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This study assessed the predictive validity of four independent factors (Rotter 

Locus of Control Scale (LOC), Safety Locus of Control (SLOC), Organizational 

Attribution Style Questionnaire, and Rosenburg Self-Esteem Scale) in establishing a 

measure of safety consciousness for predicting on-the-job injuries and the filing of 

workers' compensation claims. A 125-item questionnaire was administered to assess 

participants' disposition on the four psychological dimensions, demographic data and on-

the-job injury information. 

An ex-post facto case-control analysis using two nominal dependent measures and 

four independent psychological measures examined responses from 181 employees of the 

Denton State School. In combination with the 125-item questionnaire, existing employee 

records were reviewed to validate respondents' self-report data and to obtain historical 

data. Stepwise discriminant analysis was used to determine which psychological variables 

could best predict employee group membership. 

The study utilized cases of individuals who have exhibited evidence of the 

independent predictor variables (one or more on-the-job injuries or workers' 

compensation claims) and controls, individuals who have not exhibited evidence of the 

independent predictor variables (no on-the-job injuries and no workers' compensation 



claims). For analysis purposes, cases and controls were randomized into samples with 

equal Ns. 

In the first discriminant analysis, scores on the LOC scale and SLOC scale 

demonstrated significant predictability of on-the-job injuries. Results from the second 

stepwise discriminant analysis indicated that scores on the LOC scale demonstrated 

significant predictability of workers' compensation claims. These findings are consistent 

with the existing literature and can provide employers with a measure of employee safety 

consciousness which can be integrated into comprehensive employment practice 

decisions. 

Further research on the predictability of these measures would prove beneficial to 

employers and employees who are concerned about the awareness, control and prevention 

of workplace injuries and losses. Additional empirical research studies should attempt to 

explore further the specific relationships found in this study. The end-result of these 

findings could significantly assist in decreasing workers' compensation claims and on-

the-job injuries. 
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CHAPTER I 

BACKGROUND 

Despite safer workplaces and working conditions, on-the-job injuries remain at 

unacceptably high levels. In 1994 work-related accidents cost the United States over 

120.7 billion dollars (National Safety Council, 1996). This figure includes costs 

associated with lost wages, medical expenses, insurance costs, as well as indirect costs. 

The National Safety Council (1996) reports 7,128,000 people are injured in occupational 

accidents in a typical year, with one accidental death occurring approximately every 51 

minutes, and one injury taking place every 19 seconds. 

In 1931, H. W. Heinrich (1980) analyzed 75,000 employee accident reports and 

discovered 88 percent of industrial accidents to be the result of unsafe acts of individuals 

rather than unsafe working conditions. Since that time, enormous improvements have 

been made in workplace safety. These improvements have resulted from three main 

health and safety movements. First, labor laws and business policies have (a) limited the 

number of hours an employee can work (which has reduced fatigue-related health and 

safety losses) and (b) controlled the age of workers. Second, safety engineering and 

dangerous job task automation have accounted for extensive reductions in on-the-job 

injuries. Third, unions have traditionally placed high priority on employees' safety, 

resulting in increased employee awareness of what constitutes safe and healthful 

workplaces. 



Congress became actively involved with worker safety in the 1960s with a flurry of 

laws intended to improve the safety of specific work groups. Nonetheless, workplace 

health and safety standards across the board remained inadequate through the late 1960s 

because budgets for the enforcement of legislative mandates were insufficient. As a 

result, workplace death tolls and injury rates did not greatly decrease. These issues 

provided the impetus for passage of the Occupational Health and Safety Act of 1970. 

This and subsequent legislation has greatly improved the work environment of employees 

through the delegation of broad policy making powers, regulation, and inspection. 

Despite workplace improvements, safety professionals note the lack of anticipated 

progress in employee safety. They argue this lack of progress is the result of a failure to 

address the human error component in safety. Today, more than ever, human error, rather 

than unsafe mechanical or environmental conditions, is responsible for most workplace 

accidents (Yanushefski, Ruggerberg, & Mclntyre, 1997). However, most safety training 

and education efforts remain focused on focused on engineering aspects or facets of safe 

and efficient job performance and do not address safety from a behavioral or an employee 

psychological perspective (Krause, 1995). 

Research studies on employee accidents demonstrate that employee psychological 

makeup precipitates on-the-job errors and leads to occupational accidents and injuries 

(Wichman and Ball, 1983; Montag and Comrey, 1987; Hansen, 1988; and Salminen and 

Klen, 1994). More recent studies explore factors of unsafe acts (psychological, 

demographics, specific learned behaviors, and lack of awareness) with behavioral 

patterns. Specifically, research has been emerging which investigates a link between (a) 



general aspects of employee safety and (b) the psychological constructs of locus of 

control along with the situation-specific, safety locus of control (Jones and Forman, 1985; 

Wuebker, Jones and DuBois, 1985; Jones and Webker, 1985a; and Jones and Wuebker, 

1985b). Surprisingly, virtually no research in the safety field has attempted to establish a 

connection between occupational injuries or losses and employees' attribution or self-

esteem. 

This research reviews the related literature and applies discriminant analysis in 

assessing the predictive validity of four psychological constructs in relation to workers' 

compensation claims and employee on-the-job injuries. The four psychological constructs 

to be used are: locus of control, safety locus of control, self-esteem, and attribution. 

Statement of the Problem 

Why do on-the-job injuries occur? This question has concerned health and safety 

decision-makers for decades. In order to prevent accidents, we must know why incidents 

or errors in performance occur and must intervene before these behaviors are repeated 

and manifest themselves into losses. Improvements in workplace safety over the past four 

decades have stemmed from advancements in organizational culture and environmental 

working conditions. The vast majority of these improvement efforts have been founded in 

assessing and correcting unsafe workplace mechanical and physical conditions. However, 

virtually no improvements have focused on the human factors (psychological, 

demographic, learned behaviors, and awareness) that result in on-the-job injuries. 

According to the National Safety Council, on-the-job injuries (recordable losses) 

and workers' compensation insurance costs employers millions of dollars annually. Prior 



to the mid-1990's, the cost of any losses were directly passed on to the consumer. Fierce 

competition abroad and the improvements resulting from the quality movement (i.e. 

Baldrige Criteria) in the United States have demanded an increase in awareness and 

prevention of health and safety losses. Business and industry leaders currently lack 

effective methodologies as part of their comprehensive employment practices (screening, 

selection, promotions, training, etc.) which accurately discriminate between employees 

based on their propensity for on-the-job accidents (Hansen, 1988; Jones & Wuebker, 

1988; Janicak, 1994; Yanushefski, Ruggerberg, & Mclntyre, 1997). 

Need for the Study 

There is a long history concerning the effect of accidents on workers and companies 

and the cost of preventing accidents. Still, safety is a field paralyzed by a lack of adequate 

ongoing empirical research focusing on the human factors associated with occupational 

safety. Historically, the prevailing view has been that accident prevention programs were 

too costly and failed to address the need for training from employees behavioral 

perspectives. A more contemporary view is that accidents are too costly and that accident 

prevention makes sense and is justified economically. Accidents reduce the profitability 

of a company due to loss in production, disability payments, legal fees, lower employee 

morale, damaged equipment, wasted material, and higher workers' compensation 

insurance rates (Huber, 1987). 

The current single most reliable industry predictor of safety performance is the 

incidence of site-specific at-risk employee behaviors (Krause, 1995). A recurring theme 

in the literature on safety is a recommendation for researchers to apply behavioral science 



methodology to advance the safety construct. This advancement would generate 

substantial understanding of job-related knowledge, skills, abilities, and attitudes as input 

for making selection or employment related decisions and prediction regarding employee 

safety. There have been only fledgling attempts to establish predictor-criterion 

relationships regarding safe performance. The ability to implement successful employee 

selection criteria and effective safety programs is dependent on the ability to use 

statistical methods to determine which variables are predictors of safe performance. 

Training and education contribute positively to the psychological makeup of 

employees, resulting in safer occupational behaviors (Krause, 1995). For years, human 

resource managers and training and development personnel viewed variations in safety 

performance as levels of employee awareness. Through research, we have come to 

recognize that safety outcomes are closely linked to human factors. To reduce the 

staggering economic loss, and to survive in a global marketplace, companies must 

increase their efforts to promote safety and health in the workplace. A study which 

investigates the potential relationship of four independent variables (locus of control, 

safety locus of control, self-esteem, and attribution) 

and two dependent variables (workplace accidents and workers' compensation claims) 

will help to create a greater appreciation and understanding of the human factors on 

which employee safety is predicated. 

Purpose of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to assess the predictive validity of the Rotter Locus of 

Control Scale, Safety Locus of Control Scale, Organizational Attribution Style 
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Questionnaire, and Rosenberg's Self-Esteem Scale in the establishment of a standardized 

measure of safety consciousness in predicting on-the-job injuries and the filing of 

workers' compensation claims. 

Hypotheses Tested 

For the purpose of this study, eight hypotheses were proposed: 

1. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Rotter Locus Of 

Control Scale scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals 

who have had on-the-job injuries. 

2. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Safety Locus of 

Control Scale scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals 

who have had on-the-job injuries. 

3. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Organizational 

Attributional Style Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job 

injuries and individuals who have had on-the-job injuries. 

4. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-

Esteem Scale scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals 

who have had on-the-job injuries. 

5. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Rotter Locus of 

Control Scale scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 

individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims. 
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6. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Safety Locus of 

Control Scale scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 

individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

7. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Organizational 

Attributional Style Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not filed workers' 

compensation claims and individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

8. Alternative form: There will be a significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-

Esteem Scale scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 

individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

Delimitations 

The sample size may limit the statistical power of the inferential procedure. Every 

attempt was made to select instruments for this research that have acceptable reliability 

and validity. Even though the reliability and validity of the individual instruments are 

acceptable, the measurement instruments may lack the sensitivity to note differences 

between groups studied. It is acknowledged that the ease of obtaining dependent 

measures of on-the-job accident and workers' compensation claims, are inversely related 

to the importance of being able to provide predictability of the ultimate criterion 

(workplace accidents). Longitudinal and cross-cultural studies are needed to explore the 

relevance of each measurement instrument. 

Limitations 

The research will be conducted with a single population within a single setting, 

employees of the Denton State School, in Denton, Texas. Randomization of subjects to 
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groups is intended to apportion subjects such that variance among individuals is spread 

equally among the groups. There is no guarantee that equal distributions of variance will 

be attained by randomization, but is more likely to be attained via randomization than 

otherwise. One apparent limitation is the use of a questionnaire where the respondents' 

willingness, ability, and accuracy in completing a questionnaire is not be under the 

researcher's direct control. In cases where predictive studies use preexisting dependent 

variables, there is a possibility that the dependent measure predisposes or contaminates 

the respondents' feedback on the independent measures. 

Definition of Terms 

The following definitions are provided to clarify the intent of specific terminology 

used within the scope of this research. 

Attribution Theory: A theoretical premise concerned with the way an individuals 

explain their own successes and failures and the consequences of those explanations. 

Heider's premise in the original Attribution Theory (1958) was that people have an innate 

need to understand and control their environment. Attribution theorists are concerned 

with perceived causes of events and the consequences of those perceptions. If a person 

attributes failure to self, then they are likely to repeat the flawed action. If an individual 

attributes failure to preparation, technique, or other variables, they could expect changes 

to precipitate success. 

High Accident Risk. Employees with one or more serious incidents involving work-

related losses (broken bones, cuts requiring stitches, slips, falls, trips, back injuries, etc.) 
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for which there were greater than seven and one-half hours of lost time or more than one 

hundred and fifty dollars of medical cost involved (Olson, 1998). 

Locus of Control: Individuals' expectations that events in their workplace 

environments are contingent upon their behavior (Rotter, 1966). Generally, an internal 

locus of control refers to the individuals' perception that occurrences, good or bad, are 

products of their own actions. In contrast, persons exhibiting external locus of control 

perceive positive or negative events as unrelated to their behavior. 

Low Accident Risk. Employees with no recorded on-the-job accidents or injuries or 

employees who had only minor accidents with superficial injuries (bruises, cuts, scrapes, 

etc) for which there were no more than eight hours of lost time or no more than one 

hundred and fifty dollars medical cost involved (Olson, 1998). 

On-The-Job Accident. Injury to an employee while on-the-job which resulted in lost 

time and/or damage to equipment or facilities. 

Predictive Validity. The degree to which a score predicts criterion measurements 

that are made at some point in the future (Crocker & Algina, 1986). 

Safety Locus of Control. With safety locus of control, internals assume full 

responsibility for their personal safety while externals take little personal responsibility 

for accident prevention. 

Self-Esteem. The image of persons' characteristic evaluation of themselves as 

individuals, is the definition of the construct known as self-esteem. Low self-esteem is 

characterized by a sense of personal inadequacy and an inability to achieve needed 
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satisfaction in the past. High self-esteem is characterized by a sense of personal adequacy 

and the feeling of having achieved needed satisfaction. 

Workers' Compensation. State run programs which employee insurance purchased 

by employers to cover medical and other expenses, including lost wages of employees 

who are injured or killed in on-the-job injuries. 

Summary 

Improvements to environmental and working conditions over the past three decades 

have evolved so that human error is the leading cause for occupational accidents today. 

As the costs associated with employee accidents and workers' compensation claims 

continue to rise, business and industry are in need of a comprehensive understanding of 

employee psychological factors that yield employee injuries as well as those factors 

which assist in accident prevention as well. 

