Female: :
. (1) Session I 3.09 65 2.05 | oo o BviCc) 192 s
(2) Session I, - 2,51 64 1,13 B(1)vsD(2) .06 NS
c. I(Ip)grade, Session I:a ‘ C(2)vsD(2) 2.39 <.02
) . 1) Male 4 3,00 9 I.56 - .o
) (2) Pemale ‘2,28 29 1.44 U - S
. Y ST
. D. Equivalent, Session I: » ) &
. (1) Male : 4.00° 6 .58
. (2) FPemale 3.07 30 1.03
14.-Orientation ‘toward work
‘A, Entry - Male: . .. .
(1) Session I - 2,67 71 1.18 34 NS A(l)v&B(l) 1.44 NS _
;2) Session II 2,75 40 1.13 A(2) vsB(2) 47 NS
B. Entry - Female: ) i
- (1) Session I 238 65 115 ', .0 | DDVEC@ L2 NS,
. (2) Session 11._J 2,85 .64 1.13 , ° *“21B(1)4sD(2) ‘4.56 <.001
€. t(1p§zade, Sessiop I: : . lc(yvsD(2)- 3.54 <.001
~ (1) Male 2,67» 9; .82 .
(2) Pemale "2.45 29 1.22 D ' .
D. Equivalent, Session I: : : . o : .
(1) Male 1.83 6 1.07 . ’ .
(2) Female ) 3.53 30 1.09 %
4 ) . . ’
s SR
- - N /
-— € - 1
'. *
w
[y i ﬁ_ -
[y ’ s ’ A
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Appendix M . \ .

SUBORDINATES’ RATINGS OF SUPERVISORS ON
. (1) CONSIDERATION AND (2) INITIATION OF STRUCTURE SCALES AS A
FUNCTION OF SUBORDINATES’ SEX AND ETHNIC. GROUP

~ /

Supervisor Rating Scale Mean N g:z:gzign t ‘p
1. Consideration
- Subordinate Classification: ’
. <A
A.- White Males 54.34 55 10.94 1.59 NS
B. White Females 59.26 15 8.38 <
C. Black Males 48.36 30 11.99 1.18 NS
D. Black Females 51.66 86 + 13.33
“ AvsSC 2.29 <.05 ~¢
Bvs. D 2,11 <.05
A&B vs, C&D ‘2,18 <,05 ¢
A&C vs. B&D .30 NS N
2. Initiation of Structure
L "7 "+ sibordinate Classification:
A, White Males 54 .45 /. 55 8.16 61 NS
B.  White Females 55.93 15 8.31
C. Bback Males 51.10 30 7.74 1,39 NS
D. . Black Females 53.63 86 8.77 - |, .
Avs. C 1.82 ~ NS
g Bvs. D .93 ‘NS
' A§B vs. C&D 1.39 NS
A&C vs. B&D .56 NS
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Appendix N

: SU&ORD]NATES’ RATINGS OF SUPERVISORS ON
{1) CONSIDERATION AND (2) INITIATION OF STRUCTURE SCALES AS A,
FUNCTION OF SUPERVISORS’ SEX AND_ETHNIC GROUP

-

Supez;vis?r Rating Scale Mean TN g:ﬁ:;ﬂn t * p
1. Consideration s “/
Supervigor Classification: .
..A. White Males _ 53:15 76 . i1.52 0.87 NS
B. White Females 51.02 42 - 14,36 .
C. Black tfales 53.67 28 10.19 0.50 NS
D. Black Females ’ 52.15 40 13.09 ’
. . ) Avs, C 0.20 NS
Bvs. D 0.36 NS
. ‘ A&B vs, C&D 0.20 NS
* - A&C vs. B&D 0.93 NS
. 2, . Initiation of Structure
. .. Supetvidor, Classificdtion: v
. g A. White Males 53.18 - 76 9.118 1.41 NS V;
B. White Females 55.59 42 7.95
o C. Black Males 55.75 28 . 7'.14 2.51  <.05 .
! ? D. Black Females 51,05 40 . 7.71
. -Avs., C 1.32 NS ’
‘. Bvs. D, 2.59  <.05 _
) A&B vs. C&D 0.81. NS
. asC ysBeD 0.39 B
v : » '
- ( ,
< " i
. ‘
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«

