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ABSTRACT

The reseafch réported in this thesis is an aftempt to test
empirigally the proposi;ion that sPecializatién in jobs negatively
“.affects the organizational attachment of industrial bluefcollar.workers,
Task specialization refers to the condition where the combonents of
work process are aivided into varioﬁs minute tasks and only a limited
number of tasks are assigned to an individﬁal job. In the present study
task specialization was operationalized in terms of production~line
mechanization in workers' departments. Orggnizational attachment refers
to a specific kind of relationship between_a worker and his organization
in which the worker (1) accepts and supports the goals.and policies of
the employing organization, (2) shows a willingness to exert effort fo;
the success of his employing organization,_and (5) shiows a strong desire
to remain a.member of his employing organization. The above three
dimensions of organizational attachment were measured by asking various
questions of workers.

The field work for this research was done among industrial
workers in Vancouver, British Columbia. A total of fifteeﬁ companies
were contacted over a period of four months. OGf the nine companies
which agreed to participate ia the‘reseérch, six were pﬁrposely selected
in such a way as. to have an equal number of workers at each level of
production-line mechanization. Data were colieéted by the method of a
structured qgestionnaire, as well as ﬁy direct observation. A total
of 550 production wOrkérs in six companies were given tne 'Organizational

Attachment Questionnaire', and 65 percent (377) of these workers returned



é completed queétionnaire. An évefage of sig'to eight hours was spent
in each company in obsérving.the gechnological processes entailed in
workers' jobs.

To measure tie extent of association between production-line
~mechanization and organiéatiénai.éttachment, Somers' D, which is a
strong monotonié asymme;rit'measﬁre of association for ofdinal
variables, wés compufed. he zerd:order analysis suggested a negative
association between 'production—liné mechanization and overall
organizational attaéhment. _The‘firstworder analysis suggested that
there was a negative assoéiation befween‘production—line mechanization
and overall organizational attachment only for workers who were in the
middle age group (30-44), who were male, wiio hiad been in the cdmpany
for less than five years, and who held less than thfee jobs in their
employing organizations. .It was -also found that task repetition and
task simplification were, fespectively, negatively related with workers’
willingness to exert effort for tie success of the employing organiza-

tion and workers' desire to remain in the employing organization for

an indefinite period of time.
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CHAPTER I INTRODUCTION

TASK SPECIALIZATION

The research reported in this thesis is an attempt to test
empirically the proposition that task specialization in jobs affects the
attachment industrial blue-collar workers have to their employing

organization. Task specialization refers to the condition in which the

t

'components of 'work process’' are divided into various minute 'tasks'

and only a limited number of tasks are aésigned to an individual 'job'.
The terms work process, component of a work process, task, job, and
operation are defined as followslz

Work process -The complete systematic sequence of work
activities required to produce an item, or a

complete product.

Work component A discrete, self-contained portion of a process
or procedgre; usually involving several separate
tasks, and undertaken to complete one functional
phase in making a part or in carrying out a

procedure.

Task A work‘activity assigned to a worker which may
be as small as one operation or as large as all
the operations in one work component or all the

components in one work process.

Job The total of the tasks assigned to a worker
which may be as small as one task or as large
as all of the tasks composed in one work

component or .in one work process.

Operation The smallest unit of work activity a worker

performs at the'job.

_l'_



VA jdb may consist of twd-or any-number of similar tasks in one
or more work components o;'it mayfconsist of any number of dissimilar
tasks in one or more work components. However, our concern is not with
the question of how'taskélaré allocated to jobs. What we are mainly
concerned with are the typiéai results and consequences of this process
‘and particularly with respect to task fragmentation,'task repetition and
task simplification as they relate tc workers' organizational atfachment.

Frégmentation'bf'tasks"is é"ﬁypical outcome of the process of
task specializétion because_whgq thg.wofk process is subdivided minutely
the contribution of the.individualujob becomes a .tiny ggagment in the
whole work process. The job of an automobile assembly—%ine worker is a
good example of a high degree of task fragmentation. His job may be to
tighten one or a few bolts_on the bumper of a car, which might represent
only a thousandth part of the completed car. When a limited pumber of
tasks are assigned to anAindividual job, the work cycle becomes short
and consequently the tasks are performed repetitively. Again, the job
of an automobile-line worker offers a good example of task repetition.
Because the worker is reponsible for tightening bolts in the bumper of a
car, he does so again and again on all cars which come to his work
station. Since the work process is divided into various minute tasks
and only a limited number of tasks.are assigned to a job, it does not
take long to learn the job. In most of.the cases the jobs become so
simplified that they can be learned in a matter of hours (Dubin, 1958,
p.-179).

Although it haé been recognized since thebbeginniqg of

: R S - : : 14 .
industrialization™ that an increase in task specialization leads to an



increase in productivity and efficiency, many have argued that increased

task specialization has given rise to a number of human as well as

.technical problems in industrial organizations. Associated with

increased task specialization,aré'the problems of workers' negative
attitudes towards-work and company (Walker, 1950; Walker and Guest, 1952;
Walker and Marriott, 1951; Chinoy, 1955; Wyatt and Mafriott, 1956;
Fairchild, 1930), alienation and dissatisfaction from work (Blauner,
1964; Shepard, 1971), lack of iﬁtegration in the employing organization
(Fullan, 1970) and lack of cbordination of specialized tasks (Strauss
and Sayles, 1967). There are an abundance of studies in industrial
sociology and organizational behavior focusing on the problems associated
with task specialization. The present research is an attempt to carry-
forward our understanding of these problems. Specifically, the purpose
of the present research is to examine the extent to which task
specialization -- as exhibited in different man-machine relationships at
each level of productioﬁ;line.mechanization -— affects workers'

attachment to their employing organizations.

ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHMENT

The concept of organizational attachment has never been defined
precisely in the literature of industrial sociology and organizational

behavior. Rather, four different comcepts have been put forward with

- little difference in meanings. These concepts are organizational identi-

fication, organizational commitment, organizational loyalty, and

organizational attachment. Recently, Patchen (1970, pp.155-160) reviewed



the different meanings attached to the concept of organizational identi-
figation and he concluded that the concept has been used to refer to
three different but related attitudinal and behavioral traits in social

research, namely: "

«.. feeling of solidarity with the organization;
support of the organization; and perceptioﬁ of the shared interests ‘and
goals with other organization members.’

Porter and Smith (1971, p.2) in studying the organizational
commitment of management trainees define commitment as “.,. a specific
relationship between an individuél and his organization‘in that a highly
committed persoﬁ wiil indicate a strong desife to remain a member of the
particular’orgénization, a willingness to exert a high levei of effopt
on behalf of the organization, and<é definite belief in and acceptance
of the goals and values of the organization."

Lee (1968, pp.464~466) in his treatment of the cbncept of
organizétional loyalty providés us two similar definitions of the concept

of 'loyalty®’. For him, "... organizational loyalty ... is compounded of

pride of acsociation, and a feeling of identity with and participation in

the accomplishments of the company.” His second definition of organiza-

", .. an understanding of the organization's

tional loyalty includes
purposes and a respect for the goals, ideals, and activities of the
organization, as well as the people in it."

Blauner (1964, pp.162-64) in talking about organizational

attachment among workers in automated jobs uses the concepts of organi-

zational commitment, identification, and loyalty interchangeably.

Although he does not define any of ‘these concepts, one can infer from his .

measures that he uses these terms to refer to "... desire of the workers



to spend the rest of their life in the present organization.'

Clearly, there are many similarities in these definitions (see
Figure 1). For example, in Patchen's revieﬁ, the feeling of solidarity
with organi;ation,refers to a. deep sense of bglongingness to, and oneness
with the organization, whiqh is Qéfy éimilaf to the desire to‘remain a
ﬁember of the organization (Pérter and Smith), pride of association and
feeling of identity with the organization (Lee), and the desire to spend
the rest of one's life in the samé'organization (Blauner). Similarly,
the perception of shéred intereéts and goals with other organization
members (Patchen) is to some ekteﬂt similar to having a definite belief
in the goals and'values of the organization (Porter and Smith), and
respect for the goals, ideals énd activities of the organization (Lee).
Participation in' the qccomplishmeﬁts.of the goals of the organization as
in Lee's definition is aﬁother'way of saying that a worker exerts a high
level of effort on behalf of the érganization as in Porter and Smith's
definition, and supporting the organization by actions aﬁd behavior as
in Patchen's review.

Thus, it is clear that these definitions refer\to a commonv
phenomenon; a kind of emotional binding between a worker and his
employing organization. More specifically, organizational attachment
refers tc a kind of relationshiplbetween a worker and his organization
in which the worker:

1. accepts and supports the goals and policies of his
employing organization;
2. shows a willingness to exert effort for the success

of his employing organization; and

3. shows a strong desire to remain a member of his

employing organization for an indefinite period.
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TASK SPECIALIZATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHMENT

The main proposition of our research is that task specialization
in jobs is negatively related to qrganizational attachment among indust-
rial blue-collar workers. The present 'Organizational Attachment Survey'
among Canadian industrial workers is an attempt to lend support to the
above proposition. But.before we turn to report the findings of the
survey, let us see if we can drawv any support for the proposition from
the literature in industrial sociclogy and organizational behavior.

OQur review of_the literatufe in industrial sociology and
organizational behaviof will examine how the different components. of task
specialization affect the different dimensions of organizational attach-
ment. It has been argued, for example, thatAtésk fragméntation affects
workers' attachment to the goals and policies of the employing organi-
zation, task.repetitioﬁ affects workers' willingness to put forward effort
for the success of the employing organization, and task simplification

'

affects workers’ {in the employing organization for an

1

~desire to remain
‘indefinite period ofvfime. In thé following sections, we will_elabqrate
on the above relatiohships.betwéen the components of tésk’specialization
and the dimensions of otgaﬁizatiqﬁal attachﬁent.

i

. ] -f;
FRAGMENTATION AND GOALS

In highly Spétialized'jobs the degree of task fragmentation is
at its height and the individual worker ‘performs only a few minute
operatiqhs in the whole work procéss.' This subdivision of work gives the

worker a feeling of incompleteness. about his job. Many researchers



(Walker and Guest, 1952, p.58; Guest, 1957, p.9-16) have obéerved>that
the ipdividual worker attaches great importance ﬁo‘doing work on the
whole product. The lack of compléteness in highly fragmented jobs is
further accentuated when the wprkér fails to observe a clear relationship
between his work and tﬁe_final finished product. Since his con;ribution
to the final produét is very limiéed, it has been observed that in many
instances the worker has only a vague idea of what his organization
produces;‘ His remoteness from the final product mékes work simply an
instrumental activity -- an’activity, as Marx (Chinoy, 1955, p.85).
argues, ".7. not to satisfy a need, but only the meaﬁs to satisfy the.
needs outside it'". . fhe work which fails to give the worker a feeling of
completeness about the jéb ghd to‘link his job with the finished product
is less likely to attach hiﬁ tovthg goals and policies of £he employing
organizationf

In contrast to highly“specialized jobs, in less specialized
jobs, the degree of task‘fragmentafion ig low and the individual worker
‘works on tbe-wholé product or on a big éomﬁonent of the whole product.
This gives the worker a feeling of complefeness about his job. Wﬁenever_
_ he sees the finisﬁed produgt,'he geﬁs feelings of accomplishment and
pride. Feelings of accomplishment help him to idenﬁify with the product
and makes work a meaningful activity, o? in the words of Marxian

sociologists, "

... an end in itself, rather than a means to an end".
Thus, the less fragmented job, which appears to the worker as complete
and meaningful, is likely to mean greaier attachment to the goals and .

policies of the organization.

In jobs where task specialization is neither very high'nor



very low, the work éppéars to thévWOrker as moderately fragmented. The
worker working on the moderaﬁelyifragmented job doés not work on the‘
whole product or on a big component of tpe whole product as the worker

in the less fragménted job ddes,'gﬁt his work is usually 1arge-enoﬁgh to
give him a feeling of partial_completenéss of the job. Unlike the highly
fragmented jobs where it.is diffichltAfor the average worker to link his
work with the finished product,'thé moderately fragmented job gives the
werker a greater share in the work précess, which, in turn enhances his
awareneés of the final product. Thus, it is expected that the worker
working on a moderately fragmented job will show a moderate degree of

~attachment to the goals and policies of his employing organization.

REPETITION AND EFFORT

In highly specialized jobs the worker experiences a high degree
of task repe;ition. Since he usually performs one or a few minute
operations in the work process in a short time, he has to perform them
again and again with little or no change. Thus, the worker's chances. to
show initiative and originality are restricted and work becomes a
mechanical activity devoid of emotional content. Since the worker's
creative abilities are not used in ;he work process, as Sayles argues
(1966, p.16), the worker often uses themvin.subvefsive activities. It
has been found, for example, that in the automobile industry the
incidence of walkouts and sﬁrikes is much highér thén in any other
industries, both in tﬁe United States and Britain (Kerr, 1954, pp.189-212).
fhe explanation for this is the high degree of task repetition which

production workers in this industry experience and particularly under



'Detroit automation'. Both Walker and Guest (1952) and Turner and
ngrence's (1965) studies report a high rate of absenteeism for workers
having highly repetitive jobs. These findings clearly exhibit the
worker's inherent dislike for and disinterest in repetitive‘jobs.' The
worker shows only that much behavioral involvement in work activities
which is nécessary to legitimize his stay in the organization. Thus, in
ﬁighly repetitive jobs the chances are that workers will put forward'a
low degree of effort for the success of the employing organization.

