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A 75-item, Likert-type employee attitude survey was

completed by a sample of 670 hourly and salaried employees

of a Southwestern company engaged in computerized tax-form

processing. The survey contained items relating to attitude

dimensions roughly analogous to those subsumed under the

two-factor theory of job satisfaction as defined in the

relevant literature.

Factor analysis, using the principle axes solution,

followed by both orthogonal (varimax) and oblique (direct

oblimin) rotations was performed. The oblique rotation

derived 11 factors which accounted for 87.3% of the common

variance. These lent statistical support to 10 of 16 a

priori, hypothesized attitudinal dimensions. The six

remaining hypothesized dimensions were not empirically

supported.
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FACTOR ANALYSIS OF AN EMPLOYEE

ATTITUDE SURVEY

The term "attitude" has been defined in a variety of

ways, but all definitions have shared several common dimen-

sions. In general terms, attitudes have been defined as

internal states which are focused on particular aspects or

objects in the environment (Cascio, 1978). More specifically,

Krech, Crutchfield, and Bellachey (1962) have described

attitudes as interrelated systems of cognitions (beliefs

regarding the focal point of the attitude); emotions (plea-

sant or unpleasant; and action tendencies (behavioral

components or readiness).

In the industrial setting, these aspects may pertain to

such things as the firm itself, any of the individual functions

of management (performance appraisal) or methods of supervision.

By becoming aware of the nature of such attitudes it has be-

come possible to make better decisions concerning a wide array

of corporate objectives. This, of course, has required reli-

able and valid measurement techniques which in turn have been

based upon the particular aspect of attitude considered most

important. Typically, the attitudinal element being measured

in the corporate situation has concerned emotions or feelings.

Some authors (Shaw & Wright, 1967) have considered the

1
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emotional element of primary importance, and have therefore

directed the majority of their efforts toward the measurement

of individual feelings.

It has been pointed out that despite considerable progress

toward defining conditions for employee satisfaction and moti-

vation, a comprehensive theory sufficient to explain the very

meaning of the job satisfaction has been lacking (Evans, 1969;

Locke, 1969; Schwab & Cummings, 1970). Nonetheless, attitude

measurement has been an area of great concern and interest to

organizations, and attitudinal results have significantly

affected policy decisions in a variety of situations (Cascio,

1976).

Some investigators (Evans, 1969) have used measures of

"overall job satisfaction." Others have reported that "studies

which have been done on the problem of dimensionality of job

satisfaction have indicated that 'job satisfaction' is made up

of at least five and possibly more factors . . . The exact

number and nature of these factors vary considerably from study

to study, but the results consistently support a multidimen,

sional notion" (Smith, Kendall & Hulin, 1969, p. 26).

Possibly the most important issue in job satisfaction has

been put forth by Herzberg, Mausner and Snyderman (1959).

These researchers have proposed a two-factor theory of job

satisfaction in which the primary determinants of job satis-

faction were seen as "intrinsic" aspects of the job called

"motivators" (achievement, recognitions, the work itself,
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responsibility and advancement). The primary determinants of

job dissatisfaction have been described as "extrinsic" factors

called "hygienes" (company policy and administration, super-

vision, salary, interpersonal relations with co-workers, and

working conditions). In general, motivators were those

characteristics which satisfied the individual's needs for self-

actualization and self-realization in his work. In this sense,

the theory has been compared to Maslow's (1968) theory of self-

actualization which stated that the motivated person received

satisfaction from the rewards of performing a function which

allowed full utilization of his/her potential (Mustafa & Sylvia,

1975). Hygienes tended to represent environmental factors

descriptive of the job content.

Other theoretical models, while not necessarily adhering

strictly to a two-factor approach, have stressed the importance

of social and psychological rewards as satisfiers. Kahn (1972),

for example, has stated "The highly probably causes of satis-

faction and dissatisfaction are status, prestige, peer rela-

tionships, job content, wages and other extrinsic rewards,

promotion and physical conditions of work, and possibly

'organizational structure'" (p. 181).

Zaleznik, Christensen, and Roethlisberger (1958) have

indicated that group membership, individual needs, and percep-

tion were the key variables correlated with job satisfaction.

