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A STEPWISE DISCRIMINANL ANALYSIS OF JOB SATISFACTION AND GROUP

COHESIVENESS.OF_BIRACIAL BLUE- AND WHITE COLLAR WdRKERS

Recent cmpirical research suggests that there are personality, socio-
cultural, and psychophysical similarities as 'well as differences between Negroes
and whites (Pettigrew, 1964; Dreger and Miller, 1260, 1968; Killens, 1965; Lincoln,
1968; Jensen, 1968; Gluskines, Toth, and Pond, 1970). Otherlresearchers have in-

~dicated that human behavior in general and the perception of job satisfaction,
group cohesiveness, and superoisory style by employees in particular is a function
of inceraction between environment and the person (Morse, 1953; Sells, 1963;
Vroom, 1964; Pervin, 1968; Friedlander and Margulies, 1969).

The major objective of this studj.was to learn the oxder in which six
variables dealing with job satisfaction, group cohesiveness, and>1eadership
style contributed to expiénatiom of the differences between.Negro and white
blue~collar and white-collar workers; Four of the variables were measures of
different aspects of job satisfectioﬁ (work,.supervision; co~workers, and
promotion). The remaining two ‘were grouo cohesiveness and leadership style.

~Likert (1967) and Vroom (1960 1964) have malntalned that there is a direct
relatlonshlp between attltude toward the job and degree of partlclpatlon. Fdrther
Haythorn (1956) in a sma11 group stody has shown a relatlonshlp between satis-
faction and group leadership style., Thus, the iﬁtercorrelation between job
satisfaction, 1eadership style, and group cohesiveness wasvinvestigated.

Althoogh many studies reported similacities and diffefences between races
there is only one study of job satisfaction dealing with Negro and white biﬁe-
coilar workers. Bloom and Barry (1967) concluded that

The 2-~factor theory may be toco 31mp1e to encompass the concept of
satisfaction and dissatisfaction, at least in the blue~collar Negro.

It may be that the 2-factor theory is less use£u1 when one considers
"1ow status work, (p, 201) ‘ v :



. : Concerning group cohesiveness, Katz and Benjamin (1960) found thét "Negroes
~favored one another as future working companions while whites showed no bias . . .
they were more susceptible to group influences than were whites" (passim pp. 454-
456). Research dealing with race and leadership style has not been repofted in
tﬁé 1iterature. The research being repofted here simultaneously investiéates:

(a) The order in which such variables as work, supervision, co-workers,

prométion, group cohesiveness, and leadership style contributed to
the explanation of differences between Negro and white blue-collar
and white-collar workers. |

(b) The interrelationship between group cohesiveness, supervisory style,

and the determinants of job satisfaction (work, supérvision, co~workers,
pay, promotion, and total job sétisfaction).

No hypothe31s was stated concerning the ability of the different variables
to explain dlfferences betWeen groups. However, the followlng Hypotheses con-
cerning relationships among leadership sﬁyle, group cohesiveness, and job
satisfaction were tésted by use of a cdrrelation.analysis (data presented in
Table 2):

Hypothesis 1

The more participative the supervisory style the higher
‘total job satigfaction and job satisfaction on each of

the five factors.

Hypothesis 2 The more participative the leadership the higher group
‘cohesiveness.

The higher group-cohesivehess the higher total job satis-

Hypothesis 3
factlon and job satlsfactlon on each of the five factors.,
Hypothesis 4: . Supervision is the job satlsfactlon varlable Wthh will be-

most highly related‘tonleadership-style.




»

Hypothesis 5: Co-workers is the job satisfaction variable which will be

most highly related to group cohesiveness.

:

METHOD

The sample consisted of 276 Negroes and 761 white workers from three organ-
izations. Organization A which represented 44 percent of the total sample was
a footwear factory in Massachu.ctts, Organization B¥ represents 42 percent of
the total sample was a water department in a large eastern city. Organization
C represents the 14 percent of the sample and was a small metal processing plant
in Pennsylvania,

The Job Descriptive Iﬁdex (JDI) developed by Smith et al. (1969) was used
to measure job satisfaction. Seéshore's (1954) méasure of group cohesiveness
was also used. 1In order to obtain data on organizationai characteristics several
presumed causal variables from Likert's (1967)'”fab1e of_Organizational Variables"
were selected. Questionnaires were administered. on company time and anonymity
was guaranteed. The response rate was 95 percent.