) Standard
Subordinate Rating Scale Mean . N Deviation t P
' [
1. Performance of the Worker
Supervisor Claésification:
+ A. White Male 20.50 ?8 4,16 1.45 NS
B, White Female 19.00 25 3.66
C. Black Male © 19.42 14 4.30 g ¥s
D. Bldck Female N 20.59 27 3.63
' . A&B vs. C&D .36 NS
: B A&C vs. B&D P .49 NS
2. Adjustment of thg Worker
Supervisor Classification: - .
A. White Male N 20.05 38 3.76 .70 NS
B. White Female 19.32 25 4,42
C. Black Malg it '20.35 14 ‘ 5.10 1.10 * NS
D. Black Femake 21,70 ° 27 2.77 ‘
A&B vs, C&D 1.88 NS
A&C vs. B&D 56 NS
3. Motivation of ithe Worker : ’
Supervisor Cléssification: .
A, White Hal% 21.05 38 4:17 .33 NS
B, White Female 20.68 25 4,60 .
| . ..
C. Black Mal? 20.57 14 4,29 12 NS
D. Black Fgmgle 20,77 27 5.30
’ Lo *  ASB vs. C&D /I .1 ws
= ASC vs. B&D , 21 NS
~~
4, étability of the Worker .
|
Supervisor Classification: LT
A. White Mal 17.47 38 3.85 1.02 NS
B. White Female 16.36 25 4.67 .
C. Ma . .
Black Mal 17.07 14 4,81 .56 NS
D. Black Female 16.29 27 3.8t |
ASB vs. C&D ' .56 NS
o B&D NS

.
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Appendix O

RATINGS OF AVERAGE NON-F;SC SUBORDINATE? BY
SUPERVISORS AS A FUNCTION OF
SEX AND ETHNIC GROUP OF THE SUPERVISOR .

-

A&C vs.

yeo

1.27

v
9}




N ~
) : U Standard . '
Subordinate Rating Scile Mean N Deviation t p
5. Potential of the Worker )
Supervisor Classi_ficatibn: .
A. White Male 18.00 . 38 3.85 .59 NSt e
! B. White Female 18.64 25 4.62
. C. Black Male - 18.50 14 3.50 .01 NS
.  D. Black Female . 18.48 27 5.16
t
. « A&B vs. C&D .26 NS ,
B - A&C vs. B&D : .49 NS
AY
> : s
. te - . ’
* o
‘., " . -
\ .
P 4
. &
‘ )
/ ' . ' N
. . l\
' o~
Al
. . .
2 o
All supervisors did not complete.
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' Appendix P - ‘ o
RATINGS OF PSC ENTRY-LEVEL SUBORDINATES BY . |
SUPERVISORS AS A FUNCTION OF . -
SEX AND ETHNIC GROUP DF THE SUPERVISOR
y ! : . |
(Ratings based on an average rating of subordinates in ‘ -
’ cases where a supervisor reported multiple subordinates). ‘
.- +  Standard .
) Sub?tdinate Rating Scale Mean N Deviation t P
1. - Performance of the*Worker ' R
Supetvilsot* Classification:
A, Whit.e Male . 18.89 46 4,32 .38 NS ‘o
B. White Female 18.50 31 4,55
C. Black Male 20,64 18 3‘4.6 1.68 NS
+ D. Black Female ' 18.65 29 4,18
_ ASB vs. C&D .86 NS
2 . ASC vs. B&D 1.05 NS ' N
. . 2. Adjustment of the Worker . oo
Supervisor Classification: ’ N
A. White Male o 20.73 . 46 . 3.56 .98 NS
, B. White Female’' 21,50 31 3.06 '
. C. Black Male 22,58 18 . 3.78 1.15 NS
D. Black Female 21.25 29 3.86
) ¢ ASB vs. C8D - . L1 NS -
A&C vs. B&D ot .20 NS )
' 3, Motivation of the Worker \ '
Supervisor ‘Clagsification: e i
) A. White Male 21,02 - 46 - ( 4.22“ . ;11 NS ‘ .
. B. White Female 20,90 31 © 4,88 . '
C. Black Male B XU 19 - 5.83% g NS
D. Black Femsle 20.63 -+ 29 ¢« 5.63 b :
o LASB vs. C&D R .36 NS .
“ASC vs. B§D .16 NS |
. . ‘ 0 . .
4, Stabili‘ty of the Worker A . PR
Supervisor Classification: o b i
A. ) ] . 78 . .
White Male K ; 16.46 46 3.76 . .60 NS . .
- B. White Female 17.02 31 4,12 . T s .
. M - " @
. - . R ¢ v s s .
) C. -Black Male . 16.94 18 3.64 ' 1M1 NS . ‘
. . D. Black Female 15.56 29 4.15 ’ . )b, a
' AkB vs. C&D * - 81 T NS, Do g
] " AsC vs. B&D .39 NS L .
. oy . v ' N
' : ’ « ' !
’ Y *
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\ ¥ . p T . ,
\ Subordinate Rating Scale t‘ Mean N Standard t
/ - e ‘Dasiation P :
" ¥ —
5. Potential of the MWorker ~ , ’ . ' |
.o Supervigor Classification: ! |
A. White Male 1765 M6 445 L0 po - ’
B. White Female W S 17.96 31 4.50 '
C. Black Male & 18.72 18 4,58 91 NS
*+ ~ D. Black Female - 17.54 29 4,54 :
. s * . R
.o R ' . A&B vs. C&D . .29 NS
. , _ ASC vs. B&D ‘ ~ .26 NS )
‘S |
. ~.¥ *
\ ™
, N B % ' 4 .
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* Appendlx -Q ' ' ~