In a similar vein, Locke (1970) has stressed that satisfaction

and dissatisfaction were value responses to a particular



4

situation on the job. He concluded that both task-related

values (similar to Herzberg's intrinsic factors) and non-task-

related values (similar to Herzberg's extrinsic factors)

interacted with individual differences to produce satisfaction

or dissatisfaction.

Not all authors have been accepting of the Herzberg

position. Most notably, Dunnette, Campbell and Hakel (1966).

and King (1970) have taken the theory to task, stating that

the position has not been supported by empirical studies.

Burke (1966), while determining that the two factors may not have

beeneither independent or unidimensional, has nonetheless con-

ceded that the basic distinction between intrinsic job charac-

teristics and environmental job characteristics seemed to be

a useful one for purposes of research. Vroom (1964) has

applauded Herzberg for directing attention toward the psycho-

logical effects of job content, but has concluded that further

investigation would be required to corroborate the theory.

A variety of data collection techniques have been employed

in the measurement of attitudes. Herzberg, Xjausner and Snyderman

(1959) employed an approach called "critical incidents" in

which workers were interviewed and asked to relate specific

incidents which resulted in positive or negative feelings in

the job situation. Factors related to job satisfaction and

dissatisfaction were then distilled from this data.

Rank ordering has been used to collect attitude data, but

has been criticized, particularly by Likert (1961). The
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method required subjects to rank job characteristics in order

of their importance to satisfaction. Likert disputed the

assumption that first-ranked factors were of primary impor-

tance. He argued that item importance was determined only by

the degree to which it correlated with total job satisfaction.

The interview technique, though frequently used, has been

criticized as a solitary method of data collection due to

questionable validity and reliability (Ulrich & Trumbo, 1965).

These authors urged use of the interview in conjunction with

other techniques. Butler (1959), for example, used both the

interview and a questionnaire in his study of job satisfaction

among foremen.

Suehr (1962) and Greene and Greene (1961) have explored

a projective technique utilizing incomplete sentences to tap

worker attitudes. It was felt that this method provided more

opportunity for worker candidness.

By far, the most favored data collection method used in

the study of job attitudes has been the questionnaire (Glennon,

Owens, Smith, & Albright, 1960). Nevertheless, these self-

report instruments have drawn serious ctiticism. Seashore

(1973) has stated that self-reporting "contains elements of

expediency, self deception, ignorance, social pressure and

false beliefs about the world inwhich the [employee] lives"

(p. 6). Yet other authors have maintained that much of the

problem can be ameliorated by adequate attention to (a) pro-

per sampling content, (b) simplicity of item wording and (c)

item analysis (Robinson, Athanasiou, & Head, 1978).
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The attitude scale has become the most widely used and

tested of all attitude measurement methods (Krech et al.,

1962). It has consisted of a set of statements to which an

individual responds, thereby enabling an investigator to

assign the individual a numerical position on a continuum.

That position has been used statistically to generate infer-

ences regarding the individual's attitude.

One much used scaling technique for providing such data

was developed by R. A. Likert in 1932. The method required a

subject to rate each item on a five-point scale where for

positive statements, a score of 5 was assigned to "strongly

agree," a score of 4 to "agree," 3 to "undecided," 2 to "dis-

agree," and 1 to "strongly disagree." The scoring system was

reversed for negatively worded statements. Total scores for

individuals were represented by the sum of item scores.

Despite some controversy, Likert scales (also called summative

scales) have had a number of attractive advantages: (a) they

have followed a linear model, (b) they have been easy to con-

struct, (c) they have usually been highly reliable, (d) they

have been adapted to the measurement of many different kinds

of attitudes, and (e) they have produced meaningful results in

many studies (Nunnally, 1978).

Job satisfaction studies have made use of several

methods of statistical analysis, and among these factor

analytically derived questionnaires have been frequently used

(Smith et al.,, 1969). Historically, the original application



7

of the factor analytic method was for the purpose of testing

Spearman's hypothesis that a single dimension of general

intelligence ran through all tests of ability (Lykken, 1971;

Ray 1973). Factor analysis has been described as a broad

category of approaches to conceptualizing groupings (or

clusterings) of variables and an even broader collection of

mathematical procedures to determine which variables belong

to which groups (Nunnally, 1978). The common objective for

each of these approaches has been to represent one set of

variables in terms of a smaller number of hypothetical vari-

ables. This has required the assumption that the observed

(or measured) variables were linear combinations of some

underlying source variable or factor (Kim & Mueller, 1978a).