The ability to establish a predictive model based upon psychological profiles that 

discriminate between potential and current employees' tendency to experience one or 

more on-the-job injuries, has the potential to generate staggering economic savings. It 

would also provide a means to promote behavioral safety training in the workplace. A 

greater understanding is needed of how employee locus of control, safety locus of 

control, self-esteem, and attribution impact employees' workplace accidents and the filing 

of workers' compensation claims. Consequently, an-ex post facto case-control correlation 

study investigating the degree to which these four psychological constructs impact 

employee on-the-job accidents and workers' compensation claims was conducted. Study 

results and findings provide valuable insight into refining the approach to employee 
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safety and the focus for training employee safety. Eight hypotheses focusing on four 

employee psychological constructs and two dependent safety measures were proposed for 

this study. 



CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Research on Locus of Control 

E. J. Phares first systematically studied the presence of the locus of control 

construct in 1957. Since that time, thousands of research studies have been published 

which demonstrate major differences in people who felt they were in charge of their own 

personal and work lives themselves as compared to those who believed that others made 

their critical decisions for them. In the mid 1990's, with a great deal more understanding 

of the construct, many researchers still focus their efforts on the issue of locus of control 

and the enormous impact perceptions concerning control have on the individuals' 

behavior. 

Various researchers have measured the impact of the locus of control personality 

construct on other personality variables. In his classical work, Rotter (1966) developed 

the first scale to measure the construct. On his scale, a person scored on a continuum 

from high external through high internal. People who measured high external believed 

they had little or no control over things that happened to them. In contrast, high internals 

believed themselves to be primarily responsible for occurrences in their lives. Rotter, 

however, cautioned against oversimplifying the locus of control findings. Internals cannot 

automatically be labeled the positives and externals labeled the negatives. The 

circumstances of the individual's environment make a difference. For example, surgeons 
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could not hold themselves responsible for everyone who died on the table. They would 

experience overwhelming guilt (Rotter, 1966). 

The concept of locus of control is based on social learning theory that states 

reinforcement acts to strengthen an expectancy that a particular behavior or event will be 

followed by reinforcement in the future (Rotter, 1966,1975,1990). When an expectancy 

is not reinforced by the behavior-reinforcement sequence, the expectancy will be either 

reduced or extinguished (Rotter, 1966). Rotter (1966,1975) declares that individuals 

differ in the degree to which they attribute reinforcements to their own actions or to other 

forces. Locus of control is, therefore, defined as follows: 

When a reinforcement is perceived by the subject as following 

some action of his own, but not being entirely contingent upon his 

action, then, in our culture, it is typically perceived as the result of 

luck, chance, fate, as under the control of powerful others, or as 

unpredictable because of the great complexity of the forces 

surrounding him. When the event is interpreted in this way by an 

individual, we have labeled this a belief in external control. If the 

person perceives that the event is contingent upon his own 

behavior or his own relatively permanent characteristics, we have 

termed this a belief in internal control. (Rotter, 1966, p. 1) 

Rotter's well-known 1966 article, still applicable today, synthesized much of the 

research in the area of locus of control. He reported that: (1) External individuals are less 

likely to expect future success than internals since internals perceive success to be the 
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result of their own skill and efforts. (2) Internals are likely to be more alert to those 

aspects of the environment which provide useful information for future behavior, take 

steps to improve the environmental condition, and to place greater value on skill or 

achievement reinforcements. Additionally, internals are generally more concerned with 

their ability and may be resistive to subtle attempts to influence them. 

Correlations suggest the connection between internal and external locus of control 

and positive and negative human actions. Individuals who believe their own choices 

determine their fates feel more accountable and responsible. Hence, they are more 

discriminating about what they will and will not do to "belong". Internals withstand peer 

pressure better than externals. Some studies have indicated a correlation between internal 

locus of control, altruism and helping behaviors. Externals on the other hand, are more 

apt to do harm to another when socially pressured to do so. 

Adjustment is the process of mentally coping with the events of life and yields 

modifications to one's locus of control. Rotter (1975) describes adjustment as "...only a 

value concept, and any relationship (between adjustment and locus of control) must 

depend upon the definition of adjustment" (p. 60). Although he states that there should be 

a curvilinear relationship between the two (1966), the relationship has not been borne out 

(1975). However, self-reports of control scales correlate with self-report scales of 

adjustment (Warehime & Foulds, 1971), anxiety (Himle & Barcy, 1975), hopelessness 

and depression (Prociuk. Breen, & Lussier, 1976), social avoidance and self-esteem 

(Geist & Borecki, 1982), and stress (Heretick, 1981). Rotter (1975) explains that, because 

typical internals tend to repress failures and unpleasant experiences, they may report 
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lower levels of anxiety or higher levels of adjustment. Rotter (1975) also points out the 

degree of happiness among those who repress a great deal is unknown. 

In a number of studies where internals and externals were exposed to a variety of 

tasks designed to be stressful, internals obtained and utilized information more effectively 

(Davis & Phares, 1967; Seeman & Evans, 1962). Additionally, they were better at using 

their experience on a task to improve their performance (DuCette & Wolk, 1973) and 

experienced less debilitating anxiety (Butterfield, 1964). Phares (1976) has argued such 

cognitive differences, coupled with a generalized belief in the efficacy of one's own 

efforts, may provide internals with a stronger basis for coping with stress and anxiety. 

An individual's health, both mental and physical, appears to be affected by their 

perceived control. It has been stated that, "Whether people, or other species for that 

matter, believe that they can determine their own fates, within limits, will be seen to be of 

critical importance to the way in which they cope with stress and engage in challenges, 

[which is] central to man's ability to give service and to enjoy life." Locus of control 

scores have been compared against the suicide rates of different countries. It was found 

that countries with high external locus of control score also had the highest suicide rates. 

Locus of control was also measured in relation to work skills and job satisfaction. 

Internals experience greater job satisfaction and commitment to the organization than 

externals. They are typically more intrinsically motivated to perform job tasks well and 

remain in their jobs. Additionally, they express greater confidence in their problem-

solving abilities (Lefcourt, 1972). By extension, people who perceive they do not perform 

a task as well as they would like, will protect their self-esteem in some way (self-
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consistency theory). Furthermore, a measure of self-esteem related to one task is a better 

predictor of job-related outcomes than other measures of self-esteem (Mclntire and 

Levine, 1984). 

Keller and Pugh (1976) studied 140 male and 130 female freshmen at Indiana 

University and found the expected positive relationship between internal locus of control 

and personal adjustment. Both males and females characterized by internal locus of 

control tended to be well adjusted and have a positive self-attitude. Subjects reporting an 

internal locus of control tended not to have, or did not admit to having, psychological 

difficulties and anxieties and tended not to engage in deviant or unconventional 

behaviors. 

Both Keller and Pugh (1976) and Kleiber (1980) indicated gender differences. 

According to Keller and Pugh (1976), internally oriented females tended to be more 

intellectual, more competitive, and preferred certainty to ambiguity. On the other hand, 

males characterized by internal locus of control tended to be more affiliative and 

conservative, both socially and religiously. Like Keller and Pugh, others found a 

relationship between internality and participation (Gore & Rotter, 1963; Strickland, 

1965). Strickland's (1965) study revealed locus of control to be a significant predictor of 

"political activism" among college students. Similarly, Gore and Rotter (1963) report 

comparable results among black students. 

Research indicates internals are more likely than externals to actively seek 

information that will be useful in the future (Davis & Phares, 1967). Similarly, Feldman 

and Newcomb (1969) report "competent" high school seniors engage in preparatory 



17 

activities in anticipation of college. In varying degrees, they educated themselves on the 

university environment in advance by interacting with college friends and representatives 

and by visiting college campuses. They also reported deriving support" ...from an 

awareness that others were 'in the same boat,' that others, too, were experiencing anxiety" 

(Feldman & Newcomb, 1969, p. 71). 

Kleiber's (1980) study hypothesized a relationship between anxiety, locus of 

control, and level of leisure activity. His findings revealed limited support for the 

hypothesis. While there was a significant negative correlation between level of activity 

and anxiety among males, no significance was discovered between activity and locus of 

control. Among females a significant relationship was found between locus of control and 

activity but no significance was discerned between anxiety and activity. Based on these 

findings, Kleiber (1980) speculates that, for some subjects, internal locus of control and a 

low level of anxiety may be more a function of academic work than leisure activity. 

In 1965 Crandall and Katkovsky found a positive correlation between age and 

internal locus of control. Later research further indicated that an individual's locus of 

control was subject to change (Phares, 1983) and the most attributable factor for this 

change is age (Penk, 1988). In 1986, a study was conducted with further positive 

indications. His research indicated that not only could the locus of control change, but 

also that the change could be initiated through training. It has been noted that a person's 

locus of control could be influenced. If this is possible, then future actions could be based 

on these new beliefs. 
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Locus of Control Scale Development 

During the last three decades the construct of locus of control has been widely 

studied and tested. The Rotter Locus of Control scale is the most popular means of 

assessing locus of control in part because of the scale's wide range of generalizability, 

ease of administration and documented research application. The Rotter locus of control 

scale is comprised of 29 forced choice items, 23 of which are designed to assess the 

respondents' locus of control beliefs, the others are filler items. Respondents are required 

to complete the questionnaire by choosing from a series of two alternative statements that 

more closely reflect their own beliefs. The scale is arranged so that the respondent 

receives a point each time he or she selects a statement that is designed to reflect external 

locus of control beliefs. The scale is scored by simply totaling the number of externally 

worded items. Thus the higher the score, the more external the respondent and the lower 

the score, the more internal the respondent. The Rotter Locus of Control Scale has been 

validated in hundreds of studies with internal consistency ratings from .65 to .79 and test-

retest coefficients from .60 to .83 (Rotter, 1966,1975; Robinson & Shaver, 1970). 

There are a number of limitations when using the Rotter Locus of Control scale. 

Spector (1982) and Boone (1988) identify the tendency for a limited correlation with a 

social desirability response set. In research, the most frequent problem is failure on the 

part of investigators to consider the value of and nature of reinforcement (Rotter, 1975); 

what is reinforcing for one, may not be for another. 

Another difficulty revolves around the question of unidimensionality versus multi-

dimensionality of one's locus of control. Several studies have reported multi-dimensional 
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results of factorial analyses of Rotter's (1966) construct (Collins, 1974; Fleming & 

Courtney, 1983; Fleming & Spooner, 1985; Mirels, 1970; Ward & Thomas, 1985). Still, 

Rotter (1975) believes that such analyses do not reveal"... the true structure of the 

construct; they only reveal the kinds of similarities perceived by a particular group of 

subjects for a particular selection of items" (p. 63). In the early development of the scale, 

Rotter's own (1966) factor analysis revealed the majority of variance to be accounted for 

by the internal and external dimension. 

Rotter (1966), Joe (1971), Lefcourt (1972), Levenson (1974) and Phares (1976) 

indicate that the Rotter Locus of Control scale is only a rough generalized measure of the 

construct and researchers should develop their own context-specific scales. Following 

this recommendation, researchers devised a number of contextual domain specific scales 

in recent years. These areas include: health (Brown, 1983,1990; Lau and Ware, 1981; 

Feldman, 1980; Ricotta, 1984), economics (Furnham, 1986), internal control, Miller et 

al., 1982; Miller, 1983; Miller, 1987; Boone, 1988, and Govindarahan, 1988), 

environmentally responsible behavior (Smith-Sebasto, D'Acosta and Ayers, 1995; Smith-

Sebasto, 1992, Smith 1979); locus of control subscale (Levenson, 1973, Spector and 

O'Connell, 1994), safety (Wuebker, 1986, Jones and Wuebker, 1985; Donovan and 

O'Leary, 1978). 

Rotter (1975) notes his scale is only a starting point for additional conceptual 

research. While a large number of locus of control contextual-specific scales have been 

developed, Rotter's 1966 scale is so well entrenched in the literature that it continues to 

dominate locus of control research despite its limited psychometric standards. 
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Research on Safety Locus of Control 

Several studies suggest that individuals with internal locus of control scores are 

likely to be more safety conscious than individuals with an external locus of control 

(Julian, Lichtman, & Rycman, 1984). Hence, the safety locus of control construct posits 

that internals assume full responsibility for their personal safety, while externals take 

little personal responsibility for accident prevention. Jones and Wuebker define the 

construct as follows: 

Individuals with "internal" safety locus of control orientations 

(i.e., high safety consciousness) expect a contingent relationship 

between personal actions and any accidents and injuries they may 

or may not have. Persons with "external" safety control 

orientations (i.e., low safety consciousness) see no cause-and-

effect relationships between personal actions and safety. (1993, p. 

450) 

Wichman & Ball (1983) studied 343 pilots and found them to be internally oriented 

as compared to the general population. Additionally, they found those pilots who had 

attended safety clinics had higher internal locus of control scores as compared to the 

pilots who did not attend safety clinics. However, Sims, Graves, and Simpson (1984) 

reported no difference in the locus of control scores between miners in mines with 

records of high and low numbers of accidents. 

Jones (1980) reports that participation in training programs can increase an 

individual's internality. Zohar (1980) suggest that a safety climate subsists which depicts 
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an employee's perceptions regarding the value of employee safety and the effectiveness of 

company safety programs. In an effort to refine the safety locus of control construct, 

Jones and Forman (1985) studied the driving records of city bus drivers and found a 

significant difference between the safety scale scores between drivers with safe driving 

records and drivers with unsafe driving records. These finding are consistent with the 

finding of Montag and Comrey (1987). Wuebker, Jones and DuBois (1985) studied hotel 

employees and found that individuals with major on-the-job injuries were significantly 

more external than individuals with no or minor on-the-job injuries. Jones and Webker 

(1985a) found safety professionals significantly more internal in their safety locus of 

control than a more general sample. Jones and Webker (1985a) suggest training and 

education in occupational safety contributes to a more internal safety locus of control 

orientation. 

