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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


This study was a psychometric analysis of 163 organizational climate items that were part of' 
a large survey of over 70,000 employees in 77 clerical and recbnical Federal occupations and 
!hI:ir supervisors (Rodriguez, Usal., & Shoun, 1995). The items were written to measure 18 
climate dimensions related to organizational effectiveness: Training and Career Development, 
Reward and Recognition, lnoovation and Risk-Taking, Customer Focus, leadership and 
Commitment to Quality, Institutional Fairness, Open Communication, Employee 
Involvement, Health·Enhancing Work Environment, FamilylWork/Life Balance, Teamwork, 
lob Security and Commitment to Workforce, Resources A1locationlUtilization, 
Supervision/Management, Diversity, Social Responsibility, Stnltegic Planning, and 
Measurement and Analysis. Some of these dimensions Were assessed .1 !hi: organizational 
level, some .t the wolk unit leVel, and some at both. The pw:pose of this analysis was 
threefold: (I) to determine if each item was • valid indicator of the climate dimension it was 
intended to measure, (2) to identify items whose responses could be summed to form reliable 
climate dimension ..:ales, and (3) to evaluate the extent to which responses to each item 
reflected a "ahared perception" among the respondents. The analysis used USREL (a 
structural equation modeling/confrnnatory factor analysis software), Cronbach's Coefficient 
Alpha internal consistency reliability estimate, and intertater agreement calculations to 
address each of these goals, respectively. 

The USREL analyses found that only nine of !hi: 163 iterns were not valid indicators for any 
of the 18 dimensions. All 18 of !hi: dimensions had valid representation from the remaining 
i,terns, although one dintension specified a priori at both levels lost its representation at the 
work unit level. These analyses also determined seven items to be more valid indicators of 
dimensions o!hl:r than the ones for which they were originally written. USREL 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 
USREL found !hi: item validities to be consistent between young and old respondents; 
however, statistically significant differences between whites and African Americans were 
discovered, suggesting that there DllIy be differences in whal some items mean for the two 
races. Differences were also found between males und females at the organizational level, 
but not the work unit level. Reverse~scorcd items were a source of stress in some of the 
measurement models, having implications ror future item wriling. Subsequent coefficient 
alpha analyses were used to make fmal dimension assigmnerus based on reliability for items 
whose assignments'the USREL analyses could not definitively determine. Finally, the 
interrater agreement analysis identified 13 items with averaged within-agency intertater 
agreement to be exrremely low, suggesting thaI, in this sample, responses to these items do 
not reflect. shared perception among respondents. 

jv 



INTRODUCTION 

Purpose 

The purpose of this study was to evaluate tile psychometric integrity of tile organizational 
assessment items in tile survey of clericaVtecbnicahemployees (distributed in November, 
1993 lhrougb January, 1994; Rodriguez, Usala, & Shoun, 1995). The lhree general goals of 
this item analysis were: 

1. 	 Assess tile 'true score' validity of the items (i.e., did the items measure what they 
were intended to melisure); 

2. 	 Identify items whose responses can be sununed to form reliable dimension 
subscaIes; 

3. 	 Identify items wOOse responses can be sensibly interpreted as reflecting an 
attribute of an organization (i.e .. items whose responses reflect a shared 
perception among tile respondents). 

The specifIC goals undertaken to meet these general ones were as follows: 

a. 	 Assess tile validity of the predicted (a priori) assignments of items to tile factors 
(dimensions) that tIley were purported to measure; 

b. 	 Determine which items, if any, sOOnld.be reassigued to factors (i.e., determine 
whicb items are more valid indicators of survey dimensions other than the 
dimensions for which they were originally written); 

C. 	 Finalize the "true score" item~to~faclOr structure that would serve as a basis for 
nobserved score lt dimension scoring; 

d. 	 Identify items that are not valid indicators of the dimensions in this sindy and 
wbose responses sbould therefore not be reported in a dimensiooal context; . 

e. 	 Finalize the observed score item-to..<Jimension assignments; 

f. 	 Assess interrater agreement at the item level. (Low agreement indicates that tile 
orgaoizational attribute measured by an item is not a shared perception among the 
respondents. In such instances, it is oot sensible to report mean responses .s 
representing an 'organizatiooal' attribute.) 

.,'-. 
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Analyses 


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

1. 	 Structural Equation Modeling using LISREL (k.lnear atructural RELations) 
software (J6reskog & Sorbom, 1993); 

2, 	 Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha reliability estimate; 

3. 	 l.olem!ter agreement calculations devised by Finn (1970) aod modified by Usala 
(1993). 

The foDowing is an explanation of why and how each set of analyses was used. 

LISREL 

LISREL is a statistical software for performing structural equation modeling. This means 
simply thet it aDows a researcher to make hypotheses regarding relations (covariances and 
regressions) amoog variables and to teSt whether these hypotheses are tenable. It does so by 
comparing acrual (observed) data covariance relationships among indicators (variables) to the 
covariance relationships implied by a researcher's model. The more similar these two 
covariance matrices are to each other, the better the "fit" of the model to the data, aod the 
more confident the researcher is thet hislher model accurately reflects relationships as they 
truly exist. 

While there are many other kinds of analyses thet can be used to specify aod teSt 
hypothesized relationships, the greatest value of LISREL aod other structural equation 
modeling procedures is thet they disanenuate for measurement error, both stochastic 
(raodom) measurement error (which suppresses relationships) aod 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 covariance between 
portions of response variaoees not attributed to measurement error can be estimated. 
Howevert while important for determining what it is that items are really measuring, an 
evaluation of sucb "true" relationships alone is sufficient only in a totally research context. 
If item or scale "observed score" responses are to 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 to ensure that the actual quantitative values 
that so",e as the hasis for decisions are reliable and (for climate) a shared perception. 

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

Factor Analysis versus Internal COllllmency. When an a priori item-to-<limension structure 
is specified (Le., when some items in a survey are thougbt to measure one dimension. while 
other items measure a different dimension), a traditional way of estimating the reliability of 
the dimension subsCales' (and each item's contribution to the reliability) is via an internal 
consistency analysis sucb as Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha (a). Unfortunately, a coefficient 
a analysis has often been used as a proxy for an item validity analysis. ThIs problem is 
related to the adoption of the homogeneity approach to subseale defmitioo. ThIs approach, 
which underlies hoth factor analysis and internal consistency analyses, states that items 
which axe valid indicators of the same construct should correlate highly, comprising a 
"homogenous· grouping of items. However, internal consistency results are not as sensitive 
to homogeneous item subgroupings as factor analysis. In other words, internal consistency 
analyses can show a subscale to be reliably composed of a group of items which actually 
comprise two or more distinct homogenous groupings. These groupings may in fact 
"'Present distinct but correlated constructs. These constructs, if not too highly correlated, 
may have useful, differential validities with other variables. Factor analysis is more sensitive 
to such fine imer-item correlations and affords a better opportunity to discover more . 
homogeneous subgrouping (Green, Lissitz, & Mulaik,I977). 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis versus ExPloratory Factor Analysis. Even when an item
dimension structw:e is speeifted in advance of the analyses, it is still common practicO'IO . 
perfonn explorntory factor analysis on survey data and then make some jndgement as to how 
",eU the results mateh the a priori sttucrure. Wbile 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. researcher is capitalizing . 
on chance. In other Words, in explorntory analysis, aU items load onto all factors, while in 
confu:malory analysis, the researcher dictates which item load onto which factors hased on a 
theoretical framework, and this hypothetical structure is rested statistically. Further, 
exploratory factor analysis is plagued by the "indeterminacy" problem: solutinns are 
dependenl upon such ihings as type and power of rotation which can he manipulated until the 
most desirable solutions are achieved. In general, the ordy things to manipulate in 
confumatory factor analysis are the estimation method (although maximum likelibond is 
probably the most common in use) and the researcher's model; when tbese two parnmeters 
are set, confumatory analysis can generate only One solution (Mulaik, 1975). 

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

Goodness-ol-fit indices. L1SREL generates a x'statistic which refleclS how well a 
factor model illS observed data. In theory, a signillcam x' means that the model does not fit 

'In this paper, 'subscale" refers to the observed score manifestation of. dimension, 
while "factor'" refers to the true score,representatioit 
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the data well. However, X2 is very sensitive to the large sample sizes required to run 
USREL with confidence, and so, in practice, a significant x' is often an artifact of sample 
size and not truly due to • poor fitting model. For this reason, USREL also generates a 
goodness-of-fit index (GI'l} and adjusted goodness-of-fit inde. (AGPI; adjusted for degrees of 
freedom) that measure model fit 'on a 0 to I seale. The most reeent version of USREL also 
generares several other fit indices that have been suggested by researchers in recent years. 

Modeling error variance. As stated earlier, the most important aspect of LlSREL as 
it is applied to social scienee research is its ability to disattenuate for measurement error. A 
review of LlSREL model notation will help clarify how LlSREL corrects relationships 
among variables for measurement error, Below is a simple. two-factor LlSREL path 
diagram of a factor analytic model. The two large circles denoted by the Greek Eta m 
represent the f.ctors. which in turn represent latent coastnlCts, The curved line between 
them with double arrowheads represents their covariance, while the curved singJe~arrow lines 
above them represent their variances; factor variances and covariances are denoted by Phi 
(4)), The boxes beneath the factors represent the factor indicamrs (items or suhaeales). The 
arrows between the factors and indicators, denoted by lambda (h), are the factor loadings, or 
the "true score' relationships between the indicators and the constructs they are inteoded to 
measure. They point from the f.cmrs to the indicators 10 iIIusU'ate that the latent constructs 
are the source of the observed responses on the indicators, The factor loadings are 
regression coefficients, and the strength of. factor loading is an indication of an item's (or 
subseale's) viuidity for measuring a particular construct. 

Below the indicators are the other source (besides the latent constructs) of the observed . 
respoases: measurement error, or "disturbanees," represented by the small circles with 
arrows poimed toward the bo«s. Theta (6) denotes the variances and covariances on these 
disturbance terms. LlSREL uses a common factor model 10 partition error and true variance 
in item responses. In other words. it is the relationship among items - their common 
variance - Ibut detennines what is error variance or true variance. (A crucial point should 
be obvious here: The particular items.ineluded in a model are of critical imponance in 
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deftning error and true variance and covariance.) With eITOr variance removed from the 
indicator response variance (and thus removed from the "factor space"), the regression (h) of 
the indicator onto the factor is its "trUe score" relationship to the factor. If the indicators are 
items from a single scale, the factor is a "true score factor" representing a larenCconstrucl; if 
the indicators are subseales of the same dimension from differeDt instruments, the factor is a 
"latent variable" representing a latent construct. The ability of USREL to model error 
covariance (the double-headed curved arrow between two indicators in the figure) is 
extremely important. This represents systematic error which, if not expressed in the model, 
can force itself to covary via the factor correlation (artifactually inflating it) and contaminate 
the factors themselves, compromising the factor loadings of the other items. (Correlated 
measurement 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 Results section. 

Model shoping and modification indices. Some researchers stipulate that conflJ1ll>tory 
factor analysis (CPA) is simply that - conflJ1ll>tory - and that using CPA proceduses to 
adjust models (called "model shaping") is an inappropriate application. This is simply not 
true. CPA can be used to perfonn "exploratory" work (e.g., determining that an item 
originally loaded on a particular factor is best loaded on another), provided that the 
researcher understands that chance relationships may be driving modifications suggested by 
USREL solutions. There are two things to which researchern should always be adhere to 
guard against modifications based on chance: (I) make modifications that are only 
theoretically sensible, and (2) cross-validate the ,mal model in a holdout sample. A third 
point - replicating the solution for the fmal model in an umtsed sample of different 
characteristics - is also desirable. 

USREL makes model shaping conveolent. A USREL solution can include "modification 
indices," which reflect the amount of stress in • model due to unspecified relationships. Par 
eltaDlple, a large modi'lCation for a factor loading or an error covariance that is not specified 
in the model indicates that "freeing" the par.uneter (i.e., allowing the indicator to load on 
that factor. or allowing the error variance between two indicators: to covary) would 
significantly improve the fit of the model to the data. The improvement in model fit can be 
assessed by evaluating the goodoess-of-lit index or the cbange in x'. Cross-validation of the 
,wi model and replication of the fmal solution can likewise be evaluated in similar ways. 

MeasuremenJ equivalence and mu/tlple groups analysis. Ooe analysis that, 
regrettably, is usually not perfonned is a test of whether a factor structure holds for 
panicular demographic subgroups. Such analysis is known as assessing the "measurement 
equivalence" of an instrument, and it asks the question: do the item., mean the same thing for 
persons of different groups? For instance, suppose an item on an Anxiety subscale of a 
pernonality inventory asks if a person shakes a lot. Might not that item be an indicator of 
anxiety in young persons, but not in an old population where sbaking is a common somatic 
complainl related to physical age? Ensuring 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. 
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USREL has the capability to test the measurement equivalence of a factor structure in 
multiple groups by perfotming "simultaneous" factor analysis. A factor structure can he 
tested in two (or more) separate samples at once, aod USREL geuerates a single x> statistic 
reflecting the model fit to both. The model is then tested again, bot Ibis time parameters can 
he cOllStrained to he equal across the groups. The resultant x> can he compared to the 
previous one to test the hypothesis the parameters that were constrained are really equal in 
the two groups. This is called "nested" modeling. (The same principal can he applied 
within groups to test paraUelism between alternative scales.) Sequential, nested modeling can 
he perfonned to test the measurement equivalence of all the model parameters; however the 
present study tested only the equivalence of the item-to-factor true score relationships (te., 
the factor loading matrix), known as testing "tlu(T)-equivalence," across sex, age, aod racial 
subgroups. . 

Coefficient Alpha and Item Subscating 

While USREL is an excellent tool for detennining what Construct an item's true score 
variance is m~;uring (Le., assessing item validity), the factor structure determined by a 
USREL analysis should only he used as a guide for constructing observed score subscales 
(e.g., items whose observed scores are summed 10 generate scale or subscale scores). 
Ultimately, observed scores are typically used for making judgments about people, 
organizations. etc. These observed scores are not disanenuated for measurement error. A 
reliability estimate such as coefficient alpha for prospective subscales is necessary to ensure 
that observed score subseales are reliable and to identify items that diminish a scale's 
reliability . 

luterrater Agreement 

Climate analysis presents an imeresting paredox in quantitative analysis. The above analyses 
require variance in item responses to evaluate item validity aod 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 dimate for an organization. A climate is a shared 
pen:eption that an organization (or other level of analysis) has a particular characteristic 
associated with a construct. In other words, there has to be agreement - the opposite of 
variance - within a level of analysis on an observed score to assert that the associated 
climate exists. An item (or scaJe) can he a valid indicalOr of a climate construct, and yet 
when applied to a particular organization, he responded to with a large variance showing that 
there is no coherent climate in that context. (An imeresting implication of this paredox is 
that, when possible, item validity should be evaluated using a mix of organizational units to 
increase response variance that migbt be lacking within organizational units.) " ." 

While interrater agreement from this perspective is strictly a description of a specific 
organizational unit aod not the psyebometric quality of the item or scale, an assessment of 
i.nterrater agreement across many organizational contexts should provide infonnation as to the 
usefulness of a climate indicator, [n the present study, an average of wilhi.o-agency interrater 
agreements (with a minimum number of respondents in an agency as a criterion for 
inclusion) was calculated for each item. (Although the items were asked at the work unit aod 
organization level, the agency was the lowest unit of analysis that could he identified in the 
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dataset.) Items with very iow average interrater agreement were identified as ones that may 
no! be useful as climate 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 one suggested by Finn 
(1970) and revisited by James, Demaree, and Wolf (1984). Although originally presented as 
a reliability index for. 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 better thought of as an index of consensus, patticularly useful in climate applications. The 
measure compares the response variance on an item to the variance of the wrlform (even) 
distribution of responses aCross all the response categories. The uniform distribution would 
be expected if. large sample responded randomly to the item, Le, if responses were due 
tollllly to random error. The equation, based on James et aI. 's (1984) paper, is: 

C = t 

where C is the consensus index, 5:1is the variance of the observed responses. and (1m] is 
the unifonn distribution variance ("£11 for expected error. "UII" for uniform). The index is, 
in Ibeory, on a scale of 0 to I. If Ibe observed scores represent perfect consensus, then 
s,'=O and C=l.O, If the observed scores rePresent random responding, then s,' =qEU' 
and C=O. In practice, because of how a sample variance (s,') is caleulated, s,' for a 
uniform distribution only equals u",,' when samples are large, For this reason, UsaJa (1993) 
suggested using the population variance 11.2 in place of S.l «(1.1 for random responding == 
0",,'), which serves to calibrate C to 0 when responses are uniformly distributed, regru:dJess 
of sample sire. Usal. also SUbstituted the noation uu' for u..u' under the realization that Ibe 
distribution of random (error) responding i. not uniform under all conditions, but that it is 
specifically the v.riance of the uniform distribution that is required for this calculation. The 
new equation is: 

0' 
C' = 1 •- ;-;-. 

u 

The variance of the uniform distribution is calculated as follows: 

, A '-1
°u =-U' 

where A ;;:;; the number of response categories for the item. 
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METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects of this study were Federnl employees in 77 clerical and IeChnical occupations, 
grade levels 3 througb 9, and their supervisors. Ten Federnl agencies comprised a 
consortium that belped fund the project. Subjects were randomly sampled via a s!ratification 
plan that ensured adequate representation within eacb occupation and grade level for each 
consortium agency and the Federnl government as • whole. This resulted in a mail-out 
sample of over 70.000 employees (35,000 from the consortium and 35,000 from the non
consortium agencies) and over 35,000 supervisors (only the consortium supervisors were 
given the climate section of the survey). The response rate for the emlre project was 42%. 
Because the present analyses were not concerned with occupation-speciflC data, the sample 
size was more than adequate to conduct this study. Also, not all items were administered to 
every subject (see below) such that the three groups of SUbjects - consortium employees, 
non-consortium employees, and consortium supervisors - were in fact three separate samples 
requiring their own analyses. Considerable item overlap, however, did allow comparisons 
among the samples. 

Instrument 

The climate survey was designed to collect information regarding organ.izational attributes. , 
that are related to organizational effectiveness. It was administered as one section of a larger 
occupational analysis survey of clericalltechnical occupations (Rodriguez, Usala, & Shoun, 
1995). There were actually three different climate surveys: one for consortium employees, 
one for consortium supervisors, and one for non-;;onsortium employees. There were' also, .. 
four subsections of the-climate section: a Work Unit Experiences seale, an Organizational 
Experiences seale, a Personal Experiences seale, and a Job Satisfaction seale. The latter two 
scales were short and deemed inappropriate \0 analyze using the procedures outlined in this 
study. Therefore, the current analysis was performed only on the items in the Work Unit 
Experiences and Organ.izational Experiences seales, which included the vast majori!}, of the 
climate items. 

The climate section was written by Dr. Jodi Schneider of the U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management.' Items were developed or taken from the organizational climate scientific 
literature and well-establisbed sources such as the OPM Leadership Effectiveness Survey 
(Career Entry Group, Office of Personnel Researcb and Development, 1993), the Presidential 
Award for Quali!}' (Federal Quali!)' Institute, 1993), the Malcolm Baldrige National Quali!}' 
Award, and Healthy Companies Pathways (Healthy Companies, 1992). AppendiJ: A is • 
master item list sbowing all the items in the Work Unit Experiences and the Organ.izational 
Experiences scales. The climate items were written to measure particular climate 

'This part of the survey was a precursor to the OPM Organizational Assessment 
Survey. The technical repon (Schneider, 1993) for that survey provides a more elaborate 
description of the research found.tion Jor this portion of the survey. 
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dimensions, or subscales. Table 1 lists the a priori climate dimensions and the number of 
items 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 
Subseales (Number of a priori items in parentheses) 

Wort Unit Experiellcu 

Training and Career Development (7) 

Reward and Recognition (3) 

Innovation and Risk-Taking (7) 

Customer Focus (5) 

Le3dersbip 8nd Commitment to Quality (I) 

Instituliooai Fai""", (9) 

Open Communi","ion (5) 

Employee Involvement (9) 

Health-Enbancing Work Environment (3) 

FamilylWorklLife Balance (5) 

Teamwork (3) 

Job Security and Commitment to Workforce (\) 

Resmm:e AlI0C3tionlUtilizatioo (9) 

SupervisionlM....gement (8) 


Organiullional Experiencu 

Training and Career Developmem (3) 
Reward and Recognition (4) 
Innovation aild Risk-Taking (6) 
Customer Focus (5) 
Le3dership and Commitmelll [0 Quality (6) 
Institutional Fairness (4) 
Opeo Communication (5) 
Employee Involvemelll (2) 
Health-Enhancing Work Environment (5) 
FamilylWorklLife Balance (3) , 
Teamwork (3) 
Job Security and Commitmelll [0 Workforce (8) 
Divenity (14) 
Social Responsibility (8) 
Strategic Planning (4) 
MeasUrem<:nt and Analysis (8) 

T.ble 2 shows the defutitions for each dimension written by Dr. Schneider.' Appendix B 
, lists the items grouped by dimension with codes designating whicb items were presented to 

each sample, There were 75 possible Work Unit Experiences items and 88 possible 
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 c(}-workers. and 
immediate supervisor)." while superviSOrs: answered in reference to "The people you 
supervise on a day-to-day basis (tile group or team consisting of you 'nd the employees you 
supervise)," Por the Organizational Experiences section, all respondents answered questions 
in reference to 'The highest level in your Agency or Department for whicb you feel you can 
give accurate answers; you may want to choose the Office or Bureau level." For the items 
in these two sections. respondents indicated the extent to which they agreed with each 
statement. 'The responses for both sets of items 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. 

'The definition for the Measurement and Analysis dimension was wrirten by the 
present author based on the scale's a·priori item content. 
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Table 2 
Defmitions of the A Priori Climate Dimensions 

Training and caRte Development 
Or,1.I'\It.I:!.ioa provide! _plo~_ wlih !be ltIiIImI tlld .,,~ 

DiCIZIW'Y (or df.::dPt job p~; tt.. .... (lnjow, commilJ'llCOlt 1& file 
~ I!Id WlZr III:¥~ or all crnplayCI:I; proyid= ""nDmI<IWI CllII~ 

I!Id lcan:Unc: o!'POmo..wc fur <:mPJor_. 

Reward and Recognlilon 
Ot • ..u..UD(! __ II; divC'Qli; JC:I or ~ ond illC'.Clldl<... 10 nocotniu 

!be I\I!! contI'ibul.iotu or i!lIlJ)Joyccs; ff'ftrru. cl«llenee: ¥~ I!Id ~ 
emplofCCi fM ll:M:ir imolY_ In o:tlllliity lrnf/m"lItImiIS; ~11\IIlM II n"nrd IYwm 
tb.I. ""'pic""", pm:civ" LoI &In mtllra I'&'Wlmi qJ:Wf! Rl1eaI impI>l'WII 
ora~ nlllCil (¢'J , _"'let, 'tmli.lt)', 4innil)'. j¢Im...m.~, 

hwovatioD and"Rhk-Taking 
0l111l1i;a,1i0l) cnc.ourqet I!ld ~J iMotI'lion, ~IMIY. _ ti.t,t. 

tU:II:Il:: ill ~1IliYc III dl.Illac; ~ I\CW lcdIMIo,il:! dw t1lIutIce III:a\wl 
~ and WiI!acIion, I!Id yield ~cI4v~ IOXIIlIimIally UJllW= 

""'" p-.lnIII:'rialI, and~, 

Cu$tomer Focus 
o~ b.u • imina _eI'-Io¢rritI: toeu.; ~ 

~ to ,,_ldiAl; ..-mm _ b.ip-qWliily, ahicallr UUJd' prt!dIK:D 
iM ~dIIp~ blow tAd mpoud 1;& !he MIll. ot mar ~ 

Ladersh.lp and C<lmmitmelll Ui QuIlUty 

"'-1_ p_1tS hi&h pct~ tAd ~~ Ibt 


fJl'lmiDlicO, ..w.a U dttl' III IImIIkI7_ltIn>ufb Ibrir ~~, lAd 
~ dw hl.-~ tAd qU&fuy aft in:I~ _iTO I:/lIIIWitmeDIl;& 

biab perto-..:: II.lId ql'i.l.ily from •.II _ploy~ Cl'alel1I.lId ~ 
~ YiI.Ian, toaU.lI.lId 1111_ dw an m-t!O~!Ii~ 
io~IAd""""', 

_Nrn", 
OqUliindon ~ doe riihu or .all cmPkJ1o!:! II)" I ftit tall 

~ I"(Jft ~ IltQQQI IndI~i:tIal ri&hu II)" priVIC1 ta114i1:s1!111; 
ptMidc:a • IIir*1- '" R:iOtft- d~_; ;. a:olllZmCCi widllbe Mlt>Mine of ilt 
anplutft: II.lId trQb 111 anp!o7=l wdt 

op.n Communka_ 
0tJ1I'IiUciau Ib&ra imOl'ltllltioo .... o!:Mp!oy_ aI &lllefl:if 01 !he 

orallllluticm; prtmll]t&lll'J'P"dOwtl IIlId bonom-vp informacion tIDw; ~yu:I 
~n 1\,1 mciem _ ~ !ilItormaI1oo ~ m penormlq IIIcir jobk 
~I!d 11M _.m ftdIta.e il'ifonnMioo lI"eel1: 4ifftmu 4ivlt\olll; 
~an iofutmMkln ~ 10 IIWo Ort~ ,nu. 

Employee lnWlIYment 
Q~ proIIlO!.ef ~ invnl_ II.lId putlt;ipation 

~aMuI U!c ot&1IlIiDt101I (q., .. impt9~in( PfUdllI.UlKf'OittIJ~. job 
lid '6'IXt desip. -.in.I o'1~IUI,oU. maldq ~om); ~ (II, 

~0Uf II.lId (dell or anpto,ca: IKllW!1I mIjl101« !dcu II.lId JUUe!I,IomI; 
~d~~ wkicty IO'itblD Ike wat.nlU!ion; provides 
IImIIkI1l!d ri.fllh; audromy IICCI:IIIIlIY III &GOOITIpU.b MIlk IIbjeai~es_ 

Heakb~Enbillldni Work Envlromnmt 
~I! ptvvidl!f" plt::uu\l. ~" 11M Nfe *1lrk 

c:n..wnm.:m: wClb 10 P!1:'liaJI phylilMl or jl$J'diQlo.iW bam'< in We *1l1tp1_; 
~ PbyGa.! t:Uodilio,. (e.r.. 1<:111"",","'"" noTe, delnltru:S$) dw m:
¢OI>dlll'ivt to df=vt poufulTO_: providCl WOtk ~ lIlId phylal r&cilldcl 
UIIIa/c~k. 

FamllylWorklLire Balance 
QflWution mila rondillotll (h~ 1Iclj.> crnplilyca ~ ftmitr 

II!*!J md ,.,..,.. dc:nwvk; ~ am 5Il{IponI r-.ily ~ipll!Id ouuiae 
~II:!1I.JPI' PtMW~' tIJIW)'-IrkNll:r QllIUtt 11Irou&b Ni:b. p~ u 
lIuiblll hcun and bMle-...m: opcklllS. bm¢ftu Prot_ tbalI:dYe£ hIIIil)' 
~, pnaIUJ le:nc jlOIida• ..00 empioyllNlrpDim;l tblkl tm, 

T~,.k 
Ora-.loD ~es~-'~: fIoU)I iny1,i!.,. 


