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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study was 3 psychometric analysis of 163 organizationa! climate ifems that were part of 7
a large survey of over 70,000 employees in 77 ¢lerical and 1echnical Federal occupations and
their supervisors {Rodniguez, Usala, & Shoun, 1995). The items were written to measure {8
climate dimensions related to organizational effectivensss: Training and Career Development,
Reward and Recognition, Innovation and Risk-Taking, Customer Focus, Leadership and
Comenitment to Quality, Institutionat Fairness, Open Communication, Employee
Involvement, Health-Enhancing Work Environment, Family/Work/Life Balance, Teamwork,
Job Security and Commitment to Workforce, Resources Allocation/Utilization,
Supervision/Management, Diversity, Social Responsibility, Strategic Planning, and
Measurcment and Analysis. Some of these dimensions were assessed at the organizational
level, some at the work unit level, and some at both. The purpose of this analysis was
threefold: (1) to determine if each item was a valid indicator of the climate dimension it was
intended o measure, {2) to identify items whose responses could be summed to form reliable
climate dimension scales, and (3} to evaluate the extent to which regponses to each item
reflected a "shared perception” among the respondents. The analysis used LISREL (a
structural equation muxieling/confirmatory factor analysis software), Cronbach's Coefficient
Alpha internal consistency reliability estimate, and imterrater agreement calculations to
address each of these goals, respectively.

The LISREL analyses found that only nine of the 163 items were not valid indicators for any
of the 18 dimensions. Al 18 of the dimensions had valid representation from the remaining
items, although one dimension specified a priori at both levels fost its representation at the
work anit level. These analyses also determined seven items to be more valid indicators of
dimensions other than the ones for which they were originally written, LISREL analyses of
modified measurement models using employee data were successfully cross-validated in
holdout samples and replicated in the supervisor sample. Multiple groups analyses using
LISREL found the item validities to be consistent between young and old respondents;
however, statistically significant differences between whites and African Americans were
dispoversd, suggesting that there may be differences in what some items mean for the two
races, Differences were also found between males and females at the organizational level,
but not the work unit level. Reverse-scored items were a source of stress in some of the
measurement modets, having aplications for future item writing. Subsequent coefficient
alpha analyses were used to make final dimension assignments based on reliability for items
whose assignments the LISREL analyses could not definitively determine, Finally, the
interrater agreement analysis ideatified 13 items with averaged within-agency interrater
agreement to be extremely low, suggesting that, in this sample, responses to these items do
not reflect a shared perception among respondents.



INTRODUCTION
Purpose

The purpose of this study was to evaluate the psychometric integrity of the organizational
assessment items in the survey of clerical/technical:employees (distributed in November,
1993 through January, 1994; Rodriguez, Usala, & Shoun, 1995). The dwee general goals of
this item analysis were:

i

Assass the "true score” validity of the items (i.e., did the items measure what they
were intended (o measure};

Identify iterns whose responses can be sununed to form reliable dimension
subscales;

. Identify items whose responses can be sensibly interpreted as reflecting an

attribute of an organization (i.e., items whose responses reflect a shared
perception among the respondents).

The specific goals undertaken 1o meet these general ones were as follows:

a.’

Assess the validity of the predicted {1 prioni) assignments of items to the factors
(dimensions) that they were purported t0 measure;

Determine which items, if any, should be reassigoned to factors (i.¢., determine
which items are more valid indicators of survey dimensions other than the
dimensions for which they were originally written);

Finalize the "trug score” item-to-factor structure that would serve as a basis for
"observed score” dimension scoring;

Identify items that are not valid indicators of the dimensions in this study and
whose responses shouid therefore not be reported in 2 dimensional context;

Finalize the observed score item-to-dintension assignments;

Assess interrater agreement at the tem jevel. (Low agreement indicates that the
organizational attribute measured by an Hem is not a shared perceplion among the
respondents. In such instances, it is not sensible to report mean responses as
representing an "organizational” attribute.)
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Analyses

Three different sets of analyses were the primary means of achieving the goals stated above.
These wers:

1. Structural Equation Modeling using LISREL (Ldnear Structural RELations)
software (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993);

2. Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha reliability estimate;

3. Interrater agreement calculations devised by Finn (1970) and modified by Usala
(1993). '

The following is an explanation of why and how gach set of analyses was used.
LISREL

LISREL is a statistical software for performing structural equation modeling. This means
simply that it allows a researcher to make hypotheses regarding relations (covariances and
regressions) among variables and 1o 1est whether these hypotheses are tenable. It does so by
comparing actual (observed) data covariance relationships arnong indicators {variables} o the
covariance relrtionships tnplied by a researcher’s model. The more similar these two
covariance matrices are to 2ach other, the beuer the "fit" of the model to the data, and the
more confident the researcher is that his‘her model accurately reflects relationships as they
truly exist,

While there are many other kinds of analyses that can be used to specify and test
hypothesized relationships, the greatest value of LISREL and other structural equation
modeling procedures is that they disattenuate for measurement error, both stochastic
{random) measurement error {which suppresses relationships) and systematic (correlated}
measurement error (which can artifactually suppress or inflate relationships). This means
that “true score” relationships among variables can be evaluated, i.e., the covaniance between
portions of response variances not attributed to measurement error can be estimated.
However, while important for determining what it is that items are really measuring, an
evaluation of such "true" relationships alone is sufficient only i a totally research context.
If item or scale "observed score” responses are (o be reported in some assessment context,
then observed score analyses such as coefficient alpha and, in the case of climate
assessments, interrater agreement must follow o ensure that the actual quantitative values
that serve as the basis for decisions are reliable and (for climate) a shared perception,

The relationships specified in the present item analysis were in the context of confirmatory
factor analytic models. {Confirmatory factor analysis is a form of structural equation
modeling.) In such a context, an item’s true score relationship to a factor that represents 4
particular construct (dimension) can be evaluated. LISREL is a very powerful tool for
performing such analyses (e.g., Usala & Herizog, 1989), Factor analysis in general,
confirmatory factor analysis in particular, and LISREL as a special case, each have
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advantages over more traditional approaches to item analysis. The present study capitalized
on several of these advantages. The following are the most important issues that were
relevant to how the present study was conducted.

Factor Analysis versus Internal Consistency. When an a priori itgm-to-dimension structure
is specified (i.c., when some items in a survey are thought to measure one dimension, while
other items measure a different dimension), a traditional way of estimating the reliability of
the dimension subiscales' (and 2ach item's contribution to the relisbility) is via an internal
consistency analysis such as Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha («). Usnfortunately, a coefficient
« analysis has often been used as a proxy for an item validity amalysis. This problem is
related to the adoption of the homogeneity approach to subscale definition. This approach,
which underlies both factor apalysis and internal consistency analyses, states that items
which are valid indicators of the same construct should correlate highly, comprising a
"homegenous™ grouping of items.  However, intemal consistency results are not as sensitive
to homogenzous item subgroupings as factor analysis, Im other words, interpal consistency
analyses can show a subscale (0 be reliably composed of a group of ems which actually
comprise two or more distinet homogenous groupings. These groupings may in fact
represent distingt but correlated constructs. These constructs, if oot too highly correlated,
may have useful, differential validitiss with other variables. Factor analysis is more sensitive
to such fine inter-item correlations and affords a better opportunity to discover more -
homogencous subgrouping (Green, Lissitz, & Mulaik, -1977).

Confirmatory Factor Analysis versus Exploratory Factor Analysis. Even when an item-
dimension structure is specified in advance of the analyses, it is still common practice'to
perform exploratory factor analysis on survey data and then make some judgement as to how
well the results match the a priori strucnure, While perfectly acceptable, a confirmatory
factor analysis approach offers the advantage that a hypothesis {(e.g., a specific item-factor
structure) is being statistically tested, reducing the probability that a researcher i3 capitalizing -
on chance. In other words, in exploratory analysis, all irems load onto all factors, while in
confirmatory analysis, the researcher dictates which item load onto which factors based on a
theoretical framework, and this hypothetical structure is tested stadstically. Further,
exploratory factor analysis is plagued by the "indeterminacy” problem: solutions are
dependent upon such things as type and power of rotation which can be manipulated unti} the
most desirable solutions are achieved. In general, the only things to manipulate in
confirmatory factor analysis are the estimation method (although maxirmum likehbood. is
probably the most common in use) and the researcher’s modiel; wben these two parameters
are set, confirmatory analysis can generate only one solution (Mulaik, 1875).

Using LISREL to Perform Confirmatory Factor Analysis. The following capabilities of
LISREL were important for the present study.

Goodness-of-fit indices. LISREL generates a x* statistic which reflects how well a
factor model fits observed data. In theory, a significant x* means that the model does not fit

In this paper, “subscale™ mufers to the observed score manifestation of a dimeansion,
while “factor™ refers to the tue score.representation.
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the data well. However, x? is very sensitive to the large sample sizes required 10 run
LISREL with confidence, and so, in practice, a significant x* is often an artifact of sample
size and not truly due to a poor fitting model. For this reason, LISREL also generates a
goodness-of-fit index {GFI) and adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI; adjusted for degrees of
freedom) that measure model fit on a2 O to | scale. The most recent version of LISREL also
generates several other it indices that have been suggested by reszarchers in recent years.

Modeling error variance. As stated earlier, the most important aspect of LISREL as
it is applied to social science research is its ability to disatteruate for measurement error, A
review of LISREL model notation will help clarify bow LISREL corrects relationships
among variables for measurement error.  Below is a simple, two-factor LISREL path
diagram of a factor analytic model. The two large circles denoted by the Greek Eta (§)
represent the factors, which in turn represent latent constructs, The curved line between
them with double arrowheads represents their covariance, while the curved single-arrow lines
above them represent their variances; factor variapces and covariances are denoted by Phi
(®). The boxes beneath the factors represent the factor indicators {items or subscales). The -
arrows between the factors and indicators, denoted by lambda (&), are the factor loadings, or
the "true score” relationships between the indicators and the constructs they are intended to
measure, They point from the factors to the indicators to illustrate that the latent constructs
are the source of the observed responses on the indicators. The factor loadings are
regression coefficients, and the strength of a factor loading i5 an indication of an ftem's {or
subscale’s) validity for measuring a particular construct.

Below the indicators are the other source (besides the latent constructs) of the observed
responses: measursment error, or "disturbances,” represented by the small circles with
arrows pointed toward the boxes. Theta (§) denotes the variances and covariances on these
disturbance terms. LISREL uses a2 common factor maodel to partition error and frue variance
in itewn responses. In other words, it is the relationship among tems - their common
variance — that determines what is error variance or frue variance. {A crucial point should
be obvious here: The particular iterns.inchuded in a model are of critical imporance in
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defining error and true variance and covariance.} With error variance removed from the
indicator response variance {and thus removed from the “factor space”™), the regression (A) of
the indicator onto the factor is its "tue score” relationship to the factor. If the indicators are
items from a single scale, the factor is a "true score factor” representing 2 latent construct; if
the indicators are subscales of the same dimension from different instruments, the factor is a
"latent variable® representing a latent construct.  The ability of LISREL to modetl error
covariance (the double-headed curved arrow between two indicators in the figure) is
extremely important. This represents systematic ervor which, if not expressed in the model,
can force itself to covary via the factor correlation (arntifactually inflating i) and contaminate
the factors themselves, compromising the factor foadings of the other items. (Correlated
measurenient error is particularly important to account for in longitudinal studies where
because the same indicators are used over time, responses have a built-in systematic error
variance.} The present study found excellent examples of correlated error among items,
discussed in the Resulis section.

Model shaping and modification indices. Some researchers stipulate that confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) is simply that - confirmatory ~ and that using CFA procedures to
adjust inodels {called "model shaping”) is an inappropriate application. This is simply ot
true. CFA caz be used to perform "exploratory” work {e.g., determining that an item
originally loaded on a panticular factor is best loaded on another), provided that the
researcher understands that chance relationships may be driving maodifications suggested by
LISREL solutions. There are two things to which researchers should always be adhere to
guard against modificaticns based on chance: (1) make modifications that are only
theoretically sensible, and (2) cross-validate the final model in a holdout sample. A third
point — replicating  the solution for the final model in an unused sample of different
characteristics - is also desirable. '

LISREL makes model shaping convenient. A LISREL solution can include "modification
indices,” which reflect the amount of stress in a model due o unspecified relationships. For
example, a large modification for a factor foading or an error covariange that is not specified
in the model indicates that "freeing” the parameter {i.e., allowing the indicator to lnad on
that factor, or allowing the error variance between two indicators to covary) would
significandy improve the fit of the mode! 1o the data, The improvement in model fit can be
assessed by evaluating the goodness-of-fit index or the change in x*. Cross-validation of the
final model and replication of the final solution can likewise be evaluated in similar ways.

Measurement equivalence and mudtiple groups analysis. Ope analysis that,
regretably, is usually not performed is a test of whether a factor structure holds for
particular demographic subgroups. Such analysis is known as assessing the "measurement
equivalence” of an instrument, and it asks the question; do the items mean the same thing for
persons of different groups? For instance, suppose an item on an Anxiety subscale of a
personality inventory asks if a person shakes a lot. Might pot that item be an indicator of
anxiety in young persons, but not in an old population where shaking is a common somatic
complaim related to physical age? Ensudag that responses on an instrument are valid
indicators for sex, age, and racial subgroups is particularly important when item or scale
responses are used for individual counseling or selection purposes.



LISREL has the capability 1o test the measurement equivalence of a factor structure in
multiple groups by performing "simultaneous” factor analysis. A factor structure ¢an be
tested in two {or more} separate samples at once, and LISREL generates z single x* statistic
reflecting the model fit to both. The model is then tested again, bt this time parameters can
be constrained te be equal across the groups. The resultant x* can be compared to the
previous one to test the hypothesis the parameters that were constrained are really equal in
the two groups. This is called "nesied” modeling. (The same principal can be applied
within groups to test parallelism between alternative scales.) Sequential, nested modeling can
be performed to 1est the measurement equivalence of all the model parameters; however the
present study tested only the equivalence of the item-to-factor true score relationships (i.c.,
the factor loading matrix), known as testing "tau({7)-equivalence,” across sex, age, and racial
subgroups. ‘

Coefficient Alpha and Item Sabscaling

While LISREL is an excellent tool for determining what construct an item’s true score
variance is measuring (i.e., assessing item validity), the factor structure determined by a
LISREL analysis should only be used as a guide for constructing ohserved score subscales
{e.g., items whose observed scores are sumumed 1o gencerate scale or subscale s¢ores),
Ultmately, observed scores are typically used for making judgments about people,
organizations, etc. These observed scores are not disatienuated for measurernent error. A
reliability estimate such as coefficient alpha for prospective subscales is necessary to ensure
that observed score subscales are reliable and to idemtify items that diminish 2 scale’s
reliability.

Intervater Agreement

{limate analysis presenis an interesting paradox in quantitative analysis. The above analyses
reguire variance in item regponses to evaluate item validity and scale reliability,. However,
whether an item Is a valid indicator of a-climate construct is a different question from
whether that item’s responses reflect a climate for an organization. A climate is a shared
perception that an organization {or other level of analysis) has a particular characieristic
associated with a construct. In other words, there has to be agreement — the opposite of
variance - within g level of analysis on an observed score 10 assert that the associated
climate exists. An item {or scale) can be 3 valid indicator of a climatc construct, and yet
when applied to 2 panticular organization, be responded 1o with 2 large variance showing that
there is no coherent climate in that context. (An interesting implication of this paradox is
that, when possible, item validity should be evaluated using a mix of organizational uaits to
increase response variance that might be lacking within organizational units.) o

While interrater agreement from this perspective s strictly a description of a specific
organizational unit and not the psychometric quality of the ilem or scale, an assessment of
interrater agreement across many organizational contexts should provide information as to the
usefulness of a climate indicator, [n the present study, an average of within-agency interrater
agreements (with a minimum oumber of respondents in an agency as a criterion for
inclusion) was calculated for each item. (Although the items were asked at the work unit and
organization level, the agercy was the lowest unit of analysis that could be identified in the
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dataset.) ltems with very low average interrater apreement were identified as ones that may
not be useful as climase indicators in general, and for the present sample, should not be
reported because they typically are not measuring a shared perception of an organization.

The measure of interrater agreement used in the present study was once suggested by Finn
(1970} and revisited by James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984}, Although originally presented ag
a reliability index for a single item in a single-occasion context, Kozlowski (1992) responded
to criticism of this perspective (by Schmidt and Hunter, 1989) by suggesting that the measure
is betier thought of as an index of consensus, particularly useful in climate applications. The
measure compares the response variance on ap item to the variance of the uniform {(even)
distribution of responses across all the response categories. The uniform distribution would
be expected if a large sample responded randomly to the item, i.e, if responses were due
totally to random error. The equation, based on James et al.’s (1984) paper, is:

Uy

where C is the consensus index, s,° is the variance of the observed responses, and o5/ is
the uniform distribution vaniapce ("E” for expected ervor, "U" for uniform). The index is,
in theory, on a scale of 0 1o 1. 1f the observed scores represent perfect consensus, then

s =0 and C=1.0, If the observed scores represent random responding, then s, ! =ggt

and C=0. In practice, because of how a sample variance (5.2) is calevlated, s, T for a
uniform distribution only equals og,/* whcn samples are lazge. For this reason, Usala (1993)
s'uggeste:d using the population variance o.° in place of s.* (¢ for random responding =
Ogt), Which serves 10 calibrate C to 0 when responses are uniformly distributed, regardless
of sample size. Usala also substituted the notation o2 for oy’ under the realization that the
distribution of random {error) responding is not uniform under all conditions, but that it is
specifically the variance of the uniform distribution that is required for this caleulation, The
new equation is:

2
hes

z'
Gy

C' =1~

The vanance of the uniform discribution is calculated as follows:

1 _ A1

% = "y

where A = the pumber of response categories for the item.



METHOD

Subjects

The subjects of this study were Federal employees in 77 clerical and technical oocupations,
grade levels 3 through 9, and their supervisors. Ten Federal agencies comprised a
consortium that belped fund the project.  Subjects were randomly sampled via a stratification
plan that ensured adequate representation within each occupation and grade level for each
consortium agency and the Federal government as a whole, This resulted in a mail-out
sample of over 70,000 employees (35,000 from the consortium and 35,000 from the nog-
consortium agencies) and over 35,000 supervisars {only the consorthum supervisors wers
given the climate section of the survey). The response rate for the entire project was 42%.
Because the present analyses were not concerned with occupation-specific data, the sample
size was more than adeguate to conduct this study. Also, not all iterns were administered to
every subject {sce below) such that the three groups of subjects — consortium employees,
non-consortium employees, and consortium supervisors - were in fact three scparate samples
requiring their own analyses. Considerable itern overlap, however, did allow comparisons
among the sampies.

Ipstrument

The climate survey was designed to collect information regarding organizational attributes.
that are related o organizational effectiveness. It was adminisiered as ope section of a larger
occupational analysis survey of clerical/technical occupations {Rodriguez, Usala, & Shoun,
1995). There were actually three different climate surveys: one for consortium employees,
one for consortium supervisors, and ope for non-consortium employees, There were also -
four subsections of the climate section: a Work Unit Experiences scale, an Organizational -
Experiences scale, a Personal Experiences scale, and a Job Sausfaction scale, The latter two
scales were short and deemed inappropriate 10 analyze using the procedures outlined in this
study. Therefore, the current analysis was performed only oo the items in the Work Unit -
Experiences and QOrganizational Experiences scales, which inchided the vast majority of the
climate tems. :

The ciimate section was written by Dr, Jodi Schreider of the U.S. Office of Personnel
Management.? Tterns were developed or taken from the organizational climate scientific
literature and well-established sources such as the OPM Leadership Effectiveness Survey
{Career Entry Group, Office of Personpel Research and Development, 1993), the Presidential
Award for Quality (Federal Quality Institute, 1993), the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality
Award, and Healthy Companies Pathways (Healthy Companies, 1992). Appendix A is 2
master item list showing all the items in the Work Unit Experiences and the Organizational
Experiences scales. The climate items were writien to measure particular climae

*This part of the survey was a precursor to the OPM Organizational Assessment
Survey. The technical report (Schreider, 1993) for that survey provides a more elaborate
description of the research foundation for this portion of the survey.
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dimensions, or subscales, Table 1 lists the 2 priori climate dimensions and the number of
itemns written to measure each. There were 13 a priori subscales and one single-item
dimension in the Work Unit Experiences scale, and 16 a priori subscales in the
Organizational Experiences scale.

Table 1
Work Unit Experiences and Organizational Experiences Scales: A Priori Climate Dimension
Subscales (Number of a priori items in parentheses)

Work Unit Experiences Organizarional Experiences
Training and Career Development (7) Training and Career Developmennt (3)
Reward and Recognition (3) Reward and Recognition (4)

Innovation sd Risk-Taking (7) Innovation ahd Risk-Taking (6)

Customer Focus {5) Qustomer Focus {5)

Leadership and Comraimment to Quality (1) Leadership and Commitment o Quality (6)
Institutionat Faimess (9) Institutional Fairpess (4}

Open Communication (53 Open Communication {5)

Employee Invalvement (9) Employee Involvement (2)
Heaith-Enhancing Work Environment (3) Health-Enhancing Work Environment (5)
Family/Work/Life Balance (%) Family/Work/Life Balance {3)

Teamwork {(3) Teamwork (3)

Job Security and Commitment to Workforce (1) Job Security and Commitment 10 Workforce (8)
Resource Allocation/Utilization (9) Diversity (14)

Supervision/Management (8} Sacial Responsibility (8)

Strategic Planning (4}
Measurement and Analysis (8)

Table 2 shows the definitions for each dimension written by Dr. Schaoeider.® Appendix B

* Hsts the items grouped by dimension with codes designating which items were presented 1o
each sample. There were 75 possible Work Unit Experiences iiems and 88 possibie
Organizational Experiences items, for a total of 163. Directions for the Work Unit items
instructed incumbents to respond to the items with regard to "The people with whom you
work on a day-to-day basis (the group or team consisting of you, your co-workers, and
immediate supervisor),™ while supervisors answered in reference to “The people you ,
supervise on a day-to-day basis {the group or team consisting of you and the employees you
supervise).” For the Organizational Experiences section, all respondents answered questions
in reference to "The highest level in your Agency or Department for which you feel you can
give accuratg answers; you may want Lo choose the Office or Burcau level.™ For the items
in these two sections, respondents indicated the extent 1o which they agreed with each
statement.  The resporses for both sets of jtems were on a 5-point scale of “Strongly
Agree,” “Agree.” “Neither Agree nor Disagree ™ “Disagree,” and “Strongly Disagree,”
with a sixth option for *Do Not Know™ which was recoded to missing in the analyses.