In highly repefitive jobs, a worker's autonomy in planning and
organizing his job is limited to the extent that even the tools of ﬁork
are predetermined (Walkef and Guest, 1952, p.12).. In contrast, in a
less repetitive job the worker exercises great autonomy in performing
his large and usually unstandardized work. Autonomy in work provides
the worker many chances to make certain decisions at the work station.
It makes work challenging and gives the worker opportunities té show
iniciative and originality in doing his work. The job thch utilizes
creative abilities increases the worker's involvement in hisvjob. It is,
therefore, expected that workers in such jobs will exert a high level of
effort for the success of the employing oégénization.v

In jobs where tésk specialization is neithef very high nor
very low. the worker experiences a moderaté degree of task repetition..
In a moderately repetitive job, the worker does not do his work again
and again in a short time cycle like the worker in a highly repetitive
job. Nor &oes he have to perform a variety of tasks at his job like the
worker in a less repetitive job. Instead, he performs more or less

routine work but in a long fime‘cycle: This gives the worker some
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opportunity to utilize his abilities in doing his work. Thus, the workers
in jobs which provide them some opportunity to use their abilities are
likely to put forward, at least, a moderate degree of effort for the

success of their employing organizations.

SIHMPLIFICATION AND DESIRE

A high degree of task specialization in jobs makes work highly
simplified and easy to perform. Excessive task simplificagion in jobs -
deprives the worker-of any real éense of skill. The worker who exercises
skill takes pride in his achievement, but the worker who learns his job
- in no time knows that he can be éasily feplaéedf This féeling of easy
replacement is further.accentuatedibecause of the limited chances of
advancement in simpléfied jobé. It has been obse?ved»that in departments
where the majority»of jobs are simplified there is a sharp distinctién
between skilled and unskilled jobs} Sincévﬁhe majority of jobs are
~unskilled, and since there are few:skilléd jobs to which workers can_Be
promoted, chances of advancement fér an average worker are very limited.
Therefore, jobs which ﬁake the’worker én easiiy replaceable commodity
and block his advancement are less likely to'instilvin him a desire to
remain in his employing orgénizatioﬁj

In contrast to highly specialized jobs, in less specialized
jobs the majority of workers are skilled craftsmen, who learn their jobs
ovef a long period of time. Usually, the training in less simplified
jobs is broad enough to be applied to a large part of the wbrk process.
The worker who exercises skill is not so easily replaced as one who has

' learned his job in a short time. Turnover, both voluntary and involuntary,
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has alﬁays been reported higher for workérs in simplified unskilled jobs.
The job security associated with 1és$'simplified jobs freces the worker
from the constant fear of replacement which, in turn, helps him to
concentrate fully on the development of his skill. Therefore, it is
expected that workers in their'leés simplified and highly secured jobs
will exhibit e strong‘desire to stay diun their eﬁploying\organizationso_

In jobs where task specialization is moderatg the majority bf
.production jbbs arc semi-skililed and require considerable time for
learning. The worker working on a moderately simplified job does not
face the constant fear of replaceﬂent as much as the worker in a highly
‘simplified job; for the reason thaﬁ whenever redundancy occurs, workers
in highly simplified jobs are usually the first to‘be laid-off.
Moreover, in moderately simplified jobs; the chances of advancement for
the average worker are not as limifed as'in hHighly simplified jobs. 1In
departments where most of the jobs are semi~skilled there tend to be
enough opportunities for talented workers to find their wéy to the next
higher position. Thus, we f?el that jobs which are rzlatively securev
and also provide some chances of aévancemeﬁt fobworkers might make
workers moderately desirous to stay in their employing organizations.

In sum, it is cleér from the preceding di:;ussion that the
three components of task speciaiization affect the three dimensions‘of
organizational attaéhment: task fr%gmentation affects workers® attachment
to the goals and policies of the employiné organization; task repetition
affects workers' effort for the suéceés of the employing organization;
and task simplification affects workers' desire. to remain in the present

organization. - Since the main proposition of the present research is
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about. the relationship of task specialization in jobs with workers'
overall attachment'to their organizations, the principal focus of our
analysis.in Chapter IIIkwould be to test the main proposition rather

than the relationship between the components of task specialization and
the dimensions of organizational agtachment. However , at certain points,
we will examine the relationship between the components of task special-

. . ‘s . . 3
ization and the three dimensions of organizational attachment™.

MEASUREMENT OF TASK SPECIALIZATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHMENT

As mentioned previcﬁély, task specialization occurs when the
components of work procéé; afe divided into various minute tasks and only
a limited number of tasks are aésigned to an individual job. Recent
writers in technology (Fauﬁce, 1965, pp.149-160; Shepard, 1969, pp.185-194)
have noted that eacb stage in the development of production technology is
associated with a épecific degfee‘of task‘épeéialization. It has been
argue&, for example, that task specialization is highest at the stage of
machine-line technology4 because at thié stage the majority of the
production jobs are unskilled and workers who occupy them perform one or
a few minute operations on the total product. There is a high degree of
functional dependence for the work involved in that one job is directly
dependent on the work of others. A high degrée of standardization of
product coupled with minute task subdivision in machine-line technology
makes work highly repetitive and %imple to perform. Walker and Guest's
classic study of automobile workers (1952, p.lZ) reports six deminant

characteristics of the machine-line technolcgy: mechanical pacing of work;
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predetermination of work tools; repetitiveness; minimum skill require-
ments; minuté suﬁdivision of“task‘hbrked on; and surface mental attention.
These characteristics are prigari;y the results of a high degree of task
specialization in machine-iine'technology,

It has been argued that:the'hauling and handwc-rk5 stages in the
develcopment of production technolégy represent a low degree of task
specialization. At these‘étageslthe majority of production jobs are
highly skilled and workers who‘océupy them are equipped with hand tools
with which they fashion the product frém raW’materialsf Workers in
highly skilled jobs work on Fhe whole product or on a big éomponent of
the whole product. Their work is bhaiécterized by little or no differen-
tiation in task. Almost every worker can work at any stage of tﬂe
product. Since the nature ofveverj product is quite different from
others the degree of task repetition in less specialized jobs is minimal.
In sum, task specialization is low in these production systems.

It has been argued that task specialization is woderate in
automated productioﬁ technologyu- At this stage almbsukeverything is
built into machines and the worker's task is reduced to watching special
purpose technical instruments within a completely integrated work
process. The worker takes 'readings’ of the varibus instruments under
his jurisdiqtion at fixed time intervals and thus experiences a moderate
degree of task repetition. <The job in automated techmology involves
more mental and visual skill than manual and physical skill. Therefore,
on-the~job training for workers in automated jobs is quite extensive.

Though the worker in automated technology does not have as much say in
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the pfoduction process as a craftsman in hauling and handwork stages,
his share in the work process is, usually, much greaccr than that of the
worker in machine—lihe technology. Thus, in sum, it is argued that
automation reverses the historical trend of task specialization in
industrial organizations (Blauner, 1964, p.16§).

As there is’cnough suppcrt in the literature for the proposition
that each stage in the development of production technology represents a
spécific degree of task gpecialization, it was decided to measure the
degree of task specialiéation with the level of production-line
mechanization. Recent writers concerned with technology, however, report
that no industrial organizaticn_employs a single homogeneous productioﬁ
technology (Blauner, 1964, p.7§ Shepard, 1969, p.189)° Therefore, we
classified departménts in each company into different levels of technology
on the basis of what types of technological work processes are present in.
the jobs of the majority of workers. In each company we assigned code 1
to departments where the majority cf workérs were not working on the
line, code 2 to departments where the majority of workers were working
on automated jobs, and code 3 to departments where the majority of
workers were Qorking or the machinc,or machine-feeding line jobs.

Organizatiqnal_attachmeni refers to a kind of emotional
binding between a Qofkef'and‘his‘eﬁfloiing organization whereby-the
worker exhibits the foilowing characteristics; (l) accepcs and supports
the goals and policics‘of-ﬁhéiorgcnization; (2) shows willingness to
put forward effort fcf the success of the orgcnization; and (3) shows a
strong desire to remain'in the presect organization for an indefinite

period of time.
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Each of the above characteristics was measured by asking four
different questions of workers (see Table 5). The questions were
designed in such a way as to tap directly the idea involved in the
characteristic. The four questions in each dimension had three response
categories: agree, undecided, and disagree. To increase the validity of
the responses, questions were worded positively as well as negatively.
Workers who agreed to a positive question by marking the Agree response
category or disagreed with a negative question by marking the Disagree
category were given a score of 1. Workers whu disagreed with a question
worded positively or agreed with a question worded negatively were
assigned a score of §. Workers who were undecided on a negative or a
positive question by marking the Undecided response category were also
given a score of 0. Thus, every respondent, potentially, had a chance
to score from 0 to 12; zero by remaining undecided or disagreeing to all
positively~worded questions and by agreeing or remaining undecided to
all negatively-worded questions; twelve by agreeing to all positively~
worded questions and disagreeing with all negatively-worded questions.
Workers who scored from 9 to 12 were considered to have a high degree of
organizational attachment; those who scored from 5 to 8 were labelled as
having moderate organizational attachment; and those who scored from 0

to 4 were considered to have a low degree of organizational attachment.

RESEARCH HYPOTHESIS

To test the main proposition of the research we formulate

hypothesis 1 (H1).



H1
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Organizational attachment as measured with twelve questions
in the 'Organizational Attachment Questionnaire' will be
highest among workers working in departments where the
majority of production jobs involve handwork and hand-
operated machine-work, whereas organizational attachment
will be lowest among workers working in departments in

which machine-line jobs predominate.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER I

Our discussion of task specialization is a modified version of
Louis Davis' Job Centered Approach en Job Design. See L. Davis
and Canter. 1955. "Job Design. Journal of Industrial Engineering
5: 3-6.

Adam Smith (1937, p.7) was one of the earlier social scientists

who emphasized the importance of increased task specinzlization in
increasing productivity and efficiency in industrial organizations.
Later on, in the beginning of the twentieth century Fredrick W.
Taylor (1911) became the founding father of the Scientific
Management Approach whose main ewmphasis was to increase productivity
through increased task specialization. More recently, industrial
engineers have also emphasized the importance of task specialization

in increasing productivity.

In the 'Organizational Attachment Survey' we do not have data on
task fragmentation. Therefore, we will not examine the relationship
between task fragmentation and workers' attachment to the goals and

policies of the employing organization.

In recent years various classifications of production technologies
have been set forth - unit/small batch, mass/large batch, continuous
process/automation (Woodward, 1965), craft, mass, automation
(Faunce, 1965), hauling, handwork, machine-line, automation
(Meissner, 1969). We decided to use Meissner's classification
because it appeared to be more refined and appropriate for the

problem under investigation.

We have combined these two production technologies simply because
there is little, if any, difference between the two in terms of the
degree of task specialization. Both production technologies

represent a low degree of task specializationm.



CHAPTER II  RESEARCH PROCEDURE

This cﬁapter déscribes in detail the various steps and

' procedurcs involved in conducting the 'Organizational Attachment Survey'.
The discussion has been organized into four sectiomns: (1) thé sampling
procedure; (2) the research instruments for the ccllection of data;

(3) response patterns; and {(4) decisions about analysis.

SAMPLING PROCEDURE

The 1Organizational Attachment Survey' was conducted among
industrial blue~collar workers in Vancouver, British Cdlumbia. Since the
main hypothesis of the research céncerned variation in organizational
attachment among workers at diffe:ent levels of production technology, it
was necessary to have workers working at different levels of production
technology in the sample. 1In a survey research, like ours, it is very
difficult to have a true random sample because of many uncontrollable'
factors; therefote, it was decided to have a éurposiye sample of
industrial}ofganizétiohs émployiné'diffégénf types of technology in their
production departments.

4 total of 15 cbmpanies were contacted over a period of four
moﬁthsl. Since thé}survéy‘was'congucted on anvindiVidual basis rather
than by a research team,vtﬁe companies were contacted one at a time.

Two diffefent methods were employe& to contact the management in various
companies. The.first-methéd involved‘lpcating the names of senior

management personnel for some chosen companies from the Directory of
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Influential Contacts (1970), calling one of them, and requesting an
appointment. In subsequent meetings, the oﬂjectives of ﬁhe survey were
explained in detail to senior management personnel and they were asked
for their cooperation. The second method of conpacting companies
involved writing to senior management personnel, explaining in brief the
purposes of the survey and requesting their cooperation in the survey.

As the main objective of the survey was to obtain information 6n»workers'
subjective feelings about their work and company, some managément
personnel and their plant unions refﬁsed to permit the survey to be
undertaken in their organizations due to the sensitive nature of the
area of iﬁvestigation (Appendix A presents the list of the companies
contacted for the survey along with their responses to the 'Organizational
Attachment Survey'). The refusal rate was higher among companies
contacted by the second method. No definite reason can be put forward
for the high refusal rate for companies contacted by the second method.
One possible reason is that our initial letter of contact may have met
the 'bureaucratic fate'.