Jones and Wuebker (1985b) reviewed accidents records and medical cost associated 

with accidental injury of hospital employees and found accident rate and cost associated 

with injury to be significantly higher for externals than for internals. Salminen and Klen 

(1994) studied forestry and construction workers and found forestry workers to be more 

external than construction workers and in both groups the externals tended to take more 

risks. 

Safety Locus of Control Scale Development 

Founded in locus of control theory and stemming from the need for a contextual-

specific scale, the safety locus of control scale was developed to identify employee 

applicants at high-risk for industrial accidents, injuries, and unsafe behaviors in the 
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workplace (Jones, 1991, Jones & Wuebker, 1993,1985,1988). Respondents were 

presented with 15 work-related safety statements with which they were asked to agree or 

disagree on a six point Likert-type scale. Criterion-related validity of the safety locus of 

control instrument was established by Jones and Foreman, 1984; Jones and Wuebker, 

1985; Wuebker, Jones, and DuBois, 1985; Jones, 1989,1991. 

Safety locus of control scale raw score can range from -15 (external scorers) to +15 

(internal scorers). Spearman-Brown split-half reliability of the safety locus of control 

scale is reported to be .85 (Jones and Wuebker, 1985) and .79 (Jones and Wuebker, 

1993). Adverse impact analysis demonstrates that safety locus of control scores did not 

differ significantly as a function of sex, race, or age (Jones and Wuebker, 1993). 

Research on Attribution Theory 

Attribution theory, like locus of control, has been a popular subject of psychological 

study since the early theoretical writings of Fritz Heider (1958), who wrote about dyadic 

relationships; Edward Jones and his collaborators (Jones and Davis, 1965; Jones and 

Nisbett, 1972), who researched dispositional ascriptions; and Rotter (1966), who 

investigated individual differences in causal perceptions. A vast number of studies 

focused on the formulation of this construct, yet there has been no research on attribution 

and its relation to on-the-job accidents. The intent in this research is to include the impact 

of an individual's attribution on employee accidents. The evidence of a link between 

attribution and employee accidents would provide important insight which could 

ultimately help reduce costly occupational accidents. 



23 

Attributional style as a construct derived from the reformulated theory of learned 

helplessness (Abramson et al., 1978). Attribution theory focuses on perceptions of the 

individual rather than the underlying reality of events (Heider, 1958). This individual 

difference construct refers to the systematic ways in which people explain their own 

successes and failures. The basic idea is that people differ in their attributional style and 

that the differences contribute to motivation, performance, and affective reactions to 

various life experiences (Anderson et al., 1988). 

The premise of attribution theory is that people interpret situations by identifying the 

cause of others' behavior and then respond in accordance with the attribution that is made 

(Heider, 1958). The underlying assumptions of attribution theory are that: 1) individuals 

make attributions; 2) attributions are assigned systematically, and 3) the cause that an 

individual assigns to an event has important consequences for future behavior or 

interactions (Kelly, 1967). 

Attributions fashion our responses to the objective events we witness. Weiner et al. 

(1971) classified personal attributions for achievement (ability, effort, task difficulty, 

chance) within two dimensions: loci of causality and stability. Causality indicates 

whether individuals believe themselves responsible for the situation (self-attribution) or 

blame someone/something else (other). Stability refers to a person's expectation 

concerning whether the cause can or will change. 

According to some, people can and will explain away anything. Since they mostly 

explain things to themselves, if you can help them focus on the best explanation, you can 

influence behavior. People can create new attitudes, beliefs or behaviors based on the way 
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they explain things that happen. People must be thinking about why things happen and 

then they must feel that they have control over the causes. Thus, attribution research is 

concerned with the perceived causes of events and the consequences of the perceptions. 

As Kelley and Michela (1980) observed, there is no single theory of attribution but 

rather a number of differing attributional perspectives. Attribution theory has been 

applied to a variety of organization phenomena. For the most part, responsibility 

assignment models describe how people make attributions for the behavior and outcomes 

of others. The achievement-oriented intrapersonal attributional models are conceptual in 

nature. 

By far the most heavily researched is depression attribution, although the relationship 

between attribution and other outcomes has been studied (e.g., Seligman and Schulman, 

1986; Henry et al., 1993). In their meta-analysis of the relation of attribution to 

depression, Sweeney et al. (1986) identified over 100 studies for inclusion in their review. 

The results of the meta-analysis provide fairly convincing support for the attributional 

model of learned helplessness and depression presented by Abramson et al. (1978). 

Attribution theory increased our understanding of processes such as leadership 

(McElroy, 1982), leader-member relations (e.g., Martinko and Gardner, 1987; Mitchell 

and Wood, 1980), motivation (e.g., Brockner and Guare, 1983; Dorfman and Stephan, 

1984; Teas and McElroy, 1986; Weiner, 1985a), organizationally induced helplessness 

(Martinko and Gardner, 1982, 1987), goal setting (Chacko and McElroy, 1983), and the 

performance satisfaction relationship (Adler, 1980; Norris and Niebuhr, 1984). It has 

been suggested that attribution theory can be applied to other areas of concern to 
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organizational researchers and practitioners such as turnover (Seligman and Schulman, 

1986), performance appraisal and feedback (e.g., Feldman, 1981; Liden and Mitchell, 

1985), organizational conflict (Baron, 1988), organizational strategy (Ford, 1985), and 

overall organizational/group performance (Betterman and Weitz, 1983; Brown, 1984). 

Attributions are specific causal explanations for events. Typical self-attributions for 

achievement include ability, effort, task difficulty, or chance/luck. Thus, one person may 

attribute the failure to be promoted to a lack of ability whereas another may believe that 

the failure was due primarily to luck or chance. It is generally believed that underlying 

these specific attributions are attributional dimensions that represent the individual's 

cognitive structure. Thus, Weiner et al. (1971) classified attributions within two 

dimensions: locus of causality and stability. Locus of causality refers to whether 

individuals believe the cause resides within themselves or outside of themselves. Stability 

indicates the degree to which the cause is anticipated to change over time. Stable causes 

do not change, whereas unstable causes do. 

Green and Mitchell's (1979) model of leader behavior focuses primarily on how 

observers assign responsibility for the outcomes of others. Models describe the process 

by which observers decide whether an individual is personally responsible for an outcome 

or situational factors outside of the control of the individual are causally related to the 

event. The research of Mitchell and Wood (1980) and Wood and Mitchell (1981) 

demonstrates that leaders' beliefs about individuals' responsibilities for causing events 

influence the type of disciplinary actions they select. 
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People with optimistic attributional styles characterized by specific, external, and 

unstable attributions for failure and global, internal, and stable attributions for success 

have been found to have higher levels of expectancies, express more positive affect, and 

achieve at higher levels of performance than their more pessimistic counterparts (e.g., 

Campbell and Martinko, 1994; Henry et al., 1993; Limpaphayom et al., 1992; Seligman 

and Schulman, 1986). Brewin and Antaki (1987) note that attributions may also serve 

other purposes, such as labeling or description, moral evaluation, and self-presentation. 

Attribution Scale Development 

A number of measures of attribution have been developed which classify subjects 

along a predetermined set of causal dimensions. The Organizational Attribution Style 

Questionnaire is designed to measure attribution within a work-based context (Kent and 

Martinko, 1995) and is the most appropriate scale when assessing attributions in an 

occupational setting. The Organizational Attribution Style Questionnaire consists of work 

situations that received considerable attention in the organizational literature. The 

subjects are presented with a series of work situations and instructed to imagine these 

events happening to them. Next, they are asked to answer six Likert scaled questions 

about each situation that identifies their attribution. A composite score is obtained by 

summing across each dimension. 

Internal consistency for the Organizational Attribution Style Questionnaire composite 

score is reported as .70 and the scale reliabilities on the three dimensions are reported as 

ranging from .70 to .80 (Kent and Martinko, 1995). Test-retest reliabilities are reported as 
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follows: .65 for the stability dimension, .72 for the control dimension, .66 for the intent 

dimension, and .75 for the composite score (Kent and Martinko, 1995). 

Research on Self-Esteem 

One personality attribute that predictably and consistently enhances understanding 

of employee behavior is self-esteem, yet there are no studies that link employee safety to 

self-esteem. Most definitions of self-esteem share a common theme of self-evaluation 

and, indeed, many researchers define self-esteem as evaluative beliefs about one's self 

(Gecas, 1971; 1972; Kawash, Kerr, & Clewes, 1985; Openshaw, Thomas, & Rollins, 

1981). One of the frequently cited definitions of self-esteem is by Rosenberg (1965) who 

states: "When we speak of high self-esteem . . . we . . . simply mean that the individual 

respects himself, considers himself worthy . . . low self-esteem, on the other hand, 

implies self-rejection, self-dissatisfaction, self-contempt." 

High self-esteem is viewed as an adaptive personality characteristic associated with 

a greater capacity for self-regulation, including recognition of situational contingencies 

and task demands (Baumeister, Heatherton, & Tice, 1993), higher expectations of 

success, persistence, and successful performance (Brockner, Wiesenfeld, & Raskas, 1993; 

McFarlin & Blascovich, 1981; Sandelands, Brockner, & Glynn, 1988). Situations exist 

where performance is related to effort. Persistence does pay off for individuals with high 

self-esteem for it results in performance exceeding expectations (Shrauger & Sorman, 

1977). However, high self-esteem has also been associated with maladaptive behaviors, 

including the maintenance of overly ambitious and unrealistic goals under threatening 
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failure situations (Baumeister et al., 1993; McFarlin & Blascovich, 1981) and 

counterproductive persistence when performance is not related to effort (McFarlin, 1985). 

In other research, the influence of self-esteem on expectations of success and 

performance under experimentally induced conditions of success and failure has been 

investigated. Overall, in those studies individuals with high self-esteem consistently set 

higher expectations of success than low self-esteem individuals did (Baumeister & Tice, 

1985; McFarlin, 1985; McFarlin & Blascovich, 1981). In addition, high self-esteem has 

been related to greater persistence and better performance than low self-esteem under 

failure conditions (Schalon, 1968, Shrauger & Sorman, 1977). Finally, individuals with 

high self-esteem have higher perceptions of their ability and higher expectations of 

success after failure than after success (McFarlin, 1985; McFarlin & Blascovich, 1981), 

suggesting compensatory self-enhancement (Baumeister, 1982; Baumeister et al., 1993). 

According to McFarlin and Blascovich (1981), individuals with high self-esteem 

are more optimistic after failure because their past experience has consistently revealed 

that their effort will pay off; that is, they will succeed because their performance is related 

to effort. Hence, individuals with high self-esteem respond and adapt to failure with 

increased persistence, resulting in successful outcomes when performance is contingent 

upon effort (Schalon, 1968, Shrauger & Sorman, 1977; Sigall & Gould, 1977). When 

individuals with high self-esteem are also given explicit information that performance is 

not contingent upon effort, they are less likely to engage in nonproductive persistence and 

maintain lower expectations of success than individuals with low self-esteem (McFarlin, 

1985). 
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The relationships between self-esteem and other variables have been extensively 

researched. Low self-esteem has been correlated with low life satisfaction, loneliness, 

anxiety, resentment, irritability, and depression (Rosenberg, 1985). Blyth & Traeger 

(1988) found a correlation between high self-esteem and perceived intimacy with parents. 

High self-esteem has also been correlated with academic success in high school 

(O'Malley & Bachman, 1979), internal locus of control, higher family income, and 

positive sense of self-attractiveness (Griffore, Kallen, Popovich, & Powell, 1990). 

Studies that addressed the question of whether self-esteem changes over time have 

produced conflicting results. Some research has shown that self-esteem rises during 

adolescence and early adulthood (Bachman, O'Malley, & Johnston, 1978; Cairns, 

McWhirter, Duffy, & Barry, 1990; Chiam, 1987; McCarthy & Hoge, 1982; O'Malley & 

Bachman, 1983). In a cross-sectional study of adolescent self-esteem, Simmons, 

Rosenberg, and Rosenberg (1973) found that self-esteem dropped during early 

adolescence, with the greatest decrease at age 12. From that point it gradually increased, 

with a burst at age 16. Once established, self-esteem is resistant to change other than what 

results from normal developmental processes (Fertman & Chubb, 1992). 

In contrast to these findings, Wylie (1979) concluded from an analysis of the 

longitudinal studies addressing change in self-esteem over time that while some studies 

did show an increase in self-esteem over time, most indicated no significant change. 

Savin-Williams and Demo (1984) measured self-esteem in the ninth and tenth grades and 

concluded that self-esteem is a stable, enduring aspect of the personality. 
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Self-Esteem Scale Development 

Throughout the study of self-esteem, the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale evolved as 

the leading self-esteem measure. The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale consists of 10 Likert-

type items to which respondents are asked to indicate how often a given question is true 

for them on a four-point scale. The self-esteem index is made up of the summed 

responses of the ten items. The scores range from 10, low self-esteem, to 40, high self-

esteem. Test reproducibility is 92% while test scalability is 72% (Johnson, 1976). 

Additional studies indicated a test-retest reliability of .85 (Silber & Tippet, 1965). 

Research has been summarized on the scale's reliability and validity and reported a two-

week test-retest reliability coefficients of r = .85 and .88 on two samples. 