B~
COMPARISON OF SUPERVISORS’ RATINGS OF AVERAGE ’ |
) . NQN-PSC SUBORDINATE AND PSC SUBORDINATES
(1) AS A FUNCTION OF ETHNIC GROUP AND SEX OF . ‘
SUPERVISOR AND (2) ALL SUPERVISORS COMBINED
(Ratings.based on an average rating of subordinates in
. cases where a supervisor reported multiple subordinates)
. - Subordinate Rating Scale: . . . i .
Supervisor Classifjication ’ Performance of the v'lorker :
A SR, Me N Standard N
s ' ean Deviation ’ P
A. Whité (Male and Female) ’ . .
‘\vexage Non-PSC 19.90 63 4.01 1.62 ¢+ NS
\ PSC Subordinate -€,18.73 7 4.36
B. Black (Male and ‘Fémale) N ¢
Ayerage Non-PSC 20.19 41 3.81 .92 | NS )
PSC Subordinate : 19.41 47 3.96, .
. - e
C. Male (Black and White) s . . to -
[} . Nl v . -
Average Non-PSC . 20.21 52 . 4.23 . ", 1.05 NS
PSC Subordinate 19.38 64 . 4,12
D. Female (Black and White) . ] _ N
Average® Non-PSC ' ‘19.82 < 32 3.69 1.62 NS
., PSC Suboydinate N *18.57 60 4.3 . .
E. Ccmbined oo : P i . E ; |
Average Non-PSC - 19.93 117 3.98 1.76 NS ‘
PSC Subordinate . 18.99 124 ., 4.23 '
+ : ‘
» . <
v ] . . , ’ ° . ] <~
1Y ‘ * , .
. o E
) . . R !
- ' 3 - -~ ) . -
’ !:_ , . , ‘ ‘
. ]:MC . . 1()\1 :
B a Lt - . ' [
| ’ . . . R o .




