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Abstract

This report provides normative data for the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS).
Data were obtained from 6930 employees working on 876 jobs in 56 organi-
zations. JDS scale relisbilities, means, and standard deviations are
reported for the sample as a whole as wall as for several categories of
various employee, job, and organizational properties. Results using
data from the entire sample indicate that some JDS means and standard
deviations differ from thoss presented in an earlier raport by Hackman
and Oldham (1974). Moreover, results show that the JDS measures vary
significantly with many of the aforementioned properties. Uses of the
norms and directions for future research are discussed.
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Norms for the Job Diagnostic Survey1

The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) (Hackman and Oldham, 1974, 1975)
is an instrument designed to be useful both in the diagnosis of jobs
prior to their redesign, and in research and evaluation activities that
attempt to assess the effects of redesiéned joba on the employees who
perform them. The instrument itself is completed by employees who work
on any given job, and provides measures of (a) sevaral specific job
characteristics, (b) the degree to which employees are psychologically
"ready" to respond to these characteristics and (c) several personal and
work outcomes (e.g., general satisfaction). When the instrument was
initially developed it was hoped that it would enable practitioners of
work radesign to more wisely plan and conduct job redesign projects.
Moreover, it was expected that the instrument could facilitate afforts by
behavioral scientists to understand how and why job redesign works when
it doas work--and what has gone wrong when it does not (Hackman and Oldham,
1974).

Since 1974, numerous researchers and practitioners have used the JDS
for the purposes lescribed above (Pierce and Dunham, 1976). Unfortunately,
use of the instrument in diagnosis and evaluation activities has sometimes
besn difficult bescause of the absence of normative datn‘fcr the JDS scales.
The results presented in the Hackman and Oldham (1974) raport ware basad
on data from a relatively small sample of 658 employees who wotrked on 62
different jobs in saven organizationa. These data do not rapresent a cross-
saction of organizations, jobs, or employees in the United States. Thus,

comparisons involving JDS scores from a given organization with thosa

e




. reported in the 1974 paper often will be misleading. Such compar-

ﬂ i isons would not indicate if the target organization's JDS scores were

l} : substantially above, balow, or about the same as those based on a rspra-
sentative population. This implies that it may be difficult to detarmine
if work redesign activities are desirable in the target organization based
on the JDS data cnllected from the organization.

This report attempts to alleviate the problem identified above. .JDS
data are reported that were obtained from a large numbe: of employsas who
worked on a wide variety of jobs in numerous organizations. It is beliaved
that these data provide relatively stable norms for the JDS scales.

To furthar enhance the diagnostician's ability to evaluate the dasir-
ability of a work radesign project, JDS scale data are subdivided according
to a numbar of organizational, job, and employae chnractafiICica. For
axample, JDS data are provided for organizations of different sizes, for
u;- i employees with different educational backgrcunds, and for jobs at different

) } levels. These normative data should enable the JDS user to determine 1{f

";1 ; results obtained in a focal organization ara out of line with JDS norma
. based on organizations and joba with similar properties. This comparison
can be helpful in determining if work redesign is in order,

Bafore presenting the JDS norms, brief descriptions of the JDS and

of the organizational, job and employes characteristics measurad in this

cern memE e s te e 3

research are necessary. These are provided below.

The_Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS)
Any messuring device is based on some underlying theory of what ia

important regardiiug the phenomena under consideration. In this section

brief descriptions of the theaory underlying the JDS as well as the variahles
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measured by the instrument are provided. A more complete discussion of
the theory and of the content and format of the JDS scales may be found
elsewhere (i.e., Hackman and Oldham, 1974, 1975, 1976; Oldham, Hackman
and Pearce, 1976).

The Job characteristics theoretical model is shown diagrammatically
in Figure 1. It proposes that positive personal and work outcomes (high
internal motivation, high work satisfaction, high quality performance,
and low absentecism and turnover) are obtained when thres critical psy-
chological states are present (experienced meaningfulnesa of tha work,
exparienced responsibility for the outcomes of the work, and knowladge
of the results of the work activities), All three of the critical psy-
chological states must be present for the positive outcomes to be realizad.

The theory proposes that the three critical psychological states
ara created by the presence of five "core" job dimensions. Experienced
Meaningfulness of the Work is enhanced primarily by three of the core
dimensiona: Skill Variety, Task Identity, and Task Significance. Experi-
enced Responsibility for Work Outcomes is increased when & job has high
Autonomy. Knowledge of Results is increased when a job is high on Feedback.
Following the theory diagrammed in Figure 1, it is possible to compute a
score reflecting the overall "motivating potential" of a job in terms of
the core job dimensions. This score (which is discussed in detail by
Hackman and Oldham, 1976) is computed as follows:

Motivating Skill Task Task

Potential = | Variety + Identity + Significance X |Autonomy] X | Feedback
Scora (MPS) 3




The theory is not expected to "work" with equal effectiveness under
all conditions. Individuals who strengly value and desire personal feselings
of accomplishment and growth should respond very positively to a job high
in motivating potential; individuals who do not value persanel src-=h and
accomplighment may find such a job anxiety-arousing and may Le uncomfortably
"stretched" by it. Therefore, growth need strength is shown in Figure 1
as a moderator of the other relationships specified by the theory.

Employee satlsfaction with the work context also is shown as a moder~-
ator in the theoretical framework. Whan employees are not satisfied with
work context (i.e., with their pay, job security, co-workers, and/or super-
visors), their ability to respond positively to a job high in motivating
potential should be diminished. The reason is that active dissatisfaction
with such contextual factors may distract the attention of employees from
the work itself and orient their energy instead toward coping with thae
experienced problems. Only when employees are ralatively satisfied with
the work context should they become able to experience, appreciate, and
respond to a job rich in motivating potential.

Previous research (e.g., Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Oldham et al., 1976;
Umstot, Bell and Mitchell, 1976) has shown that the variables in Figure 1
relate to onea another generally as predicated by the tP ory,. In particular,
the core dimensions relate po.itivciy and substantiaelly to the three psy-
chological states, general satisfaction, growth satisfaction, internal
motivation, and (to a lesser extent) behavioral measures of attendance and
performance. Relationships between the job dimansions and outcomes tend

to be stronger for individuals who are well-satisfied with the work context

and who have strong growth needs than for employees low on these variables.
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The JDS is completed by employees who work on any given job, and
provides measures of each of the concepts in the model sketched above for
that job., The specific messures obtained from the JDS are describad below.

Job dimensions. The JDS provides measures of the five cors dimensions
shown in Figure 1.

Skill Variety. The degree to which a job requires a variety of

different activitias in carrying out the work, which involve the
use of a numbar of different skills and talents of tha employse.

. Task Identity. The degres to which the job raquires completion
k| : of a "whole" and identifiable piece of work-~i.a., doing a job
E from beginning to end with a visible outcome.