3The definition for the Measurcment and Analysis dimenston was written by the
present author based on the scale’s a-priori iters content.
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Table 2
Definitions of the A Priori Climate Dimensions

Training snd Career Development

Oeganieasion rovitles smployess with the BEisiog and guidsscs
neaexsacy (nr effecivt job perfammance; bz o ongoing commiment @ the
tewiting and garoer develsprsent of sl anployees; provides BRSO Sl iacien
o fewming apportenides for amplovee,

Reward and Recognition

£agpanizatinn oo a divesss a1 of rewssds and 5 10 3
e I somribulions of employres: rowards txcelisnes: Yeiues and rosgeiass
empicyeet for thair Involvement in quaily nprovimemEs: crewss & rewsrd syoem
thaz mmployoes perveive av ey snbures rewrd Bfne reflecs important
organinationd values {o.g . mervies, cromivity, Giversiny, Hamwork),

Innovation sod Risk-Taking

Organization cncournges and fewards anpyaiion, cresivity, et fike.
Bking: i rexpontive o change; wdope dow bevhaolopies B eshance bsswan
capabilitioy and saxisfaciion, ssd yickd competiive sdvanmges; sontnvatly updaies
work processss, materhale, e siuiporig.

Cuostomer Focus

Creganizazion figs & TIONG CHIOMEE-MEYICE TG dmonmries
comaitte se providing casmmers with digh-guaiity, edicstly sand proiuce
Mt mervices; smployies inow el tespotd 1 the noods of thelr sustomern.

Leadership and Copimaitment t6 Quulity

Mavagenest promoues high performanes wnd quday durosghoit e
erganitadon; makes & clear 10 supityesy Dircugd dwir words, setions, sad
chwioes that high performante wad quelity are imporaes; epire samitment ©
high peeformance wod quaiity From ab swsployoes: Sromes and wimaing
organiraional v, posls o viloes G ke rebeed 0 coniouow Empecvettient
in perforamnce 103 gusiity.

Institutional Falroess

Orgazizssion promess the rights 57 a3t enphoyest & & foir e84
vexpectfal work Teiktionship, proteetn indiekbual rights s privacy sne Shasen;
pravides n Air sritem o revoive ditwoizt; i toncoroed with the seil-hing of b
employdes: 2acd treata Bs eonplnyess wol, .

Open Communication

Oeganization shanes Rfnrmaton with eoaployees at 23 fevely of the
orgasination; promusiss wp-dowte xad boitmo-up informion Sow; employom
reesive y iciens waf sccures information seccuoary [or pedforming shelr jobs:
wpioyeey M mandgers eschangy wlormation feeely: differcs givirions;
departiaenis dare inforsation nectssasy w ABAl csrgaaiclional gouly,

Employee Involvement

£irganlamtion peonates empiovee invaivement wad pastipation
thophout e organintion (e.g., i inproving productfservictprocesses, job
and Wk design, seming oegaoimations L goak, making decigon); vetue ihe
eoatribkions and idea of omployens: solcls empioyse ideas wind miggesions:
opens decigat-tnaking procones widly withis @ wiinizsion: prov ke
emnloyers with the suhistiy ncockesry Jo scoatsplish work shicctives.

Bealth-Enhancing Werk Envirenment

Dtganinsiss srovider £ pleauant, hesithy, Ml sefe wirk
envirenme, works i proweds phiysisal or prychologicel Jwest in e wesrkplace;
wremsy physicat coodidons {e.g., wmpetsiore, tovwe, sieantiness) tas ary
somducive # offoctive perfomance: provides work xpte rad pivrsical faciiides
tht wre sceepialile.

Frmily'Work/Lile Balance

Crgasitation creazs conditions that kelp snpivyees bafance {amite
noerds end veors, demands; regpeoo kiwf suppons femily relaionships knd i
comgwaionsiups, promoiey o fuidy-friemdly csinie Laough sich pescdoss a
fiezibie hours and bome-work options. bentit progemny thal cover family
pisaning. peremtal iave poficies, end smployer-orpxaieed Chidd paee,

Teamwork

Drganitaion encaimjes waamwork ud covperaion; fully invoives
A i Bnpeaving prostecksserviconwork HocRRser and seiving arobioms;
provides amvbesed incontives; Jrprmoents coordinue i efforty e achieve
orgerizazonal gorls; anplyoss cooprrait 1 sceomplish work pbjeetves.

Job Seenrity and Comumitinent o Workforce )

Orpiaization mocgniees et i efwiveoess sovends op fic
comaminen. anf mntale of #5 employoes: provides 6B souny: soeks w deveiop
& Tong-lerm cote workfame: oks for slirnsives 50 ysfa shiencver posidie,
spprecizdng both die sopanizntionst benefits oxt the falrnott of beeping
experienced, desizated emplovees; tainting s workforee B! is fezinic in i
work miey st in fearning new adtills; pediodically soendng exnpiorey,

Resources Alocation/Utitization

{rgaiaazion provites rosrarces (6.1, persomnl, vupphes,
CPAUPICHE} BECCHINY 10T efavtive 308 perfonmance; wukes Rppsopriate mssesialy
wid suppliss avaibiblle: mniaine ko operset cquipment 3¢ peak efficiency; us
sefficiont pervonnct with job-reicyant compemaisy; kops wotk delsys 4o ¥
miskmum; employee workiawh ate spproprivie.

Superviston/Management

Supervitom and mankgers sompuniosis ¢ Tt undenzending of teak
ragponaibifios. wirk poxis, priorities sedt perforrance IANERIES: act bigh poais
for cwpicyoo; menier smployes pesfotanes: provide cossmetive perforsance
femdback 1o anployors; provide employses with aaiuxace 1d gubdace eseasary
tor sffoctive perfonnance; spron employoey, Mvd provlds DOCEICYY TEaRITESS.
Dlversity

Orpanization sces diversity x5 & soure of stiasslaion ind mrichmens;
values differeneat i bachground, pempacves, shd ailitadet: embraoes e
hresden céheic, racial, efigion, 18 cuinumt diversity in the weriduree: apmrm
equality of empleyment and eppoviunily; opecs SpporAities fnr peroons with
disabiticien,

Social Responsibilty '

Crpazieazion eads sad invanss i public ineerens; promeres tie wosis
wrii-Deing of e coterity siod Belion. SO0 &l BDPOrE zployer
Ureprivement o Comoenity affairs 0., duroygh dicharicy work, somcsity
wrvice, p éiipt with schoois}; sommin il o proseres wid pevse
emeipanmmene! Desii iz gnviroDmensst soraciowsos throug kot i wearkfore

Steutegic Planning .

Orpasiadion deesiopn and nplemens wowiegios thae coneipaully
adapt (o e changing works; moniers kol Waponds 10 10 cRkerii covireament;
ke mfvsnige of eppbrtuhitey; fus goals mut chiccdyes fachaing quativy
improvanent Fosla} conulsons with achieving & vision! integraies pesfoymance
&80 QuAliny ST rOVemEnt sl roments S B9 ovensd srmegic planning procces;
invadves ssployssy, custameny, and sappliers in the piMDIRg groces; uses

£F vequeTEn, fuppliee, dink bonchimadk dac ln PHSRING roughour dw
crgenimation.

Measurement and Anslysis

Qrgacization makes provisions 10 wollect dam regarding the qualicy of
3 praducts Al IVISES, el eseptions of s producn kod scrvics, aad
@iz oxiee 15 which {5 moees iy poas s objective;, enabyzes such dasa

-
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Data Preparation
Qutliers/ Response Yariance

Earlfier data cleaning had discarded respondents with low response variance across the job
analysis and climate sections of the survey together (Rodriguez, Usala, & Shoun, 1995). In -
addition, in the present study, sach of the three samples -- Consortium Employees (CE),
Nonconsortium Employees (NCE}, and Consortium Supervisors (C8) — was checked for
respondents who had zero response variance in each of the climate subsections on their
surveys {e.g., the CS subjects were checked for respondents with zero vanance in each of
the Work Unit Experiences, Organizational Experiences, and Job Satisfaction subsections).
Those with zero response variance in all subsections were discarded from the samples. This
process left samples of 14,765 (CE sample), 13,805 (NCE sample), and 10,356 (CS sample).

Random Subsamples

Because the present study would have an exploratory nature in that it would involve using a
confirmatory factor analysis 10 perform model shaping, each sampie was randomly split into
three subsamples so that model cross-validations using wnanalyzed samples could be
conducted. This eft subsamples with the following sample sizes (N) at the investigator’s
disposal:

;;Ic Subsampie N
" CE | CEi 4,921
CE2 4,921
CE3 4,923
NCE NCE] 4,601
NCE2 4,601
NCE3 4,603
C8 €381 3,452
CS2 3,452
83 1,452

The three subsampies of each sample were subjected to Chi-square tests on several
demographic variables to ensure that they were comparable in composition {2.g., subsamples
CEl, CE2, and CE3 were tested to ensure they did not have smatistically significant different
nusshers of males vs. females, etcl. No differences were found.
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Analyses
Data analyses proceeded in the following sieps:
Itemn Validity/LISREL Analyses

Step I: Initial Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Model Shaping. Results from
the initial set of confirmatory factor analyses would provide the foundation for model
validation and shaping in all the samples. Therefore, the consortium employees were chosen
for the ipitial analyses because, (1) it scemed best to estahlish this foundation using an
employee sample since employees comprised the majority of the subjects, and (2) it was
thought possible that the consortium subjects, being from only 10 different agencies, might
comprise 2 more homogeneous sample than the nonconsorium and, therefors, might generate
more comprehensible results,

A confirmatory factor analysis of the Work Unit Experiences items administered to the
consortium employees was conducted on dataset CEI (Consortium Employees, subsample 1)
using the LISREL VI software (Jéreskog & Sorbom, 1993}, The analysis was performed
on an item covariance mairix prepared prior to the factor analysis by LISREL s
accompanying PRELIS 2 software. (During that preparation, items designated as reverse-
scored were recoded using the scheme | =5.2=4, 4=2, and $=1.} The measurement
model (item-to-factor structure} for the initial factor analysis was specified by loading the
climate ttems onto factors according o the a priori item-to-dimension assignments displayed
in Appendix B. The resultant LISREL modification mdices were examined to determine
sources of stress in the model. Modifications o the factor loading matrix (the specification
of which items load on which factors) and the residual covariance matrix (the specification of
which errors were permitted (0 covary) were made as indicated by the modification indices if
they were rationally sensible, and they were tested in subsequent factor analyses. This
*mode] shaping™ was halted when a factor structure was achieved that was deemed an
acceptable fit to the data by the investigator,

This procedure was repeated for the Organizational Experiences items.

Step 2: Model Crogs-Validation., The final factor structures from Step 1 (one for the
Work Unit Experiences items and one for the Organization Experiences items), determined
through an exploratory process of mode! shaping, were tested in a fresh subsample (CE2) via
cohfirmatory factor analysis (LISREL VIII).

Step 3: Model Replication, The final factor structures above were tesied as full
replications in a consortivm supervisor subsample (CS1; "full” because the consortivm
supervisors had been given the same Work Unit Experiences and Organizational Experiences
items as the employees). In addition, those portions of the two meodels comprised of items
common to the consortivm and nonconsortium employee surveys were tested in a
nonconsortitun employee subsample (NCEL,.
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Step 4: Additional Items Administered to the Nouconsortimm Sample. The items
unique to the nonconsorium employee sample were subsequently added to the replication
models, and their factorial validity was assessed in the same way that the measurement
models were evaluated in the Consortium samples in Step 1 above.

Step 5: Multiple Groups Analyses, Three seis’of simultaneous {multiple groups)
factor analyses were conducted 10 test the hypothesis of measurement equivalence across
particular subgroups. The first tested measurement equivalence in male and female
subgroups. The second involved subgroups of whites and African Americans. The third
used age subgroups: an okier group of persons 50 and over, and a younger group of persons
under 50. The investigator deemed it sufficient for the scope of this study to conduct these
tests only on one of the three samples. Hence, the CEl and CE2 subsamples were
combined, and for each set of muitiple groups analyses, random samples of 1,300 were

drawn per group.

Only. r-equivalence (measurement equivalence of the factor loading matrix) was tested, by
examining the significance of the difference in x° between models in which the factor
loadings were frecly estimated in the subgroups and medels in which factor loadings were
constrained equal across the subgroups. Significant differences meant a rejection of the
hypothesis that the factor Joading matrix was equal in two subgroups, indicating that
differences exist in the meaning of one or more items between the groups.

Step 6: Cross-seales Analyses, To investigate whether respondents actually .
differentiated between the Work Unit and the Organizational levels, LISREL VHI was used
to examine true score factor correlations between factors representing the same climate
dimensions acruss the two levels, Five of the stroogest factors common to both levels were
specified in a measurement model (making ten factors in all). The test was imperfect
because even commeon factors were not comprised of the same items. However, if the -
common factors had very higb factor correlations (e.g., .9 or greater), and these were the
highest correlations in the entire factor correlation matrix, then this would support the potion
that respondents did not or could not differentiate between the levels when responding. This,
in turn, would have wplications for futare survey constnuction.

Observed Score Subscale Reliability Analyses

Step 7: Relinbility Analysis of Implied Subscales, The analyses in Steps 1 through
4 determined the most valid configuration of items to factors given the item composition of
the Work Unit Experiences and tht: QOrganizational Experiences scales. Those results implied
gorresponding item-to-dimension ‘{subscale) assignments. The preceding analyses all took
place at the true score level, disatienuating for measurement error.  Cronbaeh’s Coefficient
Alpha was subsequently used to evaluate the reliability of the implied subscales at the
observed score level, which is critical o ascertain before subscales can be used ina
diagniostic manner,

13


http:evalu.te

Interrater Agreement Analyses

Step 8: Interrater Agreement. The interrater agreement equations of Finn (1970}
and Usala (1993) were used to calculate the degree to which respondents described a shared
pereeption for 2ach item, a critical response attribute for deseribing the climate of an
organizaticn. Poor interrater agreement on an item indicates that the responses on that item
should not be reported. Further, such a result in the present study ientifies items which
might be of little use in subsequent surveys in their current form or administered to similar
samples. X

From information olsained in the above analyses, final item-to-dimension assignments were
made, and these are presented in Appendix E. '
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RESULTS
Iter Validity/LISREL Analyses

Initial Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Model Shaping
Work Unit Experiences Scales

Climate Factors and ltem Assignments, Figure 1 shows the initial measurement model,
using the CEl subsample, that was tested via LISREL VIII. The model was of the Work
Unit Experi¢énces a priori factor structure comprised of 64 items. Master item numbers
corresponding to the item numbers in all the appendices are shown in the indicator boxes.
Al factors were allowed to covary. Factor five, representing the Leadership and
Commitment to Quality climate construct, had only one indicator; that indicator’s residual
variance was therefore constrained to be 0 and its factor loading to be 1.0 out of necessity,
so that the factor could be defined. This model would not converge.  Examination of an
intermediate solution revealed that the source of the problem was item #48, loaded onto the
Health-Enhancing Work Environment factor. This item is “C/T employees fee]l work-related
stress.” It is a reverse-scored item, under the assumption that a lack of work-related stress is
a positive organizational attribute. The item was reverse-scored prior to this analysis. The
observed-score covariance miatrix was then examingd, revealing that, contyary 1o expectation,
after reverse-scoring this item it covaried negatively with virually every other item in the
Work Unit Experience scale, raising interesting speculation about how stress is perceived in
the workplace,

The model was re-run with item #48 removed. This model converged and fit the data fairly
well, ¥ (1814, N=4921) = 28376.08, p<.01, GFl = 81 Table 3 shows the standardized
factor loadings. There were several low factor foadings that needed to be evaluated, such as
items #59 and #60 on Factor 10 (Family/Work/Life Balance). In addition, there was a
general pattern of relatively low factor loadings for the reverse-scored items and employce-
oriented items (items about the employees themselves rather than about what the organization
provides to employees), suggesting the possibility that two method factors should be added to
the model {these items and their initial loadings can be found in Table 6, discussed later),
Finally, there were several sources of stress in the model as evidenced in the LISREL
modification indices, both in the factor loading matrix and indicator residual covarjance
matrix; i.¢., the solution indicated that several itemns should be loaded onto other factors, and
the residuals of several items should be ailowed 10 covary. Prior to introducing method
factors, the 13-factor loading structure and the residual covaniance structure were modified
over several subsequent models. Modifications were made based on the degree of stress
indicated by the indices and rational evaluation of each potential change to the model. For
pedagogical purposes, the sequence of modifications in this model shaping are shown in

*The Chi-square statistics for all the measurement models in this study were
significant due 1o the large sample sizes. Although it is conventional to report their
significance, they should be ignored in favor of the goodness-of-fit indices.
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Figure 1, Initial Factor Model, Work Unit Experiences Seale, Consortinm Employees

Mo, Factor vanances and covariances shown anly for faciar one for clariy; residual variances and covriances casdaed for claricy.
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Table 3 ’
Factor Loadings, Initial Factor Model with tem #48 Removed
Work Unit Experiences Secale, Consortium Emplovee Subsample #1
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Table 3 (Continued)

Item Factor

i 3 K} 4 3 g 7 8 9 EL 1% id i
57 46
58 £
w 28
oix 20
61 "
&2 63
7] 13
65 : .78
66 s
67 33
63 £l
69 A
% ’ 20
Fi ] m
T2 72
3 78
4 £3
73 64
Factor Coder
1 = Tovining and Cerees Development & w Iagriodonst Fairness P11 = Taamwork
< = Rewand and Recogaiton 7 = Qpen Coreapicktios 12 = Resourpe Allocstion/Utluadon
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3 = Lradership and Commigrent ¢ Quahty 18 = Fumily/Work/Life Balamos

Appendix C. Modifications to the facior loading matrix were typically consistent with
obvious item content; modifications allowing indicator residuals 1o covary appeared to be due
10 either very similar substantive item content or common phrases in the two ifems.

Figure 2 shows the final measurgment model for the Work Unit Experiences scale,
Consortium Employee sample. The mode! fit the data well, x* (1762, N=4921) = 14398.37,
p< .01, GFI = 91  Table 4 shows the standardized factor loadings for the final model,
while changes in the item-to-factor assignments (excluding assignrents involving method
factorsy between the initial and final models are shown in Tabie 3. The changes in factor
assignments are sensible in that they involve items with a mixed-construct content. For
example, the first item in Table 3 is “Supervisors are fair in rewarding C/T employee
contributions,” The item was originally written 0 measure Instinutional Fairness, and indeed
the item does reference “fair™-ness of a particular behavior, However, the behavior i5 also
one of “supervisors” “rewarding” employees; obvigusly the item, in addition o measuring
Institational Fairness, also could measure aspects of “Supervision/Management™ and
“Reward and Recognition.” LISREL modification indices for the initial mode! indicated that
this itern, although loading strongly on the Institutional Faimess factor, might better serve as
an indicator of Reward and Recognition, and a series of model modifications bore this out.
{When double-toaded onto the Reward and Kecoguoition and the Institutional Faimess factors,
its foadings were .61 and .25, respectively.) The analysis showed that in the context of the
all the items in the model, the most salient construct in this item for respondents was
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Figure 2. Fina} Factor Model, Work Unit Experiences Sczle, Consortium Employees

MNote.  Factor snd rexidus) varisoces and mumw: omiksd Far clanity.
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Table 4

Factor Loadings, Final Factor Model

Work Unit Experiences Scale, Cons{}rtiumbﬁmployee Subsample #1
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Table 4 (Conttnued)
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Reward and Recognition; i.¢., the itetn was most meaningful as measuring that construct,
This is not 1o say that the item does not measure the other constructs and could not be used
as an indicator for them.

One item (#30) was left double-loaded on Iostitutional Fairness and Training and Career
Development. The item reads, “Decisions about training and career development
opportunities {e.g., job assignments) for C/T employees are fair,” and its loadings on the
two factors were 41 and .36, respectively. In such instances, LISREL analyses are
inconcfusive regarding an item’s most satient construct. This item’s final item assignroent for
subscale scoring was based op subsequent reliability (coefficient o} analysis.

Method Factors. One of the most imponant features of the final factor mode! is-the
presence of rwo method factors -- one for Employee-oriented items, and one for Reverse-
scored items -- and their implications for ¢construct measurement. Prior to running any
analyses, the researcher noted that while most items {(and all the a priont climate definitions)
were about what the organization provides or does 10 employees, a few items were about the
clerical and technical employees themselves, These were denoted as *employee-oniented”
items, and the modification indices of the LISREL results indicated that a method factor for
these iterns might exist. Such a factor would mean that respondents provided answers to
these items that were at least partly based on the fact that they were about the employees,
regardless of the construct they were intended to measure. (Because the a priori dimension
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Table 5
Hem-to-{Non-Method)Factor Assignment Changes Between Initial and Final Factor Models
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employes Subsample #1

Item Initial Factor Final Factor

#13 Supervigors are fair in rewarding O/T empioves Insutetons] Faironess Reward snd Recoguition
contributiong. '

414 Cri empioyzes are rewarded for showing creativizy and  Innovation Reward and Recogaition
innseaton,

#1656  CIT empluyess are encoursged 10 come up with new Innevation Employes Involvement
and better ways of doing things.

#19 /T employess recaive waining when new technologies npovation Training and Career
and wols are produced. Trevelopraent

#24 CIT employees receive taining and guidanse is providing  Customer Focus Trainiog and Career
bigh quality prodacts and services 1o customers, Drevelopment

#30 Decisions sboul training and carger development Ingtinnionsi Faimess Institutiona! Fairnesy
opparninities (2.8., job sssignmants) for C/T employees ' Teatning and Career
are falr. Development

#33 Supervisos treat C/F employzes with respect, Instiational Feirnesy Supervision/Management

e There is pust between CfT employees sad their fnsticutional Fairness Supervision/Mamgement
supervisors, .

definitions in Table 2 were written in terms of organizational qualities, the unique variance

. attributesd to the employec-orientation of these items was considered method variance.)
Likewise, it should be routine practice to look for method factors for reverse-scored items
when such items are used with nonreverse-scored items, and indeed the modification indices
indicated the possibility of such a factor. These two method factors were modeled in the
final stage of model shaping. The items that comprised these factors are listed in Table 6;
included in this table are their factor loadings (3} on their respective method factors as well
as their loadings on their substantive construct factors, both before the method factors were
specified and in the presence of the method factors. These items are considered separately
from the other changes to the initial model shown in Table 5 for an important reason,

Unlike the model shaping regarding the substantive construct factors, the goal here wag not
to identify only items with high loadings on method factors. liems were loaded onto method
factors for theoretical reasons, and left on them regardiess of e size of their factor loadings.
The property of the items which makes them method-factor items is inherent in their
structure,  One can “discover™ that an item originally intended to measure Institutioral
Falrness was actually interpreted more as measuring Reward and Recognition by the
respondents, and thus that item can be unloaded from the factor representing Institutional
Fairness and loaded on the Reward and Recognition factor. However, it makes no sense 1o
unload an iem that was reverse-scored from the Reversed-score method factor even if its
loading is Jow; thers is no evidence or “discovery”™ that can change the fact that the item
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Table 6
Items Comprising the Two Method Factors in the Final Model
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employes Subsample #1

Method Subsiantive Construct Factor
Factor (X before/ X in Presence of
hem X Method Factor)
Emplayee-Oriented Method Facior
#21  C/T cmployess have a good undersianding 19 Customer Focus (.68/.60)
of who they serve a3 tustomers.
#23 ° C/T employees use suggestions from their A7 Custamer Focus (.567.47)
customers to improve e guality of producs
anel services.
#25  C'T smployess are commitied 1o providing 5 Custogaer Foous (527,243
high quality procucts apd services 1o customers.
#26 7T employees live up 10 high ethical standards, A3 Instisional Fairoegs (42/,18)
#38 CFT employees openly discuss their aseds and 14 Supervision/Management {59256}
concerns with sopervisors,
#42 C/T employees take the initiative to miget work &0 Employee Involvement {.30/.09)
goals and deadiines,
#45 CI/T employees look for ways to improve the quatity .53 Employee Involvement {.357.20)
of products, servicss, and werk processes, .
¥55  CIT smployees have the right mix ol skills and 29 Resousce Allocaion/Utilization
knowledge to accomplish work goals. (524
#6§  C/T employess do not allow personal sctivities o A48 Family/Worl/Life Balance (33/.15)
imerfors with work (¢.g., frequent ahsentmeism,
{engthy personal phone calls),
#73 A spirit of cooperation sad teamwork exisis among .13 Teamwork {.787.72)
C/T cmployess,
Reversed-Score Method Factor
#15 C/T empieyess find it difficuit to change the way 22 Inpovation and Risk Taking
things are done. {287.38)
#51  lsterruptions make it difficult for C/T employees 13 Resource Altocation/Utilization
to finish their work on fme. {.33/.29)
{Continued}
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Table 6 {Continued)

Method Substantive Construct Factor
Factor (A before/ X in Presence of
Item A Method Factor)
#%7 Having ©© gel approval from others siows down .56 Respurce Allocarion/Utilization
CIT employees’ work. {3538
#57  The amount of work keeps C/T eruployees from 28 Kesource Allocation/Ukilization
providiog high quality produsts and services, {.39/.30)
"

was indeed reverse-scored, The purpose of modeling method factors is twofold: (1) to
remove systematic error variance from the substantive construct portions of the model, so0
that the “true” relationships with the construgt factors are more clearly discernible, and (2) to
examine how much of the variance in responses for an item is due to systematic error.  ltems
with low loadings on method factors and high loadings on their construct factors gre good
indicators of the substantive construct regardless of their struchiral wording; those with the
reverse results are items whese structural wording causes the response variance to be largely
a result of measurement error.