I¢I;IIU ill im1»lWinl P~lC">'lo!:al_rI< ~ .... flGtriq Jltot»am: 

provides I!:<tim·bucd ~e!; 4q!mmeau l"XmIi:rr.I.e \MIr d'lQltI II:! Idlieoe 

orplI.iuIIDRaJ loW: cmp\o))'M COOI'fiI'!'UiC lit 1IW)1'Il9li.sb _rt~. 


Job Sl'tutity and Commitment to WorktOI'Ct! 
Or~on~ 1iIII g cffa:titrmc:u ~ 00 ~ 

w=miuJl= and morale (if ... ~Ioyees: p!'O¥ideiljob~: Iet:b III dll9Not 
"1"1I.~ll:rm eo,.., *9!UolU; looks ro .. W1mI&IiI'a kI Lilyoff' ~tr po:>Wblt, 
&jlp~II. both IIlc «I~ b;:nd!tI"'; die rw- of k~ 
~, dllllil:.U=d IlmllIoy«s; IlI,I,II:iiIim I WOtkf<>"", WI u. ~ in ill! 
wott MtII tall in IWlIiat _Iii/II; ~1 nmiPf, 1ImII\tIyca. 

RaouCi:es A.llocatlonlUtIlUatktn 
Or.lI'li:wioD prnYi.tes ~ (f.I" per1QMI:l, ruppica-. 

~IDCIII) ~ f« ~ JOb pet1olm*:f; ..u. fl\'P'tOPriaIt; INtCriI1s 
IIlId ~ .Ivaitm1f; IIlIiIMInl Ud !IpCIlWJ: tquipmtm" ~ tn:i.::Ra;y' t.u 
S\lfflci=r p"'r.lnnd 1III4I.joI>.rdnlllll ~i=; t.,. WIlTI< ddJ,.11O .
waimunI; ~ec woridIIJIdI ut lP9~. 

SvpervlslonlMonago..... 
Supuviten and fll&Qqm. e ..... mullic:I!e a tltItI ~iat: ot wt 

reIPO'WIil:>i&.icl, wort ~, pnorid" .m peno~~ lI;:I bIsb JOW 
for cmp\()~..... , mollhoT anplll)« ~ protklf. ~'tC~ 
f=dbid. If) ~ pllnilk auplo~_ with ~1IlId.~ llCIlI)':I.'W)' 

ror c1ro;LiY~ t>c!!1o~ l'iiI'I"'ft 1IIlIf!~: IUld provldll ~~, 

J)tven:lty 
OrJllll.Qrion _ diw:nily U I iIO\I:U of ~(IO tnd -'dwtm; 

Vlhfa, 4iff__ ill tw:.kCfOulId, ~~C1. iIId Gillldct: fl'IIIIr.u CIm 

bf(lAdtlll ctMit:, w;iaI, tttiJ!oI.Il, II.lId CllkunI di¥MiI:y In 1fIc~;~ 
cq....wr (If anp!~ lAd ~l opa!l q>pI)l:'Il.IIIiliCI for penom wiJ:h 
4JMbiij4od. 

Social RuponslbWty 
Or~n n.;n.m inv_1n po.tblie-~; pm_ du: IIOI:i&l 

-'I«ina (If !he ~ Ud 1IIIion; I(IOQIQn Ud alPpo>U anployl!O! 
involYf:D'l1'lll: III to~ ifflin {¢,j:., IhtoI.Ijh IIdwIt)' ~, UllIIIll:.wr,
"'''''¢c, parn'le~ ri:b 1iGboo1J}; Il.QIIU1liB n.lf IR pn:MnC" IIlId ~ 
ennt9ll111<lnaai bQllh: nai.,. ~1IIJIml&I Q)~It>_ W<luJbol,ll itt "",rUGrot' 
Ud~. 

Strategic Planning 
Ofl..uuDon .,Iop, am impmenu 1l1QIIq~ U ~ty 

adipf 10 !he tl\.uJaiJlc world; maallOft am ~ Ii;I jill ~ eoviro!lmttu; 
1.U00Id¥lIIl"'~ ,,( 0JIlMI~ b.u lOlls.., oo;ceu"" flllClwliJlc ijIiIfu)' 
iml'l'<)¥=tm ,o»b; WIII~ _ ar:h~ iI:l.,~ inlqrat= p#flllm*:f 

and qWllity .... I'<)¥(tnetII ftIiJ\U'~ lrIIIC Q ov..m!IinUf'e pW\IIinI~; 
II'IVOlvOl\lmflloYI!d, ~"" and lIIpp1io:n io II>< I'I.t.n.oini ptDQI;A; IHICI 
tmI<ImI:'f JCq\l~ 1IIppt;er, tnd ~k4.~ in pI4:Inlna ItmIUiIlollI th4 
...,tn.lu.tion. 

Measuc«meot and AnaJ,..h 
Orl~(l1I1lI.Ik& ptvV;';"OII/) Q)IIrof 4... rqarllin( 1.bc qu.aiky ot 

11"1 ~~ W $l!.n'iu4, _ ~ (if ill ~w:u IIlId JCn'm. IIlId 
11Ie ",,1($ lD ..mid:! Ia -. ill tllall .m (lbj:IcIi~e&> 1iIIIJ)'UJ IIUdI c!.aa 
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Data Preparation 


Outliers! Response Variance 

Earlier dala 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, each of the three samples -- Consortium Employees (CE), 
Nonconsortium Employees (NCE), and Consortium Supervisors (CS) - 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 variance in each of 
the Work Unit Experiences, Organizational Experiences, and lob 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 Suhaamp\es 

Because the present study would have an exploratory nature in that it would involve using a 
confIrmatory factor analysis to perform model shaping. eacb sample was randomly split into 
three subsamples so that model cross-validations using unanalyzed samples could be 
conducted. This left subsamples with the following sample size.! (N) at the investigator's 
disposal: 

Sample 

CE 

NCE 

CS 

Subsample 


CEI 


CEl 


CE3 


NCEI 


NCE2 


NCro 


CSI 


CS2 


CS3 


N 

4,921 

4,921 

4,923 

4,601 

4,601 

4,603 

3,452 

3,452 

3,452 

The three subsarnpies of each sample were subjected to Chi-square tests on several 
demographic variables to ensure that they were comparable in composition (e,g., subsampJes 
CEI, CEl, and CE3 Were tested to ensure they did not have slatistically significant different 
numbers of males vs ..females, etc). No differences were found. 
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Analyses 


Data analyses proceeded in Ihe following steps: 

Item Validity/LISREL Analyses 

Step I: Initial Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Model Shaping. Results from 
Ihe initial set of confirmatory factor analyses would provide the fouodation for model 
validation and shaping in all the samples. Therefore, the cOllSOnium employees were chosen 
for the initial analyses because, (1) it seemed best ro establish this foundation using an 
employee sample since employees comprised the majority of the subjects, and (2) it was 
thoughr possible that the consortium subjects, being from only 10 different ageocies, might 
comprise a more homogeneous sample than the nonconsortium and, therefore. might generate 
more comprehensible results. 

A confmmarory factor analysis of the Work Unit Experiences items administered to the 
consortium employees was conducted on dataset CEI (Consortium Employees, subsample I) 
using the USREL vm software (Joreskog & Sorbom: 1993). The analysis was performed 
on an item covariance matrix prepared prior '0 the faclOr analysis by USREL's 
accompanying PREUS 2 software. (During that preparation, items designated as reverse
scored were recoded using the scbetne 1=5;2=4,4=2, and 5=1.) The measurement 
model (item-to-factor Stnlcture) for the initial factor analysis was specified by loading the 
climate items onto factors according to the a priori itemww..dimension assignments displayed 
in Appeodil< B. The resultant USREL modification indices were examinod '0 determine 
sources of stress in the model.' Modifications ro the factor loading matrix (the specification 
of whicb items load on which factors) and the residual covariance matrix (the specifICation of 
which errors were pertnitted ro covary) were made as indicated by the modification indices if 
they were rndenally sensible, and they were tested in SUbsequent factor analyses. This 
"model 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 Cross-Validation. The final factor stnlCtures from Step I (one for the 
Work Unit Experiences items and one for Ihe Organization Experieoces items), determined 
througb an explorntory process of model shaping, were tested in a fresh subsample (CE2) via 
confumatory factor analysis (USREL VIII). 

Step 3: Model RepUcation. The fmal facror structures above were tested as full 
replications in a consol1iwn supervisor subsample (CSl; "full" because the consortium 
supervisors had been given the same Work Unit Experiences and Organizational Experieoces 
items as Ihe employees). In addition, those portions of the two models comprised of items 
common to the consortium and nonconsonium employee su.rveys were tested in a 
nonconsol1iwn employee subsample (NCEI). 
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Step 4: Additional Items Administered to the Nonconsol1iwn Sample. The items 
unique to <he noneonsortium 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 sel(of simullaIleOUS (multiple groups) 
factor analyses were conducted [0 test the hypothesis of, measurement equivalence across 
panicular subgroups. The ftrst tested measurement equivalence in male and female 
subgroups'. The second involved subgroups of whites aI.! African Americans. The third 
used age subgroups: an older group of perrons 50 and ovor, and. younger group of persons 
under 50. The investigator deemed il sufficient for the, seop. of this study 10 conduct these 
tests only on one of the three samples. Hence, the CEI and cm subsamples were 
combined, and for each set of mulliple groups analyses., random samples of 1,300 were 
drawn per group. 

Only T-equivalence (measurement equivalence of <he factor loading matrix) was tested, by 
examining the significance of the difference in x' between models in which the filctor 
loadings were freely estimated in the subgroups and models in which factor loadings were 
constrained equal across the subgroups. Signlftcant differences meant a rejection of the 
hypothesis that <he factor loading matrix was equaI in two subgroups, indicating that 
differences exist in the meaning of one or more items between the groups. . 

Step 6: Cross-scales Analyses, To investigate whether respondents .ctually . 
differentiated between <he Work Unit and the Organi2:atinual levels, USREL vm was used 
to examine true score' factor correlations between factors repn:senting the same climate 
dimensions across the two levels. Five of the scrongest factors common to both levels were". 
specified in a measurement model (making ten filctors in .11). The test was imperfect 
because even common factors were not comprised of the same items. However. if the . 
common factor., had very higb factor correl.tlons (e.g., .9 or greater), and <hese were the 
higbest correlations in the entire factor correlation matrix, then this would support the notion 
that respondents did nOI or could not differentiate between the levels whee responding. This, 
in turn, would have implications for future survey construction. 

Observed Score Subseale Reliability Analyses 

Step 7: ReliabUlty Analysis of Implied Subseales. The analyses in StepS I throUgh 
4 determined the most valid cOnfiguration of items to factors given the item composition of 
<he Work Unit Experiences and the Organizational Experiences scales. Those results implied 
corresponding item-IO-dimension(subseale) assignments. The preceding analyses all look 
place at the true score level. disanenuating for measurement cnnT. Cronbaeh's Coefficient 
Alpha was subsequently used to evalu.te the reliability of the implied subscales at <he 
observed score level, which is critical tq ascenain before subscales can be used in a 
diagnostic manner. 
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Interrater Agreement Analy... 

Step 8: Interrater Agreement. The interrater agreemom equations of Fino (1970) 
and Usala (1993) were used to calculate the degree to which respondents described a shared 
perception for each item, a cridcal response attribute for describing the climate of an 
organization. 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 identifies items which 
might be of little use in subsequent surveys In their current form or administered to similar 
samples. . 

From information obtained in the above analyses, fmal item-to-dimension assigmnents were 
made, and these are presented in Appendix E. 
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RESULTS 


Item VaJidity/LISREL Analyses 


Initial Confumatory Factor Analysis and Model Sbaping 

Wort Unit Experiences Scales 

Climate Factors and Item Assignments. Figure I shows the initial measurement model •. 
using the CEI subsample, that was tested via LlSREL vm. The model was of the Work 
Unit Experiences 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. 
All factors were a\lowed to covary. Factor live, representing the Leadership and 
Commitment to Quality climate construct, bad 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 defnted. 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 "Crr employees reel 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 matrix was then examined, revealing that, cont.rary to expectation, 
after reverse-scoring this item it covaried negatively with vinually every other item in the 
Work Unit Experience seale. raising interesting speculatinn about how stress is pen:eived in 
the workplace. 

The model was re-run with item #48 removed. This model converged and lit the data fairly 
weD, i' (1814, N=4921) =28376.08, p< .01, GF! = .81~ Table 3 shows the standardized 
factor loadings. There were sevetallow factor loadings that needed to be evaluated. such as 
items #59 and #oo on Factor 10 (FamiIyfWorkiLife Balance). In addition, there was a 
genetal pattern of relatively low factor loadings for the reverse-scored items and employee
oriented items (items about the employees themselves rather than about what the organization 
provides to employees), suggesting the possibility that fWO 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 soun:es of StreSS in the model as evidenced in the LlSREL 
modification indices, both in the factor loading malI'ix and indicator residual covariance 
matrix; i.e., the solution indicated that sevetal items should be loaded onto other factors, and 
the residuals of several items should be allowed to covary. Prior to introdUCing method 
factors, the 13~factor loading structure and the residual covariance structure were modified 
OYer 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 mndel. 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 S1Udy were 
Significant due 10 the large sample sizes. Although it is conventional to report their 
significance. they should be ignored 'in favor of the goodness-oC-lit indices. 
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Figure 1. Initial Factor Model, Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employees 
N'mt. Fac1m vatiurei Uld ellYlti.tnt:eS s~j)~'J tor (KllJr one tor clarilY; ~tidwJ ¥lfi1n,;;es mJ cavrianc.es ollliued tm turil)'. 

16 


http:cavrianc.es


• • 

Table 3 
Factor Loadings, Initial Factor Medel with Item #48 Removed 
Worle Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1 
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Table 3 (Continued) 
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Appendix C. Modifications to the factor loading matrix were typically consistent with 
obvious item content; modifications allowing indicator residuals to covary appeared to be due 
to either very sirnllar substantive item content or common phrases in the two items. 

Figure 2 shows the fmal measurement model for the Work Unit Experiences scale. 
Consortium Employee sample. The model tit the data well. x'(1762. N=4921) = 14398.37. 
p<.Ol. OF! = .91. Table 4 shows the standai:dized factor loadings for the fmal model. 
while changes in the item~to-factor assignments (excluding assignments involving method 
factors) between the initial and fmal models are shown in Table 5. The changes in factor 
assignments are sensible in that they involve items with a mixed-consuucl content. For 
example. the first item in Table 5 is ·Supervisors are fair in rewarding CIT employee 
contributions," The item was originally written to measure Institutional Fairness, and indeed 
the item does reference "fair"-ness of a particular behavior. However, the behavior is also 
one of "supervisors" "rewarding'" employees; obviously the item. in addition to measuring 
Institutional Fairness, also could measure aspects of "Supervision/Management" and 
"Reward and Recognition.' L1SREL modification indices for the initial model indicated that 
this item, although loading strongly on the Institutjonal Fairness factor, might bener serve as 
an indicator of Reward and Recognition. and a series of model modifications bore this out. 
(When double-loaded OlUo the Reward and Recognition and the Institutioual Fairness factors. 
its loadings were .61 ao<I .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. Final Factor Model, Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employees 
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Table 4 
Factor Loading" Final Factor Model 
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Sub,ample III 
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Table 4 (Continued) 
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Reward and Recognition; Le., the item was most meaningful as measuring that construct. 
This is not to say that the item does nol measure the other constructs and could not be used 
as an indicator for them. 

One item (#30) was left double-loaded on Institutional Fairness and Training and Career 
Development. The item reads l "Decisions about t:raining and career development 
opportunities (e.g .• job assignments) for crr employees are filiI," and its loadings on the 
two factors were .41 and .36. respectively. In such instances. USREL analyses are 
inconclusIve regarding an item's most salient construct. Th1s item's fmal item assignment for 
subseal. scoring was based On subsequent reliability (coefficient a) analysis. 

Method FactorS. One of the most imPOrtant fearums of the fmal factor model is·the 
presence of two 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 priori climate definitions) 
were about what the organization provides or does to employees. a few items were about the 
clerical and technical employees themselves, These were denoted as "employee--oriented" 
items. and the modification indices of the USREL results indicated that a method factor for 
these items migbt exist. Such a factor would mean that respondenu provlded answers to 
these items that were at least paniy based on the fact that !bey were about the employees. 
regardless of the construct they were intended to measure. (Because the a priori dimension c. 
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Table 5 
ltem-to-(Non-Method)Factor Assigrunent Changes Between Initial and Final Factor Models 
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1 

Item Initial Factor Final Factor 

'" Supervisors: are (ait in ,rewarding err employee 
contributions" 

lnniwtional Fairness Reward and Recngoiucm 

... err cmployfles Ire re:wuded for 5howing creativity and 
innovation. 

Innovation Rtward and Reoognitioo 

#!6 err emplOYffl ate encoun.ged to come up with new 
and. bettl!r WAyS of doing things. 

InnoVAUon Employee Involvement 

'" CIT employees ~ive training wilen new tcc!wo1ogics 
and. tools are: introduced. 

lnoovation Training and Carter 
Oevelopnwnt 

m err employees receive milling and guidance in providing 
bigh quality products and "rYlces to customers. 

Customer Focw: Trainioa and Camr 
Development 

130 Decwom ab<Iul training and C4f«!f development 
oppommw (e.g.• job luignn:umts) (or err employees 
ate fait. 

WtiW110tlAi Fairness InstmWonal Fairness 
Training and CUeer 

Dtvclopmet!t 

'31 Supel'\'ison tral err employee$ wid! respect. lnstitutionaJ Faime,lS SupervisionlManagement 

m T'bcre is ttusl between CIT employ~ and their 
••l"'I'isors. 

btitutiontl Fairneu Supervision/MaIDgement 

defmitions in Table 2 were written in terms of organizational qualities, the unique variance 
. attributed to !he employee~rientation of these items was considered method variance.) 

Likewise, it should be routine practice to look for method factors for reverse-scored items 
wben such items are used with nonreverse-scored items. and indeed the modification ind ices 
indicated the possibility of such a factor. These two method factors were modeled in !he 
fInal stage of model shaping. The items that comprised these factors are listed in Table 6; 
includod in tllis table are their factor loadings (A) on their respective method factors as well 
as their loadings on their substantive conslIUCt factors. both before the method factors were 
specifIed aod in !he 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 bere was not 
to identify only items with high loadings on method factors. Items were loaded onto method 
factor.; for theoretical reasons, and left on them regardless of the size of !heir factor loadings. 
The property of the items which makes them method-factor items is inherent in their 
sttucrure, One can '"discover" that an item originally intended to measure institutional 
Fairness was actually interpreted more as measuring Reward aod Recognition by the 
respoodents, 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 to 
unload an item that was reverse-scored from the Reversed-score method factor even if its 
loading is low; there is no evidence or "discovery" that can change the fact that the item 
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Table 6 
Items Comprising the Two Method FaCtoTS in the Final Model 
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample III 

Method Substantive Construct Factor 
Factor (h beforel A in Presence of 

Item ), Method Factor) 

Empiayee-OrienJed Method Faaor 

'21 err employees have a good underst.andhtg 
of who they serve" customers. 

.19 

123 . err employees use suggestion! from their 
customm 10 impro~ the quality of products 
and servi.ces. 

.17 

ru crr employees are committed to providing 
high quality products and services to customers. 

.51 

126 err employees live up to high ethical standards, .63 

,38 err employees openly discuss their needs :and 
et'Incerns with supervisors. 

.14 

#42 err employees take the initiative to meet work 
goals aDd deadlines. 

.60 

#45 CIT employees look for ways 10 improve the quality 
of produets. servic:cs. and work procesm:. 

.53 

/ISS err employees have the right mb; or Wils and 
knowledge to accompHsh work goals. 

.29 

1161 CIT employees do not allow personal activities to 
hnerfm with wort; (e,g,. frequent absenteel$lll. 
lengthy personal phone calls), 

.48 

1173 A spiril of cooperation and teamWOrk C;tisLS among 
err employees, 

,13 

Reversed-Score Method FaCtor 

#IS err employees find it dHflCUlt 10 change the way 
I.bings are done. 

.22 

151 InterrUptions make il difflCUll for err employees 
to fUlisb their work on lime. 

.13 

Cu!tomer Focus (.681.60) 

Customer Focus (.56J.47) 

CUstomer Focus (.521.24) 

lnstifUlional Fairness (.42/.18) 

Supervision/Management (.59/.56) 

Employee Involvement (.30/.09) 

Employee Involvement (.39/.20) 

Re$OU£Ce AllocadonJUtilizBtion 
(.521.43) 

FamiiyIWorklLife Bal.mct: (.331.15) 

Teamwork (.78/.72) 

Innovation and Risk. Taking 
(.281.38) 

Jtesourcc AllocationlUtiliuitioD 
(.JOI.59) 

(Continued) 

23 



Table 6 (Continued) 

Method Substanlive ConstruCt Factor 
Factor (), before! A in Presence of 

Item ), Method Factor) -
IS2 Having 10 get approval from otheu slows down 

err employees' WQrk:. 
.56 Re$ourec: AllocaIionlUtilization 

(.31/.SZl 

#S7 The amount of work keep' err employees from 
providiog bigb quality products and services:. 

.28 R(:$OOra: AlJocalioniUtiliuuion 
(.391.5!l) 

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

Employee-orie1l1ed Factor. The resulfll shown in Table 6 are very revealing. Wbile 
stochastic (random) measurement error always serves to suppress correlational relationships. 
systematic measurement error may serve to either suppress or artifacrually inflate such 
relationships; depending on the variables involved. First, notice the five items with factor 
loadings over ·.3 on the Employee-<>riented method factor. The items cover four different 
construct factors, and as a wOOle, the items do not seem to have a great deal in common 
other than that they are positive statement.'l about clerical and technical employees. This 
suggests that the factor is not merely an alternative climate cO,nstruct factor. but rather one 
representing the employee-oriented structure of the items.' All of these five hems had 
moderate to somewhat Jow loadings on their construct factors prior to the specification of the 
method factor, and had very low loadings on these factors in the presence of the method 
faclor. This suggests that the response variance in these items is largely a reSUlt of 
systematic error t and that their original significant loadings on their construct factors was due 
to error covariance among these items being expressed through the construct factors in the 
absence of direct covariance in the model via either a method faewr or residual covariance. 
Alternatively. some of the other Employee-oriented method factor items have nonsignificant 
loadings, and their loadings on their respective construct facto", were esseritially unaffected 
by the introduclion of the method factor. These items are ones for which their construet 

SPurther evidence of this is found in the factor cOlTelation matrix for the fmal model 
(Table 8). The highest factor correlalion with the Employee-<>riented factor was ifll 
correlation with the Health-Enhancing Work Environment factor, which was a single
indicator factor whose item therefore could not be double-loaded on method factor. Its item 
is also an employee--oriented item. 
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meaning was the more salient fearure 10 respondents. Depending on oilier infonnation 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 example 
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 demorutrates how measurement error can suppress correlational 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 ileTn 
score, containing the measurement error. is used to make judgments about people and 
organizations. one should have reservations about 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 constnlCt faclOr loading in the 
absence of the method faclOr was a respectable .39). While not a coodemoation of reverse
scored items general, it seems thai the way these particular items were constrUcred or used in 
this survey induced an unacceptable amount of measurement error in the participants' 
responses. 

COlTelated Residuals_ Table 7 shows the items in the fmal model for which correlated 
residuals were specified. Residuals were allowed to correlate based on USREL modification 
indices and rational judgment, Note how much sense each of these correlated residuals 
makes. Almost all of them are between items with a cnnunon phrase in their wording (e.g, 
"CIT employees are provided with ... ," "High performing CIT employees are ... ," etc.). 
Correlated reSiduals represent systematic measurement error, as do method fae-tors (in fact. 
method ractors can be allematively represented as correlated residuals among all the 
associated items), The presence of these significant correlated residuals demonstrates the 
powerful effect of particular wording in item constnlction. However, unlike the items 
associated with the method factors discuased above, these correlated residuals are typically 
viewed much Jess seriOUSly, They are specified to assess how welt a model of item-to-factor 
relatiOnships represents the data when such error is removed from 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 CIT employees are." " 
(items #10 and #11) i. not cause in and of itself to make their responses suspect, given that 
"high perfonning CIT employees" is a reasonable topic when discussing reward issues, As a 
rule, the implications of correlated residuals should be considered on a case-by-case basis; 
for the present study j none of these correlated residuals seemed cause for concern other than 
noting the impact of item wording for furure item writing. 

Factor Correlations, The factor correlation matrix for the final model is presented in Table 
8. 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 srudy. 
such as higher-order factor analyses. could be conducted to investigate this further. 
Likewise, it was unfortunate that differential validity analyses with important 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 responses were collected using 
the same survey formal, method varla~ce due to this conunon fonnat could be a likely source 
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Table 7 
Correlared Residuals, Final Factor Model 
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1 

hems 3 and 7 
#3: err employees: {l1'C provided with frequent opponunities to learn, updale. and expand their knowledge 

and skills., ' 
117: 	 err employees are provided with trainlng that enhances their career development and their advancement 

opportunities (e.g., through crosHraining, detail assignments}. 

hems 	10 and 11 
110:· High perfon:nWg err employees an::: rewarded with more cballenging and rewarding work. 
#11: High pcrfon:ning err employees an: promoted. 

Items 13 and 64 
113: 	 Supervison are fait in rewardiJlg err employee contributions. 
164: 	 Supervisors provide fair and accurate ratings of CIT employee performance. 

Hems 35 and 37 
#35: 	 err employtCl are kept well wformed on a1l issues affecting their job. 
#37: 	 In.fon.n.ation flows freely from supervisors to err employees. 

Items 47 and 53 
1147: err etnploytts have enough work spea lO do their work. 

#53: err employt!e$ have the appropriate IlUpplies, materials. and equipment to perform their jobs welL 


ItelllS 56 and 58 

#56: Work is planned 50 that it tan be accomplisbed during ~cheduled work boun. 

158: 	 There is enough time for err employees to do their jobs in a professional mann.er. 

IleOl$ 57 and 58 
(157: The amoullt of work keeps err employees from pro\'iding bigh quality products and services. 
#58: There is enough time for err empJoyees to do their jobs in a professional rn.anruer. 

Items 59 and 60 
1159: err employees are gi\'cn the opportunity 10 work on flexible: work schednles. wben the job permits (e,g.,· 

Ficxilimc:, Altero!!ne'Work Schedule, pnrt-time employment). 
100: 	 err employees are given the opportunity to work at bome, when the job permits {e.g., Flexipiace. 

work~at·bomt). 

Items 65 and 66 
#65: 	 Supervison provide err employees with constructive suggestioru 10 improve their job performance. 
166; 	 Supervisol'S clearly communicate what is expected of err employees in terms of job performance ie.g .• 

taSk responsibilities. perfon:nanee standards). 