The advent of computer technology has greatly reduced the

time, effort and expense required to perform a factor analysis.

Consequently, the number of published studies employing this

technique has risen dramatically (Armstrong & Soelberg, 1968).

It has been an especially popular technique used in the con-

struction of attitude and personality scales (Costello, 1967;

Finifter, 1970; Lynn, 1969).

Factor analytic applications to data have been categor-

ized in two ways. In the first, the "confirmatory" approach,

the investigator has formulated hypotheses, or has assumed the

existence of certain relationships among the variables being

analyzed. "Exploratory" factor analysis has been attempted in
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situations wherein an open question has existed concerning the

number and kinds of factors underlying a broad collection of

variables (Nunnally, 1978).

However, numerous investigators have cautioned that use

of factor analysis without a prespecified theory was ill-advised

because no means were then available for evaluating the results

(Guilford, 1961; Horn, 1967; Armstrong, 1967; Kim & Mueller,

1978b). Armstrong (1967) ha been particularly adamant in

proposing that a comprehensive and explicit a priori analysis

be undertaken to provide independent criteria for the evalu-

ation of the factor analytic results. Armstrong & Soelberg

(1968) suggested that predictions be formulated based on

behavioral models, previous findings reviewed in the litera-

ture, or even merely upon "well-educated" hunches (p. 363).

They have maintained that the a priori specification of a

model was considerably more objective a benchmark than that

provided by a posteriori appeals.

The present study was an attempt to apply the factor ana-

lytic method to an employee attitude survey in order to empiri-

cally confirm the number and nature of hypothesized dimensions

of job satisfaction. It was hoped to ultimately develop a

concise, reliable and valid attitude measurement instrument.

Method

Subjects

A Likert-type attitude survey (Appendix A) was adminis-

tered on company time to 350 hourly and 320 salaried employees

of a Southwestern company enga ed in computerized tax processing.
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The sample comprised 83% of the total work force on that date.

The survey was completed in groups of 50 to 100 following

standardized instructions from trained administrators.

Instrument

The testing instrument consisted of 75 statements, most

of which had been adapted from the various attitude scales

reported on by Robinson, Athanasiou and Head, (1978). Each

statement was designed to represent an attitude roughly analo-

gous to one of the aspects of job satisfaction subsumed under

Herzberg's (1959) two-factor theory. The statements were

randomly ordered in the inventory. By checking the appro-

priate box adjacent to each statement, subjects indicated

their level of agreement on a five-point scale (1 = strongly

disagree; 5 = strongly agree); negatively worded statements

were reverse scored (5 = strongly disagree; 1 = strongly agree)

to provide consistency in interpretation and analysis.

Procedure

Prior to the administration of the survey, an a priori

factor structure was hypothesized (see Armstrong, 1967). Each

statement was assigned to a cluster which represented the

original dimension (attitude) the item was expected to assess.

In all, 15 specific dimensions and1 general dimension of

employee attitudes were hypothesized. The following is a list

of those dimensions along with the items which were expected

to load together to produce that factor.

Challenge of assignment. This refers to the degree to

which respondents viewed their jobs as challenging. (Measured
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by items 1, 15, 32, 48, and 59. Please refer to survey items

listed in Appendix A.)

Recognition/performance evaluation. This refers to the

degree to which respondents perceived recognition for their

accomplishments. (Measured by items 2, 17, 34, 46, and 49.)

Working conditions. This refers to the degree to which

respondents favored the physical conditions under which they

work. (Measured by items 3, 36, and 72.)

Work load. This refers to the degree to which respondents

agreed that the amount of work they did on their job was appro-

priate. (Measured by items 4, 18, and 37.)

Opportunities for growth and development. This refers to

the degree to which respondents perceived having opportunities

for growth and development (i.e., training and promotions).

(Measured by items 5, 13, 19, 35, 50, and 66.)

