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FORLEWORD

The U. of I. Emplovces Job Satisfaction Study was under the general
direction of Dr. Sandra A. Warden, an American Council on Education adminis-

trative intern on leave from Michigan State University, who was attached to

7y

the Office of President Corbally as a visiting professor. When Dr. Warden
completed her one year appointment late in May of 1974, the data collection
phase of the study still was in progress. This activity was completed by
Survey Research Laboratory at the Urbana-Champaign Campus which had con-
tracted to carry out the mail and telephone survey phases of the study. The
present report has been prepared by the University Bureau of Institutional

Research, a part of the Univefsity Office of Planning. Dr. Franklin L.

Duff, Associate Director of the Bureau, was resp@nsiﬁle for the writing of

this report.

¢. J. Froehlich, Director
UBIR
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ABSTRACT

During the Spring of 1974, 2,048 employees at the University --976
at Urbana-Champaign, 490 at~Chicago Clrcle, and 582 at Medical Center --
were surveyed, by mail and phone to determine their degree of satisfaction
with a number of ij@leaEEd-fﬂCtOtS; Nine groups of employees (four
academic and five uonacademic) were represented in the sample.

The results of the survey s;udy indicated that there are differences,
both University-wide and among the three campuses, in the way the University's
employees feel about their job situation. There also are distinctions
in job satisfaction between academic and nonacademic employees and within
each of these groups.

The University's employees as a whole are well satisfied with the
following factors: the work itself; the co-workers; the feeling of being
liked, respected, and needed; the boss; the opportunity to use and improve
one's skills and training; the opportunity to control how the job is done;
the availability of néeded supporting services, supplies, and equipment;
and the job-related information received. The lowest level of sgatisfaction
centers around the following factors: the opportunity for promotion |
and prgfgssicnél advancement; the prospects for a comfortable retirement;

the earnings and prospects for financial security; and the chances of

bringing about needed changes in one's unit.

t)

O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



T. PROCEDURE

initiated in early November of 1973 at the request of President Corbally.
Designed to survey the attitudes of University of Illinols employees
toward their jobs, the study used a five-page questionnaire (see copy 1in

3

Appendix A) containing questions in the following areas:

(1) rating of a number of job-related factors compared to similar
jobs in the field and to other jobs in the department;

(2) rating of co-workers and the hoss;

(3) rating of adequacy of information received regarding employment

at the University (retirement, insurance, tfringe berefits, etc.);

(4) preference for working at the U. of I. and in the kind of job
currently held; :

(5) things that are best and least liked about working at the Univer-
sity; and

(6) things at the University that could be changed to make working
conditions better.

The questionnaire was distributed by mail--beginning on April 15,
1974, at urbana-Champaign and on May 5, 1974, at Chicago Circle and the
Medical Center--to a random sampling of University employees in each of
the following nine employee groups:

Tenured Faculty
Non~tenured Faculty

Professionals
. Graduate Assistants

Academic Staff:

£ L I

Offiecials and Managers

. Professional and Technical

Office and Clerical

Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled
Service Workers

Nonacademic Staff:

o

WD D el
. o w

The nine emplcoyee groups at each of the three campuses thus constituted
27 strata. Following the mail part of the survey, a sample of about 25

percent of the nonrespondents for each stratum was followed up by telephgne.l

llt earlier had been decided to use the phone followup for those strata where

the return rate from the mail survey was less than 70 percent. No stratum

reached this rate, necessitating general use of the phone follow-up procedure.
R

O L
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The purpose of the sampling design was to prgiide a total response of
at least 100 useable records for each stratum witﬁfths xception of the
Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled workers (employee group 8) at each
campus, for which the goal was a total response of at least 175 useable
r=cords. The higher requirement was set for the latter group because of
the relatively highly heterogeneous natufé of that group.

The response criterion was met f{for all but three of the employee
groups (strata) at the Urbana-Champaign Campus, these three being Tenured
Faculty; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled; and Service Workers. (See

Table 1.) However, for none of these groups did the deficit appear to be

particularly sizable. At Chicago Circle, five employee groups failed to

E£ the response criterion-=-Non-tenured Faculty; Graduate Assistants,
Officials and Managers; Professional and Technical; and Office and Clerical.
Moreover, the deficiency for each of these, excluding the Non-tenured Faculty
and posaibly the Professional and Technical groups, was rather marked,
the response being no more than 50 percent of the desired goal. The situa-
tion at Medical Center was even more disappointing, with no employee group
reaching the response criterion. Thé serious defilelts at that campus oc-
curred for the following groups: Graduate Assistants; Officials and Managers;
Professional and Technical; Office and Clerical; S%illed, Semi-skilled, and
Unskilled; and Service Workers. None of those groups was able to achieve
more than about half the desired response criterion. Thus the difficulty in
realizing the response goal was émst pronounced for the Graduate Assistants;