Items 66 and 67 
1166: SupervisQrs clearly corrununicale what is ex~ed of crr employees in terms of job performance (e.g., 

lask responsibilities. Pfiforrrumce standams). 
#67: Supervisors clearly communicate to CIT employees the goals and priorities of the, ....,ork unit. 
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Table 8 
Factor Correlations, Final Factor Model (DecimAls omitted) 
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Con,onium Employee Subsample #1 

Factor Factor 
I 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15-

1 
2 70 
3 90 80 
4 SO 43 66 
5 SS 57 69 45 
6 65 72 76 42 59 
7 79 76 91 54 72 83 
8 70 76 94 52 67 73 92 
9 17 14 33 33 19 IS 24 92 
10 55 60 75 41 51 68 81 72 26 
II 53 52 64 36 45 69 69 62 24 58 
12 65 51 7) 42 41 59 68 57 31 60 51 
13 69 73 81 45 64 79 1 85 23 88 68 63 
14 18 16 40 28 23 33 26 29 45 19 42 23 25 
IS -37 -29 49 -22 -22 -29 -34 -32 -22 -33 -27 44 -36 -23 

FaclOr Codes 

1 = Training and Career Development 10= FamilylWorklLif<: Balance 
2 = Rewttrd and Recognition 11= Teamwork 
3 = Innovation and Risk: Taking 12 = Rcsoun:e Allocation/Ulilization 
4 = Customer Focus 13 = SupenrisionIManagement 
5 = Lcadmhip i\lld Con.unitment to Quality 14 = Employee-crieoted Items Method Factor 
6 = Institutional Fairness 15 = RcveJ"S.I>seored hems Method Factor 
7 = Open Communication 
8 = Employee Involvement 
9 = Health-Etlhancing 'Work Environment 

of some of the covariance. However, true score factor correlations are also often much 
higher than observed score dimension correlations because measurement error from other 
sources, which attenuates factor covariance, is removed from the factor space. One of the 
factor correlations of panicular note. though, was the factor correlation between Open 
Conununication and SupervisionJManagement: it was 1.0. undoubtedly because aU three of 
the Open CommuruC3tion Items deal with stated or implied communication from superiors to 
employees. These two factors were therefore collapsed for subsequent observed score 
analysis (coefficient ex) and scoring without any further snpponing analyses. 

Organil,Olional Unit Experiences Scales 

Climate Factors and Item Assignments. The a priori measurement model for the 
Organizational Unit Experiences scales, comprised of 61 items, is implicitly represented in 
Table 9 which shows !he standardized factor loadings for the model. The model fit the data 
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Table 9 
Factor Loadings, Initial Factor Model 
Organizational Experienees Seale, Consortium Employee Subsample #1 

Item Factor 
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Table <) (Continued) 
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J .. lnoontlon I.IId IUK TIkio,g 12 ... Divmity 
.. .. CuJlnmtf Fonu 13 ... SocW ReS'pODSibWfy 
~ • Ltsdermip and Commitment tI) <:!'IItlity 14 .. Job Securily and CommllJDent 10 Wortro~ 
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7 _ Open Cotnml'oil;arion 16 .. Mc.uul'f'~ and. Al:r.dy.u 
& • Employee lnvo1vemetU 
9  Hea.lm.~ Wort EnvirorunelH 

fairly well, X' (2025, N=4921) = 28609.04, P < .01, GFI = .83. All factor loadings were 
above .3 except two: items 1t145 and #146 on llIe Job Security aod Commitment to 
World'orce factor (loadings of .04 and .29, respectively). It seemed reasonable that item 
#145, which reads 'CIT employees are willing to be retrained and moved to oilier positions 
in the organization to protect their employment security~ .. might be a poor indicator of a 
strong commitment on the pan of the organization to job security. However. it also seemed 
that item #146, which reads ·CIT employees are provided with job security,- should define a 
commitment by the organization to job security for its employees. These two items were 
retained aod evaluated during SUbsequent modeling; item 1t145 was ultimately dropped from 
the ftnal model because it was DOt related to any factor, while the loading for item #146 
improved to an acceptable (although.still dlsconceningly 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. GF! = .90. The standardized factor loadings for 
this model are presented in Table 10. Changes in item-to-factor assignment between the 
initial and final models are presented in Table II. 

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

Correlated 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 correlati~ns. and there appears to be 
no special cause for concern. Allowing these residuals 10 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 arc quite high (in the .9 range), but none imply an obvious situation where 
factors should be collapsed. Unlike the Work Unit Experiences 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 fmal Work Unit ExPeriences measurement model specified in the analysis of the eEl 
sample was tested in the CE2 sample. The model fit the data well, x' (1762. N o 4921) = 
14355.03, p<..OI, GF! = .91. Likewise. the fl1llll measurement model for the 
Organizational Experiences items cross-validated in the CE2 sample, x' (1942, N=4921) = 
15526.30. p<. .01, GFI = .90. 

Model Replication 

Consonium Supervisors 

Because the same items were ad.ministered to the consortium supervi~rs and consortium 
employees, the fmal Work Unit Experiences and Organizational Experience, measurement 
models derived using the CEI employee subsample could be tested In their entirety on the 
CS I supervisor sub'ample. Both models replicated adequately in this sample: X' (1762, 
No4601) = 13203.88, p<. .01. GFl = .88, aod X' (1942, N=4601) = 12659.62, p <. .01. 
GFI = .88, for the Work Unit and Organizational Experiences models, respectively. 
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Table 10 
Factor Loadings, Final Factor Model 
Organizational Experiences Scale, Consonium Employee Subsample # I 

Item Factor 
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Table 10 (Continued) 

Item Factor 
2 , 4 , , , 8 10 11 12 13 14 16• " 