Compensation program. This refers to the degree to which

respondents were satisfied with the current compensation pro-

gram. (Measured by items 6, 20, 28, 38, and 52.)

Benefit plan. This refers to the degree to which respon-

dents favored the current benefit package. (.Measured by items

24, 44, 53, and 67.)

Employee relations. This refers to the degree to which

respondents perceived favorable employee relations and manage-

ments' ability to promote favorable employee relations.

(Measured by items 7, 40, 64, and 70.)
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Supervisory relations. This refers to the degree to which

respondents felt positive about the relationship they had with

their supervisor. (Measured by items 8, 23, 51, 65, and 71).

Company policies and procedures. This refers to the degree to

which respondents felt comfortable with company policies and

procedures. (Measured by items 9, 24, 42, 55, and 62).

Communication. This refers to the degree to which respon-

dents were satisfied with the amount of communication that existed

at various levels. (Measured by items 10, 26, 41, and 58).

Motivation to work. This refers to the degree to which

respondents felt motivated or enthusiastic about their work.

(Measured by items 11, 22, 45, 56, and 63).

Management style/skill. This refers to the degree to

which respondents favored the management styles and skills

(including top management) under which they worked. (Measured

by items 12, 21, 26, 33, 54, 61, and 68).

Job security. This refers to the degree to which respon-

dents perceived their employment to be secure and lasting.

(Measured by items 14, 30, 60, and 69).

Identification with . This refers to the

degree to which respondents expressed affiliation with the com-

pany. (Measured by items 16, 29, 31, 47, and 57).

General morale factor. (Measured by items 39, 43, 73, 74,

and 75).

The clusterings of items on each of these hypothesized

variables were later compared to the clusterings of items which

loaded on factor analytically derived empirical factors.
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Following the completion of the survey by all subjects,

the data were collected and analyzed. Product-moment correla-

tions of complete, list-wise data were calculated. A list-wise

deletion causes a case to be omitted from the calculation of

all coefficients when that case contains a missing value on

any variable (Nie, Hall, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Kent, 1975).

Although the number of cases upon which the factor analysis

was performed is reduced, the net result was to preclude the

possibility of obtaining a misleading factor analysis based

upon different segments of the sample. Initial list-wise

deletions resulted in the elimination of all but 233 cases.

Items 28, 34, 46, 54, 61 and 68 were each found to have had

a nonresponse rate in excess of 13% of the total sample.

Subsequent removal of these items from the instrume t stabi-

lized the total sample size at 296.

The inter-item correlation matrix was factor analyzed

using the method of principal axes with iterations for stable

communalities. All factors with eigenvalues greater than 1

were rotated via orthogonal (varimax) and oblique (direct

oblimin) solutions (see Nie et al., 1975). This process

made it possible to determine the number of dimensions neces-

sary to represent the relations between the items, and to

identify groups of items that were collinear with one another

within that space (Wendt, 1979).

After rotation, the orthogonal and oblique factors were

compared and interpreted. Each item was inspected to
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determine the factor upon which it had obtained the highest

loading. Each factor was examined, and clusters of items were

formed by selecting out those items which had loadest heaviest

on that factor. These clusters of items were then compared to

the clusters of items that had earlier been hypothesized to

group together in the a priori attitude dimension.

Results

A comparison of the results of both rotations reveals that

the oblique rotation of factors provides a somewhat clearer

pattern than does the orthogonal rotation. Thus, 11 oblique

factors account for 87.3% of the common variance. Table 1

represents the 11 derived factors, and the individual loadings

for those items which load heaviest on each factor. (These

clusters of items are the ones to be compared to the clusters

of items which have been hypothesized to group together). Of

the 28 items not assigned to factors, 6 (items 28, 34, 46, 54,

61, 68) have been eliminated due to the list-wise deletion

problem discussed earlier. The remaining 22 items are not

assigned because they load heaviest on factors which account

for a very small percent of the common variance.