Officials and Managers; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Un~

skilled; and Service Workers groups at the two Chicago campuses .,



TARLE 1

RERTUSSE PATTERN FUR UKIVERSITY OF ILLIROIS DMFLUYEES JOB SATISFACTION sTUDY

. . Iplojee frop -

o emeleStfl o MnaseleStf
Canpus (1) () (3 (4) (3) (h) (N (8) {9)
Tenured hon-tenured Profog- Grad, Dffielals Prof, & 0ffiee & Skilled, Service

Faulty  faculty slonals  dsst.  §lamagers  Tech. Clerfes]l  Seml-skilled,  Workers
Jpskilled

LUrbana-Chanpaign
Sample $1ze 1
Total So. of Responses 94 12 Ho !

(Mall) (4N 110 (33) (
(

164 175 175 24 175
119 I 12 13 i
!

148 i 173

(11) (99) (100) (100) (5)

!
{Phona) {1 (19 (19

i

]
(HﬂiL) (8]
(Phone) ; (15

Yedical C 153 _ \
Sample § 175 175 i 175 92 175 175 zﬁ 75
Total Yo, of Respenses 5 i : i :

(Mail) (i1

{Fhans) (13

1 1 1 2 3 3 J Y] ! 3 § N = N = N ; - i js j . -
The sarpling procedure failed to idencify any eaployees In this group at Chicago Clrcle since such employees actually are part of the ledical Center
payratl,

* The enployees In this group actually vork at both Chicago campuses, They are ldentiffed with Medical Center fur record (payroll) purposes.

Sote.~-one of the ezploee groups at any campus net the 70 percent return rate fron the mail survey that would have precluded the need for a phone follovup
of the nonrespondents.

UBIR-FLD-9/6/74
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The limited response rates from the mail request for certain of the
strata served to emphasize the necessity for the telephone follow-up provision,
the primary purpose of which was to permit an assessment of the extent of
possible bias in the data collected via the mail survey. The data col-
lected by mail and by phone were analyzed separately and appeared to be suf-
ficiently similar to sustain the conclusion that the mail survey results in
the aggregate were reasonably representative of the total sample. However,
in order to adjust for any possible bias within the mail results, the
telephone data were weighted by four (the phone interviews having been
made on a 25 percent sample of the nonrespondents) and combined with the
mail data in the final analyses of the survey results.

Most of the questions in the questionnaire used a response scale con-
éistiﬂg of two positive or favorable (e.g., "Very good" and "Good") and
two negative ar’uﬁfavcrable (e.g., "Poor" and "Very poor') responses.
A1l discussion in this report of the results from such questions concerns
only the two positive, or favorable, responses in combination (i.e., the
sum of the results for the two positive responses). This procedure no
doubt has masked differences of degree in the results for any questions
with greatly different distributions of responses (i.e., one question with

0 percent "Very good" and 30 percent "Good" responses and another with 40

[

percent "Very good" and 10 percent "Good", both of which would be treated
as having proaucéd-SD percent favorable--"Very good" or "Good"--responses).
On the other hand, inclusion of the detailed data in the discussion wduld
have made the report almost hopelessly complex. Furthermare,féyis more

simplistic treatment of the results, it is felt, has served to provide a

10
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generally accurate flavor of the results, The detailed distributions

are presented in the tables in Appendix B for the unnvenience of anyone

who might wish to see then.

The Employees Surveyed

The sample of employees for whom useable records or questionnaires

were received totaled 2048, distributed by campus as follows: Urbana-

Eighty-two percent (1684) of the cgmplcteddﬁucsﬁionnalres resulted
from the mail request, uand the remaining eighteen percent (364) from the
telephone interviews.

Two thirds of the respondents were males. Their average (median)

agelﬁas about 38 years. Dnéshalf3 of the employees in the sample indi-

cated that they had at some point had a similar job ocutside the University_
Most of these persons (76 percent) had held such jobs for from one to three
years,
Three-fourths of the respondents had been employed at the University
10 years or less, with an average (median) for the sample of about 5 years.
A substantial minority of the sample of employees--26 percent--stated

that they were members of a professional or trade union. -

2Thé possibility of weighting the responses (e.g., double weighting extremely
positive responses such as "Very good'") was dismissed because of the lack of
inherent meaning in the resulting data and in the interest of expediting

the preparation of the report. ,

BIhis and subsequent proportions reported are based on the sample resulting
from having added the weighted telephone interviews to the mail survey
responses.