134 .64 
13!1 .49 
136 .63 
137 .48 
~~~___________________________________________________________________-'.,,"0--__. 
140 .44 
141 .73 
142 .72 
143 .OJ 
14, • 
-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.146 .36 
148 ." 
14' .62 
1'" .80 

.691" 

.74'" .71

".'" .64 
.76".'" .62------_.----------._-----------------------------------------------------

'" 
 .63


."'" 1" ."160 .67 
161 .69 
--------------_._---------------------------------------------_.--------------------------------162 .71 
163 .!l1I 

• Dropped rrom model 

Facmr Codes 

1 - T~ I..IIId Clf1:er Development 
2 .. b .....rd l.IId Ruollnition 
3 .. Innovation I..IIId Rillr. Taking 
4 .. CusIDmt.r Focus 
!I .. Lc.adcrlhip I..IIId Commiancnl to Quality 
6 .. lnstio.u:iorW Fairness 
7 .. Opep Communicalioo 
8 .. Employee lnvolvtmenl 
9 .. Health·Ellb&ncinl! Wort. Environment 

10 .. FllDilylWort/Ufc Ballou 
11 .. Teamwort 
12 .. Diveni!}' 
13 .. Social bspoosibiliry 
14 .. Job Scairiry I..IIId CnmmilmcDlID WorkfOI'U 
l!l .. SIl'l~8ic Planaiq 
16 .. MCUWUDCDt I..IIId ADIlylis 

Nonconsortium Employees 

Work Unit Experiences Scales. The noncoruoruum employees received of all the 64 Work 
Unit Experiences items that'did the consonium employees (Plus additional ones); therefore, 
.the entire, final measurement model (of the 64 items) derived using the eEl subsample was 
tested in the nonconsonium employee NCEI subsample. The model fit the data well, x' 
(1762, N=4601) = 14098.37, p<.OI, GFI = .90. 
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Table 11 
Changes in Item-to-Factor Assignments Between the Initial and Final Factor Models 
Organizational Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Suhsample #1 

Item Initial Factor Final Factor 

111& Supcrvisan and managers $erYe as coaches and menton 
to help crr employees advance in !heir careen. 

#109 Advanctmenl oppon:unities are available for top 
quall(terl err employee.&, regard,lC$s of sex, race, 
tuitional origin, cultural baCkground. or disability. 

1115 Managers eru:ourage err empioyees to express their 
own preferences, beliefs. and opinions. 

#127 Progra!1'lli that encourage good heallh practices arc 
promoted (e.g,. fit:I:.teu ce.oters, health education 
program.1l). 

#134 'There is ao orgawtional ool'l'ltJ\itJnenl to improving 
community life (e,E., partnerships wilh schools). 

#141 err emplOYees are rewarded for having the skills to 
perform many different work roks. 

1142 err employetl: 11ft' mwardcd for being Xnowledgeable 
about several arcasifunctioos of the organiz,ation. 

,1145 
, 

err employees arc wilting to be retrain~ and moved 10 

other pm.loons in tile organil..1ticn to prott.ct their 
employment security. ' 

#153 Managers regularly review the organiution's proglftS 
IOward meeting its goals and ob~veJ. 

Training and Career 
Development 

Diversity 

Diversity 

Sodal RespO:IlSibility 

Job Security and 
Conmlitmenl 

to Workforce 

Job Seocurity and 
Coa:unitmcnt 

to Workforce 

Job s...my and 
CommjlIr!r.Ut 

to Workforce 

Institutional Fairness 

Institutional Fairness 

Open Commnnicarion 

FamilylWort:lLife 
Bo""';' 

Reward aM Recognition 

Organizational Experiences Scales. Only 51 of the 67 Organizational Experiences items 
administered to the consonium employees were included in the nonconsortium employee 
survey, A measurement model comprised of these 51 items representing their factor 
struclUre in the eEl sample was tested in the NCEI sample, and the model fit the data weU, 
X' (1124, N~4601) ~ 9271.74, p< ,01, GFI = ,92, 

Additional Items Administered to the Nonconsortium Sample 

After replicating those ponions of the measurement models common to the consortium and 
nonconsortium samples, the next analyses were undertaken to obtain information On which to 
base item-to-subscale assignments for the rest of the climate items. The purpose was not to 
necessarily develop the best fitting model; therefore, modificatiol1S were kept to a minimum. 
particularly modifications to the resjdual covariance matrix. 

" 
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Table 	12 
Correlated R<:siduals, Final Factor Model 
Organizalional Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Sub,ample #1 

hem! 79 and 80 
1179: 	 High performing err employees receive monetary rewards (e.g., cash awanls. bonuses, quality step 

~), . 

#80: High performing err employee; receive nODMInOnetary ~wards (e, g .• plaques, fetters of appreciation). 

Iteau 19 and 82 
#79: High performing err employees receive monetary rewa.t:dS (e.g" cash awards. bonuses. quality step 

increases). 
182: 	 High perform.ing err employees are publicly recognized {e.g.• organization-wide award ceremony, 

ncognition in newsletter). 

Items 80 and 82 
#80; 	 High performing err employees receive non~monewy rewards (e. g., plaques, leru:n of appreciation): 
#82: 	 High performing err employees are publicly RCOgnized (e.g.• organiz.a1iOll...wlde award cerc:mQoy• 

.rt(:Ognitloo in newsletter). 

Ittms 84 and 159 
184; There is en i,nvcJumenr in tectmologiet (e.g., eomputm. FAX machines) that make err employees' 

work more: emdent and easy to perform, 
#J59: Appropriate advanced tec.b.nology and too1s are used in all work processes and in infonnation collection. 

Items 94 and 9S 
#94: 	 Managers ask err employees about ways Ie improve the work. produced. 
#95: 	 Managers follow up on err employee lIugge$tions for Improvements in products, servites. and work 

processes. 

IItIn5 101 awl 109 
#101: 	 The promotion system is fair, 
#109: 	 Advancemeot opportunities are available for lOp qualifie~f err employees:. regardless of sex, race, 

natlooal origin, cultural backgroWld. or disability. 

11em5 H)4 and 108 
#104: Differences amoog err etnployees. (e.g.• sex, race. calional origin. age, cultural background) are 

appreciak:d. 
1108; err employees value the ncial and eultural differences: of others. 

llems to7 and 110 
#107: 	 PencIlS with disabllllles are accepted and fed pan of the org.a.rri2ation. 
1110: 	 Aecornmodations are made for persons with disabilicies (e.g .• availability of sign language interprefers. 

"-$, b,,"lIe), 

Items l08 and l!3 
1108: 	 CiT employees value the racial and cultural differences of others. 
#113: 	 err Employees neal each other with oout1e&y and respect. 

1,_ 119 and l20 
#119: 	 Managers openly cornmunicale aboul the organization's conditions, operations. and choices it faces, 
#1:2(): 	 Managen openly communicale about the organization's furu.re plans, 

(Continued) 
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Tabl. 12 (Continued) 

Items 131 and 138 
#137: There arc policies and practices that ~f1ect a commitment to preserving and restoring enviroomentaJ 

health {e.g.• recycling. pollution cootrol}. 
11138:: crr employees assist the organization in meeting its commlllneru to preserving and ruroring 

environmental health (e.g., panieipaIc in recycling), 

Items (41 and 142 

#141: crr employees an: rewarded for havulg the skills to perform many dlffcmIot wort. roles. 

#142: err employees an:: rewarded for being knowledgeable about several areas/functions of I.be organization. 


ltet:t:'l.S 148 and 149 
1148: 	 Different work units cooperate (0 get the job done, 
#149; 	 crr employees in different work units panicipate in CroSS~unil teams to improve the qualify of products 

and services. and to solve problem!. 

I..... lSI and 152 
IISl: 	 Managers plan for the organization's turon:, 
1152: 	 Managers set long-term quality improvement goals and objectives. 

I..... lSI and IS, 
11$1: 	 Ma.nagem plan for the organization's futu.te. 
,IS3: 	 Managers regularly review the organization's progress toward meering its goals and objectives, 

I.... IS7 and ISS 
#1'7: Formal attempu are made 10 measure the extenllO wbich the: organ.iz.a1ion ia meeting iu goals"and 

objectives. 
IIIS8! The quality of products .and services provided to cwtomers is wmpared to lhe performapce of other 

orga.n.izations that an: recognized as successful. 

I'.... 161 and 16. 
K16t~ Comprehensive a.ut!stllCnU of quality, quality sy41eou and quality PfOC¢$$ts arc perf01"l!lt'.d at regular 

U:uen'ab acfOn the organiz.ation. 
#162: Findings from the quality assessment process are used to improve quality ana prevent problems:. 

Work Unit Experiences Scales. An. priori measurement model using the NCEI sample 
and all 75 of the Work Unit Experiences ilems provided a poor fit to the data, x' (2611. 
N=46()l) = 44991.08, p < .ot. GF! = .67. A subsequent model wbicb incorporated all the 
modifications made in the analysis of the eEl sample (i.e., cbanges to the factor loading 
matrix. correlaled residuals. and inclusion of the two method factors) fit the data fairly well. 
x' (2558, N=46()I) = 28753.93, p< .01, GFI = .81. However. it was apparent that the 
Reversed-score method factor I which seemed to generate 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. ·Wby 
a method factor would be clearJy indicated in the consortium sample but nol the 
nonconsortium sample is unknown. 

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

Factor Factor 
t 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 It 12 13 14 15 

I 
2 60 
3 66 78 
4 60 57 79 
5 66 80 93 77 
6 70 9Q 86 62 88 
7 6() 74 86 66 9Q 88 
8 30 33 43 39 44 38 46 
9 34 40 48 46 42 48 45 22 
10 41 45 50 44 46 46 49 22 43 
II 57 75 79 70 . 80 77 81 38 46 47 
12 50 64 66 61 70 83 73 31 46 44 6S 
13 51 63 63 60 63 6() 61 32 44 79 6() 6() 

14 70, 87 83 57 79 9Q 80 36 54 66 68 69 74 
15 66 72 85 75 88 82 86 43 50 51 86 61 68 76 
16 67 61 80 96 85 74 79 40 50 50 83 63 6S 67 91 

Factor Codes 

I <= Training and Career I)e"elopment 10 "'" FamiJ),fWorklLifc Balance 
2 ... Reward and Recognition 11 ... Teamwork 
3 ... Innoyation and Risk Taking 12 ... Diversity 
4 .. CUstomer Focus 13 a Sccial RCSpolL'libUity 
5 ... Leadeclrip and Commiunem to Quality 14 - Job Security and CQmm;tmcnt to Workforce 
6 = )nstitutjooa! Fal.rness 15 ~ SltlllCg!c PllIllIIlng 
1 .". Open Communication 16 = Measurement and Anal)'s1$, 
8 ... Employ«'%: InYolvemenl 
9 = Health-Enhancing Work Environment 

the Work Unit Experiences items in the NCE! sample is shown in Table 14, The model 
contains neither a Reversed~score method factor nor correlated residuals among the reverse
scored items. No changes were made to the a priori item-to-consttuct factor assignments for 
the NCE-unique items. nOr were any correlated residuals for these items added to the model. 
This model fit the data well. >? (2493, N=4601) =20394.26. P< .01, GF! = .88, The 
Employee-oriented items and their loadings on that method factor are shown in Table IS, 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=460I) = 
34509,38. p < .01. GF! = .79. The fInal measurement model included the modifications 
made in the prior analyses on the consortium employee sample; no sensible modifications to 
the faclOr loading matrix were indicated by the modification indic~s. This model was a 
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Table 14 
Paclor Loadings. Final Paclor Model 
Work Unit Experiences Scale. Nonconsortium Employee Subsample #1 

Item , , , , • , Pactor, o ,. 
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Table 14 (Continued) 

Item Factor , , , . I.3 4 6 1 II Il" " " 
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68 .B3 
~ m ;.- . 
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!~_____.__________________________._.::.72:'_.-- 

72" 
1l .n,. .81 ...." 
I .. T~ t.nd C~r Dcve!opmtUt 
2 .. Rt'WtJd am R«ogniOOtl. 
1 - hl,aovIDQI.I Md Risk Ta.ti:ng 

" - Cwwmcr Focus 
S .. LudtnlUp &.lid CotrunirmeOl b) QuIIillf 
6 .. lnstilutimW Fairoen 
.., .. Open Cnmmu.nlesti.::m 
8 .. EmpIo)'~ lI'wolvemttu 
, .. Hu.!tb·~in& Wort En..,imoom!r 

10 ... familylWottlLil'e £itI&.au 
1i .. Tei.MWQrt 
12 .. RtSOUfG:; AlloeltionfUtilil.atKia 
13 • Sllpetvilio~emwl 
14 .. Job Security IlI1d Commitment U') Wortf~ 

U .. Employce-oricnll:d ltelw Method f.aew 

bener fillO the data, X' (2453, N=4601) = 28825.55, P < .01, OF! = .83. The factor 
loadings for the final model are shown in Table 17, and the factor correlations are in Table 
18. 
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Table 15 
Items Comprising the Employee-Oriented Method Factor in the Final Model 
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Nonconsortium Employee Subsample 111 

Method SubSlaIlIive Construct Factor 
Factor (h before! h in Presence of 

Item h Method Factor» 

#8 CIT employees sbare their knowledge with 
co-workers. 

.28 

119 err employees respond to oppommities 10 

gain new knowledge and develop new skills. 

118 err employees adapt to new tecimologies and 
Jearn how to use new tools, 

.39 

120 crr employees suppon l.n.novation and technological 
changes which result in higher quality products and 
services. 

.46, 

#21 crr empJoyees have a good understanding 
of wbo they serve as customers. 

.32 

#23 CIT employees use suggestions from their 
cusromers (0 improve the quality of producu 
and services. 

.21 

flf,5 err employees are committed to providing 
high quality productS and $CfV1CC;ll to CUSIOtnel"J. 

.51 

112ft CiT c!l3ployees live up to Wgb ethieai standards. .58 

#33 err employees shan: responsibility for the quality 
of work relationships, 

.33 

#34 err employees rollow existing policies and practices 
(e.g .• do nOl cut corners, take advaruage of system). 

049 

#36 err employt'1:'i participate in nonesl and forthright 
dialogue with supervisorn, 

.25 

#38 CIT employees openly discw:s their needs and 
concerns with supervisors. 

.18 

#40 crr employees aclive!y seek leadership roles 
with inereased responsibility. 

AI 

#42 CIT employees take the inidalive to meet work 
goals and deadlines, 

.66 

Open Communication (.361.39) 

Job Scmrity and Commitment to 
Work!0n;e9· 

lnrrovation and Risk Taking 
(.661.54) 

lanovalion and Risk Taking 
(.601043) 

CUslom.r Focus ( - 1.52) 

CUslomer Focus ( -1.49) 

eus.,mer Focus ( -1.43) 

l'nstitutional Fairness (- 1.42) 

Employee Involvement (,50151) 

lnstitutiooal Faimes.s (.461.50) 

Open Communication (,611.65) 

Supervision/Managemenl ( ~ 1.64) 

Employee Involvement (.361.38) 

Employee Involvement ( - 1.33) 

(Continued) 
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Table 15 (Continued) 

Melhod Substantive Construct Factor 
Factor (I- beforeJ I- in Presence of 

Item I- Method Factor)' 

#44 	 err employees take responsibility for decisions .53 .EmpJoyee Involvement (.43J.46) 
that influence their work. 

#45 	 err employees look. for ways to improve the quality .63 Employ.. lnvolvemcm ( - 1.42) 
of products. sentiC&.':$., and work processes. 

849 	 err employees take PCI'SQnal health seriously and -.Il Heallh~Enhancing Wort 
rnai.ntain optl.mum fitness for worle.. Environment (.63/.73) 

#55 	 crr employees have the right nth: of skills and .27 Rc:.source AUQ(;a1.ionlUtiliza1ion 
knowledge to acc.omplisb worle. goals, (-1.56) 

161 	 CIT employees do not allow personal activities to .51 PamlIylWork/Ufe Bal8IlCO ( - 1.42) 
imerfere with wort: (e.g•• frequent absenteeism. 
lengthy pets<ltlJll ptume eall$). 

163 	 err employees actively seek to balance their .55 FamilylWorklLifc Balance (.511.44) 
oomm.iunenl to work and their family and 
personal tife needs to ensure thaI work: geu done. 

#73 	 A spirit of coopera1ion and teamwork emU: among .2() Teamwork ( - 1.73) 
err employ.... 

• Because Ille noneonsortium analysis was conducted in part 10 replicate the fmal consortium measurement 
model, items that were also administered to the coU$Onium sample were DOl analyzed without 1m Emptoyce· 
oriellled method (actor. and therefore are p~ented with a dasb H (or a OOJlBtruct factor loading prior to being 
loaded on the melbod factor. Only the items unique to the Ilonconsorch.un sam.ple are reponed with com:tnJct 
factor loadiDgs prior to being loaded on the method factor . 

• '" SiDgle indicator On a COos:t:rtJCI factor with a foreed loading of LOO and ruidual or 0; thererore. could 
not be loaded on method factor. 

MIIltiple Groups Analyses 

The results of the significance tests for each subgroup analysis are explained below and 
sUIl1IIll!I'ized in Table 19. 

Sex. The CEI and CEl slIbsamples were combined. and random samples of 1.300 males 
and 1.300 females were drawn. The fmal measurement models developed on the CEI 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 <!ala from the two groups well. GF! = .87. The model constraining the factor loading 
matrix to be equal across the groups likewise fil the dala well. also wilh a goodness-of-fit 
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Table 16 
Factor Correlalions, Final Factor Model (Decimals omined) 
Work Unit Experience. Scale, Nonconsortium Employee Subsample #1 

Factor Factor 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 B 9 10 11 12 13 l' 15 

1 
2 72 
3

•
5 

7' 
58 
58 

63 
50 
56 

64 
5' 58 

6 69 71 62 58 64 
7 79 n 72 60 72 85 
8 7. 7' 72 62 68 78 93 
9 26 22 31 39 2A 3& 32 32 
10 61 62 56 '3 56 7. 82 82 38 
11 58 55 55 46 52 75 76 76 43 67 
12 66 54 54 46 44 64 69 64 39 64 sa 
13 73 72 64 55 68 83 98 98 32 84 74 67 
14 19 19 35 29 16 26 22 22 <W 15 31 21 21 
15 -20 -21 -'JI 10 -14 . .;)5 -19 -19 63 -15 10 .(J7 -17 46 

Factor Codes 

1 .. Training and Career Development 10 = Pamil)'lWorkll1fe Balance 
2 = Reward and Recognition 11= Teamwork 
34 c _ Innovation and Risk Taking 

CuslOmr:r Focus 
12 = 
13 '= 

Resource AllocationlUlUizattoD 
Supetvision/Managemeru 

5 = Leadersbip and COnnnltm£nl 10 Quality 14 = Job Security and Cotnmiunent to Workforce 
6 = :Institutional Fairness lS;:::: Employee-oriented Items Method Factor 
7 • Open Communieation 
8 = Employee Involvement 
9 c Health~Enh.,'UlCing Work EnviroIUJlellt 

index of .87. The x'-difference test was nonsignificant. Ai(63) = 82.05, p> .01, indicating 
that no differences in item validity existed for the twO groups (i,e .• the items have similar 
meaning for males and females). 

The unconstrained model for the Organizational Experiences items also fit the data weU, GFI 
= .8i, as did the constrained model, GFI = .87. The x'-difference test was significant, 
AX'(50) = 83.06, .005 > p> .001, indicating that some items may have different meaning 
for the two genders. Funher analyses, not conducted in this srudy. would involve 
unconstraining individual items across the groups to identify those with differential validity. 

Ra<e. One thousand and three hundred whites and 1,300 African Americans were randomly 
sampled from the combined CEI and CE2 subsamples. Both the Work Unit Experiences and 
Organizational Experiences unconstrained measurement models fit the data well (GFI = .88 
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Table 17 
Factor Loadings, Final Factor Model 
Organizational Experiences Scale. Nonconsortium Employee Subsample #1 

Item 	 Factor, , , , 	 , , , , ,. 1I "" " 
" ... 	 .72 

" .s,.. 
" 
81 

." 

.., 
------~----------------------------------------------------------------------------------.~-. 

., '" ... 	 .36 

" .79 ... 
.., " " .61" 

'" 
.55 

.".,. 
" 
9J 	 ." 
" -.-	 ---- .." 	 .79 


.77 


.7S
" 97 	 .., 
" 	 .74:.:._------..-------------_..-------_..----_...-------_._------ 
99 	 .75 
100 .71 

un .64 

}02 -63 

________~___.__________..________"'___~_________________+ _ _w ___• _________________________________•

103 	 ,67 

,M 	 • 

106 	 ." 

U18 	 •.,-« 
'09 
flO 	 ,"
III 	 .57 
1I1 " ---------------------_...... _---_..--...-_._--- A1"' 	 ,.,
'" 	 .n 

.71 '" '" 	 ,.,m 
~1l~'__________, ____________~,77~_____________________~~--~---

(Continued) 

I .. Rewa.n11!ld Recos:nitil)!> In .. Telll'!'lwort ... DiYC"nil)' 

2 ... lnnoy,rlon and Ri"lk TakiAg 12 _ Social RupGtlsibUily 

3 .. C>l:l1ll1llU FO«IJ !J .. Job SeGumy and COlnlJUUncnl ItI WDrkforce 

" .. LeWenhip JlId COInIJliU'rlf:!U 10 Qual!!)' 
 14 _ S!.nUtgie ~ 

!I .. w[iludooai FaJmcu 

Ii .. 0Jxn Communication 

7 .. Empk>yec In~QI"tmcf)t 


A.. Hcaltb.~Ws Work EnvimnmelU 

9 ... Fam.iJyfWonJUfr Sa.Wx.e 
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Table 17 (Continued) 

Item Factor , , 4 , 6 7 10 I] 14" " 
II' 
110 .",. 

'" 
'11 47 

.7<J 

'" 
'" 

.« 

.«,,.'" ... 
127 
'.18",__•________________________-.:"__.______________ 

129 .90 
,]<} ... 
III • 60 

'" .74 
133 .69""--_._----------------- ...--------------------'_..._------
1)4 .64,,, .., 

.60".1]7 .S< 

-----_.__._----------------------------------_. .S!'" .'1I"''0 ..,... .73 
142 .74 ..,14'"-'--------------------- ----:-----:;;----
'" .2\'" 146 ... 
141 ."'48 SJ-----_..-----------------------_.-----,;;:.._-_._--------..--
1.49 ,64

I'" ...I,. 1.00 

I ... Rtw&ni and Recognition 
I .. lnnoovalion and IWJt: Taking 

'1 .. CuflQmcr Foeul 
4 _ Lesdcrship &nd CotItmlanent 10 Quallt)' 

" - I1ut:inI6nn&J Pair1¥J, . 
6 _ Opetl Com.munication 
7 - Emptoyee In~olvtMem 
8 _ Heallh·Enhatw;i:rt& W{)n: Environment 
9 • Fa.miJy/WortiLik {la!ancf; 

to ... Teanlworio: 
t I ... Divcrllty 
11 _ Social It.e$ponllibilky 
13 "" Job Security tOO Comm!lmcm to WoMllrtt 
,4 - Stnteg:h. Planniag . 

and .87. respectively}. as did the constrained models (also with GF! = .88 and .87). The x'· 
differellCe tests were significant for both groups (.:Ix'(63) = 142.96. p<.OI;for the Work 
Unit Experiences models, and .:1;>;'(50) = 127.81, P < .01 for the Organizational ExperiellCeS 
models). 
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Table 18 
Factor Correlations, Final Factor Model (Decimals omitted) 
Organizational Experiences Scale, Noneonsonium Employee Subsample #1 ,. 

Factor Factor 
I 2 ) 4 6 1 8 9 10 I! 12 1) I' 

0 

I 
2 61 
3 4l 45 
4 82 68 65 
5 86 65 48 86 
6 78 65 52 89 87 
7 83 63 56 89 86 93 
8 64 58 38 67 10 69 67 
9 57 51 33 56 59 59 59 77 
10 16 59 47 18 74 80 85 59 54 
11 11 60 54 80 92 83 82 62 51 69 
12 61 55 52 65 62 61 69 10 83 62 66 