Task Significance. The degree to which the job has a substantial
impact on the lives or work of other people~-whether in the immadiate
organization or in the extarnal environment.

Autonomy. The dagrae to which the job provides substantial freedom,
indepcndence, and discretion to the employee in scheduling the work
and in determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

b ! . Feedback from the Job Itself. The degree to which carrying out the
work activities required by the job results in the smployes obtaining
direct and clear information about the effectiveness of his or her
performance.

In addition, measures ars obtained for two additional dimensions which

have beasn found to ba halpful in undearstanding jobs and employee reactions
_” : to them. These are:
Facdback from Agents. The degrea to which the employes raceives

clear information about his or her performance from supervisors
or from co~workerxs.

e o ot bt £y
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|
Dealing with Others. The degree to which the job requires thae
7 amplovee to work closaly with other people in carrying out the
4 i . work activities (including dealings with other organization
|
I
|
|
|

members and with external organizational "clients.')

i . Critical psychological states. The JDS provides measuras of each of

the thres psychological statas which are shown in Iigure 1 as mediating

betwesn the core job dimensions and the outcomas of the work. These are:
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Experienced Meaningfulness of the Work. The dagree to which the
employee axpariencas the job as one which is generally meaningful,
valuable, and worthwhile.

Experienced Responsibility for Work Outcomas. The degree to which

the employes feels peraonally accountable and responsible for the

results of the work he or she does.

Knowledge of Results. Tha dagree to which tha employee knows and

understands, on a continuous basis, how effactivaly he or she is :

performing the job.

Personal outcomes. Tha JDS provides measures of a number of parsonal
outcomes or reactions a person obtains from performing the job. These

are:

General Satisfaction. An overall measure of the degras to which
the amployee is satisfied and happy with the job.

Intarnal Work Motivation. The degree to which the employse is
salf-motivated to perform effectively on the job==i.a., the
smployes experiences positive internal feslings when working
effectively on the job, and negative internal feelings when

doing poorly. :

Growth Satisfaction. The degree to which the amployee is satisfied

with opportunities for personal growth and development on the

job.

Satigfaction with the work context. Tha JDS provides several wmasasures
of employeasn' satisfaction with the work context. Context satisfactions
are expected to affect how positively an employee will respond to a job
high on the core dimensions (ses Figure 1), Satisfactions with four
elements of the work context ars measured:

(a) job sacurity

(b) pay and other compansation

{(¢) peers and co-workers ("social satisfaction™)
(d) supervision

Individual growth need strength. The JDS taps the strength of the f

respoundent's desire to obtain "growth" satisfactions from his or her work.

This maasure is viewad as a malleabla individual difference characteristic




which (as shown in Figure 1) is predicted to affect how positively an

employee will respond to a job with high motivating potential.

Growth need strength is measured in two separate sectinns of the ‘
instrument. In the "would like" section, respondents are asked to indicate t.

the degraee to which they would like several growth reslevant conditions ;
(e.g., opportunities to learn new things, opportunities to be creative
and imaginative) present in their work. 1In the "job choice" section,
respondents are asked to indicate their relative preferences for pairs
of hypothetical jobs. In ocach item s job with characteristics relevant
to growth need satisfaction is paired with a job which has the potential
for satisfying one of a variety of other neads. Finally, scoras derived
from both of these sections are averaged to form a total growth need

strangth index.

Organizational Properties

For each organization from which JDS data were obtained, & number of
characteristics ware evaluated relevant to the organization as a unit,
JDS normative data are provided for each category of the organizational
characteristics., The organizational proparties assessed in this research

are described briaefly below.

Organization gize. The number of full—timc employeas in the organi-

zation.

Number of organizational lavels. The number of levels within the

organization's hierarchy. For example, an organization with one president,
five supervisors, and 18 rank and file employees would have three lavels.

Dispersion of facilities. The degrae to which the physical facllities
f the organization are all in one location, or dispersed throughout the

region, country or world.




Geographic location. The location (i.e., urban, suburban, rural)

of the organizational unit.

Self-containment. The degree to which the organizational unit is

part of a larger organizationm.
. Organization "type." The organization's primary function (a.g.,

economic, soclal service, etc.).

Job Properties

For each job for which JDS data were obtained, a number of descriptive
foatures of the job were measured. JDS norms were then created for aach
of tha categoriesa in this classification. The job categories are described
below.
Job level., Thae level of the job in the organizational hierarchy
(1.e., upper level management, staff, etc.) for which JDS data were obtained.
Job collar color. Whether the job is classified aam a white or blue
collar position.
Payment type. Whether the employees who perform the job are paid on
an hourly or salary basis.

Union respresentation. Whether or not the employees who perform the

job are unionized.
DOT category. ' The Dictionary of Occupatrional Titles' description of

the target job (e.g., clerical, managerial, sarvice, atc.).

Employee Demographics

Each employee completing the JDS indicated his or her sex, age, and

higheat level of education attained.
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g _ Method

b Sample

' . The results reported in this paper are based on data obtained

ji ; from approximately 6,930 employees working on 876 jobs in 56 organizations.
’ The jobs were highly heterogeneous, including professional, sales, clerical,
ﬂ : and wanegerial work. Goveranmental, service, and productive organizations
w#rc included in the sample. The organizations were located in all geo-

graphic sections of the United States.

Procedure

. Data for this study were collected by a multiplicity of individuals

ﬁ for a variety of purposes. Approximately 75 percent of the data were

. collected by members of the Roy W, Walters consulting firm for use in

2 \ organizational diagnoses. Consultants administered the JDS to employees
who were guaranteed anonymity. Key informants within the organization

é E (e.g., pervonnel director, president) provided information on the job and

organizational properties outlined earlier.

The remainder of the data were collected by academicians using the
JDS for research purposes. This group of researchers included the authors
of this report as well as academicians from universitias and research
institutes throughout the United States. Once again, key informants within

the organizations studied provided data on job and organizational properties.

Measures

JDS variablss. The content and format of the itoms composing the
JDS scales ars reported elsewhere (i.e., Hackmsn and Oldham, 1974) and are
not reported in this paper. All JDS items are measured on seven-point

Likert-type scales with the exception of the "job choice" growth need strength

v ehaari M b M e tE A MR P TR AR e
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varisble. This is measured on a five-point scale but is converted to
a seven-point scale by the following formula: job choice seven-point
scale = [E.S X five-point scale scor{] - 0.5,

For each variable seven rafleacts the "high" end of the scale. Thus,

a score of seven on the pay satisfaction measure would indicate high pay
satisfaction; a one on the autonomy dimension would indicate low autonomy.

Organizational properties. Informants rated each of the organirational
variables on the following scalas:

1. Organization size. Number of organization members was indicated.
Three organizational size categories were then formed: small (1-120 employees);
madium (121-1700 employaes); and large (1,701-99.§§9 erployees).