Of the nine companies which agreed té participate in the
survey, six were seleéted in such'é.way as to have épproximately an equal
number of workers'at each le&el Qféproduction technology. Table 1
indicates that we were modgrately successful in this attempt. Of the
550'potential respondegts th were given questionnai%es, 42 percent were
working oﬁ machine—line.jobs,A38'pércent on craft;type jobs, and 20
percent had autoﬁateﬁgjqbsaf |

The main reasén for the under-representation of workers in

automated jobs was a high refﬁsél rate'émong companies (4 out of 5
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TABLE 1: ORKERS HAVING JOBS IN DIFFEREXT PRODUCTION
TECHNOLOGIES ARE SUFFICIENTLY REPRESEMNTEL.

Potential Percentage
1 7

Levels of Technology “espondents Respondents

Hagdwork and Eand~operated. 212 387
Hachine Work

Machine-line 229 427
Automation - 199 20%
Total 553 1667
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refused to partiéipate)thaving ah‘automéfed production technology. It
was learﬁed during our discﬁséioﬁ‘wi;h union officials and senior
‘management personnel in.theée comﬁaﬁies that they had a six-months
strike in 1969. For this feason,lboth managemenf and union were afraid
of allowing an attitude survey to be undertaken, which they felt might
disturb the 'industrial peace' of their plants.

: Since we were primarily interested in examining the impact of
production technoiogy on organizational attachment among industrial
workers, it was decided to include in the sample only thé production
workers for the reason that the jobs of production workers are the only
jobs which are greatly influenced by the production technology of the
organization. HMaintenance personnel, utilitymen, and delivery workers
were excluded from the survey on the g;ound that their jobs are less
affected by the.production teehnolégy of the organization and,.furthef—
more, their jobs appear to differ little from one type of production
technology to another. | |

Initially, the plan was :to select twenty-five workers,
randomly, from the production departments of each company. During the
course of actual survey, it became impossible becaﬁse, in most cases,
management did not like the idea of sampling the production workers and
wanted all the'prqduction workers to be included in the sample.
Therefore, we decided to iﬁclude all the prodﬁction workers . in six
companies in the sample. Our'toéal'samp ¢ thus comprised 550
production'workers.

Table 2 presents the marginal distributions on dgmographic
(age, sex, marital status, income, education), baékgrognd (length of
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TABLE 2: THE DATA SHOW A GREAT AHOUNT OF VARIATION
CN VARIOUS DELOGRAPHIC, BACKGROUND AND
JOB CHARACTERISTICS AMONG COMPANITS.

Companies

Characteristics  (A) @ © (O (E) (F)  Total
, N=63 N=3¢ W=34 N=136 N=27 N=78 u=377

Age E .

18-2¢ years 2477 13z 272 31z 0% 24%  26%

30~44 years 43 28 18 52 33 30 39

45-65 years 33 51 50 10 67 b 32
Sex :

Male 70 ST 71 50 100 72 . 68

Female 30 3 29 49 0 26 31
Marital Status _

Single n 15 35 15 0 21 16

Married 76 69 38 73 26 68 71

Othefs2 13 15 27 12 4 12 . 13
Income per iontn

Under $6C0 70 41 50 55 ¢ 50 50

Over $600 29 5¢ 50 43 100 59 4%
Education

Up to 10 Grade 62 41 50 27 35 6 44

Over 19 Grade 37 5¢ 44 71 70 37 54
Length of Service »

Under 5 yvears 48 33 32 54 15 41 43

Over 5 years 52 67 &8 46 85 59 - 57

/Contd.
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TABLE 2 (contd.)

Companies

Characteristics (4) (8) | © ®) | (E) ) Total
N=63 N=39 N=34 N=136 ¥=27 N=78 N=377

Shift~Time

Morning 86 13%  18% 77% 0% 63% 58%
Afternoon & Night 11 21 O 2 s 27 10
Swing Shifts 2 67 - 82 18 100 o 30

No. of Jobs Held
in tiie Company

Less than 3 Jobs 51 62 32 . 63 - 37 55 54
3 and iore 4 3¢ 65 34 63 45 45
I3
1. The difference between the sum of the percentages and

100% in each characteristic indicates the non-response

percentage.

2.  "Other” category includes workers who were separated,
4 P

widowed or divorced.
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service, number of jobs held in the present company), and job (shift-time)
- characteristics for each company and for the whole sample. Data presented
in Table 2 indicate two important things. First, our sample is
considerably heterogeneous on ﬁost of the demographirz, background and

job characteristics; Second, thefe is a great amount of variation on
certain demographic, Background aﬁd job characteristics among workers
~between some of the companies surve&ed. 'However, the majority of workers
in the sample are male, are below 45 years cf age, are earning up to

éGOO a month, are working on day-shifts, have over ten years of schooling,
have held up to two jobs in the présent comﬁany, and have been working in

it for more than five years.

MEASUREMENT INSTRUMENTS

The chief research instrment used ‘in the survey to collect
information frém workers was the 'Organizatiﬁnal Attachment Questionnaire’
(see Appendix B). This questionnaire was designed in such a‘way as to
gather information not only on task specialization and organizational
attachment but on a variety of other things including perceived techno-
_logical work constraints, workers® cverall central life interests, job
satisfaction, company satisfaction, work histories, and demographic and
background characteristics. R

Initiaily, it was planned tc interview workers either at their
work place or at their homes. A number of factors did not allov.us to

carry out this initial plan. The foremost reason was the disapproval of

the senior management to interview workers at the work place on company
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time. Furthermore, it was impossible to interview workers, either at
their work place during lunch and coffee ‘breaks or at their homes,
because of the limited resources (time and money) aﬁailable for the
survey. The second important reason for nct interViewing workers was
the problem of accent. Since we were conducting the survey in an
entirely different culture than our own, and since we did not get'enough
chanceé to talk to workers in our sample before the survey, we realized
that for both workers and ourselves it would be difficult to understand
each other’s accent at the time of actual interviewing. Because of
these factors we changed the early decision of interviewing wdfkers in
favour of a structured questionﬁaife.

The 'Organizational Attachment Questionnaire' was distributed
among production workers in all companies one by one over a period of
three mbnths. The inability to coﬁtrol the time factor in adminiétering
questionnaires might have in&roduced some-bias iﬁ:the sample of workers
we studied. But we think that eve? if it did introduce bias, it will be
of insignificant nature, because tﬁe‘period of year (January to March)
in which the survey was undertakenlis;vusually, ieast affected by the
seasonal employment of students as compared tc the period between May to
August and the month of December.

Another research techniqde used in the survey to collect
information about workers'.jobs was ‘direct observét?bn'. ‘An average of
six to eight hours was spenﬁ in‘each company observing the technological
processes entailed in jobs in order to classify départments onto
different levels of technology on éﬁe basis of what types of technical

work processes are present in the jobs of the majority of workers. In



each company code 1 was‘assigned to departments' where the majority of
Workers were‘not working on the line, code 2 to departments where the
majority of workers were working on automated jobs, and code 3 to |
departments where the majority of ﬁorkers were working on the machine-

line jobs.

' FIELD EXPERIENCES

As mentiéned previously, a tptal of 15 corpanies were contacted
over a period cf four months. The actual field work was started in the
first week of January and was finirched in the last week of March, 1972.
As the survey was conducted by an individual rather than by a research
team, when we contacted a company and found it suitable for the research
we distributed questionnaires there. - After distributiﬂg.questionnaires
in the first company, we approached the sgcqnd compény and in this way
surveyed workers in all six compéﬁies. Companies were visited in the
same chronological order as they are reported in Tablev3.v Table 3 also
indicates that 68 percent productibn workers in 5ix ccmpanies returned
compleged questionnaifes. Responsééréteé vary from 49 percent to
83 pércent for individual companies. In the fecllowing section we will
‘describe our field expefiencéé-in géch of tlie éix,companiés.‘

Company A is one of the ieading meat~packing companies in the
country. This company,has not been studied.by soCial scientists for
over the last 25 years. Therefore, when we approached the company it
appeared to be a great surprise'for managenent. Froﬁ the very beginning,

management showed great interest in the survey and assured us of their
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TABLE 3: A LITTLE HORE THAN TWO-THIRDS OF THE POTENTIAL
RESPOWDENTS RETURNED COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES.

Compar Tvoe of Work Hature of Size of Potentiall % Res-—
‘ pany ype o N Product Plant Respondents | pondents
A HMachine Feeding| Ileat Packing 200 106 G3%
& Assembly-Line

B Automatic Work | Sugar Refining 300 70 56

C Assembly~Line Sugar Packing 300 70 49
and Handwork '

D Hand and Telephone 350 172 83
achine Work Transmission

E Automatic Work |Power Generation| 400 34 79

and Distribution

F Assembly-Line HMilk Products 250 120 '78

& Machine Work.
Total 555 687

1.

Only production workers were included in the survey:

utilitymen, maintenance personnel and delivery workers

were excluded.
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full coopefation. The union offié¢ials had somewhat mixed feelings.

They neither showed great interest nor clearly refused to cooperate.
Some of thew even had the iampression that the survey wos being conducted
under the auspices of management. .

One week after the initial contacts both with managementAand
union officials, the questionnaires were distributed in self-addressed
stamped envelopes among the production work2rs who were asked to fill
them out and mail tlhem° Since it was our first experience we did not
realize the importance of direct communication with workers. Though we
had a chance to attend a 'Safety Heeting' in one department we could not
talk to workers because of the brief duration of ﬁhe meeting.

In spite of an indifferent attitude by the union and the lack
of communication on our part a substantive percentage (63%) of workers
returned the completea questionnaires, which indicated that our first
effbrt was nelither too good nor too bad when compared with the response
rates of the companies surveyéd afterwvards.

Companies % and C are tw~ separate divisioné of the same
- organization. Our wmain reascn for treating them separately as
companies B and C was that they had little or nothing in common.
Division A was respcnsible for the processing of raw sugar and its
production techﬁology was largely autpmated,_ D%visién B was chiefly
involved in the packing of finishedISugar of(variﬁus kihds>and had an
assembly~line technology. Moreoverl the managément itself emphasizedv
the difference between the two divisicns in daily conversation. For
example, when we approached the plaﬁt‘superinféﬁdent for the first time,

the first thing he asked was, ""Are you interested in conducting the



survey in the whole piant or in Di?ision A or Division B?" We also
heard a senior management represeAtative saying to a guide for a group
of students, "Take these kids to tﬁezpackiné division oniy. It night be
too much for them to walk in both divisions”. For these comsiderationms,
we decided to treat these divisions as éompanies B and C, respectively.

When we approached the m?négement of the plant, it appeared to
us that management did not have'mﬁéh confidence in the ﬁnion'and; in
turn, the union wés'suspicious of the intentions of ménagemént. -The
senior managemeﬁt gave ité approvai:for the éurvey éfter a brief
discussion on some of the sectionslof the questionnéife. When we
approached union officials we faced a hard time in convincing them that
the survey was not being conducted:for management. With reluctance,
the union also agreed to cooperate‘in-thé survey.

Since our first effort was not very successful it was decided
to do two different things ip.companies B and. C. Ore was to communicate
the research to as many.workers asfpossible on the shop floor. To
achie?e maximum communication, a nétice was prepared deécribing the
objectives of the survey and inforﬁing thie workers that the survey had
the approval of both management and union. This notice was posted on
bulletin boards at different piaces in the plant approﬁimately one week
before the distributicn of the questionnaires. Our second decision
concerned the way in which questioﬁnaires were to be returned. Instead
of distributing the questionnaires in selfwaddresséa stamped envelopes,
in consultaﬁion with management andyuﬁion, we distributed the question-

naime in sealable envelopes and advised the workers to put them in a box

kept for this purpose in the office after filling them ocut. The box was
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opened after five days and to our surprise ﬁhe returns were ﬁuch lower
than gxgegted. Fifty-six percent workepé iﬁ,;ompany B and only 49 percent
in company C returned the completed queétionnaires. The tense union~-
managenent relationships and manaéemeﬁé's,disapproval to undertake a
follow-up were, prébably, the_maiq reasons for ;hese regponse rates.

'Company D was among those compénies whiéh enCoufqge social
scientistes to do research in their plants. Fronm the very'beginning
senior management was extremely egthusiastic aboutlfﬁe survey and
assured us of their ccoperation. Personally, I was amézed at the extent
of their cooperation, interest, and help in my research. Unfortunately,
at the time of the survey, the union and management were on the veérge of
a conflict. (Recently we heard that the company had.a six-weeks strike
on this issue in the months of May and June, 1972.) The dispute was
about thé classification of certain new jobs into skilled and sémi—
skilled categories. The management's stand was that the new jobs
require less time for 1earnihg, while the unidn was insisting that they
take more time. In spite of this serious problem, the union officials
appro&ed the survey.