11



RESULTS

-
bsh
.

A. Rating of Job Compared to Other Similar Jobs

The first question in the questionnaire asked the respondent to rate
his job (on a scale of Very good, Good, Poor, Very poor), in comparison to
similar jobs or to jobs in his ficld, on each of the following items or
factors:

Earnings

Prospects for financial security;

Prospects for a comfortable retirement;

Opportunities for promotion;

Opportunities to use yourskills and training;

Opportunitcies to control how your job is done;

Opportunities to make suggestions and influence decisions in
your unit;

Chances of bringing about needed changes in your unit.

L B v I = PR o T v il

]

j=

University-wide and Campus Results. University-wide and for each of

the three campuses individually, the items concerning opportunities to use
one's skills and training (item e), to control how the job is done (item £f),
and to make suggestions and influence decisions in one's unit (item g) at-
tracted the highest degree of positive reactions, each with "Good" or "Very
good" responses from between 67 and 83 percent of the employees responding.
At the other extreme, opportunities for promotion (item d) were perceived
least favorably, with only 37 percent positive ("Good" or "Very good")
responses Universityeqidég and less than 50 percent at each campus. The
remaining items in this questinn attracted between 54 and 58 percent
favorable responses for the caupuses combined.

Campus Differences, That there were rather substantial inter-campus

differences on the first question is suggested by the campus medians for
the percents of favorable responses for the eight items, which were 67
percent for Medical Center, 57 percent for Urbana-Champaign, and 53 percent

for Chicago Circie.

12
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The Medical Center employees did in fact rather consistently evidence
the highest degree of satisfaction among the three campuses, with the largest
proportion of '"Good" and '"Very good" responses for seven of the eight items
in this question, Moreover, for four of the seven--those dealing with earn-

= LY

ings, financial security, Qomforﬁable 1:et‘::L'fernei?n:ij and promotion--the prapéf-?*
tian of favorable .reactions by Medical Center employees indeed was mafkédly
higher than that for one or both of the other two campuses. Never were the
Medical Center employees decidedly below either of the other campuses in
favorableness ;gj;;;éﬁign; ,

The Chicago Circle employees by g@ntfaét quite frequently--for five of
the eight items--exhibited the loweat level of satisfaction of the three
campuses. On three of these items--the ones regarding earnings, financial
séguritfg and retirement--=the differences were substanéial. On no item
was the percent of favorable responses for Ghicagc Circle employees markedly"
higher than those for both the other campuses.

The employees at Urbana-Champaign produ;e& the lowest percent of
favorable responses on the item dealing with opportunities for éromationg
Otherwise that campus' employees either were intermediate to the other
two campuses or did nat &iffer markedly from them.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. For fiye of the items in the

first question--those dealing with opportunities for promotion (item d),

use of skills and training (item e), control of how the job is done (item f);
making suggestions and influencing decisions in the unit (item g), and chénces
of bringing about needed changes in the unit (item h)-~the academic employees
surveyed responded considerably more favorably thgn the nonacademic employees
both Univérsityﬁwide and generally for the individual campuses, particularly

Urbana-Champaign and the Medical Center.

13
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these the differences at Urbana-Champaign were slight.

The item on earnings (item a) praduéed a varied response pattern. - There
essentially were no differences between academic and ﬁénacademic employees
University-wide and at the ﬁrbama—ChamPaign Campus in theilr response to this item,
but differences did occur for the other two campuses. At the ﬁédical Center the
nonacademic staff responded more favorably then the academic staff to the item.
The reverse occurred for Chicago Circle, with academic employees answering
more favorably. ‘The response for the two Chicago campuses, as will be evident
later, probably would have been more aliké had the Chicago Circle not been missing

- the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers zroups.

Differences Among Academic Employees. There were University-wide -

differences among the academic employee groupsiiTenured_Faculty; Non=tenured
fagulty; Professionals; and Graduate Assistants--in their reactioms to the
items in the first question in the questionnaire.