2. Organiza:ion levels. Number of levels in thae organization's hier-
archy was indicated. Two categories were then formad: few (1 to 4 lavels)
and many (5 to 20 levals).

3. Dispersion of facilities. Informants indicated vhethar the physical
facilities of the organization were: (a) all in one location; (b) moatly in
one location, a few in other places; (c) dispersed throughout this region
of the country; (d) dispersed throughout tha country; or (e) dispersed
throughout the world.

4. Geographic location, Informants indicated if the location of the
organizational unit whare the JDS data ware collected was: (a) an urban
area; (b) a suburban area; or (¢) a rural area or country town.

5. Self-containment. Respondents indicated whether the organizatiomal
unit was entirely self-contained or part of a larger organization.

6. Organization "type." Respondents indicated whether the general
type of organization was: (a) productive or ecomowic, profit making; (b)

human or social service, non-profit; or (c¢) governmental.
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Job properties. Key informants rated each of the job variables on

the following scales:

1. Job leval. Informants indicatad if the job category for which
JDS data wera obtained was: (a) upper-level management; (b) middle-level
management: (c) first-line management; (d) staff; or (e) non-managsment.

2. Job collar color. Informants indicated whether the employees who
performed the job for which JDS data were obtained were best characterized
as white collar or blue collar.

3. Payment type. Respondents indicated whether the employaes who
performed the job for which JDS data were ccllected were salaried or hourly.

4. Union representation. Informants indicated whether the employees
who performed the job for which JDS data were cbtained were union or non-
union.

5. DOT category. Respondents indicated the DOT category which best
described the kind of work done by employees for whom JDS data wers obtained.
The categories are: (a) professional or technical; (b) managerial; ’‘c) cler-
ical; (d) sales; (e) sarvice; (f) processing; (g) machine trades; (h) bench

work; or (1) atructural work.

Employee demographics. Employees who completed the JDS provided data

on three demographic characteristics.

1. Sex. Male or femals.

2, Age. Employees were asked to check one of the following categories:
(a) under 20; (b) 20 to 29; (c) 30 to 39; (d) 40 to 49; (e) 50 to 59; or
(f) 60 or over.

3. Education. Employees indicatad the highest level of education

attained by checking one of the following categories: (a) grade school;
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(b) some high school; (c) high school degree; (d) some businass college
or technical school experience; (a) soma college experience; (f) business
collegs or tachnical school dagree; (g) college degres; (h) some graduate

work; or (i) master's or higher degrea.

Results
Results are reported in four sections. In the first section, means,
standard deviations, relisbilities, and intercorrelations among the JDS
scales are presanted for the sample as a whole. JDS means and standard
deviations are reported separately for various types of organizations in
section two, and for various types of jobs in section three. Maans and

standard deviations for the various demographic catagories are presented

in section four.

Reliabilities, Means, Standard Deviations

and Intercorralations Among the JDS Scales
Table 1 presents the internal consistency reliabilities of tha JDS

scales. The raliabilities range from a high of .88 to a low of .58. In
general, the rasults ars comparable tothosa raportad in previous studies
(e.3., Dunham, 1976; Hackman and Oldham, 1975; Ratz, 1978; Pierce and
Dunham, 1978) but temnd to be somavhat lowar than reliabilities previously
obtained. This is aspecislly the case for the core job dimensions, whose
reliabilities range from .58 to .68.

These results support the point made by Hackman and Oldham (1974)-
vamely, that the JDS is not recommended for use in diagnosing the jobs of
single individuals. Rsliabilities of the job charactaristic scales may

not be high enough to warrant job changes on the basie of individual scala

scores.

Ml e el o et
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B Table 1
; Internal Consisteancy Reliabilities of the JDS Scales
08 Scale N Reliabiliey’
Skill variety 3 .68
Task identity 3 61
Task significance 3 .58
Autonomy 3 .64
Feedback from job 3 .68
Feedback from agents 3 .75
Dealing with others 3 62
Experienced meaningfulness 4 .71
Exparienced rasponsidbility ] 67
. Knowledge of results 4 71
i Ganeral satisfaction 5 A7
: Internal motivation 6 .69
' Pay satisfaction 2 .86
; Security satisfaction 2 73
} ' Social satisfaction 3 64
f Supervisory satisfaction 3 .87
g ‘ Growth gatisfaction 4 84
i : Would like GNS 6 .87
: : ) Job choice GNS 12 .71
Total GNS 18 .88

! Nota. N throughout sbout 6930 with small variations dus to
i uissing data.

Nuaber of items composing each scale.
! b

Reliabilities were calculated by obtaining the average
intaritem corralation for all items which are scorad on
each scale and then adjusting the median by Spearman-
Brown proceduras to obtain an estimats of the reliability
of the scale scors.
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Instead, the JDS is recommended for diagnostic purposes only when

several individuals work on a given job. When average scores of a group

of employees ara obtained, JDS job dimension scsle reliabilities are nor;

than adequates.

Means and standard deviations of the JDS scale scoras across all
6,930 respondants ars presented in Table 2. The table also shows the
neans and standard deviations of the JDS scales across the 876 jobs in
the sample (i.a., the scoras of respondents who worked on each job ware
averaged, and the mean of these avarages was computed across the 876 jobs
for aach scale). The scale means obtained across all employees are very
similar to those obtained when averages wers computed acrose all jobs., This
indicates that the different numbars of respondents who held the various
jobs did not substantially affect the mean scele scoras.

Maans of several of the scales raported in Table 2 deviata from those
presented in the 1974 report. Means of the following variables are some-
what higher in this report than in Hackman and Oldham (1974): skill variety,
feadback from agents, dealing with others, general satisfaction, internal
metivation, and would like GNS. Means of the following variables are
somavhat lower in this report than in the 1974 articla: task identity,
faedback from job, knowledge of rasults, social satisfaction, and suparvisory
satisfaction.

Intercorrelations among the JDS scales are presentad in Tables 3 and
4. The correlations reported in Table 3 were computad across all 6,930
respondents; in Table &, rnlpqndcn: scores ware averaged for each job, and

thesa mean scores were intarcorrslated across the 876 Jobl.2

|
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Table 2
JDS Means and Standard Deviations
Across Raspondents and Jobs
Vaxriable Aczoss Across
Respondents Joba