Emplovee-oriented Factor, The results shown in Table 6 are very revealing. While
stochastic {random) measurement error always serves to suppress correlational relationships,
systematic measurement error may serve to either suppress or antifactually inflate such
relationships, depending on the variables involved. First, notice the five iterns with factor
loadings over..3 on the Employee-oriented method factor. The items cover four different
construct factors, and as a whole, the items do not seem to have a great deal in common
other than that they are pﬁsitive staterrents about clerical and technical employees. This
suggests that the factor is not merely an alternative climate construct factor, but rather one
representing the employee-oriented structure of the items.® All of these five items had
moderaie 10 somewhat low loadings on their construct factors prior fo the specification of the
method factor, and had very low loadings on these factors in the presence of the method
factor. This suggests that the response variance in these items is largely a resuit of
systematic error, and that their original significant loadings on their construct factors was due
to error covariance among these items being expressed through the construet factors in the
absence of direct covariance in the model via cither a method factor or residual covanance.
Aliernatively, some of the olher Employee-oriemed method factor items have nonsignificant
joadings, and their loadings on their respective copstruct factors were essentially unaffected
by the introduction of the method factor. These items are ones for which their construct

SFarther evidence of this is found in the factor correlation matrix for the final model
(Table 8). The highest factor correlation with the Employee-oriented factor was s
correlation with the Health-Enhancing Work Environment factor, which was a single-
indicator factor whose item therefore could not tm double-foaded on method factor. Its jtem
is also an employee-oriented item.
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meaning was the more salient feature 10 respondents. Depending on other information such
as their construct factor loadings and factor correlations, these latter items remain good
candidates for use in future surveys.

Reversed-score Factor. The Reversed-score method factor presents a striking exampie
of the alternative situation. As Table 6 shows, the construct factor loadings for all four of
the reverse-scored items increased impressively when the method factor was specified in the
model. This demonstrates how micasurement error ¢an suppress correiational relationships.
While the true response variance related to the substantive construct for these items is
substantial, this relationship is largely masked by error variance. Because the observed item
score, containing the measurement error, is used to make judgments sbout people and
organizations, one should have reservations abour using the scores from these items and
about using these items in future surveys (with the possible exception of item of item #57,
whose loading on the method factor was only .28 and whose construct factor loading in the
absence of the method factor was a respeciable .39}, While not a condemnation of reverse-
scored items general, it seems that the way these particular items were constructed or used in
this survey induced an unacceptable amount of measurement error in the participants’
rESPONSEs.

Correlated Residuals. Table 7 shows the items in the final model for which correlated
residuals were specified. Residuals were allowed to correlate based on LISREL modification
indices and rational judgment. Note how much sense each of these correlated residuals
makes. Almost all of them are between itetns with a common phrase in thelr wording (e.g,
“C/T employees are provided with...,” “High performing C/T employees are...,” ¢ic.).
Correlated residuals represent systematic measurement ervor, as do method factors {in fact,
method factors can be aliernatively represented as correlated residuals among all the
associated items). The presence of these significan: correlated residuals demonsmrates the
powerful effect of particular wording in item construction. However, unlike the items
associated with the method factors discussed above, these correlated residuals are typically
viewed much less serjously.  They are specified to assess how well a model of item~to-factor
relationships represents the data when such error is removed front the construct factor space.
The fact that two items on the Reward and Recognition factor also apparently systematically
vary with each other because they begin with “High performing C/T employees are...”
(items #10 and #11) is not cause in and of itself to make their responses suspect, given that
“high performing C/T emplovees™ is a reasonable topic when discussing reward issues. As a
rule, the implicatiens of correlated residuals should be considered on a case-by-case basis;
for the present study, none of these correlated residuals seemed cause for concern other than
noting the impact of tem wording for futire itern writing.

Facter Correlations, The factor correlation matrix for the final model is presented in Table
B. There are many high correlations, several .9 or greater. These suggest that several
factors are redundant and might be collapsed. Additioinal analyses not done in this study,
such as higher-order factor analyses, could be conducted o investigate this further.

Likewise, it was unfortunate that differential validity analyses with imporant organizational
outcomes, which would have shed light on the possible usefulness of separate but highly-
correlated factors, was not possible in this study. Because all responsss were collected using
the same survey format, method variance due to this common format could be a likely source
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Table 7
Cormrelated Residuals, Final Factor Maodel
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortivm Employee Subsample #1

frems 3 and 7

#i: C/T employses are provided with frequent oppotiunities 1o learn, update, and expand their knowledge
and skiils. ’ '

#7:  C/T employees are provided with training thut eahances wheir career developaient and thelr advancement
opportunities {e.g., through cross-training, detail assignmenis),

liems 10 and 11
#1067 High performing C/T employees are rewarded with more challenging acd rewarding work.
#11: High performing C7T crployers are promoted.

Itesns 13 and 64
#i3.  Supervisors are fair io rewarding C/T employes conuibutions.
#64:  Supervisors provide falr aswd accurme ratings of O/ coployes performance.

Teems 35 and 37
#35: C/T employees are kept well informed on all Issues affecring their job.
#37:  information flows freely from supervisors to C/T employees.

ttems 47 and 33
#47;  CFT employees have enough work speee 10 do their work.
#3533 C/T employers bave the appropriaie supplies, materials, and equipment to perfom their iobs well,

hems 56 and 58
#36: Work is planmed so thar it can be accomplished during scheduled work hours,
#58: There is enough time for /T empioyess to do their jobs in a professional manner,

tems 57 and X8
#57: The amount of work keeps C/T employess from providing bigh quality products and services.
#58: There is enough time for C7T employees o do their jobs in & professional manner,

frems 5% and 60

#59:  C/T employees are given the opportunity to work on flexibie work schedules, when the job permits {e.g.,
Flexitime, Altereative’ Work Schedule, pan-ime employment).

#60: C/T employees are given the opporrunity 0 work at home, when the job permits {¢.g., Flexiploce,
work-at-bosme).

items £5 and &6

#65:  Supervisors provide C/T employess with construcive suggestions 1o improve their job performance.

#86, Supervisors ¢learly comsnunicaie what is expected of T employess in terms of job performance {e.g.,
task responsibilities, periormanees standards),

Items 66 and 67

#66.  Sapervisuss clearly communicate what is expecied of C/T employess in torms of job performance {e.g.,
1ask responsibilities, performance standazds).

#67:  Supervisors clearly commuaicate 1o CFT cmployees the goals and priorities of the. work unit,
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Table §
Factor Correlations, Final Factor Mode! {(Decimals omitted)
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employes Subsample #1

b

Factor Factor
i 2 3 4 L1 & 7 8 g . 1 112 13 14 15

it -

50 s .

¢ 43 66

5 57 &% 48 .

& 72 % 42 58 -

79 1% 9l ¢« 2 8 -

6 %% M 6T B oW .

17 14 33 03 19 15 24 92 .-

10 5 & 75 41 81 68 & 12 % -

1§ 5 5 64 3% 45 6 6 62 24 58 -

12 65 51 73 42 41 §5 68 51 & 51 -

13 69 73 BI 45 & 79 1 8 23 88 68 63 -

14 8 1§ 4 28 2 33 29 48 1w 42 25 25 .
15 37 QA% 4% 22 22 3% 34 3@ -2 3% -7 44 36 1Y -

AR O A B L D e

Factor Codes

1 = Trainiog and Career Development 10 = Family/Work/Life Balame

2 = Reward and Recognition 11 = Teamwork

3 = Inpovation and Risk Taking i2 = Resouree Allocation/Unilization

4 = Customer Focus 13 = Supervision/Management

3 = [eadership and Commitment 1 Quality 14 = Employee-oriented Liems Mcthod Factor
6 = Instimtional Frirness . 15w Reverwescored {ioms Methed Frotor

7 = Open Commusication

€ = Empioves Involvement

9 = Hesaith-Enbancing ‘Work Environmem

of some of the covariance. However, true score factor correlations are also often much
higher than ebserved score dimension correlations becauss measurement error from other
sources, which attenuates factor covariance, s removed from the factor space. One of the
factor correlations of particular note, though, was the factor correlation between Open
Communication and Supervision/Management; it was 1.0, undoubtedly because all three of
the Open Communication items deal with stated or implied communication from superiors o
employees. These two factors were therefore collapsed for subsequent observed score
analysis (cocfficicnt o) and scoring without any further supporting analyses.

{?rgam‘za;iona} Unit Experiences Scales
Climate Factors and tem Assignments, The a priori measurement model for the

Organizational Unit Experiences scales, comprised of 67 items, is implicitly represented
Table ¢ which shows the standardized factor loadings for the model. The model it the data
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Table 9

Factor Loadings, Initial Factor Model

Organizational Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1

Iem

i

Factor

2 3 A X 6 ? 8

9 1V 11

2

15 16

LE

R
i

283

2%

BEELIALBBBIgRIBNIBAIAS

YR

et

H

Bid

e 74

33

£2
-
57
T4

125
i3

A
&Y
R}

1.00-.

125
126
127
i3
133

J0
a7

Factor Codes

§ = Treining et Carver Developoen

2 = Rewsnd pnd Recognitios

3 = Insovation and Rk Teking

4 = Cyusmery Pocus

3w Leadership sod Commboest i Quatiy
§ = Dpspineional Frimess

7 = Qpen Commanication

£ = Employee Involvement

$ = {ssfth-Bnhancing Work Havironmtm

28

10 » Family/Work/Lifc Balance

I} » Teamwirk
I2 = Diversiny

13 w Socisf Eesponsibiity
4 = fob Securiy and Commiment w Workiorce

£S5 = Smaegic Planging

18w Mceasurement and Anslysis

{Continued)



Table 9 {Continued}

Htem Factor
1 3 1 4 s 6 7 % 9 1 1 23 14 5 i

1M .39
135 , a2
136 25
137 85
38 54

140 A8

sl 97
142 - i
43 . 58
143 . Ri

45 e
148
49
1%
151 35

is2 ' 81
3 . e 3|
184 51
i35 Fb
156

82
157 66
158 , LB
159 s¥

2ub

10 &7

i T2

6% 4
183 ¥

Factor Codes

b ow Teading s Crreer Devedopment 14 » Family/Work/Lif: Bslance

2w Reward apd Recogniten £ w Teagrwork

3 w Insovaton sad Risk Takiog 12 w Diversity

4 = Cupnmer Foous 13 = Sexial Responsibiliey

5 w Leaderstip snd Commiment  {unlity 14 w Job Security mxt Comemitraent o Werkforce
i = Iagimivions] Fairness 15 = Spwtegie Planniog

7 = Open Commanicetion t& m Mexmremess xod Anslysia

§ = Employer Invelvemem

9 = Health-Enbancing Work BEnvironment

fairly well, x* (2025, N=4921} = 28609.04, p< 01, GFI = .83. All factor loadings were
above .3 except two: items #145 and #146 on the Job Security and Commiment to
Workforce factor {loadings of .04 and .29, respectively). It seemed reasonable thar item
#1435, which reads “C/T employees are willing to be retrained and moved to other positions
in the organization to protect their employment security,” might be a poor indicator of a
strong commirmens on the pan of the organization to job security. However, it also seemed
that item #146, which reads “C/T employees are provided with job securnity,” should define 2
commitment by the organization to job segurity for its employees. These two items were
retained and evaluated during subsequent modeling; item #1453 was ultimately dropped from
the final model because it was pot related to any factor, while the loading for tem #146
improved to an acceptable (although still disconcertingly low) .36 in the final model.
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The initial model underwent four modifications. The fifth and final model fit the data well,
x? (1942, N=4921) = 15186.92, p< .01, GFI = 90. The standardized factor Joadings for
this mode! are presented in Table 10. Changes in item-to-factor assignment between the
initial and final models are presented in Table {1,

Method Factors, Although there were six items which have an employee-orientation (#108,
113, 123, 138, 140, and 145), unfike the Work Unit Experiences analysis, there was no
evidence that their measurement error correlated to forin a method factor, and so none was
specified. (There was only one reverse-scored item — item #105 -~ preventing an evatuation
of a possible Reversed-score method factor.)

Corretated Residuals. Correlated residuals in the Organizational Experiences measurement
model are shown in Table 12. As for the Work Unit Experiences model, common phrasing
is the most obvious explanation for most of the residual correlations, and there appears to be
no special cause for concern. Allowing these residuals 1o correlate afforded the opportunity
to better evaluate what the relationship between what the items were measuring and their
associated construct factor, as well as considering implications for future item writing,

Factor Correlations. The correlations among the factors for this model are shown in Table
13, Several are guite high (in the .9 range), but none imply an obvious situation where
factors should be collapsed. Unlike the Work Unit Expetiences model, the correlations with
the Open Communication factor suggest that an Open Communication dimension should be
retained for observed variable scoring.

Model Cross-Validation

“The final Work Unit Experiences measurement model specified in the analysis of the CEl
sample was tested in the CE2 sample. The model fit the data well, 3 (1762, A=492]) =
14355.03, p< .01, GF] = .91, Likewise, the final measurement model for the
Organizational Experiences items cross-validated in the CE2 sample, x° (1942, N=492[) =
153526.30, p< .01, GFf = 90,

Mode! Replication
Consortium Supervisors

Because the same ilems were administered to the consortium supervisors and consortium
employees, the final Work Unit Experiences and Organizational Experiences measurement
models derived using the CE1 employee subsample could be tested in their entirety on the
CS1 supervisor subsample. Both models replicated adequately in this sample: x* {1762,
N=460G1) = 13203.88, p<.0l, GFl = .88, and x* (1942, N=4601) = [2659.62, p< .01,
GF1 = 88, for the Work Unit and Organizational Experiences models, respectively.
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Tahle 10
Factor Loadings, Final Factor Model

Organizational Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample é‘i
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6 w latitaional FPaitvess

t = Open Communication
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0w Femily/Work/Lifz Balaee

b} = Teamwork

$2 = Diversizy

1) = Socil Responsibility

14 w Job Security und Commitment uwr Workforee
13 = Sceategic Plansing

16 w Meamrement and Analytis



Table 10 (Continued)

Item Factor
1 2 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 T 12 13 14 13 16

134 ) 64
133
136
137
138

2283

140 T
141 .1 )

142 .72 .

143 .63
145 =

146 a6
148 - A5 .

149 .62

150 B0

151 .69

152 . .14
153 Tt
154 64
155 ‘ 76
156 62

157 . 63
158 58
159 A5
160 67

161 - 69

162 g1
163 .38

* Dropped from model
Factor Codes

1 = Training and Carcer Development 10 = Family/Work/Lifc Balance

2 = Reward and Recognition 11 = Teamwork

3 = Innovadon and Risk Taking 12 = Divemity .

4 = Customer Focus 13 = Social Respomsibility

5 = Leadership and Commimment 10 Quality 14 = Job Securiry and Commitment 0 Workforce
6 = Institutiona] Faimness 15 = Stategic Planning

7 = Open Communication 16 = Measurcnent and Analyzis

8 = Employee Lnvolvement

9 = Health-Ephancing Work Environment

Nonconsortium Employees

Work Unit Experiences Scales. The nonconsortium employees received of all the 64 Work
Unit Experiences items that'did the consortium employees {(plus additional ones); therefore,
the entire, final measurement model (of the 64 items) derived using the CE1 subsample was
tested in the nonconsortium employee NCE1 subsample. The model fit the data well, x?
(1762, N=4601) = 14098.37, p<.01, GFI = .90.
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Table 11
Changes in Item-10-Factor Assignments Between the Initial and Final Factor Models
Organizational Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1

tem

Initial Factor

Final Factor

#18

#109

#ils

#127

#134

#14%
N4z
- #145

#1353

Supervisors aad managers serve g3 coaches and mestaes

w help /7 2employees sdvsnce in their caresss.

Advancement oppersinities are availsble for top
qualified C/T employees, regardless of sox, race,
national origin, cultural background, or disability.

Managees encaurage C/T smployees 0 express their
owe preferenoes, beliefs, and opinions.

Frograms that encourags good heakb praceices are
promoted (5., Biness centers, heaith education
progrags.

There is an grysuizatons! coppmitment i improving
community life {¢.g., partaerships with schools).

LIT employses are rewarded for haviag the skills v
perform many different work roles.

CIT emplayess are rewsrded for beiag knowledgeable
sbout seversl areas/functions of gie crganizadon,

crr Ezzs;siayces are wifling 1o b2 retrained and moved (o

other positions in the organization o protct their
employment security.

Managers regularly review (e crganization’s progress
1oward meeting ils goals and ohjectives.

Tezining and Caresr
Deveiopment

Diversity

Diversity

Health-Enhancing
Work Environment

Social Responsibiity

Job Seeurity and
Commitnent
s Workforre

Job Security s
Commitment
to Workforce

Job Security sl
Lommitment
to Workfouse

Messersment and
Analysis

Instioational Fairnegg

Instinrtional Fairness

Open Comnnnicanion

Family/Work/lLife
Balance

Family/Wsk/Life
Balance

Reward and Racogaiion

Reward and Recognitinn

drapped frone paodet

Sumiegie Plannimg

Organizational Experiences Scales. Only 51 of the 67 Organizational Experiences items
administered to the consortinm employees were included in the nonconsortium employee
survey. A measurement model comprised of these 51 items representing their factor
structure in the CEIL sample was tested in the NCEI sample, and the model fit the data well,

x' (1124, N=4601) = 9271.74, p< .01, GFI = 92,

Additional Items Administered to the Nonconsortium Sample

After replicating those portions of the measurement models common to the consortium and
nonconsortium samples, the next analyses were undertaken to obtain information on which to
pase itlem-to-subscale assignments for the rest of the climate items. The purpose was pot o
necessarily develop the best fitting model; therefore, modifications were kept to 3 mintmum,
particularly modifications to the residual covariance matrix.
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Table 12 ‘
Correlated Residuals, Final Factor Model
Organizational Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1

fiems 79 and 50
#79:  High performing C/T smployees receive monetary rewards {r.g., cash awands, bonuses, guality step
tneTrases).

#80:  High performing C/T employees wwotive non-monetary zcwards {e. g.. plaques, letters of appreciation),

Itegs 79 and 82
#19:  High performing C/T cmployees receive monctary rewm%s {e.g., cash awards, bonuses, quality step
increases).

#82:  High performing C/T employces are publicly recognized {(e.g., organization-wide award ceremony,
recognition in pewsletter),

Iterns 80 and 82

#80:  High performing C/T employees receive pon-monetary rewards {¢. 2., plagues, letters of apprecistion):

#82:  High performing C/T employees are publicly recognized {¢.g., organizatiop-wide award ceremsony,
recognition in pewslener),

Items 84 and 159

#84:  There is an investmemt in techoologies (¢.5., computers, FAX machines) that make C/T employees’
work more efficient and easy to pedform,

#359:  Appropriate advanced technology and tools are used iy all work processes and in information coligction.

fems 94 and 63

#94:  Managers ask C/T cmployees about ways to improve the work prodtmd

#9535  Managers follow ap oo C/T empioyes suggestions for improvemsnts in products, services, and work
provesses.

fiems 101 and 109

#1001 The promotion System is fair,

#109: Advancement opportunities are availsble for wop qualified C/T employees, regardless of sox, race,
patiopal onigin, cultura! background, or disability.

Trems 104 and (08
#104:  Difierences among C/T employees {e.g., sex, face, national origin, age, cuinral background) are
appreciated.

#108;  C/T employens value the racial and culnural differences of others.

Lers (07 and 110

#107:  Porsons with disghilitics are accepredt and fecl pan of the organization,

#110:  Accommodations are made for persons with dissbilities (e.g., availability of sign language interpreters,
ramps, beailie),

ooy 108 a0d 113
#108: €/T employees walue the racial and cuitural differences of others.
#11%:  C/T Employees treat sach other with courtesy and respect.

Jtems 119 and 124
#1119 Managers openly communicaie aboul the organization’s conditions, operations, and choices it faces,
#12r  Managess openly communicate about the organization’s future plans,

{Continued}



Table 12 {Continved

hemg 137 and 138

#137. There arc pelicies and practices chat reflect 2 commitment o preserving and restoring environmentsl
healths €2.5., recycling, pollution control}.

#138:  C/T cxployoes assigi the organization in mezting s commisment (0 preserving and mwnng
environmental health {e.g., participate is recycling).

ltemms {41 and 142 )
#141:  C/T employees are rewarded for haviong the skilis 1o perform many different work roies.
#142:  C/T employees are rewarded for being knowledgeable abowg several areas/functions of the organization.

hems 148 2nd §49

#148: Differem work units cooperate fo got the job done.

#149: /T cmployees in difforent work units participate ig ¢ross-unit teams o improve the guality of prodecis
and services, and 1o s0lve prohlems,

Hems 151 and 152

#151: Mansgers plan for the organization’s future,

#152: Managers set long-term quality irmprovement goals and objectives,

hiems 151 and 153

#1511 Managers pian for the organization's future.

#1533 Managers ragularly review the organization’s progress toward meeting Ms goals and ohjectives,

liemns 157 and 158

#157:  Fomoal attempls ars made lo meassure the extent 6 which the organization is mesting s goals-and
ohjectives.

#158:  The quality of products and services provided (o customers is vompared (0 the performance of other
organizations that are recognized as suceessful,

{tems 161 and 162

#161: Comprehensive assexsments of quality, guality systems and quality processes are performed af regular
intervals across the organization.