The factor solutions yield, for the most part, readily

interpretable factors that correspond fairly closely to the

hypothesized dimensions. Table 2 represents a comparison of

item clusters found in the derived factors with those hypothe-

sized in the a priori dimensions.
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Table 1

Factor Loadings for Items on
Eleven Oblique Factors

Factor I Factor II

Item # Loading Item # Loading

15 -.36 25 -.88
70 .42 44 -. 63
73 .42 53 -. 63
74 .62 67 -. 73
75 .44

Factor III Factor IV

Item # Loading Item E Loading

14 -. 76 8 .56
16 -.56 23 .59
29 -.79 51 .65
31 -.30 65 .74
45 -. 31 71 .57
47 -. 42

Factor V Factor VI

Item # Loading Item E Loading

1 9.52 4 .65
31 .69 18 .53
48 .50 37 .78
56 .30
59 .68



Table 1--Continued

Factor VII Factor VIII

Item # Loading Item # Loading

30 .88 6 -.47
69 .53 20 -. 67

38 -. 71

Factor IX Factor X

Item # Loading Item # Loading

10 .31 3 .20
12 .40 40 .42
21 .49 59 .30
27 .47 72 .37
42 .22
64 .32

Factor XI

Item # Loading

2 .66
17 .64
49 .45
50 .36

15
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Table 2

Comparison of Items for Hypothesized
and Derived Factors

Factor I (General Morale) Factor II (Benefit Plan)

Hypothesized Derived Hypothesized Derived
Items Items Items Items

73 73 25 25
74 74 44 44
75 75 53 53

- - - - - - - -67 67
39 15
43 70

Factor III (Company Identi- Factor IV (Supervisory
fication) Relations)

Hypothesized Derived Hypothesized Derived
Items Items Items Items

16 16 8 8
29 29 23 23
47 47 51 51

-.-.-.-.-.-.-.- 65 65
31 14 71 71
57 47

Factor V (Challenge) Factor VI (Work Load)

Hypothesized Derived Hypothesized Derived
Items Items Items Items

1 1 4 4
32 32 18 18
48 48 37 37
59 59

15 56



Table 2--Continued

Factor VIII (Job Security) Factor VIII (Compensation Plan)

Hypothesized Derived Hypothesized Derived
Items Items Items Items

30 30 6 6
69 69 20 20

38 38
14*28 - ---
60-*2

52-

Factor IX (Management Style/ Factor X
Skill)

Hypothesized Derived Hypothesized Derived
Items Items Items Items

12 12 ? 3
21 21 40
27 27 60

72
33 10

*54 42
*61 64
*68

Factor XI (Recognition)

Hypothesized Derived Hypothesized Derived
Items Items Items Items

2 2
17 17
49 49

*34 50
*46 -

*Items which were eliminated prior to factor analysis due to

excessive nonresponse of subjects.

17
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For three factors -- Factor II (Benefit plan); Factor IV

(Supervisory relations); and Factor VI (Work load) n-the

empirically derived clusters of items correlate perfectly

with the hypothesized clusters. On three other factors--

Factor I (General morale); Factor III (Identification with

the company); and Factor V (Challenge of assignment)--the

degree of correlation between derived and hypothesized clusters

of items is also very high, though not perfect. For Factor VII

(Job security) half of the hypothesized items appear on the

derived factor. Factor VII (Compensation plan), Factor IX

(Management style/skill), and Factor XI (Recognition). also

receive empirical support for their respective hypothesized

item clusters. However, each of these last three factors had

been hypothesized to contain items which later had to be elim-

inated before performing the factor analysis (again, due to the

list-wise deletion problem). Consequently, evaluation of these

attitudinal dimensions is slightly confounded. The asterisks in

Table 2 refer to items just mentioned.

Factor X (not named) contains a cluster of four derived

items, which represent three different hypothesized dimensions.

Because the factor loading for each item is considered marginal

to low (.20, .42, .30, .37) and because the items as a group

do not readily suggest an underlying, common, attitudinal dimen-

sion, this factor is being eliminated.

In reviewing the list of a priori dimensions, it is dis-

covered that six dimensions had "dropped out" in the empirical
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factoring. Of these, three dimensions are eliminated because

most of the items in the a priori clusterings fail to load

significantly on any of the 11 factors. Thus, of the six items

hypothesized in the dimension "Opportunity for growth and

development" each but one (item 50) loads the highest on a

factor other than one of the first 11 oblique factors. Like-

wise the dimension "Company policies and procedures" loses all

but item 42; and the dimension "Motivation to work" loses

three of its 5 hypothesized items, items 45 and 56 having

loaded on other dimensions. The dimensions "Working condi-

tions," "Employee relations," and "Communications" fail to

appear as derived factors because the items initially hypo-

thesized to load together on these dimensions are in fact

distributed among other factors.