X 8.D. ¥ 8.D.
Skill variety 4.%3 1.57 4.66 1.15
Task ldentity 4.65 1.44 4.72 «90
Task significance 5.49 1,28 5.81 .79
Autonomy 4.78 1.39 4.87 ‘ .93
Fesdback fxrem job 4.81 1.34 4.87 .79
Fesdback from agents 4.06 1.58 4.11 .95
Dealing with others 5.46 1.31 5.58 94
MPS 122,10 69.41 127.76 48.74
Experienced meaningfulness 5.10 1.14 5.18 .74
Experienced responsibility 5.40 + 96 5.47 .59
Knowledge of results 5.04 l.14 5.00 .68
General satisfaction 4.65 1.27 4.70 .82
Internal motivation 5.50 .89 5.58 .52
Pay satisfaction 4.16 1.66 4.30 1.07
Security sattsfaction 4.76 1.48 4.86 .96
Social satisfaction 5.31 1.02 5.36 .62
Supervisoxy satisfaction 4.79 1.57 4.93 .90
Growth satisfaction 4.74 1.33 4.33 .88
Would like GN8 5.64 1.22 5.70 o4
Job choice 4.23 .81 4.32 .55
Total GNS ' 4.93 .86 5.08 .59
N (approx.) 69130 876

St s amia i cugy
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The patterns of the intercorrelations in Tables 3 and 4 are similar—
although the overall laevel of relationship in the across~job analysis is
higher than in the across-respondent analysis. One possible explanation
for thil‘:tsult is that the raliability of many of the JDUS scales in the
acruss~job analysis was undoubtadly higher than the zeliability of the
scores used in the analysis across all 6930 respondents—simply because
the reactions of all individuals who held a given job wers avaraged prior
to computing corzelations across jobs.

Results in Tables 3 and 4 show that the five core job dimensions
(i.e., skill variety, task id;ntity. task siguificance, sutonomy, and job
faedback) are moderataly intarcorralatad, as has been found in previous
research (e.g., Dunham, 1976; Eackmin & Lawler, 1971; Hackman & Oldham,
1974). With the exception of task idantity, there ara substantial rala-
tionships baetween the cors job dimensions and the corresponding .peychological
states. In addicion, tha cors dimensions and thn'puycholo|ieal states aras
substantially and positively relatad to the outcoma measuras (a.g., general

satisfaction).

AS was the case in the Huckman and Oldham (1974) report, the acroes~
respondent snalysis indicates thac the job dimansions, psychological statas,
and outcome messures are genarally independent of the growth need strength
maasures. These relationships ars substantially higher in the across-=job
analysis-—which may reflect the emargence of a congruence between the needs

of employess and the psychological composition of jobs.
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JD8 Msans and Standard Deviations
by Organizational Property Categories

In this section, JDS data ara reported according to category of
organization variables. Respondent scores ware averaged for each job and
these mean scores were usad in the analyses. One way analyses of variance

(ANOVA) were conducted across organization categories.

Orgenization size. Table 5 reports JDS means and standard deviations
for organizations of various sizes. Results generally indicate that
exployees in small organizations perceive their jobs as more complex and
challenging than do employees in large organizations. MPS scores ara
approximately 132 for small organizations, 127 for medium organizations,
and 117 for large organizations. .

Results involving the outcoma measures (e.g., genaral satisfactiom, .
growth satisfaction, and internal motivation) show that employees in smallar
organizations are generally more satisfiad, This is most clearly evidenced
by diffarencas between the cutcome measurss for the large organizations
compared to small and madium organizations. Few substantial differences

exist between small and madium sized organixations.

Number of organizationel levels. Table § presents JDS means and

standard deviations for organizations having few (i,s., l=é4) vs. many

(1.e., 3-20) organizational levels. Rasults show fewv significant differences
betwaen the two categories. Only dealing with others, pay satisfaction, and
the GNE measuras diffared significantly according to number of levals.
Results indicate that employeas in organizations with few lavals have higher

growth need strength, higher pay satisfaction and jobe requiring greater

L P A I R R ]




21

Table § -

JDS Maans and Standard Deviations by Organization Sixe

. . o
.

Small Madium ., Large

Variable Organizations Organizations Orgmmizations ? B

! X s, X 8.0 X 8.,
Skill variaty 4.79 1,13 4,72 1.18 4,28 1.30 14.37 .000
Task lidentity 4.69 1,16 4.69 1.20 4,77 1.30 51 .600
Task significance 5.57 1l.03 5.52 l.02° 5.36 1.18 4.647 .010
Autonomy 4.96 1,11 4.79 1.1% 4,73 1,28 5.29 .00%
Feedback from job 4.93 1.15 4.89 1.19 A4.69 1.20 6.47 .002
¥ Feedback from agents 4,12 1.3 4,06 1.3 4.1 1l1.42. 76,465
: : Dealing with other 5.68 .98 5.54 .98 5.34 1.06 8.34 .000
' : MP3 : 132.49 36.98 127.01 60.12 116.87 58.93 6.73 .001
) Experienced meaningfulnass $.19 .94 5.19 .99 4,96 .98 7.05 .00l
E | ! Experienced responsibility 5.48 .81 5.48 .83 5.38 .84 1.87 .18%
! Knowlaedge of rasults 5.02 .99 5.03 .99 4,91 1.11 1.92 146
! Genaral satisfaction 4,70 1.02 4,84 1.06 4.353 1.11 7.85 .000
! . Internal motivation 5.62 .73 5.58 74 5.48 .79 4.90 .008
1 ; Pay satisfsction 4,33 1.29 4.31 1.40 4.22 1.47 73 .AT78
. Security satisfaction 4.83 1.19 3.0 1.17 4,69 1.31 7.16 .00l
i ; Social satisfaction 5.33 .84 5.44 .85 5.30 1.01 2.86 .0%7
3 . Supervisory satisfaction 4.86 1.33 5.08 1.30 4.84 1.39 4,92 .,007
X ' Growth satisfaction 4.85 1.09 4,91 1l.14 4.68 1,22 4,20 .018
8 : Would like GNS .03 1.02 4,98 1.00 3.09 1l.l2 08 .980
§ ! Job choice GNS 4.37 .68 4.28 .65 4,22 .70 4.93  ,007
Total GNS 35.03 .68 4.98 .48 5.09 .74 1.76 176

|
|
‘ ’ N (approx.) 448 223 177
' Note. Small organizations: 1-120 employess

| ' Medium organizations: 121-1700 employees

| Large organizations: 170199999 employees

I

df = 2,849,
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ﬁ f Table 6

JDS Maans and Standard Deviations by Number of Levels in the Organizacion

Variasbla Feavw Lavels Many ch:li F R

' X s.D. ¥ s.D.
A o k.
: - Task identity : 4,72 1.17 .71 1.26 .08 771
ao Task significance 3.31  1.04 5,51 1.10 .00 948 !
g Autonomy 4.86 1.12 4.87 1.21 .02  .884 ]
hooo Feedback from agenta 4,12 1.34 4,08 1.38 .33 + 565 i
A Dealing with othars 5.62 99 5.49 1.02 3.96 047 l
K ' MPS 128,39 55.93 126,51 62.31 .28 +393
o Experiencad meaningfulness 5.14 .98 5.18 .93 .00 .974
g - Experienced responsibility 5.43 .83 3.47 .80 W17 +673
" ‘ Knowladge of resulta 4.98 .98 5.03 1.07 .80 + 369 !
i General satisfaction 471 1.04 4.67 1,07 .57 .448 ]
f] : Internal motivation 5.59 .73 S.54 .76 1.85 +198
§§ f Pay satisfaction 4,39 1.30 4.12 1.46 11.79 .001 .
o Security satisfaction 4.89 1.17 4,78  1.29 2.60 .107 1
A Social satisfaction 5.35 .85 5.36 .94 .08 .810
(. Supervisory satisfaction 4.92 1.31 491 1,38 .02 .87
W Growth satisfaction 4.83 1.12 4.82  1.18 .02 .882
i Would liks GNS 3.73 1.0l 5.62 1.08 4,14 042
Job cholce GNS 4,35 .65 4,28 .68 5.24 .022
Total GNS 35.09 .67 4.95 «73  10.69 . 001

: N (approx.) 298 581

¢ . Note. Few lavels: 1-4,

! Many lavels: 5-20.