#i62: Findings from the gquality assessment procesy are nsed w improve guality and prevent problems.

Work Unit Experiences Scales. An 2 priori measurement mode] using the NCE] sample
and il 75 of the Work Unit Experiences itlems provided a poor fit 1o the data, * (2611,
N=4601) = 44551.08, p« .01, GFI = .67. A subsequent model which incorporated all the
modifications made in the analysis of the CEl sample (i.¢., changes 10 the factor loading
matrix, correlated residuals, and inclusion of the two method factors) fit the data fairly well,
x* (2558, N=4601) = 28753.93, p<.01, GFl = .81. However, it was apparent that the
Reversed-score method factor, which seemned to generale negative factor loadings on the
construct factors for the reverse-scored indicators, was unwarranted in this sample; correlated
residuals among these items in place of a method factor likewise proved unwarranted. -Why
a method factor would be clearly indicated in the consortium sample but pot the
nponconsortium sample is unkoown.

All the items unique to the nonconsortium sample were Employee-oriented items, and were
subsequently loaded onto the Employee-oriented method facior, The final factor structure for
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Table 13
Factor Correlations, Final Factor Model (Decimals omitted)
Organizational Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1

Factor Factor
i 2 3 4 5 8 7 8 9 10 1t 2 13 4 15 16
1 .
2 0 -
3 56 18 -
4 & 57 M -
5 &6 8 w3 77
6 ™ % & & 88 -
7 &8 74 8 66 9% g8 .
8 3 033 43 39 44 38 46
9 34 40 48 46 42 4B 45 22 .
K 41 43 50 44 4 46 45 22 4 -
It 57 015 % M .8  F7 81 8 46 47 -
12 50 6 66 61 0 83 73 31 48 M4 6 -
13 3 633 & 60 63 60 61 32 4 T & & -
14 T, 87 8 3 79 90 B0 3 %4 66 68 & M4 .
i5 & 72 8 75 88 8 86 43 S50 51 8 &7 68 7 .
6 67 47 8 95 8 74 19 40 50 50 & 63 65 67 9N
Factor Codes
1 = Training and Career Development 10 = Family/Work/Life Balance
2 = Reward and Recogaition 11 = Teamwork
3 = Innovation snd Risk Taking 12 = Diversity
4 = Customer Focus 13 »x Social Respoasibility
5 = Leadership asd Commiunen: o Quality 14 = Job Security and Comnitmient to Workforce
6 = Institutional Fairness 15 = Sirategic Plaoning
7 = Open Communication 16 = Measurcment and Apalysis
8 = Employee Involvemen
9 = Health-Fnhanciog Work Environment

the Work Unit Experiences iiems in the NCEI sample is shown in Table 14. The model
contains nefther a Reversed-score method factor por correlated residuals among the reverse-
scored items. No changes were made to the a priori #iem-to-construct factor assigaments for
the RCE-unique items, nor were any correlated residuals for these jtems added to the model.
This model fit the data well, x* (2493, N=4601) = 20394.26, p<.01, GFl = .88, The
Employee-oriemed items and their loadings on that method factor are shown in Table 13, and
the factor correlations are displayed in Table 16.

Organizational Experiences Scales. The a priori measurement model for the 73
Organizational Experiences items fit the data moderately well, x* (2452, N=4601) =
34509.38, p< .01, GFI = .79, The final measurement model included the modifications
made in the prior analyses on the ¢onsortium employee sample; no sensible modifications to
the factor loading matrix were indicated by the modification indices. This model was a
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Table 14

Factor Loadings, Final Factor Model
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Norconsortium Employee Subsample #1

frem Factor

' 2 3 4 5 & ¢ & $ e i 1 i3 14 15
1 36
2 67
3 1
4 59
E; 50
$ 82 '
X3 3!
% 39 28
g 1.00
0 3
1 £5
12 50
13 81
14 84
1% .0
1% 64
17 26
1% ’ 4 0]
18 44 .
20 43 A
2 51 )
2 m
13 A9 21
14 "
28 A3 A1
4% 42 A
¥ 1.00
p: J74
29 €
30 At as
31 38
] B
33 81 33
34 50 AY
35 69
3% 65 S8
37 78
3% 64 A8
39 15
a0 a8 41

{Continued)

Facter Codex

§ w Trninsag and Ceresr Deveiopmen

2 w Reward and Recogniden

3} » innovation and Risk Twking

4 w Qustomer Focps

5 » Leadrrship and Commitimem o Quality
& = Inmtigonal Faimels

= Oprs Commanicatios

% = Employee Involvement

¢ » Health-Enbuncing Werk Envizomment

10 = Fanily/Work/Lile Bulanre

31 » Teamwark

12 = Resource ANecadne/Utitindon

13 » Supervision/Maragement

14 = Job Security sl Comnitnent o Workfaree
15 » Employee-orentsd Items Method Factor
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Table 14 (Continued)

Liem

Factor

7 % 2 1% 11

12

i4

15

4l
42
£3
“
44

J3
&3

4%
47
4%
bt
b1

N 74

-.13

52
33
34
35
b1

2

Xt
38
59
&
81

26

A2

BkighpBlls

5t

s i
T

73

73

B3
AT

pal

¥aumor Codes

i » Training snod Carver Developrmest

2 w Rewsnd and Recogniting

3 = innovetion wd Risk Teking

& = Customer Focos

3 = Legdership and Commitment w Quslizy
6 w lasdmtiont Fairoess

¥ we Dpen Communicaton

§ » Employes iivolveron

9 = Heaith-Bohancing Work Envirenment

10 » Famiy?Work/Lile Hakanee

§1 = Fesmwork

$2 = Resource Alocadon/Utliration

13 w Supervition/Management
14 = Job Secerity and Commitnant t Workfomne

{3 » Employeswaricnnd erms Method Facwor

benter fit (0 the data, x* (2453, N=4601) = Z8825.55, p< .01, GFl = .83 The factor
loadings for the final model are shown is Table 17, and the factor correlations are in Tabie

18.
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Table 15 .
Iterns Comprising the Employee-Oriented Method Faclor in the Final Model
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Nonconsortium Employee Subsample #1

Method Substantive Construct Factor
Factor {\ before/ A in Presence of

hem A Method Factor)*

#8  CIT eoployees share their knowledge with 28 Open Communication {38/ 39)
ro-workers., .

#9  C/T employees respond to opportunities to - Job Security and Commuitment fo
gain new knowledge and develop new skills. Workforce** .

#18  C/T eoployees adapt o new echaclogies and 38 innovetion and Risk Taking
tearn how 1o use new 100is, {.66/.54)

#£20 /T smployess support insovstion and techoojogicsl A6 turovation and Risk Taking
changes which result in higher quality products and (.60/.43)
gervices.

#21 /T employees have 2 good understanding A2 Customer Focus ( - 7.3
of who they serve as customers,

#23  CIT employees use suggestions from their 21 Customer Fotus { - /.49
customers to improve the quality of products
and services.

#25 /Y employees are committad 10 providing W5 Customer Foous ¢ - 7,43%)
high gusiity products and services o gugiomers,

#28  CFT employess live up 1o high aibical standards. - 58 In.stitutiona‘.i Fairness ( - /.42)

#313 /T employees share responsibility for the quality 33 Employes knvolvement {.50/.51)
of work relationships.

#34  C/T cmployees follow existing policies and pracrices .49 tastitutional Fairness {.467.50)
{e.g., do not cut corners, take sdvantage of system).

#36 /T eoployees paniicipaie in hopest and forthripht 28 Upen Communication {.61/.65)
dislogue with supervisors. ’

#38 /T cmployees openly discuss thelr nexds and A8 Supervision/Management { - /.64)
soncerns with supervisors.

#40 /T employees actively seek Jeadership roles Al Employee Involvement {.36/.38)
with intreased responsibility.

#42  C/T employees take the initiative (o meet work .68 Employer Involvement { - 7.33}

goals and deadlines.
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Table 18 (Conminued)

Method ~ Substantive Consiruct Factor
Factor {\ before/ X in Presence of
hem A Method Factory*
#44  C/T employors take responsibility for decisions B3 Employer Involvement (43/.48)
that influence their work,
#45  C/T employees look for ways to improve the quakity 43 Emploves Involvement { - / 42}
of products, services, and work processes.
#49 /T employees take personal health seriously and - 13 Healih-Enbancing Work
mintain optimam fitness for work, Environment (63/.73)
#55  C77 employees bave the right mix of skills and vy Resource Altocation/Wtilization
knowiedge o accomplish work goals. £~ 1.56]
#61  CIT employees do not allow personal acrivities 10 .51 Family/Work/Life Balance ( - /.42)
interfere with work (e.g., frequent absenteeism,
lengthy personal phone calls),
#3  CIT eoplovees actively seek to balance their 5% Family/Work/Life Balance (,51/.44)
T commitment 1o work and their family and
personal life noeds to ensure thatl work gets dooe,
¥73 A spiric of cooperation and wamwork gxists among X} Teamwork (- 173}

CIT employees,

* Because the nonconsortives analysis was conducied in part 10 roplicate the final consontium measuremsnt
madel, items that were also administered to the consortinm smenpie wore sot analyzed without 2n Emploves.
eriented mmhod factor, and thercfore are presenied with & dash (-} for a construct factor loading prior 1o being
loaded on the method factor. Only the ilems unique to the nonconsortiugm sampie are reported with conpstruct
factor loadings prior 1o being lsaded on the method factor.

*#*  Sipgle indicator on & construct facter with a forved loading of 1.00 and residual of 0; therefore, could
gat be Joaded on method factor, ’

Multiple Groups Analyses

The results of the significance tests for each subgroup amalysis are explained below and
summarized in Table 19,

Sex. The CE1 and CE2 subsamples were combined, and random samples of 1,300 males
and 1,300 females were drawn. The final measurement models developed on the CEl and
cross-validated on the CE2 subsamples for the Work Unit Experiences and the Organizational
Experiences items were tested for group differences in the factor loading matrix. The
unconstrained simultaneous factor analysis of the Work Unit Experiences measurement model
fit the data from the two groups well, GFI = .87, The model constraining the factor loading
matrix to be equal across the groups likewise fit the data well, also with a goodness-of-fit
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Table 16
Factor Correlations, Final Factor Model {(Decimals omirted)
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Nonconsortium Employee Subsample #1

Factor Factor
i 2 3 4 3 é 7 g g 1B it 12 13 14 15

1 -

Z -

3 ™ & -

4 58 50 64 -

5 58 5 %4 58 -

6 & 11 & 8 & .

7 w7 1 e 12 8 -

8 7 74 72 8 68 78 93 -

9 %02 3 ¥ M o 3 3xn -

10 61 62 56 43 56 74 82 8 3w .

13 58 55 35 4 % 1% 76 M 43 & -

12 66 34 54 46 44 84 65 64 39 &6 58 -

13 73 72 6t 5% 68 83 58 98 32 B4 T4 &7 -

i4 19 19 3s 29 6 2 22 1 4 15 3 21 23 -

15 -2 2 97 0 -4 05 1% 19 63 -5 0 H7 17 4 -
Factor Codes

i = Training and Career Development 10 = Pamily/Work/Life Balance

2 = Reward and Recognition 1§ = Teamwork

3 = losovation and Risk Taking 12 = Resource Adlocation/Utilization

4 = Qustomer Focus 13 = Supervision/Management

§ = Leadership and Comitznent 1o Quality 14 = Job Seourity and Commitment 1o Workforce
§ = Institutional Fairoess 15 = Employee-oriented ltems Method Factor
T = Open Cormmunicalion

8 = Employee Involvement

9 = Health-Eshancing Weork Environment

index of .87. The ' ~difference test was nonsignificant, 4 (63} = §2.05, p> .01, indicating
that no differences in item validity existed for the two groups {1.¢., the items have similar
meaning for males and females}.

The unconstrained model for the Organizational Experiences items also fit the daw well, GFI
== 87, as did the constraied model, GFI = .87. The y-difference test was significant,
Ax*(50) = §3.06, .005 > p> 001, indicating that some items may have different meaning
for the two génders. Further analyses, not conducted in this study, would involve
unconstraining individual items across the groups to identify those with differential validity.

Race. One thousand z2nd three hundred whites and 1,300 African Americans were randomly

sampled from the combined CEL and CE2 subsamples. Both the Work Unit Experiences and
Organizational Experiences unconstrained measurement models {it the data weli (GFI = 88
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Table 17

Facior Loadings, Final Factor Maodel
Organizational Experiences Secale, Nonconsortium Employee Subsample #1

Item

Factor
5 [ ki .} ° 1] H i2 13

39

b3

Bt
¢
B8
N5

BRNTUREBIHE

38 A1
(L 35
x 38
¥ Jig
nu I8

3 79

LY 5
¥ 47
% M

L 73
100
133
02
93

agey

164
FEad
108
w
1o

108
o
43
iz
i3

14
13
1i%
i
1S

Faoior Todes

i w Revard gnd Recopnites

2 = innevadon and Risk Taking

3 = Customsr Fogus

4w Lesdersp e Comimitment w Quality
3 w feadmdonai Frirnoss

& = Open Communication

T = Eaiployee Invaivemenm

8 = Heaith-Enbanting Work Esvitonment
G w Family/WorkiLife Balangce

{Continued)

1w Trsmwork = Divessity

2 = Socis? Respoasibiliy

i3 w Jo¥ Secarier and Commitment ta Workfome
id4 = Sumiegic Pisaning
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Table 17 (Continued)

tem Factor

19 iy i)
ne i
(¥4 47
123 ¢
[ #4] .44

134 80
12%
124
1
128

Ble Bd

12%
130 o

13 £

132 34 .

133 B8

| 321 b4

135 4%
134 .60
137 5. |
138 B3

3% A2

140 43

j&1 23

142 74

143 B

144 ) ' 5
143 . C a1
146 .44
147 38
148 33

149
15
i34 1.00

LS

Factor Codes

§ m Rewent and Recogaivon 16 = Feampwork

2 w innovadon and Risk Faking i m Diversity

3 m Custamer Focus 12 = Sovid Responsibilice

¢ = Lesdership st Conuminent 10 Qualiy 13 w Job Security and Uommimmem to Werkfarce
3 = Instinedons] Fairness 14 = Srrategic Plansing '
§ » Open Communicaton

7 = Empioyee Invoivement

§ = Health-Enhasceng Woek Eavironment

¢ w Funily/Word/Lide Balance

and .87, respectively), as did the constrained models (also with GFI = 88 and .87). The »*-
difference tests were significant for both groups (Ax*(63) = 142.96, p < .01, for the Woark
Unit Experienices models, and Ax*(50) = 127,81, p < .01 for the Organizational Experiences
models).
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Table 18
Factor Correlations, Final Factor Maodel (Decimals omitted)
Organizational Experiences Scale, Nonconsortium Employee Subsample #1

Facror Facior
! 2 3 4 b £ 7 £ 9 10 11 i2 13 14

i -

2 B1 -

3 43 43 -

4 82 68 85 -

3 86 65 4% 86 -

6 TE 65 52 89 87 -

7 83 £3 56 £9 g6 93 .

g 4 58 38 67 K 69 &1 -

9 5t 31 K3} % L3 A3 39 T -

Hil 16 59 47 8 74 30 &5 59 54 -

1L 71 50 % | &G %2 83 82 62 ¥ 69 -

4 61 35 52 65 62 67 49 ;Y £ 62 66 -

13 4 63 &) i 7 b B0 69 69 70 78 83 -
4 53 46 33 57 55 60 59 47 40 60 47 44 52 "
Factor Codes

1 = Reward aud Recepmition 8 = Heshth-Eshancing Work Bovirpumesnt

2 = lanovation sad Risk Taking 9 = Family/Work/Life Balance

3 = Customer Pocus 10 = TFeamwaork

4 = Leadership zad Commitment to Quality 1i = Diversity

5 = [astituticnal Fairmess 12 = Social Responsibility

& = Open Communication 13 = Ioh Securiry and Commitment o Workforce
T o

Employee Involvement 14 = Stratepic Plannisg

Apge. Subjects were categorized as older if they were at least 50 years old, and younger if
they were under 30. From the combined CEl and CEZ subsamples, 1,300 persons in each
of the two age groups were randomly selected. All the unconstrained and constrained models
fit the data well with 2 goodness-of-fit index of .87, and the y*-difference tests were both
nensignificant (Ax*(63) = 85.40, p>» .01, for the Work Unit Experiences models, and
AXS0) = 59.98, p > .01 for the Organizational Experiences models).

Cross-scales Analyses

Ten factors representing five constructs comynon to both the Work Unit and the
Organizational Experientes scales, cach specified by multiple indicators with strong factor
loadings in the final measurement models, were selected for this analysis. The factors were:
Reward and Recognition, Customer Focus, Institutional Fairness, Open Communicagion, and
Teamwork. The CE2 subsample was used for this analysis. Correlated residuals specified in
the final measurement models were likewise specified in this model. The model {it the data
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Table 19

Results of Multiple Groups Simulzanec:;is Factor Analyses

l Factor Loading Matrix
Groups Mcitgn;em | 5 Difference
_“*_J Unconstrained Constrained
- ————— A ——— — e Sp—— w T ————
Work Unit | ;ﬁ = 10989.96 | x* = 11072.01 | Ay* =82,05
Experiences df = 3524 df = 3587 Adf = 63
SEX:
Males/Females :
Organizational || ¥* = 12355.53 | x? = 12438.59 | Ax? = 83.06*
Experiences df = 3884 df = 3934 Adf = 50
Work Unit o = 10650.48 | x¥* = 10793.44 | Ax® = 142.96*
Experiences df = 3524 df = 3587 Adf = 63
RACE:
Whites/African
Americans
Organizational )} ¥* = 11955.34 | ¥* = 12083.15 | Ax® = 127.81*
Experiences df = 3884 df = 3934 Adf = 50
Work Unit X = 1077627 | @ = 10861.67 | 43 = 85.40
Experiences df = 3524 df = 3587 Adf = 63
AGE:
Older { > =30)/
Yaunger (< 50) rl
Organizational | % = 12701.72 | x* = 12761.70 | Ax* = 59.98
Experierces df = 3884 df = 3934 Adf = 50
*p <01

well, x* (731, N=4921) = 9353.87, p< .01, GFl = .91,
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Figure 3 depicts the model and
inciudes the factor correlations both between the factors common to the two scales and
between factors whose correlation was higher than that between the common factors, None
of the correlations between common factors was .9 or higher, indicating that some
differentiation between the scales was present in the responses (although, recall that the iem
composition of the common factors was differemt across the scales). Five of the ten factors
had higher correlations with other factors than with their construct counterpart; however, in
each case there was only ope correlation that was higher, lending substantial support to the
construct validity of the factors. In sum, the test was inconclusive, although the results
suggested some differentiation amcng the Work Unit and Organizational Experiences scales
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Figure 3. Cross-scales Analysis, Factor Correlations of Cornmon Factors Across
Work Unit and Grganizational Experiences Scales and of Other Factors with Large
Correlations
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Table 20
Cross-Scales Analysis, Factor Correlations (Decimals omitted)

i

Facior Factor
i 2 3 4 5 & i 8 9 14
" e A oo T
1 -
2 83 -
3 a7 4 -
4 49 bt 71 -
5 75 ¥ 58 38 -
$ &) g5 - 4R 62 82 -
7 68 &% 58 57 79 75 -
£ 64 73 51 67 69 86 77 .
9 52 54 4R 7 i) &6 61 5i -
19 ai 74 5 70 67 78 65 B¢ 65 -
Faclor Codes
1 = Reward and Regogaition (Work Unit Experizaces)
7 = Reward and Recognition (Qrganizations! Experiences)
3 = Customer Forus (Work Unit Experiences)
4 = CQCusiomer Foous (Organizational Experiences)
5 = Instirotional Pairness (Work Unit Expericncss)
6 = [Instimtional Faimess (Organizational Experiences)
7 = Qpen Communization (Work Unit Experiences)
§ = OUpen Communication (Organizational Experiences)
9 = Teamwork (Work Unit Experiences)
10 = Teamwork (Orgenizacional Experiences)

and offered some construct validity support.  The complete factor correlation matrix is shown
in Table 20.

Observed Score Subscale Reliability

The factor structures of the final measurement models for the Work Unit and the
Organizational Experiences scales implied item-to-dimensiop (subscale} assignments at the
observed score fevel. The reliability of these subscales was assessed using Cronbach's
Coefficient Alpha. These analyses were also used to finalize assignments of items for which
the results of the LISREL analyses were inconclusive. Tables 21-24 show coefficient alphas
for the 3 priori and final subscales of the Work Unit and Organizational Experiences scales
on the consortivm (CE2 and C82) and nonconsortium (NCE2) samples, with some comments
that explain reasons for the changes in item assignments. In a few instances, coefficient
alpha for the revised subscale is lower than the a priori subscale, but as explained in the
comments, this is because the LISREIL analyses revealed that some of the a priont items were
more valid indicators of other constructs. Recall that coefficient alpha is, in fact, pot a good
measure of dimension homogencity. A subscale with a relatively large number of items that
correfate moderately will have an impressive o even if some of the items are best used as
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indicators of other dimensions; it was of no surprise that, after iterns were reassigned basad
on the LISREL item validity analyses, those dimensions that lost some items also lost some

reliability .

Interrater Agreement

For each item, interrater agreement was calculated within agency using both Finn’s (1970)
equation and Usala's (1993} modification. Agency was-used as the smallest unit of analysis
available under the premise that agreement is most likely among raters in a similar
environment. The agreements calculated within agency:were then aversged (o oblain a
single, average interrater agreement for every itern. These average agreements are jisted in
Appendix I, Because agency is still a rather broad context, and since there is a lack of
guidance in the literature as to what an acceptable minimum agreernent should be, .3 was
chosen as an arbitrary criterion at which to note iterns with lower agreements, Eight Work
Unit Experiences items and five Organizational Experiences items had an average modified
agreemnent below this criterion, as noted in the appendix.