Summary 

A review of the literature dealing with the merit of assessing an individual's 

psychological set in relation to safety risks reveals that a strong case can be made for 

screening the safety risk of an individual. Based on the psychological constructs of locus 

of control and safety locus of control, it has been demonstrated that employees having a 

high level of locus of control and safety locus of control (internals) are involved in fewer 

on-the-job accidents. Conversely, employees having a low-level locus of control and 

safety locus of control (externals) are involved in more on-the-job accidents and injuries. 

From a review of the findings on self-esteem and attribution, it is evident that 

considerable promise exists to include these constructs in the formulation of set 

predictors of on-the-job accidents. Self-esteem is a plausible component of on-the-job 

accidents because individuals with self-worth have a greater capacity for self-regulating 
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many life events. Attribution is cogent in the study of employee safety because the central 

point of attribution is the identification of how individuals assign responsibility for 

outcomes to self or others. 



CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

This chapter describes the procedures that were employed in collecting and treating 

data. The design used was an ex post facto case-control correlation study using four 

psychological construct scales and employee accident records. Employees of the Denton 

State School comprised the population. Stepwise discriminant analysis was applied in 

establishing a predictive function for employee accidents and the filing of workers' 

compensation claims. 

Design of the Study 

An ex post facto case-control correlation study was conducted to evaluate the 

relationship between two measures of on-the-job safety and employee locus of control, 

safety locus of control, attribution, and self-esteem. The ex post facto case-control study 

research design allowed for the study of multiple independent variables and suggested 

interesting relationships that warrant longitudinal study (Kirk, 1995). As seen in Figure 1, 

the study utilized cases, individuals who in the past have exhibited evidence of the 

dependent variables (on-the-job accident or workers' compensation claim) and controls, 

individuals who in the past have not exhibited evidence of the dependent variable (no on-

the-job accident and no workers' compensation claim). The following predictor variables 

served as the ex post facto independent variables: Rotter Locus of Control Scale, 
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Organizational Attributional Style Questionnaire, Safety Locus of Control Scale, and the 

Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Each scale was selected on the basis of its psychometric 

properties. Stepwise discriminant analysis was applied to the data to determine the best 

predictive model of group membership. 

Figure 1 

Ex Post Facto Case-Control Study 

TIME • 
Employee Employee 
Self Report Records 

Dependent Variable 
Random, equal N 
assignment of subjects 
into case or control 

Independent /Predictor Variable 

On-The-Job 
Injury 

CASE 
Injury 

CONTROL 
No injury 

Rotter Locus of Control 
Organizational Attributional 
Style 
Safety Locus of Control 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Workers' Compensation 

Claim 

CASE 
Claim 

CONTROL 
No claim 

Rotter Locus of Control 
Organizational Attributional 
Style 
Safety Locus of Control 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem 

Population/Sample 

The population was comprised of all employees of the Denton State School, 

Denton, Texas, during the period of the study. Samples were drawn from the 250 

employees who participated in the study. 

Instrumentation 

A 125-item questionnaire was used in assessing each participating employee's 

disposition on four psychological dimensions, obtaining demographic data, and collecting 

on-the-job accident information. The questionnaire consisted of the Rotter Locus of 
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Control Scale, Organizational Attributional Style Questionnaire, Safety Locus of Control 

Scale, and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. A variety of single-item measures assessed 

employee demographics and on-the-job accident data. A focus group of five safety-

related professionals was convened to correct errors and make adjustments to the single-

item measurers. Eight individuals who approximated the population in this study 

completed the questionnaire as a field test. Follow-up interviews were conducted and 

revisions were made as required to the single-item measures. 

The Rotter Locus of Control Scale presented subjects with 29 forced choice items, 

23 of which were designed to assess the respondents' locus of control beliefs; the others 

were filler items. Reported internal consistency ratings range from .65 to .79 and test-

retest coefficients range from .60 to .83 (Rotter, 1966,1975; Robinson & Shaver, 1970). 

The Organizational Attributional Style Questionnaire presented respondents with a 

series of work situations and instructed them to imagine those events happening to them. 

Next, they were asked to answer six Likert scaled questions about each situation. Internal 

consistency for the composite score is reported as .70 and the scale reliabilities on the 

three dimensions were reported as ranging from .70 to .80 (Kent and Martinko, 1995). 

Test-retest reliabilities were reported as follows: .65 for the stability dimension, .72 for 

the control dimension, .66 for the intent dimension, and .75 for the composite score (Kent 

and Martinko, 1995). 

The Safety Locus of Control Scale presented respondents with 15 work related 

safety statements with which they were asked to agree or disagree on a six point Likert-

type scale. Spearman-Brown split-half reliability of the safety locus of control scale was 
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reported to be .85 (Jones and Wuebker, 1985) and .79 (Jones and Wuebker, 1993). 

Adverse impact analysis demonstrated that safety locus of control scores did not 

significantly differ as a function of sex, race, or age (Jones and Wuebker, 1993). 

The Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale consisted of 10 Likert type items to which 

respondents were asked to indicate how often a given question is true for them on a four-

point Lickert scale. Rosenberg (1978) reported reliability coefficients of .85 and .88 from 

a two sample, two-week study. 

In the study a number of single-item measurers were used. Each respondent was 

asked to report basic demographic data and answer questions regarding on-the-job 

accidents and workers' compensation claims. Participants were asked to provide consent 

for a review of their personnel records. This review validated accident severity and rates 

and workers' compensation claims. 

Data Gathering Methods 

A pilot study was conducted to standardize the procedures for administering the 

questionnaire and to improve instrumentation where appropriate. As a result of the pilot 

study, written guidelines were scripted to provide survey monitors with standardized 

administration procedures. Assistance was provided to participants as necessary. 

Employees completed the questionnaire by appointment during work hours over a two-

week period. The approximate time taken for each employee to complete the 

questionnaire was a one-time 30 minute session. A two-day follow-up occurred one week 

after the initial data collection period. The purpose of the follow-up was to survey 

employees who were not available during the initial two weeks of data collection. 
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Multiple survey instruments comprised the questionnaire. Therefore, survey instruments 

were randomized within the questionnaire to control for order bias. 

Existing employee records were reviewed to identify individuals who had on-the-

job injuries and to identify individuals who had filed workers' compensation claims. 

Additionally, the type, frequency and cost of injuries and claims were recorded on each 

individual. The current employment status was also recorded. 

Four samples were drawn from the population. Individuals who have been injured 

on-the-job were identified and comprised sample number one. An equal number of non-

injured workers were selected at random and comprised sample two. From the 

population, all employees who had filed a worker's compensation claim were identified 

and made-up sample three. An equal number of employees who had not filed a workers' 

compensation claim were selected at random and comprised sample four. 

Data Treatment and Analysis 

Each group was defined before data collection began to provide group identity. 

Questionnaires were scanned using optical mark reader software. A database file was 

created and a random check of 60 questionnaires was accomplished to validate data 

integrity. 

Using a statistical software package, Statistical Package for the Social Sciences 

(SPSS) version 7.5 for Windows, stepwise discriminant analysis was run on the data. 

This procedure was used to build a predictive model of group membership (nominal 

dependent variable) based on observed characteristics of each case. Thus, the 
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mathematical objective of discriminant analysis was to weight and linearly combine the p 

discriminating variables Xl,X2, ...,Xp in some fashion, say 

l = M + A ^ + - + A * , 

so that each of the groups were forced to be as statistically distinct as possible (Huberty, 

1994). The stepwise discriminant analysis generated a set of discriminant functions based 

on linear combinations of the significant predictor variables. 

A significance level of .05 was established. The stepwise discriminant analysis 

began with the scores from the sample of examinees for whom the correct classifications 

were known for each sample case. Those scores were then used to calculate weights for 

combining the variables into a model for classifying examinees. One predictor variable at 

a time was included in the discriminant function at each step. That variable being the one 

that resulted in the most significant F value after adjusting for variables already included 

in the model. That step-by-step procedure continued until no further significant gain in 

discrimination, as reflected by these partial F's, was achieved by adding additional 

predictor variables. 

Summary 

An ex post facto case-control design using four psychological construct scales and 

existing employee injury and workers' compensation records was proposed for the study. 

A significance level of .05 was recommended. The study included 250 employees of the 

Denton State School. Each employee completed a 125-item questionnaire. Existing 

employee records were reviewed to obtain accident and workers' compensation data. 
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Stepwise discriminant analysis was applied to the data in establishing a predictive 

function for employee accidents and the filing of workers' compensation claims based 

upon the predictor variables. 
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CHAPTER IV 

ANALYSIS OF DATA 

The principal intention of this study was to determine if four psychological 

measures could predict employee (1) on-the-job injuries and (2) filing of workers' 

compensation claims. Additionally, a discriminant function model was generated for 

prediction of employee injuries and claims. Two hundred and three employees of the 

Denton State School (DSS) completed a questionnaire which collected demographics and 

was comprised of four psychological measures: Rotter Locus of Control Scale (LOC), 

Safety Locus of Control Scale (SLOC), Organizational Attribution Style Questionnaire 

(OASQ), and Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (S-E). The variables under study are shown in 

Figure 2. R. A. Fisher's stepwise discriminant analysis was utilized to determine which 

psychological independent variable could be employed to best predict the ex-post facto 

dependent variable of group membership (on-the-job injury or no on-the-job injury, and 

workers' compensation claim or no workers' compensation claim). 

This chapter restates the hypotheses, describes how data were manipulated, outlines 

the statistical procedures and presents analysis of the data. 
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Figure 2 

Variables Used In Ex-Post Facto Analysis 

On-The-Job Injuries 
Dependent Variables Independent Variables 

On-The-Job Injury 
No On-The-Job Injury 

Rotter Locus of Control 
Organizational Attributional Style 
Safety Locus of Control 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem 

Workers' Compensation Claims 
Dependent Variables Independent Variables 

Workers' Compensation Claim 
No Workers' Compensation Claim 

Rotter Locus of Control 
Organizational Attributional Style 
Safety Locus of Control 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem 

Restatement of the Hypotheses 

For each grouping variable (on-the-job injury or no on-the-job injury and workers' 

compensation claim or no workers' compensation claim) and each psychological measure 

(Rotter Locus of Control Scale, Safety Locus of Control Scale, Organizational Attribution 

Style Questionnaire, and Rosenberg's Self-Esteem Scale) a hypothesis was formulated. 

The eight hypotheses are as follows: 

1. There will be no significant difference in the Rotter Locus Of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had 

on-the-job injuries. 

2. There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had 

on-the-job injuries. 
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3. There will be no significant difference in the Organizational Attributional Style 

Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals 

who have had on-the-job injuries. 

4. There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale scores 

of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had on-the-

job injuries. 

5. There will be no significant difference in the Rotter Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals 

who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

6. There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals 

who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

7. There will be no significant difference in the Organizational Attributional Style 

Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 

individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

8. There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale scores 

of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals who 

have filed workers' compensation claims. 

Procedures 

Figure 3 flowcharts the procedures used. Data was collected for fiscal years 1995, 

1996, 1997, and through May of 1998. The raw data collected was entered into SPSS 7.5 

for analysis. Data investigation was accomplished prior to data analysis. 
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Figure 3 

Flowchart of Data Analysis Procedures 

Defined Groups (Independent Measures) 

Selected Predictors 
(Theory; Past Research; 

Collected Data 

r 

Coded Data 

r 

Verified Group Membership Using 
Employee Records 

y r 

Performed Prelii tninary Analysis 

Randomized Cases Into 
Equal Ns Based On 
Group Membership 

Analyzed Data Using 
Stepwise Discriminant Analysis 
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The preliminary analysis looked for and resolved missing and aberrant observations. 

Where resolutions could not be made, cases were eliminated. From 203 cases, 18 were 

omitted due to missing data and 3 were omitted as outliers, making the total 181 cases. A 

random sample of 40 cases demonstrated 100 percent accuracy in data coding. The four 

psychological measures yielded scores derived by summing the items as required by each 

scale, as stated in Chapter 2. Group membership was verified using employee records. 

Data was analyzed using R. A. Fisher's stepwise discriminant analysis designed for 

nominal dependent variables as suggested by Huberty (1984) and Kleinbaum and Kupper 

(1978). 

In order to perform a discriminant analysis, the groups to be delineated were 

specified in advance of data collection. Analysis of data was accomplished in regard to 

the defined variables being studied. Therefore, the following well-defined populations 

were established for each group membership: 

On-The-Job Iniurv - Documented injury of an employee while on-the-job which 

resulted in lost time and/or cost greater that one hundred and forty-nine dollars. 

No On-The-Job Iniurv - No documented injury of an employee while on-the-job. 

Workers' Compensation Claim - A workers' compensations claim filed as the 

result of an employee on-the-job injury. 

No Workers' Compensation Claim - No documented workers' compensation claim 

by an employee. 

During analysis, samples were selected randomly by SPSS to create group 

membership with equal Ns. Stepwise discriminant analysis looks at each set of variables 
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(step) in relation to the importance of variables that are included and variables under 

consideration for the best fit prediction model. The stepwise procedure includes one 

variable in the discriminant function at each step, this variable being the one that results 

in the most significant F value after adjusting for variables already included in the model. 

This step-by-step procedure continues until including additional variables, as 

reflected by these partial Fs , can have no further significant gain in discrimination. This 

is important because a variable that may have at first been included, may at a later stage 

become erroneous because of the relationship that could exist among the variables 

themselves. Additionally, redundancy among variables often goes unnoticed when 

variables are forced into a discriminating model. 