L df = 1,874,
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interaction with others than do employees who work in organizations with

oany levels.

Dispersion of facilitias. Table 7 presents JDS means according to
the degree to which the organization's physical facilities are dispersed.

In general, rusults indicate that amployses in organizations with physical

fﬁ . facilities dispersed throughout the region or country perceive their jobs
as highar on tha core dimansions than do employees in organizations with
i facilicies in one location or Aispersed throughout the world. GNE scores

follow the same pattarm.

: . Geographic location. Table 8 presents JDS means according to the
geographic location of the organization unit. Results indicate that per-
? calved job charactaristics do not differ substantially by the location of
ij | the organization. Howevar, results for the outcome and GNS measures do
differ by location. Zmployees who work in rural organizations are more

5 . generally satisfied and motivated than employees who work in suburban or
ﬁ: urban organizations, snd individuals in suburban organizations are more

satisfiad than smployees in urban organizatious.

Means for the GNS msasures raflect yet another pattsrn. FEmployees
vho work in suburban organizations have the highest GNS scores, and employees

who work in rural organizations have the lowest.

Self-containment. Table 9 presents JDS scale waans for organizations
vhich are entirely saelf-contained and for organizations that are part of
larger organizations. Rasults show that individuals in organizations which
are part of larger organizatisns perceive their jobs as mors complex and

challenging than do employees in organizations which are self-contained. The
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Table 8
o JDS Msans and Standard Deviatlons by i
! § Geographic location of Organization .
b |
1 1
Lo Variable Urban Suburban : Ruzal
. X_ 8.0, X $.D. X s.p. F p k.
' - Skill Variety 4.5  1.17 471 1.47 4.% 107 .8 .557 | M
: Task Identity 4.72 1.20 4.58 1.29 4.%0 1.17 2.4 . 091
: Task Significance s.38  1.08 5,65 1,07 5.9 1,06 4.73 009 | 4
. Autmm 4.76 1-18 4-85 l- 23 4-95' 1.05 l' 30 '251 Kl
S © Feedback from Job 4.80 1.17 4.70  1.27 4.98 1,04 2.15 LA17
" . Feedback from Agents 3.98  1.33 4.02 1.49 4.36 1.28 5.02 -007
I Dealing with others 5.52 .99 5.68 1.04 $.49 .98 .81 <444
o Mps 123.61 59,99 122,32 59,81  126.44 S1.57 .13 .873 |
& Experienced
; Meaningfulness $.01 1.00 5.10 .97 5.42 .85 9.26 .000
N Experienced !
; Responsibility 5.37 .85 5.52 .79 5.59 .77 4.91  .008
; Knowledge of Results 4.91 1.01 4.86 1.12 5.12 1.06 3.54 .029
; General Satisfaction 4.55 1.08 4.72 1.06: 4.98 1,00 9.89 .000
Y Internal Motivation 5.50 77 5.61 .80 5.76 .70 7.54¢ .00l
N Pay Satisfaction 4.07 1.36 4.41 1l.43 4.86 1.33 19,31 000 ;
R Security Satisfaction 4.74 1.24 4.91 1.25 4.96 1.18 2.08 .125 ¢
P - Social Satisfaction 5.29 .89 5.48 1.02 5.55 84 T7.44 <001
! Supervisory Satisfaction 4.84  1.37 4.93  1.30 5.17 l.24 3.99 .019
S Growth Satisfaction 4.70 1.17 4.79 1.33 5.15 .99 95./24 000
; Would Like GNS 5.70  1.01 5.92  1.08 5,52 1.07 4.70 . 009
b Job Choice GNS 4.37 .65 4.43 .11 3.99 .64 16.76 . 000
L Total GNB 5.09 .68 5.23 .71 4,75 .68 12.73 .000
b -;
. -
N (Approx.) 501 59 78 i
f}
af= 2,635 ;-

A e s e e o S ST T =
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Table 9 26

JDE Means and Standard Deviations by Degres
To Which Organization is Self-Contained

{ Entirely Self- Part of a Larger
- [ Variable Contained Organization
oo X §.D. X 8.D. ¥ p
! : 8kilY, Variety 4.22 1.32 4.77 1.13 31.09 .000
Task Identity 4.77. 1.23 4.85 1.19 2.5 .113
; Task Significance 5.35 1.15 5.47 )..04 2.81 .094
ol i Autonomy 4.62 1.26 4.88 1.13 9.74 .002
f : ' Feedback from Job 4.69 1.26 4.87 1.12 6.48 011
- ; Feedback from Agsnts 3.93 1.39 4.07 1.32 2.68 .102
| : Dealing with others 5.26 1.12 5.64. .94 19.94 .000
¥ ; MPS 116.79 60,24 127.52 58.39 6.87 011
o ‘ Experienced '
y. Meaningfulness 4.88 .98 5.15 .98 15.67 .000
. : Experienced
. : Rasponisibility 8.3 .84 5.46 .83 6.48 .011
2 .- Knowledge of Results 4.88 1.10 4.95 .99 .1.07 .301
q : General Satisfacticn 4.38 1.09 4.73 1.05 24,82 .000
E : Intaxnal Motivation 5.42 .80 5.60 .15 13.07 .000
1 i Pay Sacisfaction 3.95% 1.46 4.32 1.32 16.14 +000
& - Security Satisfaction 4.58 1.30 4.88 1.2 12,32 .000
K L Social sSatiafaction . 5,18 1.01 5.41 .85 17,42 .000
\ | Supervisory Satisfaction 4.31 1.43 5.02 1.32 26.11 .000
- ' Growth Satisfaction 4.52 1.24 4.87 1.13 22.44 .000
‘% - Would like GNS 5.71 1.08 5.70 1.00 07 .787
B \ Job Choice GNS 4.29 .70 4.34 .64 “1.03 + 309
f ' Total GNS ) 5.13 .13 %.02 .66 4.41 .036
| N (Approx.) 198 435

af = 1,631,
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satisfaction and internal motivation measures essentially duplicate

, this result-——i.s., employses who work for organizations ihct ares a part

%.L . of large firms experience higher satisfaction and motivation than employees
{ who work for self-contained organizations. Zmployees' GNS do not differ

1 by degree of self-containment.

v Organizstional "type." Table 10 presents JDS means for organizations
that are economic, nvn-profit, or governmant. Results indicate few signi-

ficant trends. The significant diffarances that wers obtained (i.s., skill

variety, dealing with others, sacurity satisfaction, and supervisory satis- i
faction) are probably dus iun large part to very low scores for non-profit
organizations and higlier scoras for both government and economic organi-

sations.