Table 21

Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha (o) Reliability Estimares
Work Unit Experiences Scales, Consortium Incumbents and Supervisors, Subsamples #2

A Prior Iems and o

Revised Items and o

{Incumbents/ {Incumbents/
Subscale Supervisors} Supervisors) Comments
Reward and #10-12 Fioud
Recognition o= 8)/.76 aw 88/ .84
Training and Ca- #17 #1-7, 19, 24
reer Lieveiopment o= 887 .84 o w 89/ .84
innovation and #1415, 15, 17, 19 Ni Subsgale #14, 16, and 19 are more valid
Risk Taking o= 717 .66 indicators of other dimzasions;
o for items 15 and 17 = 20,
Customcr Foous #21-25 #21,22,23, 28 #24 is 2 mere valid indicator
o= 757 .80 o= 72/.77 of Training and Caresr Develop-
ment.
Leadership and Mo Subscaic No Subscate Single item §27
Commitngn; 10
Quality
Institutional #13, 26, 28.32, 12 26, 28- 30,32 £13, 31, 72 are more valid
Fairmness o= %7/ .83 o= T8, .76 indicasors of other dimensions.
Open #35, 37, 67 No Sybscale Collapsed with Supervision/
Communication a=.17.77 Management
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Table 21 (Continued)

A Priori Iterns and &

Revised Items and o

{Incumbents/ (Incumbents/
Subscale Supervisors) Supervisors) Comments
e
Employee 3%, 4143, 45, 46 #16, 39, 41, 43,
involvemen: o= 777.83 45, 4%
« = 817 .8
Resoures Alloca- #4717, 51-58 Mo Change
tiop/Utilization a=157.7%
Health-Evhancing #48, 50 Mg Subscale #48 (after being reverse—coded)
Waork Envircoment o= -49/-1.12 correiates negatively with all
: e olbter iems in the survey.
Faraily/Work/Life #59-62 No Sphscale Ieros are not goed indicators
Balance o= 38726 of a singie dimension.
Teamwork 473,74, 75 Mo Change
o Bl17.79
Supervision/ #38, 64-66, 68-71 #31, 35, 37, 38, Collapsed Open Commmnica-
Management o= 85/ .86 6472 tion with this subseale.
. a= 937 .91
Table 22

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha {¢) Reliability Estimates
Organizational Experiences Scales, Consortium Incumbents and Supervisors, Subsamples #2

A Prioti Items and o

Revised ltems and «

{Incumbents/ {Incumbents/
Subscale Supervisors) Supervisors) Comments
Rewsrd and #79-82 #19-82, 141, 142
Razcognition o= B4/ .78 o w= 87 .83
Traiing and Ca- #16, 77, 18 #i6, 77
reer Development o = B3/ .79 a = B4/ .87
Innovation. and #B4, 88, B9 No Change
Risk Taking a = &5 1 63
Customer Foous #90, 62, 97, 160 Ng Change
@ = 897 70

{(Continued)



Table 22 {Continued)-

A Priort Hems and

Revised Items and o

{Incumbents/ {Incurmbens/
Subscale Supervisors) Supervisors) Comments
Leadership and #93-96, 938, 99 No Change
Commitment o= 897 87
to Quality
Instimtional #100, 101 K18, 160, 161, 109
Fairness o = 671 .59 e = 807 .70
Open #118, 119, 120 #115, 118, 119, 120
Communication = B4/ 85 o o= 85/ RS
Emplayee Mo Subscale No Subscale Single tem #123
involvemsnt .
Health-Enhancing #1285, 126, 127 #125, 126
Work Enviroagent o« = 63 7 .61 o= 74/.75
Family/Work/Life  #130, 131 #127, 130, 131
Halancs o = 5% 2 85 o= 677 .66
Teamwork #148, 149, 150 No Change l
x= TEFI5 '
Diversity #1064, 105, 107113, 115 #104, 107, 108, #F109 and 115 are beusr
: o= B4 7 B2 £10.113 indicatore of Institurional
o= B1/7.80 Fairness and Open Communi-
cation, respectively; #105 (s
reversescored im} s simply
a poor indicator.
Social #134-138, 140 No Change Kept #134 with this subscale
Responsibility « =777 82 for rational reasons despite
LISREL resuls suggestiag it is
# better indigator of Family/
Work/Life Balance.
Job Security and #141-143, 145, 146 Mo Sabscate #141 and 142 are Deuer
Commitment (o o = .b%/ H2 indicators of otber dimensions,
Workforce - F145 was o poor indicator,
o for #1423 and 146 = 41,
Sirategic Planning #1851, 152, 1534, 153 #151-135 #1353 was probably interpresd
o = 887 8BS as ma aetivity integral 1w the

Measursmen! and
Analysis

« = 857 85

#1853, 156-155, 161-183
o= 85/ 88

#156-15%, 161.163
o= 87/ 87

Sirmegic Planning process.

#153 ig a bewer bdicator
of Steategic Planning.

50



Table 23

Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha {«) Reliability Estimates
Work Unit Experiences Scales, Nonconsortium Incumbents, Subsample #2

Subscale A Priori Items and o« Revised Items and o Comments
Rewarg and #i0, 11,12 10, 11, 12,13, 14
Rexopnition a = B o = 88
Training and Ca- #1.7 ¥i-7, 19, 24
reer Development o » .89 o = 90
Innovation and #1420 #i7, 18, 20
Risk Taking o o= 75 o= .M
Cusiomer Focus #21-2% #2332, 23,25
ow 74 PR )
feadership and Nga Subscaie No Subscale

Commitment o
Quality

Instirational
Fairnesy

Open
Communication
Employes
Tnvelvement

Resource Alloca-
son/Udlizsion

Health-Enhancing
Work Enviroament

Fandly/Work/Life
Baiance

Teamwork

Supervision/
Management

#153, 26, 28.32 34, 72
o = B8

#8&, 15, 36, 37, 67
o= 79

#33, 3946

o = B4

#47, 51.58
= 77

#48, 4%, 50
o =20

45562
w = %2

#73, 74,18
o = 80

#3&; 64“‘66; 68“?]
n = S0

#I6, 28, 29, 30, 32, 34
o == K] .

No Subscale

#16, 33, 3941, 4346
o = B4

No Change
#49, 50
o = 87

#8163
a = 57

K¢ Change

#31, 3538, 64-72
a = 54

#345, 36, 37, and &7
collapsed with Supervision/
Management

Coliapsed (ipen Comrmunica.
tion with this subscale.
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Table 24

Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha (o) Relizbility Estimates
Orpanizational Experiences Scales, Nonconsortium Incumbents, Subsample #2

Subscale A Priori Items and ¢ Revised ltems and « Comments
Reward and #79-82 #F79-82, 141, 142
Rzeognition o = g5 o = B8R
Traiping gnd Ca  No Subscaie No Sabscaie Singie frem #78 moved 10
reer Dievelopment Ingtitutional Fairpess.
Innovation and #84-89 No Chaage
Risk Taking o= 87
Custosmer Foous #90-92, 97 No Change
o= 7]
Leadershiy and #93-95, 98, 90 No Change
Commitment o = B9
te Quality
Instirutional #100-113 #78, 100-143, 109
Falrness a = §) a = 8%
Open #118-121, 13 #115, 118122
Communication a = 8§ a = 87
Employes 123, v No Change
Involvement a = 5%
Health-Fnbaacing  #125.129 #1345, 126, 128, 129
Wark Enviropmenst o = .79 a = 73
Family/Work/Life  #13C, 131, 132 #127, 139, 131, 132
Balance o= 73 oo T8
Tramwaork #148, 149, 130 No Change
o= 18
THversity #104-113, 115.117 #104, i06-108, 110-114,
’ a = 89 i16, 147
a = 87
Social #133-140 Ne Change
Regponsibility a = .82
Job Security and £83, 142147 149, 144, 146, 147
Commitsent o a = 77
Woarkforce
Suategic Planning  No Sobscale No Subscale Singie item #134
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

A summary of the most imporiant results of this study is found in Appendix E. This is a
chart of the final jtem-to-dimension assigmments based on the results of the LISREL and
Cronbach’s Coefficient Alpha analyses, and it serves as one source of information for
guidance when using any of these 1tems 1n future surveys. lo addition, it lisis factor loadings
from the CEI and NCEI subsampies and reliability estimates from the CE2 and NCE2
subsamples. Mems with very low interrater agreement {fess than .3) are also desipnated.

‘The last Hsting of items in the chart (*Miscellaneous Items™) is of those not found to
measure any of the constructs represented in the factor model, with the factor on which they
were loaded in parentheses. New dimension definjtions 1o reflect the new item-dimension
configurations were not written to emphasize the point that, if subsets of these items are used
in future studies, dimension definitions must be written at that time which reflect the specific
ftems selected.

Overall, the validity of the a priori item-dimension structure for the climate items was
supported. Only one dimension was lost due 10 peor item validities in the Work Upit
Experiences scale (Oral Communication, which was collapsed with Supervision/
Management), and none of the Organizational Experiences dimensions was lost. Only nine
of the 163 items are listed as having insufficlent empirical support as valid indicaters of the
dimensions in this study. However, as can be found in Appendix E, a few others have only
barely acceptable validities, and some would form subscales of insufficient reliability if used
to report dimension results in these samples.

This srudy was conducted using sophisticated statistical tools that, in the area of climate
research, are unformunately still uncommon. As such, several points about the final results
that may be somewhat confusing should be addressed. The most obvious is that, in the final
arrangement of Hems, factor loadings and reliabilities are sometimes lower than for the &
priori configuration. This is not surprising. One of the benefits of a LISREL apalysis is that
systemnatic measurement error, which can antifactually inflate factor loadings, can be removed
from the factor space. This allows a better reading of the “oue” meaning of an irem, which
in turn allows a more accurate ftem<o-factor assignment. The initial factor loadings were
not disattenuated for systematic error.  Also, as items were unloaded from some factors and
loaded onto others, the factor loadings of other items were affected as factor compositions
changed. Finally, as item-to-dimension assignments were changed, some coefficients alphas,
which are partially dependent upon the number of items in a subscale, decreased as
dimensions lost items, The overall purpose of the analyses was to find the best item-to-
dimension assignments given the item pool of the surveys, not to maximize all factor
loadings and cocfficient alphas. There would undoubtedly be some lowering of loadings and |
reiiahilitics, but on balance, the improvements in the measurement mxels vield more
accurale iemn scoring at the dimension level,

Ancther source of confusion will probably be in the interpretation of the results for the
method factor items. For instance, some of Miscellaneous items in Appendix E are reverse-
coded items with ssemingly adequate factor foadings on their construct factors. However,
recall that these loadings were obtained in the presence of a method factor for reverss
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scoring which removed systematic error from the construce factor space, revealing irue factor
loadings of adequate size. Because systematic error is not removed in an observed score,
these items were placed in the miscellaneous category based on their factor loadings prior to
introducing the method factor, Overall, the reverse-scored items proved o be poor
indicators. This is not necessarily a condemnation of reverse-scored items in general. It
could be that the reversed nature of these particular items was not obviotis (o respondents,
and 5o they were not as thoughtful when responding to them as one would expect for items
whose reversed wording is more prominently displayed.

In contrast to the reverse-scored items, factor loadings for employee-oriented ftems generally
decreased when that method factor was introduced. However, this likewise suggested a
substantial role of systematic error variance. Conseguently, cach employee-oriented item
should be evaluated separately in the context of thelr factor loadings prior to and in the
presenice of this method factor; o general, though, employee-oriented items with high factor
toadings in Appendix E are strong iems.

Intermater agreements were ¢alcnlated for information periaining to the theoretical premise
that climate identification requires agreement among raters as to what the climate is for 2
particular environment. Again, this is 2 condition that is stated in the literature but often
pveriooked In practice, and therefore there is not puch historical matenal with which te
interpret the current findings. The interrater agreement resulis of the present study should
therefore be treated with caution and as a siep in the direction of infroducing agreement as a
standard apalysis in this context. Besides the determination of what 15 an acceptable,
migimurm agreemment criterion, probably the most difficult decision regarding interrater
agreement involves the level of amalysis for calculating it. In this study, agreement was
calculated only 2t the item level 1o provide information for future survey work on the
agreement that cach of these items received in this particular instance. However, agreement
would be an important condition for whatever level ¢limate scores are to be reported, be it at
the item or dimension level. The difficulty arisgs when considering what to do with items
that have poor interrater agreement. Such items may be quite valid as indicators of a climate
construct while their resuits by themselves may not reflect an identifiable climate. Should
iterns whose stand-alone results cannot be reported due to inadequate interrater agreement
still be used to calculate a dimension score if they contribute substantial valid variance, given
that the dimension score should also then be assessed for agreement? If both item and
dimension scores are 1o-be reported in a study, the rescarcher may not want (0 retain such
items for dimension scoring because it might be confusing to have a dimension score based
on a different item compaosition than the items listed ¢lsewhere in the report as measuring
that construct, However, if only dimension scores are reporied, there may be no
psychometric reason for excludiag such items. While the context of a study is one
determining element, further study on the psychometric implications of this problem is
needed.

This study raised other questions that at this time remain unanswered, These inciude an
investigation into the significant differences in the factor loading matrices of the measurement
models for the gender and race subgroups. By isolating factor loadings suspected of being
the source of the statistical significance, and freeing these parameters across the subgroups
one by onc, items that mean different things 1o different populations can be identified.
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Perhaps an item osiensibly about compensating performance is most meaningful (o one
subgroup as a reward issue but to another as one of fairness. Tt might be important to (1)
understand such differences in meaning and address them, and/or (2) insure that only items
that have consistent meaning are reported so that results can be interpreted consistently for
persons of all subgroups. The assessment of measurenient equivalence ¢an be pursued much
further than was done in the present study. Optimally, rescarchers would make such
assessments for sex, race, and age standard practice wheénever practical and feasible.

Other unanswered questions pertain, again, 0 the question of method variance. It was
interesting that the Employee-oriented factor was only evident in the measurement model for
the Work Unit Experiences scale, and not the Organizational Experiences scale. This could
be attributed simply to the Organizational Experiences iters being less subiect to  response
variance based on their orientation. Understanding why this would be so could be valuable,
Also, the Reversed-score method factor found in the consortium sample was not apparent in
the nonconsortium sample. This is another unsolved mystery worth further research.

While this study outlined a procedure for using state-of-the-art analyses to conduct item
analysis, the immediate valse of the results is in what they suggest for using these items in
future surveys, and for writing new items. Appendix E provides useful information on each
item regarding what dimensions they measure and how weli. However, there is other
information in the study t be considered. The tables showing which {tems had correjated
measurement error should be studied for clues ag 10 what wording structure to avoid. The
reverse-scored items in this study are probably aiso poorly structured and should be revised
to make the reversed nature more prominent, of dropped altogether. Some items were more
sugceptible to response variance due to their {employee) orientation than others, and the
tables reporting their factor loadings should be studied for clues to successful item writing,
Also, the table reporting assignment changes showed that items obviously referencing
multiple constructs do not always measure what was intended; such wording should be
avoided.

Finally, some drawbacks to conducting in-depth anzlyses such as these are evident. The
analyses can be labor and time intensive. In many instances, they raise more questions than
they answer, and the amount of information obtained is so plentiful that information overioad
is incvitable. The present study only scraiched the surface in evaluating all the information
obtained on gach item. However, it should also be obvious that the identification of items
whose assignments need to be adjusted, the isolation of method variance, and the testing of
itemn validity differences in subgroups, are extremely valuable, as are other related analyses
ot conducted in this study, and the procedure outlined here is an excellent way to
investigaie these phenomena.
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Master List of Iiems
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NCE &

LY employees receive e frmal raiming they seod 0 perfnom Seir jobs effeetvedy $2.5., ot the-job aining, conformes, worishops.

CFT empleryam soeeive e ovetpiny guidince ot assinenes ey fewd 10 pevfons Dwir jobs effpctively (e.g,, help from supervissrs or co-mgriven).
CiT eopployers are provided with froques spportugites i K, cpdete, und eepand durt knowlnige eod skills.

AT amphowens vy pocews 3 merueds and other seiveyy mosedyly dhat Bely then (seferm their jobs ftativedy,

Haw CFT enployees ere provided »ith sddgesee ariootion Infotnution m perfom their Jobs fe.g., throngh formal pricotwion progoren, inforeal eonmunication, reading matrialsy.
Sepeevismes are pwaee of T emplayees” trainiog peeds wad help teon mens dhese nowdy {e.g., sendt CFT pnployess o appropriase trandeg s, provide assuanee. conching,
CIT omployees e proviged with welning s caduosees dicis exreer dewelopeno and Sl Mlvancement oppostritiey (.., rough croms-matning, dewil assipgnmenty).
CIT anployoes shert deil koowindge with co.-wnrkers.

CIY emngloyma regond 10 opparmmites 15 gxin wew Inowlodge sad develop sew il

High performing C/F employedy kve rovarded with momr chalicoging st senanting sok.

High perfnomming C/T onployest kit pramosd.

CFT employees an rowatitnd for providisg digh quality produes snd mervites  assomers,

Supervisars se faic io rewaeding, CFT wployee coatributions.

CFT eonplovees are rowntdad for thowing covativity and impovigon.

CT amplovees fnf 1 difficult to Change B way things sre done.

TIT employres ace eocouraged (o come up with aow xiwl bettey waya of doing things.

CIT empioyees 2re eacounnged 10 sty euremt snd infonwsd showt sew office tchaolingy (o4, computers, FAX machines),

G employens e 1 wew uxfuokogics snd barn how wp s s ooty

LT amployoes reneive unining when oow tehmoiogion kg wals ace innenduesd,

CIT mupioyces suppert o vasion wwd extnobegical changes which raqalt in highoer quality produets e servicns.

CIT eroployens dave » good gdoratanding of wihio ey sorve wl SusOmmery,

CIT mmployees recrive ioformation st thelr sasameny’ riguirmmants and SApeaziess hrough & vadiety of effective motheds.

C/T mepiorpeen vae suzgentions from thell cuttomens o impeve the mwaliy of prodeess wnd seevioes,

C/T emplayees soonive iraining snd paicence o providing high qgualicr producst and sorvices o cugromens,

£4T smptoyres sre conmrined io providiing high guatily produess and weevites m customersy,

CiY umpioyeen Fve vy o bigh s8] sanderts,

Supereisrs ot €T employees Inow how it word zontributms © e orpanizsrion’s mirson we gouls,

Discipline is admininersd &idy o CF7 anphoyees.

The distrilcion of werk atony ©FF employees i evenly baisneed,

Dhecisioms st sainiog and Sioory developmeon sgpornmbite {e.2., Job enigomeni) for CFF eomployees are fair,

Suparwipars zeaxk U7 eonpioyesy with sogpwet,

Primuutes @r comfiicts fe ., botwees opoworkers) ame quickiy and feirly rsolved.

7T employess share reporsibifity {or the quatity of werk relitionatios,

£IT emptoyess follow sxining policies axf poaciless fe.4., o o QUF comues, Lake advingge of systemy,

TIT rmzsioyoes 2re Topt wall informed on 4 iznses afTecting helr kb,

T/ suployees paniciputs in honest and Loritiright diskogue with woecrion.

Informanion Gowi freely fom opservissry o CFT sxuphpres.

CIT omplitryess openty dimnuss fheic scodn and sowcerny wizh supervisors.

Munggens provide CIT smplovees with e sopmrtinity & dunontergss thelr fesdorshiy 03,

CIT cmployees sctively seok lesdership rsles with inteeamd resporsibility.

{Continued)

WU w Work Unat Expericncey ssks;

PE « Siganieetions? Erperionces scabe;  ©F » Comsontem fpereisor eomple;  CE = Consonjuny smployee sumptes MCE = Nondavamnban cnployse mmplt; R w Do i

reveomeewenred.  The noenbwer p e far feft b & mastey fom momber ciody corresprding o the rebetive ety prder i e mrveys. Tie musber to i Hght of tre 3osln daaipnation (W1 aod BE} I 2 within-scale bom sxmbor recsad,
The anders letkwiog ol wanple code (08, CE, aad NCE} s e cltmue kom pomber within Bun samgle’s survey. A dol () m the night of o sarspie code indicaes that jieen was red gheen by dunt senple.
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Supervieses fully wmyotve CFT empioyoey In the Saaign of dwir wory,

CIT ermplayers take the inithatbve & meet work goals s deadiines,

CIT smpioyees are enesuttged to Kemify o solve problems.

AT enpioyecy tabe regponsivility For declsions tun miluenmce disir work,

CIT empioy ey fook for ways W imprave fhe quality of produsts, servicrs, uat work provesses.

Sopereisors sk for O/ moplovee oz wwd opindens before making brponans work umd desixdons

LT wpdoyery Yave oromith work muce o o i wark,

CIT wnpioyeny Tend work Telaind Sy,

CIT employent ke prosonad henfth sapioesly wad syadmtaite optimes Ousess Sy wort.

CIT ompkeytes chaeree saftry nules

Intterogings ke i STl for $FT employoes 1D fnidh their wirk o fitoe,

Having to got appraval fiom nihery slows down C/T employens’ work,

LT smploy aes Savd the ppropriate roppiies, nresials, g sgerpeent 10 perfiom thew jobs well,

LFT empioyees are given coasonshic poals st saandards io oo,

CIT mmployees bave the fight mis of «kills snd doowledgr o stvomplish wark gosda,

Work i plenaed su that §t s de meeomplished during whoduled sk hours,

Tue amanse of work keeps U/T ompityoos from providing bigh quality poducls snd seeviom.

Thees Is ancugh time for C/T snployons to 40 thely jobs in 2 professipmat manser,

Y emgloyees e given the opparmmity 18 work on fluxihle work schedules, when the Job permin {2y, Plettiue, Alteraive Witk Schatitle, part-time smplovensenty.
O eployzes qre given the oppormanity o woek 2t home, wien e job parmin {e.y., Flexiplice, work.athome),

LT eegiieryres do sor allow persanl acdviiey s loterfere with work fey.. freguens dhsentecians, fengthy persnal plae caih),
Supereisary undeonxnd and sappon CFF employeey™ famity s pemsanad Gfe amposisibilies.

CFY employmes acively seek f0 bslence $ieic committent & wock and tueie Tanvity and perponal life sowls to beegre that werk gm LN
Fupervisors piovide fair snd socurme rutings of 7T employte performanis.

Supereispry provide T/T tpioy oo with confiniotive kggsiona & improve thelz job pofarmance,

Supervisary tlaariy communicie what i expeand of 7T crpioroes in teems of job perfanmance (e, st regoasidilition, performance mamkards),
Sepeivisers chearly somrmunichie s OFT employres the poxis 4 prinvities of the work smil,

Superviton tke e tme 1 Improve the ob performuss of OFT wnployoey,

Supervisars ey bigh sundssds of perforande for T stiployees,

Supervisors ik O/ employens” seff.confidence,

CIT sapioyons recpive help Trom dieir superyisons when dure is & workersleted prolilem.

There b urup besween CFT employoes and (el sapervison.

A mirit of cooparaton and tamwork xtst asong O ediployees,

A spiny of cooperainn and eanwork peres mmeng bl amplioyess In the work wndt £2.5., CFT amployees, profomional emplioyees, spetvisom),
G emplovess partinipate i featny 10 Steopplioh work wail yoit.

Fhe offoctivencss of educstion and trxining progrems are tvafisiod and bmgroved on » cominulog basis,

ndividual training phiss are fully dategrared bnto the organivation’s ovent ersteyy o plansdug for quatity,

Supervisors and managene Jerve k3 conches wad memizry o help OFF employees adeancy i drefr carsers,

High perfiming TFT wnplopess mmymﬂs(&;,,wnwmwmw m&gmm)

High performing O enployes receies potenoncoary rewaeds (8. ., pisg letmes o ap : ).

Manegsrs reoopnive and give ersfy Tor e &3 comzibwions of CFT amployers,

High performing OFT employees wre publisly moognized (0.4, crganimion-wide award ¢oremony, resgniton B sewsloter).