The most consistently occursing such differencé, which was exhibited
on every item except the one on earnings, was a ten§2ﬁcy for the Graduate
Assistants to respond least favorably of the four employee groups. These
were not altogether surprising differences, in view of the peculiar position
of the Graduate Assistant within the academic staff. |

The only other instances of marked contrast among the academic staff
centered on the Professional group. This grﬂﬁp, as well as the Graduate
Assistants, responded considerably more favorably to the item on Earninés

(item a) than did either the Tenured Faculty or Non-tenured Faculty groups.

14
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1t also produced more favorable responses than the Tenured or Non-tenured
gfoups to the item dealing with opportunities to make suggestions and to
influence decisions (item g). Finally, the Professional group (along with
Graduate Assistants) reacted much less favorably than the faculty groups
to the item on opportunities for promotion (item d). The latter difference
‘no doubt was partly a function of the tendency for members of the Profes-
sional academic staff not to hold academic rank.

The perthiéns of favorable responses ("Good".and "Very good") for
the Tenured and the Non-tenured academic staff to the items in this

section consistently were quite similar.

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees. Substantial differences

among the nonacademic employee groups=-Officials and Maﬂagers; Professional
and Technical; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled;

and Service Workers--occurred for every item in the first question. For

the items on earnings, financial security, retirement, and the use of skills
and training (items a, b, c, and e), the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled
group produced markedly larger proportions of positive ("Good" and "Very good')
responses than the other groups. For the item concerning opportunities for
promotion (item d), the Office and Clerical group responded more favorably than
the other groups, althaﬁgh none of the pBSiEiVEVEES?OHSE percentages was high.
On the item concerning opportunities to make suggestions énd influgnca
decisions (item g), the foicialé and Managers and the Professional and
T?chnical groups both answered more favorably than did thé other nonacademic
employee groups. For the remaining two items--opportunities to control how

the job is done (item f) and chances of bringing about needed changes (item h)--
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the Professional and Technical Group responded most favorably. On the
latter item the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers

groups were noticeably less satisfied than the other groups.

B. Rating of jgbaRglatgglEactarsf@cmga;gﬂrpg Other Similar Jobs

=

The second question in the questionnaire requested the responding
employee to react to his job (on a scale of Straﬁgly agree, Agree, Disagree,
Strongly disagree) in comparison to other similar jobs or to jobs in his
field on each of the failowiﬁg job-related variables or characteristics:

. My workload here is about the same;
I can advance professionally here;
. I can improve my skills here;

I have adequate opportunity for study or research in my field here;
I can accomplish most of the things I want to here;

. The space and facilities I need to do a good job are available;

The supplies and equipment I need to do a good job are available;
The supporting services I need to do a good job are available.

Lol

=

P

fo 1 o 0]

University-wide and Campus Results. University-wide and for each of

the three campuses, tgé highest degree of positive reaction occurred for

the three items dealing with the improvement of skills, availability of sup-
plies and equipment, and availability of supporting services (items ¢, g,

énd h), each Dflyﬁich elicited "Agree' or "Strongly agree' responses. from
more than 70 pérQEﬂt of the participating employees. ‘The smallest amount

of general satisfaction émang the eight items was exhibited for the item
QQHCEEDiné the chance to advance professionally (item b), with only 31 percent
favorable (Agree or Strongly agree) responses University-wide and no more than
63 percent such responses at any campus. For the remaining items, the propor-
tion of positive reactions University-wide ranged between 60 and 70 percent.

Campus Differences. Among the employees of the three campuses the dif-

ferences in perception of workload (item a), chance to advance professionally

(item ¢), and opportunity to study or research in one's field (item d) were

16
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small. By contrast, for three ouf the other items--those on the availability
of space and facilities (item £), the availability of supplies and equipment

*

(item g), and the availability of supporting services (item h)--the Urbana-
, = . & i :

Champaign employees were markedly more satisfied than were the employees

at one or both of the other two campuses. On the remaining two items--~the

chance to advance professionally (item b) and the chance to accomplish most

of the things desired (item e)——the Medical Center employees responded sub-

stantially more favorably than those at Chicago Circle and/or Urbana-

Champaign.
For three of the eight items--item b, item e, and item f== the

employees at one of the campuses were decidedly less satisfied than the

#
employees at the other two campuses. Regarding the chance for professional

advancement (item b), the Urbana<Champaign employees were least satisfied.

* On the item concerning the chance to accomplish desired things (item E), the

Chicago Circle employees exhibited the lowest level of satisfaction. The least
satisfaction with the avallability of space and facilities (item Es,ﬁwas
refleﬂtéd by the Medical Center respondents.