JDS Maans and Standard Deviations
by Job Property Catagories

F In this section, JDS rasults are reported according to job propertiss.

Onca J4gain, raspondent scores have besn avaragad for each job and these

mean scores used in the analysas.

e

Job _level. JDS data wers partitionad according to the job's position

in the organizational hiararchy (i.e., upper leval managemant, middle lavel
managemant, first line managament, staff, and non-management). Results in §
; Tabla 11 indicate that thars are only slight differencas in JDS scoras 4

i batwesn staff and first line management jobs. Howev r, the remainiug results

suggest that the highar the job's laval the higher the job on the core

dimensionse. This gensral trend also axists for the satisfaction, motivation, ?

U SO

and GNS measures: tha highest scores are found at the top lavels of wmanage-

mant and the lowest in the non-managumant araas.




Table 10

JDS Msans and Standard Deviations by

Organizational: Type
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bl i, 2, oo i ot

Economic Non~profit Govarnment
Variable % s.0. % 8.D. ¥ 8. r p
Skill Variaty 4.64 1.17 4.20 1.34 4.7% 1.38 3.82 .002
Task Identity 4.68 1.9 4.79 1.34 4,76 1.37 .36 .695
Task Significance 5.41 1.06 5.58 1,19 5.64 .12 2.08 «126
Autonomy 4.81 1.15 4.75 1.35 4.84 1.29 .11 .899
Feedback from Job 4.83 1.15 4.68 1.28 4.91 1.29 1.06 347
Fesdback from Agents 4.03 1.32 .23 1.50 4.86 1.%0 1.%87 . 208
Dealing with Others 5.59 .96 5.00 1.30 5.5 1.03 9.15 000

MPE 125,35 58,61 . 115.45 63.10 127.84 sg.51 1.14 319
Experienced

Meaningfulness 5.09 .97 5.01 1.07 4.99 1..07 .47 .624
Experienced -

Responsibility 5.44 .83 $.34 .87 8.28 .93 1.80 +166
Knowledge of Reasults 4.93 1.0l 4.94 1.19° S5.0%5 1.00 .51 .601
Genexal Satisfaction 4,64 1.08 4.52 1.6 . 4.77 1.17 .61 544
Internal Motivation 5.57 .78 5.47 .80 5.3 .98 1.97 141
Pay Satisfaction 4.23 1.34 4.12 1.57  4.11 1.%4 .38 .68%
Security Satisfaction 4.84 1.2 4.26 1.44 4.87 1l.43 8.68 .000
Social Satisfaction 5.38 .89 5.29 1.06 5,37 .90 .23 . 182
Supervisory Satisfastion 4.94 1.32 4.47 1,60 4.71 1.51 6.45% .002
Growth Satisfaction 4.80 1.18% 4.54 1.30 4,67 1.3 2.28 + 103
Would like GNS 5.70 1.01 5.79 1.03 5.70 1.33 .34 713
Job Choice GNS 4.35% .65 4.23 .70 4,17 .12 2.30 101

—JTotal GNS 5,07 .68 £.01 J4 _ 4.99 .79 3,26 . 722
N_(Approx.) 562 13 33

g_f. - 2;6‘5-

. s L T AL e LR







Job_collar color. Table 12 presants JDS means for white collar

and for blus collar jobs. The results suggest that employeas in white

collar positious perceive their jobs as higher on the core dimensions

than individuals in blue collar positions. Msasuras of internal moti-~
vation, GNS, and supervisory satisfaction show a sinilar trand. Howavar,
employees in blue collar positions show higher general and pay satisfaction

acores.

Paymant type. Tabla 13 contrasts JDS means for employess who are
paid on a salariad basis with individuala who ars paid on an hourly system.
Rasults indicate that employees who are paid on a salariad basis sea thair
jobs as highar on the core dimensions than do individuals who are paid on
an hourly bhasis. Individuals in salaried positions also have higher moti-
vation and GNS scores and, for the most part, scora higher on the satis~

faction. indices.

Yaion reprasentation. JDS means for unionised and for non-unionizad
employces are reported in Table l4. Results indicate that emploveas who
are non-unionized rate their jobs higher on the core dimensions, experience
greater motivation and satisfaction, and have higher GNS scores than employees

..who. are unionized.

DOT catagory. Table 13 presents JDS means and standard deviations
for each of the job classifications in the Dictionary of Occupational Titlaes.
Results for two of the classifications (i.e., sales and structural work)
ara based on small samples, and should be interpreted with caution.

Results indicate that jobs in the managerial, professional, and sarvice
categories are rated highest on the core dimensions. Clerical, bench work,

and processing jobs are rated lowest on the job dimensions. Results for




i1

- Table 12 |
;:L JDS Means and Standard Deviations by
| 'i Job Collar Color
;i
LI
L White collar Blue Collar
g Variable. X 8.D. X 8.0 r p
(! ; Skill Variety 4.74 1.18 4.49 1l.28 6.09 014
; Task Identity 4.76 1.16 4.60 1.32 4.23 .040
Lt Task Significance 5.47 1,01 5.88 1.19 1.23 »268 -
T Autonomy 4.8% 1.12 4.83 1.2% .08 +778
- Feedback frem Job 4.88 1.15 4.76 1.23 3.1 .078
. Tasdback from Agents 4.1% 1,32 3.97 1l.46 4.93 .027
. . Dealing with Others 5.88 .95 5.23 1.1 30.5%0 .000
1w MPS 129,10 87,30 121.44 61.8%0 3.22 .073
[ Experianced
. Meaningfulness 5.10 .97 5,14 1l.01 »34 +561
g Experienced )
k. Responsibility 5.46 .84 5.38 .84 2,34 .126
Con Knowledgs of Rasults 4.93 .99 5.09 1.13 6.86 .009
General Satisfaction 4.60 1.05 4.80 1.10 7.78 . 005
3 Internal Motivation 5.59 .74 5.45 1] 7.70 . 006
Pay Satisfaction 4,19 1.34 4.40 1.81 4.80 +029
o Social Satisfaction 5.33 .88 5.40 .94 1.54 <216
‘ Supervisory Satisfaction 4.9% 1.29 4.79 l.48 l.a7 050
s Growth Satisfaction 4.78 1.16 4.83 1,14 .41 «520
k! Would like GNS 5.82 .96 5.46 1,21 32,90  .000
: Job Cholice GNB 4.46 .63 4.00 .70 101.65 . 000
: Total GNS 5.19 .65 4.74 .78 84,14 000
“
(. W (Approx.) s14 184