B ' ’ b
Ny :‘ o Subordinate Ratng Scale:
- Supervisor Classification Adjustmen;tgxfid:tég Worke::
." ) - ' \ Hean N Deviation t * P
I ‘A Wnite (Malé and Female) o .k -
i Average Non-PSC ! 19.76 63 4.01 2.04 <.05
* PSC Subordinate - 21.04 77 3.34 .
. - . . C 5 ' N,
) * B. Black (Malt and Female) : ..
) .+ *  Average Non-PSC ’ 21,24 41 3.68 66" NS '
" PSC Subordinate 21.76 47 3.80 )
x . .. -
_.C, Male (Black and White) . o . -
-, , Average Non~PSG 20.13 52 4,14~ 1.52 NS
PSC.Subordinate, 21.25 64 3.66
¥ . M ‘ .
) D. Female (Black and White) T "
s Average Non-PSC , 20.55 52 3.81 1.19 NS
. PSC Subordinate 21.38 60 " 3.41
. - . ’
\ .
. . 20.56 117 , 3.89 1.56 NS
' ! 21,31 124 3.54 ;
/
i » <
) i * y R ’
y’ . Vs -
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. I ) ’ ,
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, Supervisor Classification

© Subordinate Rating Scale:
Motivation of the Worker

g "

y . Standard
¢ o Hean N Deviation P
* A. White (Male and Female) .
Average Nop-PSC 20.90 63 4,31 .09 NS
: PSC Subordinate 20.87 77 4.44 :
> . ‘
ll .)' . . /L_ >
B. Black (ﬁale and Female) , i
- . f
., . Mverage Non-PSC 20.70 41 4,87 .05 NS,
PSC. Subordinate 20.64 <47 5.58
> C. Male (Black and White)
Average, Non-PSC 20,92 52 4,20 .00" ﬁS
PSC Subordinate 20.91 64 4,64
] b . .
. D. Female (Black and ’!lte) .
Average Non-PSC 20.7%0 52 4.93 .04 NS
p PSC Subordinate 20.77 60 5,1?.
. €
E. Combined . ) s
_ ~ Average Non-PSC | 20.82 1}7 4.57 04 NS .
PSC Subordinate 20.84 124 ' 4,91 .
..’.4‘,“
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< . ) 5 . . . ) N - . i 2 - :

. ] Subordinate Rating Scate:’ . .+ ..
Supervisor Classification ’ — Stability of the Wgnker , ! Lo

. . - Fean C N Standard - i . RN

Delviation - N T
» ‘ A. White (Male and Female) ‘ S
Average Non-PSC 17,03 63 418 e e

" PSC Subordinate 16.69 77 3.87 o

- N - N v -
. .- .

. B. Black (Male and Female) - - SR
) Average Non-PSC . ‘16.56 41 '4i98” V53 "NS(/
. PSC.Subordinate 16,09 47 . 3,94 . ‘ s

. 4 ‘e

" C. Male (Black and White) - N T
- Average Non-PSC 17.36 52 4,12 :f o4’ ':ﬁs"‘;: L
'PSC Subdrdinate. 16.60 66 3,67 , . ;AL LT

D. Female (Black and White)
. ) Average Non-PSC
. PSC Subqrdinate'
* E. Combined
Average ﬁon-PSC
PSC Subordinate
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. . Ty ' . -
* P ’ ’ . ¢ ’ *a : .
v . - 4 -
e Subordinate Rating Scale: . .
’ Potential of the Worker. ~o

Supervisor Classification ; - *Standard -
Mean N°
Deviation

. - '
’ 4
. .t 1t
R ’ -
. .

2« A nite' (Male and Fémale) ¢ .
18.23, 63 . 4.3 64 NS

a
©
~
~

' . L
N . Average- Non—-PSC

PS¢ Subordinate ' ° 17.78 77 461 . . v
— .t to_r . . . . . . ..
‘e : \ 4

‘
- “a .
. [

o K B. Bhack (Ma'l'e apd Female) . &

: > ° ; 1 ‘ ot
'Av.era‘g_e.N,on-PSC‘ . . 18.48 4}_ 4.55 o 47, . Ns.
: PSC Subordinate 18.02 47 4.50 oo C -

x .
¢ .

o C. Male (Bladk and hﬁite‘) A e . o
. ¢ , . V. N
18.13 52 3.77.’ ..19". . P.‘s .

‘e z}\rer‘age Non-PSC
*. - »  pSC Subordinate - 17.97 . 64 4.45 3
T ' . ) .