The lack of a consistent pattern in the inter-campus differeacés
for the second question is reflected further by the similarity of the
campusg medians for the eight item percents--71 percent for Urbana-Champaign
and 69 percent for each of the other campuses.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. Bath'Univarsityewide and in-‘general

for the campuses individually, the academic employees displayed a more favor-
able reaction than did the nonacademic employees to five of the eight items
in the second question--~those on advancement (item b), skills improvement

(item c), opportunity for study or research (item d), accomplishment of

desired things (item e), and availability of space and facilities (item £).

17
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Only for the item having to do with availability of supporting

more favarabl{:

For the remaining two itéms——th@se on workload (item a) and avail-
ability of supplies and equipment (item g)--there essentially was no dif-
ference University-wide between the reactions of academic and nonacademic
employees. However, in the case of item a, the academic employees at
Chicago Circle responded markedly more favorably than did the nonacademic
employees.

Differences Among Academic Employees. There were differences among

the academic employee groups—-Tenured Faculty, Non-tenured Faculty, Pro-
fesgionals, and Graduate Assistants--in their responses to each of the
eight items in the saéand question.

The most frequently occurring difference was a tendency for the

Graduate Assistants tajreact more favorably éhan the other academic groups.
This happened on the f@ér items dealing with opportunity.for study or re-
search in one's fiéld (item d), availability of space and facilities (item f),
availabilityiof supplies and équipment (item g), and availability of support-
ing services (item h).

On two other items—-the ones on workload (item aj and opportunity to
accomplish éesired things (item e}ﬁuéhe Professional employees reacted 1esé
favérably than the other three academic groubsi 7

For the item'aﬁ chance for professional advancement (item b), both the
Tenured and Non-tenured Faculty reacted more positively (higher percent of
"Agree" or "%trgngly ég:ee”) than the other two groups. On the remaining item,
on opportunity to improve skills (item c), both ghe.ﬁan—tenured Faculty and the
Graduate Assistants responded morée favorably than did Eiﬁher the Tenured Faculty

or the Professional employees group.

S o 18
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Differences Among Nonacademic Employees. Differences occurred among the

nonacademic employees groups on each of the items in question 2.

Several employee groups displayed a tendency to react most favorably
on one item and least favorably on another. The Office and Clerical group,
for example, responded most favorably of the nonacademic groups to the item
on availability of supplies and equipment (item g), but least favorably
to the item on workload (item a). 1Similarly, the Service Workers group
reacted most positively to the availability of space and facilities (item f),
but least favorably to the opportunity to improve skills (item c). Again,
the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled employee group responded most
favorably of the nonacademic groups to the items on workload (item a) and
opportuni;j to accomplish desired things (item e), but least positively
on the ftem dealing with opportunity to study or research in one's field
{item d). Those differences involved six of the items in the second
question.

For the two remaining items two employee groups clustered markédly
above or below the other groups. On the item concerning the chance t;v
advance professionally (item b), the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled
and the Service Workers groups IESEOﬁdEd less favorably than di& the other
nonacademic groups. On the item having to do with avallability of suppért—
ing services (item h), the Office and Clérical and .the Skilled, Semi-skilled,
and Unskilled groups reacted more favorably than did the other groups.

C. Rating of Job Compared to Different Jobsg in Unit

The third question in the questionnaire asked the employee to express his/

her feelings regarding the job (on a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree,

19



-13=
Strongly disagree), in comparison to different jobs in his/her unit or department

on each of the following job-related items:
'he importance of my job is well recognized;
get full credit for the work I do; .
am proud of the work I do;
like the work I do;
feel important here;
feel needed here;
feel liked here;
feel respected here. .

3
i
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University-wide and Campus Results. The items in question 3 that drew ... .. .

the most favorable reaction University-wide and for the campusés'Séparately
were item ¢ (I am proud of the work I do), item d (I like the work I do), and
item g (I feel liked here), the percent of 'Agree" and "Sgroﬁgly agree'
responses to each of these items approximating or exceeding 90 in every
instance. At the other extreme was item e (I feel Important here) for

which the proportion of employees reacting positively (respcﬁding "Agree'

or "Strongly agree") was éS percent University-wide and between 64 and 75
percent for the campuses. For thequhgr four items from 72 to 85 percent
gfrthe employees University-wide an%géred eithefl"Agree" or "Stronglysagree"i