Approximately one week béfore the actual survey the management
informed thevworkers through tﬁe first-line supervisors that a graduate
student from U.B.C. &ould be conduéting a survey in the plant. A
notice describing the cbjectives of the survey and mentioning the
approval of both management and union for the survey was also posted on
different bulletin boards in the piant. The questionnaires were
distributed in sealable envélopes,.in.each department thfough the first-

line supervisors. Workers were asked to return filled-out questionnaires,



after sealing the enVelopes, to their Supefvisors, who, in turn, were
responsible for depositing them in the office of the production manager,
Eighty~-three percent workers returned the éompleted'queStionnaires in
five days. This remarkable return rate was due mainly to greater
communication of the research to the shép;floor workers and a highly
favourable attitude towards scientific research both by management and
union.

Company E was the smallest of the six companies surveyed in
terms of production workers. Both management and the shop-floor workers
showed considerable interest in thé research. The same techniques of
communication and questionnaire distribution were used in this company
as those used in company D. The response rate in this company proved to
be second best in ‘the survey -- 79 percent of the workers returned the
completed questionnaires.

The 1ast'c6mpany we surveyed, company F, is also one of those
companies which ehcourage and, very often, participate in social
researches in their plants. In addition to the techniques employed in
companies D and E, a handout describing the éoals and objectives of the
survey was prepared and distributed with the help of the union, go all
shop-floor workers participa;ing in thé survey. Becausé of fhe
extensive communication with workers a substantial percentage (77
percent) returned completed questionnaires.

In conclusion, our field experiences confirmed2 the importance
of communication with shop-floor workers and the role of the first-line

supervisors in increasing the response rate in survey-type research.
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DECISIONS ABOUT ANALYSIS

As soon as all the quesfionnaires from a company were returned
we transferred the precoded3 information onto IBY cards. Two days after
the completion of the survey in company F we had all tlie data trans-
ferred on cards. Immediately, a complete run of marginal distribution
was made on each item of the questionnaire so that punching errors would
be eliminéted. After correction, ‘punching errors were reduced to below
0.5 percent level.

We examined the marginal distributions on each item carefully
and dgcided to combine the response categories in some questions so as
to appear, in the words of John Galtung (1969, pp.250-265), '"more
meaningful” to the research. After comﬁining categories we ran SPSS
Sub-Program Fastab (lie et al., 1970) for cross-tabulating all the
items in the questionnaire. This run produced over 1,300 cross-tables
along with ten measures of association: Chi-quare, Gratmer's V,
Contingency Coefficient, Xendall's tau b, and tau c, Lambda, Gamma,
Somers’ D, L[ta, Percentage Difference.

The two variables (task;specialization and organizational
attachment) in the main hypothesis of our research are ordinal variables,
that is, they have a natural ordering and an underlying continuum., It
is evident from the theoretical discussion in Chapter I that the
relationship between task Specialization and organizational attachment
is asymmetrical, i.e. task specialization in jobs'can affect the
organizational attachment of the workers but its converse is not likely

to be possible. Since the 'Organizational Attachment Survey' was
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~undertaken not to examine the pheﬂomenon of Qofkers‘ attachment fo their
employing organizations in an exploratory or ‘descriptive fashion but to
test a specific research hypothesis about workers’ attachment to their
organizations at different levels:of production technology in a limited
sample of industrial blue-coliar vorkers, we decided to measure the
relationship between task specialization and organizational attachment
under the condition of strong mondtohicity. Strong monotonic relation-
ship, as Somers argues (1962, p.BOi), is ... represented by a situation
-in which for two variables X and Y, the value of X increases as Y
increases, and conversely, regardless of the rate of increase". Because
the relationship between task_spedialization and organizational attach-
ment is asymmetrical, in this research a strong monotonic relationship
w&uld mean a situation where task specialization increases, organizational
attachment decreases.

Since,we were measuring an asymmetric relationship between two
ordinal variables under stfong moﬁotonicity, it was decided to use
Somers' D as a measure to find out the extent of association between task
specialization and organizational attachment. Somers' D is a strong
monotonic asymmetric measure of association for ordinal variables which,
in the words of its originator (Somers, 1662, p.804), expresses the
"... difference between conditional probabilities of like and unlike
order, under the condition that we ignore ties on the independent
variable (although they will be present, in general, on the dependent
variable)'. Along with dyx, we decided to use percentage difference to
get an idea of what other things, if any, the data presented in the

tables suggested.



Since no book in statistics4 éuggesﬁs expliéitly ﬁhat should be
tﬁe ideal degree of association whicﬁ should be termed as significant we
sclved this probiem arbitrarily. For dyx, it was decidad that if the
amount of association between two variables is between -0.10 to +0.10, it
will mean that there is no associaﬁion between them. If the amount of
association is between 0.10 and 9.30, it will mean that there is a weak
association between two variéblesz If the amount df agsociation is
between 0.30 to 0.60, it will mean that there is a moderate association

between them. And, if the amount of association is over O.6O,Vit will

mean that there is a strong asscciation hetween two variables.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER II

The list of the companies was compiled mainly from three different

sources. Contacte Influential, Commerce and Industry Directory

for Greater Vancouver, 1is£s all the companies in the area of
Greater Vancouver, every vear. HNames of some of the companies
were taken from its 1970 volume. Second,;some of my family
friends, especially Hrs.‘R; A, C. Ddughlas, helped me in contacting
some of the industries. Third, Dr. Philip H. White, Dean of the
Faculty of Comﬁerce and Business Administration,; U.B.C., recom-
mended some of the companies which encourage social scientists to
undertake research in their plants.

A similar conclusion has been arrived at by the research team of
the 'Attachment to.Work'Survéy', conducted by R, Dubin, A. Hedley
and T. Taveggia. See Hedley. 1971. "A Study of British Factory
Workers'. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University of Oregon.

Taveggia. 1971. "The Necessity of Work: An Empirical Study of

British Factory Workers'. Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, University

of Oregon.

All questions, with the exception of the question inquiring about
'départments in which the worker worked, in the 'Organizational
Attachment Questionnaire' were precoded and were thus transferred
onto cards immediately. Departments were coded after observing

their technical prccesses a week later,

Most of the books in statistics and research methodology ignore
the discussion on the amount of association wiaich should be
labelled as significant. A recent book by James. Davis (1971),
however, devotes a few pages on the discussion of this issue. Our
decision, though afbitrary, is close to the criterion set by

Davis (p.49).



CHAPTER III  DATA ANALYSIS

TESTING OF HYPOTHESIS

The present chapter deals with the testing of the main

hypothesis of the research, namely:

... Organizational attachment as measured with twelve
questions in the 'Organizational Attachment Questionnaire'
will be highest among workers working in departments where
the majority of production jobs involve handwork and hand-
operated machine-work, whereas organizational attachment
will be lowest among workers working in departments in

which machine-line jobs predominate.

Table 4 shows the marginal distribution on production-line
mechanization. It is evident from the table that we are considerably
removed from the ideél distribution of an equal number of workers at
each leyel of production-line mechanization. Workers working in depart-
ments wherz the majority of jobs involve automated work are almost
50 percent less in number to workers who work on handwork and hand-
operated machine jobs and to workers who work on machine-line jobs.

Table 5 reports the marginal distribution on organizational
attachment items under their three separate sub-headings. COne thing
which is evident from the examination of this table is the low percentage
of non—responée, which suggests that the guestions were intelligible to
the majority of workers. Talle 6 presents the coefficients of inter-item
association (Gamma values) betweén the twelve items of drganiz@tional

attachment. Inter-item association, as John Galtung argues (1967,

..37...
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TABLE 4: THE MAJORITY OF THE WORKERS REPORTED THERSELVES
WORKING ON HANDWORK AND HAND-~OPERATED MACHINE JOBS.

Production-Line : . Total © - Percentage
kechanization = - Hespondents - Zespondents
iachine-Line 148 35%

Automation - I 18

Handwork and Hand-
Operated iiachine Work

Non~-Response 8 . 2

Total 377 ' 100%
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TABLE 5: IARGINAL DISTRIBUTIONS
ATTACHMENT ITEWS.

ON ORGANIZATIONAL

Total

Organizational Attacnment Items: Percentage
‘ GOALS Respondents Respondents
(1) The things this company makes. are
‘ important to Canada. .
Agrse 303 82%
Undacided 3% 10
Disagree 27 7
Heido 3 1
(2) I find my goals and this company'’s
very similar.
‘ Agree 13% 37
Undecided 104 28
Disagree 131 - 35
Mielie 3 1
(3) Often I find it difficult to agre=z
with: company's policies on important
matters relating to workers.
' iisagree 108 2¢
Iindecided 79 21
Agree 18¢ 50
H.H. & 1
(4) I really care about the fate of this
company. ,
Agree 243 65
Undecided a0 16
iisagrea 72 1%
ii. il 2 1
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TABLE 5 (Contd.)

Organizational Attachment Items: Total Percentage
EFFORT ' lespondents Respondents
(5) I am willing to work extra hard at
my job in order to help this
company be successful.
Agree 233 62%
Undecided 74 20
Disagree 66 18
.. 4 1
(6) This company really inspires'the
very best in me in the way of job
performance.
’ Agree 122 33
Undecided 1545 27
Disagree 151 49
i.R. 4 1
(7) 1 don't mind putting in extra time
if the company needs me to.
Agree 265 79
Undecided . 39 10
Disagree 76 20
N.R. 2 1
(3) It bothers me very much to be
absent from worlk.
Agree 259 69
Undecided 51 4
Disagree 65 17
H.Re 2 1
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TABLE 5 (Contd.)

Organizational Attachment Items:

Total Percentage
DESIRE Respondents Respondents
(9) I would accept almost any type
' of job assigmment in ordesr to
keep working for this company.
Agree 14¢ 437
Uridecided 74 20
Disagree 151 e
HoRo ! 3 1
(10) There is not too much to be
gained by sticking with this
company indefinitely.
‘ Disagree 147 39
Undecided 110 29
Agree 117 31
TR, 3 1
(11) I would keep working for this
4 company even if I were offered
more money to work somewhere
else. o
' Agree | 107 20
Undec¢ided 74 25
Disagree 193 51
HeRo 3 1
(12) I could just as well be working -
for a different company as long as
the type of work were similar.
' Disagree - 132 34
Undecided 128 25
Agree 133 36
iT.R. ¢ 2
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TABLE 6: ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHﬁENT.ITEES ARE SIGNIFICANTLY
ASSOCIATED WITii EACH OTHER WHEN HEASURED BY GAIifA
COEFFICIENT OF ASSOCIATION.

Organizational zamma Coefficient
Attachment ‘
Items 1 2 3 4 5 & 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 0.0
2 3.60 0.0
3 0.40 0.45 0.0
4 0.60 0.62 5.63 0.0
5 0.80 0.62 0.40 0.77 0.0
6 0.81 0.67 0.51 .74 0.83 0.0
7 0.64 0.69 0.55 0.84 0.60 0.70 0.0
8 0.58 0.35 0.33 0.63 0.68 0.71 0.72 0.0
9 0.56 0.68 0.54 0.67 0.68 G.77 0.71 0.66 0.0
19 " 0.44 €.25 0.41 0.5%-2.7G ©.58 .53 0.51 0.53 0.0
11 0.54 0.66 0.69 0.73 9.6 0.72 0.75 0;61 0.7¢ 0.69 0.0
12 0.33 0.17 0.28 o.3§"o.42'ﬁ;37 9.39 o}éavo.sx 0.44 0.52 0.0
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Qp.292—300), is one criterion to measure the internal consistency among
the items of an index. Ixamination of the table suggests that all the
items on organizational attachment are significantly reléted to each
other, which suggests that all of these items 'tap’ the same phenomenon,
whatever it may be.,

'To observe clearly the structure underlying the inter-item
associations of organizational attachment items, it was decided to use
the Guttman and Lingoes Smallest Space Analysis (Lauman and Guttman,
1966; Bloombaum, 1968; Guttman, 1968; Bloomgaum, 1970), TFigure 2
presents the two dimensional smallest space analysis solution for the
relationship among twelve items of the organizationallattachment
(coefficient of alienation is = .16). It is evident from this figure
that these items tap three dimensions of organizaticnal attachment and
that the three dimensions of organ%zational attachment appé;r to
greatly overlap. F

Table 7 shows the marginé; distribution on the index of organi-
zational attachment. It is clear éfom the table that the largest
percentage of production workers ig our sample, when measured by the
"Organizational Attachment Questioﬁnaire" are moderately attached to
their organizations. lApproximatng an equal number ofrworkers reported
high and low attachment tobtheir organizations. |

Table 8 is the result ofhcross—tabulation'of production--line
mechanization with tﬁe index of oréanizational attachment. Data in this
table suggest that taere is no association between production~line
mechanization and the overall organizational attachment; that is, the

knowledge of the independent variable does not help in predicting the
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TABLE 7: ALMOST TWO-THIRDS OF THE WORKFRS REPORTED MODERATE
OR HIGH ATTACHMENT TO THEIR COiPANIES.

Organiéational ' Total Percentage
Attachment: INDEX ilespondents Respondents
High 91 ‘ 247
iloderate 178 ‘ 48
Low 105 _ 28
1 - : 5
Total 374 100%
1. Three respondents did not respond to any statement

on organizational attachment.
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TABLL 8: THERE IS IIC ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PRODUCTION-
LINE MECHANIZATION AXD ORGAWIZATIONAL ATTACHHENT.