(Continusd)

WU = Work Ui Experieaces soalt;

0E = Orgrnizaional Experiences oaalss G5 w Comsortieny woperviwor mample;  CF w Consorthom employes tample;  NCE m Romconsorties smployoe sample; R = lum s

sevargtioored.  The maber at the B fzit o w mastey Mt numiser code sarfemponding io the relaire liam onter in the surveys. The pomber 1o the mght of te ek desdgrason (W and OF) is » »ithin-seale kem mmber rocord.
The numbss following sach satiple code (C3, CF, and NUE) it the climate tom madaet witiis tut sample’s survey. & dot () @ tha 1ight of & tonple code indicates that Ren wes pot given to gt ample,
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Appendiz A (gantirruead)

A1
£
¥
84
87
1
i9
90
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b2
%
94
4
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OE
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OE
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CE
GE
OE
OE
OF
GE
og
O
OF
oF

_h oF
104 OE
101 08
W OF
4 O
s 0
108 GE
197 B
194 OF
i GE
114 DE
11105 M
HYOE
111 OF
114 08
115 GF
115 OF
1t CE
1% DE
1% OF
1730 0E
121 OF
12 OF
13 DE
2% OF

X

2y

E- 3

R A

o T

s

12

€S .
[
[ 4520

28%

CE .

vE

73

CE
CE
CE .

"
!
1

6

17

H

]
B

= 23

i3

NCEM
MOE 212
NCE 83
NCE
NCE 83
HCE %%
NCE &7
NOE 88
HEE 15
NCE 90
hitat B H
e
NCE 9
NCE .
MECE 94
NCE 85
KCE 96
NIE 97
NOE W8 .
HCE 9,
NCE 108 .
NCE it

WCE 181 R

BLE 193
NECE [0s
HNCE 2%
HCE 08 .
RCE .
HCE 10¥ .
NCE 1% .
NCE {10 .
RCE 11y
HCE 112 .
NCE 113,
ROE 4
RUE (15 .
HCE (16 .
NCE 117 .
WCE 14§ |
RCE 11# .
NCE 120 .
MNCE 121 |

.

sz‘m;:iwm;mm vikoo I el somribathon 1o e apenization (.., work s 1008 capacind.
There 75 an invexmmens i whnologhe fe.g., compriare, FAN machines) doet make £/T emploveey’ work more efficient and casy & perfom,
How techaolpics das pmm afe ws eeponovically sounwt {physiceily minpoTHYE) witk conditions are Mot st and ssest,
New wchmoiogins St ¢ C/T swnpiovee capalilicies 2 soughs ot andd ndr=d.
Hew seedmoiogicy that makes 077 ampiorery” workl st enjoyablé ind mtivfying sre qaght out xond vsed,
7T poployeen sro stk 5o privde g shoos e types of wehnologicy 2u would ke theie sord ore efflicion and resy w0 perform,
Managers sre recaprive o clunge (e )., new wars of doing work, srstiring e ergandzrtiond.
Cusoeners Kave e opportonily o formally tvahuate e qualisy of produe and services pravided by CFF employees {o.g., customer sstishetion arveysh,
There ix 1 wrong foods Do She RREENT,
There is 4 combvames to provaling high-guatiee, shicatly sound pronduts and servicer,
Munagery ingpise TAE employee 10 ke pride in dieir work,
Mucikgers xsk €7T zmpliry ey 20Ut wayd tr Empmve the werk progduced.
Munigen fatiow up on U7 stspioroe tuggestiens for Improveaents in produces, services, and weyrd procesus,
Munagor provide the resoutoes (0.2, time, traindng dnilan) nended o toprmve te quality of prdcts and sorvices provided 1 sugomen.
The goat i9 10 exzend CUOMET EXDECIAONS.
Mzexgers communitite he oYRamZation’s vivion, gouls. and velues rebired to guality and digh performance.
Managent demonstrpe thay guafiey it impartant in Geir Sap-ro-day wctivities (e.g... hodd mentings 1o disvuss quabily isucs, interas? with qusiomen).
A stmnOtplere of rost exites betueen manmagers wid TFF eraployers,
The promoting sysiem &t fair. '
Crt empdoyee vighn o priveey xse protecisd.
Gt avpiopee pights to disws 2re prigteried,
iHeroates anong C7T employees {e.p., wox, race, tational origin, sge, coiterst bacikgrownd} sre appreciated,
Munugers ipnore ssinnr sy 0 MeruE) Barssen.
Mansgers son diversity aa 2 souses of simadaion and eorichment.
Brrsom with disabiicen, ame secegiod gnd ol prnt of Sw srpanirsdon,
CIT eegloyers vadue e reciad and cotrured dHfcenees of other
Advanconest sopertnition are sveilable for g qualifind C/T cmplzryees, regarndloss of wex, raoe. vatiora] srigpin, cuitursl backgroand, or $habifiy.
Asepmrmodacions are made Tor persenn with dimbilives {e.g.. #reiabiliny of dgn Inguage mterprotets, rampy, hoilie).
Fresounct pricies promese diversity By dw workpiee {2.2., rorraiting mbsoriie wed women, tratnlng i swacences of diversiy fasues, mentoring),
Supervizon et manspers it to climiaxe prerdice sod discrindration. DICE; £5 CE NCE, OF & te workphce].
C/T Esoployaey treng each other with coutisy aod pespent.,
LT reptoryoes Toed rosponsitie for proventing discrbninintion in dw workplace,
Hansgers rcourspe 0T emophryers w0 sxpien thele own preferereey, Delicfs, syt opintona,
Munugery rurmre i expeemion and promite weleance,
Thete are paliches and practioes Su simare squality of ereplywmers o opporturiey
Mmmm effecive comtumunicanion between diffevent work ity (e ., sl projects, youly, newmisd sowoorees).
1 openly comummaionn abot the arganizgtion’s conditons, operstions, tnd adwioes ke faces,
um;mwmmmmm;mmpm
CIT unployers pespeet the confidentiafity of erganizations] infosmation ta I fared by memagen.
Informadon sharing oocun & 8 Sveds of e drganixation.
CFE mnpicyces stivgly serk spportunities iy comtribute Mo and suggeriony o sanagery,
Supervisor wmt meragers retofhilze the wabos of T7T anployee prrivigation In shfeving the gosis of dre onganizasion,

{Continued)

WU w Yot Unit Experhwes woaiz:  OF = Orgenimedions] Expecicnces sade; € w Comsortom supereiser yisople; O = Congondem employee tempdy: HCE » Mon-consontiam employer tample;
reverne-wnted.  The svonber st M far lofi ix 4 maswer iom ownbey code corresponding to the relxdve Bewm order in the urveys,  The sumber o the #igde of the wale Gesipnaion (WU and OF) i 3 withineacale isem monber peeornd.

The eumbers Foliowing rach ample ade (O3, OF, and NCE) is the £ om munber withis dar samphe's sereey. A 4ot €3 & e cight of » sampls code indicaes o Rom e oot gives & St ample.
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Appendix A {continued)

174 GE 35 CX 00 CE MO0 NCE 122 . Physicst conditions {.£., neiwn, soaperaieee, Hehiing, chonliness) make it 2ty for &fT omployses p perfoms their jobs well.
138 OF 51 CE i1 CE #31 NCE 133 . CfF employees wre protoared fromy health and mftey hazacdy on @ b,
27 OE $1 €5 100 CE K0} NCE (24 . Progiems o oncourage good heatth pracioes see promoted (r.y., ficness cemtery, hesiy sdotation programad,
TIOFE 32 T5 . CE . KCE 12}, Mamapirs wmk i promole physios! dealh in fie wdripisce,
119 58 34 C8 CE . NCE 136 . Mrmapos work 1 pomon: prychological Sesith (n the sofiplace, :
135 OF $% X 10’3 CE ) NCE 127 . Progruns that help U7 exployens dead aith work andd fimily ropongibilities sm provided (n.., ongioy: asSsEnce progmms, support Joouops, SIms Managaing chitss,
13E OF 55 CS 106 CF 104 RCE {28 . Farndly-relusd henefiis sre avaitetde o COFT ampinyses (e.g., pirenzal Sewse policion, oo-adie chidd suw, sider g,
I OE 57T €S . TE. NCE 139 . Theer st policn snd practices daat beip mrpdoyees balanee thuis work, Py, ne persansl 50 peady,
33 0E 38 £8 . CE . NCE 130 . There iy o conuniimem o peoviding Denefis to the sociat weTibelng of dw covmaunity s satiow,
13 OF 9 C3 103 CE 108 NCE 131 . There b sy organinadionst acnngitment 10 Doproeisg conumanity Bfe (0.g., paseriing with schonis},
IS OF &0 C3 04 CE 106 RCE 132 . Managory avconrsge (T moployans © pretieiae in charity compmipss semnzed by the argasindon (2.9, Combined Fuderal Cespalign, holkdy food deivey).
12608 61 4% 107 CF HPY NCE £33 . CFF pmployets who vohimtesr for sommzanity seriviticn aanside nf work me pepponiad and somanied.
I3 OE 62 €5 108 €8 103 NOCE 134 . Paere sve potiches and prxctices s reflioet v commitnwety 1o presetving aod romorny cwyitonmeents! heaith {e.3.. reeycling, poitution sontrol).
3 0E 53 CS 108 CE 109 NOE 18 . /T omplyes apin e orpantzasion iy roveiy i comionen o proierring pid rranging covisonmensad dealth (e.p ., pendsipae in recyeling).
IV SGE S €3 . CE . NCE 135 . C/V rmplityors share public sesponsibifites g3 active thifzen,
MG OE 65 £5 11 CB 110 NCE 137, €FF employees volunimet for eosvrasioy soreice sof c2unity cempaipns ouseide of work (2.4, Specisd fympicy, Americss Lancs Sociecr}.
Ml OE & €% 11 €E 111 NGE (38 . T empioyoes arc sewanded or daving e gitis o poforsn many 4iTorem witk mies.
b2 OE B CE 312 CE $43 NCE 132 . CfT wupleyory 3t sowarded 0 being inewiedpeabic sbowt moveet! aocat/functions of the orpaniauion.
i3 0E 68 €3 N3 CE 113 MCE $80 . Proprems tiat help OFT employses deat with redoesions in foroe are promotnd {e.g.. rexining, caresr tounwding, a¥f in fading sew jobsj,
HAOE &8 C5 . CE BOCE 141 . & recopsized thal the coonomile seeriy of the organizacion and that of i workforse sre on and the same.
145 GE 70 €S 114 €F 1314 NOB 147, OfT seployesy we willing w be reteained st moved 5o other potitions in the onpaadraden o provect thelr emplyyment soourity.
16 GE 1V €% 113 CE 413 NCE 143 . 77 sopkvess mie provided with job secnty.
7 0E % €5 . CE . KCE M | T employses recognize dat their Sudividus) b secarity i finkad s e icng-lmn satieny of S peganization,
148 GE 73 CS SIS CE 114 NUE 145 . Ditferrms sack wins couperai & gt the job done,
143 38 M CS HT CE 117 NCE 188, OFF preploveen ki Glarent work anits paeteipate in sroseams wwms  Bnprove T quatiny of prodocts sl services, and o sofve probless.
IOE 73 C% M8 CE §18 NUE 847 | Supervisous and mavikgers seoognize g contribusiong of tows,
151 QE ¥ CS 1% CE YR NCE . . Mrsagers plan Tor the seganiaation’s fir,
($20E 77 (S 120 CE 120 NCE . . Managers s Joop-teenn quallty nprovessens goaly eaf chjextives. - - .
SYOE 78 05 12 CF 1IN ORCE . . Managers regulsoly review mie otpasdtation’s progrosy spwerd mecing 6 goaly and shjecties,
154 OF 1% O3 122 CE 171 NOE 148 . VT emplayees pardtipae in pleasing for the organTation’s foture {o.g., stooegie plans, gasie,
133 0L 8 C3 23 CE £33 MCE . . Muwsagers develop and use stestegiey e cotinuofly adign to the changing workd,
HOE 8 €S INCE A NCE. . isformadon on quality and Sevefisess sre moflected on nll produces snd mervices from casomers.
ISTOR 83 CS 133 £F LIS NOE . . Fooal amempts sre mad 10 measare e oxtind © which the srganiztation is mecting i goalt ket objectives.
138 5 K3 5 126 CE 126 RCE . . The guality of products and services provided 1o enmomert is compeed ©0 the peeformanee of ether orpaaicetions tht are recogninnd a9 mecroxsful,
ISROE M OS 137 CE U NUCE . . Apprapsiam advanent dochngingy and soobt 1ce uaed in ol wink 3 et i Informaetion collection,
%) OF 85 €3 1238 €E TN RCE ., Produocss, seevion, mwﬁpmmammwmw;xmﬂmmstwtwm
1) GF 38 C5 128 CE P RCE ., Oampndwuin amessyrenns of gunkity, ousiiy Fratoens 3o quality processey ere gerformed st reguier lerva!s soms m Y gARITAERIN,
TSI OE M1 CS KO CE INCE . . Fistfing Mrom e quality ssmssment process are ased @ inprove quaiity o privent probloma.
W OE 88 €5 V31 CE N ONCE . . fuality it tin tey s nwed in selesting mipplien,

WU = Work Unit Baporicaces wale;,  8E = Ouganizntions! Expevivones seafe;  CF = Consortum npervinor sympde; R = Consortium evplovee szmple: HCE = Moncomsoninm omployee smple: R w» Jom i
revarse-mornd,  The wwober w Wie Tac el iy & master fom manber encde samespandling 0 the setedee leny ortiet 35 the servoyy. The pumber to e right of thw seale dogigradon (W wnd OF) i 5 withinrcale e cumber record.
The masibers folkewing et meople pode {CS, £F, avt HCE b the elomate i memher Wit 2ud sampde’s Rivey. A 4ot () o e right of & stmple cofe indicaies tat iem was ood Jiven 15 that sample.
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Appendix B

A Priori hiem-to-Dimension Designations

Work Unit Experiences

Training and Career Development
o BT employees reegiee the formal inining eey nood 1o prrform thalr jobs effactively {e.2., anthe-lob trrining, confenses, workwos).
. CIT mployres reeeive the everydiy puldioce s axiyence ey neod to perforas Sifr jobs offoerively (6.5, belp from supervisorns or co-warheod.
o T employoes are provided with fregceny spportunices to Lo, spdare, and expand Meir Soowiedge and skifls,

» O anployess bave B2y D miamiais xad odser wrineh musaeials (et deds iem perfnam dweir Jobs affectvely .
New CFT etaphoyess sre provided with sdegquais arientstion Inforpesdon to prriors Er jobs fo.g,, Ciroeph forna! oriestion pregrams, infommad cormmanication, reetiog materisis,
Sapersizors wrz swewre of C/F omployess” saining seets ard help dhesn meoe Sheme needi {6.3-, fend 7Y omployess o sppropriste tulning sourser, pravide agifunce, coaching),
LT emploves are provided with traising (o echances dudr carmer dewclapuent and Swie pdyprcosnent oppormnition fe 3., Swough comymaining, demil asshprmeney),

I €3 § CE @ WNCE
i L% 2 CE1 RCE 2
3 CS8 3 UE X NCE %
4 €8 & CE % NCE 4
S €335 ¢E 5 NCE )
& 5 4 CE 6 NE ¢
T L8P CET NCE Y.

Reward and Recognition
10 €3 &8 B & NCE H}
1 €3 % CED NCE N
13 CS t§ CE {6 .NCE iz

fnagvation and Risk-Taking

# CL 312 CE #1 NCE it
15 €5 13 €E i3 NCE 13
s O£8 4 O£F 4 NCE I8
§1 C8 13 CE 15 NCE 87
1y 5 . CE | NCE 1%
19 £5 4§ CE 18 NCE 19
W CY . LE. HCE ®
{ustomer Focus :

I €S 57 CE JY NCE It
1 ¢S5 Ik CE 3 NCE M2
LR 1P LE 9 ONLE 0D
MW OCS M CE 70 NCE 24
2 €S 3t CE 28 NCE 23

High perfueming CFF employers ate rewndnd with more ehailonging wnd rewarding work,
High performing CFF employers sre promted.
LY soplayies am rewsnded for proyiding high qualioy produdes snd servines @ custormers,

W« TF omployees wrz rewasizd for showing crcativity aad mnovation.
R 7Y employees find it SHBWUN Ly change the way tingy s Sowe,
. UT eployeny tre encoursgid w0 cone ups wit e o ener wirs of diing Daings.

C¥T employons it eftinitsged to sy urvent LW nformiod atet sew office inchoolagy {ng.,

. LT empioyocs sdapt i oow lechingiogies wed deara Bow & use now asols,
CFU snployery vaesies inading when now fckaciogies ans wols are 2xiodyced,

AT enployess suppont dpevaion sod wcmislogical thanges wiich rosalt by Higher qualiry prodocts aovd servicen,

LS

» OFT eanloyoes tue & oot undersanding oF wive fwy serve g5 custouers,
. UT anplrvees coxnive fuformation shonr twlr ovatnnene’ sogaioments and capecadions tacrigh & vardery of effective medwds.
(AT amployons tse sugpestions from their sogomets ko iteve B qualiry of prixioors and servico,
L7 empioyous receive Taining Al guidance in providing bigh quatiy products sod srviced 1o cofiomer.
CIT employses are comminied to providing high qualivy prodosts und sevices o Aoy,

Leadership and Commitment to Quality

LS Xy CE 21 NOE 27

SwmmtrImpmmmmmﬁ}wﬁmﬁwmcwwmmm‘smm:wh.

(Continued}

14, FAX

4

3

2

C5 = Conmnium sapersisar swngic;

€E » Comsordu employie sample;

NCE m Kon-cateordesn smployee seeerple;

B » fiom 13 reworee

¥

The

E

ol the fxz 107 in & sty e mamber codde corsponding @

e rolative itom arder in e orvoys. The sumbers Railowdng mech sample sode (05, CF, mxd NCES i the slimar v monber within dat seople's surezy. A dot {3 1 Dhe dght of & tumple code indicairs tut it was not given D

diat zampie.
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Appendix B {Continued)

Institational Fairness

13 €% 11 CE § NCE | 3 B
WOUS 4 CEN RCE .
8 €2 34 CE 3 NCE 18
% €5 2% CE 2 NCE 29
35 C§ 2% CE 4 MCE 0
HOC P ORI ONCE M
OCS I CE W ONCE R
M OCS . CE. NCE M
7t €5 8 CE $ NCE %2

Open Communicating

3 €S . CE. NCE &
3 OCE 29 LE B ONCE O3S
38 €8 . CE . NCE 3%
Y7 TS M OCE 3 NCE W
47 €5 36 CE % NCE &7

Employee involvement

33 €3 CE . NGE 3
3% C5 % CE 11 NCE 18
£ &% . CE . MCE  # .
41 €3 13 CE 33 NCE 41 .
4% C5 M CE M RCE 42
43 €% 35 CE 3% NCE 43
“ . CFE. NE a4
45 5 3 CE 36 NCE
a C% 37T CE J7 NCE 4

Supervisers ara i in sowanding /1 emplayos eantrilmiions.
78 emplyoes Frve wp 1o high echivul wandsndy,

Discipline i sdmiipersd Rirly o T tengioyses.

The dlgzitacin of ek g CFT mmploytes is éveily halanesd.

Mmmmm;mwdammicg ot assigrmzoentt) for CFF emphoyees oo faie.

Superviges eyt 00T smployees with rospect.
Tiisgrites ov vonflica {r.g.. deiwnm co-wuikess} are qoickly snd (efely sosolved.
CIT employens foliow existing pofiches snd practicey fe.g., dn nos sut sommers, ks advanage of mruemd.

There B trunt pevween 7T stpployees and thell suparvisors.

CFY employess are their tnowledge with co-workars,

CIT empioyees o kept well imloimwd on £t demacs alfecting Swir job.

CIT enpioyers preticipale iy borwest and fordighn diatgue with supervinse,
Isformation fices feedy from sapervisers i CFY emphoyesy,

Supervisarss tlearly commumnicats 1 7T employers the posis god privritine of the work onit,

£FT eenpleytes share responsibitity for the quatine of work sedimniondyips..
Maragees provide C7T empioysry with the spporegnity w demonaersie $wlr leadership =iy,
CFF emplovess sctively sewk feadership roley with incredssd respomibilicy,
Supervisar fully involve CfT smployees in the doaign of Hhair work,

£71 employes, e dw initiadve v mee work goals e gendlines.

CFT employans are emcomzaged o Wintity wixd solvg probiorms.

CIT evapioyces pir seuponsihiliny for decitiony tu infhmwe their work,
CAT coplayess look for ways @ nprave tee gualite of producs, seevices, nf smrk procosses,
Supervisory a5k for OFT cmpioyoe W0Es gy opintons belor making wvporuss wark unis dnsiskine,

Resource Altocation/Uiitization

A7 €% 38 CE 3 NCE 4%

$1 CS 41 CE &t NCE 51 K
$2 €S 42 CE 42 RLE " R

$3 €3 43 CE &3 NCE 53
M OO5 M CE 34 NCE b
3% 05 43 CE 45 NCE 55
3 C5 & CE & NCE 56

T L8 4T CE &7 NJE 37 R

32 (S 38 CE A8 NOE S

£7T enployers tave Se ppropriae

Work v plasend o tha & 2ea be

CAT emphoyoes bare cnoagh work e 36 do dutr work.
Imerrupeions make % dificul for C7T omployees 1 finish their work oo dow,
Having 1o et spproviil from otetrs siows doem CFT employees” sork.

ppit iats, end egripment t pueforn Gk juby well.
TIT copityess are given ryasocadie goule end soasdardy oy ey,
Y amployeea have e right wix of ;k-!in and inowisfes o sceomplisy work gouals,

] during schoviubosd work houwrs,

(Continued}

The aevunt of wark kzeps CT emplayers frows providing Bigh quality proeducs wed acrvices.
There is enough tine for CFF emplayees 1o do twir okt in 2 professionsl manrer.

U5 w Comortiyy mpervisor sample;

CE w Conseriium empioyee semple;

HEE w Moneconsmertivm emplinyes mewple;

R a [ is reversee s,

The snber a0 i Tar Yef} ie 2 master iom agmber anie coropanging to

Bie exintive o order in @ mrveys. The owmbers folfowing cach samples wode (C5, CF, snd RCE B e climase iiem mumsber within due tample™s navey. A dnt L) [0 e ight of » seonple cnde dndieates tt sem was oot gived o

thal twrpky,

-
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Appendix B (Continued)

Hezith-Enhancing Work Environment
45 8 M CE M RCE 43 R CFY employses fsed sork-relesd gresy

4 £ . CE . HNCE 49 . LT eployres ake porseeal boalih sevicusly and mainaln opiimum fiimess for work.
36 €3 40 {OF &0 NDE . CfT oroployse obhserss mfety vules,
?miy:’Work!L:fe Balance -
< CE & NCE 59 . /T ewoployeey are given the opportunily o work on Tieaiis work sydutes, when e job permity {o g, Flesivime, Alwepatdve Work Scheduty, prr-time eaployment).
56 £3 S{} OF 50 NOE . CFT employess are given @ opporamity o work st ixoe, when the job pensis (o, Frxiplsie, wck-as-home).
1 05 X OLE M NUE & CF onployess 86 not aflos peronal sceiies (o Enerfete with sork (e, Smguent shaomeeisns, fropdyy porsonsi phone csiis).
6% T3 5 LB %52 MNCE Bl . Supereisess undermamd aoxd mappert OO onployaay’ famnily snd persomal tife rospomsiditicies.
£ €8 . L£E . NCE 8% L CIT cegioyers petbely tovk tp biluoes thedr covrmiomezs @ work end Syl fussily sad personal Bife vesds 0 ensure St witk gt gone,
Supczv:smﬁf?&{anagemam

3% M OCE I NCE M C/T gplnyats openty disouss their mods £nd coneer with supervison.
64 CS S} LE 5% NUE O 44 Roperrisary provkle Ml st Necumie singd of CFT ermployes pecformsess.
65 ©3 5 OF 82 NCE & . Supervisons girovide 0T employecs with consorecter sugresiony o improe their jok perfonnence.
Jen €8 8y LE ¥3 NCE 6 . Supereison clenly tomenunices whin i expected of OFF employees in torms of Job pecfoamuaes ()., feat reonsthititien, peeformunee sandards).
68 % $F CE %% NCE 63 . Bupgviwon mbe the @ i improve the job peeformane of CIT eraplivyess.
@ U5 38 LFE 38 NCE &% Supervises ves bigh mandards of performmnce fa¢ 07T emplvees.
W LR 5% OF 59 NOE 0 Supervisons buld CFF amployess™ sfl-conlsienen,
TE

7€ M OCE &0 NCE CfY senployesy rective belp from their sipervisors when dere ix & work-reluted probiben,

Teamwork

0S8 CE 62 NUE 13 . A whti of covperation sowl teatawgrk cxists smeng CFF omplayoes.