Campus Differences. There was a decidedltendency for the Medical

Geutef‘employees to respond most favorably of the three campuses on
question 3, this situation having occurred for seven Df theéeight items (all
except item d). For five of these items (items a, b, e, £, and h) the
differences between the Medical Center results and those for one or both
the other campuses were fairly substantial. The Chicago Circle employees
jusﬁvas frequently--on the same seven iltems--reacted 1éasﬁ favorably. On

five of these items (items a, b, e, £, and h) the proportions of positive

20
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responses for Chicago Circle employees were markedly less than those for
the Urbana-Champaign and/or the Medical Center employees. The Urbana-
Champaign employees more often than not were intermediate to the employees
at tﬁé other two campuses. At no time were they considerably moreséatisfied
than the other two campus' emplovees.
the item percents for the three campuses--85 percent for the Medical Center,

81 percent for Urbana-Champaign, and 77 percent for Chicago Circle.

oy

or items c¢ (I am proud of the work I do) and d (I like the work I
do), the differences among the three campuses were negligible.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. There were no marked University-

wide differences between academic and nonacademic employees on question 3.

In fact, on most of the items the proportions of "Agree' and "Strongly agree"

responses were practically i&antical.
Several wmore sizable differences did occur for individual campuses.

On item a (The importance of my "job ' is well recognized) the nonacademic employ-

ees at Chicago Circle responded somewhat more favorably than did the academic

employees, whereas the reverse took place for the Medical Center employees.

For item b (I get full credit for the work I do) the Medical Center academic

staff indicated a higher degree of satisfaction than did the nonacademic
=, .
staff. On item e (I feel important here) more academic than nonacademic

staff at Urbana-Champaign reacted favorably. Finally, the nonacademic
employees at Chicago Circle reép@nded more positively than the academic
staff to item f (I feel needed here).

Differences Among Academic Employees. The only noticeable difference

University-wide among the four academic employee groups was a tendency for
the Graduate Assistants to react less favorably than the other groups.

This situation occurred for ‘item a (The importance of my job is well
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recognized), item d (I like the work I do), item e (I feel important here),
item f (I feel needed here), and item h (I feel respected here). These are
somewhat understandable reactions by E;é Graduate Assistants when viewed
in the context of the role played by those employees and their relatively
temporary nature. o

The other three academic employee groups were remarkably similar in
gheir>r25ponses to the items iﬁ question 3.

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees. The most recurring differences

among the five nonacademic employee groups concerned the Office and Clerical
group, which responded least favorably of the employee groups on item ¢ (I am
proud of the work I do), item d (I like the work I do), and item e (I feel"
important here).

On item a (The importance of my job is well recognized) the Professional
and Technical group reacted more positively than the other nonacademic groups,
and on item f (I feel needed here) the same situation occurred for Service
Workers.

On the remaiﬁing iﬁemé of queétign 3 (b; 2, h)QEHE;ﬁéﬁécéééiié employee
gEroups were quitefsimilaf in their responses.

D. Rating of Co-workers

Question 4 in the questionnaire called for a rating of the employee's
co-workers (on a scale of Strongly agree, Agree, Disagree, Strongly disagree)
on each of the following traits:

Intelligence;
. Friendliness;

. Competence;
. Cooperation.

[l i}

R 11

University-wide and Campus Results. University-wide and at each of the

three campuses, the employees surveyed responded very favorably regarding their
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co-workers' intelligence and friendliness, in every case the relative
frequency of "Agree'" and 'Strongly agree' reactions being in excess of 90
percent. Co-workers were perceived only somewhat less favorably in terms

of their competence and cooperation, with thé proportions of positive
responses (''Agree' or "Sﬁrgngly agree') being near 90 percent University-wide

ey

and ranging from 83 to 92 percent for the campuses.

workers more favorably than did those at the other campuses on each of the four

raits, and Chicago Circle's employees just as consistently perceived their

r

co;warkers least favorably. However, the inter-campus differences were of
no great practical significance, the largest such difference being only

9 percentage points (for item c on competence where the percents raﬁged\
fré% 92 for Urbaﬁé=Champéign to Bé for Chicago Circle). |

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. The most pronounced University-

wide differences bétwéén academic and nonacademic employees in their ratings

of co-workers occurred for intelligenee (item a) and competence éitem c), both
:uéfhﬁhiéEJﬁfc&ﬁégaﬂgéﬁééﬁééqiféﬁé§“§rQPOEtions of favorable responses among the
academic employees. While these differences were not large, they were repeated
at each campus, being rather marked-at Chicago Circle and Meéical Center in

the case of intelligence and at Chicago Circle for competence.