. Production-Line ifechanization
Organizational

‘ 1 .
- NEY FOT K" ‘1 1 —
Attachment: IHDEX ﬁandgo I apd Automation liachine Total
irachine Work Line v
High 217 44y 19% 24
iioderate 53 39 47 48
Low 27 17 34 28
Total 1314 < 100% . 100% 190%
(Vo. of Cases) (154) &8) ' (146) (366)
dyxz = ~=0.04
pd : = 02

1. For the salke of convenierce, we will use Handwork and
rachine Work instead of Handworlk ‘and Hand~Uperated

tachine Work in all of our tables cf analysis.
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dependent variable. Closer inspection of this table, however,lsuggésts
-that the relationship between production-line mechanization and overall
organizational attachment may not ge a direcf'one as was originally
proposed. Rather fhat it may be a'curvelinearvrelationship;'that is,'
organizational attachment is lowest among machine;line workeré, is
moderate among workers in handwork and hand-operated méchine jobs, and is
highest among workers in automated jobs.-

To carry the analysis further if_was dééided tobexamine the
relationship betweén production—liné mechaniéatibn and the three éub—
indices of organizational attachmeﬂﬁ (séeinoteAlrfor the construction of
sub-indices). Table ¢ presents the joint bivariatg distribﬁtion on ‘the
production~line mechanizatién and'fhe first sub—inéqx 'ofioréanizatidnal
attachment. Data in this table indicate a weak negative .relationship
between production-line mechanization and workers' attachment to the
goals and policies of the émploying‘organization. Our knowledge of the
values of the independent vériable would give us 10 percent redﬁction in

~error in predicting the values on the dependent varizble. The percentage
difference between workers who had high attachment to the goals and
policies of the employing organizat?on in machine-line jobs and in
handwork and hand—opefaced machine jobs is -10.

Table 10 reports the joint bivariate distribution on production-
line mechanization and the second sub-index - of organizational attachment.
Data presented in th?s table suggest that there is no association between
production-line mechanization and workers' willingness to e#ért effort for
the success of the employing organiéation. Table 11 presents the joint’

bivariate distribution on production-line mechanization and the third sub-
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TADLE 9: THE DATA SHOW A WEAL NEGATIVE ASSOCIATION
BETWEEN PRODUCTION-LIWE MECHANICATiON AND
VIORKERS' ATTACIZ{ENT TO GOALS AWD FOLICIES
OF THE ORGANIZATION.
Production-Lire iiechanization
Organizational
¢ I Torl: , liachine-
Attachment: GGCALS Eand&orLfand Automation ”aC}lne Total
lfachine Work Line
High &2% . - 58% 32% 417
vioderate 3 24 30 29
[
Low 23 18 38 - 30.
Total 100% 10G% 1007 100%
(No. of Cases) (154) (66) (146) (366)
dyx = -0.10
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TABLE 10: THERE IS 1O ASSOCIATION BETIWEEY PRODUCTION~
LINE LiECHANIZATION AND WORKERS' UILLINGNESS TO
EXERT EFFORT FOR THE SUCCESS OF THE ORGANIZATION.
Production~Line :lechanization
Organizational
Attachment: LFFORT yandvorknang Automation Ma§h1ne~ Total
Hachine Work , Line
High 52% 67% 462 52%
Moderate 17 i5 1s 17
Low 32 18 36 31
Total 101% 100% 101% 100%
(No. of Cases)

(155) (66) v(l46) (367)

dyx = -0.C4
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TABLE 11: THERE IS NO ASSCCIATION BETWEEN PRODUCTION-
LINE HECHANIZATION AND WORKERS' DESIRE TO
STAY IN THEIR EMPLOYIIG ORGANIZATIONS.

Production~Line liechanization

Organizational - .
: . JQTRT work and It ine-
Attachment: DESIRE Eanag?rxpang. Automation uac§1ne Total
Hachine Work : Line
‘High Y 36% 23% 23%
Moderate w18 15 18
Low - - 46 61 60 .
Total 1068 100% 99% - 101%
(Wo. of Cases) (155) (56) (145) (366)
dyx = 0.0¢4

pd 1S
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index of organizational attachment. Data in this table indicate that
there is no aséociation between production-line mechéﬁizatiéh and workers'
desire to stay in the employing orgénization. However, -a close inspec-
tion of this table suggests that although the association‘between
production-line mechanization and workers' desire to stay in the organi-
zation is almost negligible, the di}ection cf relationship is contrary to
the major proposition-of-the research. Surprisingly,.workefs in machine-
line jobs reported themsclves more desirous td stay in the employing
organization as compared to workers in handworl: and hand-operated machine
jobs.

In sum, a close examination of the data presented in Tabies 9,
10 and 11 also suggests the same conclﬁsion as suggested by the data in
Table 8, that is, there is a curvel%near relatiohship between production~-
line mechanization and the three sub~indices of organizational attachment.

In brief, our analyéis, up to this point, has suggested_that
the relationship between production~line mechanizéﬁion and organizational -
éttachment and its three sub-indiceﬁ,}s’notxa,direct qqe but a curvelinear
one, that is, in tﬁe language of Quf ;hgoretiﬁallﬁrgument,-organizational
attachment is lowest among workers %# highlyAspecializgd jobs, is highest
among workers in moderately specialized jobs, ana is méderate among‘
workers in less specialized jobs. ThiS'fiﬁdingfleads to two main alter-
native explanations: either fhg majqr;pfépositidnlgf the research that
task specialization in job$ is negaéi&ely relatéd'to organizational
attachment is incérreét; or the progositipn prevqlent.in-the literature
of industrial sociology and organiéétibnalibehaVior‘that automation

represents a moderate degree in' task specialization is not true.
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In the next section we will examine these two alternative
explanations with the data available in the 'Organizational Attachment

Survey'.

ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONS

If we accept the first glternative explanation, then we may
conclude ;he analysis with the observation that the'asséciation between
task specialization and overall organizétional attachment is not a direct
one as was proposed earlier. Rather.that it is a curvelinear relationship,
that is, organizational attachﬁent is lowest in machine-line jobs, is
moderate in handwork and hand—opefated jobs, and isihighest in automated
jobs.

| If we reject the first alternative explanation and éccept the
second one, then it is necessary to‘test_this proposition with the
'outside' measures of task specialization such as task simplificationm,
task repetition, and task fragmentation. In the 'Organizational

i A

Attachment Survey' data were available on two of the three measures of
task speqialization, namely, task“simplification2 and task repetition3.
Tables 12 an&'13, respectively, pr;sent the joint bivariate distributioﬁ
on production-line mechanizgfion ahd ;ask simplificatioﬁ audvproductian—
line mechanization and task repetition. . Data,presegted in TableA12
indicate that automated joﬁs appeér to Qe.léss.éimpiified to workefs.
Seventy-seven pércent in autdmated‘jobsggs compared to 54 percent in
handwork and hand-operated machine joBs,'dﬁd.éni§213 percent of ﬁhe workers
in machine-line jobs reportéd that they spent more than three months in

learning their present jobs. TIwenty-three percent of workers in automated
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TABLE 12: AUTOMATED JOLS APPEAR TO BE LESS SIMPLIFIED
WHEREAS MACHINE-LINE JOBS APPEAR TO BE
HIGHLY STMPLIFIED.

roduction~Line ilechanization

Task Simplification

, Handwork and . ‘tachine-
Hachine Work - Automation Line Total
High - 4Ty 23% - 87% 58%
Low - ' 77 Y 13 42
Total 101% ' 100% 100% 100%
(No. of Cases) (155) (66) (146) (367)
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TADLE 13: AUTOMATED JOBS APPZAR TC BE LEAST REPETITIVE
WHEREAS HACHINE-LINZ JOBS APPEAR TO BE GREATLY

KREPETITIVE.
' Production-Line FMechanization
Task Repetition . o ) . N
Handvork and . viachine~
. . . Automation . Total
wiachine Hork Line
High 26% 1172 467 31%
Low 74 89 54 69
Total ‘ lOOZ 100% 160% 1007%

(Ho. of Cases) (154) (65) - (147) (356)




_‘55...

jobs in comparison to 47 percent in handwofk andlhand—operéted machine
jobs and 87 percent in machine—li@e jobs sbent less>than three months in
learning their present jobs. |
| Examination of the data in Table 13 suggests the same conclusion

suggested by the data in Table 12 ~- automated jobs appear to be less
repetitive to workers. Eighty-nine percent of the workers working in
automated jobs as compared to 74 percent working in handwork and hand-
operated machine jobs, and 54 percent working in machine-line jobs
reported that they do many different things on their jobs. Eleven
percent of the workers in automated jobs in comparison to 26 percent in
handwork and hand—qperated jobs and 46 percent in machine-line jobs had
to do the same thing again and again in their jobs;

In sum, data in Tables 12 and,13 éuggest that both task
simplification and task repetition'arg lowest in automated jobs, are
moderate in handwork a;d hand—opeﬁaté& ma;hiné jobs, and are highest in

machine-line jobs.
RE-ANALYSIS

Since both outside measures clearly suggest that automation
represents not a moderate degree of taskbspécialization bﬁt a low degree
of task specialization, it was decided to re-analyze our data after
assigning different scores on:tﬁe ;n&epeédent.variaﬁle. We assigned
score 1 to departments where the automated jobs predominated considering
them as having a low degree in task specialization, and assigned score 2
to departments where the majority of production jobs involved handwork

and hand-operated machine work considering them as representing a moderate



degree in task specialization. Table 14 reports the joint bivariate~
distribution on the prodpctionfline mechgn@za;#qh'and overall organi-
zational attachment. Data presented in this table suggest a weak negative
association between production-iine mgphahiéétion and overall organi-
zational attachment. Knowledge of ;belaéfgrtments in which the workers
work gives us 16 percent reduction in;grror.fn predicting their-
organizational attachment. The percentage difference between workers
who had high organizatidnszl aftacﬂment in maéhine-iine jobs and in
automated jobs is -25. The perceﬁtage difference between workers.who
had low organizational attachment‘in machine—line jobs and in automdted
jobs 1is +l7f

Tables 15, 16 and 17 present the joint bi&ariate'distribufions
on production-line mechanization énd the three sub-indices of organi-
zational attachment. Data in Tablé 15 indicate that there is a weak
negative association between prodéctiqn—line mechanization and workers'
attachment to the goals and policies‘of-the employing organization. The
-0.18 value of dyx suggests that knowledge about workers' deﬁartments
feduces 18 percent error in prediCting about wquérs' attachment to the
gbqls and policieé of the orgapization. The percentage analysis
indicates that the difference bétween workers who had high organizational
attachment to the goales and policies of the employing organization in
machiﬁe—line jobs ané in automated jobs ;s -26.

Data presented in Table 16 do not suggest anything different to
the datz presented in Table 15. Examination of Table 16 indicates that
there is a weak association between production—lfne mechanization and

workers' willingness to exert effort for the success of the employing
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TABLE 14: THE DATA SHOW A WEAK ASSOCIATION BETWEEN
PRODUCTION~LINE MECHANIZATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL

ATTACHLENT .
Production-Line liecrnanization
Organizational
Attachment: INDEX o Handwork and Mlachine- :
Automation e . . Total
Machine Work Line

High 447 - 21% 19% 24%
Moderate 3¢ . 53 47 48

Low 17 27 34 - 28
Total ; 100% 101% 100% 100%
"(No. of Cases) (66) . (154) -(146) (366)

agyx = =~0.1l6
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TABLE 15: THERE IS A WEAL ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PRODUCTIONM-
LINE HECHANIZATION ALND WORKERS ' ATTACHMEWT TO
THE GOALS AND PGLICIES O THE ORGANIZATION.

Production--Line iiechanization

O:ganizational
Attachment: GOALS . Handwork and tiachine- ;
Automation .- . . Total
liachine Work Line

High 58% - 427 " 32% 41%

ioderate 24 . 30 30 29

Low 18 .28 38 30
Total 1007 100% - ‘_' 1007 1007

(Jo. of Cases) (G6) . (154) - o (146) (366)

dyx = -0.18

pd = =~26
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TABLE‘162 THERE IS A WEAK ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PRODUCTION-
LINE MECHANIZATION AND WORKERS' WILLINGNESS TO
EXERT EFFORT FOR THE SUCCESS OF THE ORGANIZATION.
~Production-Line liechanization
Organizational
Attachment: EFFORT . Handwork and  HMachine-
Automation . X . Total
Machine Work Line
High 677% ‘ 52% : 467 52%
Hoderate 15 17 19 17
Low 18" - 32 36 31
Total 100% ' 1017% ' 101% 10G%
(No. of Cases) (66) (155) (146) (367)
dyx = ~0.12
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TABLE 17: THERE IS LITILE IF ANY ASSOCIATION BETWEEN
PRODUCTION-LINE MECHANIZATION AND WORKERS' DESIRE
TO STAY IN THEIR EMPLOYING ORGANIZATIONS.