For on-the-job injury and for workers' compensation claim classification the 

following statistics are reported: group means and standard deviations, within-group 

covariance, within-group correlations, stepwise F discriminant analysis statistic and 

discriminant function coefficients. A significance level of .05 was established for this 

study. 

Findings For Injured and Not Injured Group 

Stepwise Discriminant Function for Injured and Not-Iniured Group 

A total of 80 cases were randomly selected for analysis (40 injured and 40 not 

injured). Table 1 contains the injury means for employees who were classified as on-the-

job injured or not on-the-job injured. Based on the group means, the variables are 

normally and independently distributed and appear to have moderate discriminating 
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power. Additionally, there appears to be a pattern of mean differences between the 

groups. 

Table 1 

Means and Standard Deviations For Injured and Not Injured Workers 

INJURY MEANS 
GROUP 

VARIABLE INJURED NOT INJURED 
MEAN STD DEV MEAN STD DEV 

X, (LOC) 11.18 3.13 7.38 3.19 
X, (SLOC) -.20 5.36 -5.40 4.90 
X, (S-E) 30.95 5.82 30.95 7.63 
X. (OASQ) 88.60 19.50 87.50 13.26 

The within-group covariance matrix is shown in Table 2. The object is for each 

variable to provide maximum discrimination on each grouping variable so as to 

differentiate between the two groups. The within-group dispersion demonstrates 

acceptable equality of each variable. The assumption and test for equality of covariance is 

sustained; therefore, Fisher's stepwise discriminant analysis is an appropriate procedure. 

Table 2 

Within-Group Covariance Matrix For Injured and Not Injured Group 

INJURED 
X, (LOC) X, (SLOC) X, (S-E) X4 (OASQ) 

X, (LOC) 9.789 -1.682 -.735 15.123 
X, (SLOC) -1.682 28.677 -2.779 -.185 
X, (S-E) -.735 -2.779 33.895 40.749 
X4 (OASQ) 15.123 -.185 40.749 380.297 

NOT INJURED 
X, (LOC) 10.189 4.923 -1.237 16.885 
X, (SLOC) 4.923 24.041 7.364 14.667 
X, (S-E) -1.237 7.364 58.151 -12.821 
X4 (OASQ) 16.885 14.667 -12.821 175.949 
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The within-group correlation matrix is shown in Table 3. The prediction variables 

demonstrate little to no correlation with each other. This indicates the predictor variables 

are not correlated among themselves which would lead to the development of 

standardized coefficients that would create misleading interpretations. In reviewing Table 

3, it is apparent that each variable is a distinct and separate psychological constructs 

measure. 

Table 3 

Within-Group Correlation Matrix For Injury Variables 

ES [JURY VARIABLE 
X, (LOC) X, (SLOC) X, (S-E) X4 (OASQ) 

X, (LOC) 1.00 .100 -046 .304 
X, (SLOC) 1.00 .066 .085 
X, (S-E) 1.00 .123 
X4 (OASQ) 1.00 

The results of Fisher's stepwise linear discriminant function with each predictor 

variable included are presented in Table 4. As shown, in the first step the variable LOC 

was a significant predictor of individuals who were involved in on-the-job injuries, 

F(l, 78) = 28.912, p < .001. Continuing with the second iteration, LOC and SLOC were 

together significant predictors of on-the-job injuries, F(2, 77) = 22.218, p < .001. Thus, 

two significant discriminant functions resulted. There were no additional steps that 

resulted in greater discrimination between the groups. 
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Table 4 

Stepwise Statistic for Injured and Not Injured Group 

Exact F a & b 

F dfl df2 sig of F to Significance 

STEP Statistic remove 

1 LOC 28.912 1 78 .000 .001 

2 LOC 22.218 2 77 .000 .001 

SLOC .001 
a. Maximum significance of F to enter is .05 

b. Minimum significance of F to remove is .10 

Table 5 is the generated discriminant functions for injury group membership to be 

applied for prediction purposes. Thus, the calculated discriminant function would be: 

L = 1.848 + .253(X,) + .117(X2). 

Table 5 

Discriminant Function Coefficients For Injury 

VARIABLE 
GRi •UP 

VARIABLE INJURED NOT INJURED 
X, (LOC) 1.31 .779 b,= .235 

X, (SLOC) .077 .253 b,= .117 

(constant) 7.022 4.249 b„=-1.848 

Null hypotheses one and two were rejected at the .05 level of significance. They are 

as follows: 

1. There will be no significant difference in the Rotter Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had 

on-the-job injuries. 
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2. There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had 

on-the-job injuries. 

Null hypotheses three and four were retained at the .05 level of significance. They 

are as follows: 

3. There will be no significant difference in the Organizational Attributional Style 

Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals 

who have had on-the-job injuries. 

4. There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale scores 

of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had on-the-

job injuries. 

To determine the robustness and practical significance of the derived classification 

model for injuries, a cross-validation study is necessary as suggested by Huberty (1994). 

In order to look at the true predictive power of the model, a hit matrix should be 

calculated from data derived from another population. If the percentage of correct 

prediction by discriminant analysis is better than that by random chance, this will mean 

that the discriminant model for employee on-the-job injuries established here has 

significant classification value and practical application. 

Findings for Workers' Compensation Claim and No Claim 

Stepwise Discriminant Function for Claims 

A total of 80 cases was randomly selected for analysis, (40 claims filed and 40 no 

claims filed). Table 6 presents the means for employees who filed a workers' 
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compensation claim and for employees who did not file a claim. The means for each 

variable are normally and independently distributed. There is a pattern of mean 

differences; however, the discriminating power appears to be minimal in the case of S-E 

and OASQ. 

Table 6 

Means And Standard Deviations For Employees Who Filed or Did Not File Workers' 

Compensation Claims 

WORKERS' COMPEIv RATION MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS 

VARIABLE 

GROUP 

VARIABLE 
CLAIM FILED 

MEAN STD DEV 
NO CLAIM FILED 

MEAN STD DEV 
X, (LOC) 9.82 3.97 7.28 3.32 
X, (SLOC) -2.00 5.78 -4.70 4.43 
X, (S-E) 30.58 6.02 33.25 7.61 
X4 (OASQ) 89.43 18.15 86.75 15.67 

Table 7 presents the within-group covariance matrix. It is necessary for each 

variable to demonstrate equality so as to contribute as independently as possible in the 

prediction function. Covariance matrix results permit sustained equality which permit 

continuance with Fisher's discriminant analysis. 
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Table 7 

Within-Groups Covariance Matrix For Workers' Compensation Claim and No Claim 
Group 

CLAIM 
X, (LOC) X, (SLOC) X, (S-E) X4 (OASQ) 

X, (LOC) 15.789 2.744 .898 12.204 
X, (SLOC) 2.744 33.436 -2.744 -17.872 
X, (S-E) .898 -2.744 36.199 30.467 
X4 (OASQ) 12.204 -17.872 30.467 329.276 

NO-CLAIM 
X, (LOC) 11.025 4.736 -.814 22.071 
X, (SLOC) 4.736 19.600 4.590 23.462 
X, (S-E) -.814 4.590 57.936 -4.218 
X4 (OASQ) 22.071 23.462 -4.218 245.526 

The within-group correlation matrix presented in Table 8 indicates the variables 

LOC, SLOC, S-E, and OASQ are not highly correlated. Thus, each variable is a distinct 

and separate psychological construct measure. 

Table 8 

Within-Group Correlation Matrix For Workers' Compensation Variables 

WORK] ERS' COMPENSATION 
X, (LOC) X, (SLOC) X, (S-E) X4 (OASQ) 

X, (LOC) 1.00 0198 .002 .276 
X, (SLOC) 1.00 .026 .032 
X, (S-E) 1.00 .113 
X4 (OASQ) 1.00 

A shown in Table 9, a single stepwise procedure for the grouping variable workers' 

compensation claim revealed only LOC to be of significance, F(l, 78) = 9.70, p < .003. 

Results from the stepwise discriminant analysis yielded LOC as the single predictor 

variable. 
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Table 9 

Stepwise Statistic for Workers' Compensation Claim and No Claim Group 

STEP 

Exact F a & b 

STEP 
F 

Statistic 
dfl df2 Significance 

1 LOC 9.70 1 78 .003 
c. Maximum significance of F to enter is .05 

d. Minimum significance of F to remove is . 10 

Table 10 presents the generated workers' compensation discriminant functions to be 

applied for prediction purposes. Thus, the calculated discriminant function would be 

L = -2.335 + .273(X,) 

Table 10 

Discriminant Function Coefficients For Claims 

VARIABLE 
GROUP 

b; VARIABLE CLAIM NO CLAIM b; 
X, (LOC) .733 .543 b,=. 273 
(constant) -4.293 -2.667 bn= -2.335 

Null hypothesis five was rejected at the .05 level of significance and is as follows: 

5. There will be no significant difference in the Rotter Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals 

who have filed workers' compensation claims. 
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Null hypotheses six, seven and eight were retained at the .05 level of significance. 

They are as follows: 

6. There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals 

who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

7. There will be no significant difference in the Organizational Attributional Style 

Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 

individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

8. There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale scores 

of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals who 

have filed workers' compensation claims. 

To determine the robustness and practical significance of the derived classification 

model for claims, a cross-validation study is necessary as suggested by Huberty (1994). 

In order to look at the true predictive power of the model, a hit matrix should be 

calculated from data derived from another population. If the percentage of correct 

prediction by disciminant analysis is better than that by random chance, this will mean 

that the discriminant model for employee workers' compensation claims established here 

has significant classification value and practical application. 

Summary 

An ex-post facto discriminant analysis was accomplished to predict employee on-the-job 

injuries. From a sample of 181 DSS employees, 80 cases including 40 in the on-the-job 
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injury category and 40 in the no injury category were utilized. Four predictor variables 

were initially considered: LOC, SLOC, S-E, and OASQ. 

Findings from the stepwise discriminant analysis demonstrated the best set of 

predictor variables for employee on-the-job injury to be LOC and SLOC, F(2, 77) = 

22.218, p < .001. These findings are similar to and consistent with previous research. The 

predictor variables S-E and OASQ were judged to be poor discriminators of employee 

on-the-job injuries. 

An additional ex-post facto discriminant analysis was completed to predict the 

filing of a workers' compensation claims. From the sample of 181 DSS employees, 80 

cases, including 40 in the claim category and 40 in the no claim category were utilized. 

Four predictor variables were initially considered: LOC, SLOC, S-E, and OASQ. 

The stepwise discriminant analysis revealed that LOC scores were significant, 

F(l, 78) = 9.70, p < .003, in predicting whether or not an employee would file a workers' 

compensation claim. There is no attempted evidence of this link by other authors. The 

variables SLOC, S-E, and OASQ were of no value in the group membership prediction 

model. 



CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this study was to assess the predictive validity of four independent 

psychological scales (Rotter Locus of Control Scale (LOC), Safety Locus of Control 

(SLOC), Rosenburg Self-Esteem Scale (S-E), and Organizational Attribution Style 

Questionnaire (OASQ) in the establishment of a measure of safety consciousness in 

predicting on-the-job injuries and the filing of workers' compensation claims. Prediction 

equations were also developed. This chapter, presents a summary of the methods and 

procedures used during data collection and analysis, the hypotheses tested, findings, 

limitations, conclusions, and recommendations stemming from the study. 

Summary 

This study included a total of 181 subjects who were all employees of the Denton 

State School, Denton, Texas during the period of the study. An ex-post facto case-control 

design was utilized. 

Independent measures were selected and defined. Dependent predictor variables 

were selected based upon a review of the literature. A 125-item questionnaire was 

designed and administered to assess participants' disposition on four psychological 

dimensions and to collect demographic, on-the-job injury, and workers' compensation 

data. In combination with the 125-item questionnaire, existing employee records from 
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fiscal years 1995, 1996, 1997, and through May of 1998, were reviewed to validate 

respondents' self-report data and to obtain historical data. 

Data was collected during a two-week period with follow-ups as required. Data 

was then coded and entered into SPSS 7.5 for Windows. Employee records were 

reviewed and compared to participants' self-report and corrections were made 

accordingly. A preliminary analysis was accomplished to rectify any coding errors. Each 

psychological instrument was then scored. 

Using Fisher's stepwise discriminant analysis procedure, participants were 

randomized into equal Ns of 40 cases and 40 non-cases. An ex-post facto analysis lead to 

the creation of a prediction model for on-the-job injury and workers' compensation 

claims using the four psychological measures identified as significant predictor variables. 

Hypotheses Tested 

A null hypothesis was developed for each predictor variable and then tested for 

inclusion in a predictive model for on-the-job injuries and for the filing of workers' 

compensation claims. The basis for retention or rejection of the null hypotheses was a .05 

level of significance which was established for the study. The hypothesis was retained 

when the probability of the F stepwise discriminant analysis test statistic was greater than 

.05. Conversely, when the probability of the F stepwise discriminant analysis test 

statistic was less than .05, the null hypothesis was rejected. A total of eight hypotheses 

were examined and the findings are as follows: 
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Hypotheses Tested for Injured and Non-iniured Group 

1. There will be no significant difference in the Rotter Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had 

on-the-job injuries. 

2. There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had 

on-the-job injuries. 

3. There will be no significant difference in the Organizational Attributional Style 

Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals 

who have had on-the-job injuries. 

4. There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale scores 

of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had on-the-

job injuries. 