Aagel,696,
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e Table 13 -
¥ "‘ i‘
! JDS Means and Standard Deviations by
;.' | .- . Paymant Type
l | ?
o
(S
|-
} . Salaried Hourly
b Variable - X s.D, X 8.0, r p
{ f Skill Variety 4.91 1l.12 4.29 1.26 48.59 .000
¥ Task Identity 4.74 1.18 4,72 1.29 .04 .842
g Task S8ignificance 5.51 1..00 5.45 1.18 .79 374
! Feedback from Job 4.89 1l.13 4.83 1.23 1.19 .276
. Feedback from Agents 4.18 .32 4.03 1.42 3.71 . 054
Dealing with Others 5.79 .89 5.15  1.16 74,68 .000
s MPS 133.08 57,30 118.81 62.20 14.32 .000
R Experienced
i Meaningfulness 5.16 .96 5.08 .99 1.73 .189
y' Experienced
- Rasponsibility s.50 .82 5.34 .86 10.44 .001
b Knowledge of Results 4.90 .99 5.12 1.07 16.39 .000
+ S General Satisfaction 4.68 1.03 4.69 1.10 .00 .936
S Internal Motivatien 5.63 .73 5.45 .82 15.61 .000
' Pay Satisfaction 4.23 1.34 4.23 1.48 .00 .991 .
- Security Satisfaction  4.88 1.19  4.68  1.33 7.26 .007
- Social Satisfaction 5.40 .84 5.27 .97 5.88 018
T Supervisory Satisfaction 5.07 1,26 4.76 1.47 18.238 .000
. Growth Satisfaction 4.87 1.11 4.1 1.19 4.71 .030
T Would like GNS 5.82 .94 $.48  1.17 32,42 .000
Lo Job Choice GNS .47 .64 4.07 .70 98.53 .000
! Total GNS 5.19 .65  4.82 .76 64.75  .000
1
i ? N (Approx.) 436 242
. dzwl,676,
i
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-
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S;i o “ Table 14 | 33

7.

o JDS Means and Standard Duviations by
_ Union Represuntation

i Union Non=-Union
R - -

}  variable X s.D. X 8.D, ¥ P
| Skill Variety 4.15  1.33 4.72 118  17.02 ,000
B Task Identity 4,21 1.34 4.79 1.20 29.87 .Q00

: Task Significance 5.23 1.26 5.1 1.0% 8.37 .004

; Autonomy 4.30 1.41 4.91 1.13 28,92 .000

| Feedback from Job 4.49 1,33 4.88 1.16  16.25 000

Feedback from Agents 3.27 1.4% 4,20 1.3¢ 65.61 .000
. | Dealing with Others 5.43 1.1 5.%7 .99 1.33 .34

) MPg 97.21 62.30 129,32 54.20 31.53 .000

Exparienced
Meaningfulness 4.72 1.19 5.16 .96 21.81 .000
E Rperienced .
Ty Rasponsibility 5.08 1.04 5.49 .81 34.38 .000
. Knowledge of Results 4.90 1.07 4,99 1.03 128  .264

i General Satisfaction 4.%0 1.23 4.70 1.06 4.11 .043

H Internal Motivation 5.23 .98 5.60 .74 29.04 ,000

' Pay Satisfaction 4.00 l.28 4.25 1.41 3.5¢ 060

' Security Satisfaction 4.60 1.36 4.84 1.21 4.39 .039

L Social Satisfaction 5.25 <91 5.38 .90 2,83 .093

i Supervisory Satisfaction 4.38 1.58 4.98 1.732 28,71 .000

3 Growth Satisfaction 4.32 1.34 4.85 1.14 26.91 .0Q0

5‘ Would like GNS 5.50 1.23 5.72 11,01 5.87 .016

i Joh Choice QA 4,14 .73 4,38 » 64 8.79 ,003

) Total GNS 4.85% .81 5.08 87 9.69 .002
T N (approx.) 74 584
! é ag= 1,656.
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growth satisfaction, general satisfaction, and internal motivation reveal
a similar pattern: individuals in managerial or professional positions
rate highest on these variables, and psrsocns in clarical or processing
jobs rate lowast. Individuals in sales and professional positions have

the highest GNS, while persons in structural and processing jobs score

lowvest.

JD8 Masns and Standard Deviations
by Bmployee Demographic Characteristics
In this saction, JDS means and standard deviations are reportad for
catagories of savaral demograsphic variables. Since demographics are char-
actaristics of individuals, JDS scalas scoras are rsported across all 6930

amployses. One~way ANOVA's ware used to examine differences among categorias.

Buployea sex. Table 16 presents JDS scores for males and for females.
Results indicate that, in general, males perceive thelr jobs as significantly
mora complex than do flﬂllo;. With tha exceptions of task idantity and
agent feadback, men had significantly higher scores on the job dimensions
than women,

Malas also scorad hilh‘lt on several measuras of satisfaction (L.s.,
growth, genaral, security, snd social). Howaver, females rated highest
on internsl motivation, pay satisfaction, and supervisory satisfaction.

Males scorad significantly higher than females on the GNS measures.

Employee age. Table 17 presents JDS means for saveral age catagories.
Results show that employees who score highest on the job dimansions are
ovar the age of 40. There are fav differances in job dimension scores for

individuals in the age groups of 40-49, 50-39, and 60+, The lowest job

dimension scores were ocbtained for employees in the below 20 age category.
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Table 16

JD8 Means and Standard Deviations by Sex

k1

Males Females

8kill Vaciety 4.92 1.48 4.08 1.53 528.1 .0

Task Identity 4.66 1.46 4.67 1.40 0.0 .92
Task Significance 5.583 1.24 5.48 1.25 6.0 .01
Autonomy 4.96 1.38 4.%% 1.38 112.3 .00
Feadback from Job 4.88 1.32 4.7% 1.36 14.8 .00
Feedback from Agants 4,01 1.55 4.19 1.81 22.0 .00
Dealing with Others 5.62 1.28 5.28 1.31 106.7 .00

MPS 131.54¢ 71.%0 112.29 66.09 125.0 .00
Exparienced

Meaningfulness 5.16 1.15 5.03 1.13 20.7 .00
Experienced -

Responaibility 5.43 .96 5.38 .94 4.1 04
Kiowledge of “‘Results 5,09 1.12 5.00 1.16 9.2 .00
General Satisfaction 4.73 1.30 4.55 1.22 33.8 .00
Internal Motivation 5.47 .92 5.55 .85 11.6 .00
Pay Satisfaction 4.14 i.69 4.2 1.62 2.3 .13
Security Satisfaction 4.82 1.49 4.72 1.45 7.3 .00
Social datisfaction 8.37 .98 5.25 1.06 23.9 .00
Supervisory Satisfaction 4,75 1.58 4.88 1.55 10.1 .00
Growth Satisfaction 4.84 1.33 4.85 1.34 34.0 .00
Would like GNS .70 1.19 5.%9 1.2 14,1 .00
Job Choice GN& 4.31 .82 4.13 .79 73.4 .00
Total GNS 5.00 .Bs 4.86 .86 44.7 .00
N (approx.) 3533 2958

df= 1,6489.




ey

Z0-59

4049

30-3%

Table 17

20-29

JDS Means and Stasdavd Devistions by Age
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Rasults involving the internal motivation end satisfaction measures
reflect a similar pattern. The highest scores ara typically found in tha
oldar age groups, while the lowast scores are found in the youngar age
catagoriaes.