A stepwise discriminanﬁnanalysis was ?ndertaken to déterﬁine the relative
cdntribution of the six seleéted.variables to'tﬁe differences ~mong groups. In
order to test the hypotheses correlations weit kgmpuﬁcﬂ_to determine relatIonships

between variables.

RESULTS

Data‘presented in Tébles 1 and 2 indicate the following:
(a) Satlsfactlon with work was found to be the most powerful dlscrlmlnant

wvariable (F ratio = 31. 76) The white.white-collar workers were the

%It was not possible to collcct data on pay. in Organization B because

: negotlatlons with the union' for extension of the union contract had already

started DaLa on pay are from Organlzations A and C only
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st r'at:I.sf:L(.d The white blue—collar workcls were the least satisficd,

Negro whlce—collar and Negro blue-collar workers showad almost 1dent1ca]

job satisfaction'but they were 1ess,sat1sfied than white white-collar

.employees but more satisfied than white blue-collar employees.

The sccond most important discriminann variable was promotjion. However,
on this variable the most satisfied were Negro blue-collar worﬁers while
the least satisfied were the white blue~collar workers. Negro white-

collar workers were less satisfied with promotion than white wvhite~collar

workers but more satisfied than white blue ~collar workers.

The third most powerful discriminant variable was satisfaction with

supervision, Negro b1ue~c011ar workers wvere the least satisfied while

the white white-collar workers were the most sat;sfled workers. Negro
white-collar employees were less satisfied with supervision than white
white~-collar employees but more satisfied than white blue~collar workers.
Blue«collar workers .of both races were less satlsfleﬂ ﬁitﬁ“superv1s1on
than white-collar workers of both races.

Negroes perceived their work grour~ »~ - 'gnificantly less cohesive

than whites perceived their work groups. However, there wes no sig-
nificant difference in the perception of gro@;-cohesiveness between -
Negro-blue-collar and Négto white-collar workers and between white blue-
collar and nhite white-collaf employees; -

There was no significant difference in job =atiisfaction with co-workers
regardless of the rxace and type of job. |

The <rariable which contrlbuted rclatlvely 11t11e to differences among

the groups was leadership style., Although =i F ratio for this par-

+icular variable measured independently from. other variables was

very hlgh (P ratio = 11,69) in the stepwisa discriminant analysis the

'other five varlables apparently accounted fox almost a11 the differences

among thc'four groupsL
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Data frcsented in TableAZ support lypothesis 1 since there was a
relatively high:correlation between leadership style and total job
satisfaetion as well as betweea leadership style and all five
determinants of job satisfaction.

Of particular interest was the substantial relationship between

-leadership style and group cohesiveness (r = .46), Thus the data

support Hypothesis 2.

Hypothesis 3 is supported by the findings since there was a high
correlation between cohesiveness and determinants of job satisfactien
and between cohesiveness and total Job satisfaction.

The highest correlation between 1eadership style and job satisfaction
is with supervision (r = ,68) which supports Hypothesis 4..

The highest correlatlon between group cohus1veness and “¢b +. sfaction
was wiLh co~woriers (r = 43) which supports Hypothe31s 5.

Concernlng total job satlsfactlon ‘the data 1nd1cate that Negro blue-,-
collar and Negro white-cnllar workers have almost 1dent1ca1 total JOb
satisfactlon. Whlte blue~collar WOrkers are less SaLlsfled than Negro
‘blue-collar workers while white white-collar. workers are more satlsfled

than Negro white-collar workers.

. CONCLUSTIONS AND IMPLICATIONS -

Analysis of the data indicated that race and type of job influence job satis-

faction of workers.’ Negrocs apparently possessed different frames of reference

-as evidenced in their scores on work, promotion, supcrvxslon, and cohesiveness.

In exp]alnlng the differences bttwecn Negro and white blue—collar and white-collar