In summary, the results from the stepwise discriminant analysis procedure for 

injured group membership was a rejection of null hypothesis one and two. Thus, two 

significant discriminant functions resulted which indicated the best set of predictor 

variables for employee on-the-job injury were LOC and SLOC, F(2, 77) - 22.218, p < 

.001. Hypotheses three and four were retained. Thus, the calculated discriminant function 

for on-the-job injury would be: L = 1.848 + .253(LOC score) + .117(SLOC score). 
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Hypotheses Tested for Workers' Compensation Claim and No-Claim 

5. There will be no significant difference in the Rotter Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals 

who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

6. There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control Scale 

scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals 

who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

7. There will be no significant difference in the Organizational Attributional Style 

Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 

individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims. 

8. There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale scores 

of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals who 

have filed workers' compensation claims. 

In summary, findings from the stepwise discriminant analysis procedure for 

workers' compensation claim group membership was a rejection of null hypothesis five. 

Thus, one significant discriminant function resulted which indicated LOC was the only 

variable which significantly, F(l, 78) = 9.70, p < .003, predicted the filing of a workers' 

compensation claim. Hypotheses six, seven and eight were retained. Thus, the resulting 

discriminant function would be: L = -2.335 + .273(LOC score) 

Limitations of the Study 

A hit matrix was not calculated because a hold-out sample was not utilized in the 

design of this study. If the same samples were used from which the functions were 
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created in this study, the percentages correctly classified would be overstated. 

Consequently, to determine the robustness and practical significance of the derived 

classification model for on-the-job injury and workers' compensation claim group 

membership, a cross-validation study is necessary as suggested by Huberty (1994). 

The results of this study have to be qualified by the limitations of the population 

under investigation. Generalizing the findings to other populations must be done 

cautiously. Research is warranted to discover if the findings of this study are 

generalizable to other populations and accident criteria. 

Conclusions 

This study validates and builds on the literature by several authors in providing 

additional and more compelling evidence of the predictive validity of the Rotter Locus of 

Control Scale (LOC) and the Safety Locus of Control Scale (SLOC). Specifically, of the 

four predictor measures utilized in this study, the best discriminator for on-the-job injury 

was a combination of LOC and SLOC. A single significant discriminator for filing a 

workers' compensation claim was LOC. 

Employees that possess a low level of LOC and SLOC, (internals) are usually 

involved in fewer on-the-job injuries when compared to employees who possess a high 

level of LOC and SLOC (externals). Additionally, employees that possess a low level of 

LOC are less likely to have filed a workers' compensation claim when compared to 

employees that possess a high level of LOC. 

The findings of this study indicate that the psychological measures of LOC and 

SLOC can be used as a valuable tool in identifying individuals who are more likely to 
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exhibit safe behaviors. With the ability to measure LOC and SLOC, it is possible to focus 

training resources toward individuals as groups that demonstrate a greater degree of on-

the-job injury potential. Training programs could provide employees with relevant injury, 

prevention and causation strategies, thus increasing employee LOC and SLOC. 

Further research on the predictability of these measures would prove beneficial to 

employers and employees who are concerned about the awareness, control and prevention 

of workplace injuries and losses. Additional empirical research studies should attempt to 

explore further the specific relationships found in this study. Cross-sectional and 

longitudinal research studies could help to: (a) develop valid (job-related) cutoff scores 

which could be used to improve employee selection decisions and (b) address 

predictability in various populations. 

Recommendations 

Because the discriminant functions in this study were generated from cases for 

which group membership was known, additional studies are warranted, these functions 

should be applied to new cases with measurements for the predictor variables but 

unknown group membership. This method would provide validity of the predictive model 

and establish practical significance. 

A cross-validation study is needed to provide testing for satisfactory discrimination 

via the use of the established classification equations and resulting cutoff scores. Then, 

misclassification rate estimates could be calculated by assigning individuals to groups. It 

should be noted that when creating cutoff scores, subjective modification maybe 

warranted because of the associated consequence or seriousness of incorrectly assigning 
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individuals to groups. For any established cutoff score, misclassification rates would 

depict the frequency of incorrectly classifying individuals, thus identifying any needed 

change to an established cutoff score. 

Concluding Statement 

The findings of this study are not surprising. Rather they serve to confirm the 

conclusions of the existing body of research and to link the filing of a workers' 

compensation claim to an individuals' locus of control. In the first discriminant analysis, 

LOC and SLOC scores demonstrated significant predictability of on-the-job injuries. 

Results of the second stepwise discriminant analysis indicated that only LOC scores 

demonstrated significant predictability of workers' compensation claims. 

These findings are consistent with the existing literature. The results here can (a) 

provide employers with a measure of employee safety consciousness, (b) be integrated 

into comprehensive employment practice decisions, and (c) be incorporated into behavior 

based safety training programs. The end-result of these findings could significantly assist 

employers in decreasing workers' compensation claims and on-the-job injuries. 
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TODD ALAN FORE 
4811 Rockford Street • San Antonio TX 78249-1752 

Tel (210) 641-5041 • Fax (210) 652-3615 • todda4@aol.com • foret@do.aetc.af.mil 

October 28,1997 

Ms. Wanda E. Towles 
Department of Sociology 
University of Maryland 
Storrs CT 06269-1020 
Tel (301)405-6392 
Fax (301)314-6892 

SUBJECT: Permission Request 

Dear Ms Towles: 

As we discussed on the telephone today, I am writing to request permission to utilize the 
Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale in my dissertation research. I am completing my degree at the 
University of North Texas in Applied Technology, Training and Development. 

I would like to begin the research by mid-January. I plan to evaluate the relationship between 
self-esteem and employee on-the-job accidents in a residential state school for the disabled. 

It would be very appreciated if you would grant permission at the earliest possible date. 
Additionally, please send a copy of the most current Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale, scoring 
instructions, and the reported reliability. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I await your reply. 

Respectfully, 

A/b*\ 
Todd Alan Fore 

mailto:todda4@aol.com
mailto:foret@do.aetc.af.mil
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TODD ALAN FORE 
4811 Rockford Street • San Antonio TX 78249-1752 

Tel (210) 641-5041 • Fax (210) 652-3615 • todda4@aol.com • foret@do.aetc.af.mil 

November 24,1997 

Dr. Julian B. Rotter 
Department of Psychology 
University of Connecticut 
Storrs CT 06269-1020 
Tel (860) 486-4106 
Fax (860)486-2760 

SUBJECT: Permission Request 

Dear Dr. Rotter: 

I am writing to request your permission to utilize the Rotter I-E Scale for my dissertation 
research. I am completing my degree at the University of North Texas in Applied Technology, 
Training and Development. 

I would like to begin the research by mid-January. I plan to evaluate the relationship between 
locus of control and employee on-the-job accidents in a residential state school for the disabled. 

It would be very appreciated if you would grant your permission at the earliest possible date. 
Additionally, please send a copy of the most current Rotter I-E Scale, scoring instructions, and 
the reported reliability. 

I have reviewed your published articles along with the related extensions of your research. If you 
are interested, please let me know a time which is most convenient for you so that we can 
discuss my research effort. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I await your reply. 

Respectfully, 

Todd Alan Fore 

mailto:todda4@aol.com
mailto:foret@do.aetc.af.mil
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TODD ALAN FORE 
4811 Rockford Street • San Antonio TX 78249-1752 

Tel (210) 641-5041 • Fax (210) 652-3615 • todda4@aol.com • foret@do.aetc.af.mil 

November 25,1997 11 FAXED PAGES 

Dr. Mark J. Martinko 
Department of Management 
Florida State University 
Tallahassee FL 32306 
Tel (904)644-7846 
Fax (904)644-7843 

SUBJECT: Permission Request 

Dear Dr. Martinko: 

I am writing to request your permission to utilize the Organizational Attributional Style 
Questionnaire as a part of my dissertation research. I am completing my degree at the University 
of North Texas in Applied Technology, Training and Development under the direction of 
Dr. Donna Ledgerwood. 

I would like to begin the research by mid-Januaiy. I plan to evaluate the relationship between 
employee attribution and on-the-job accidents in a residential state school for the disabled. 

It would be very appreciated if you would grant your permission at the earliest possible date. As 
we discussed on the telephone, I am sending you a copy of the Organizational Attributional Style 
Questionnaire I have for which I need the reported reliability. If this is not the most current 
version, please send a copy of the most up-to-date questionnaire, scoring instructions, and the 
reported reliability. 

I have reviewed your published articles. If you have unpublished information on the use of the 
questionnaire, I would appreciate you sharing this information with me. In the case you are 
interested in my research effort, please let me know a time which is most convenient for you so 
that we can discuss my exciting work. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I await your reply. 

Respectfully, 

Todd Alan Fore ATTACHMENT: Organizational Attributional 
Style Questionnaire 

mailto:todda4@aol.com
mailto:foret@do.aetc.af.mil
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TODD ALAN FORE 
4811 Rockford Street • San Antonio TX 78249-1752 

Tel & Fax (210) 641-5041 • todda4@aol.com • foret@do.aetc.af.mil 

December 16,1997 

Dr. Lisa Wuebker-Malice 
3483 Clubland Drive 
Marietta GA 30668 
Tel (770) 565-8362 

SUBJECT: Permission Request 

Dear Dr. Malice: 

I am writing to request your permission to utilize the Safety Locus of Control Scale for my 
dissertation research. I am completing my degree at The University of North Texas in Applied 
Technology, Training and Development. 

I would like to begin the research by mid-January. I plan to evaluate the relationship between 
safety locus of control and employee on-the-job accidents in a residential state school for the 
disabled. It would be veiy appreciated if you would grant your permission at the earliest possible 
date. 

I have reviewed your published articles; if you have any non-published works that you feel 
would be valuable to my research effort, please forward this information to me (let me know the 
repo cost and I will reimburse you). If you are interested in discussing my exciting research, 
please let me know a time which is most convenient for you so that I may call you. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I await your reply. 

Respectfully, 

Todd Alan Fore 

mailto:todda4@aol.com
mailto:foret@do.aetc.af.mil
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UNIVERSITY OF MARYLAND 
DtT/OWWENT o f sooouxnr 

November 4, 1997 

Dear Requestor: 

Thank you for your interest in the 'Self-Esteem Scale' of Dr. Morris Rosenberg, 
regrettably. Dr. Rosenberg passed away several years ago. However, Dr. Florence 
Rosenberg, Manny's widow, has given permission to use the Self-Esteem Scale for educational 
and professional research. Please be sure to give the credit due to Dr. Morris Rosenberg 
when you use it. We would also appreciate receiving copies of any published works resulting 
from this research. 

Enclosed, please find a copy of the scale, along with brief instructions on conning and 
scoring it. A fuller description of the scale may be found in the Appendix of SOCICCT Urf'thc 
Adolescent Self-Inure. Yon may wish to contact Dr. Rosenberg's CttraUthQf? for more 
information relating to his work. This document will soon be *raQable on the University 
of Maryland, College of Behaviora l and Social Sciences, Sociology Department 
Website: http://www.bsos.umd.edu 

There is no charge associated with the use of this scale in your professional research. 

Sinccrcly, 

Wanda E. Towles 
Administrative Aide II 
E-mail: wtowles@bssl.umd.edu 

Enclosure 

21 U AJCT-SOCIOLOGY BUILDING . COLLEGE PAJUC. MARYLAND 20742-1315 • 001)405-092 • TAX OOl) 314-6*92 

http://www.bsos.umd.edu
mailto:wtowles@bssl.umd.edu


68 

U N I V E R S I T Y O F 

CONNECTICUT 
THE COLLEGE OF LIBERAL ARTS AND SCIENCES 
Department of Piychology 

December 3,1997 

Todd Alan Fore 
4811 Rockford Street 
San Antonio, TX 78249-1752 

Dear Mr. Fore: 

You have my permission to reproduce and use the I-E Scale for your dissertation 

research. The scale published in the original Psychological Monographs issue is the 

"most current" Scoring instructions and reported reliability are included in that article 

(see enclosure). 

Very truly yours, 

r\ £ • M-
•Julian B. Rotter 
Professor of Psychology 



69 

orida State 
- . D I V E R S I T Y 

College of Business 
TilUHtsscc. Florida 32306-1042 

Deoenbar 24, 1997 

TO: TcxJl Fore 

FtOl: KsrJc J 

RE: Use of CA9Q 

/UZP 

B d s correspondence v e r i f i e s t ha t I have given you permission t o use t h s 0A92 
f a r your d i s se r ta t ion research. 

If yau have any questions aixwt the usa of the imtrumeiit, I can usually be 
reached a t 904-693-2786. 
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USA ]. WilliKR-MAIXI, PH.D. 
3 4 8 3 CLUKLANO DRIVE 

MARIETTA, GA 3 0 0 6 8 

( 7 7 0 ) 5 6 5 - 8 3 6 2 

January 1, 1998 

Mr. Todd Fore 
4811 Rockford Street 
San Antonio, I X 78249-17J2 
Rue (210) 641-J041 

Rc: Permission request 

Dear Todd, 

Please consider this letter as written permission to utilize the Safety Locus of Control (SLC) 
Scale in your research. The most recent version of the SLC was developed out of my own 
Master's Thesis research, a copy of which I have already sent you. If tfere is anything else 
you need, please don't hesitate to call. 

Good lack! 

Lis* j . Wuebtoer-Maiice, Phi). 