Differences Among Academic Employees. The four academic employee groups—-

Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured Faculty; Professionals; and Graduate Assistants--
did not differ materially in the extent to which they favorably rated their co-

workers on intelligence, friendliness, competence, and cooperation.

Differences A@a@gwﬂpngcaégmig Employees. The most marked difference

among the nonacademic employee groups--Officials and Managers; Professional and
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Téchﬂizal; Office and Clerical; Skilled, Semi—skiiled, and Unskilled; and
Service Workers--was exhibited for competence (item ¢), on which the
Skilled, Semi-~skilled, and Unskilled and the Service Workers groups rated
co-workers somewhat more favorably than did the other groups. The dif-~
ferences among the ratings on the other traits were more modest.

¥

E. Rating of Boss

Quastion 5 asked the Eespaﬁding employee to evaluate his boss (Chairman,
Director, Supervisor, etc.) on each of the following qualities (on a scale

from Strongly agree to Strongly disagree):
a. Homnesty; ' -
b. Fairness;
c. Competence;
d. Cooperation.

University-wide and Campus Results. The highest rating given to the

boas University-wide and for each campus was for honesty (item a), 91 percent
pf all employees surveyed agreeing or strongly agreeing that their boss

was honest. xTha corresponding campus percents for this item ranged from 87
to 93. The lowest rating consistently Was'given for fairness (item b) for
which the proportions of favorable ("Agree'" or "Strongly agree'') reactions
were 84 percént University-wide and between 81 and 87 percent for the
campuses, Thus, the ratings generally were quite high.

Campus Differences. Although for each of the four qualities the Medical

Center employees produced the highest proportion of favorable ratings and the
Chicago Circle employees the lowest, the inter-campus differences generally
were not large.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. Unilversity-wide the ratings of the

boss by academic and nonacademic employees were almost identical. There were,
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however, several modest differences within the campuses. Academic employees

at both Urbana-Champaign and the Medical Center rated their bosses somewhat

more Eavafably on fairness (item b) than did nonacademic emplayé&s, At
Chicago Circle, supervisors were rated moderately more positively on compe-
tence by nonacademic than by academic employees. Finally, a somewhat higher
proportion of nonacademic employees at Chicago Circle and academic employees
at Medical Center responded "Agree" or "Strongly agree" on the item dealing
with the cooperation of the boss.

,Difféfén:gngmggg Academic Employees. The Graduate Assistants con-

sistently rated the boss more favorably than did the other three academic
employee groups (Tenured Faculty; Non-tenured Faculty; and Professionals).
This difference was strongest on fairness (item b) and competence (item c).
The percents of positive responses ("Agree" or "Strongly agree").fcr the
other academic groups were quite alike for each item..

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees. The differences among the

nonacademic employee groups in favorableness of the ratings of the boss were
not striking, nor dii!any one group consistently stand above or below the
others.

F. Rating of Job Related Information

Questigﬂ 6 in the questionnalre reques.ed tge responding employee to
rate (on a scale of Very adequate, Adequate, Inadequate, Very inadequate) job~-
related information feceivad from newsletters, bulletin boards, and bulletins.
If the information received was deemed to be inadequate, the employee was re=
quested to suggest what additlonal information was desired.

University-wide and Campus Results. University-wide 79 percent of the

employees responding judged the job-related information received to be either
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"aAdequate' or "Very adequate'. A somewhat lower proportion of Chicago
Cirele employees (72 percent) than either Urbana-Champaign or Medical Center
employees (83 and 80 percent respectively) felt that the information received
was adequate or very adequate.

For all campuses combined the most frequently wentioned suggestions
:oncetning the’iﬁfﬁrmatian received were (l) to provide more information
on insurance and retirement and (2) to improve the information already
being received. These two points were made by 26 percent and 18 percent
respectively of the employees who felt that the information received is
not adequate. No other suggestion was noted by as many as 10 péfcént of
these employees.

Academic Vs. Nonacademic Employees. University-wide and for Chicago

Circle the proportions of academic and nonacademic employees judging the
job-related information received to be satisfactory ('Adequate" or 'Very
adequate') were essentially the same. However, for the other two campuses
there were differences, with nonacademic employees somewhat more satisfied
than academiec employees at Urbana=Champaign and the reverse true at the
Medical Centét.