13 14 63 60 15 79 19 80 69 69 70 78 83 
I' 53 46 II 57 55 60 59 47 4() 60 .7 44 52 

Factor Cod~ 

I ,. Reward and Recognition 8 ... Health-Enh.ancing Work Environment 
2 = Innovation and Risk Taking 9 = Pamily/WorklLife Balance 
3 "" Customer Pocus 10 .. Teamwork 

== Leadership and Commitment to Quality 11 .. Diversify•
5 =: lnstitutional Fai:rness 12 ... Social Respoll5ibility 
6 .. Open Communication 13 ... Job Security and Commitment to Workforce 
1 ,. Eillployee Involvement 14' = _gic Planning 

Age. Subjects were categorized as older if they were at least 50 yearn old, aod younger if 
they were under 50. From the combined CEI and CEl 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 a goodness-or-fit index of .87, and the x'-difference tests were both 
nonsignificant (L>x'(63) ~ 85.40. p>.OI, for the Work Unit Experiences models, and 
L>x'(50) = 59.98, p > .01 for the Organizational Experiences models). 

Cross·scales Analyses 

Ten factors representing five constructs common to both the Work Unit and the 
Organizational Experiences scales. each specified by multiple indicators with strong factor 
ioadings in the fllUll measurement models, were selected for.this analysis. The factors were: 
Reward and Recognition. Customer Focus, Instirutional Fairness, Open Communication. and 
Teamwork. The em subsample was used fur this analysis_ Correlated residuals specified in 
the f1JlJl1 measurement models were likewise specified in this model. The model fit the data 



Table 19 
Results of MUltiple Groups Simultaneous Factor Analyses 

-
Factor Loading Matrix Measurement DifferenceGroups IModelI I Unconstrained Constrained i 

x' ~ 11072.01Work Unit X' ~ 10989·96 Ax' =82.05 
df = 3524 df = 3587 Adf ~ 63 i&periences 

SEX: I 

MaleslFemale.1i 
x' ~ 12438.59x' ~ 12355.53 Ax' = 83.06

&periences 
Organizational 

df ~ 3884 df ~ 3934 Mf = 50 

Work Unit x' ~ 10793.44 Ax' = 142.96
Experiences . df = 3524 

x' = 10650.48 
Adf = 63 

RACE: i 
df = 3587 

i 
..WhiteslAfrican 

Americans 
Organizational X' = 11955.34 x'.= 12083.15 Ax' = 127.81" 

&periences df = 3934 Adf = 50df = 3884 
i 

I 

x' = 10861.67Work Unit x' = 10776.27 Ax' =85.40 
&periences df = 3587 Mf = 63 

AGE: 
Older (> =50)1 
Younger ( <50) 

Organizational 

df = 3524 

x' = 12761.70 Ax' =59.98x' = 12701.72 
df ~ 3884Experiences df = 3934 Mf = 50 

p < .UI 

well. x' (731. N~4921) = 9353.87. p<.OI. GFI = .91. Figure 3 depicts the model.ad 
includes 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 tbat some 
differentiation betwee.g. the scales was present in the responses (although, recall that the item 
composition of the common factors was different across the scales}, Five of the ten factors 
bad higher correlations with other factors than with their constrUct counterpart; however, in 
each case there was only one correJation that was higher. lending substantial support to the 
construct. validity of the factors, In sum, the test was inconclusive, althougb the results 
suggested some differentiation among the Work Unit and Organizational Experiences scales 
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Figure 3, Cross·scales AnaJysis. Factor CorrelatIons of Common Factors Across 
Work Unit and Organizational Experiences Scales and of Other Factors with Large 
Correlalions 

46 




Table 20 

Cross-Scales Analysis, Factor Correlations (Decimals omitted) 


, 
Factor Factor 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

1 
2 83 
3 47 41 
4 49 58 71 
5 75 67 56 58 
6 80 85 48 62 82 
7 68 65 56 57 79 75 
8 64 73 51 67 69 86 77 
9 52 54 48 57 70 66 61 61 
10 61 74 51 70 67 78 65 82 65 

Factor Codes 

1 = Reward and Rec:ognidon (WOrk Unit Experiencc:s) 
2 = Reward and Recognition (Organizational Experiences) 
3 = Customer FOC\l,$ (Work Unit Experiences) 
4 = Cus{l)mer Focus (Organizational E:tpericnees) 
5 = Instirulional Fairness ('Nork Unit Expt'riences) 
6 = Instirutionat FairnC$.S (Organizational Experiences) 
7 = Open CommUJlieatioo (Work Unit Experieoees) 
8 = Open Communication (Organizational Elperiences) 
9 = Teamwork (Work Unit Experiences) 
10 = Teamwork (Or~onal Experiencet) 

and offered some construct validity suppon. 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 ilem-to-<iimension (subseale) assignments at the 
observed score leveL The reliability of these suhscales was assessed using Cronbach's 
Coefficient Alpba. These analyses were also used to fInalize assignments of items for which 
the results of the LlSREL analyses were inconclusive. Tables 21-24 show coefficient alpbas 
for the a priori and fInal subseales of the Work Unit and Organizational Experiences scales 
on the consortium (CEl and CS2) 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 I but as explained in the 
commentS, this L'i because the USREL analyses revealed that some of the a priori items were 
more vaJid indicators of other constructs, Recall that coefficient alpha is, in fact. not'a good 
measure of dimension homogeneity. A subscale with a relatively large number of items that 
correlate moderately will have an impressive a 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 items were reassigned based 
on the LISREL item validity analyses, those dimensions .thal loSt some items also lost some 
reliability. 

Interrater Agreement , 

For each item, mtcITater agreement was calculated within agency using both Finn's (1970) 
equation and Usala's (1993) modification. Agency was;used as !he 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 averaged to obtain a 
single. average interrater agreement for every item. These average agreements are listed in 
Appendix D. Because agency is still a rather broad context, and since there is • laclc of 
guidance in the literature as to what an acceptable minimum agreement should be, .3 was 
chosen as an arbitrary criterion at which to note items with lower agreements. Eight Work 
Unit Experiences items and five Organizational Experiences items had an average modified 
agreement below tlIis crirerion, as noted in !he appendix. 

Table 21 
Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha (a) Reliability Estimates 
Work Unit Experiences Scales, Consortium Incumbents and Supervisors, Subsamples ft2 

Subsealc 
" 

A Priori Items and '" 
(IncumbentsI 
Supervisors) 

Revised Items and " 
(lncumbentsl 
supervIsOrs) Comments 

#10-12 
Q' - .821 .76 

#10-14 
a ...88 I .84 

Training and Ca· #1·7 #1·7. 19,24 
reer Development (f = .8S I .84 a" ,89/.84 

Innovation and 114, 15. 16, 17, 19 No SubSGale IJ4. 16, and 19.are more valid 
RW;Takin, a i: .71 I .66 indicaton of mber dimensions; 

(;'J far iteMS 15 and 11 =.29. 

#21·25 #21,21,23.25 #24 is a more valid ~lcalor 
a'" .75 { .80 a=,72/.77 of Training and Career Deveklp~ 

wenL 

Le>dtnhiplWd No Subscale No Subscale Single item #27 
Commiunet'u 10 

Quality 

Institutional #13. 26. 28·31, 72 #26. 28· 30, 31 #13. 31.72 are mote valid 
Fairness (;'J '" .87 I ,83 (t """ .78•.76 indicators of other dimtnsiotlS. 

Open #35, 37. 67 No SubsC21e Collapsed with Supervision! 
Communicatioo (;'J = .79 ! .77 Management 

(Continued) 
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Table 21 (Continued) 

A Priori Items and a: Revised Items and 0: 

(Incumbentsl (Incumbentsl 
Subseale Supervisors) Supervisors) Comments 

Employee #39. 4i-43. 45.46 #16, 39. 41, 43. 
l.Ilvolvt:mtnt a """ .77 I .83 45.46 

ex "" .81 ! .82 

Resource AlIOClr #47.51·58 No Cllangc 
don/Utilization a ... ,15 I .75 

Heallh·EnhoncWg #48.5Q No Subscale 148 (after being reverse-coded) 
Work Envirol11!lent • = ·.491 ·1.12 correlates negatively with all 

lhe oilier items ill the survey. 

PamilylWorklLife #59-62 No Subscale Items art not good indicarors 
BaI_ a't:. .38 I .26 of a single dimension. 

Teamwork 	 #13, 74, 75 No Change 
« .... 8}'.79 

Supervision/ #38, 64-<56. 68·71 #31.35,37,38. Collap$Cd Open CoDlDllllli<a-
Management « = .89 I .86 64-72 [ion with this subscaJe. 

« ....93/,91 

Table 22 
Cronbacb's Coefficient Alpha (a) Reliability Estimates 
Organizational Experiences Scales. Consortium Incumbents and Supervisors. Subsamples #2 
• 

A Priori Items and " Revised Items and a 
(Incumbents! (Incumbents! 

Subseale Supervisors) Supervisors) Comments 

Rewanl and #79·82 #79·82, i4i. t42 
Recognition a= ,84/.18 a ... ,88 I .83 

Tr>iniIlg and Ca' #76, 77, 78 #76,71 
reet' Developmtnt 0' "'" ,83 I .19 a = .84 I .82 

lnnovalion and '84, 88, 89 No Change 
Risk Taking a = .65 f .63 

Cust.omer Focus 	 #90, 92, 97, ioo NQ Change 
a "'" ,69 I .10 

(COntinued) 



Table 22 (Continued) 

A Priori Items and a Revised Items and " 

Subscale 
(Incumbentsl 
Supervisors) 

(Incumbents! 
Supervisors) Comments 

Leadernbip and 
Commitment 
to Quality 

#93-96. 98. 99 
0""".891.87 

No Change 

Instimtional 
Fairness 

#!OO, 101 
a=.67/,59 

#78. 100, 101. 109 
IX ... ,80 I :10 

Open 
Communication 

#118, 119, 120 
« ... ,84 I ,85 

#115. 118, 119, 120 
a .... 8.5 / ,85 

Employee 
Involvement 

No Subscale No Subscale Single item #123 

Health-Enhancing 
Work Environmeot 

#125, 126, 127 
Q' ....63 I ,61 

#125. 126 
a'" ,741,75 

Family/WorkILife 
Balance 

#1l0, l3l 
a"" ,591 ,55 

#127, 1l0, 131 
a ....67 I .66 

Teamwork #148. 149. 150 
0: ....78 I .76 

No Change 

Diversity #104, 105, 107-113. 115 
Q' "'" ,84 I ,82 

#104, 1()7, 108. 
llO·113 
a ~ .81 I .80 

#109 and 115 are beltef 
indicatOR of Institutional 
Fairness and Open Commu.nj
cation. respca.ively; #.05 (a 
reven:e~scorcd item) is simply 
a poor indicator. 

Social 
Responsibility 

#134-138.14{} 
a =-.77 I .82 

No Change Kept t134 with this sub$eaJe 
for rational reasons despite 
USREL resWt$ suggesting it is 
n better indicator of Familyl 
WorkfUfe Balance. 

Job Security lUld 
Committnent «> 
Workforce

1141~l43, 145, 146 
ex "'" .69 I .72 

No Subst>ale #141 and 142 are better 
indicators of other dimensions. 
#145 was n poor indicator. 
Q' for #143 and 146 => .42. 

Strategic Planning #151. 152, 154, l55 
a => ,85 I .85 

6151-l55 
a'" .88 1.88 

#153 W3$ probably interpreted 
as an activity integral to the 
Strategic Planning process. 

Measurement and 
Analysis 

-
#153, 156-159, 16l-163 
a = ,89 j .88 

#156-159, 161-l63 
ex. = .871 ,87 

#153 is a belfer indicacor 
of Strategic Planning, 
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Table 23 
Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha (a) Reliability Estimates 
Work Unit Experiences Scales, Nonconsortium Incumbents, Subsample #2 

Subscale A Priori Items and Q: Revised Items and 0: Conunents 

Reward and 
Recognition 

110, 11. 12 
a "'" .81 

110, 11, 12, 13, l' 
a: "'" .88 

Training alld Ca~ 
reer Development 

'1-7 
Ci ,.. .89 

'1-7, 19.24 
(¥ = .90 

Innovation and 
RiskTaklng 

#14-20 
ex ....73 

#17.18,20 
0: = .64 

Cuslomer Focus #21-25 
a"" .74 

#21,22,23, ·25 
a"" .72 

~hlp and 
Commitment to 
Quality 

No Subsca!e No Subscale 

'.,-

Insnrutional 
F.uniess 

#13.26,28·32,34. n 
a'" .88 

'26,28,29,30,32,34 
a'" .81 

Op<'ll 
Communication 

'8,35,36,37,67 
€X "'" ,79 

No Subsc.ale '35,36.37, and 67 
collap$ed with SupcrvaionJ 
Management 

Employee 
Involvement 

'33, 39-46 
a: = .84 

'16,33,39-41,43-46 
a'" ,84 

Resource Alloca-
tion/UtiliunioQ 

'47,51-58 
ct "" ,71 

No Cilange 

Health-Enhancing 
Work Environt'llCn[ 

'48,49,50 
a ... ~,20 

'49,50 
Q: = ,57 

Family/WorkiUfe 

Balan" 
,59452 
a = ,52 

'61453 
0: ...57 

Teamwork '73.74, 75 
a = .80 

No ChAnEe 

Supervisioni 
Management 

'38,64-66,68-71 
01 == ,90 

#31.35- 38,64-72 
a = .94 

Collapsed Open Communica~ 
tion with this subscale. 
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Table 24 
Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha «x) Reliability Estimate. 
Organizational Experiences Scales, Nonconsortium Incumbents, Subsample #2 

Subseale A Priori Items and " Revised Items and r:r Comments 

Reward and 
Recognition 

179-82 
a "" .85 

#79-82. 141, 142 
Q ...88 

Training and Ca
reef Development 

No Subscale No Subsc.ale Slngle item 1178 moved to 
Institutional Fairness. 

Innovation and 
Risk Taking 

'84·89 
a I:: .87 

No Change 

CUstomer FOCU$ #90-92.97 
a <= .71 

No Change 

Leadership and 
Commitment 
to Quality 

193.95,98, 99 
Q'" .89 

No Change 

Institutional 
Fairness 

1100-103 
a'" .81 

1178, 100-103, 109 
a .,. .85 

OpeD 
Communication 

1118·121, 123 
a'" .86 

11l5,118-122 
a"'" .87 

Employee 
Inwlvetnent 

121, 124 
a'" .S5 

No Change 

Health·Enhancing 
Work Environmenl 

#113·129 
a .....79 

#113. 126, 128, 129 
a r# .77 

FamHyfWorklL1fe 
Balan'" 

#130.131, IJ2 
a" .75 

1127, 130, 131. 132 
Q =: .76 

Teamwork #148. 149. ISO 
a"" .78 

No Change 

Diversity #104-113. 1tS·1I7 
a .,. .89 

1104. 106·108. !l0-114, 
116, lJ7 
a"'" .87 

Social 
Responsih!Jiry 

1133-140 
a"'" .82 

NO' Change 

Job Security and 
Commiunent 10 

Workforce 

183, 142-147 
a" .77 

14), 144, 146. 147 

Strategic Planning No SubscaJe No Subscaie Single item 1154 

• 
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SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

A sunwary of the most important results of this study is fowul in Appeudix E. This is • 
ch2.rt of the ftnal item-to-dimension assignments hased on the results of the I.lSREL aud 
Cronbach', Coefficient Alph2. analyses, and it serves as one source of infonnation for 
guidance when using any of these items in future surveys. In addition, it lists faclOr loadings 
from the CEI and NCEI subsamples and reliability estimates from the em aud NCE2 

, 	 subsamples, Items with very low intemtter agreement (less than .3) are also designated. 
The laSllisting of items in the chan ("Miscellaneous Items") is of those not fowul to 
measure any of the constructs represented in the facror model, with the factor on which they 
were loaded in'parentheses. New dimension definitions to 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 deft.nitions must be written at that time which reflect the specific 
items selected. 

Overall, the validity of the a priori item-dimension structure for the climate items was 
supported. Only one dimension was lost due to poor item validities in the Work Unit 
Experiences scale (Oral Communication, wbleb was collapsed with Supervision! 
Managenu;nt), tuld none of the Organizational Experiences dimensions was lo.t. Only nine 
of the 163 items are listed as h2.ving insufficient empirical support as valid indicators of lbe 
dimensions in this study. However, as can be found in Appeudix E, a few olbers have only 
barely .cceptable validities, aud some would form subscales of insufficient reliability if used 
to report dimension results in these samples. 

This study was conducted using sophisticated statistical (ools that, in the area of climate 
research, are unfommately still uncommon. As such~ several points about the final results 
that may be .omewhat confusing should be addressed. The mo.t obvious is that, in the ftnal 
arrangement of items, factor loadings and reliabilities are so~etimes lower than for the a 
priori conftguratlon. Thi. is not surprising. One of the benefits of a I.lSREL analysis is that 
systematic measurement error, which can artifacttlaUy inflate factor loadings, can be removed 
from the factor space. This allows a better reading of the "ll'Uc" meaning of an item. which 
in tum allows a more accurate jtem-to~factor assignment. 1lte 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-dimensjon assignments were changed, some coefficients alphas. 
which are partially dependent upon the number of items in a subseale, decreased as 
dimensions lost items. The overall purpose of thc analyses was to ftnd the best .Jtem~to~ 
dimension assignments given the item poot of the surveys, not to maximize all factor 
loadings .ud coefficient alphas. There would undoubtedlY be some lowering of loadings and 
reliabilities, but on balance, the improvements in the measurement models yield more 
accurate item scoring .at the dimension level, 

Another 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 seemingly adequate factor loadings on their construct factors. However, 
recall that these loadings were obtained in the presence of a method factor for reverse 
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scoring which removed systematic error from the construCt fattor space, revealing true 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 to 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 obvious to respondents, 
and SO they were not as thoughtfuJ 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-orierned items generally 
decreased when that merhad factor was Introduced. However, this likewise suggested a 
substantial role of systematic error variance. Consequently, each employee-oriented item 
should he evaluated separately in rhe COnleXt of their factor loadings prior to and in the 
presence of this merhad factor; in general, rhough, employee-oriented itemJl wirh high factor 
loadings in Appendix E an: strong items. 

lnterrater agreements were calculated for information pertaining to the theoretical premise 
that climate identification requires agreement among raters as to what the climate is for a 
particular environment. Again, this is a condition that is stated in the literature but often 
overlooked in practice. and therefore there is not much historical material with which to 
interpret the current fIndings. The interrater agreement resullll of the present srudy should 
therefore be treated with caution and as a step in the direction of introducing agreement as a 
standard analysis in lhis context. Besides the determination of what is an acceptable, 
minimum agreement criterion. probably the most difficult decision regarding interrater 
agreement involves the level of analysis for calculating it. In this study. agreement was 
ca1cu!ated only at the item level to provide infonnation for future survey work on the 
agreement that eacb of these items received in this particular instance. However. agreement 
would be an important condition for whatever level climate scores are to be reported, be it at 
the item or dimension level. The difficulty arises when considering what to do with items 
that have poor interrater agreement, Such items may be quite valid as indicators of a climate 
construct wblle their results by themselves may not reflect an identifIable climate. Should 
items whose sr.and-aIone 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 rhe dimension score should also rhen be asSessed for agreement? If both item aad 
dimension scores are to' be reported in a srudy, the researcher may not want to retain such 
items for dimension scoring because it might be confusing to have a dimension score based 
on a different item composition than the items listed elsewhere in the report as measuring 
that construct, However. if only dimension scores are reported, there may be no 
psychometric reason for excluding such items. While the context of a study is one 
determining element, further study On rhe psychometric implications of this prohlem is 
needed. 

TIUs 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 one, items that mean different !blngs to different populations can he identified" 
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Perhaps an item ostensibly about compensating perfonnance is most meaningful to one 
subgroup as a reward issue but to another as one of fairness. 11 might be imponant to (1) 
understand such differences in meaning and address them, andlor (2) insure that only items 
that have consistent meaning are reponed so that results can be interpreted coru;istently for 
persons of aU subgroups. TIle assessment of measureru~nt equivalence can be pursued much 
further than was done in the present srudy. Optimally. researchers would make such 
assessments for sex. race, and age standard practIce w~ever practical and feasible. 

Other unanswered questions penain, again. to the question of method. variance. It was 
interesting thal the Employee-oriented factor was only ~vident in the measurement model for 
the Work Unit Experiences scale, and not the Organizational Experiences scale. This could 
he attributed Simply to the Organizational Experiences items being less subject 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 COflsOrtiuni sample was not apparent in 
the nOllCOnsortium sample. TIris is another unsolved mystery worth further research. 

While this study outlined a procedure for using state-of-the-an analyses to conduct item 
analysis, the immediate value of the results is in what they suggest for using these items in 
furore surveys, and for writing new items. Appendix E provides useful infonnation on each 
item regarding what dimensions they measure and how well. However, there is other 
infot11lll.tion. in the srudy to be considered. The tables showing whicb items had correlated 
measurement error should be studied for clues as to what wording structure to avoid, The 
reverse-scored items in this srudy are probably also poorly structured and should he revised 
to make the reversed nature more prom~nt. or dropped altogether. Some itemS were more 
susceptible to response variance due to their (employee) orientation than others, and the 
tables reponing their factor loadings should be srudied for clues to sucassful item writing. 
Also. the !lible reponing 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 analyses such as these are evident. The 
analyses can be lahor and time imensive. In many instances, they raise more questions than 
they answer, and the amount of information obtained is so plentiful that infonruition overload 
is inevitable. The present ,rudy only scratched the surface in evaluating all the infonnation 
obtained on each item. However, it should also be obvious that the identification of items 
whose assigrunents need to be adjusted, the isolation of method variance, and the testing of 
item validity differences in subgroups, are extremeJy valuable, as are other related analyses 