MOS8 £ CE 63 MNUE 74 . A gpiril of conpertion ww? mamrenrk saishy smong o enployees I the work anit {e.y,, OFT anployocs, professivel employees, mupereirsd.
T4 CS ¢4 CE 4 HNCE 15 /T mophovesy participuis in texms (o scompiish work g goaly,

Job Security and Comasitment 1o Workforee
9 L% . CE ., HCE 9 . EFF mopioyees wapend o opperteniter o gain new Enosdadge sl develop new gRith

Organizational Unit Experiences
Treining end Career Development

76 L3 & CE $% NCE | . e effectivence of sdoczion st maining prograny are evelumed and brgroved on k contiming basis,

TH L8 B8 CF 66 NCE . o Pefivaduad muining phess are fully Smegrmed into dw crgsnimaiion's ovead) wregy e plansing fae quatity.

IS 47 LB 67 NCE 1§ . Supereisors s SHsGREErs sIFe &8 condhee gl mentors i help CFT cmployers advarsee i et tawors.
{Continued)

L8 = Consrtium muperriser mmple;  OF » Coportiom empdover siople;  NCE = Noboomortium emplopse mempie; B o o i revertescored,.  The aumber B e far leR i & master Bom sembey sode comresporsiing o
e relacive Born ovdes In e murvews. The nusbers (ollowdng cach mempie oode (CS, UF, and RUE) i th dimaw e mexber within that smmpie’s mrvey. A dot () 40 the dight of ¥ semple sode udicates St inom wep ot given i
thal sample. .
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Appendix B (Continued)

Reward and Recognition : ,

T 8 66 CFE 68 NCE 77 . High performing 07 amployses meecive maneny newards (9., and awands, bonuses, qualicy sep increasssy,

8 ¢S £ CFE 6 NCE 1% . Migh performing OFT employess teorive nomaponotary rewardy §. £., plagues, ietom of sppretiston).

2 C5 W CE 78 NCE ™. Meragens togoint and givo crsdiy for the tul) comritnitionss of CIT employso,

B €5 7L CE M ONCE B0 . High performing CfT omployees sr publicly zecognimd fe g, organiomion.wide awan) ¥, recogniton i newlege),

.

Inpovation and Risk- ’Z‘akmg

84 {8 T2 CET NE 8 Thete is g0 imvesmrent in wehookogics {o.3., compnzss, FAX mahipes) it make CFf empleyors’ work mare effiviens xnd oy to porfoon.
8% C5 . €£E . NCE &3 | Few ochoologios thit provide safe and segonomicatly mund {phyticalty sppertive} werk conditions are rought o and used.

Bt £33, CE . HCE 84 | MHow ixkowiogien the peiance CFF emploves copabitities sre sought et gd used.

B 08 . {8 . NE 8% . New rechoologies e makes C/F eooployess’ wond mwont enjoyshie snd satiafying ans sught cos and wesd. -

8 C8 73 £F 73 NLE B . €7 enployess sio asked 56 provide ingrn sbout the fypes of mekawlogies it would make their mork mors efficient and sy 1o perform,

8% ©% M OCE M OMNCE BF . Manaprm 1o roesplive w chunge £e.y., now wiys of doing work, stracieng te erganication)..

Customer Focug

W CE T LE 73 ONCE 1] Costommers Save the epporianity o enmally evafaate Dw giidity of produce and services provkied by O/T emplovess (0.5, cutomey sbafaciis smverd),
B0 . CE . OMOE OB Thess b7 w strong foeus on the Ssomes, '
‘%) €S M CE 8 NCE 0w There B & commitment & Sroviding High-quality, siiclly sound products and services.
97 05 K L U NCE M The goal i exoend SUROMET CREREATION,
6 C8 B CE MR NCE . Podues, services, and work grocaues arg designod 1m et or exeond custmer meedy and expentations.,

Lea&ersh:p and Commitment to Quality

TTOOETT OMCE 0w Mazigon inspire ©FF cmployon o ke peide i their waork.
94 C& W OCE T NCE 92 . Mamages ok OFT employees sbout ways in boprovn the woek prodused.
G €5 1y CE M NCE 2y . Mansgess follow up on DT emplupes supgesions for improvemens i produces, servites, gad work provessy,
% S B CF Bl NCE ., « Mazagers provide the reseuress {e.g., Bme, naising., doilam) nesded o improve the quality of prodess snd services pmvnkﬁ % LUROmers,
38 £8 82 CE £ NCE 8 . Mampen comemiczbe the Drganieatien’s vision, gealy, snd vatues relansd fo quality and high performnce.
% C5 M CE 81 NCE 96 . Masagess duwionsirsie that qoslit i iapiorient iy their depto-day sctivices (6.8, Dokl smecdeps o discoss qualivy issves, lnteract with tasiomers).

Instisutional Fadroess

HRCS B LE 8 NCE 97 . Ap azwosphore of twsh cuists, brrwesen, managess snd CFF employees.
W1 CS B CE 3% MUE S8 . The promaocion srcem i falr,
lx 8 . CE . NCE 9 . CT employer vighiy oo rivacy wre prowered.

¥ Cs . O . WLE WG . CT employes vighis @ dissent xre protectis),
Open Commuspication (
1208 W CE 96 NCE 115 . Mustapers promote cffoctive oommmamication botween ¢ifferent work sy (r.g., $50ut projkct, youls, pooded vesoureess,
I CS o CE 97 MEE {16 . Masugers opesly comumations oot e grganizason’y oo aditives, opermdont, il cheicey ¥ Py,
126 €5 98 OF €8 HCE AT . Managers openly tomemunicne shot the onganizstion's fimsire plang,
I OS ., LB, ONCE 118 . /T cooployem meepest the coofidemialiey of organizationst information tat is shared by manzgees,
121Cs . CE. NCE 11¢ . Ieforviation sharing ocours gt il Tevels of e ongspiradon.,
{Continued)

€3 » Consorthwn supervibor sunpie;  OH w= Copsortum employes sienple;  NCEH « Non-conwsetum emploves ssmple; R Hem i roverseacsesd,  The suanber af the for Wt i £ makiey itoms smber code comesponding o
the retstive o otder in S surveys, The munbers following cach sempde code (CF, CE, uxd NCE) ia the climms itom sumber within et sample’s micvey. A 402 L) to dhe dighe of » sunple code indicates that ftem was as given (6
s mmpe,
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Appendix B (Centinued)

Employer Invodvement
123 £5 9 CE % NCE
2408 . CE . NCE

L1 SN

12

T anployoss sitively wxd opposuaities 16 compibvie s aad fuggestions o masagen.

Superrimns ind mgngers eogoine the ¥ake of O/ sopioyre pandeiation in achieving dwe poals of fhie pryanimaios.

Healih-Enhancing Work Eavisanment

iz¥ 05 WS CE 103 NCE
126 £5 01 CE W NCE
137 C8 R CE 102 HCE
[8C5 . CE . NCE
1 ELE . CE . NCE

123
b4
1id
Erh|
¥ L]

Family/Work/Life Balanre

138 C5 M3 CE 03 NCE
1) ¢S i CE 18 NCE
13 €g . CE . NCE

CTeamwork

T4 CE 1S LE Hig NCE
149 S IFT OR 112 NCE
150 €S 118 CE 118 NCE

Diversity

104 €3 B8 £ %6 NCE
W05 €S 87 CE 8 NCE
WEES ., CE . NCE
WU M CE 8% NCE
08 €S 2% CE 3% NCE
W rs W CF 90 NCE
$16 C$ %1 CE 91 ¥CE
i C8 92 CE 92 NCE
M2 CS 95 LE S8 MCE
HICS % CE % HCOE
ACsS.. CE . WNCE
115 €8 %% CE 95 NCE
(HeL5 . CE . NCE
7€ . €E. NCE

137
11g
19

143

££7

113
2424
m
104
15
e
w2
i
i
i
13
i
113
3L

Prysicad conditomy {e.g., oise, senperagiy, Bghtog, Cleanfiness) auake it sy for CFT wupioyros 6 porfnrm heir joby well,

CFT mmphirpoas are proteces from desih and efery bazands e e ok,

Programs it encoatape good holth pracoomn sre provssad (e, fioesy contos, health educsion praprans),
Managers work & provsice physice! hesith In Ow workyisce,

Managers work o promots prychological heabh in the worknisce,

Prograsss that alp £7T employsss Sea) with wark and Temdly responsbilitie zre provided [e.g., employee saifstans Drogesiny, suphor griwps, drsss mantgoment ‘mm}.

Family-retaed bevefin aee svailable w CFF omployees (e, perromad leave policies, onsite ahikl ouee, €ider eareh.
Thene #c policies st gractices thas help emplipoes betance delr work, fazuily, sad personal tile net.

Dificesen work waits coopesae 1o g the. jobs sdone.

CY emplryees in different work unis prrticwte B8 coomUnil e 10 TRpteve the quatity of prococts and services, and to sobed probhmis,

Supervisors s managess recogrize the conteBxaticm of tramg.

Dilferonces knong €FF onphpncs (¢.8., S5, moee, ntiamal origh, sge. aulurst hackgronnd} sen dpprociated.

R Mamgony ipfere mindt 368 oF senot] Bamaoames,

Managery see diversity 33 » sourer of hnulation and auichmen
Prysont with diahilioe are wcepted and foet part of the srganinaten.
TIT employees vatue the escial and ool differemtes of obers.

Advaptomers opportusitcy wre svaititle for oy qualifd CFT seplopets, regardioss of sex, re, pational rigln, culterst Iockgronnd, or disabifity,

Accommdations are mudit for porsons with digabilliies fe.y., avaibsdility of dze npnge interproises, rmps, breilie).

Praonnel palicies prometz diversity i the wirkpiace (2.g., récruiling minoviiies and women, teainial W awirencss of dlvemity s, meninting).

Supervisca W masepers M0 15 climinate prebatice s dixrimination, (RCE; C5 OB NCE, OF in the wostpisee),
OIT Employess troat enth aiher with Courtesy s fopeet,
OFT employees (el responsibly for provening 2iscrimination in the workpisce. .
* Masagery eteoirege T7T enployoey o axpraes theie owe preferencss, Selinfi, sod apiniony,
Menagere marmre wlf-cxproiion s promoms Hlsomacs,
Theee are policict A0 poattices tha! sssure oquality of enaploymion &nd dppodhunity,

{Continued)

C3 » Conusnierm rupervisor sample;
the rebuive Som amdet io te meveys The monbers Sllowing exch ample cade (U5, CE, and NCES b tw elimete jtem oumber within Soa sample's servey, A dioe £5 0 the right of w ciople ende adicates dus Saen wag 80f £iven 10

.

%

CE w Commeegan suployer soaple; NCE w Nuttonsoutions enpkreee sampde; . B = lewn fs reverwe 4, The
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Appendix B (Continued)

+

Sociat Responsibility

13305 . £E . ONCE 133 . Theee i a comostiment i providing bonefin tm the soedd wali-being of S commranity and nation.

134 5 104 0F 168 NCE  #31 . There it an arganimadionsd cammitment s bmprovieg commmumity fife (¢4, pastbertiips with schoeist.

133 €8 106 CE (06 RUE Y0 . Manageer oncouruge €77 employees 0 paiticipsie Iy charzy cxmpeigas spoasored by the organiegtion (2.4, Combinad Fedonl Campaipn, holitty food drives),

£36 C3 BT CE 107 RCE 15Y | C/T erployees who volumeer for commanity sctivites ovside of wort are sopporad et rewarded.

13 G839 CE #58 NCE £33 . There are pufici=e and pescsiosy that yeffics 2 covmeaimicm 1o proweving s restoring seaiiomenstsl odth {e.y., recyeliog, pofiution costrof),

138 £5 109 €E 169 NCE 135 ©  CiT employees smist the organivstion in merdng ity sominitment o proveering and resioning sevirnmenial kealh (z.8., paoicipate i recyching}, -
13 C8 . £E . BOE Vi . CIT enptoyeey dere pubiic sespopgibilicier aa anive citizens,

140 8 10 CE 1310 NCE £3F . CAT employees voluseer o1 commity service and charity compaipny peaide of work $.9.. Spoctal Olympics, Aperican Cxncer Secieor).

Job Secarity and Commirment to Workforce

80 £8 . CE . HCE Bl . (T onployeos give fuli waive i dudr coriritvdion w the ongeuination fe 4., work 2 1000 capaciry).
1 £% 443 £E 1)) NCE 13 . C/T eoployets s sevnrded for having fe hills o porform many Gifferem work mlee.
M2 C8 112 CF 1132 KCE £33 . Y emplovees sre mewseded for bring kadwicdgeablc shour seveal arasifuntlons ngmm;m

3OS 112 C8 1D RCE 140 . Progrwns Gae help CFF emnployees desd wish reduetions i feve are promoted (8., seloaining, sarper coupsehing, a3l b finding mew jobs}.
T8 . CE . NCE 145 I is reovpnined s the cognomie severity of the orgesiaation and €t of bis workloves g one i te e,

5 C8 314 CE 134 NCE 2 L U7 employos s willing o be rersined and movsd to odver posidony in e prganization W prout melr employment securicy.
L4 €% 118 CFE 1% NCE 43 £FT cmplovess are provided with b semcty . .
MT QS . CE . NCE 4 . U7 anployers vecognire s Shelr indivicwal job seeucity Us linked 0 Me longaserm ponoses of the orgeaination.

Styaepic Planping -
151 C§ #18 CE 1% NCE . . Migagers play for The organinagion’s femre,

132 C8 120 CE 120 NCE . Mlanugers sst fongeres qoality Doprovernend gorie wnd ohjectivey,
i34 C8 122 CE 122 NOE 143 . T enpiovees pardempare in ptasning for e orpunination’™s Nowre Je.y., treteyic plany, gaabe,
I35 CS 133 CE 12 NLE . . Miemagerns deveiop and e Sesiegies ot continadly stapt o e changing werld,

Measyrement and Analyszz : P

153 €8 3 CE §21 NCE o Mampers cogululy coviow the organization”s progreas foward moating iz gosty and pbiectives,

3 5 124 €F 1M RCE . . Infoemadon on quality and timeliness are collsennd on kE produoty snd mrvices fom cusmeners,

IBTCE 13 CE 12 NZE . Formaf anempes ane made © measiee 2y exteng W which the orgatization fa mening ity gosis and objectiver,

15508 126 UE 126 NOE . . The guatiy of products and services provided 10 eustomers iy sompaied o the performance of ofber organizaticns diat st teenpnized xx scoomful.
IMOS 127CE RTRE . . Appropomte mdvaneed fechaolegy sod wols sre used §o sl wark procvssey and B informmtion coffostion.

160 08 1% CE 128 NCE . Comprehensies pssossmens of quallty, quality syem snd guatity priceates am pevformad aY repwist istzrvaly rom (he orgsntation,

153 ¢ 1M CE 130 NCE . . Finlings froe ¢ cuslity pueagnomt procest e yod 1 dprmre guality and provest probloms,

M3 OS 13 08 1 NgE . Qustioy b the K2y Bctor tued i selecting sepplicn.

r

TS = Comsontienn supaeviser ample:  £F = Comantium anployee mmple;  NCE & Noncomepdurm empliovee sisgle:  Ro= L i roverstesoored, The samber at dhe Tax Yot is 2 magicr sy numbey dode corresponding 1o
the redative: ivam wiries in the merveys, The pamden fotlowing each sample code {C8, OB, sand NOEr by the shmate tom senber within thal tampie’s sarvey. A dot (3 1o the sight of & sample side indicates that itom 2z 60t given
thike zzmpbe,
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Appendix C
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortivm Employee Subsample #1
Model Shaping: Modifications in the lnitial Factor Analysis

First Modifizd Model: & (1806, N=4921} = 22634.78, p< .01, GFl = .84

Londed e 24 onie Facter | (Trelning and Oarser Developmens}
#24; OF7 employees receive mainng snd guidance in providing high quality produce wnd services 1o customers, {A prion Iosded o
Cusiomer Focus factor)

Loades bem 13 aneo Factor 2 (Rewssd and Recogaitian]
N3 Sopervisors are fiie In wwanding O7T cmployee conttibations, (A prior losded op Isthadens Faimess fadtar) .

Loaded hmzrs 14 onto Fagtor 2 (Beward and Recogtition)
#id: /T employses am rewarded for showing cresivity and innaovation. (A priosi Joadet on Imoovetion et Risk-Tuking fector)

Loaded B 72 ant Factor 13 (Supersision/Managament

#TL: There is trusn berwsen €FF empluyees xnd thelr supervisors. [A priori loaded on [neitsdonsd Fairness facter}

Loaded lwem 30 ente Factor | (Treining s Chvser Eleveinpimest}

#38;  Decisions sboui training and carser developmsent oppartaeitics (e.g., job srsignments! for OFT employees s fiiz. (A prios Inaded
ou Instioansl Frirezss)

Freed fem Residusd Covarisnces

Fzwis 57 s} 58

#37:  The smoust of werk keps OFT employest fror providisg high quality peoducs and services,
#3K:  There is pnough dme for O/T employesy 1o 8o their Jobs in 5 profestions) mannes,

Jeeng 38 aed 37
#35:  CST employecs wre Sepr well infurmed on afl isgeey affecting their job.
#3T.  Infonmeton Nows frecly from sopervisars e C7T copioyeny,

jems 66 s 67

#66:  Supervivon chearly commnicaie what is expected of C/T employees in wrms of job performarce (0.8, @sk responsibifines,
performance iadards),

#T: Supervisors cloarly sotyrmmitate 0 C/T employess the goads and prinrities of o work ngit,

8

Second Modified Model: i (1798, N=4921} = 20187.98, p< .01, GFl =

foaded hiem 19 onie Fawer | (Treining and Career Developmens:
F1¥ OFT eoployees receive palning when new cechnologics and toals are introdyced. 1A prios fowded on Inoovauno and Risk-Taking
fagise}

Loadsd Bers 31 oo Factor 13 (Supervision(anagement}
#38: Sopervisars trest OfT employees with respect. {A prior loaded on Instturicaal Fairngss)

Laaded lwe 16 omie Frewr 8 (Braployes {avoivernent}
#6:. &7 soployees are encoumgsd W0 come up with new knd berter ways of daing dungs. (A prior Ioaded on lrzmvs.uun snad Risk-

Taking}

Removed lem 14 fromm Frower 3 {lunovedon mnd Kisk-Taking)
#1d4:  CFF esiployees are sewsmed for dhowing creaivity aad lusovadns. {Now icaded oo Reward xisd Recsgaition)

Freed Tem Residual Covarances

Iieems 3 ant 7

#3; CIT conployees wes provided with frequent opportinitics: o learn, updase, and expand their knowledge mnd skills,

¥ CFT enpluyers are provided widh tradning that enhensos delr cargsr development and telr sdvancersent cpposmniiey {€.¢., thtugh
cross-trainang, detadl assignmenns),

{Continued)
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Appendix C (continued}

Second Meodified Model {Continued?

Yoo 10 and 13
#10:  High perforaing CFT employees a0 revwarded with siore challenging and mewssding work.
¥i$1  High performing C7T emplovoes s promocd,

Yoz 17 and 64
#13: Bupervisors e fair in sewarding /T empleyse coniribudons.
#54:  Supsevisors provads fair and sicenue miings of CFF eopioyee performanc.

s 47 and 33
#5}: I employess heve encugh work gfiace o do their work,
#53:  C/T employees have die appropriate wupplies, materialy, snd squipment to pesform el jobs well

Tiexes 36 and 84
#38:  Work is plaaned 2o that it can be acconplished during scheduled work hours.
#58:  There is escugh dme for CfT employres wx 4o their jobss in w professional mannes.

Tizimy 59 sod 6

#39:  CIT empioyees ars given the spportunity o work oo flenible work swhedulas, when e job permin {e.g., Flesitime, Alitrative
Wark Schediole, pan-taw employaesiy,

Y66 O smplayees are given the opporupity 1o work 3¢ hoow, when the job permits (¢.5., Plexiplace, work-m-bome).

Third Modified Model: x* (1780, ¥=4921} = 15487.12, p< 01, GFI = .90

Removed heem 13 onto Fasior 6 (Insdnsicnal Faimesy)
#£i% Supzevisors are fair i mwarding /7 employer contributions. {(Now isaded oot Beward snd Kecogaidan)

Removed {m 16 Oroke Facior 3 danovation sad Risk-Tsking)
#16: C/T employzes pip encoliraged o come up with tew and beasr weys of doing things. (Now louded cow Employer Wnvolvemant)

Remeved jwm 19 from Prctor 3 (Innovaton snd Risk<Teking}
18 CUT employees reagive wadning when dew techuoingies end wols we istraduced . (Now loaded sato Trainiag and Crreey
Leveiopmens)

Reenoved R 24 Foom Pactor 4 (Customer Facuy)
#:4. CfT goployeds redsive iraining and puidencs in providisng bigh quality prosfuce and servivns @ castomers. {Now lpaded dofo
Training and Carcer Development}

Remmowed Bea 71 from Facwr 4 {nstitudons! Frinwss
#12: Theme is oun beewgen OFF employees and dieir supervisors. (Now joaded ome SuperdsionMaecagemen)

Remaved e 21 froem Factor 6 {Inetintionad Fuirosss)
#3i:  Supervizors oeat 0T employees with respect, {dow kndad po Supervision/Masegoomwm}

{Conunved)
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Appendix C {continued)

Third Modified Mode] Continued)

Specified #n Empioyee-Orienied Factor {Factor 14) »ith the Following luems Double-icaded onn it

A2y CF7 employees hive v good undonnding of whe ity Serve sf customers,

F23: Cf7 smplovess use suggestond from thelr Customen 1o improve e guatity of produtts #nd seyvices.
#25. T angloyess are commanad to providisg Righ quelity product: end services i customens,

#2%6:  CFT smpioyess Hive up o high ethica! sasands. :

F15:  CfT employvees openly discuss Seir needs and concems with superyizors,

#42;  CIT ewmplioyess ke 1he initisteg o meet work goals and deadioes,

#4%  OfT employess Iook for ways o mprove the quaticy of producty, services, ad work prcesses,

#85;.  OT senpinyees have e right mix of skilizs and knowiedge 1o accomplish work goals.