Table 3 represents the intercorrelations among all 11

empirically derived factors. Since the factors are rotated

via an oblique (nonindependent) solution, most of the

correlations are statistically significant.

Table 4 represents individual item-factor correlations.

It is important to review these correlations in addition to

the item factor loading when making decisions about item

clusters (Nunnally, 1978).
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Table 4

Item-Factor Correlations

Factor I Factor II Factor III

Item # r Item# r Item E r

15 .ll 25 .74 14 .71
70 .70 44 .62 16 .68
73 .66 53 .75 29 .71
74 .71 67 .69 45 .68
75 .68 47 .67

Factor IV Factor V Factor VI

Item # r Item # r Item # r

8 .67 1 .67 4 .69
23 .68 32 .70 18 .68
51 .69 48 .77 37 .68
65 .78 56 .65
71 .58 59 .76

Factor VII Factor VIII Factor IX

Item # r Item# r Item# r

30
69

.86

.67
6

20
38

.65

.73

.71

10
12
21
27
42
64

.56

.50

.56

.58

.48

.36



Table 4--Continued 22

Factor X Factor XI

Item # r Item # 5

3 .50 2 .75
40 .60 17 .74
60 .53 49 .71
72 .49 50 .60
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Discussion

To a large extent, the a priori dimensions hypothesized

prior to the administration of the survey are reflected in

the factor analysis, In addition, the factor pattern which

has emerged may be viewed as suggesting further hypotheses

about the clustering of items, and about the underlying

variables.

In reviewing the a priori dimensions it might be argued

that a number of the classifications were somewhat broad, and

may therefore have constituted a multi-dimensional rather

than a undimensional cluster. For example, "Opportunities

for growth and development," (i.e., training and promotions),

seems to describe a combination of two Herzberg's "Motiva-

tors": (a) advancement, and (b) possibility of growth.

"Motivation to work" is likewise a global rather than a

specific dimension which could likely be tapped by a variety

of items. Without continuing further in this vein, it appears

that those hypothesized dimensions which most closely approxi-

mate a specific aspect of the Herzberg taxonomy are also most

closely supported empirically.

Additional, secondary analyses of the data collected for

this study could be performed to further refine the survey

instrument. Specifically, a thorough item analysis could be

conducted using the item intercorrelation matrix which was

prepared for the factor analysis. It is possible that several

items which have loaded together to form a factor may have
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extremely low correlations with one another (due to the suc-

cessive partialling that occurs during the derivation of

factors) (Nunnally, 1978).

Factor analysis makes the assumption that a group of

items measuring the same construct should have a comparable

pattern of correlations with one another, because it is the

common underlying construct which causes the similar pattern

of covariation among the items (Wendt, 1979). However, the

basic problem here is that factor analysis cannot distinguish

"true correlation" from "error correlation" (or "chance

correlation"). Item analysis can help in this regard.

For still further analysis, the original data might be

split into two or more random subsamples and a separate fac-

tor analysis run for each (see Armstrong & Soelberg, 1978).

This approach would provide a measure of factor reliability.

By factor analyzing the responses of the 670 subjects

completing the employee attitude survey reproduced in Appen-

dix A, 10 interpretable factors are identified. These factors

can be conceived of as representing and supporting the theo-

retical constructs hypothesized in 10 of the a priori

attitudinal dimensions. This is the initial step in the

process of refining items to form a relatively pure employee

attitude measurement scale for this organization. Empirical

validation, determination of reliability, and accumulation of

normative data should be carried out to complete development

of this instrument.
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Appendix A

EMPLOYEE ATTITUDE SURVEY

This survey has been specifically designed to determine ..js employees' reactions
to several aspects of our company's environment. It contains statements which
require you to express your opinion on several issues. For each statement, indicate
your reaction to the statement by checking the appropriate response box which charac-
terizes your feelings. For example:

Strongly Strongly
Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree Aqree

1. My boss praises good work. LLJ1Z1Z

2. 1 am not satisfied with the long- r7
term disability here.