Production-Line kMechanization

Organizational
Attachment: DESIRE . Handwork and Machine- .
Automation . . Total
Machine Work Line

High 36% 17% 23% . 23%

Moderate 18 1¢ 15 18

Low 46 64 61 60

Total 100% 1007 100% 1017

(No. of Cases) (66) - (155) (145) {(366)

dyx ;= ~0.07

pd

-13
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organization. Knowing the values on the indepéndent variable reduces

12 percent error in predicting the values on the dependent variable. The
percentage difference between workers who were willing to exert a high:
level of effort for the success J? the employing organization in machine—
line jobs and in automated jobs is =21,

Table 17 suggests that there is no association between produc-
tion-line mechanization and workérs' desire to remain in fhe employing
organization according to dyx.- ﬁbwever, the percentage analysis reveals
that there is a weak association between the two. The percentage
difference between workers who were.highly desirous to stay in the
present organization in machine-line jobs and in automated jobs is -13.

In sum, our re—analysis'of data in the lightjof the second
alternative explanation has, so far, suggested two things. First, there
is a direct negative relationship.between production-line mechanization
and overall Organiéational attachment. Second, the relationship between

production-line mechanization and organizational attachment and its sub-

indices thcugh negative is generally weak.

MULTIVARIATE ANALYSIS

In order to observe whether or not the zero order association
Between produc;ion—line mechanization and overall organizational attach-—
ment is sgurious;:the associationfbetween production-line mechanization
and organizational attachmenF was exqmined after conprol;iqg test
variables -- age, sex, maritél sté;us, educatibﬁ; income, length of
’ _ , ..

service, number of jobs held in the présent Qfganization, shift~time.

"Tables C.1 to C.10 (see AppéndixiC) present the joint bivariate distri-



-62 -

PPFiQQ§ 09 production-line mechanization and organizational attachment
after contralling each of the above test,variaﬁles, respectively.
Examination of these tables indicates that four (age, sex, length of
service in the cbmpany, number of jobs held in the present company) out
of eight test variables appesr to be interacting4 {(Blalock, 1965;
Anderson and Zelditch, 1968, pp.170-183; Rosehberg, 1968, pp.105—168;
Sonquist,A197O, P-55) with produc;ion—line mechanization in affecting
organizational attachment. Data %resented in (interacting) Tables C.3,
C.4, C.8, C.9 (in Appendix () suggest that there is an association
between production~line mechanization and overall organizational attach-
ment only for workers who are in the middle age group (30-44), whc are
male, who have been in the company for leés‘than five years, énd who
have held less ﬁhan three jobs in the present company. For workers who
are in Fhe age groups of 18-29 and'45—64, who are female, who have been
in the company for more than five years, and who have held three or
more jbbs in the present company,iproduction—linelmechanization is not
related to organizatioﬁal attachment.

’Our first order analysié is important in two respects.A Fifst,
it is important because it, in agreement with Rosenberg's (1968, p.24)

... increases our understanding of the original two variables

argument,
relationship” between production-line mechanization and organizational
attachment by specifying conditioﬁsquder which this rela;ionship
remains intact, increasesor diséppeais. But differéntly,'it suggests
that the o;ganizational attachmen; of'inéustrial blue-collar workers is

influenced not only by the cextent of tdsklspécialization in their jobs

but also by their demographic (age, sex) and.background (iength of
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service, number of jobs held'in the present compény) characteristics.
Second, it is important because.it‘challeﬁges the earlier empirical
findings which suggest that task sﬁécialization in jﬁbs affects the
attitudes and behavior of industrial blue—cbllér workers notwithstanding
’ i
demographic and background characteristics cf workers. Our analysis in
this section has suggested that task specialization affeéts the attitudes
of only those workers who are in the middle age group, who are male, who
have been in the company for less than five years and who have held less
than three jobs in the present company.

Since in the ’Orgaﬁizational Attachment Survey' data were
available on two of the three measures of task specialization, namely,
task repetition and task simplification, we decided to examine the
relationship between task repetitidn and workers' willingness to exert-
effort for the success of the employing organization and between task
simplification and workers' desireﬁto remain in the employing organi-
zation. Tables 18 and 19, respectively, present the joint bivériate
distributions on task\repetition and the second aub;indéx (effbrt) of
organizational attachment and task simplification and the third sub-
index (desire) ofvorganizational éttachment. _ﬁata iﬁ Table_lS ihdicate
that there is a moderate associatiéﬁrbetween‘ta§k ;epetition and workers'
willingness to exert effort for the success of the employing 6rganization;~
Our knowleége about the dégfee:cf task repetiiién-in workéré' jobs
reduces 36 percent error in prediéﬁing theirzwiliingpess»té exert effort
for the success of the employing organizatioﬁ. The pércentage difference

between workers who were willing to exert high level of effort for the

success of their employing organizations in high repetitive jobs and
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TABLE 18: THERE IS A [iODERATE ASSOCIATION BETWEEW
© 'TASK REPETITION- AND WORKERS' WILLINGNESS
TO EXERT EFFOXRT FOR THE SUCCESS OF THE

ORGANIZATION.
Task'Repetition

Organizational . _ '
Attachment: EFFORT Low - - High Total
High 62% 0% . 52%
Hoderate B 16 | ' 20 18
Low 22 50 31
Total ' o 1007 1007 1017%
(o. of Cases) (257) (114) (371)

dyx = -0.36
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TABLE 19: THERE IS A WEAK ASSOCIATION BETWEEN TASK
SLPLIFICATION AND . WORKERS' DESIRE TO REMAIN
IN THE PRESENT ORGANIZATION FOﬁ AN INDEFINITE
PERIOD OF TIHE.

o | " 'Task Simplification
Organizational , : .

Attachment: DESIRE Low : High Total
High 33% 177 23%.
lioderate : 20 16 18
Low 48 67 59

Total 101% 100% 100%
(No. of Cases) , (157) (215) (372)
dyx, = =0.22

pd « = -16



- 66 —

%n ;qw repetitive jobs is =-32. Tablé 19 suggésts'ﬁhat there ié a weak
association between task simplification and Vorkers' desire to remain ip
the employing organization. Knodledge of the distribution on the
independent variable gives 22 pergent reduction in error in predicting
the dependent variable. The percéqtage.difference between workers who
were highly desirous to remain iﬁ‘the presant émploying organization in
high simplified jobs and in low simplified jobs is ~16.

In order to observe whefher or not the two components of task
specialization on whici: data were available in fhe"Organizational
Attachment Survey' are related to workers' overall attachment to their
organization, we decided to cross-tabulate task repetition and organi-
zatlonal attachment, and task simplification and:organizational attach-
ment. Tables 20 and 21 report thé joint bivariate distributions on task
repetition and overall organizational attachment and task simplification
and overall organizational attachment, respectively. It is clear from
Table 20 that there is a moderate association between task repetition
and organizational attachment. Our knowledge of the values on the
independent variable reduces 41 percent eérror in predicting the values
of the dependent variable. Datc presented in Table 21 ‘also indicate a
moderate negative association between task specialization and organi—
zational attachment. Knowing the degree of simplification in workers'
jbbs would bring 31 percent reduction in error in predicting their
ovarall organizational attachment. The percentage difference between
vworkers who had high organizational attachment in highvsimplified jobs

and in low simplified jobs is -23.
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TABLE 20: THERE IS A [ODERATE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN TASK.
REPETITION AND ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHMENT.

Task Kepetition

Organizational
Attachment: TMNDEX 10w High Total
High 32% 8% 25%
Moderate 5 42 48
Low 13 50 28
Total " 100% 100% 101%
(No. of Cases) (256) (114) (370)
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TABLE 21: THERE IS A NODERATE ASSOCTIATION BETWEEN TASK
STMPLIFICATION AWD ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHLENT.

Organizational Task Slmpl;flfaﬁion

Attacament: INDEAA Low High Total
High 382 15% 25%
rloderate 45 50 48

Low 17 ‘ 36 4 28
Total 1007 101%  101%

(No. of Cases) ~o 157y - (218) (375)

dyx = ~-0.31

pd> = =23
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TABLE 22: THERE IS A MODERATE ASSOCIATION BETWEEW
TASK REPETITION AND TASK SIMPLIFICATION

Task Repetition
Task Simplification , '
Low High Total

High 47% 84z - 58%
Low ' v 53 17 42
Total 100% 101% 100%
(No. of Cases) (257) (115) (372)
dyx = 0.37 -



In sum, our.analysis in‘this section has suggested that task
repetition and task simplificatiqn in jobs, respectively, not only
related to workers' willingness to exert effort for the success of ﬁhe
employing organization and to workers’ desire to stay in the employing
organization but also to workers"overall attachment to their orgaﬁi-
zatioﬁs, which gives additional support to our main proposition that
task specialization in jobs is negatively related‘to organizational
attachment among industrial blue-collar workers.

.I; is quite evident froﬁ our analysis in this chapter that
though task specialization in jobé, as operationalized in terms of
production~line mechanization in departments, is negatively related to
organizational attachment and its:%ﬁfee sub—iﬁéiéés, yet thése relation-
ships are generally low in compariéon to rélationsﬁips between 'outside'’
measures of task specialization (i.e. task repetitianAand task simpli-
fication) and organizational attachmentvand:its sub~indices, which
suggests two things. First, produCtiohwiiné‘mechanizaﬁion may nof be an
adequate méasure of task speciaiization. Second, cl ssifying workers'
departments instead of workers' jobs into'differen; degrees of task
specialization may hayelintroduced;error in measuremeﬁﬁ tﬁefeby keeping

these relationships low.
CONCLUSIONS

Qur analyses in this chapter have suggested the following
important conclusions:
First, the proposition prevalent in the literature of

industrial sociology and‘organizational behavior that



automation represeﬁté a moderate degree of task specialization
méy not be true. The data on two foﬁtside‘ measures of task:
specialization‘clearlyiindiéate that task specialization is
lowest at the stage of automation.

Second, task specialization in jobs as exhibited by the
production-line mechanization in departments is negatively
related to errall organizational attachment for male workers,
for workers in the middle age group (30-44); for workers who
have been in the company for less than five years and for
workers who have held less than three jobs in the pfeéent
employing company.

Third, task repetition in jobs is negatively related to
workers' willingness to exert effort for the success of the
employing organization.

Fourth, task simpl}fication in jobs is negatively related
to workers' desire to remain in the employing organization.

Fifth, task repetition in jobs is negatively related.to
workers® overall organizational attachment.

Sixth, task simplification in jobs is negatively reiated

to workers' overall organizational attachment.
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FOOTNOTES TO CHAPTER III

Since each sub-index was based on four questions, every respondent,
potentially, had a chance to score from O to 4 in each sub-index:
zero by remaining undecided or disagreeing to all positively worded
questions and by agreeing or remaining undecided to all negatively
worded questions; four by agreeing with all positively worded
questions and disagreeiﬁg with all negatively worded questions.
Workers who scored 3 and 4 on any sdb-index were considered high

on that sub-index: ;hose who scored 2 were termed moderate; and

those who scored 0 and 1 were labelled low on that sub-index.

Task simplification was measured witih the amount of time spent by
a worker in learning his present job. Workers who spent less.thap
three months were considered as having a high degree of task
simplification in their jobs. Workers who spent more than three
months were considered low on task simplification. The following
question was used to obtain in%otmation on task simplification in

workers' jobs.

How long does a person have to spend in training or experience
to be able to handle a job like yours?

Less than a wmonth

1-3 months

3 months to 2 years

Over 2.years

HARGINAL DISTRIBUTION ON TASK STHPLIFICATION

Task Simplification ﬂ‘Frequency Percentage
High 218 58
. -Low : ‘ 157 427%
Non-Response . ‘ 2 17

Total'_ 377 1017
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3. . The following question was used to measure the degree of task

repetition in workers' jobs:

In your jobs,
Do you do many differentvthings?

Do you do the same thing over and over?

MARGINAL DISTRIBUTION ON TASK REPETITION -

Task Repetition Freéﬁency Percentége
High 4 115 o . 31%
Low o 258 : 68% .
Non-Response 4 1%
. Total .. 377 . 100%
4, Different writers use different terms for the phenomenon'of

"interaction'. For example, -some call it Specification, while

others call it Interpretation or Conditional Relationship. But all

of them agree that it refers to the condition where the original
relationship is more pronounced in some partial tables than others

when the total sample is divided by any third variable.



CHAPTER IV  DISCUSSION

It was argued in the first chapter that although task speciali-
zation in jobs has increased efficienc§ and productivity, it has also
given rise to a number of human aé well as technical problems. in indust-
rial organizations. Since the research reportaed in this thesis is an
attempt to carry forward our undegstanding of the human problems
associated with increased task'specializatibn; in the present chapter we
would like to discuss the major findings of our rescarch in the light of
the available empirical researches on task specialization, task repetition,
and task simplification. The following are the major findings suggestéd
by the 'Organizational Attachment Survey':

1. There is a negative relationship between task specialization
and the overall organizational attachment among industrial

blue-collar workers.

2. There is a negative relationship between task repetition and
workers' willingness to exert effort for the success of the

organization.

3. There is a négative relationship between task simplification
and workers' desire to remain in the present employing

organization.