#61:  CFY employess o ot aliow persansd sefivities 1o ieifere whity work {e.g., frequens absenersism, lengtiy persons] phone caliz),
713 A spivi of cooperstion and wamwork cxiss among C/F smployees.

Fruod bwm Residus! Covarisntes

Iems $5 and 66

5 Supzrvisons provide C/T smpioyers with constmugdve fuggestiont o improve thelr jab performance.

#66:  Supervisers clearly comurmmsicate what i sxpesied of COFF empioyecs o 1eres of job performancs {e.g,, wsk responsibilides,
prtformance stadrrds),

Fourth Mlified Mode!: »°* {1762, N=4921) = 14398.37, p<.01, GFl = .91

Specified & Reverse-Scored freen Facior (Factor 15) with the Following lwsis Doubk-foaded aose 1
#i%:  CFY coiployees find ic difficult 10 change dhe way Odngs are done,

51 lowroptons make B 2ieuh for CFT employset @ finish Girir work of tme,

£82: Having m get spproesl Mo ooy slows down C/T smployess” wark.

# Tue wroount of work keeps £71 cmpioyees frowm providing highb quality produers and strvices,

d

S Al ftems ientificd as definie tmpioyze-oriensed prior 3 e inital confinmatory facwr snalysis were loaded onto this fagsr
fexcapt far iom 50, which could 0ot be ginbic-toaded because it way the sale indicetor for Facor 31 regardiess a3 o differences among
them in thelr wxdification indises.

25 mverse-sormd ieins ientified wore foaded onto this facior except jtem ME whith wax drapped from the initial model,
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Appendix D

Average Interrater Agreements
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Appendix D
Average Interrater Agreements, Consortium Incumbents, Subsample #2

s F Finn Usala  Tealaa 3
i 29 38 7Y employess yeorive tive Tosyl waiming ey pond 0 paform Geie joby flecgedy {o ., on-Ovedol soaining, conformess, soikswpsl,
? 4% i) CFY anpliyoss neeive By pveryday guxiance sad sesisouwe By oond 10 posfoan dicks Jobe effecrively oy, heip from Sipervion or co-warkemy.
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Final Dimension Assignments Based on LISREL Factor Loadings and Cronbach’s Coe{ficient Alpha
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{Continped)

Note. CE = Consortium Empleyees; NE = Nowconsortivm Employess; WU = Wark Upit Experiences scale: OF = Organizational Experiences scale.
* by the iten pumber = interrater agreement below 3, % under the coefficient alpha = used in computing coefficient alpha; X = dropped from model,
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INMOVATHIN AND RISK TAKING
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%1 GE 59 Mg * *  There i £ commitment in providiog high-guality, othically sowid produces and serviesy,
¥ Q9 87 &7 P The goal s 0 2X5000 CUSIOMST expectatinns.
i OF &7 - . Producly, services, snd work procees see designed s mees o excend customty noody 2ad 2 xpeciacions,
{Contimued)
Nate,

LE = Consoninm Employess, NE = Nonconsanium Employees; WU = Work VUn#t Expericoces scale; OF = Qrganizational Expericnces scale,
* by the item number = interTater agreement below .3; ** under the coefficient alpha = used in computing cocfficient alphe; X = dropped from meodel.
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Appendix E (Continued)

INSTITUTIONAL FAIRNESS
TE NE 0ty
e SN 3
% WU iR a1 o+ * LUT cmpireots Iive op o high ethiesl soaderds,
FWTOWY T M * Olwipline i iiminisiered folrly o LT enployees.
WE W 8T &7 ¢ % mmamﬂmmm@mhmﬂgum
oWy £ o ¢ ¢ Decigiony shout (aining snd ety doeekyroent opparpitien 6.3, job seigmments} for €T erpdoyoes ane fiir,
3w o8 oM o+ T Disgpres of tonflices £¢.3. between eo-workers} are quickly zad iy resalved.
BOwWg - 5 * UUT mnployets Inficw edining potick end prwction {e.g., do Dot cut comeny, bke advisugs of syeersd,
B3 s
% O0E .13 71 ¢ b Supereisors o8 manegers 1 ree Xk coachies sk mentars to belp TFT employees advinie in tinle catrers.
o 08 M 1 s * At scmomrhere of thus ehis beiweim masagers wnd C/F smplay e,
Bl GE 68X &4 ¢ ¢ The promoetion sysan i fxir.
IOOE - %) * IV aniployes righty o peivicy are prosonted,
€y 0E - &7 ¥ LT omplreee ights o diatery are protected
1 OF 6 6 0 * Ady ppREtadrics see svailable for 00 qualified OFT eopioyrey, vegantiess of wex, txy, natomt acipin, calsrel Dackgrownt, or disad-iny

. EMPLOYEE INVOLVEMENT

CE NE oy oy
-1 BN -
16 Wl A1 U T pnployess Are asataged 10 Soine o with dew and hettor ey of dadng Gings.
[Wowy - % * CIT eployers shart zespossitlity For the ity of w0k selstiomips.
¥WoOWY U ¥ v ¢ Mamagers provide U omployets with e oppoitunity o Jumonrtree el leadershiy sills,
Lo B4 U | T LT amployses sctively seek Tesdership roliey with isceonmed regeonddiliey.
LI £ F B S | S *  Supervisors fully invelee CFT empiowem in the Sudgn of thds work,
4 WY 8 4 0 * OUT emgloyoes sre enconrigest © Zlentify nnd sodve probieme,
Wy . A8 * T mwloyees ke aponsibifiy for decidions ta Enfineate ticir mark.
£ WU g 42 o+ ¥ LT amployers Jook for wayy o knprove B quatity of prodocy, services, s work procene, {EMPLOYER INVOLVERENT)
& Wi o1 3t * o Supervitery sk for ©FF amployoe dear anit opinions tefors making eporant sk ool deeisons.
o
11 o {96 M * FT employoes sttively seek vpparturities io conuiduln deds ené sipgesions o wansyers. (FORCED LOADING
44 OE .~ RO * Supervisers 3ad nusnugery recoghize S value of 7T employee garticipation in achisving the gouds of the seganization,
{Continued)
Note, CE = Consortium Employees; NE = Nonconsortium Employees; Wi = Work Unit Experiences scale; OF = {)rganiza{iamﬂ Experiences scale.

* by the item sumber = interrgier agreement below J; ** under the coefficient z2ipha = wsed in computing coefficient alpha; X = dropped from model.
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Appendix E {Continued)

HEALTH-ENHANCING WORK ENVIRONMENT -~
- CE NE ty u
-
A wU . 73 * T pepployess ke peosoral beaith wericosly vl by optiss fimesy for sork,
¥ wy iio a7 ' CAT amployess obseree Rfay mles. (FORCED LOADING)

T
ja5* GE N0 44 * Plycest conditiosss o)., oolse, tenpesture, Sghdng, deanlimod mae i eary for OFT enmplovess (o perform thelr jobs well |
W ODE M 48 ¢ ¢ IT mwloyoss e promand frem beadhs oxt sfety Bassds of 2 b,

£HE QEF - B * Managers work to gromoee phryoal tealth i By wockphaee,

e 0 . W * Manzpery work It poomicte peychiciogicnl tealth: in die werkptce.

FAMILY/WORK/LIFE BALANCE

CE WE oy o
- 57
41 wu 13 @ ¢ O cosploroes 3o mot xiow perosal acuvitict 3o fmorfont with work {e.g., Frequent shaendenise:, lengdvy personad phone £ails). (FAMILYIWORK/LIFE BALANCE)
(YR TR ¥ Superstmr wndtysiand hd nppett €T oompleynm’ bty and poommd B0 poponsibilitics,
‘6l WY - um * Q7T anployess setively seeb & halzmoe dsr ol i wark axd dirie feoily and pessonad Kie mocde ro erdesre Tl work goo done,
N .Y S
188 58 v * Progod th ooeoumge good health practions kre prosawesd {e.4., Giness tohrery, Susth eduoniion progoesh o
13 OF 435 4 * %  Propeoms dus help 07T empioyee doad with work and funily resporibilices srm provided {e.y., ompioyte aristents progrioms, sgpott groept, WoR sunsgemest geumcr).
31 0B 3 80 ¢ v Fapilyedest bemelins e availsbic & £/T omphvyres (0.4, pareota) borre pofiies, oo-siee chidd oare, eldor exeed,
mooE - * Them me policics and pracicey that help pmpleyees bakinee: thoit work, bowdly, and pivaonsl fife necds, -
TEAMWORK
CE NE oty O
YR . .
TOWH T 0 A i of couperstion s wamwork vainty wmeng O anplovees.
MOWUY M B vt A i ol coupennion e sk exioy gmcvg ol aopioyees Iy e sk unit 2.y, CFT omployens, profesions) snpiopees, RpOMHD.
TOWY B S v LT arpleyen pasiipaie it fema Lo agsoegptish work wedl poab.
s n
43 G885y 3% ¢ * Differst w0rk neet SOOPETALE To 3ot e Job dbne
4% OE 82 & ¥ GIT epnpioyees i different work unity perticipaie I cooss-unil ams 10 improve ¢ quality of produc aad servkees, and o 0TS probloms.
156 QB 3 8 ¢ ¥ Bupervigors st peagers pevgine the contritmtions of reses.

{Continued)

Noww. CE = Cossonium Employees; NE = Noncossortinm Employees; WU = Work Unit Experiences scale; OF = Orpanizational Esxperiences soale,
" by the lem aumber = interrater agreement below 3 ** under the voefficiem alpba = ysed in computing coefficiens alpha; X = dropped from model,
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Appendix E {Continued}

RESOURCES UTHLIZATION/ALLOCATION

CE NE Gy O
as .
€ WU 47 42 * CFF eonployees have enough work wpace o da Sl work,
3 0wk 8 30 ¢ (RY lmerespoons puke § ¢ifioal for ST aupleyoos i Boiey i work on toe.
oWy 2 .y ¢ * (R} Havisg t pes spproval from ochers siows down CFF omployoes” sadk,
52 W) S 30 2 T amployees hare the spprogiaee wppte, merisls, wnd egoivoent o pesfim Gelr jobs wel,
M4 WU o3 6 ¢ * CIT congiloytes ane givey reasonabie goaly wnd sandasde to e,
55 WU A3 56 ¢ % CUT umydeyees have She right mis of wills and knowlofpe 1o scoremptih work goals,
% owy 2w » ¥ Work i planned s shat it can be sroeupiibicd during schedulat work bhoors,
Wy % 3 ¢ * (R} The mtnowse of werk keeps C/T amplayees firwn providiag bigh qualky products sed servioes.
58 WY %6 33 v * There is enough tinse for CFT employesy wi g0 their Jobe in & profesiomd manner,
SUPERVISION/M ANAGEMENT
CE NE O e
5B M
“MOOWH M35 Y f Sypcrvimin ooal VT oopliynes with ropedt,
i OWH S8 s 0 * CFT eaplyens openty disasss et mods £ concerrs with Repesvisors.
e Wl N ¢ Sunvorvisors provide fair end sooarsie oetings of CFF mmploger porforimnce.
& wi M 38 ¢ * Supervimn povide O anployers with copstruedve ragpestions o iprore Dieir job performance,
6 Wg M . » % Bepereisors cleurly comuundczs what is cxpecred of C7Y aupleyees i woms of job performance (¢ g asf responsiiiides, performane: mandandy),
6 WU T N o+ * Superviscrs Bke the dme 3 prove O job peeTormaaes of CFT moployees,
&9 Wi 40 47 * Suptivisszs st hiph sasedards of perk ¢ for /T anpisyss,
T oWy B M ¢ *  Supresimrn bkt CFT emptoyars” sell-confidome.
oWy W o m ¢ ¥ AT amplovees seicive bl Srom dwl supervisnss S et i & woritreisied problom. -
TEeOWU W 8 Y F CPhore is Puw berwien CFF employeer and their upervlsan.
3% WU {65 L60) ¢ o EIT employred ae eyt well infarmod o sl ixtues $¥octing i job, LOADING ON GPEN COMMUNICATION FACTDR: DIMENSION COLLAPSED WITH SUPERVISIONMGMY
3 OWp {Asy * OV emplivyees panieipae io boness snd Torditighs dlatopue with aupervison. LOADING ON OPEN COMMURICATION FATTOR: DIMENSIGN COLLAPSED WITH SUPERVISIONIMGMT
17 WU (T8 ¢ * Informion Oows freely frons sepirvisore o Q0T anpioyss. LOADING ON OPEN COMMURTCATION FACTOR; DIMENSION COLLAPSED WITH SUPERVISION/MOMT
(-2 LR E R ) * Supetvimrs tlaarty communicsic o OFF amplayess ¢ gonkt iad prioiics of the work waif. LOADIRG ON OPEN COMMUNICATION FAUTOR: SIMENSION COLLAPSED WITH
SUPERVISHON/MOGMY
(Continued)
Note. CE = Consortiuns Employees; NE = Nowmconsortium Employses; WU = Work Unit Experiences scale; OF = Qrganizational Experivnces scale.

* by the item number = interrater agreemnent below .3; ** under the coefficient alpha = used in computing coefficient alpba; X = dropped from model,
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Appendix E (Conrirsed)

QFEN COMMIINICATION
OF NE ¢ty Oy

¥ oWy . M 7T praployery shaxe thelr nowicige with co-workary, {OTHER OPER COMMUNICATION ITEMY 1K THIS SCALE COLIAPSED WITH SUPERVISION/MANAGEMENT:
WL I -4
18 O 71 T2 ¢ * Managers oncorags 07 employces be eapress et own prefereecas, helicls, wmd ppisons.
11y O 7% v 0+ ¥ Mungery prowese ofective summwminasion hervern diToroe work unky (8.1, 2bon peeiedss, goals, peoded reeonene).
1B 0B 77 3% ¢ ¥ Mamagors openly comrtigse shout Se orpanitaton’s rontitord, pperanion, ant cheices it Nce,
13 OF 4 .2 » ¥ Mamagers opeoly communicae sbows tic organissiion’s futare plann,
1 g8 - 47 b T oophkyers oot ST confidemtiality of orgrshoeianst Information o s Sharsd by mugmgesy.
13 o . 10 *  information sharing ooours 2L a)l keweln of the organteation.
DIVERSITY
CE NE o O
N s ¥
1 E 57 86 P Differsoworn wnang CFT mnphypoes (o, WX, 02, AMRonsf arigin, ape, celture] backpround) see spprsiyind,
Ty O . 57 * Muarpars we Giveesity a2 waree of memsivion asd enrichment,
W DR A1 M4 *  Prront with diasiiinits are acompted st fect part of e ongpsnizzion.
E OE 5y 48 o+ * ST oophryees vadut the meiel e culrers] differentey of othory,
i QE XY 1 o+ ¥ Accomymedzcons sre made for peossns widh disabititiey f2.g., availability of wign bogpoage Rrnpeewrs, teogs, brailic).
11 OE %% .5t * ¢ Persoraed policies proms divertity e fe workplece fo.g., pcrditing minorite and epmen, quinhy o osesroen of divendty boees, mendoriog).
e DE L ¢ * Supereisoo and Managres %62 te climinne propalies and dicrimimaian, PX04; 37 30T 304300 in the workpiace].
193 £ &Y 47 * LY Epmployics trexe cwh offer with countesy $nd rewpost.
P OF - «} * T enployres Feed compomidie for preveming dincriminaieon tn da workplace.
HE OE - N * Mnagovs penuee sElEXprosRon S pOmoE WA,
»*

1Y OF - 8% Thete 4o policics aixd practicey gt asmire equality of cmploymes and opporteniry.
SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY | .

Cf NE oy Quw
R

3 08 - 8 * There is 0 commiment 10 proveiding Mesetits i the soelad welldeing of fe commmmnity 2od i, .
3% OF A9 45  * o Manspers ooungs CFT employros 1o penicipare {n charkty campaigm spovored by the ongpaakonion (e.)., Comiiend Federal Campaign, boliday food diives),
1 OF 83 ..60 * ¢ /T employees who volunteey for communiny senivitiey ootside of werk wn supponad snd rewarded,
137 DE 48 34 v Y Thoro xee podiciey and practions tha reflect o coomuliones @ proserving s sewoving svironmenol hesits g, reeyeling, poliutiog soatrel).
13 GE 46 31 % 0 £FY employest aisin the organieition i mocting 1 cootmivmen 10 pro@reivg and manring eneironmennt dealth (.4, , cdicipase in recyeling).
9 o8 - A2 * LY employees e padlic regponsibitiver s entive citfzeny,
HE OF & 45 ¢ % U/T eoployoes woBuesr Tor commninity servioe sad oty copaigne outside of work fe.g., Speeis! (Mympics, Amerioss Caooer Socieryd,
i OF . © %% Thest i an orpanization] comuuomens o inproving commmeniy S fe n., particedips with whools}, LOADED ON FAMILY/WORIVLIFE RALANCE: MOVED 70 SOCIAL RESPOKSIRILITY
GURING COEFFICIENT ALPEA RELIABILITY AWALYSES RIR FACE VALIDITY
{Continued)

Note. CE = Consortium Employees; NE = Noncossontium Employees: WU == Waork Unit Experiences scale; OF = Organizational Experiences scale,
* by (e jrems nurnber = interrarer agreemesyt below .3, ** uader the coefficlent alpha = used in oomputing coefficient alpha; X = dropped from model.
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Appendix E (Continued) ‘

LEADERSHIP AND COMMITMENT TO QUALITY

OE
DE
1]
QE
GE
GE

BRRER3

LR

i
NL]
e
g
2
13

NE

5
T
2%
74
A%

ey
B9

# 4 =2 R ¥

g
£5
*
*
’

*
¥

Manapers inspire €77 employees © wke pride i thelr work,
Maagers st CFT snployeoy sbat ways (0 dnprove Be work produced.
Mazsgers ¥ow up on LT craployer muzgenbns for Iprovermens by products, srvicss, Wl work processes.
&(muen provide the rmsourea {¢.§., (ime, reining. dofin) nooded o imersee the quality of products xnd strvices provided o qustamen,
t feae (he organivsiion”s vidion, gealy, amd vahies retatod 0 quality aod high performance.
Mm;m grmoneeate tha gualicy is imponsnt in Meir dgy-unday sctjvitien [e.p., bok merdngy v discun quativy Josues, intersct with ustometa).

JOB SECURITY AND COMMITMENT TO WORKFORCE

5 OE
3 Of
144 OB
. j46 OF
a7 OF

LE

&3

W6

E A" |
36
‘61 A *
Rl *
‘“ * *
32 *

LIT omployees give £l vaker it Dwir conyibwition o S oogantoation de g, work ot 100% capacity}.

Progrens that help £77 amployres deal with redocion i forme are prosnoted (2.9, retesining, carter covenseling, axd I fnding oew jold.
Tis recopnizsd 28 the soonomic sesutiny of S onpanivetion and S of ks workforce Ere oue w) the sem

T empleyons wx provided with job wrriey.

£7¢ smployeey vecogripe Mot Seir indbridual jod securiey b Baked 1o e Song-torm: suecrss of the arganization,

STRATEGIC PLANNING
CE NE oo

58 OF
it OF
15 OE
M DE
3% QE

4%
M
i
S
6

-

.00

%

»> & ¥ ¥

Hamagers plan for the. osganization’s futere,

Menzgers s jong-wevm quality epeovsment goale and objertives.

fuagery pyularly review te crganiradon’s progress toesnd reetdng it gosls and oijecdves

LIT empioyeny pricpa in planning for fes orpaniexton’s Mitire (e, stewtegie phns, gels). (PORCED LOADINGD
Minsgore develon and ute girutegics vt somirally sdapt 1o e changing world,

MEASUREMENT AND ANALYSIS

CE NE ao try

87 -
% OE 62 - ¢ Irdormation on quality and S iipess ape Collected oo & products and services frop customess,
151 0B & - ¢ Formal aterpdy wre nds 10 measyre te exent io which the organization is meeting B gosls and objectives,
IS8 OE 5% - ¢ The quatity of products s services seovided 1y cosunery is cotapared o the performance of ofer organizations that am recogniomd as sucnessfe),
% OE 38 . 0 Appropsiate sdvinced wehnology and pols are used | 831 work processes and &y information celiecton.
161 OF &% . » Comprehensive asscesmenty of quality, quality sysems wnd quality proceises are performed xi regulsr imervaly sorods the arganination,
162 G 38 .~ 0+ Findings from the guallly sssessment procets sr¢ used to improve quality and prevent problams.
Y 08 8 . v Quality is e key facmor used g selecding wippliery,

(Continued)

Note,

CE = Consortium BEmployees; NE = Nonconsortium Employees; WU = Work Unit Experiences scale; OF = Organizationasl Experiences scale.
* by the Hem number = interrater agmement below (3 ** under the coefficient alphs = used in compuiing coefficient alpha; X = dropped from model.
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Appendix E (Continued)

MISCELLANEOUS ITEMS {Not encugh empirical evidence, based on LISREL and Coefficient Alpha analvses, 10 sappart assigning these items w any dimension)

¥ Wy
15 Wy
¥ Wwu
€ WU
L
M wu

50wl

% OE
4% QE

A8
180
02
X
IR

g9

34
X

LE NE

L%

30

1.0

1

X

1

17

e
3

T O senpioyers respond  oppostuzities to ks mew kiowledgr ot dereki ew sEills, {FORCED LOADINGY (JOB SECURITY AND COMMITMENT TO WORKFORCH

(R} CFY oeployens find @t ditfican w chenge the wey SRings am doee, [INNOVATION ARD RISK TAKING)

Supervisory 1ot C/T employees know how their serk contribues 1o the orpastation’ s misdnn ond geals, (FORCED LOADINGS) (LEADERSHIP AND COMMITMENT TO HALITY:
Cri employoes ke Sy infiadre @ meck work gouls and deadibnes. (EMYPLOYER INVOLYEMENT)
(R) C77 cooplowass foek work-retsed wresy. SIPALTR-EMHANCIRG WORE ENVIRONMENT}

GT amployers g0 given e ooportanisy 10 wird on Deaitle work schedules, wien the job permits fo.g., Flesitine, Alvengive Work Schadule, pan-thay emplvessenty (FAMILY/WORKATFE
BALANCEY .

CfT eruplowwes ate given the sppazronity W work & bosie, wiin e job permits fo.g., Flexiphies, work-st-homel, (FARILY/WORK/LITE BALAKCE)

£53 Mumagers. ipore mipor acty of seaual harsssme. (DIVERSIIY)
T eoogloyees are witling o be reerained sid moved to ofhir positions & the ongesization w prowect ey ecplioyment smutity. (JOR SECURITY AND COMMITMENT T0 WORKFORCE)

Note. CE = Consortium Employees; NE = Nonconsortivg Employees; WU = Work Unit Experienves scele; OF = Organizstional Experiences scale.
* by the item sumber = interrater agreement below .3; ** under the coefficient alpha = used in compating coeffivient alpha; X = dropped from model.
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