,AWQrkers, the mosi powerful dlscrxminant varlable was work foilowed by Eromotion,
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supervision® and group cohusiveness. Leadership style was a powerful discriminant

variable when used by itself. It separated groups Vvery well., However, leadership
stylc failed to provide a:powcrful cxplanatio; for diffqrcnces betwceﬁ groups
when used in the stepwise discriminant aﬁalysis.A The other four variables ex-
plained and accounted for those differences. Its failure to contribute much to
the discriminant analysis was probably due to its high correlation with the remaining
variables (i.e. supervision and work).
Differenées between Negro and white blue;collar and white-collar workers may
be explained by the difference between level of aspiration and level of achievement
(Evans, 1969). it may alsc be accounted for by differences in personality~environ-
ment interactions, especially ip the perceived cha;acteristics of work, which was
found to be the most discriminantvvariable. Although the othéer three variables,
i.e., promotion, supervision, and group cohesiveness h;d 1ess_discrimina;iﬁg power
than work, they were shown to have a significant effect on the differences in at-
titudes between Négroes and ﬁhiteé occupying differeht typés éf jobs.
Negroes' perception of felatively low cohesion (compafed with whites) in
~ their work groups may indiéate fee1ings of less integration into work groups.
.The very high and similar job.satisfaction 1eYels of Soth Negroes and whites
with co-workers detracts ffom SUCh‘eXPlanation, EOWever, ) .
Hypothesis 1 waé_supported by the findings ana;this study tends to confirm
¢ pervasive positive relationship ﬁétWeen leadership style and job satisfaction.
The more participative 1éadership5 ghe higher jéb safisfactioniwith work, super-

vision, co-workers, pay, promotion and total job. Data also supported Hypothesis

N

2 since there was a strong effect between group cohesiveness and leadership style.

*It should be noted that analysis of the data by race and EXHE.Sf.jSE has shown
differcences in job satisfaction with work, supervision, and promotion. Stratifica-
tion by race _only resulted in. lower job satisfaction scores for Negroes than for

“whites with supervision and higher satisfaction of Negroes than whites with promotion.
Thus, job satisfaction.with:work,.pay, co-~-workers, and total job satisfaction was

not affected by race, Race alone (without stratification by type of job) tends

O o have only limited influence on the job satisfaction of employees, since simi-

jER\,

Carities in job satisfaction are much greater than differences, Yor more

mMMﬁjnformationfSae;Milutinovich-(1970)' N !?



The more participative ieadership,>the higher group cohesiveﬂess (r = .465 and
vice versa. lypothesis 3 was supported by the findings since there was a high
posi£ive correlation between group cohesiveness aﬁd job satisfaction. Thus, the
more cohesive the work group, the more satisfied the worker was with work, super-
vision, co-workers, pay, promotion, and total job. In sum, concerning the first
three Hypotheses it can be stated that there was a high positive correlation
between leadership style, group cohesiveness, and job sétisfaction.

Hypotheses 4 and 5 were also suéported by the findings since the highest
correlation wés between leadership style and job satisfaction with supervisi@n
(r = .68) and between group cohesiveness and job/satisfaction with co-workers (r=.43)
respectively. Smith et al, (1969) went to great lengths detailing the convergent

and discriminant wvalidity of their JDI measure. This study provides evidence of

the construct validity of the JDI. If the satisfaction with co-workers scale

really measures satisfaction with co-workers, then one_Would'e%pect that its
correlation with a measure of cohesiveness would be highgr thqn‘ﬁhe cohesion
measure with any other satisfactian'scalé (work, supervisibn, pay, or promotion).
This was exactly the case., Further, one would expect that thé correlation between
leadership sfyle and satisfaction with supervision would be higher than the cor-
relation of 1eadershi§ style with any other satisfaction variable, Again; that
was precisely the_outé;me.

If high correlations among job satisfaction, group‘cohesiveness, and leadér-
ship style ‘are substantiated by further research, they shouid be taken into
cénsideration.by behavioral scientists studying onganizatiénal behavior. Results
froﬁ this étudy leads one to hypothesize that participative leadership style
might. lead to‘high group coﬁesiveness‘aﬁd high job satisfaction which in turn
leads to lower absences and{éﬁrnovc?..-ﬂowcver; this relationship must be
expérimentaliy‘invéétigated; o B | | |
wWe .. .. B
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TABLE 2. CORRELATIbN BETWEEN JOB SATISFACTION AND GROUP
COHESIVENESS AND BETWEEN JOB SATISFACTION AND LEADERSHIP

STYLE
Pearson éorrelation Coefficient*
Variable . Cohesiveness Leadership Style
A N = 1053 N = 1053
Work - .37 ] | 47
Supervision | «36 .68
'Co-workers 43 o | R .33
Pay ' '118 : «30
Promotion , , . - .23 : w37
Total Job | . .
: _Satisfaction : ‘ S - _ )
- (N=603) - W49 AR - ¥
'Leadership Style : | Q&é,j  | T

EALL ébrfelatioﬁsjaré atlléastksignificantkat theu;Olvlevél; o
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