We feel, however, that no direct comparison is possible between
the findings of this research and those of the available empiriéal
researches in the area for two reasons. First, the uniqueness of the
sample of workers we selected for the 'Organizational Attachment Survey'.
Most of the researchers in the area of task specialization included in

their samples not only production workers but also maintenance personmel,

utilitymen, and delivery workers. Qur sample consisted only of production



workers on the ground that a trué’representatiqn of different degrees of
task specialization is fou#d’onlf éﬁong'productioh.wgfkerst Second, fhe
.phenomenon of organizational attachment,.to our knowladge has never been
examined, prior to this study, aﬁéng‘indusﬁfiél biﬁé;collar workersl.>
Therefore, nothing is available in the literature‘wiﬁh which we could

. directly compare the findings of the 'Organizational Attachment Survey'.
However, we feel that the researéhes focusing on workers' attitudes
towards their jobs and the emploving company are somewhat similar to
4organizational attaéhment and, therefore, might be useful for comparison
" purposes.

Social scientists and especially industrial social scientists
have assumed that the degree of task specialization in jobs affects the
attitgdes and behavior of industrial workers, and as a‘result quite a
few empirical researches have been conducted in this direction. But,
unfortunately, the results of these researches are, as Warren argues
(1958, pp.435-439), ", .. not as clear' as we nced them to be". A bird's
eye view of the literature in industrial sociology ard organizational
behavior suggests that there is an on—-going debate among scholars about
whether or not increased task speéialization in jobs adﬁersely affects
the attitudes and behavior of industrial workers. Scholars who believe
that task specialization is not undesirable put forward the argument
that workers' attitudes are not mérely a function of the job, rather it
is a function‘of beth man and machine; a function of the man-job inter-
action (MacKinney, et al., 19627 pp.8-17). They alsc argue that if
industry were to start ;gducing task specialization, it would end by

finding itself back where the Industrial Revolution began. All auto-
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mobiles would be individually handfcraf;ed and mass production would
cease to exist. Thus for theéé séholars_tésk sﬁecializétidn is neither
an important factor in influenciné workeréf attitudes and behavibr nor
something to be avoided.

Scholars who believe that task specialization is undesirable
advance the argument that though the majority of industrial workers are
satisfied with their wages, general working conditions and.supervisionz,'
yet for a substantial percentage of workers work does not appear to be
a "meaningful activity'" (Chinoy, 1956; Blauner, 1964; Shepard, 1969,

1971, 1972). They argue that the widespread feelings of alienation émong
industrial workers is primarily due to a high degree of task speciali-
zation in jobs. Thus, for these ;cholars task‘specialization per se is
the main cause of workers' negative attitudes towards work énd enﬁerprise.

The empiric&l studies aéailable in the area of task speciali-
zation and workers' attitudes and ‘behavior overwhelmingly support tﬁe
point of view of the writers in tﬁe latter categoryS. As early as 1930, .
‘Fairchild ciserved a significant asiociation between ~ask simplification
and work satisfaction. The work of Charles Walker and his associates
(Walker, 1950; Walker and Guest, 1952; Guest, 1954; Guest, 1957) at the
Yale University under the 'Techndfogy Project' has clearly shown the -
adverse effects of task specialization on wotkérs' attitudes and behavior
in different organizational settings. Turner’s (1955) research indicated
that task repetition was one of the mest important.sources éf workers'
dissatisfaction with work and comp%ny= Both Blauner's (1964) and Chinoy's
researches suggested that workers high on task specialization tended to be

less satisfied with their work and compeny. Turner and Lawrence (1965)
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found a significant association between 'task complexity' and absence
behavior. Alderfer (1969), after reviewing several émpirical researches

on job enlargement concludes that "

o+. overall job satisfaction tends

to be higher in/enlarged jobs, and that thefmeaningfqlness of the jéb
tends to be higher in thé enlarged job than iﬁ»the more routine kind of
blue~collar job". BMore receqtly, Shepérd.(l97l) observed that workers
high on 'functional specialization'.tere also high on.the Qarious
dimensions of alienation ——'powerlessnéss,inormlessness, meaninglessﬁess,
self-evaluative involvement, and instrumeptal work orientation.

We, thus, feel that the résults of.the 'Organizational Attach-
ment>Survey' are the logical extension of the findings of the researchers
who believe that tgsk specializatio; affects workets' attitudes and
5ehavior. Whereas the available empirical researches in the area clearly
suggest that workers' overall satisfaction with work and company 1is
influenced largely by the degreé of task specialization in jobs, the
'Organizational Attachment Survey' suggests that workers' overall
vattachment to their employing organizations is also influenced by the

extent of specialization in jobs.

DIRECTION FOR. FUTURE RESEARCH

The research reported in this thesis has suggested the
importance of task specializaticn in‘affecting workers' attachment to
their employing organizations. We feel empirical research of this kind
is helpful in understanding the relatiomship between the worker‘and his

employing organization, and thus the'industrial relations of the plant.
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Sgt befqre anything definite can be said about the role of this kind of
féééﬁf¢h in understanding industrial relations, it is necessary to have
extensive empirical researches in this direction not only among indust-
rial workers in differeﬁt soéio—cﬁltural settings but also among workers
in a variety of occupational settings.

Another possible direction for further research in this area
might be to examine whether or not the organi;ational attachment has any
relationship with job parformanca. Empirical‘reéea;ch;in thé area of
job attitudes and job performance (ﬁrayfieldfana Crockett, 1955;
Pp.268-282; Miles, 13970, pp.405-407) has, sd;far?vfailed to show a clear
relationship between work'satisfactioﬁiand‘Work pérformance. We feel
that workers who support the goals and péliﬁies‘of-their employing
oigan:i.zations.q are willing to exerf effort for-tﬁé success of their
drganizationsvand are highly dgéiréus tobremaiﬁvin their;presgnt

employing organizations are also likely to be highly productive workers.

‘ A
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FOOTINOTES TO CHAPTER IV

However, there are some researches conducted on organizational
attachment among supervisory personnel. See Porter and Smith. '
1971. "The Etiology of Organizational Commitment: A Longitudinal

Study of Initial Stages of Employee-Organization Relationships".

Department of Business Administration, University of California,

Irvine, 0, Grusky. 1966. ''Career Hobility and Organizational

Commitment”. Administrative Science Quarterly. 10: 488-503.

For example, Blauner (1960) reports that more than two-thirds of
the industrial workers in many industrially developed countries
are satisfied. See R. Blauner. ''Work Satisfaction and Industrial

Trends in Modern Society'. In W. Galenson and S. Lipset. Editors.

1960. Labor and Trade Unionism. New York: Wiley, pp.339-366.

Thereé are, however, few studies which cbncluded contrarily, for
example, Kennedy and O'Neill (1958), Kilbridge (1961), and
Goldthorpe (1966, 1968).
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Companies Contacted for Survey
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- Reasons for not

Nature of Reéponse~to
Product " OAS Including in Survey
1. Textile Rejected Concern over Organiza-
_ tional Attachment
2. Printing rejected Union Refusal .
3. 0il Refining ejected Union Refusal
4. ileat Packing Accepted - Surveyed -
5. Engineering Accepted ~ Not Surveyed |Plant was in Edmonton
6. Refining and Packing |Accepted -~ Surveyed - ‘
7. Truck danufacturing Rejected inanagement Refusal
8. Telephione Transmission Accepted Surveyed -
9. 0il Refining Rejected Union Refusal
10. Power Generation Accepted Surveyed -
and Distribution :
11. Gas Distribution Accepted - Mot Surveyed |Time and liotion lesearch
was in Progress
12. Milk Products Accepted - Surveyed -
13. Paper Products Accepted ~ Wot SurVeyéd Over-Fepresentation of
_ ‘ y Hachine~-Line Jobs
14. Truck danufacturing Accepted“'Not Sutveyed Qver—Represéntation of
‘ HMachine-Line Jobs
15. Chemical Products Rejected Plant Extension was

in Progress
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APPENDIX 2

Organizational Attachment Questionnaire



THE UNIVERSITY OF BRITISH COLUMBIA

VANCOUVER 8. CANADA

DEPARTMENT UF
ANTHROPOLOGY AND SOCIOLOGY

I am a graduate student atr the university of British Columbia interested
in the different kinds of wort peosle de ard how they feel about their
work. I am aslking you to help me 1n mv research. The information you
provide will be important in extinding ny understarding of the linkages
between people and their work.

The attached questionnaire should take only a few minutes of your time.
Most of the questions can hbe answered by a simple check mark. Please
ignore any numbers you see on the questionnaire -- I will use them
simply to tabulate answers.

Your individual answers will be held in strict confidence. This is a
sclentific study which I am doing as part of my graduate training. No
single person can be identified on the basis of his answers since no one
is required to put his name on the questionnaire. Furthermore, answers
will always be gstudied and reported as group statistics representing

the entire group of people who participate in my research.

Thank you for your interest in supporting my research.

Yours sincerely,

Muhammad Jamal



SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOU WORKING HISTORY

The following questions are gbout your working history, Please answerﬁthaaé .
questions to the best of your ability by checking the appropriate boxes and filling
in the information about your present job,

15 How long have you worksd for this: 2 How leng does & psrson have to

company? ' spend in training or experience
to be able to handle a job like
.71 Less than 6 months yours?
. [ 6 months to 2 years :
s [77 2 years to 5 years 4 «{__] Less than 1 month
<7} 5 years to 10 years ‘i 1 - 3 months
s £~ Over 10 ysars : si™ 3 months to 2 years
7 Over 2 yeears

2021 What department sr gectlon do you o How' any dif .
work in? S many different jobs have you

held altogether in this conpany?

Jobs

L1

26 7 How many full-time jobs have you
held for 6 months or more since

» What shift do you work? | you finished school?
([ Morning
2 Afternoon Jobs
3077 Night

a2 How many different compenies have
you worked for full-time, for 6
. . e weriths or mors, since you firdshed
» ghat is your present job titiel o ,f“ urd, ¥
schooll?
[
‘ . Companies

PLEASE TURN TO NEXT PAGE
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SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOU

As a starting point, T'd like to find out a little about you.

Other

research has shown that a person's age, sex,etc. influence the way he thinks

about work.

I want to see if this is true,
following questions as accurately as possible.

Could you piease answer the
Remember, your answers ar

confidential and will only be reported in group statistics. :

¢ What is your status in Canada?
Citizen

Landed Immigrant

Other

L
o -
g s

How old were vou on vour last
birthday?

L]

Are you: [ 1Male [ __]TFemale
! 2

Years old’

How many vears of regular school

have you completed?

Years

Are you: [” ] Single

T} Married

w7} Separated

T Widowed

s{ ] Divorced
Do_you‘have any children living

"~ at -home? '

Yo

: 7] YeSmmmsp How many?

Children

ts

1f married, does your spouse also
work? '

JTI No
2 es

About bow much does your spouse
earn a month before taxes?

, ™1 Spouse doesn't work

: [ Under $300

1 $300 ~ $450

s $450 ~ $600

s 9600 - $750

s L %750 or more

On the average, approximately how
much do you earn a month before
taxes?

1§77 Under $300
21 $300 - $450
3'@ $450 - 3600
JTT3 5600 - 8750
s 8750 or more

" Do you have sources of income

other than your (and your spouses
salaries?)

] No
[ Yes

[N

PLEASE TURN TO NEXT PAGE



SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR WORKING HISTORY

The following questions are about your working history. Please answer
these questions te the best of your ability by checking the apprcpriate boxes

and f1lling in the information abou: your present job.

3 How long does a person have to spend

19 How long have you worked for this
in training or experience to be able

company?
tc handle a job like yours?
#~) Less than 6 months : m
:[::} 6 months to 2 years g - i ?s tizthgmonth
sE£ 12 years to 5 years ' - 3 3 b to 2
«{ 15 years to 10 years :[ 1 3 months to 2 years
. g‘“} Over 2 year&

[} Over 10 years

oo s  How many different jobs have you held
Jw“j What department or section do you altogether in this company?

work in? . . .
| ' ‘ L] sobs

T 2 » How many full-time jobs have you held
for 6 menths or more since you finished
) school?
L What shift do you work?
- Jobs
i} Horning
z{::j Afternoon
s ] Night .
C e [::}Swing Shifts : w29 How many different companies have you
" worked for full-time, for 6 months or
RN : more, since you finished school?
a3 What is your present job title?
: : {:::i:} Companies

=]

PLEASE TURN TO NEXT PAGE



- SOME QUESTIONS ABOUT YOUR JOB

Here are some questions about your job. I have reason to believe that

certain things about a person's job influence how he feels about work. Please;

describe your job by checking the appropriate answers to the following questions.

" 3o

FY

Can you talk to the people around i In your job are there,

"~ you when you are working?

: . [:j Slack periods when you can do

[ No, S what you want?

2] Yes ) 2] Ho breaks except for lunch and
. : : coffee breaks?

Can you think about things other

“than your job  when you are 3. In vour iob,
working, '
. W[} Do you do many different
' Never? : S things?
sif__] Hardly ever? [T} Do you do the same thing over
3:f-7] Some of the time? : and over?
¢[::j Most of the time?

»

E . % -Can you move around the factory while
Does your job require you to work  doing your jobp
at a certain speed? ’

[ o
3 No ' ] Yes
1(:3 Yes. :
oo . w Does your job require that you watch
In working at your job, . v your machine or whatever you are
: doing,
.[::j Can you stop working when '
you need to? 7 ALL the time?
![::j Must you wait to be re- 1T Most of the time?
lieved before you can stop ™1 Now and then?

working?