APPENDIX C 

HUMAN SUBJECTS APPLICATION AND APPROVAL 
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TODD ALAN FORE 
4811 Rockford Street • San Antonio TX 78249-1752 

Home: Tel & Fax (210) 641-5041 • todda4@aol.com 
Office: Tel (210) 652-8489 • Fax (210) 652-3615 • foret@do.aetc.af.mil 

January 10,1998 

Dr. Walter C. Zacharias IRB Chairman 
Assistant Vice President for Research, 
Director of Sponsored Projects 
University of North Texas 
Box 5396, Room 206 Admin. Building 
Denton, TX 76203-3946 
Phone: (940) 565-3940 

SUBJECT: Human Subjects Application 

Dear Dr. Zacharias: 

Please find enclosed my Human Subjects Application. I have obtained the signature of my faculty 
sponsor and am forwarding the application to you for your action. Please feel free to contact me with 
any questions or concerns. 

Ms. Shelia Bourns of your office has been extremely helpful in assisting me in the processing of my 
application. Please pass along my appreciation to Ms Bourns for her willing assistance, positive spirit, 
and sincere concern. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. I await the approval of my application. 

Respectfully, 

Todd Alan Fore 

Enc: Application For Approval Of Investigation Involving The Use Of Human Subjects 

mailto:todda4@aol.com
mailto:foret@do.aetc.af.mil
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APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF INVESTIGATION INVOLVING THE USE 
OF HUMAN SUBJECTS 

University of North Texas Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human 

Subjects in Research (IRB) 

1. Principal Investigator's Name: Todd A. Fore 

2. Home Address: 4811 Rockford Street San Antonio TX 78249-1752 (210)641-4051 

3. Faculty sponsor: Dr. Jerry Wricenski (940)565-2714 

This is in support of research for Ph.D. dissertation 

4. Total Project Period: 27 Nov 97-l Jurie^S 

5. External Support is not requested for this project 

6. In making this application, I certify that I have read and understand the guidelines and 
procedures developed by the university for the protection of human subjects, and I 
fully intend to comply with the letter and spirit of the University's Assurance and 
policy. I further acknowledge my responsibility to report any significant changes in 
the protocol, and to obtain written approval for these changes, in accordance with the 
procedures, prior to making these changes. I understand that I cannot initiate any 
contact with human subjects before I have received approval and / or complied with 
all contingencies made in connection with that approval. 

Signature of Principle Investigator Date 

Original signed and dated 

7. Approval by Faculty Sponsor (Required for all students): I affirm the accuracy of this 
application and I accept the responsibility for the conduct of this research and 
supervision of human subjects as required by law. 

Signature of Faculty Sponsor Date 

Original signed and dated 

8. I have included copies of all pertinent attachments including, but not limited to: 
Questionnaire/ survey instruments, informed consent, letters of approval from 
cooperating institutions, copy of external support proposal if applicable. 

Yes X No 
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9. Sources of subjects: Subjects are employees of the Denton State School, Denton, 
Texas. The study will include approximately 250 employees with a relatively equal 
number of males and females from differing racial and ethnic backgrounds. 

10. Study Procedures: The study design is a cross-sectional correlational design using 
four psychological construct scales as the survey instrument. A XX-item close ended 
questionnaire will assess the employees' psychological state, obtain demographic 
data, and assess on-the-job accidents. The questionnaire will consist of the Rotter I-E 
Locus of Control Scale, Organizational Attributional Style Questionnaire, Safety 
Locus of Control Scale, and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale. Authority to use each 
scale has been obtained from each author. A variety of single- item measures 
assessed demographics and on-the-job accidents data. Questionnaire monitors will 
provide assistance when necessary. 

Disscriminant analysis will be used to test all eight hypotheses listed below at the 
0.05 level of significance. The hypotheses to be tested are: 

Ha, Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Rotter I-E Scale scores 
of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who have had on-
the-job injuries at the Denton State School, Denton Texas. 

Ha, Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Rotter I-E Scale scores 
of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and individuals who 
have filed workers' compensation claims at the Denton State School, Denton Texas. 

Ha, Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control 
Scale scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who 
have had on-the-job injuries. 

Ha< Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Safety Locus of Control 
Scale scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 
individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims at the Denton State School, 
Denton Texas. 

Has Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Organizational 
Attributional Style Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job 
injuries and individuals who have had on-the-job injuries at the Denton State School, 
Denton Texas. 

Hat Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Organizational 
Attributional Style Questionnaire scores of individuals who have not filed workers' 
compensation claims and individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims at 
the Denton State School, Denton Texas. 
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Ha7 Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem 
Scale scores of individuals who have not had on-the-job injuries and individuals who 
have had on-the-job injuries at the Denton State School, Denton Texas. 

Ha, Null form: There will be no significant difference in the Rosenberg Self-Esteem 
Scale scores of individuals who have not filed workers' compensation claims and 
individuals who have filed workers' compensation claims at the Denton State School, 
Denton Texas. 

11.1 have gained approval from Dr. Randy Norris, Director of Human Resources, Denton 
State School, Denton, Texas (included). Consent will be solicted from the subjects at 
the beginning of the survey process. It will be explained that all information will 
remain confidential. 

12. Confidentiality Safeguards: Subjects will not be individually identified in the final 
report. All participant materials will be placed in a sealed envelope by the subject. 
The envelopes will be collected by the survey monitor. All information collected will 
be complied into a secure computer file and meet Privacy Act on 1974 standards. 

13. Benefits to Subjects: Short term benefits to the subjects in this study include 
enhanced awareness of successful study skills which will enhance their ability to 
succeed in the academic environment. Longer term benefits to future technical school 
students and the Air Force include the possible implementation of the treatment of 
this study (study skills course) throughout the Air Force enhancing the performance 
of approximately 35,000 air Force Technical School students per year and or adding 
to the body of knowledge regarding the teaching of study skills to adult students.. 

14. The potential risks associated with this study can be overcome with confidentiality of 
individual subject data in the final report. These issues were discussed in paragraph 
12. Benefits were outlined in paragraph 13 and far outweigh the risks. It is my 
sincere belief that subjects can only be helped by this study. 
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University of North Texas 
Sponsored Projects Administration 

January 20, 1998 

Mr. Todd Fore 
4811 Rodford St. 
San Antonio, TX 78249-1752 

Institutional Review Board for the Protection of Human Subjects in Research (IRB) 
Re: Human Subjects Application No. 98-004 

Dear Mr. Fore: 

As permitted by federal law and regulations governing the use of human subjects in research 
projects (45 CFR 4<S), I have conducted an expedited review of your proposed project titled 
"Predictive Validity of the Rotter I-E Locus Of Control Scale, Organizational Attributional Style 
Questionnaire, Safety Locus Of Control Scale, and the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale on 
Workers' Compensation Claims and On-The-Job Accidents." The risks inherent in this research 
are minimal, and the potential benefits to the subjects outweigh those risks. The submitted 
protocol and informed consent form are hereby approved for the use of human subjects, on this 
project. 

The UNT IRB must review this prior to any modifications you make in the approved project. 
Please contact me if you wish to make such changes or need additional information. 

If you have questions, please contact me. 

7 

nal Review Board 

WZrsb 

cc: IRB Members 
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TODD ALAN FORE 
4811 Rockford Street • San Antonio TX 78249-1752 

Home: Tel & Fax (210) 641-5041 • todda4@aol.com 
Office: Tel (210) 652-8489 • Fax (210) 652-3615 • foret@do.aetc.af.mil 

January 03, 1998 

Dr. Randy Norris 
P.O. Box 368 
Denton TX 76282 
Tel (940)591-3383 
Fax (940)591-3414 

SUBJECT: Research Commitment 

Dear Dr Norris: 

Thank you for agreeing to allow me to conduct my dissertation research within the Denton State School. 
Working under the direction of Dr. Donna Ledgerwood at the University of North Texas, I plan to evaluate the 
relationship between employee psychological disposition and on-the-job accidents. 

At your earliest convenience, please send me a brief letter indicating Denton State School's commitment and 
willingness to participate in this research. The possible benefits of participating in this study are quite 
enormous—improved employee safety, fewer workers' compensation claims, higher employee morale, 
increased productivity, and less extraneous cost associated with on-the-job accidents. 

I will be sending you a copy of the questionnaire that each first line employee will be completing. I have 
obtained permission from all the psychological scale authors to use their instruments in this research. It will 
take approximately 25 to 30 minutes for each employee to answer the questionnaire. Monitors will be available 
to provide any necessary assistance. I plan to have a firm date in late January of when we can start data 
collection. Please tentatively plan data collection for Febuary 2"d - 15", 1998, with a follow-up date of Feb 26* 
- 28", 1998. 

I will work with your human resource department to obtain the necessary employee data. Please be assured any 
information released to me will be held in confidence and handled in accordance with the Privacy Act of 1974. 

Thank you for your commitment and willing assistance. Please feel free to contact me with any questions or 
concerns. I await your commitment reply. 

Respectfully, 

Todd Alan Fore 

CC: Dr. Donna Ledgerwood 

mailto:todda4@aol.com
mailto:foret@do.aetc.af.mil
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Texas Department of 
Mental Health and Mental Retardation 

Don A. Gilbert, M.B.A. 
Commissioner 

Superintendent 

Denton State School 
P.O.Box 368 
Denton, TX 
76202-0368 
(817) 891-0342 
Fax (817) 591-3300 

January 7, 1997 

Todd Alan Fore 
4811 Rockford Street 
San Antonio, TX 78249-1752 

Dear Mr. Fore, 

This is confirm your intention to conduct your dissertation within the personnel currently 
employed at Denton State School. As we discussed in our phone conversation, your research 
endeavor will differ slightly from that of Dr. Ledgerwood's original work in that you will be 
required to display much greater independence and self-initiation. In light of recent 
reorganization within the institution many of us now find ourselves with added 
responsibilities which will diminish the amount of time available for individual supervision. 
As a doctoral-level student, however, I would expect you to encounter no difficulty in being 
allowed to act at your own discretion. 

You should be aware that it will not be possible to evaluate employees in a "pooled" fashion 
given the nature of the work done at DSS. You will have to request that each employee 
individually complete the questionnaire while another employee covers in their absence. As 
such, you may find yourself involved to a much longer degree than you had anticipated in 
data collection or you may find yourself looking at a smaller sample size. 

In light of recent budgetary considerations, you will be responsible for any associated costs 
(such as reproducing the questionnaire) and maintaining the confidentiality of all accrued 
data. Please contact me at your earliest convenience so that we may begin necessary 
arrangements. 

Sincerely, 

William R. Norris, PhD 
Assistant Director of Psychological Services (Lie. No. 2-4698) 
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DENTON STATE SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE 

Thank you for completing this questionnaire! Your opinion is vital and needed!! Please give your honest opinion. It will take you 
*>ut 30 minutes to complete this questionnaire. Your participation is voluntary and you may withdraw at anytime without 

penalty, prejudice, or loss of benefits. Your answers will ONLY be seen by Mr. Todd A. Fore, a University of North Texas 
Doctoral Candidate. No employee of the Denton State School will ever see your answers. In no way will you ever be identified. 
The purpose of this survey is to increase the understanding of how and why accidents occur and what we can do to prevent 
accidents. 

This project was reviewed and approved for use by the University of North Texas Institutional Review Board for the Protection of 
Human Subjects in Research (940) 565-3940. If you have questions or comments please call Todd Fore (210) 641 -5041. 

PARTICIPANT CONSENT: I give my permission to use the information I provide for research purposes only. Additionally, 
I agree to a review of my workers* compensation and on-the-job accident records in support of this research. 

Please indicate YES or NO, then sign your name. O YES O NO 

Signature 

THANK YOU! 

INSTRUCTIONS: Please use a No. 2 pencil to darken the corresponding circle in ALL your responses. This IS NOT a test. 
There are no right or wrong answers. If you need assistance while completing the survey, please ask the questionnaire monitor. 
When you complete the questionnaire, seal it in the envelope provided. 

INFORMATION ABOUT YOU 

For record keeping, please bubble in the last 4 
numbers of your social security number. 

SSN LAST 4 ONLY 
NAME: LAST 

FIRST 

©©©© 
MIDDLE INITIAL: _ _ _ ZZ 

— o o o o 
DATE (mm/dd/yy) © 0 0 © 

YOUR UNIT: © © © © 

YOUR JOB TITLE: WW WW 

© 0 0 © 
©©©© 
©©©© 
©©©© 
©©0© 

DIRECTIONS: Complete each question by darkening the corresponding circle. YOUR ANSWERS WILL NOT BE SEEN BY 
YOUR SUPERVISOR OR ANY OTHER DENTON STATE SCHOOL EMPLOYEE! 

I. How old are you in years. 

O 18 to 19 O 20 to 29 O 30 to 39 O 40 to 49 O 50 to 59 

© 60 to 69 O 70 or older 

2. 1 am a O Female O Male 
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3. How do you describe yourself? 

O White - not Hispanic O Black - not Hispanic O Native American or Alaskan native 

O Hispanic O Asian or Pacific Islander O Other 

4. What is your marital status? 

O Married O Divorced O Widowed O Separated O Never married 

5. When did you start working for the Denton State School? EXAMPLE: June 1985 
Month: O O © © © • © © © ©

 
©

 
©

 

Yean © © • © 
© © © © © • © © © © 

Month: © © © © © © © © © ©
 

©
 

©
 

Year: © © © © 
© © © © © © © © © 0 

6. Have you ever been injured OFF the job and could not go to work for one or more days? O YES O NO 

7. How many times have you been injured on-the-job? 

© O 0 © O © O O © © O lOormore 

8. How badly have you been hurt or injured while on-the-job? 

O Never been injured. 

O Cut, scrape, bruise, backache, etc. which was not reported. 

O Cut, scrape, bniise, backache, etc which was reported. 

O Minor injury (fall, slip, etc) that was not reported. 

O Minor injury (fall, slip, etc) that was reported. 