- . . ~
, 3

* . D. Female (Black and White) -
T . ’Average Non~PSC ’ .
~ . PS(_Z’ Subordinate ; v

‘u ¢ L]
. P ..,
Al -
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° '. .

- . E.* Combined .l . . '

..
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A . PSC Supordinate - - B ¥ . .

a .
.
- . ~ ’ L
- - P * . R .
. . P . . . . .
. 2 L . - . . .o
il f . . < . . <
. . - . » "
. .4 o e ” . b * ’ i .
. , 8 % \ > . v [ L ’ .
’ ¥ - A -
< Y
p .
L. . N ) [P . . ’ ", . .
-5 y e - . P - d
. . v t ! L] . ~ 4
. . e * ! * . . - . ¢
: - - e . ¢ .
. - a K - - .
A T . . »
“ - A L [ ' " ~ . .
- « LI | . » " I
- ’ .
. y . -~ . < . . . L} L
“ ‘ A ’
3 , . % - ’
. o~ . v . . [y ~ N o ‘
. o - . - .
. D . *
. v * °
. - ‘ L hd ‘ ; ’ "
B . ' . P s . -
R .
. . N . .. M ' - - . ’
RS - - ' . ‘ . .
- . . '
. . .
- - tl ‘ -
N . - * . A . . 3 P
. , \ e,y . . ~ ” - . .
L] - . ., . - .
£l M 4
.. . . . . . . 4 r .
. . . o ¥ M . ¢
. B ., ) .
[ ! - *. . - * . -
b e R . e v
, .. L. . \ . . - . J o N
s - . . . s
. b - L, - L
- . . . , [ . - . . ~ . .
N . h ' ’ . . ¢ . f \ R ‘ ':'
v R b
’
e . . ) ‘(/{ v, " . » Y * S
" N Ae - >
NS . [ J e o . h °
. v - s ., . . . « . . . . M L) “
. 3 -
.. - -, ¢ ‘ (4 .7 ‘ :
. - \ . ]
» . - . .
4 ~ . . . ’ b ., s ‘ .
. [ ., . . v . p . .
i . - L] . . r
S - " - ¥ s e - . . P ’
J ;e ) . .,g . - M - L T
. 4 . EAS DY . - » ' - o
R . LY . I . .t . -
Al - -
- . N . » s, 0 Yo “ P
v ‘< i
4 ", , . ¢ ] PN -, 4 - ,-'. N - .
A FaKY) PR P . T . . ‘ ; ‘
. p “n y ,®* L - . . . o < -
. . N Za b .
A 1 P v Dl ' ! .
et A i \K ’ . . 4 <
“ . . o . y N
.. : 2 . f .!')\ “ T
i A A AP S v ")‘l s " [ y z
NeSA Joe / R
. ) - AR R : S
, O - | LR P PV . - . ., . ‘o
. ‘- ‘,. s, " ] ! . " L. 0 i
- = ST A . < , : ’
.. R P A sy v ” . , . ’
P v e S SRS AP 4 - v . - o oo e
. L e . . . . .
: s " . . . . r 4 ' {
) . . ' - ’ & . - ’ g
. .

. 3 g .
",J ; . « - - - a4 . B
" e J - D




' ' ] ’ N ' ‘ ’ . . / \ ' ! i
. ' ) ’ |
. ) - Appendix R’ . |
" . RATING_.OF SUBORDINATES BY SUPERVISORS AS A
FUNCTION OF SUPERVISORS* LPC SCORE , - )

-
7

. , - 4
" . (Ratings based on an average rating of subordinates in
cases where a supervisor reported multiple ,subordinates)

Erlc

Aruitoxt provided by Eic

.

.