Rmployee GNS scoras are highest for the 2b-29 and 30-39 age groups.

lLowent GNS scores were obtained for the 50-59 and 60+ age catasgories.

Employes education. Table 18 presents JDS means and standard deviations
for saveral catagories of employee aducation. Rasults involving the job
dimensions indicate that, in general, highar levels of sducation ara asso-
ciated with higher job dimensiou scores. Individuals who had completed
some high school or less percaivad their jobs as lowest on MPS, while
employsss who had either completed some graduate work or who had reaceived
a graduate degres scored highest on MPS. The GNS measuras also followad
this general pattern. The highar the employes's educational attainment,
the higher his or her GNS score.

Rasults involving the internal motivation and satisfaction weasures
did not follow the pattarn described above. The highest scores on many of
the satisfection scalas wers found in the grade school education or "some
high school" categories. While persons with grade school education recaived
the lowest intermal motivation scoras, persons with some high school ranked
second to individuals with a graduate degree on this measure. Individuals
scoring lowest on the satisfaction ascales were typically those with some

college or scma graduate education.
Discussion

This report has presentad means, standard deviations, sud intaercorre-

lations among the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) scales. The five core job
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dimensions were found to be moderately intercorrelated, as has been found

} praviously (Dunham, 1976; Backman & Oldham, 1975; Pierce & Dunham, 1978).
This is not unexpected if one assumes that complex, challenging jobe

often are complex in a numbar of ways. Thers is really no reason to expect

Lo that the job dimensicns would or should be complately independent. More-

over, the intarrelationship among the dimensions doas not detract from

i; ' their usefulness as separate dimensions in diagnostic and evaluation acti-

S .' viti.. .

The lack of empirical independence among the job dimensions is con=
2 i sistent with recent factor analytic atudies which have demonswtrated that
3 the JDS scale items somatimas collapse ampirically to form two, three or
;- , four job dimensions (Dunham, 1976; Dunham, Aldag, & Brief, 1977). Diffarances
! in the dimensionality of the job characteristics ssem to depend upon the l ?

2 : nature of the sample investigatad. However, the specific sumple character=-

istics responsible for dimensionality differsnces have not as yet bean

established.

The changing dimeansionality of job characteristics lias implications
i for the MPS measure. 1f a five factor solution to tha core job dimansions H
is obtained for a given sample, it is then appropriate to form the multi-
plicative MPS score~~since the calculation of MPS assumas the five dimensions

are empirically distinet, Hovever, if correlations among the job charactar-

istic scales indicate that there may ba fewer than five empirically inde-
pendent dizensions, forming and using a multiplicative MPS scors may be
inappropriate. In this situation, it may be wise to simply add the five

core dimension scores to form a summary index. Ragardless of the dimensiou-

ality of the job characteristics, the additive measurs has been found to be
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Vo Just as effective as the MPS index (or more s0) in predicting personas

and work outcomes (Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Umstot et al., 1976).

Means and standard deviations of the JDS scales were provided f-rv a
number of categories of organizational, job, and employee propartiass.
. Thess means and standard devistions can be used by practitionaers to detar-
mine if a target job's chavacteristics ars out of line with the appropriate
norms. All that is raquired is that the investigator obtain scores for
tha target job's charactoriu?ic.—-by averaging the JDS scores for all job
g incusbents. These scores are then comparad with the appropriate norms
provided in this raport. If the target job's scoras ara less than one
standard deviation away from the normative mean, this suggests that there
is an insignificant difference between the two scorss. If the target score

is (plus or minus) two or more standard deviations from the focal norm, it

suggests that the target job is quite discrepant from the normative base.

For example, assume that a targat job in an urban organization has a skill

variety scors of 2.10. Consulting Table 8, it is clear that this score is

i more than two standard deviations away from the reported mean. This rasult
é suggests that action to improve the skill variety of the job might be appro-
priats.

Rasults also show that JDS acale scoras vary substantially across the
\ organizational, job, and employea proparties. For example, jobs parceived
é by employees as challenging and complex (high MPS) typically wera found:
i (a) in small organizations, (b) in organizatione in which the physical -

i . facilities wers dispersed throughout the region or country, (¢) in organi-

zations that were part of larger vrganizations, (d) for jobs high in the

organizational hierarchy, (e) for non-unionized jobs, sand (£f) for salaried
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jobs. Morsover, high MP3 jobs tended to be populstad by highly eduéated
nalas ovar 40 years of age. Satisfaction and internal motivation scores
nften followad a pattarn similar to that for the core dimension nwasures.
Growth naed strength scores differed according to geographic location of
the organization, job level, payment type, suployes unienization, and the
sex, age, and education of the employae.

The results of this investigation suggest several ways that properties
of the organization, job, and employea can influance employes cutcomes,
such as satisfaction and motivation. One possibility is that organiszation,
job and demographic propertiss influence employee reactions through their
impact on the charactaristics of employess' jobs. Another possibility is
that employes growth need strength and/or contextual satisfactions axa
affeacted directly by the demographic, job, and organization propcrticl.'
vhich then influance how employees perceive their jobs. A third ponniﬁility
is that job characteristics, growth need strength, and/or contextual satis-
factions interact with organization, job, and smployee proparties to deter-
mine personal and work ocutcomes. For example, it might be that well-eduycated
femals employees ara most satisfied whan working on & complex, high MPS job
in a small organization. Or specific job and organizational propertias
uight interact with one another to determine employae outcomes and/or per-

celved job characteristics. These saveral altarnativas will be explored

and contrasted in a subsequant raport.
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b Footnotes b
[ ]
17 . .
‘ 1. The authors express thair great appraciation to msmbers of the Roy :
'{ : W. Walters Associates consulting firm and to other JDS users who graciously

¢

-

! { provided much of the data used in this report.

3 r 2. Aggregating individual diffarence maasuras in across-job analysas may

. o not be eonc.ﬂ:ully appropriate, and results involving these aggregated

neasures should be interpratad with cauticn in Table 4 aud in subsequent

.'-f tables reporting across-job analysas.
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