The response #1 would mean that you strongly believe your boss praises good work.
The response #2 means that you are generally not dissatisfied with the long term
disability program here. Do not hesitate to use the extreme response values since
this survey is an earnest attempt by Human Resources to identify areas of the organiza-
tion which should be considered for improvement.

At the end of the survey, you will find some questions which allow you to express your
feelings in your own words. Please respond as honestly and openly as possible to all
parts of the survey.

Your answers to the survey will be kept confidential and anonymous. Only groups of
responses will be studied or reported back. The questions asked in the first part
of the survey are for such grouping purposes. Please respond to them as well as the
questionnaire itself.

We will communicate the results of this survey in the near future. In addition, we
will be meeting with representatives of your department to develop plans to correct
some of the problem areas identified through the survey.

Thank you for your time and effort in completing this survey questionnaire.

Please provide the following information about yourself:

Who is the vice president responsible for your department?

Who is the manager responsible for your department?



Male Female

Under 20 Z"20 - 25 26 -
36 - 40 41 - 45 D 46 -

56 - 60 61 - 65 ]Over

30 31 - 35

50 J 51 - 55
65

ID:_______
VPM:

MF:

AGE:

LOC:

PAY:

TEN:

Do you work in ? Yes D No

Type of Pay: Hourly Wages D Salaried

How long have you been at...- ! (check one)

Less than 6 mos. F 6 mos. to 1 yr. D 1 - 3 yrs. E 3 - 5 yrs.

LU Longer than 5 yrs.

In all questions which follow, the term "top management" refers to vice presidents,
executives, and above; the term "management" refers to positions between supervisors
and vice presidents; the term "boss" refers to your immediate supervisor.

if you feel an item does not apply to your position, check "DNA".

----------- ------ --------- -------- --------------- ------- -------

I. I get a sense of accomplishment
from my job.

2. I receive plenty of recognition
for my accomplishments.

3. I usually have the necessary
equipment and supplies to per-
form my job properly.

4. Except during my busy season,
I can almost always get my
job done during my regularly
scheduled work hours.

5. Political pull is the basis
for promotion around here.

6. T seldom feel that I'm under-
paid for the work I do at

7. Top management does a poor
job of getting people and
departments to work together
in achieving the company's
goals.

DNA

.

Strongly
Di sagree

Lm

Disagree

Li

7l

LJ

Strongly
Undecided Aoree Aqree

Li

LJ7
L.1

~ Li rnLi .

page 1

Your Sex:

Your Age:

26

E-

D D E

77

L-J
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page 2

8. My boss is hard to please.

9. Procedures for daily operations
in my department are clearly
defined.

10. Communications between depart-
ments around here are not very
good.

11. I only work at
because it is convenient.

12. I have confidence in the
business judgment of_,....s too
management team.

13. ..,hires too many
managers and supervisors from
outside as opposed to promo-
ting from within.

14. 1 plan on working at
for a long time.

15. I have successfully completed
difficult assignments in my
job.

16. If I had to choose where to
work again, I would probably
not choose.

17. When I do a good job, my boss
praises me.

18. Most employees at are
overworked.

19. s management offers the
employees enough opportunities
for training to improve their
skills and abilities.

20. Employees here are paid fairly
in proportion to their contri-
bution to the company.

21. Top management does not under-
stand the needs and feelings of
the employees at .

Strongly
DMA Disagree Disagree Undecided Agree

Li Li i Li 7L

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

H Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Li Li Li

Strongly
Agree

7

Hj Li L

Li Li -7
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page 3

Strongly
DNA Disagree

Strongly
Disagree Undecided Agree Agree

22. is a good place to
gain experience that looks
good on your resume.

23. My boss really helps the
people in my area to be
productive.

24. ; policies are never
enforced in a consistent
fashion.

25. Our benefit plan at
is fair and adequate.

26. I seldom get "straight answers"
from management when I have
questions about.........O...

27. Top management here looks
out for both the employees
interests and those of the
company.

28. People who do similar work in
different departments at

... don't get paid
similar amounts.