PLEASE TURN TG NEXT PAGE
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‘45

47,

feelings people might have about work. .
disagree or are undecided about each of these statements with a check mark.

YOUR FEELINGS ABOUT WORK

Listed below and on the next page are a final series of statements about

In my free time, I most Lih to talki

' about work.

"1 believe that work is more important.

than anything else.
Work is my major’interests

I prefer work over everything else
I do.

The things this company makes are
important to Canada.

I am willing to work extra hard at my
job in order to help this company be
successful.

I would accept almost any type of job
assignment in order to keep working
for this company.

I find my goals and this companj‘s

. are very similar.

There's not too much to be gained by?‘ :
sticking with this company indafinitely.

This company really inspires the very

" best in me in the way of job performance. .

ACRFE

. Please indicate whether you agree,

UNDECIDED DISAGREE
: : a2l

2 )
. ¥

2!

PLEASE TURN TO NEXT PAGE......



48

L

$4

EOften, I find it difficult to agree

;FI don't mind putting in extra time
'1f the company needs me to.

" AGREE _UNDECIDED DISAGREE

1 ' 2" SO
{ L ’ . <8

with companv policies on important
matters relating to employees.

I would keep working for this company
even 1f I were offered more money to
work somewherz else.

It bothers me very much to be absent
from work. '

I could just as well be working for
a different company as long as the
type of work were similar.

I really care about the fate of this
company. -

3 0 % 47 B G S LS POUSEBBCEPENER

‘Overall, how do you feel about ) 3| Overall, how do you feel about

working for this company? L your job?

[—] Very Satisfied "] Very Satisfied
[] Satisfied : 21 Satisfied

.

41 Dissatisfied « [} Dissatisfied
‘sp— Very Disatisfied $if™™= Very Dissatisfied

1
T
. 3} Indifferent , ' s = Indifferent

THANK YOU VERY MUCH FOR YOUR COGPERATION
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' APPENDIX C

Tebles of Multivariate Analysis
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TABLE C.1: ONLY AGE, LENGTH OF SERVICE AND COiPANY
APPEAR TO BE RELATED TO ORGANIZATIONAL

ATTACHHENT.
:Organizational Attachment
Test Variables N
- Low mcderate High Total

Age

45-64 years 121 18% 53% 297 100%

30-44 years 148 26 47 28 101

Under 30 years 98 43 44 13 100
Sex

hale 256 2¢ C 49 25 103

Female 117 32 45 23 100
Education

Over 10 years 204 31 4¢ 24 101

Up to 10 years 164 24 51 25 101
Income per rionth

Over $600 184 23 52 25 100

Under $600 190 31 b4t 25 100
Length of Service

Over 5 years 214 19 54 27 100

Under 5 years 163 39 40 22 101
Marital Status

Single 62 - 34 44 23 101

Married 266 26 56 24 100

Otliers 27 31 101

43

~ /Contd.



TABLE C.1 (Contd.)
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Test Variables

Organizational Attachment

. Low kHoderate High Total
Shift~time
lorning 216 297 497 227 100%
Afternoon/Evening 39 2¢ 39 36 101
Swing Shift 113 25 49 27 101
No. of Jobs hLield
in the Company
3 and more Jobs 169 24 55 21 100
Up to 2 Jobs 204 30 42 28 100
Company
A 63 35 43 22 100
B 35 10 49 41 100
C 34 27 51 21 9%
D 135 28 49 23 1090
E 27 26 26 48 102
F 76 33 54 13 100
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TABLE C.2: AGE, SEX, EDUCATION, INCOME, SHIFT-TIME AND
COMPANY ARE RELATED TO PRODUCTION-LIWE
HECHANIZATICN.

Test Variables

i

Production-Line iiechanization

Automation Handwork Macbine- Total
Line

Age

45~64 years 115 31% 16% 537% 1007

30-44 years 146 13 54 32 99

Under 30 years 97 5 57 38 100
Sex

riale © 250 26 34 40 100

Female 115 0 58 42 150
Education

Over 10 years 202 20 53 28 101

Up to 10 years 158 16 29 55 100
Income per month

Qver $690 179 27 35 34 100

Under $600 187 g INA 47 100
Length of Service

Over 5 years 208 24 35. 42 101

Under 5 years 161 11 52 33 101
varital Status , .

Single 62 10 ‘139 52 101

uarried 261 21 43 37 101

Others 46 13 o 44 161

/Contd.



TABLE C.2 (Contd.)
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Test Variables

Production-Line Mechanization

Automation

hiachine~

Handwqu Line Total
Shift-time
" lorning 214 2% 53% 45% 100%
Afternoon/Evening 39 21 15 64 101
Swing Shift 110 45 28 23 100
No. of Jobs held
in the Company
3 and more Jobs. 167 19 37 44 100
Up to 2 Jobs 198 17 47 36 100
Company
A 63 0 2 98 100
B 3¢ 35 0 5 100
c 34 9 19 72 160
D 133 1 9 100
E 27 100 0 0 100
F 75 ) 21 79 106




TABLE C.3:

THERE IS A MODERATE NEGATIVE ASSOCIATION BEIWEEN PRODUCTION-LINE

HECHANIZATION AND ORGANIZATIOWAL ATTACHMENT ONLY FOR WORKERS IN
THE #IDDLE AGE GKOUP (30-44).

Organizational
Attachaeirt

AGE

18~29

30~44

45-64

Production~Line kiechanization

Production-Line liechanization

Production—-Line rlechanization

éut9m Hand: ﬂac@inef Total Aut?— Handf macblne— Total Aut9~ Hgnd— ma??lne— Total
mation WOTik Line mation WoTrk Line mation Jork Line
= s |
Higa 43% -11% 11% 12% 707 27% 1372 29% 32% 21% 30% 29% |
lwoderate 4 43 43 44 10 54 52 47 54 68 46 52
wa 23 Lo 46 43 20 19 35 24 14 11 25 19
Total _ 130% 101% 100% G9%  100% 1007% 1C%% 10041 1007 1007 1017 1007
(No‘° of Cases) (5) (53) (37) (97) (20) (74) (46) (144) (37) (19) (61) - Q117)
dyx = -G.0% dyx = -0.30 dyx = -0.08
pd = -29 pd = =57 pd = -2



TABLE C.4: THERE IS A WEAK WEGATIVE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PRODUCTIOW-LINE
HECHANIZATION AND OXGANIZATIONAL ATTACHENT ONLY FOR
HALE WORKERS.

= 00T =

SEX
Organizational wnale Female
Attachment
Production~Line riechanization Production-Line iechanization
Automation Handwork '_H3991ne— Total Automation Handwork macblne— Total| -
Line Line .
High &4% 17% 19% 25% 0% 27% 20% 247
Foderate 39 59 47 4% C 44 48 46
Low 17 25 34 26 0 29 33 30
Total 1G0% 101% 100% 100% 0% 100% 1017% 1007
(ilo. of Cases) (66) (85) (99) (250) 0) (66) (46) (112)
dyx = -0.20 dyx = -0.08
pd = -25 pd = -07



TABLE C.5: PRODUCTION-LINE iECHAWNIZATION IS RELATED TO ORGANIZATIONAL
ATTACHUENT FOR SINGLE WORKERS, ARRIED WORKERS AND FGR WORKERS
WHO WERE SEPARATED, WIDOWED OR DIVORCED.

MARITAL STATUS
Urganizational Single idarried Other
Attachment
' Production~Line lLiechanization Production-~Line lechanization Production-Line riechanization
Autg— H?“df Magéinem Total Ath-' Hand? masylne— Total Autf- H%nd— mac@1ne~ Total
mation WOork Line mation Wwork Line mation work Line
.High , 33% 25% ‘19% 23% 43% 15% 187 24% 677 25% 267% 317
vioderate 50 38 41 - 49 39 56 51 51 33 59 42 44
Lowi | 17 38 41 37 19 - 25 32 26 0 25 32 24
Total 1007% 1017 101% 10G% 101% 103072 - 101% 101% 1007 10G% 1C007% 997%
‘(No. of Cases) (7 (24) (32) (62) (54) (110) (95) (259) (6) (20) (19) (45)
i {
dyx = -0.11 dyx = ~0.16 dyx = -0.22

- - T0T -




TABLE

C.6: PRODUCTION-LIHE MECHANIZATION IS RELATED TO ORGANIZATIONAL
ATTACHMENT FOR WORKERS WHO HAD 10 YEARS OF EDUCATION AND FOR

WOKKERS WHO HAD OVER 10 YEARS OF EDUCATION.

- 20T -

EDUCATION
j Q
Orcanize tional Up to 10 Grade Cver 10 CGrade
Attacoment
Production-Line itechanization - Production-Line Iiechanization
Automation Handwork macglne— Total Automation Handwork nacﬁlne— Total
: Line . Line _
Higli 52% 22% 21% 26% 4G7% 197 18% 237
iioderate 35 59 51 51 40 51 41 © 46
Low 12 20 28 23 20 30 41 31
Total 100% 101% - 100% 100% 1007% 1007 - 1006% "lOO%
(iio. of Cases) (25) (46) (85). © (1506) (40) (105) (56) (201)
dyx = -0.20 dyvx = -0.18
pd = -31 pd = -22



TABLE

C.7: PRODUCTIOWN-LINE iECHANIZATION IS RELATED TO ORGANIZATIONAL

- ATTACHIKENT FOR WORKERS WHC WERE EARNING LESS THAN $600 A MONTH
OVER $600 A IiONTH.

AND FOR WORKERS WO WERE EARNING

- €01 -~

INCOLi, PER biOWNTE
Organizational Under $600 Over 3600
Attaghment Production-Line ilechanization Production-iine llechanization
Automation Handwork uasglne- Totai sutomation Handwbrk “a?ylné— Total| "’
zine Line .

'High 53% 27% 19% 26% 417% 14% 20% 24%
oderate 35 44 46 44 41 | 63 50 53.
Low i2 29 35 30 18 14 30 24
Total 100% 160% 100% 100% 10G% ilOlZ 1100% 100%

(No. of Cases) (17) (82) (85) (184) (49) (70) _ (60) (179)
dyx = -0.18 dyx = -0.15
pd = -34 pd -21




TABLE C.3:

THERE IS A NEGATIVE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PRODUCTION-LINE MECHANIZATION

AND ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHiENT ONLY FOR WORKERS WHO HAVE BEEN IN
THE COMPANY FOR LESS THAN FIVE YEAKS.

Organizational
Attacument

LENGTE OF SERVICE

Up to 5 Years

Over 5 Years

Production~Line tiechanization

Production~Line liechanization

lAutomation Handwork Mgc@ine— Total. Automation Handwork ﬁac@lne— Total
_ Line . Line
High 657 187 13% 217 37% 24% 247 27%
lioderate 24 45 39 . 41 . 45 61 53 54
Low 12 37- 48 38 18 15 26 19
Total ‘ 1017 1007% 100% 1007 100% - - 100% 101% - 100%
(No. of Cases) (17) (82) - (61) (160) (49) (72) (85) (206)
dyx = -0.26° dyx = ~0.09
pd = ~52 pd = -13

- %01 ~



TABLE C.9: THERE IS A NEGATIVE ASSOCIATION BETWEEN PRODUCTION-LINE MECHANIZATION

AND ORGANIZATIONAL ATTACHMENT ONLY FOR WORKERS WHO HELD LESS THAW
THREE JOBS IN THE PRESEUT COMPANY.

NG, OF JOBS HELD IN THE CCi{PANY

Less than 3 Jobs

3 and more Jobs

- GCT -

Organizational
Attacinent Production-Line lMechanization Production-Line riechanization
Automation flandwork Mafﬁlne* Total Automation Handwork ﬁacpine— Total
. Line Line
High 59% 237 207 28% 28% 18% 20% 21%
Moderate 29 51° 38 43 50 .55 56 55
Low 12 26 42 29 22 27 2 25
Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% ‘ 1002 100% 101%
(No. of Cases) (34) (92) (71) (197) (32) (62) . (7L) (165){.
dyx = -0.27. "~ dyx = -0.03
pd = -39 pd. = -8



TABLE C.10:

PRODUCTION-LINE #ECHANIZATION IS RELATED TO ORGANIZATIONAL

ATTACHMENT FOR WORKERS WORKING IN MORNING, AFTERNOON AND

NIGHT SHIFTS AND FOR WORKERS WHO SWING SHIFTS.

Organizational
Attachment

SHIFT-TIwE

Morning

Afterncon/dight

Swing

Proauction-Line kechanization

Production~-Line liechanization

Production~Line tiechanization

Auto- Hand-~ ©lachine- Auto~- Hand- uachine- Auto- Rand- Machine-
X . Total . . Total . . Total
mation work Line mation work Line mation work L;ne
High 75% 234 17% 21% 75% 177 28% 36% 37% 16% 20% 27%
iioderate 25 52 49 50 25 33 44 39 43 58 43 48
Low 0 25 34 28 o 56 28 26 | 20 26 32 25
Total 100% 100% 1306% 99% 1007% 100% » 1007 1017 100% 100% 1007% 1007
(No. of Cases) (4) (113) (94) (211) (8 (6) (25) (39) (54) (31) (25) (110)
dyx = -0.15 dyx = -0.27 dyx = -0.17
pd = pd = =47 pd = -17

- 901 -