O Serious injury (broken bone, cut requiring stitches, fall, slip, back injury, etc) for which there was lost job time. 

9. Which of the following represents the number of days you have missed from work as a result of an on-the-job accident while 
working for DSS? 

O No days absent. 

O 1 to 5 days absent. 

O 6 to 10 days absent. 

O More than 10 days absent. 

10. Have you ever received workers' compensation? O YES O NO 

YES O NO 

YES o NO 12. Do you feel workers' compensation is a good system? O 

13. Who do you think pays for workers' compensation? 

O The employer O The employee O The employer and employee O The government 
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14. If the Denton State School had a bonus incentive program (ie: money, time off, gifts, etc. presented for an accident free work 
period), would you be less likely to report a disabling injury even though you arc hurt? 

O YES O NO 

15. How many different jobs are you now working? 

O I work only for the Denton State School. 

O I work for the Denton State School and work at least one or more other jobs part-time. 

O I have two or more full-time jobs. 

16. Learning about health and safety: 

O I do not want to learn more about health and safety. 

O I would like to learn more about staying healthy and safe, both on and off the job. 

17. Have you ever had any training related to your health and safety? 

O No, I've never had any training and really do not want any. 

O No, I've never had any training, but I would like to. 

O Yes, I've had safety training, but this type of training is hard for me to use personally. 

O Yes, I've had health and safety training from the Denton State School and elsewhere, and I can relate to it and use it 
in my daily life. 

18. Would you like to receive health and safety training? 

O No. 

O Yes, a different type of tra ining than given in the past. 

O Yes, the same type of training as given in the past. 
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YOUR OPINION 
DIRECTIONS: Read both statements, then indicate the statement you most agree with by darkening the circle next to the 
•entence of your choice. These answers are meant to reflect your opinions. There are no right or wrong answers. YOUR 
*NSWERS WILL NOT BE SEEN BY YOUR SUPERVISOR OR ANY OTHER DENTON STATE SCHOOL EMPLOYEE! 

1. 

O
O

 Children get into trouble because their parents punish them too much. 

The trouble with most children nowadays is that their parents are too easy with them. 

2. 

O
O

 

Many of the unhappy things in people's lives arc partly due to bad luck. 

People's misfortunes result from the mistakes they make. 

3. 

oo One of the major reasons why we have wars is because people don't take enough interest in politics. 

There will always be wars, no matter how hard people try to prevent them. 

4. 

oo In the long run people get the respect they deserve in this world. 

Unfortunately, an individual's worth often passes unrecognized no matter how hard one tries. 

5. 

oo The idea that teachers are unfair to students is nonsense. 

Most students don't realize the extent to which their grades are influenced by accidental happenings. 

6. 

oo Without the right breaks one cannot be an effective leader. 

Capable people who fail to become leaders have not taken advantage of their opportunities. 

7. 

oo No matter how hard you try, some people just don't like you. 

People who can't get others to like them don't understand how to get along with others. 

8. 

oo Heredity plays the major role in determining one's personality. 

It is one's experiences in life which determine what one is like. 

9. 
oo I have often found that what is going to happen will happen. 

Trusting to fate has never turned out as well for me as making a decision to take a definite course of action. 

10. 

oo In the case of the well prepared student, there is rarely, if ever, such a thing as an unfair test. 

Many times exam questions tend to be so unrelated to course work that studying is really useless. 

11. 

oo Becoming a success is a matter of hard work; luck has little or nothing to do with it. 

Getting a good job depends mainly on being in the right place at the right time. 

12. 

oo The average citizen can have an influence in government decisions. 

This world is mn by the few people in power, and there is not much the little guy can do about it. 

13. 

oo When I make plans, I am almost certain that I can make them work. 

It is not wise to plan too far ahead because many things turn out to be a matter of good or bad fortune anyhow. 

'4. 

1 

oo There arc certain people who arc just no good 

There is some good in everybody. 
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1 15. 
O

O
 In my case, getting what I want has little or nothing to do with luck. 

Many times we might just as well decide what to do by flipping a coin. 

16. 

O
O

 

Who gets to be the boss often depends on who was lucky enough to be in the right place first. 

Getting people to do the right thing depends upon ability; luck has little or nothing to do with it. 

17. 

oo As far as world affairs lire concerned, most of us are victims of forces we can neither understand, nor control. 

By taking an active part, in political and social affairs, people can control world events. 

18. 

oo Most people don't realize the extent to which their lives arc controlled by accidental happenings. 

There really is no such thing as "luck." 

19. 

oo One should always be vailing to admit mistakes. 

It is usually best to cover up one's mistakes. 

20. 

oo It is hard to know whether or not a person really likes you. 

How many friends you have depends on how nice a person you are. 

21. 

1 

oo In the long run the bad things that happen to us are balanced by the good ones. 

Most misfortunes are the result of lack of ability, ignorance, laziness, or all three. 

X I . 

oo With enough effort we can wipe out political corruption. 

It is difficult for people to have much control over the things politicians do in office. 

23. 

oo Sometimes I can't understand how teachers arrive at the grades they give. 

There is a direct connection between how hard I study and the grades I get. 

24. 
oo A good leader expects people to decide for themselves what they should do. 

A good leader makes it clear to everybody what their jobs are. 

25. 

oo Many times I feel that I have little influence over the things that happen to me. 

It is impossible for me to believe that chance or luck plays an important role in my life. 

26. 

oo People are lonely because they don't try to be friendly. 

There's not much use in trying too hard to please people; if they like you, they like you. 

27. 

oo There is too much emphasis on athletics in high school. 

Team sports are an excellent way to build character. 

28. 

oo What happens to me is my own doing. 

Sometimes I feel that I don't have enough control over the direction my life is taking. 

1 
'9. 

1 

oo Most of the time I can't understand why politicians behave the way they do. 

In the long run the people are responsible for bad government on a national, as well as on a local level. 
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YOUR OPINION ABOUT SAFETY 

DIRECTIONS: Use the scale below to indicate your opinion about safety. Read each statement, then darken the circle which 
idicates your level of agreement. These answers arc meant to reflect your opinions. There are no right or wrong answers. 

YOUR ANSWERS WILL NOT BE SEEN BY YOUR SUPERVISOR OR ANY OTHER DENTON STATE SCHOOL 
EMPLOYEE! 

STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

SOMEWHAT 
AGREE 

SOMEWHAT 
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

1. Industrial accidents are due to employee 
carelessness. O o O O o O 

2. Most on-the-job accidents and injuries 
result from employees' mistakes. O o o O o o 

3. Most accidents are avoidable. o o o o o o 
4. Most accidents and injuries at work can be 

avoided. 
o o o o o o 

5. Occupational accidents and injuries occur 
because employees do not take enough 
interest in safety. 

o o o o o o 

6. Most of my accidental injuries are/were 
preventable. 

o o o o o o 

7. I think I am a victim of misfortune 
whenever I have an accident 

o o o o o o 

8. No matter how hard employees try to 
prevent them, there will always be on-the-
job accidents. 

o o o o o o 

9. For me, avoiding accidents is a matter of 
luck. 

o o o o o o 

10. There are so many dangers in this world, 
that I never know how or when I might be 
in an accident. 

o o o o o o 
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STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE 

SOMEWHAT 
AGREE 

SOMEWHAT 
DISAGREE DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

11. With my luck, I will probably have an 
accident in the near future. O O O O O O 

12. The odds are high in favor of me having 
an accident in the near future. O o o o o o 

13. Industrial accidents are usually caused by 
unsafe equipment and poor safety 
regulations. 

o o o o o o 

14. Most on-the-job accidents can be blamed 
on poor management. 

o o o o o o 

15. It is the company's responsibility to 
prevent all accidents at work. 

o o o o o o 

16. The most important things that happen to 
me involve my job. 

o o o o o o 

17. I "live, eat, and breathe" my job. o o o o o o 
18. I am personally very involved in my work. o o o o o . o 
19. Most things in life are more important than 

work. 
o o o o o o 

20. I am really a perfectionist about my work. o o o o o o 
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YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT YOURSELF 

DIRECTIONS: Below is a list of statements dealing with your general feelings about yourself. These answers are meant to 
•fleet your opinions. There are no right or wrong answers. Using the scale provided, darken the circle that indicates your level of 

agreement. YOUR ANSWERS WILL NOT BE SEEN BY YOUR SUPERVISOR OR ANY OTHER DENTON STATE 
SCHOOL EMPLOYEE! 

STRONGLY 
AGREE AGREE DISAGREE 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

1. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself. O o o o 
2. At times, I think I am no good at all. O o o o 
3. I feel that I have a number of good qualities. o o o o 
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people. o o o o 
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. o o o o 
6. I certainly feel useless at times. o o o o 
7. I feel that I'm a person of worth, at least on an equal 

plane with others. 
o o o o 

8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. o o o o 
9. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. o o o o 
10. I take a positive attitude toward myself. o o o o 
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WHAT YOU THINK ABOUT SITUATIONS 
DrRECTTONS: In this section, you arc presented with a number of situations. Please read each situation and imagine it 
happening to you. These answers are meant to reflect your opinions. There arc no right or wrong answers. Answer the questions 
s accurately as possible by darkening the circle on the scale to show your level of agreement. 

A. YOU RECEIVE AN UNUSUALLY HIGH RAISE COMPARED TO OTHERS IN YOUR DEPARTMENT. 

To what extent do you believe that this outcome was caused by: 

Al. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

A2. Your efforts 

O O o 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

A3. The situation and circumstances 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O o o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

A4. Luck/chance 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

A5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due to other people or circumstances? 

O 
Completely 
due to me 

O O o o 
Moderately 
due to me 

O O 
Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

A6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

o o o o o 
Stable over 

time 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O O 
Variable over 

time 



B. YOUR COMrANY IS DOWNSIZING AND YOU ARE NOTIFIED THAT YOU WILL NOT BE LAID OFF. 

To what extent do you believe that this outcome was caused by: 
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Bl. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

ail 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

B2. Your efforts 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

B3. The situation and circumstances 

O O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

B4. Luck/chance 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

B5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due 

o o o o o 
Completely 
due to me 

Moderately 
due to me 

to other people or circumstances? 

O O 
Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

B6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

o o o o o o 
Stable over 

time 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O 
Variable over 

time 



YOU RECEIVE A PROMOTION YOU WANTED FOR A LONG TIME. 

To what ertenl do you believe thai this outcome was caused by: 
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CI. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

CI. Your efforts 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

C3. The situation and circumstances 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

C4. Luck/chance 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

C5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due to other people or circumstances? 

O O o o o o o 
Completely 
due to me 

Moderately 
due to me 

Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

C6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

O O o 
Stable over 

time 

O 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O O o 
Variable over 

time 



"). YOU RECEIVE AN OUTSTANDING PERFORMANCE EVALUATION. 

To what extent do you believe that this outcome was caused by: 
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Dl. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

D2. Your efforts 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

D3. The situation and circumstances 

O o 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

D4. Luck/chance 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

D5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due to other people or circumstances? 

O O o o o o o 
Completely 
due to me 

Moderately 
due to me 

Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

D6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

o o o o o 
Stable over 

time 

O 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O 
Variable over 

time 



YOU FAIL TO RECEIVE A PROMOTION YOU WANTED FOR A LONG TIME. 

To what extent do you believe that this outcome was caused by: 
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El. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

E2. Your efforts 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O o o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

E3. The situation and circumstances 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

E4. Luck/chance 

O O o 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

o o o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

E5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due to other people or circumstances? 

O O o o o o o 
Completely 
due to me 

Moderately 
due to me 

Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

E6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

o o o o o o 
Stable over 

time 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O 
Variable over 

time 



\ YOU RECEIVE ALMOST NO RAISE COMPARED TO OTHERS IN YOUR DEPARTMENT. 

To what extent do you believe that this outcome was caused by: 
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Fl. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

F2. Your efforts 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O o o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

F3. The situation and circumstances 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

F4. Luck/chance 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

F5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due to other people or circumstances? 

O 
Completely 
due to me 

O o o 
Moderately 
due to me 

O O o 
Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

F6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

o o o o o 
Stable over 

time 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O O 
Variable over 

time 



YOUR COMPANY IS DOWNSIZING AND YOU ARE LAID OFF. 

To what extent do you believe that this outcome was caused by: 
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Gl. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

G2. Your efforts 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

G3. The situation and circumstances 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

G4. Luck/chance 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

G5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due 

o o o o o 
Completely 
due to me 

Moderately 
due to me 

to other people or circumstances? 

O O 
Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

G6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

O O o 
Stable over 

time 

O 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O O o 
Variable over 

time 



H. YOU RECEIVE A POOR PERFORMANCE EVALUATION. 

To what extent do you believe that this outcome was caused by: 
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HI. Your ability 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O o o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

H2. Your efforts 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O o o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

H3. The situation and circumstances 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

H4. Luck/chance 

O 
Did not 

determine 
outcome at 

all 

O O o 
Moderately 
important 

determinate 
of outcome 

O O o 
Totally 

determined 
outcome 

H5. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome due to something about you or due to other people or circumstances? 

O 
Completely 
due to me 

O O o o 
Moderately 
due to me 

O O 
Completely 
due to other 

people or 
circumstances 

H6. To what extent is the cause (or causes) of the outcome described above: 

o o o o o 
Stable over 

time 
Moderately 
stable over 

time 

O O 
Variable over 

time 
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DIRECTIONS: Use this page to provide any written comments you feel are important about your safety, your safety training or 
your work at DSS. 

THANK YOU! 
Please seal in envelope and give to questionnaire monitor. 
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