29. I would like to have a long-
term career at.

30. At times, I'm afraid of losing
my job at

31. It would bother me to hear
someone compare
unfavorably to other
companies.

32. My job assignments are seldom
challenging.

33. Top management clearly informs
the employees of corporate
objectives.

H H1H

Hl Hl H

H H1-7

H HE H

T-7 H
7

D
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page 4

Strongly
DNA Disagree

Strongly
Disagree Undecided Agree Agree

34. 1 receive regular performance
reviews at least once a year.

35. Promotions are handled fairly
around here.

36. It is so noisy in my depart-
ment that I seldom can do my
work.

37. They expect too much work from
me on my job.

38. Salaries and wages at
are competitive with those of
other companies in the area.

39. Many times my paycheck is made
out for an incorrect amount,
and I have to get it corrected.

40. In generalrmanagement a
tries to treat people fairly
regardless of the employee's
race or sex.

41. The employees at don't
really know where the company
is trying to go.

42. 1 believe has too
many company policies that
are meaningless.

43. 1 think the company newsletter
is informative and interesting.

44. 1 would like to have more
variety in our benefit package.

45. My job at is one of
the best jobs I've ever had.

46. Performance reviews in my
department only focus on past
mistakes and not on good
performance.

47. I'm proud to talk about my
work at with my
family and friends.

FL

Li

El

D

H

H

rn
Li

H

EQ

Li

H

H

H

H7H7
H H

HI HEH

LW

Li

m

H

Hl

EQ

H1

H

H-H

~I1 D D

HI L HI

DI H D

Hl

H,

Hl

Hl

H
H

H H, H

Hl H1H

Hl H H

H7 H

HEl

El E

El

Ell

L.J LJ H D E E
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page 5

Strongly
DNA Disagree

Strongly
Disagree Undecided Agree Agree

48. 1 get discouraged in my present
job because there aren't
enough opportunities to make
significant contributions.

49. Nobody around here ever
notices a job well done.

50. 1 understand what I need to
do in my job to be considered
for advancement.

51. The employees in my area feel
at ease around my boss.

52. Employees never know how the
amount of their salary
increase (raise) is determined.

53. We do not receive sufficient
fringe benefits here at ... F]

54. Top management is too busy to
follow up and see that projects
and assignments are completed
properly.

55. Company policies here are well
communicated to the employees.

56. I'm -not very enthusiastic about
my job at - .

57. I would never advise a friend
to come to work for

58. Since the time I was hired by
communications here

seem to have improved..

59. My job at is boring.

60. .. _.....does a good job of
providing steady employment.

61. In my opinion, top management
does not spend sufficient time
planning the work of the
company.

FI F] F]

F], F] F]I

7

F] ]

F] F] F]

F] F] F]

F] F] F]

F] F] F]

Li ULU

F] F] F]

F] F] F]

F] F] F]

F]
Fj

F]
71

F] F] F
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page 6

DNA

62. Our personnel policies are well
defined and understood.

63. My pay is all that keeps me at

64. ___'s Annual Report to Employees
is a good way to maintain posi-
tive employee relations.

65. My boss does not handle problems
among employees very well.

66. Career paths are not well
defined aA.L

67. ...'s benefit package is compe-
titive with that of other com-
panies our size.

68. There are conflicting demands
and priorities among the
various managers and executives
above me.

69. 1 feel that my job at
is reasonably secure as long as
I do a good job.

70. Management at._....isn't really
interested in maintaining good
employee relations and a high
level of employee morale.

71. My boss criticizes me in front
of others.

72. My working conditions at,
are comfortable and safe.

Strongly
Disagree

I
Disagree

Li

Li L

l l

Li1L

Li1 Li

Li Li L

l Li Li

Eli Li L

Strongly
Undecided Agree Agree

L

7LI

TflF7 ~I

Li Li L

Li Li
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page 7

73. How would you rate the overall morale of your department? (check one)

Poor Fair Average

D D D

74. Of the company? (check one)

Poor Fair Average

1: L L .

Good Very Good

Good Very Good

75. How would you rate . ,as a company? (check one)

Poor Fair

L E

Average

11

Good Very Good

E D
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