not conducted in tttis study. and the procedure outlined here is an excellent way to 
investigate these phenomena. 
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Appendix A 
Master List of Items 
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rn-eUIIH(:or«lL Th. numboer 2( me I)r Idl i•• mUll:'! iIdn ~ cocSt: a:tftelpOndlilt Ill-ibe ~e 11¢nl 0(I:!er ill l!Ie IU~J. 111, ~ It:! dle rilhf: of l!Ie.uk deri,1l.lIii:lt:l (WU and 01:1 i4;> widlllI>$CIl~ item rmm~ rtm!'d. 
n..lIIli!l:lbetJ fotlowir!g m:b ~Ie wd. (CS. CE. and NCEj it 1ht.tim>1O iItm r:umht:I 'l'I:bio!hst II!I'IJk'J 1Nnt:)'. "4ilI (.) to dle riJilt of,l ample oodt imic:t.~ dIzt W:m III" ""'- .rom 10 \bill SlIl"Ipk. 
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, 

n DE • CS e, NeE 81 Cffftlll'ktr_,i"llMl m....in11'ldl: ~Ictdll:~ (c.,", -t.loot. ~IY),.. OE , CS 11 CE 71 NeE n Thttt k lUI invt:wnom\ hi: ICdu'loJo,its (c.,., ~ FAX ~dlrI :rm\"C/T emplo1_' _It ~ dft(.iml VIII ~ 10 pufontl. 

" OE 10 C5 eE NeE S1 HIt'W ,,:du.."',," I!W l'f'I"idt pfe IIBl ~ IOIIIW {Jl~ 1IIIj)pOtIi.~) OO'01t ~1tiIlm lin 1OI!11l1- VIII \/lied. 


" 06 11 eE NCE &4 N_ udmoloJa t!IR ~ CIT tmp1oyel: QI)Itl:lil'~ ~ *"4N WI :and 1UIod. 

87 OS 11 "es eE tlCE M I'ftw U'.dmi:lb,q ttu.t GlltM err ~....' ...,,}: _ enjoyable and ~iPa: aft' _,trt <JIll vtd um!. 


" OS II 0" an NeE U C!f (ftIj)1oy""'lll .r", wid In prtroiof.e inpn ihnal *' f)'pa or ~ia II1.II _lot Md, ttrds: ~~ efficlt:tn and m.y tI) puform, 


" O!! H CS" CE 14 NCE !1 )'hnll"" 1 .. ~n lID du,ntc (e .•.• '-....,.. of dom. _d, ~Ibi:~. 


OE U C! 1l CE 13 NeE U Cu.tnwnm Il&w 111" opporwnil) In ~t'TAhW~ dw:: qusliI} or ~ me! IoI:rriccs prtnridllllll by CIT cmpkly""'lll kr.. a:u;!tmer Atil:~ INnry)),'" " Of HI es CE NeE 19 Thert h t smml (!XlII' 00 IM __. 


" OE 11 CS 16 CI! 16 ",eE 90 l'Mtc i. I ~ to p(O'<idill,II"h-<;<a;lity, dhlcollf _lid pmd\Ii;U ud ~I(n.. 


" OE 18 CS 11 CE 17 !Ice 91 Mlllliefl trt$pilt crr ¢mpIoY": w tin pridlt in UIt1r _It.
.. OS 19 CS 7B CE 13 NCE \i1 MIII.lfeJ1.ui( CiT omplO)'td.boIa W'llJ tn impmn lb~ ....ni prOOuc:al. 


" Olt lQ CS 19 C/O 19 NeE 9) MlIt\llen rou_ up Oli ClTdllpklyu IIiI.Illo:.Uit:I1'I:t rot 1m;m:'I'lSQ\!!KJ in p"""tmI. Jef"'lcf$. IIId wort~. 


" OR ~I CS 110 CE fII) NCE, Mmqlm proylde Ihc,~ (~"., riIttt.~" ilil!lIn) rJCtIded 10 irtIpn:t"C" Ib!: quint) of pmru.w tIId <el"'liett pro~ldtd 10 UU>Omml. 


" OE n 0 .. CE 81 NCE 94 Th~ ,Wll it 10 t~ l:Illlomtf npecutiMlL 


" OE '2) CS 82 CE $2- NCE 95 M~IIJ'ru «lmmullica\t lI'Ie I)rJ.mW.Uon'~ .,I""n, IOI.!~. ud nlue$ rdtlo:! In qullJry tnd Itl,h pmormlUlCe.
,. OE 1i CS SJ CE n ,.,1:E 96 Mi\lUltu 4mwnOl/m 0..1 quill!)' is impmu.ut 10 ~f illj!"lHhy lo;1i.«ieI (t.I•• 0011$ mmn,1 let di_u qualilY il$lJe\, lntern:l".;,m ruSlllmtn), 

100 OE H "' .. CE .. r<CE 91 An I!mllIp~Ht of ...... ",jltJ I:>~ ':'I....'m IIId CIT iM1IploJeel, 

101 OE ~ Cs 85 CE 83 NCE" The: prOOla'!Ktn J:iSltm i1 biro 

un Of 11 e, eE NCE" crr ftIlPlo1"1t ",hit ICI prtvu, .ltf pfOll'O.<.L 

lin OE 18 es eE NCE 1(1) • crr;rmpl<!)ee ,i.hlt 1<> <!~_ In: p~. 


104 OR 19 cs 8b CE 81i NCE tOI • o.ne,,::fIIt;e!. amo:l.C err cmpbyeel (qt., "". rsa, Ntilmtl ~ri.in. 'IC. £u11Iatd bKtll"lUlId) .Te tPJlfrcitlo:!. 

105 OE. lO 0", CE 81 NeE. 101 R M....ce:n 'If'Ilft mIrw..", ut tot!llIid ~ 

106 Of 11 CS eE r<C£ 103 , M:l1IJ1CH KC ili"l'tlnil')' U. IOIItu (It uimubllml tIId tmir;:hmei11.. 


t01 OE '1 CS 811: CE !8 NCE [04 • I'tnmtI ~iliDbl.llLiet..~ ~ sn4 red pan (If !be WI~' 

11)3 OE )J CE 89 NCE 105 _ crr =I"~Jen y",,", /till ncill.m mltunl dM--=-u' (Idlm.
es " 
109 OE 14 CS., NCE 106 . A~hl...:emtN: eftIOl"tIIlIi.!m Ire lU'1.Ibh: tot IIl<p quanroal err ""Pw.,eel, rqlrdln$l:'f leI. ~. IlllioNluricm. £uhum bl£l:lrGIIiItId, W 41u:b:il1l)".C. " 
HO OE )S 0", CE 91 NCE: 1(11 A~*lioIn tn: made for pmr<!!D will'! disahU1Des (~,., I'flilatliln, ul IIIp ~~ nmpII. bdiJhl). 
HI OE J6 "" e, " NCe 101 , f'monIod ~p_~ In 1I'It wrrrq,~ fe.s., ,...mi:lllll~ lI:nII_m, tnUdua; VI.__ of diYl:'BiIy ~ mctIIlIri.nJ;), 
II} oe 37 NCR 109 , $.......12 IQI ....,"'"' .. 10 clhnlNm;nP1~ aM d~ [Na; cs: (..11 NeE., CE la /he """*PlIttl.
es " e, " 
III OE )! NeE 110 . crr l.'.ftlpi1ryCCII _ ad! (Idlc:t ~~ md ~ 

11-40e.)!! cs CE NCE III . CIT t:mfl\o1en ftd R:IpOIISl'bk 1Il.~,d~ IIIIb!: WOItp,-, "''' CE" 

C$ 9.1 CEO> NCE III . M....1"I'l <:ntCOIIrar* err ~«S ttl ell"tI!iU d!cir """"~' "t>elicfi..m opinIorur.'" OE 40
1160E41 CS CE NCR III , M_.m 1IIU1III'I1Id1~pressiQl!. tIId ~~, 


111 010 41 CS co NeE 114 • 1I>ere 'f~ polidel tIId pratrice u _ ~ u' empl~ IQI opportu:tifr, 

111 OE ill CS 96 CE 96 NeE m. M....JCfl ~ tft'ee\h'., ~~"j~ tItIInII srdtt (t.•.• lItioI:Nt vm~ ,uw. IIeIIded ~. 

11' OE C4 es " e, " NCe lUI. M_pn ~lJ _late U!ouI ~MI~'• ." ...11UOIl5, opomIdollS. an:! ~~ k f_. 

no OE u NCR 111 • "1_,,," ~<lIlmIIUI~ IIboIrI ~~'I turvfll pllm.
es " e' " 
III OF: 46 es a NCE !Il! . <;rr tmP\oret$ ~ !fit C()n!'identWlIY ilr m-pnil'Alklllll infm'Imlio4 11m blb.ted by m~ 
III OE: ., c, eE NeE lit . Irrtbmution INri", Q(a!n 1.1 til f¢'tdl 01 dlt Of].WWioIL 
III O'E 4~ CS9'!>cE99 NCE 120 , err 1:llrI91¢)"en 1oC!I"tilJ Iiedc <1!\l'Il<llfUllitles 10 ~ id<:u and ""~ I<> I'MIlI.m. 
114 OE 49 CS eE NCE III , Sup«TlIOU md ~R.'WInl~ i:h~ _lot or CIT =p1l7,--ps~ III tdlit¥lI!z 1M ,MIt ot lite utClniution. 

(Continued) 

WU .. Wm\: Unil ~_Ic; OE .. ~~ k21t: cs .. c-tiDm ~r wmplc; CR .. ~ernplor~~: NCB .. H"__employ"" _pk; R .. I~ ill 
~·lIC:Ortd. Thr: ~ *I 1M fir Id\ il4 mzsa:t _ IIIIIII~ alIdt com:I:p(ll~illl to ~ rmDn i!.I:m \'l1lh!r in tb!: AV'I'r,'" 11>.. _bo!f to ax, ti.... IIJ tb!: a;:;tle ~ (WU md OE) ilia ~It iMm tIiImbu n:cmd. 
Tho IIIJI'!l.b<n r.:~11!lKb tamp.It alIdc (<;$. CE. tIId NCE) is 1M tti:nwc Ilcm IlIIftIbu 'I'iIhilI dIzl WlIJ'I;:'J .....t)'. A 4IX {,} II) Itt~ tilht uf. ~r.:od~ indQIeI1:IW ilc= M.I IlOl ""= ~ dill WlIJ'I¢, 
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Appendix A (continued) 

m OE $0 <:5 100 ell 100 NeE 112 _ I'hpit:ll <:=odiwlU {f., .• nai." !~m~. U.iIIln1:. ~) md:" II eu)' fig CIT~!II!S 10 pufOl'll'l1l'lrir job. _II. 
IllS at; $1 CS 101 CE Ii)! t<'CE In , CIT tmplorea...., pmlroc1 from h ... 11l'I1mJ ...~ h>ttnb on. tile ;'110. 
1210E n <:5 ]02 eE 102 NCE IU . J>rt>f:tllm' 1II11 ~t t'* hllallb pnctieu ~~tc.t (•.,., fiUlru~. fIWIh «I-m pfO,I'IIIIl), 
II! OE n cs Cll NeE lU • Ml.IU1:¢ll wtlfllD ,,<<71:0011: pbylkt! beaM! ill 4l!: ~~ 
119 os , .. cs C, NCE 126 • MVllttft ~tt IiO: Jm>m'* l\'S1tf1oloJ:lc:aJ 1l=1d1 1ft tile ~p~. 
IJO Of H C~ 101 CE 100 NeE 111 . Pros~ dW hetj:l CIT ....plo)'-. <led.mll _rt w fIInitJ n:IfIO!ISihl!iti<:s 1111 p",.idcd (C,I•• cmptqy«.mamr PI'Olftl!l5. suppon JfO'IPS. mm nwu.r_ rovrtt:t}, 
131 OE 56 CS I()I CE 104 PiCE m _ F:atnlIy-ttl.Ut:d bc:nefiIt lft av;ai!;a.tlk 14 err~!II!S (".,•• paremal'kl'tt j)01ic:lQ, OIl-oM r;.biJ.1 t.U1II, Lida' ;:;n». 
III (lE.n cs c, _ NeE Ill' • 'llItttt aft polK:lr::. &nd pno::tii:rs dW bel;> m¢'lIIr= ~ lbeil 1M>It. fIInitJ. 'w ptncIIll nft -t.,
1J}oencs c, NCe no . Tbeft if _ 14 ,,_i::IitJ, bt::Ddit:I ttll.tlt ~1"""""~ ....Jl...bdDt of dw: _WIItr m:I fI:ItloIt. 
Uf OE" C1 lOS eE ]OJ NeE 1)1 • Th= .. UI tqanint.iOl»l ...mnfitnt.... ttl ~, ....._1itJ lif. (•.1 .• p1l~ wfdl ~). 
m: OE 6(l CS 106 eE lOIS NeE In • MI\'IlCC"fT _nil' err <:n\Ilc!rta ID p1l~ ill ch&rily ~~I:d by 4l!: Mtlllindot! '•.1 .. Combinl:d fQl,n1 Cll'IlpIlrn. boIiIht foqd driY~). 
1.16 OE 61 CS ]07 CE lin NCE in . err t:mpl"l'ta..tID vnl\)J!1..... for ~ Itli•• 0UISil, I){...m: Vlil ~ ...:I ~"". 
01 OE 61 CS 16& eli 108 MeE tl4 . TlI= ,are poIk:ia and f~ IIIIf tdfm, <:PmllliImeflIlO fn:!U't'in1 am .........nn, cm~ flcaM! (( .••• ftCY..ru.c. ~~1IIro!). 
IU Of.. 6l CS I~ eE llJ9 NeE m . err c:!lPkI'l'-. amst!he "rt~ in J'Mdin, io amuniunem: 10 fn:1tlTll'II &nd <""':Irina: c:'J'ifQfllllo::nQj ~!Ih (c..,., pmicltt&f.e in ~). 
119 Of 64 cs C, NCE 1)6 _ CIT tmp!rrr- iilPrt J!IIttlio; ~~ &:II -rn dli:u:rs!. 
140 O£ 6S CS 110 CE 110 NCE 1}7 , err mtploy!ll!S ~ for r.:ommusi!r IIImkz ImJ ~rit) q;mpliCIU ~ of tIIUt"It (t.... $porid OtympiQ. A.mcrio:m C~ $oclf!tJ). 

141 OE 66 CS til eE In toCE nt " CIT tm(Iki1ctS;m: ~fd«l fm: tn.llIt 1M AlIlt ttl pafom:llliUtlJ' dlrr-:.:...-crt nrir:s. 
1(1 OE 61 CS III ell III NeE tJ9 _ err anp!qyIlf"1IU n:.... rdod 1m bcitlJ ~'t:lbk~~1rt:I$I~ ef lilt orpnizJ.Iion.. 
!" OE 68 CS III CE Ul NCE 140 . f'rotfalIlJlUIlIdp err ~ <loa:! ftb ~ in km.e I~ pron:wnof It .•. ,~.~ (:OU"""htIt••id in II/ldml new~. 
144 Of 69 es- c, NCE Idl " It It r""",lIim1lN11M c:=num'io; fll:QlriI)' or 1M oq,lIlli>2\llim m:llbaJ ofill wottl'ow: Irt: _ UIId 1M WM. 

14S OE 10 CS 114 eE 114 Nel!: I"~ • CIT (:IlIp!qyCCII JJ't w1]linllO bt ~ and IMYrol 1;C 0Ih= ~ns in lIIe O'fl.mntillll/l) prtll«1 did! un;oiQ~ fll:Qlri\J, 
146 CE 11 CS Ii' CE t13 NeE 14l . err ~to JJ't I'rovid«t IfItI!l ;» teaniry. 
'41 OE 1l CS C, NCE 1« . err empfur!ll!S =IW du! lllcir i/ld"irfuaI j<lb Jlt\Irity l. Untrol II. !fie !o>te-1en!I ~ of 4l!: ...rtamarien. 
I'" Of 13 cs 116 ell Hil NCE 14, . DUTemv ~(t tl:I:!iB ~ I(f Jel1l'I( job lhlne. . 
149 Of ,. CS 111 CE 111 NCE I~ . err O'I'lSIioyCCII ill iIliITommt wort !milS ~I.t.~aait_!II improvt d!e qu&1lty of proo1uta w RrV1r#, VId II) ~ prot»eta. 
ISO OE 15 CS ll! C£ 114 toIeE •., • SUpeI""Uon and m.I.tIl(nI t~.nIze IN ~ (If trIa'IU. 
151 OE 16 CS 119 eE 119 NeE. "b...~ flUl ror ~ "'I",,~'I 1'IIIl.u1;, 

ljl OE 11 CS 1m eE 120 NeE t.!vI.afen "" loar-«'m"I ~ lrnpro_ ,Dlb VId clljc>::!;"'a. 
IH OE 78 CS III CE III NCE . Iotlntlef1 n:pb, Iy ,.."icw file Of~' f pt'USn$t II>M.rd -'ttt ito ,otl, VId dljea.!ve:s. 
154 OE 19 CS In CE 111 ttCE 14' . err emf'lclyeei ~:miciptl' it! pllMln, hit 1M '"1llili:1lion'IMtlrt (".t".lU"Il.ttic pWu. lo.m), 
I.H 010 110 CS I1l eE ill Net';: • !o!IU\I,M de'l'd;,p VId UK ~!N.! IXII2irrttIUJ :tdItplIP IIlo dimrinl ~, 


156 OE 111 CS 12" CE 124 Nee, ima-muwn 1111 qvali!), VId Ii<neli1\re:1::1 1111 eoI1eaed (l", III f~ and """It= frotl!l __•• 

151 OE It CS In eE Llj NeE . FoIfNII ~&~ mm !1) mcuutt 1M t1:1ml1D .nidi the (lI1UlWfioa" mmirlj Dloall lid objoectl ..... 

lSI 05 n CS U6 eE 126 NeE _ The qu.d.ry of produ<:U llId.",..iecI protidcdIP ",,1IIiOIIlIll1i il c:an!fllru:t II) lIIe ~IXI: (It (llh~r or~tl"ns 1hII_ '_Cl>lud at ~, 


159 Of 114 CS 117 CE 121 NeE. Appftllllt1lt1t xlnlV:t:ltf ~y ,lid tao1l lit tIJlOIIiIln In -.md pr~ lIId In Inf,,_klll ""neu_, 

160 OE H C.s IU CE lUi NCE . Produm, ~I=. VId ~r1o p_ ate ~~ 11:1 _ or ,.ca:d c.n\or.:!r:r.mJ and n~. 


161 00 36 CS 119 eli: I~' NCE . ~~~,,(~. l['iUIay Ffstt:m$lnd qu&foq ,,_ ~pc;dDnned af rccubr iM:fVI!1 ltrott dI~ or,tninUan. 

161 OE 81 CS uo CE no NCE , FIOOUip from 1M qu&li!), WdIIIlliilll ~ art 1.UO:! 91 improvt q,allry and ~tN pmt/1=1. 

lU OE 11$ C.5 131 CE 1)1 NCE. Qr,ufrrr t, 1m: t")' rlw:n ""'" (n #~ """,pI,,,"*, 


WU - Work Unit EJpc<i""," ,...le~ OE .. Oq..niu;~1 E.o:pn'~ Jelk; C$ .. Conso!6mt Rlpft""1Mn ample.; ce: .. ~~« sampht, NeE .. N~~o:mplCl~ IZIlIpk; R ... 11m! it 
RVtt"le·..:cm:<t. nt.. ft\P'DbI:t II 1M 1M I~ 11' mulCt fum munber t:OO~ ~irIj ID dw: ~t iu:m.mll:r ill IN: IUI"""Y". The wmbr>: to' ~ r\Jbt (){ iN .eal. dc;:iplllOIi (WV VII! OE) it. wlt:IiilHUle- irem rlim1bI:f record 
Th. mItllbat (ol\() ....... IlIth sampk- rode {CS, CE, VId NeE) e. dlt;:!imtte iltm II'IIIIIbtt MOlin 1h1:11II1I{Ik'11lln''l'. A dllOl (.) to Ibt fi,1I1 nf. J;tmplc ~t lfdiWa dw in:m WU!lllt ti~=n «I~: arnple.. 
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Appendix B 
A Priori Item-to-Dimension Designations 

Work Unit Experiences 
Training and Career Devt'loptneot 

I a I eE I licE I CIT IIDIPIay«s m;ci.eolN: romul tBmm, dIq IlCCdID pcrl<\ml!bdr jaM ~ (ft.,., o:on-d!.)lt! U'ini!>t. _f~._~, 


1 ('.$ l CE 1 NCE 2 err ""'J'by~ ~ Ihc cm')'!Il)' pk1mcl! u:w:I ~ they rIl'Cd 10 P'ff_1ktr jobs rlI'«r:lvdr (Mi.. M4I tnm su:pn"'iJr:m Of~. 


1 a 3 ce: J !-ICE) CIT mlP!or= arc pro'~od ~I~~ 10 \cm1, .t!l:."" t'j)'VW11beit lllO'O"\rdlC"" 1lkitlJ. 

" CS of CE" rocE" err o:mpbl'~ !I:ave t= 1t!!'1"iII.tIU~ and odM::r..nnm fMiWb!IUI bdp IIlcrn p:tfllrm drcir jo:oob$ c!fcaJ.-u/. 

j CS j CE 5 !'ICE' Nr:w err tt.'IployCClm I'roridod ~ 1Id~(I~ inrD!lllJlWa 10 po;rl"<:um tbcir job$ {q .• IhtovJh fum'lll orit:m,l;ritm P ....t&m,. inl:tmMl ~li<ln. ~ mlWitb}. 

.. 0 6 CE eo !'ICE (I $<IpeniJon I~ PrItt of CIT .:mp!oyel\1' rniI:I.In& oec:dI md he:,!htt!I _1IIesf !'IUldJ (~.I .• mill err r:mprc,em 10' awf'llTinf Inlni", COUI1¢l', pnniol< ~,~J. 


7 CS 1 CE 1 NeE 1 Clfomploytd,",proril101!...tcblnWn.lthll~dIdr~d("f~IUIdIbcitId.~QWiOinun.WQ(~,I.. Ihrov"'_lfIini"•. deuil~J. 


Reward and Recognition 

10 a 8 CE • NCE 10 Inlb pcrl'unninJ CIT anploytcl uc 1__nm4 with molt d\a1l=rJ• ...., W "''''lrdm, _Ii:. 


" C5 , e, , NCE Hlp pmo-mlnl err emplo}'l!Q ne pl'Qll'l!OU:d. 

II CS 10' CE 10 ,NCE " CIT I7111'wytll'l,.."" KlO'INiIll COl ptu¥Klm, hi~ ~ prnduQl mol ~ion 1<l l:I.lttomen.
" 
Innovation and Risk-Taking 
U cs 12 eE 12 NeE err "",ploytd .on: rtM.ldod (In lIhrowinJ; ",",",hi!)' it!d ifillonti ..... 
1$ CS iJ CE 11 NeE " err tl'l\.pfoyco:!; find it diff~1I "" dwoJc!be -r 1hir.l:I.on: ,,_.•16 CS H CE 14 NeE " en....,."..eeJ ue fl'lCCO/....11'd to _ tqI with _ atr.I ~ WI}'l c!' IIQilIr EIUq$, 

11 CS 15 CE 15 NCE "II err employtd IU _ftftO('l "" my ~ W wGnl'llCd .boIIt _ Drr_ ~ (e.,.• ~FAX~. 
eE NeE err fIlIpiqytclidlJll "" ""' I.<.hooiotk:!; mol 1a:rn!low Il;:llUe ""' "",b." cs19 CS: 16 CE 16 NeE " crr III:llpJo')'tII'I ~. I....m..., ~t:II ""' ~I.. nd IOOlt 1m irII1'OOu=l. 


,. es C< NeE " CiT I'I'Iploy_ PlPfI'Ort irIM~1Iio1Ilnd udIJIololkal d\lIl,1IeJ ~ n::su,! ift hl~ qu.tli<y ptnd~w..:l ~"'W:eJ.
" ,Customer focus 

" cs n CE Il NCE CIT. fIlIplo)'eft!me I IJO'lId und~~ ....f Me _ InYC U a/StOClIm. 


12 os II CE n NtE "lZ err ttIIPlo)'ees tll'.ti~ ~ IboIIf Ibdr~' ...1rtmmtI..:I t.qoco:ndom iMIIItb I 1'1U'I")' Df dfeajvc ~J. 


23 CS " CE 19 NtE CiT anpby= ~ PlUt5!iant (,tim dteir ~ IE) imcIrooc iii« qw:llry or ~ W Kn'b:I. 

14 CS to CE lO NCE " err tmpk/r_ reuivelninint..:l J..-s_ ... pnl'fidina hip quatiry prodllCb t.nd ~ to ~. 


2~ CS 11 CE" Nee " CfT rmpbr_ lit Q1lt!/IIIned to provldill, biJh 'llI*l1fJ pmIvctJ iUJd ~1lI~.
" 
~adersbip and Commitmen1 EQ Quality 

11 C$ 11 CI: 23 NCE 11 Sup«'I'iwn la en tmpiqy_ klIow!low ~~n~ to iii« ~'I~..:I JW!s. 


(Continued) 

cs .. C_rtium ""","lsm~; CE • C~MIp~ amplll: NCE .. N_1"<ka ~I\C ~It; A .. IIIJrn b tftm'....,wn:4. Tht IIIM\her tllhe hi: kl't illl!:IIiSIJ:f Ium _boer ~~..., to 

Ihf "'!;lI.in ;~ ordtt' ... iboe PI""7L 1'h<: l'IUIIlben hlIl-'nt cadll#>IJIl. to:>o;k fC.$. CE, .ad NCE) it ll!ic t.Iinw>: iIcto ~ .,Itofu d:W -"PIII'I ......q. 10 dill: (.) III !he! rit.bt "r I ~ a><k iDilo::l~ Iblt iI:(m..as II(lt J"'= !O 

!bill wnpl~. 
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Appendix B (ConlilUled) 

Institutional Fairness 

" 

U cs It CE Ii NeE IJ Supef'lUOO m (litln U!Wudi.nj err tm,,~ trulUltmiiom. 

26 CS 12 C1:; II NeE or ernpItIylQ 1m: up 1.0 hi,lt ftbk:lllWldvlll. 

18 C5 14 CE 14 NCE " Oi!'iplil'J!:" 1Idm~ hiJly U) err ctl'!9k!y«t. 

19C5l)CED NeE ,." Th~ ~nof~!t It'IlOI1I CIT ~1oIoy~ U t'OtBIy ~. 

30 C$ 26 CE 16 NCE ~~ trl:inm, trd ar«l d""dapmmr ~ , ........ ~) fOf err cmploy(Q &I'C flJr. 


CS 11 C.F. 11 NCf': " ~i$(fO~ err employee 'Wi\b mpeet. 

)1 CS l8 CE 18' NCE " OlipUlel. 01 tonnic:u {e., .. bet_ I»<-.lth:n} Ul: <[uar, &lid fjift) .<:SDhtd. 


CE NeE " err """,ln1_ rolla'" uirun, ""fidn trd pracu= {e.•. , dQ MI oa wmas, Ale Idv;uU.llt "I 'l)'1tCITl}." CS 
11 CS 61 CE 61 NCE " There b !fIIll boeI~ CfT tmpIoylltS tnd !belr N~irtln." 
Open Communicalinn ,I cs C, . NeE err mlplO1'IItS Nrc!bcir kllOl"lc:ll" wid! etl-werltn, 
U cs 19 eE 19 NCE JS err anpkrycrs u~ bpi: well m!<>nI'IIId .... J.!i ~ _rt.::tm, thti. job. 

eE • NeE CfT anplQyClS PItUt:rp..1<: in \lonCSI II'Id funhrit)M d"~ "" ~......." cs
17 CS JO eF. JO NeE " InfUllIIItkln no- f~y from WpoerTUorJ «t crr cm;oloy""", 

61 (:5 36 eli 5011 NeE " SdpllfY'$01l cle:,uly C".Dm:mU"ialt tD CIT e:mploycrs the ,crW mJ p.iorru.::. IIf the:.....t 1IIIit.
" 
Employee InVQlvcmcnt 

" 

33 CS eE NCE 3J crr ~en. slwt rnpon.,Mity fnr ttle ~Ill')' of '1000<'1< nllliondlil'J 

)9 CS U CE ,1 NeE J9 td~ jI.....~ CIT r:mpktym. "';1II!bc oppollQftily III cltmmlllnlt ¢It:ir 1ead(!1tup okil!l, 


"C! C> NCE en m'lple)ycrs .cUYdy' It!d; Icad~n.I!4> mk:1 wid! mrrt:W;d ~bil~. 

CsnCElJ NCE "41 SUl"'fY'liIll'1 M1y ,,",,,,he err ~ ill die cll;lIipt <)f 61cir WIlrt., 


".1: CS M ce l4 NeE err employtllS Glk~ d'IoI:\ U,il~'ivt 10 m«, wert. ,<>lib tnd cllI*I~ 


4) CS .U CE 15 NCE " err m'lpklylltS l.fe OX.(NtlJtcI to tdCl'llily tnd ...I.e probl~ 


.. os eE NCE " « crr _J:>IuJen. IJh ~;liI) fnf clc::llioIu Uu1ln~ !.hci. we.l. 

4S CS 36 ell 36 NeE CIT C'I1P'o,= loot rm W11111> imp!OYf 1M Q\lllity of PrOOlICl$, ltt'I'icel, Uld'Ml1t pro«sW. 

%CS31CEJ1 NCE " SdpII,"]liIlrl JA for crr emplOft't' ldcu.~ opilrioM befOft nIU\II& ~ wort v.nit <tc::i'OoM,
" 
Resource AllocalionfUlHization.,n cs :n CE 3a NCE err cmpIo;!y_ """e coou(h WIIrt ,...er It> do tbI:ir WIl,i, 


11 CS<lICE41 NCE 'I k imCl'n.p!ie1'lJ make .. 4ifllcuh fur ('IT mwioyClS /P (Illisb 1I>idr welt oa~" 

nCSOCEHNCE .12 k Hnm, !.O Ie:! ilW""ul r""" ~wlD~.so- err employ till' -m:. 

:B CS 43 CE 4} NeE Sl ('rr ~tt$ hive I1>e I(lJIropli>.[~ wppI'ieo. tlU.I!:riIb. tnd ~em 1(1 pm;:."", thtir pt;>J well. 

!I<ICS44CE4<II NCE crr =~ Irt ,ty= rtlJIVIftIbk' Iwll ...;I mIId1.nh",_, 

13 cs '" cr: 4~ Nce " CIT empI1)ytlll hI~' Ibe fi&hI <till 01 ,"illl tnd k...,..Icd!~'o XU\I'I'lfllutt WIllk ,otf., 

56 CS A6 CE 46 NeE " Worl; i. pbmecllO tlnl it eIIn be ..~td dlui"" Jdll¥hdlld ....w\ hWIf. 

~1 cs .n CE 41 NCE " The _1 o.r WIlrt. k~1 ('IT ~)«:I rrum. pro~idm, 11\111 qUill!)' pnl4!.KU IiI\d "".... Iu$,
•
55 CS 48 CE 48 Nce " TM..," enoup timt for elT """9kl1Cft 1n dfr d1.:ir jo:Ibt II> a p1\)r~~." 

(Continued) 

(".5 ... Cqmcl'liwn """'....i$or wnpl¢; CE .. ('.......u.iwn =lllnytt PlU:Plf; !'lCE" NOlKlllU(lfjillm employee PltIple; it .. hem I. If~~_ml\ Tht: l'IItImt>e1l~ the: far Idl b .. mulft lwm I\\ITIlbe.- (»de rorrtlP"nr:l!lll ro 
U\eo lUll;., iImt order in Ik NrvfYf be 0I.ItI'Ibm fctllowitq Qd\ $ample rode (CS, CE, tnd NeE) is Ute dim&tt l\:l:III Il'IItIIbtr WIthin dial SlmpW'lllI''''''l'. A nm. t,) 10 Ih!o rI,1>! of. umpk eodtt ;Mic.ttes dW _ WId ..x IlvttI II> 

dW tIIInp/¢, 
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Appendix B (Continued) 

Health-Enhancing Work F.n\lironment 
4& CS J9 CE: 39 Nee 43 If CIT ""'1'lo}tr) fed "",.t-l'*limIl II1(UI, 
49 CS CE NeE 1<) err t'rIIJ'l~a::I we ~I baldl ~ In4 tnhr!Q1n optimum fllI'K:.U fer wmt. 

, 50 cs: 40 CE 40 Ncr. 10 CfT ~= oh_ ",Jcry Nin. 

familyfWorklLife Balance 

~9 CS 49 CE 49 NCE "'1 err ~""" In J;~dt dlt <>PI"'Itt""ry Io...mt on nnlbl< _It ~\lIc:I. wtIm \be jnh pmlIia (t, •.• fle>:llimf, Afu:rnad¥:c: WOO SdI..:I>.tk. ,.n..dm~ empl")'lIttTJ). 

60 ('$ '0 C£ ,0 NeE !IO CIf m'Il"O)'etlIln< 11Yt51 the OWCI'D<lliI1IU _Ii: II /tQmt', I'IhfO ~ Job pmnit:I (e .••• Fl«ipbce, WGIt-ll-bonle). . 

61 ('5 51 CE!H NCE 61 err omplCl'ftltl ® not II!ow ~l'dbkl~ I!.l imetftte ~"",,\ (e.J., l'rtquenllb~s.'II:, /<:nz:1hy po;:mmIl plio..., c.alhl 

62 CS 52 ce 51 NCE n Supet"O'h£rs tlrd~1'lIWIII wl "'ppm1 err mIfIWylld' famlly -' peff¢Dllir" ~111'l1!3. 


~ CS CE NeE 6) CIT ~o,= lfdhd)' ...,t 10 b~ tttdr mrnmiunam II) MIri: and Clar ramlly """ J"'f¥lIUIllif~ IIt\edIIO romne!hal wort t<1' done. 


Supervision/Managemenl 

l! cs 11 CE 31 NeE crr """,Inyotll ~ dist\lalbeir IIC<ldI and ~ wid:! ~1'I. 


McsnCE~lNCE .." Supeoi1l:l1'l prmkl. r.lr JIId .~le tttlnIt .., CIT emplo)'ee verl-.
.., cs ~4 CE '4 roCE S\I~" ~!(lVid( err CfIIploy¢d ~lh ~e IUlJC5Ilcftt", impnI'rt lhcU Pb pcrl'OJmal:ll::ll. 
,'66 CS " CE .H NeE " Supe!'TOOn. dl'lltl1 tammu.ni...., ""I! is ~ of CIT o:mpi"l'_la Ict'tIU 1)1 job perl~ {e.•. , .me respcn.mooh:l, vffiOm:lI'I"~ I1311013l'11o}. 

6ft CS S1 C'E 17 HCF. " Supn"'iMJrs u1tc lh~ lime to improv~ 1M job- perlmman~"'''''' err ""'Plxr:t'~ 
69 CS 38 CE 38 /'leE " $vper-iro« IC'1 bi", IIWIdln1l of p"rtiH'_ fur err anpkPy«:J. 

10 CS 'II CE 59 NeE '"70 Super.-iwn bIIlld CIT tmploytd' telf·Ql1lfoitlleC, 

11 CS 60 CE 60 NeE " err mlploy= nu:r.~ bd;> from dldr ~isors ~ dlerc iIl:t wort·",bllld protohm. 

Teamwork 
n cs Sl CE 62 NeE 13 A ""'<ir uf ~ """ I!:WRWOrl: nile IIllImIt CIT o:mploy(lt:l. 
1. cs 6J CF. 63 NeE A I9lri1 of ~ II'Wf _rt nisI3.tmooa.Jl t:mpit;>r....s bill!. -.t unit ( ..... err~.pror~ anp~, ~!'J). 


1~ CS M eE .. NeE " err ~ pvticiplulio _ 10 ~Iitb 'WOrt ll:I'!h Illib.
" 
Job Security and Commitment to WOT'kforu 
9 C$ CE, NCE <) crr I:I'IIployfa ~ to llpp<lnuru!1Cll!ll ,lin ""'" ~",kdp t.nd d!\"...~l0p ",..,.. .ddlb. 

Organizational Unit Experiences 

Training and C-areer Development 

76 CS 63 CE 63 NCE 1M effml'~ I)f edueatillll """ lninina prolf1;l'flt Ire "'!woEI!d II!Id 1\T>j')tm'~ (13. ttlnlirNln& hub. 

n a 66 CE 66 NeE hwli.idUlllninibJ: ptwM ~ I'uUy iRlttrNlt _Ihcr ~'.~ arlU'l1 """ 1'1:1.-. fl>t quatUy. 

1! C$ IS7 CE 61 NCE 16 Supr;r.-!:!Clrs IJ'Id <!WIq¢R *,," U tl'>ldIet IJ'Id _rs", belp CIT ""'Pioyctl ,....__ In Iilril ¢an:lI:!1 


(Continued) 

C$ - Co~ iIUP'\1Y!1nT urnplt; CE .. ~ anJOOY= rzmpk; NC'E .. N~~ 1I:I:Tl¢e; R .. tu:m II RVa"IIHalrof. 'The.!fIIl1Ib«.11 ClIO Cu Itft b. masttr kmI m1m1x:r w:ki ~jflt to 

!he ",bli.. " Mm or:l~ In CIt 1II1T«1t. "The nl.lfl!be-n follGlII\na eaclIllllmpJe Wde (0, CE, and NeE) illI'It tJ.imau; iI.m:. ~ withilo m.t """'l'k', "".....,.. A d"l (.)110 dw: nth! 1)1. urnpJ. tr>dc i:'di~"!r!<!!:at in:",....., om ,''<:m Itt 
!hI! IAIlIpk. 
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Appendix B (Continued) 

Reward ;lnd Recognition 
1'i C\ i!il CE 6& HCE 17 Hirb pcrlorrI'IlttJ CiT rmploy..,. _.:iY~ ~~NS (t.,., Qldi Iwmls, bollll!H':l. qmlil)'!IIq) m(ll:!IiI"!i}. 


eo C$ 69 CE 69 l<CE. '. Kiah pmarmint CfT =~ ttffi... ~ ~~ (ti.••, ~, IruCI'II of ~1krII). 

81 C5 10 CE 70 !'leE 'W MiUlIlm ttallclt:e lIld life t.t!idll/bf!he tIln ~tir;)m orctr o:mpfoYf'd,. 