)

. » Standard
.Subordinate Rating Scale Mean N . Deviation t p
1. Performance of the Worket BN ',
. |
Low LPC Supervisors N 18.58 66 4,57 67 NS
High LBC Supervisors ' 19.07 67 7,73 -
2.. Adjustment of Ehe Worker * . ",
. ‘ '
.Low LPC Supervisqzs 20.99._ 66 - 3.29 . 1.16 - NS
Migh LPC Supervisors . 21.69 67 % 3.60 )
3. Motivation of the Worker ’ ‘e
Low LPC Supe{visorg 20.20 661 §w95 1.86 NS
High LPC Supervisors 21,75 67" 4458
’ 4.‘ Siability of, the Worker R
D 4
) Low LPC Supervisors 15;8} 66 3.79 1.91 NS
High LPC Supervisors 17.11 67 4.00
. . o
5. Potential of the Worker .
R Low LPC Supgrvisors 17.13 66 4.50 1.77 NS
High LPC Supervikors 18.47 67 4,20
. . |
N t v ’ .
- . -
- \\ *
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ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

A. Porced-Choice Response Condition

-

9.

10.

© 12,

13,

s

BREAK-OUT OF QUESTIONNAIRE ITEMS, BY PSYCHOLOGiCAL TEST

N Test

Cynical Distrust of People |, 5

-

Weak Self-Regard

g

Acﬁieyemqnt Motivation

* Time Sense

Protestant Ethic

*

'
Expectation oi- Success
R

Powerlessness

a

Meaninglessness
Normlessness
Value Isdlation

Self-Estrangement

Work Demands

-

Cynical Distrust of Organizations' 4

-

Appendix 8 © .

Order of Items in
Questionnaire

P

Test Item
Number?®

v

-
B

' Alternative
Scoredb

14

-
Sl:?»ﬁw P

32¢

13
48
31
7 -
16
25
34
41,

6
15
24
33
40
44
3
47
21
s .
39

9
. 18
. 27
36
. 42
52

8

17

26

35

1

43.

¢ 50 .

28
37
56

54 .
. 11
B 20

, 45
23
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. T Order of Items in Test Item Alternative
. Test Questionnairel ' Number Scored
14, Orientation Toward Work 46"
L .22,
t . 12
49 g,
o 19 L.
: : 30 Tty

VW
oo e

’

B. Likert-Type Response Condition WA

'?'é'ff. g Direction of

Test Scoring Response®

i "% .
¢ %y B,
H
1

1. Cynical Distrust of People.

-
[N
b

2. Cynical Distrust of Orga{tizations 19
. ‘ ‘ - a3
r , . 43 .

3. Weak Self-Regard . 4

.
ce

WX RBTY WYY RYN RPN NODD YYYYNYY YUY NN WYY g N Y

Co
\. / <5

4. Achievement Motivation - .. 6 ,

-
-

5. Time Sense . , 8

¥

” |
6. Protestant Ethic -, 48 oo

¥

.

7. Expectation of Success ' 41

»
.
’
o
~J
OOV WNDEHE WV LN O SAOWL B LN NOUVEB WD UVESEWNDE VTSR WNDEE OVUTE WA .

| EMC . . N , B ) '.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: M .
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s

- , - " Order of Items in
Test ) Questionnaire

Test'Item
Number

A 4

Direction ot

8. Powerlessness 24
- ) . . 11 ;

' o 56
9. ' Meaninglessness 37.

o ’ 57

€

10. Normlessness ‘ 38

. : ‘ 58
’ 170 -

11. Value Isolation ) R

- . . 39

\]

12, Self-Estrangement 28
* [} - 65 ¢
. 64

. ¢ ¥ 59
13. Work Demands . . 61

14. Orientation Toward Work .

~ . “

‘e . " ) ~

., . bGne point assigned if the 1ndicated 31tetnative is chosen.

: S = 2) and the, resulting score assigned‘the item.

. . ¢ . 'A_ -
. » . . e

)

-
A o . ’

ERIC, ", <7 -

—-w‘k By . . .
. .

+ v -

. . thems,referred to in Test Item Number column are shown in Appen&ix.C

«

RN LR L

M

1

)

WYY Y O YO Y oY Yo

‘s N

L ﬁ%ternacive
_Scored’

a

)

-
. +

L CA "P" indicates tﬁat the va;ue of the alternative chosen by respondent is scéreé
as is (e.g., 2 = 2), whareas an "R" indicadtes that the ,scale is’ reversed (e.g., =1,

* ¢ -

Scoring Response