IU CS 11 eE 11 Ne€. so Hip per{or!Ui", crr cmplo,._ an: p"'blidy I~ (t •.. 0'1~WiJ(: .....ttI ~, rc=~ ill ~). 


Inoovatioo and Risk-Taking 
64 C$ n CE 12 NC:E n 'ilion i! PI imemmml in ucltnainlie:l ( ...... ~. PAX DIId!_lllw ....u CIT~·.rut.trl(lTl: effi~ mel QII)' '" poerlallD. 

11 cs eE NeE U H_ 1~1:i!>J dlll, tHo~i4t bf~ IIld ~bUy IIJUtW,j ~n,~,)-t oor.:ljritmJ ~ lKl'U,ht _ lIld .... 

B6 CS CE NCE 84 New It:d!!¥>kititl dW m'lt.nee crr emp1orl!e apllbi!Iri~.~ IIIU'!lght "'It Uld UlQIt 

!1 CS CE NeE 8!1i H¢IIf ItclmoIoJle:alb.. mllQ CIT tmpl01eel' 1mrt _rt Imjoylllhk HId atiil)'inJ, tm fl()Uthl <IUI:and \!1I:d. 

3l CS 13 cra U HeE 1!6 err emplo,=:o Ire "hod II) provide. Oout du: ~ of ~Iolie! tmI..,..1d rt\iJi" IheIr .....t:. more ttl'ldM'lll.!ld l:M11O pcrlarm. 

89 CS 7. eE 14 NCE 81 MIlI'IDS &I" n=p[;,,* ... cluflt~ (c.,_, _ "r' of doiol~, ~~ tbtc "'latlipJ'na).. 


Customer Focus 
WCS7,Cfn NCE C\IlI""'~U IIIn th~ .,;pornmity 10 k,,:mtn, r"'liullt" the QIUliry III ~ 1.nd ilefYlt:d pro~i<k:d by CIT tIlIJ'lo1tt11 (e.s., «UIDmII:t Uli,fJMn J;UrYt!y1) . 

." CS C£ KCF: ".. Th~ it .. 1IlI'Q"t f_ on "" tImIlm"'. 
91 cs 16 eE 7~ NCE ro ~ I•• WI'MlittrmK 10 providint hisfNlutl!lJ\ t!I1\1Olly wlmd prodlltU "'" Itt.. iee. 

91 CS SI n<l NCE The Ii»J ,lto c~tec:d N!ItOO'II:f Clpettotiofl!. 

160 cs l211 C£ 128 HeE " Pmdllt:t, ileT'l'Vt, ItIld _rl p~ -liB ~a:naI m ~ or ~:ll:=l ClIruItDCr n!.'IIIIfI J.nd nJ>l'l'l.l1;...u;. 


Leadership and Commi1ment to Qualify 
93 CS 77 CE n MCE 91 t.Wuten i.Mplre CIT employ..: 10 ta1t ~ in IIIck _fl. 

94 CS 1f CE 1l! NCE 92 Mm'IM.,z ("ft eml'k:!y= tbovt ~ In 1mfIrqn: !he MId: produ.:.d. 

9j CS 79 CE 19 HCE 91 Iohrntgen (IIU.,... up (>1'l crr employ« llU,UellItruu rOT imp~ in pmdI.I1:U,~. "'" WCfU ~. 

96 cs 10 CE !JO Ncr M-.:ro prl""idt th~ ftllOOltt! (~ .•• , time, ut'airls;. dIlllln) IIIttdt4 10 Imp"',"" !hi: qulU:y M prodlldlllnd serlius jUo.. ld«l, fI) auto_n. 

98 CS tl CE 81 'NCE 9S M....!cn rommtIniute the wglll'r.alimfs wit,,.,,,.....11,.00 .. ~ reb!ed 10 quaU'1.oo ,,,.It ptrlomo.ncc:. 

W CS U CE 4J \liCE '* M_Jeu dm"!O!\!ltue 11\;11 1;'.lIllr1 it imp:Irw!t 11\ their d.,.·UH!IY tUivlties (c.••, IKtId ~ 10 d~" qual,,,, j~ inl~mt ""Vb NSIOI'II"fll. 


Institutional Fairness 
100 CS 1!4 CE 1!4 'NCE <n An ~!mOllltv= »I tn<sI exJsu. ~~ J.nd crr .:rnpkl,tt1I. 

1<11 CS 1$ CE 3' 'NCE lis' The ~ 11_ it b;r. 

102 CS CE NCE 99 err mlp~ ri,hlJ "" j»ivaq lie prot<.'l:1W. 

103 CS: C£. NCE 100 err ompf<lref tip /(I d~ m prata::tro, 


Open Communication 
Itt CS !16 CE 96 'NeE I ~5 MIIl!,IfCn p'~ dr«t1n ,""""",unicali<>n ~ 4ifTemtt ~rt UIIiu (r..." .t>oUI projt.cD, S"'b, ~ moll"''''''}. 

119 CS 1)1 CE 9? NCE 116 M....S"" oP""':r ~ Ih(Iu( 1M (lf~', oondltlt!ru:, openliO&, UId cttoi«'lll f~, 


110 CS ;1 CE 93 'NCe 1f1' MIUlI,m ~J (OOlmU!littlC Ibaut!be ol'Janiau..n'. fI.Intte p!4iu, 

III CS CE 'NCe 118 CIT anpk/')'=a respc;t Itoe l:Cordrmu.lI", "r OI'JlJili:;t.tioNJ inrOI1lllu..n thaI U lhzn:d 1'1'/ m....p. 

III CS CE NCE 119 lofmmltioA 1harin, O«W! II .1I11I"e~ of \tie orgwtmion. 


(Continued) 

cs .. C~ SUP«"'Uot wnpie; CI'! .. C<mSUrnmn emp~ ~; NCe .. Non-(()l!;!Orm.m tmp~ -c:-ie: R ... Item d: fC'I'CI'1II:'-KOred. The _bet" III rilf fir kit b IlNUo:t il=D numl>er Wdoe !;<)rmpcmdllll to 
!hi: ma.tln hem ONcr iIIlbt ",",~l. The JIIlI'tIbcn fol~ cadi PJIlPk eode fCS, cr, UId MC!,!) j, the dim..olt ilcm number wilbin 11m pmplc't ....... ")'. ,,<1m (.) '" dR ri.h, of ~ wnpte «>61: in.:!;otel\ L'w irtm wu IKd tinn to 
Ih.t! 'QIllple. 
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Appendix B (Continued) 

Employee Involvement 

In cs 9'1 CF. W NeE 111) err ~y<:e tai... " _ appcl'lUtKtic:ll6 ~ IdGU u.1111U~ 1:1) -.t:mI. 

124.CS" c£ NCE 121 ~iIon md _1lft1 ~ the 'OM arCIT ~~in~ _toW ~1tM otS~ 


Health-Enhancing Won.: Environment 
123 CS 100 CE tOO NeE III l"tIysial oondiliom te.,., ooiK. ~, li&lt4nt. "",,/lJiIIcsl) =t; iI =7 (:of err ~m t(l prrfntm kif joottl ~, 


lUi cs 101 CE tOI NeE 1n Ctr~l:CI.uept~ffI!tD~ lM~IIUanbDU!bcjo'b. 

III cs 1m CE 101 NeE U( Prosl'&lM Not _nJe rood tK:oldI pl1dXft Itt p~ (e.,<, fkIl!I!Ss ~rm, In:o.hh ~!'Ipralfllll.l. 


118 CS CE NeE m M~ltrt _It II) p~ p/lylic&lll«lth In !ttl: Mlftr,ll¥!!. 

I19CS CE NeE 110 Ma.n,",rn_rklDporomotfpt)'d\Otu.iQlbt:a.llb!ntM~lt.a:. 


Family/Work/Life Balance 
110 CS 1()3 CE 10) NeE Il7 Pn"rJIMlhatllrlp err emplcy«::! teal 'IJfeI "'lllt ....:I. flmiflr rr::q>OMib~lido::'l:l1\\ rl'\'lviI:2t1d (I.'.l., emplO)'", Wist<L..:.I rroJrItm, ~rt ""Ilf'I, Il:ltoM _llCmCl'lt o;oottn). 

1J! ('$ 104 CE 104 NeE m FlmilJ·r~!.I1ed b!mcf,tJ Itt •·....illible I/) CIf empluyl:t:J (e .•" ilamullave jI(lUeiel, olHilit.:M1d att, Cld~f tlr~). • 
me$: e, NCE Thn~ tr~ jI(l/~ lftd PU<:IKd thU IItII' ~lII'teeol "IIUI« l1lar WQ!t. family, lftd prnal\3! liCf nas:I·'" 

:Teamwork 
141 C5 n6 CE 116 NeE OjJftU!ll _,\;. llnitJ, woptn«> IC llC! IlK joQ <bM. 

149 CS 111 Cf! 111 NCE '" CIT GlIrkrrJn iD 4if1eml1 tIOIOrt unIu ~t<: ill ~ _ It) imvro'~ llIe ~ of pmdllct1: 11M ~itt:1. :ond 1O.m.: probir:ttU. 

no CS III CE III NeE '" Supm-Iton VIII IlWIIPft n'WfNu #II: QO~I>'~.
'" 
Diveniry 

104 C$ 16 CE 86 NeE ,., .Dirrc-:.:a i<l:IKIllII ar~t.... (f.,., In, _, I!I:IIti<>ml ori.1:6, "e, t:UIIur1l b:I:.~.,., *""....~.
'" 10$ CS 11 CE «7 NCE M-a,,";'IIiIl'tS.ru..c.r IOI;tJ of tot.I1IIIlior:aamer:w.. 

,., cs e, NCE ,01 MlI'IIJI'fJ lee dr.tni!y u • 1OI,Ir<:C or ulrrrulllion .ad cruidImttI. 

161 CS U CE 8S NeE ,.. PenoM ..u:.1o'I\Q.fillIUo::'I Irt ~ uw1 ted pan a.r!be ffllliliation. 

lOS cs 19 CE " NeE to, err ~ vIILIe die ndal ....:I. o..b:iltal di~ of QIbm. 


tOO cs 90 cF. 90 NeE Ad~~ oppnltW'l,liR _", ,vlll'b1.1t for UIO\l' qiotllfiteoll crr emp~ rqlrdlm OIIU, 0«. ""tiMId (I:,.qln, ~nl bXtVOMd, or dio:alrill!y. 

ItO CS '\l! ell. 91 .e. Ao:o!nmodIDollllle mlldt f,,~ ~t_.o'jlt\ digl>illl:kt ("I., I~.i"'bllily of.,... 't.I.IIJlI-re ~ runpl, bni!lt}. 

111 CS 91 CE 91 NCE ".'" l"enaJII'IC1 jI(llidcs prOtnllU: d'.eoll1 iIIllIe tIOIOrtpbft (e"., rt<:nIidq mlooritl¢:l :ond 1I<OIDm, utiI>kIJ ill •..,,_ I>f dllrCnil1 ~. _n,.,.). 

III CS 9l CF. 91 t«:E to, SIIl'>I'I"'iwI111M Ill!lIl.IJtnI.c\ m dir:niNl~ pl1IjrJdicc _ diIo;rimln.atiao. {NO!: a O! NCE.. CE In Ihc "1)<G>1~1, 


lI) CS 90iI ce 90l NCF. '10 err Empla1= lt02l m:l:I al1lel ""1lI COIIrws)' ...... ~, 


WICS. C. _ III CfT emrbyca f!:el ~bl~ to» P~t:milll dilitrimiNlll?lt in Ih1: ~. 


'" 

.e, 
IU ('$ 9$ CF. 95 NeE III MII.!II.ren ~IC CfT mtpior= 10 «:~prea their <a'D prd~ bdilb, :ond t>PInlallJ. 

114 cs c. NC' MlIItten 11IU'I:I.Ino ItIelf-urlcuioll ....:I. p-.c 1Ok<tMe. 

111 CS C' • NeE ,,,'" Them Itt 1"!'1icic:a.w praoai!:R dial _re cqu:a.!it)' or ~_ m:I ¢pjI(lflLlt'lil:r. 


(Continued) 

Ci .. O;.....~ tlIlll'fi""",r lamp"; CE .. ~~ PIIlIplr; NCE .. NII!IKtID!OItinut mlPkrra:~: . It - Ill:m h mt__ talt~, TIwI: .....mer or! dIie f.tr Id't b • _ irtIm _bcr I'Jde ~ro:Iint 1(1 

\he "lui.., iImI ard~( ill. 1II .... C)'1. The IIO.IInbm IoIloIIIina: cad! ample mt:Ie (CS, C£, 11M NeE) D!be d.iI::Wr ik:m ~ ...min 4W umple'. JII"C"1. A IfQI 0 10 _ ript 01 II:lIJ!PIe t:n<k bJ!iI:an 4UI iImI _ 001 Jiffll ID 
dul r:o:mpIt. 
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Appendix B (Continued) 

Socia! Responsibiliw 
l:J) a CE NeE DO 11mI' U I W!'llOtiImmt m p~""linl l/ell¢(w Ul Iha -"I 1ftI11-!.-IIlJ of lilt c,omm'\illllty ml ","ion. 

114 CS lOS C€ IOj !'lCE III 'TMtt it. ill a~doru.l gmuni_ J:j imJlfV'I'mt ...mrrn:.ity life {t..t-. ~.ulJ ~b}. 

m cs 106 CE 1M NeE I3l Mll\I.~ _"" crt IImpt."...." 10 P"r6cl;m~ 1ft dwitr Clml'a'l'U ~ hy lht Ol"l~ (t.. • • ('..-l)iMd Federal c-p.itn, IIatlaty food drlvm), 

1)6 cs un CE 1\"11 NeE L).1 err UOIjll(l'j'~..m 'folul!l(;Cf fur ~t.cti~ \lIllSide of _It IU'II Appi:mlld aM rnlrdod. 

m cs 11)3: CE 103 NCIl. 134 Thm lrl! pnlk1e tM j!~ dln mltr:t I ~ {ll ~'" md ftSIDrtn. enri~ hClldl (t.,_, m:yc.llns. poIlution~. 

IJ! cs 109 eft 109 /'IfCE m crr cmp~.......m Iht n'IIIIi:IIII;UII ill ~ Itttmlmil:mc:nt III "..",.,....in. IUId n:sIm ..... cwirolUllel:lJ:JJ!IW~ (~"., jUrlic]p~<, ill mtYcl..,). 

1)9 CS CE ,"eE us crr ernp101= dim p"blk: fnl"'IUibilitiel u active~. 


140 CS 110 eft no NCE m ('.IT trnployte wolurnecr (ot eom."nw»ty u;rtriu md dltrily c:llllpJ:iJlU QUW;1e or ....ork (,'._, Spmlll Olympin, Alnmo::an Ctncer 5tJci«y). 


Job Security and Commitment 10 Workforce 
u q ce NCE Bl err tmt'klyeel Jl'lf fuU ... l\:le ill Ihcir colltritNtilm 10 !he O'lJtnl . .r::ltion (t' I., ~ a! 1001 ~). 


14 I C$ tI! CE ! 11 NCE I~I err enpIo)'tts ,~ tt"Nllnitd (ot h.n<lt!t lht !ItIUs m ~ mill)' 4iflm1tl ""Itt ~. 


142 CS III ell. 111 NeE !19 CIT "",pkl1_.re r-rotli for bt:i", tn.l"'I~ .beII! ~1m!1 aleHl'fu:nt1ioM Q[!he O'Illftim1on. 

In C5 113 CI'1 III NCE 140 ProlrWl ¢1M help CIT anpJoy= deltl wid! ~OM in fom: .ft pl'll'ftOkll (e.,.• mninl"J. am=r _n~, PI '" find;". _ jolls). 

144 C$ C'E NCE 141 II IJ lM/grum! M!he e«IrtOnIH: IttIIrtty of!1H: otltM:aliQn UN! dill (If lIS ""l1t1ort:4 In' <mell'ld me lQll:'Ie. 


. 14~ CS 114 C'E 114 NCE 141 err tmpJ.or=.n: 1IIi11illl III bt: rWlintd UN! IIIl1l'ed II:t od>eI: poliDoro m Ihe l'T,tniwklll to pr'lll:\U !hdr empIDymtm ~ri(J. 
146 CS I U CE: I H NCE 143 err ....pkl~_ orr provided with job set:\lrn,. 
147 c:s. C'E NCE 1"4 tfT employed nIOOI,,17X rhat !hei! iMividnl job ~ It linl",d ~o !he 10"*-",,",,, PoIr:«U of Ibe ruganlW;Oll. 

Strategic Planning 

m cs II? C'E Jl~ NeE M$III.en plul /in !he pttani:urion'l 1'<1_. 

m C$ 120 C'E lUl NCE M.....m fII!t m,"1m!I: qua!il1lrop~m!W1t InC! ohjcoctt.=s. 

1$4 C$ 122 CE 121 NCE err eIIIployed p*rocipire in plmllllll rOI lbc <Hpntr..IIon'1:1\nu", ( ..... llnk1Iic pilrII, ,COIb). 


IS' es In eE In NeE '" M_gen d~ II'ld II.. $llr2Iq:ies!h1lt comt!nollly 1II1p1 w !he dwI.,lJtc world, 


Measurement and Analysis 
lSl C$ III CE 111 NCE Momalert rosularly _iew!h4 ~iu1iolil'. ~ Ir:1wUO l!mIOIiul ib "",,- InC! t>bj!:di...... 

116 es 124 CE 124 NeE lDflImutiw; QIl q<Illity mI timtlincJII In wil:cl:u!l.'l (JIIIlD pl'tldllrtl ml1I!f'Iia:I from~. 


151 ('.$ Il! CE Il~ NeE For!NI.ntmptJ lrc lIUOde m moruurc!1H:"_ '" M!idt !he DfIl/Iin,iolil is "'CCI_m, ib ....1t ..m ob~""". 


us es 126 CE 116 ;.ICE The q"IIVtty or produc:tJ illld !IIe1'Olo:cs pttr<'ldoll. 10 __1m! 1.1: ,""",:lll\ll 10 !hi: pafu.....l:\1a: of oltteT orCIl.lti.z;ciGn.J O!IU .... ~I",:ted u .we<=IM. 

Ull CS 127 CE 121 NeE AwroPOffl ~~taetd {edl.Wloc W mols life used ro all '"'lIlt ~ and in infol'tM!iou eolkdion. 

It:il CS fl9: CE 11? NeE CClll'pl'dlauia UlC$$mmu: of quality. q<IllitY1')'stlll1lll'ld qutkJ 1I~m: ~ It rc(IIttU ~.....b krofl lIIe oll.n!:ulion, 

161 a 1:J(1 C£ 134 NeE Rr.Iinp fl'Olll t.iK' quality ...-m= proec:e<l In' utaf 10 /alpmn quttily UN! lIrtt~ probll:l\'1ll, 


liU CS III Cf lJl NeE Qui:llty kIM kt:7 bclllr med in felectln& $Upjffim. 


CS ... CoftlOfli:utn 5"ptTI"..... ! wrople; el! - C_rtium .-mplO)'i!'e ~ Nce -N~ euwk/:rCII: s::wjIw, R ... Illm I:l~. The ftUI'I'Ibc:r lit il\a far Itft is. nUJlla W numbt't' i.\IlIde ('.(I~iTIa I<> 

Ihe ~.e lIem order in !ht ~t. 1bt nwnbn1i roUo...&lf ti~ u.mple code (CS. CE, tnt NeE) 1,!1H: c~" ikm number wlltdn IMl 1IImp>e'J "n'CJ. A 01<>1 (.) tIllhe 111M of. IQll:'Iplc a;lde indl~ilI... !h.3it item "'" nPf givlm m 
i:h.I.! umpl¢. 
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Appendix C 

Work Unit Experiences Scale 

Consortium Employee Subs ample #1 


Model Shaping: Modifications in the Initial Factor Analysis 
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Appendix C 
Work Unit Experiences Scale, Consortium Employee Suhsample #1 I,
Model Shaping: Modifications in the Initial Factor Analysis 

First Modified Model: x' {1806. N=4921} = 22654,76. P< .01, aF! = .84 

Loaded hem 24 onl.!) F&Clt)f I (T11Ilnin..8 IlIIi c.~t DevClopmflU) 
124: 	 err e.)'ec~ re.t'ci~e O'lliining and guldJ.nce ill providing hi3h q\lflity pro4u«t mJ service« 10 [;uUQmen, (A priori loided on 

CUIIQmer PotU! fatter) 

toadtd fum 1:3 once Futor 1 (RellrW'G and RW>gl'lition) 

11): SiJpeNilOft II'Il [,if in f'tllfll11ing err employee coDll'iblltimu. (A priori 1<W.ted on wututiaral F.&itfIt.U ra«or) . 


1..ot4e41tem 14 onto FaclOr 2 ('lkward alK! R.eto!tUlioo) 
114: 	 err emplo)'ee5ll.!'t teWl1rdcd fot Jhgwillg cn:.ci~i(y &ad ltma¥Jtioo. (A priori 1!Wlcd on Umovloon IU1d lfuk..Taldl'l!! f4(lQr) 

Lntded Jl!:m '12 DDIO FaclOt 13 (SuPCrvu(oafMiIla!CI'l'lCIIl) 
m: 	 Then: is tIW\ btNoft'n err cmpluytet UId theIr supe!'VUon, (A priori loaded 011 ltutitutimW "Iimus faclOr) 

Lo*<ied ,!('lm 30 mlU.'! Ft,(;1Ot t (TB.iWJlg lind Cat=r DcYdllpllXlllf 
1)0: Dteilimu ,boltl ~ uJd v..uetr devtlopmcnt OpptJl1uWt (e,I" job wiglll.llC:nU) for err el!'lPloY~ 1m hir. (A priori IJadcd 

on wtituOOnd Faimtsl) 

FIUd hem ltuidutJ Cov&ria.n£cl 

lleiIU 57 IllId '8 

"7: Tbr fJbOUl'Il of wott kapt err nnplo)'ed ftom provldirtJ bijR qwJity produCU IlIld JCrv~, 


,j!l: There it enough dme (or err tmplcy(u w';o their jobs i.e I protenWna.l m:lI1Il!:t. 


Itcnu 3~ and 31 
1)5: err e;nployCO:I m ~tf.>r well Wtlnncd on &II i.I.sI.:ts &ffcttint !:heir job. 
137, InfOITJ'l,liUoU tlnWJ freely from JUpcrvikln 11:1 err employee•• 

heau 66 and 67 
'66: Supcrvilon de&rl.y cal!lll:llmlcau: wluit is n:ptcted of err empJoytlCt in t.enru of job pcrfOrmlllCt (e.g, wit ~sporWbiJiDCI. 

PlrfDftII.lI'IICe iCl.lldartb). 
167: Supcrvison tle&rl.y GOavnunieau: 10 err emplO)'«'ll me ~I and prioti.tie!f of tbe wort- unit. 

Second Modified Model; x'(1798, N-4921) "" 20187.98. p<.OI, OFl:::::: .86 

Loaded ltem 19 OUIa FIClor 1 (Trtinina: &lid Can:er Dcvdopmeru) 
119' err cmproytu rutiyc ~ wben nc... l.eChnoJogies and 10(11$ ,ue iJllroduud. (A priori loaded on lnIxinotll'i m;j 1llii:-TaJdnB 

faCIOr) 

Lolded IItm 31 0010 FltlOr 13 (SupctYbionlhb.n~,elfle.llt) 


Ill: SUpervillOft!'JUt err employccs with ~.pec;!. {A prieri lot.dcd on lnsriwtitlcal Fllrntn) 


Loaded Item Hi 0JlIQ FJt(I<»" 8 (Employee l1Iva!ntnelll) 
'16:. err empIoyen are rllCWnlgf'.d w com!:' up with new lind better Wlly' of doirtJ tlnngs. (A pritlri leaded utllnnovatiaD l.nd lUU:. 

'biillg) 

R.t:mol'cd lum 14 (rom FlC\Or:3 {lnDovlUon and Risk·rUing) 
114: 	 err rmptoye« Ire rrwtrded for &howintl ~fUdvity u.1 inncvatitlA, (No"" toadcd. (lnw Rtwud mil Recognitioo} 

Freed lU"m R\!»:1ual Cov.rimen 
ItltfIU 3 IIJld 7 
13: err ~I Ire provided with frequent apjlQrfUnitltt 10 learn. upd,lu:. and expand wtir Enowlcdg\! and Ii.iIIs. 
11: crr employe« all' provided willi Inin.i.na IMI ef'l.llant.e$ dmit u~er development and Ilu:ir idv.&a:aDCnr oppoIIWllue, (e.•.• Ihtoogh 

erou",,",•• dtlllil uslgnm.=pa). 

(Conlinued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Second Modified Model (Continued) 

ltttnl 10 and II 

110; High p<trfonni.nJ err employee. AIIII:' ftwaTded with W\()fC ch.tlknjing and n:<rtn:l~ w¢rl. 

,'1: High performiJli err ~mploym '"' promoled, 


lleml !li.nd 64 
113: S\lpel"l'iiO" IIII:' fair in R'Wlrdq err emplcyee wntributiotu. 
164, Su~wll'l provide r ..it and ~n.r.e nltit!$1> or err employ" pcrfo~. 

IIt1tIS 47 and 31 
147: 	 err cmph:lY«' ha¥t coough wort tp.a« 10 do thtiT wort:. 
151: 	 err emplOyees have lIle appropriate supplies, material., and equipment to pcffom ltIelr jobs well. 

Ilt:ms 561ll!d .58 
156: 	 Work i1 planned &Q thll it eat) be lceompllihed during ac!leduk:d wort hours. 
158: 	 Then:: is ellO\lgb time fot err cmployr.Ca ttl tlo their jobS in. profetstOO1Il;I'W'U!£t. 

rtems 59 m:1 60 
"9: err employees ltt gwen 11K: oppotlU.!l.ity It.> work Oil Humic wort scl1r:dw, wbtn me job permit! (e.g., Auititnt. Aitetnlli"e 

Wort Sche4Uk, pm.Q./.ne cmpll1y~l), 
,(iI); err emplayCtJ are l!Iiv~ 11K: oppDl11lnUy 10 wort at bol:l'l¢••alhe job permiU (e,•.• Fteliplac:e, wort·~l·bolDC). 

Third Modified Model: x2(l780. N=4921) = 15487.12. p<,QI, OFI =.90 

Removed Item 13 onto F.t(lor 6 (lJudAItWnaI P&imcu) 
113: 	 S\fpeI"IJon ate: r_it in warding err tmployCl: eonlriOOtions, (Now loaded ooto Rewa", a.nd Rtxogrur.ion) 

Removed IItrn 16 (1'IJ!ll F,etor 1 {lnnOYitiOlltnd Rin.TU:in.8l 

It6: err tmpJoyt'n alC CllCOUl'IJlcd to romt LIP willl new tnd betll!f 'In)'S of doW, thin81. {Now I~ ooto Ew;IIoy«' lnvofvttnCDj) 


~'i1:d Item 19 from flClttt 1 (lMondon and JUn.Takina) 
119: 	 err cmplo~te.s teuhc !hi.w:,ag wbea new ttGhuologies tnd V)Q1i lR i.otm.1uecd. (Ncrw loaded on1Q Trliniag and Clmr 

~lopmorn;) 

Removed hem 24 frum Factor 4 (CUltomef focu$) 

n4: err cmployul ,,",eivc !hinini tnd guiwlI:u:e in providblg blib qualily pruduct! and Krvi,,~! w ctlslOI\'IWl. (Now loaded OIlfO 
TtsWog II'Q Ctn:u Devclopment) 

Rcmowcd Item n from Facwr 6 (lIutiwtiorW FlitnQt} 

n:: Then: if mw betwUrl err cm¢oyen a.nd their Glpervisors. (Now loaded oew SuPCfYWoDIM~mltru) 


RCIM"ed Jttrtlll from Pacwc 6 (Inltill.!tiorW Famlcu) 

Ill: Superwison hu( err cmployec~ with fC~I. {Now kladed cow SupefYnion/J.b.n.gemtlil} 


(Continued) 
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Appendix C (continued) 

Third Modified Model (Continued) 

Specifl«l All Elmployee-Ori:lIIt4 Factot (FulOf 14) wl!b the Following Ittl'IU Double-k\&ded Orut/Iti 
,121: err ~Iorec, nh'C I good ulldcl'$Ulliding Qf ....JlIl!he), Sllrvc III elntOrntl'l, 

w: 	 err cmploy«s U" SIIUCuWrtI from melr CII!lf)me1l to improve Iht quall!.)' of pJ'Oduw lIld services, 
125: err Wlfllo)1«:!l an: COmm1nM 10 J'Mid.irt& higb q~ prodlKU and )crviccs W tlJ$t!>men. 

Ilf,: err cmployeu live up III ffi8h cthkt.l Ju.ndallls. 

I]g~ en' cmploy"s openly diseun Ihr;ir Mail an4 eonetrm with 5Upervilon. 

141: err employees like the initiative to m«t work ~l IJId deadlinu, 

'45: err cm.ploy«;. look for way, to improve the qualily of products, servi;;es, IIld wori; proee;w, 

15.5; err ctJll'loyecl blIve !he tistu mix or skills llId knowledge to atemnplisll won: gow. 

161: crr employee! 40 oo! IIltcw pcnona! IItbviticllO iattlfem with work (q!., fttqtttni abieJllUtsM,lcngthy peootLaJ pbone ,alit). 

n3: A apirit of cooper,uion and IUmWQrt cxl.w vuong err cmplo.)'tet. 


Freed lliem Ruidua! Cavlri&nees 
Iu:ms 65 ard U 
165: 	 SupervilOn pro ... il.le crr employees wilb e.onwm:tivc Nggntioru. to improve their job perfo~. 
166: 	 Supcrviton clearly ccmmtutk.ak what is expet!ed ('If crr employee, in urms or job petfornu.J\U (e,g .. lad: I'UpDMibilities. 

penofll'llll)C.e 'SWIdatds), 

fourth Modified Model: X" (1762, N=:4921) =: 14398,37. p< .01. Of) .... 91 

Spttifted , Revem-S:orcd !urn Fa""r {FactOr IS) wilh !be Following IttmJ Doubk4oaded ooW 11' 
115: 	 CIT I'mploye~1 find if ditftcUlI III clw:!.!le die -ylhinl!l a..ne dODC. 
151: 	 l$rrupliolU make k diffltuh for err empIO)'t'e1 fQ rm.!sh !hdr wDd 00 6mt. 
152: Hiving II) gel '9PfOV~ from OdIel1.I""" d~tI err eP'i(iloy«t' work. 

15'1: The I100WH of wolt k~ err 'IDJ'iO)UlI from providina biBb qUJ.!Py prodUCts m;l] JCl"'iI;.e$, 


1AU Ml1lJ idcalifia.l as: definite tnlploj.'«.orit1llCd prior ro me initial con:t1nnatory UcUlr analyril ...n:n: 1t»dt4 onto miJ f«;>Ct 
(e~p! for ikrll SO, which eo\Ud 001 be douhle.Jc1lde4 ~ il ."as the: &nit Indicator fot Faelllr 9J n:gardJw u to 4ilfe~nu:. i.!llO<'lfS 
r.bcm in their modific.tr.iIJD iDd.ieu. 
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Appendix D 

Average Interrater Agreements 


Consortium Incumbents, Subsample 112 
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Appendix D 
Average Interrater Agreements, Consortium Incumbents, SubsampJe #2 
IllII'ftl AM Uul. Uwb< ,1 
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err d'IIployct! naiu lM. fomIIlminil'{!tIC)' P<!ed IU pcrfutTfllheit jQbl etTec;Utodj' (q., ~job lWainl. -r~. _mtIopl). 
err crnpklJec$ r«,,"~!be I\V~ .....idanr.e u.d ~!hey """'" co fI"\rlnnn d!cb: jIlbi ef1=iO'dy ( •. 1•• hdp from l14"'"iJcn Q, __Il:cn.). 
-err employ_ an $R"OdoCd I<i:ttt rn.qu.m cppct!lmiria w bm. ~. mel upand lhdr ~ otnd ttills. 
CIT :;:::::;:!t'ryen b1': ~!:.' 1ltL'lIIJ1! "' 9IheT...,.mn ~1.1ImI be/;) ~ perfomllhcil ~~Iy. 
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Suptnilonn 1"' .....~..t err =I1!o,yrn' lrIitWI. PtCI:lJ and bdp !hem _ d1esf JlI!II!dI (C.I,. aeod CfT ~= 10 ~ tnlininI _I'$el, pn:o¥liCIe~. (l(I1Id:Iinz), 
err cmploy«:!\"", pr!>.id~ "'"" trlcinine !h~1 <mIl.llleftl:llrl! ear""" ItrodOP!M!lII otnd IlIrir Id~~cnt~itk! (...,., duwl" c:rou-lrJilliq, dow,) U$lllII1ItfIU)_ 
Crt aTlploylllS sIlJ'" !tIdr k!loO""lNte 1II'ittI Cl>-W'I'Irkel'L 
err n71l'ioy"tlt r~ IU "PI'Ol'wllili!:l II) liln _ 'krK>tOkl1lc and drt'k'I(! ""'"' Rills . 
His" petfonnlna CfT mIl'l\oy...s Ire n:w2tdo$..tIII IlI(II'l:i challomfint &lid rtwndinl ""'It. 
Hie" poerfoo:mi.l>& ctr o:mll~ lIT~. 
r..rr emplnylco Iff I't'WInl.., for 9 __ioJiI'IC llip qulllll' ~ &lid ~a, W tIiSIO!tIm. 
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CIT"""9~ !\Ive 1 tood UIII1c"tmdinl oJ no IflICY .......... auIlIfIItn• 

CfT l:I'!It'ioJ'...s f~", ilIform:uioll ,bout ~ Ulo:QlI1Itn' <eqIIfr~ -.nd e'~M!h~. vanttY of dTcni.e mcmolh. 
CiT O'IIpl,,),...s UK *<IU:e1CiO'N fram dldf ~ fO, impl'OV1l 1M l/UIliI)' ofprnd:utu u4 lel"flea. 
err t:mp~ Illtcin !IlOicit!C &lid I~ iI'I p"",ioJinl fliP l/UIl,ty prodow &lid anita w ~.... 
CfT ~tts In: _ill'" hi p ..... jdill.liis" qtIlfuy ,!«Iow and ~ III QlllfgmCI"I• 

16 • W .00 CIT mployetl! &<t It!' til lIith lIIhittllUfld...m. 

" .ll ,)6 SUI"',vl$:lr3 Itt CIT ml(>1oy...s tl>CW """" Ifleir _rt con~ w!hc ,,~tio"'llIlission 4Ild 1(IlI1•. 
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Su~ trt:al err l!ITIpltl)'ee5 with tnpCd. 

D~ Of contrICU (q., ~ I\(/-<-ro:n) lf~ quid:!), lind faUtr m(llv<ll(!. 
err t:mp1oYfl;:t wre ~!h:y r", 1M quo,liIy ef -n ~". 
CIT ~lcye.s Icllo*' niItin. poI.IeitI and 1Irtc:lia:J (q.. 60 _ M 1»mI!n. QU IIdnlltlC<' ot J)'_.:m) . 
CIT ~!oy«:l ut kepc ~~ 0Il.11 ~.I~ Ibrir jc/:I• 
CIT ~1CC!< !'llttitip,u: ht hono:s! UJd fof1hrit/U l!lWop wiIb tlilpfm'nnl'f. 
Inb:nmetiotl ~ fffdy from wpenmn 11:1 CIT vmplcrftl. 
CIT empleytt:l opaIl1 4111:Vn Ulrir IIMIs I.nd ce_ wiOIIfIIlmTRtm, 
Mtl\Jre" prQ~ CIT emplDren"'tb die ~1lIty CIt del'llOMtn!e dledt 'Ic:odcWitp Jl.UIt. 
err UIIDloy...s Kil...,ty _k lndtn!\ip roles wilt! incn:ll~ n:s:pcMibilily . 
Supc!'VUott filII, in¥(j""~ CIT <':!lIP!cYfCIllllt1c fl:Iip of Ulrir wort, 

".,..., 
,10

."J. 
" 
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CIT tmp!oytd Q.i;t Ihe loitiIlin: w meet _It lGaI.$,.ncI' dUldli./lc::$. 
CIT eIl1fIk.'1ee5 m _",0:1 w IIdUlli/y II'Id III:!lvc ptc:Ib~ . 
CIT ~loJ=. Q.i;\' n:s:pcrWbility 11>' d~ IfRt ~ !tie!, _d:, 
CIT r:mpinr«:l loot 1m W$~ til impn:rte 1M qtQ.Ilt» ef prodllctJ. ,....io:d. wd _d: 11_. 

(Continued) 
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Final Dimension Assignments Based on LISREL 


Factor Loadings and Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha 
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Appendix E 
Final Dinlension Assignments Based on LISRIlL Factor Loadings and Cronbach's Coefficient Alpha 

, 
TRAINING AND CAREER DEVELOPMENT 


Cll HE 

,S9 ,", 


Vr11 .73 "6 • • err =ploy:=! =tin: 1M f<mn" It'lmint !her -..t IlI;o pqfomllhci! jOOlI ~"ty (",,"0' ~p, trJ.inI:nI. tmtfCRJll:n.. ..... 1iI~). 


wu CrT m\rlQ}ees ~H!be e'l'tIf)'d:tt J!'idm:e.1Id ~ thty ~ lD pc..tOlm Nr~ df«tiody {t.!., help (rom ~;J4U "r """OIftIrhu).
,,. ","n " ,n" • CIT tmpJoym Ire p~~;de4...u!1 flt'qllel1l ~ 10 /em).. ~ md Upllld IMII ~I'.IM .illI. 


,• wu ,60 ,50 • • err "lTIPtorees 111ft ~ $;> ~b UId OM ~ -ull dw MIp dian pmlll"/ll mm jobs dJ~i~ly. 


wu .11 ,lO New err nnp\oted ILl p,,,vldlld wUhldoqum <lIienmi.m lnflW'ln.citHI.IO perfbrm ItI6r jobl (~I.. 1hnlIIp tutrNl olfi~fI proafUDt. iManntl (:nt<Qfl\lllkl,~. ",,,,;Una ~.


• wu ," ,lZ • • S"pot/'V'SOtl...., '''''1lI1'c ..rcrr ~""" lnkllnt tItCd.w hell' m.m Il'llltt Ibese need. (e.•. , Jend CIT anptc,- II;) ljlpwptitle Ittll:IlnI eou~, p~H'I:i_, (;(\lUling). 

1 WU ,66 ,11 err cmpbyees.", prlnj,W wM lnW", !hat ~!hrir _ o:\.,..dopmOfti &md dld! 1d~'IIIII\¢I'llent oppoTtUnlti¢!. (t.,., lItrouth cmu-minitlJ, lIr:uU .u!I,~~, 


" 
WIJ .62 ,", • • err el\!,~ """d.,( tninillJ wttm ""'" tecltmloa:i"" md tuoU.n: inlrOO~.
" wu ,?9 1> err cmpl.oytd r=:ivt lnicint w ,uidon» in proI'idj~ J:ritb I[IllIiI)! p~ w"""i(:t$ti) ~, 


(lO wtf .J6 ," D~dsi4M ~ ¥I"!li:IIi.... rurd mner dnorlQp_ oppDfflU!I;(er (I.,., job o.m8M11f11.$) for CIT ~U1 OIY /aV.) DOUBLE-lOADEO ONlU INSnTUnONAt. f<AlR.~ISS 


,", 


76, OE ," Tb8 cffi:aivC'I!C!Q. of ~"'" I.Ild 1niniq proJnllllIn ~Iu&uol ti!Id bnpmve:l <III • cnntinll;"1 bui,. 

T/ Ol! ,rI • Indlvldu.1 tninin • .,!.Ins In: Mly ~ imtl !be 1I~" CMrIill ~ IIld pWtnina" fur qudif)'. 


REWARD AND RECOGNmON 
CE NE .~"".. 	 ,", 

WU61 ,06 Hill!. perful'l'l'l1nc crr ~IOYe6 In r~~e:I 'IOIdI1I'lDt't d1a~ I.I'Id __fdh>t,.,n." Wu ,!l • Hish ptrlarmml crr ~YftS In p.<JnJQU:d<" WU .13 " • CfT cmpklrtc! In -.-dtd fur f'ttl.-Klm, hi.1!. qullli1')' ~ Hd 1ICn'~ tu ~1tCm<:n,""". 	\l/U .lW ,!l • S,,~ Ire r.tr in -.rnlns ctr ~Ioyu CIJ"t:;~wk""•. 
WU ,", • crr mpklytc! lI'e __mt for shQlO'ln. eta:h~!}' I.I'Id ltInovttioa 

,"," ".
". OE ,," " • m,1t pufnrmin. CfT mlpfntees~;o rrtOOtIlIl1lU'1rdl ff..I., am tw'lNll, W_, qu.ollty IIl¢p iDcf_)..,. •• ,"" ,59 • Hilf> perlwml1'lJ err (llIJ>toyees nQIIive MI\'IIl00!!ttf)' ,""nll (t. J., p\aqlla, letttn of I~~n).

0' ,II ." Mo.na!cn ~!"hz W fivlIcn<fi{ fur me l\!1! wlllI'il>IIrlom t1fetr~loy_" OE ," ,6l • Hiti' ~fGnnm! CIT ~~ees I.U publ;~1r =.!I1md {t.f_, Ol1ln1zl1tlotl'-ori(k ~ CttallM'IY, ~.fIiIloA in n~I:UM}." '" 
., ,1l .1> • CIT employees ue rewmied for MVlnf !he; ltill! ID ptrlGnn fIW!y din-am! woB rolc::L 

'" OE ,11 ," • crr employ_ Itt r~1'ded fur bci", )<lQoriedJt:J\ile iIbovl_~.~ of die mpnlzl!i<:>l'l. 

(Continued) 

Note. eE "" Cous.oTlium Emplo~; NE ::0 NoncoruOftium Employee$; WU "'" Work UDll Experiences scale; OE = Organizational Experiences scale. 
• by the itCln number = interratef agreement below .3; •• under the coefficient alpba = used in compu'ting coefficient alpha; X ='" dropped from model, 
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Appendix E (Continued) 

INNOV A TlON AND RISK TAKING 
CE HE ... "~ 

,M 


'NO ,'1 ," CiT QRPioy(U"" ~ 111 my eum=I &/l1li iIl:!l!MIrd lb:Nl_ "ITa ~ (tLS•• ~ FAA l!SIidIimI). 

CIt tI'IlpilDytoe:l .tzpI ut _ 1ZduIQ~ am Icam bow ut me _ 10011." wu ,"
" wu ," crr cmpWyOC"J' ~""n illll'lfl!ioII &tI.i l«"noiVlc~ cMl'tJa: ..~!tb. :a:::: j."I ni,::a ~!!ty P'rtX!\l':l:J 1."11:1 ~m.
" " ,11
.. 0' ," • • That is." fflVfS!m"I'U in ItdtMlo,iN (t.,., co~n, FAX Imd!'ne\) Ilul make err ~y=' _rt m<:m: dTod"",. &/l1li !!U)' 10 porlO'll'l'l. 

OE " New 11!Cbnok>r!l':l ili&1 pml'idc ... 1( &/IIII1:1"~ _lid {ptfy5iaIIJ wppcrtln) ~ t>:IllCUIiruu lte fOI;IJlu 0\Il and Illl(d.".. oE .." • l'l~ I<Id\ngmlia ifill enlw\i::.t err t1'tlp~ CIr9,bllitid. lte _1M __ lIId l.I1CIl. 

OIl ," Ntw ~I",ic:& Ihtt mU'" err crnp~' WtIrt me ... eqjo:?.t:k Il/!d gliJtlnJ Ire IICIlIIJlI 0..1 tnd wed, 
II • CIT nnplnytell an: ""'1Id !O p....yife iropIIlbooll\ior:' IJ'PCS '" tId!nolrlJia IMt wuuld mPl! Ifleir 1If'I:I'fk moro:: cl'f\cimt &/IIII;cur t.:l P"rl1XUl. " 0' ,"

OE " 
,,," • MIN.en Ire ~Oi' /I) clwIte (t.,.. ..,... WJ11. QI"~ *lilt:. iINtUlrtnl lilt ~'t" 

CUSTOM RR FOCUS 
CE HE "'" 

" 

,11 

11 WU .&0 ,lI • OT ~ han a rood wdcnw'llllnr; of ....... 1ttq _ u tIl~ 


II wu ,U ,11 • C/f =nplr1)'ca ~inf~ _mot mett QUInIfJC!1' ~ aD:! u~ dlrwr!>. n~ of rlTcain!lldhnd1 

WI) .'17 CIt employ= use 1\,I1~ frvnl dIrif CUSllDI'!If:f\ID iInp...." ~ q'lUllIJ of pfOlllKtS &/l1li ten'iat.. 


," ". 

,"
II Wl! .14 .j • • CIt tfI'IPm= .re ~ 10 pttI'Iidin& IIqb. q<Illil)' ~ tlId so:f'Im 10 tttIlOIMTI. 

,ffI ,"• C\lSWrn~ ht,.e 1M oppo~ 'Iil fo~ nlhlJle It!tf I(IIIIiIJ of IIr1JdOCU tlId 1Im'jc.q. pnak1Q/l by en ~ (e,I., ~amtr PI~ioft lIIt"I"r)l).., A. ,"
O • ,7ft 1htte '-l. JUllIlII: rlJ<Cl.lJ l:Hl!he CU __• '" "' 

" OE ," ," • The"" u & rommil:!:leM fI:l pro..ir:fl.n, hl1tH!"l.ItIi!:1. Clhit.l111 -' produtullld #TVkt:l. 
OE ,OJ n.., S.nol" 10 ~l.~ eu_ u~limLo."160 OS " i'tQdlKi.J. lIUl'icn, Itld ~II: prO<"~ Ire dl!$ilne<! 0 mtfS Of uo;<':Cld ~ nee:llw u~" 

(Continued) 

Note. eE = Consonjum Employees; NE == NontOnsonium Employees; WU == Work Unit Experiences scale; OE """ Organizational EAperiences m::aIe, 
.. by the item number == immater agreemem below ,3; •• under the coefficient alpba - used in computing coefficient alpha; X == dro:wed from model. 
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Appendix E (Contirrued) 

INSTITImONAL FAIRNESS 
e, N, 

," ....,""" 

,. 
wu .11 ," • err mopb)ottS l;vl tip «It hip tdiiW 1:WIIl~~.
"n' W1J ," • • o~bid~ fdrly '" crr~.
". wu " • The ~ of _rt IIttICtIt CIT t:mp~ b ~ hbnrlot. 

W1! ,"" " • ~ :ilxM.1niJ\int lP4 cutcfd~~~tt., .. )011 ~) lin"CfT ~ art hif. 

IV\l • • ~." wl:ltUal it.•., ~ ..."...wotl:¢M) _ quioetJy ad ftlfb ~IV«I.," ,","" wu ,'" • 	 err ....p1oy«:$l.. nUrillI pc&:.ies m::! p....nica {",s.. do DOl: ..... CIlf1lCfl. tdllidYlII'\tqt' of IIYflI.mI)." ," .iJ,'.. 0' ,,, ,"," • $!ItJi'roil(l!J lIld m:ll'lllffS Jr!",<~ U tml'1In. tad _Iura to be1po err cmpfuye= 1<1_ in Ibclt atU"ll. 


'oo ,11 • • An .~l:w:tt or1nl1lil: t1;SlJ ~ IIWIIl¢rfi II!d CIT t:mpkl~tt:t. 


'Ol "'O!! .. Tht ~II J)'lIlm i. hit. 


.." o• " CiT ",,"plo)'U ~ 11;1 privllq' .re p~. 


'" 0' ."" • err ~br=o ",hb to dida:nI an ~. 

109· OF. ," ," • 	 I14n..:aftn. ~lin _ HlilIbk r91' mp qu:tdllled CIT a:n'p~. rtp~1a:I; Qf In. ~. nalicmU orilla. culIvnI bacttl'OllilM, or di<JabWly 

EMPLOYEE INVOLVEMENT 
e, N< "" a.," ,"wu 	 CIT ~igyca Art ~od W __ .......th _ IIId ~ '""1' 0( ~ CUnp..
," ," •" wu ," • err ~Wrt~ I\:n r:I;o: q..a1lr)o of...m~.
" wu ,71 ," • M-.cn p...m.tt CIT cmp~ with lIN! ~ 10 ~ IbcIr l~ IItills..
.." wu • CIT anplatta lKIi.dJ MlCt.I"""tnh~ rQ!". ""Ib """........t ~i1iI1. 


WU ," ,11 " • • $Upct1'00u r..n, in~ err ~ In 1M I1IS1tn ot Ibm _rt," Wt! .63 • err 4!'Ip\o)',," 1~ _rqlld II> idmlirr IlPd .,hoc probkmt..." wu ,"" • CIT G!Il'\()yoa tdt ~iIy I'm ~... Itw ~ 1IIc:ir_rt. 
WU .20 crr cmplo)y«n 100. fct ""'n 10 ~!!Ie qualiIy ot proclllcU. fEOic::I. W -..o:t~" (EMPlOVEl:! !1IVOLVEMEI'll).".." W\J 	 ~i-. &It fO£ CIT cmplo,« id9r w opWoas Mfurt Imli:l:!l ~ IIII6St 1dI~," ." ,,, 

m f.OO .44 	 ell' tmploy_ Cllnlylll!d: eppl(lUliittiin It> WI'IIJ/hIl:: ill"*! 1114 "Uf'#ll;j""., m:lNICB, (FORCED l.l)A/)IN(>) 
Svpcrooon.oo: rtW>qtn """'f:NU Ihc ....bu (If err ttIlJIlo1.... 'P(nir;ipllW$ In achl('YillJ lite JQIIh of Ib& wpnlzatiQlI.". "'0' ," • 

(Continued) 

Note. CE:::::: Consortium Employees; NE ::::::: NOnCOIlSOrtlum Employees: WU == Work Unit Experiences scale; OE :::0 Organizational E;tperiences scale. 
• by tlte item nulr!ber 11'0 interraler agu:ement below .3; •• ~ the coefficient alpha used in computing coeff~ent alpba; X =dropped (rom model.:::0 
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Appendix E (Continued) 

HEALTII-ENIIANClNG WORK ENVIRONMENT , 

eE "" ·M 


,.., wu 
•• 
." ."• err MlPktya;s tUt' pttIQ<W hc&!lIl .,riomty 1M ma..iaa.m IlIpDwp Iimt:a I'vr wort, 

WU 1.00 .61 CIT ~Ioycc:o nb1Imnc Rfdy ",Sa (R)RCEO LOADING)

." _n 
IU· Oii PIl)1ical ~Itii:u:u (I.I., mise", I<mpcntu".Il~.~) ma1~ It euy (w CIT cmpk>yees III perftlml I!wU ~ -U _ 
116 .11." .".., • 

• 
• CIT 1lfI91oyc= lie pmowto!d fn'llll bodollb .Ild Ii::lfe\y hlmdJ, 011._ jab.0' 


M.",..a't ~rt: Ila prumre ptryPcziI!Qhh j,,1h$ ~
'" OE .".,119 Ola • loillll,etY _11: 10 ~ P'Jr:boloJic:l\ tallfl i'I <he ~. 

FAMILY/WORKfLIFE BALANCE 
CE}oI£~a.. 

-'1 

" wu ., efT ~ do .. .no_ !",!Wllll ~itid It> Nrf'ett whb !If(!rt (e.t., r~~!im, t.=qd!.l' ~t phom 1:111$). (FAMILYiWOJUUUF£ BA.l.ANCE) 

W\l ." SUpef"'Uon 1<1111~ UId ~ CIT =nplG)=a' bnIiq.tM ~ IIr, ~iJdilC:l.
." ." 

'6] wu CIT mIj)\o,~ 1«1.1'1)' _l III bo.b.!:Ju Ibcit ~ 10 _rt tIId dIrir t«milr and pcnmu.1 lift ~, 10 t::I\:SlIr( (lui _rt feu "Db(," ." ." ."1l1· O£ ." ." • Proc- W:I ~e 10011 bWl), prsata::s in pranll:la:d (Il .••• 5_ (';dUn. bd:~ ~ ptOtratS}. 

1)1) OE • Pmt- Ibl bdp CIT ~""""" deli Wh -.on IDd ~~ VI: pmtldlOd (t.•.• pnplapt ~ f1OCl&OU, "'Wf)rt lruu;n. *-.....,gnerX 1'IlIII:nC:I). 


III O. ."." ."."' • FuIlIy·r>ilIU!d bmI:(".a _1l'O'lil.l1lk UI err r:qllctra (Il.t., pmml k:ne I>OIIda. l\IlHIT.t diiklt:m;. rldel cau). 

III OE • TI\n1: ale policies a4d ~ Itul hdp -..1oyus ~ Ibcit -an. t:tmiIJ, :and ~ &h ~~ 


' '" 
TEAMWORK 


eE .E 
"" aM 

" ." ." 
.11 .'"WU 11 .1) • A ..,uu of ~ CI! -.WUIt niItlI .allODl err !C4'byta.. 

WU • A IpiriII){ ~ qJ IC'UI-n: eilil:) tn:IOtIJ lID ~_ III dle ~ WJiI (t.I., err anpkl1a::t, pn>bWnaJ cmpbJ_. lUPt'f'IiIon)." WU .64 • err !ft41i<1,CC1 ~m in InmI Ul ~lilIb ,,",Ii. ~ pm. 
.11 " " '0(, oe ..,." ," 

-" DIIT_ .vii. I!.rIia ~~ 10 plOt jtI'b 4_.-'1 • 
I~i OE • err !ft41IrryCCl in 4i1l'_ *ll1i. unia pI!1iclpI.tII in t:m:IHmiI ~ 10 iIIqllQn dle qu.tIlt}' IIf JlttlllhlQJ.l!I4 Krfq. n Irl .m¢ f"lbIcm5, 

150' ali! .M • $!IpmoltQllI m! ImMrat ~ 1M oonuibIItiom!!'l-.
.'" 

(Continued) 

Note. CE .. Consonium Employees; NE = Nonconsortium Employees; WU == Work Unit Experiences $eale; OE = Organi7.ationaJ Experiences stale . 
.. by the item number"" inlerrater agreement below .3; •• Wlder the toefficlerll alpba = used in computing toefficient alpha; X .. dropped from model. 
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Appendix E (Continued) 

RESOURCES UnUZAll0NIALLOCATION 

CE NE a • 
"" . n ,WI) ." ." " CIT 1Cmp1ur= bin moull' MIlk Ii(IXC 1ll dll a.ctr wod:. , '" wu " .J!) (R) ~mU~ iI: 4!f1i<:u!l kit CIT ~""'i 10 !bIisti It!dr _rk Oft amc.
" '\1ft! .'1 .ll • (R) linin« t.O lei. tppron.! I'nlm Gd\eo w.n dqorn CIT cmplorte1.' *«t. 


WI) .,. 
" • • CIT' ctn;l~ /w1'<r die lI'P"'flrUne ~~ l1"li ~ to p<::derm Ib!I:lr jQbs "'CIt,. .'"" WI) . M .61 • err cmcd",l''l¢'I In ,'lrn; ~ 1'»& and stWIa.rw 1It_. 

wt! ..0 S. err ~= bnt 1M riPi mil of .ilk..., ~ Ul ~ "",rt ph,
" wu .n 

• 
• Wmt .. pl5l1:1lC4 .. Ih.at it _ be a.=mpfuhl'd dllriflJ cbah.tlal won ~
."" WI1 .,0 .J< • (II) The _ of ..:Illl:«p CIT CIlIpIayee. ftut:IIl'rCl\'!IIIiftJ Iri&lI "fIOIllIl pfl;lduom """ 1Iom'1ct$:. , " WU .'6 .ll 'Ther¢" (OOu./l timt f~r err ~Y""" 40 dI~if jOOI in" p!'\l(~ 1!WII'Ief." 

SUPERVISIONIMANAGEMENT 
e, N' "" o. 

." '\\It! .1'-,. ." " ."• SIIpCfTi2:Ka !lW CIT ~ lriIf, n:q>a:1. 

" WU .. • CIT ~klrlla op:IlIy .r_am I1I\!IiI\b &nil «IlXm# _ ~bon.
... wu .n • $ufIot:r;1so~ p"",lde f1.'r W ~ mhJtl fiI CIT Mlpklret pcm,1'ftItrICC. 

WU .H ."." • S~robcn pm.ide CIT c:mp1ofeM ftb ~fe~ IQ imptV"t Ihdr jgtI periO)ftEW'lt.C.
" WU .71 .n • $upc'"'lson d ..." ~ QII D~1111 of CIT cmpkl1_'" u:mu ofPlI pufoIlIWJI'2 (~ I., GSt ~.~ lll:aDdaid.),
, 

" 
" WU " .Il S"""""iooes bte lite time: III lmproYf <bt' Pb ~ of err traplo7"""'. 


Wt! ,40 Superoilo:!u It! hilb IWOdHdJ ~rpcrl<:mnllll;t fur err cmp1<;y=s.
" 
wu .n .".. , • 

S"Il'tI"'Uon build CIT ~==( ""If..eoollddlee. 

1l WU .11> .n CIT c:mplo)teeS n:.:ci¥e Iidp from 1Iw:if """,nilnF2 ~ lhm: II i 9Olft.rclo!l:d probl=


n' wu .' • Thcr~ 'll.r!nl beftl:l;n err CI'Ilploy_ UIIl lhI:ir ~bocIn" 

" • 

" " 
WU (.66) (.69) • err ~Ioy_ Me tqrc -u l:!farnmf 04.11 ~ tfftcllnf. dmr jOO. LOAotN(; ON OPEl'! COMMUNICAnON FAC'T'OR; DIMENSlOrt COI.LM'SEJ.) WITH $UPEAVlSIl)Ntlo4(;m" WU {.M} CIT ~_~ ill! iIon$ UIIl foflbriatt 41aJop wiIb ~~_ LOADlt«i ON' OPfl( COIo4MUfilCAnOIi FAcrol; DfMEJlSIOf,! COU.AJ>$EJ.) wrrn SU}"£.RVIslOStIo4GMT , 

" " 
" WU (.12j (65) InlornaOOllllc-."l ft«IJ fMln """",,ilorJ «I err ~teI" UV.Dfl«; ON' OPE!'< COMMUrtIC"ATIOlll FACTOR; DIIo4ENStO~ COllAPSED WITH SUPERVl$JONlMOMT 


.wl} U9j Pm) S\;;t;)cnillln ehs<Jr ~t 10 CiT ....ploy_ 1M loth IU!d I'tiollli= tlf dac work w. 'LOII.OING ON OPEN COIo4MUNICAllON FACTOR: DIMENSION COUAPSEO IIIITlJ 

SUPERvtSlONflo1GMT 


(Continued) 

Note. CE = Consortium Employees; NE = Nouconsortium Employ~; WU"" Work: Unit Experiences scale; on = Organizalionai Experiences seale . 
• by the item number::: intertater agreement below .3; "'''' U!lder the coefficient alpba ::= used in computing coefficient alpba; X;:::: dropped from model. 

84 

http:stWIa.rw


Appendix E (Continued) 

OPEN COMMUNICATION 

CE NE a.-.. Uoot 

, wu .J> tIr =p-lorm Ibm: 1beIr ~It 'IIflll'l (O<....m.n, (cmtekOPEN COMMUNICATlO'; It'1lM$ IN nilS $CAll! COUAPSED WITH SUi>£R....ISlONfMANAGEMan) 
.Il .ft 

HS OE .71 • MlNSIO,," _rap! OT cmpk>J~'" "'prciIJ tlM:i. ""'Ii pr~ bdid•• and~.."lit OE .n • • M_."", cs- tNectht ~~ dltkmlt wwi: IIlIlIr:s (c .•.• NMlI.It~, lOlls. ~Q(j """UUI). 
119 OE .n" .n M_.et'I """""" wrMrIJlliem ~ cho-"'c~', roadiriotta, ~. ad ~ It fJa:!l. 
UQ OE M-s;«t open" c:mrununim1e tbcM ct\tllrtaniutiolJ'l f\Ittft ,lam . " .'" os 	 CIT =I'kI}ces ff::IP«I Qt WflIldQlliality of or.·........llIlfo!Tllal:loa diu bl:tJ.tteol b)' I1\1I'I,I11:11.
."'"III OE .m • 	 T"r<lmllllioll ~ _111 nail k'fel, of !be OIl'~n. 

DIVERSITY 
c, N' "a .., 

.ft ,.. e, .M ." Dilf",,_ ~ err ""'plDorra (e .•.. 1("•• flGt. fIIlioNI urilin, 'I", cvltun! t-;:kl,u"md) ~~,

". 0' " .n • M~m IfIt dltet'tll)' u, IIOUm or Ililnubtioo Md: lINidmlel'l. 

"n 0' ." ." • i'l:nonl ";!h. ¢lAbI1i:tia an: arr"Pftd t!ld fuI plrt of !tit o~. 
10& OE • • err =pI<oy= ...!'oM dx: ruul t:Ild cwltvnl din~ 0' ....., 

0' ."
" .n" • • ~ _ ltUlde fcr., ptl10m will'! dJloIbilitm {e,c•• n'libtlilitr Qr pp ~~. nIftI;I'J. bniUe),'" e, .j? p~~ pt<llDOt# divcnity ill 111t v.ortpbcc (e•••, ~ mitJlriI:i!s lNI tI'I'IOlCII. nlninI Ift._lit 4i>ftt11ty ~. -.orin.).'" .,*
,. 

." • $tqloet.tiI!fIo and ItWIJiCtO..:l1J> dimUui~ rnejWiu lNI dbr:~ [304; lO:! JOl lOot.lOl In dio¢ -':pb.ee).'" 0' ., ." • CIT E'.mpioyors UeaI c:adI.r";ltt f;IlUrteI)' W~.'" OE

". eE ., • CIT <:mployeel f«l !~_II: for Pft"<~ 4i.:rimlmDcra ill ___~ 
H6 OE ." • ~h'uarn r:IIlI't\In tdl-u"reni\llllNl ~ mlftMe.e. 

0, .ro • Then: ue ~ lNI praW:t:! !haIUIUtt tqW.!lty of ~ and 0fI'PI:l~.'" 
SOCiAl. RESPONSIBILITY 

C, N' "a ... 
.n .!2 

Bl 0' • Thm iI *¢IlmmiImmt 10 prm-idin, bairt'II.I!'.O dio¢ IOdd ~ of !be CUIIIIIIIlftiI1 and ftiliDn. 
OE " • • MlII&t:tfI ~e CIT ~_ ro ""nldpllt hi dWiI:y ~ I!pOfttOmi a, fIX ~Ilon (t.. •. : Co.:n1rlned Falfnl Cl;mptljlt, b<ilid..,- food .1rl_).."n. 0' .tIl , .liO" • 	 crr "",piuJ_ who YOI\IU!"""l 1'01 tomrnuQll)' ialtttQ ovtDde 1If_:\; 11ft ~ W r1I'Wtrdtld, '" 

lbm: ... poliotin lNI ~!haI rt!'llea I ~W pteKl"fbq: and ~enrirn~~ {e•• ,. rtq'(tinl. poilllril>n mltmO.'" 0' ." ."o. .ll • CIT "",,,lor..,, usiDlI!c ~Iloa in mDrtlnt Its _11I/II1ft m ".-nil'lf lNI marm, .,...~Il!et;ILtI (••••• p;tf~~ ill m:yeling).'" ot ." .ll • CIT nnplor_ .rt. pIlbJn rnpolWbili1in u tctm: ddtt:Iu. 
l.co OE • • 	 err =PkrJ~ 0'(I1\W4lrf for CO\TtI'!IIWIy ItI"tKr aod dwiry ~cm~e IIf MIn Ie.••• Spor:iI! OtrmPia. A.nwtia.n CIJIaT So\:'r;tyl.'" ." ." 
n' 0' • 	 "Th= "'lIl.~1~W UnrlV'fina toImIJImily litete.I .• ~.lI:1Ioob). UMDED ON FAM1LYfWOltKiUFE flAI..ANCE; MOVED TO SOCIAl. RF.sPONSIBtLlTY 

OUIUNO COEFFICI1:'l'4T ALPHA RElJABllJT'I ANALYSIS FOR FACE YWOft'Y 

(Continued) 

Note. eE,. Consonium Emp1oyees; NE "'" Nonconsonium Employees: WU == Work Unit Elperlc:nces s.caIe; OE = Orgmiutional Experiences scaJe• 
• by Ihe item number = interra:ter 3grteme:nl below .3; •• W2der the coefficient alpha == used in computing coefficient alpha; X lilt dropped from model. 
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Appendix E (Continued) 

LEADERSHIP AND COMMITMENT TO QUALITY 
CF. liE 	 tlt:, n .. 


.89 .liFt 


0' .7< M_'U1 ilupire (IT tflIpkl,lICS m \l~ pMrk mllodr tI'Ort.•
" ., .7< " n • "'''''rc" an CfT unpIoyees "b<M -rJ IU impn7'l' ctIIe 'III!Dd p""hu:ed.
" 0' lot_ltN t!>Ho.. ~p Of! err nnplny.e "Uo:stiDf>< ft>t ifolproIoemnm In ptt><Neu,. lItoiu:!:. 1M IIt'!!rl<~.
" .".. ." Mlnll'" ~Tl,.ide tbt ramm:es (f.,., lime, inlnm" 41)11In) IWledtd !II Imp",", UM: qu,oJiI')' of pmt:Iuc;a ml flerwicft pr(f~Uled II> flllIttlmen.
" 0' 
OF. .7< • """"Ie", tb~ '.hI orglnJU1'o.f, v;Iion, .".La, IUIIl ~dues rthkd 10 qw.lity II/lIiI biah pctfollIWllU!.
" 0' .n " • M_..., 4ll:!!101\111u~~ 01.11 qu.o.lil)' is ImpOfl.I1lt In lilt!! d.,,~ wJvilid (e.,., bold~, m d~ qu.ality ~. 1mR'1ICt"";!h <;\I~1).
" " 

JOB SECURITY AND COMMITMENT TO WORKFORCE 

CE H' "« n. 


0' .3<> " .. 
CIT tm400Yeel ,i•• fI.IU .~ ill \1!eB WOlJ~ 10 Ibt 0I'J1llin1irlll: {f.,., "'IH'l" lOOt. ~).
" .., • 'rill....... Nt br\J CIi !mployf:l\il dm wi=tI ~ ill rora: If'f ~ (1.,_, ~._~. Jid lit fttIditll: nrw ,IuttJ)•
'" 0' 
II d nx:otftlud Itw dlt ~DOmit v:euri!:y of Iix OIlI!li:t:Ulon &DIS Itw of In ""IITUora: afT ""'" Uld me _ .
'" 0' 

0' . "" • 
:lU .l6 .« • • err !:mploy=~ prcrtktulwilbPb~.

• (IT ~fQ' n=Jt!iD \hH mel! i:ldnridllll jQb muritr u lilU:allo the .",t=m !LWem of !he or....,mliDft.'" 0' ." 
STRATEGIC PLANNING 


<£ H' a.., n_ 
... 
Ul OE- ... • M_len plIft fur Ibt- QtJ;llt.intiofl't fu!l:tt. 

ISl OS .,. • Irohnqt:B _Ioq.- qualIty im9_,lW.I .m ob}ed1n:1< 

I.U Of ... • MWIUJ Jq!\lllrly ft'I'j(W!IIe Of~n'l pm..,m IDwW tll!ll:dn, jq INh MIl ~ea. 


l~ Of ... I.ro ~ err empiD1a::a ~ ill. p\t.nnlnl rot me ~'. AIture (e.••,1ImtI1t- pb.n.1. lew). (PI'.)RCED LOADING) 

1$$ Of .,. "hmlen dnt!1op MIl .. tlMq:j~ dut ~ IiIhpt lei IhI: dJdcm, .-or\!. 


MEASUREMENT AND ANALYSIS 

CE NE <Eo! (flit' 


.., 
1$6 OE .62 • Itdormltwn on quality .m tinxlioleu ~ eollmzd 00 an prodllc:u and J:Cl"fioeel from l:U$lDmtfJ, 


U1 0'8 .63 • Pomm.I aln:lDptJ Ire mad: to ll'f'UtIre !be nlWt to 1Ifhicb tbf: Ottt~l:t is tI':II::etina its ps and objccti"«, 

1:53 OE .$8 • The quality of produm and se~ pnwi:led to OlJtDI1JIH'~ is COI'IIpIIR:d to the prrlomtm::e of olher Otpniz.atiom IMI are ~ u ~et:tuM. 


IYl OE • Apprnp.ri.u: -.j"IN;ec! lrI:ht!oIop IUId IOOb I.rt UJM in all wort p~ and in intomlll.iac cnliection. 

16t OE .. • C~miYe; U\eSSJD:MI of q.ality. qutllty JYmtm IUId qullny ~ 'f'!! prrfor1fled It RtUla.r iattn',I, Gl'OU me Ol1to.iz.ation. 
" 
162 OE .n • Finding. from Ihe qullitJ' IS$l:mocnt prt)GdS. Ire U$td to impIWt quality and p~ pItlblc'm.'l. 


163 OE • Quill!)' l$ ~ kty fal;lOr u$ed in ulcecina Npplirn..
." 
(Continued) 

Note. CE:::::: Coo.sorth.lm Bmployet';$; Nt :::::: Nonconsortium Employees: WU:::::: Work. Uolt fuperience:s sc.aJe; OE = Organizational Experiences scale. 
• by the item number """ interntel' agmemenl below.3; .. under the coefTltIenI alpha = used in computing coefficient alpba; X = dropped from model. 
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Appendix E (Continued) 

MlSCELLANEOUS [TEMS (Not enough empirical evidence, based on USREL and Coefficient Alpha lUlalyses. to support assigning these items to any dimension) 
CE NE 

, W1! Loo . CIT a:tq>laoJ_ ~!i.>~ In pin __ tmwItdp m:! dc'tdcrp __ ttitlt, {FORCm LOADING') (lOB SECtlRfTY ..JID CoMMlDIENi TO WOURlRCSJ 
wu .18 at) CIT .mpkJyotJ liM it 4iff'IQl)J.!O d!IPp: !bt .., lhlnf:t ~.s-. mmOV;,'nON AND lU5K TAIIDiO)" " 511f'C'"1:am lcl CIT tmploya:!< kna ... l>o1f!heir tII<lf'k ~ ro !l1~ wcWutirm'. mis:$inn «IId,u. (roRCED LOADlNCS) (l.fJ.DERSHfP "-lID COMMrn.fmlT m QtfAtm'}11 wu UiO 1.00 

crt mIJIk!oy'ltS aklllw jadiaj~. 10 IMd wurt pW m:! deld_. (DO't..()'{B! lNVOlVE,Mlilfr)wu ."".s W1J x "X (R) CIT .mploy_ r~d WOIt..m-:l 1IUCS1. (JU!ALTH.£NHANCIHG WORX ENVnWNMENT) 
'9" WU .111 .l6 CIT tmpl")'«3 mo liv.... lb. oopportu,lllly!O watt iXII nnibl• .......t idl(.:hlt.." wt.t:a !he job pmni'l1 {t.•.• flcr./ti;m. Ako:tml1.i« Won: Sc/udtiw, p;1ItNlrm: <mp~. (FI\M1LYrwQIUUUFE 

aALANCF) 

'" wu .111 .n crt ~cn lie livro ihe ~niry!O 'I!Ott aI !tocnc. tlIhcn ~ jot> pmnits (e.", ~xlpf;au.....1t·It.J!omr;). (FAMJLYrWoaxtUfl:. MlANt:E) 

101 OE .14 .3! (a) M_..,n Ip)Il' ",mot IKtr or lo!!iI.Wl huulimm. (OIVERSTI'Y) 

IoU Of X " CIT ~cn ¥c: wllliq to ~ R!JlIit1f4 tM =?I'M IIIlIlClK:t posiIioN in dle or~ ID pmlliC:t ttltir ~c:m Sllf.'ll!11)'. lroJ.l $ECURITl AND CQMMlTMEHT 1'0 wollJCf(.»l:cm 


Note. CE = Consortium Employees; NE til' NOl1COlUortium Employees; WU = Won:: UOil Experi~ scale; OE "" Org:anizational Experiences scale• 
• 	by the item number = IDterrater agreement below .3; •• under the c:oeffu:ienl alpha = used in computing coefficient alpha; X = dropped from model. 
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