Among the employees who had found the job-related information received
to be inadequate, academic employees more often than nonacademic employees
were concerned about the fact that they do not recelve the information at
all, while nonacademic employees more often than aéadémic employces were
critical of the fact that they do ndt receive information on time. (These
comparisons were restricted to suggestions mentioned by at least 10 percent

of the dissatisfied academic or nonacademic employees.)
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Differences Among Academic Employees. The Graduate Assistants were

noticeably less satisfied with the adequacy of the information received about
the job and related matters (70 percent "Adequate'" or "Very adequate" responses)
than were Tenured Faculty, Non-tenured Faculty, or Professionals (83, 80, and

74 percent respectively).

Differeg;ggégggggrNgna;gdem};mgmglgyegs; Among nonacademic employees,

the smallest percent of satisfied responses ('Adequate" or '"Very Adequate")
to the item on the adequacy of job-related information received (74 percent)
occurred for Service Workers. The percentage of satisfied responses for
the other nonacademic groups ranged from 77 percent for Officials and
Managers to 85 percent for Skilled, Semi-skilled and Unskilled employees.

G. Preference for Working at U. of I. and/or In Same Kind of Job

Question 7 asked the participating employee to indicate whether he
would. prefer to work at the University of Illinois or elsewhere and whether
he would prefer to work on the same or a different kind of job.

University-wide and Campus Results. Overall, 70 percent of the

employees responding indicated that they would prefer to work at the
Unilversity and the same percentage stated that they would prefer to work
in the same kind of job they now have.

Substantially fewer of the Chicago Circle employees (56 percent) than
those at Urbana Champaign (72 percent) or Medical Center (78 percent) would
prefer working at the U. of I. However, the proportions at the three
campuses who would want to continue in the same kind of job were very
similar, ranging from 68 percent for Urbana-Champaign to 72 percent at

Medical Center.

prefer to work at the University than elsewhere. This same pattern followed

Q for each of the three campuses. 2,7
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University-wide and for each campus, the academic employees more
frequently than the nonacademic employees indicated that they would like the
kind of job they now have. For the three Qamp;ses combined, the proportions
were 74 percent for academic and 67 percent for nonacademic staff. |

Differences Among Academic Employees. There were differences among

the academic employee groups on both parts of question 7.
Concerning preferred place of employment, preference for working
at the University was indicated relatively more frequently by. the PfDEESSiénal
employee group (70 percent) than for any of the other thrée groups (60 for
both Tenured and Non-tenured Faculty and 57 for Graduate Assistants).
Regarding preferred type of employment, Tenured Faculty more often
(89 percent) than the other groups (8l percent for Non-tenured Faculty, 75
percent for Professionals, and 46 percent for Graduate Assistants) stated

a preference for continuing in the kind of job now held.

Differences Among Nonacademic Employees. Differences occurred among

the nonacademic employee groups on both parts of question 7.

least often (71 and 68 percent of the time respectively) of the nonacademic
groups indicated a preference for working at the University. The corre-
sponding valrv. . or the other groups ranged between 80 and 87 percent.

The Offi-ials and Managers and the Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled
groups substantially more frequently (75 and 83 percent of the time respec-
ti&ely) than t+ other groups (48 pefcé;t fOf;SErviQEJWDtkETS to 63 percent
for Professions and Technicél) stated a preference for the kinds of jobs

they have.
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H. Things Liked Best About Working at the University

The eighth substantive question in the questionnaire (actually
question 16)4 asked the employee to indicate the three things liked best
about working at the University of Illinois. The question was otherwise
unstructured. Since the unstructured format of the question led to some-
what differing responses by the academic and nonacademic employees, the
results have not been combined for all employees.

‘For the University as a whole the academic employees responding to
the questionnaire cited the following factors most frequently as those
-they like best about working at the University:

Type of Work (interesting, varied,
challenging, responsible; freedom
to pursue interests) . . . . . . . . . . . 49 percent
Colleagues (friendly, cooperative, .
stimulating) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 28 percent
(atmosphere; cultural / recrea=
tional opportunities; locatiomn). . . . . . 28 percent
Working Conditions (general condi-
tions; flexibility regarding when
or how work done; work load) . . . . . . . 24 percent
Distinction of University. . . . . . . . . . 24 percent
Physical Facilities (including library). . . 24 percent
"Type of work'" was by far the first choice at each of the campuses.
There were some campus variations in the order of the other factors, but
the University-wide pattern followed generally at each campus, with the

exception of the fact that "Physical Facilities" were not cited among the

4 Questions 8 thru 15 in the questionnaire concern the identification or
description of the respondent on variables such as sex and age.
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top six factors by either the Medical Center or Chicage Circle academic
employees, having been edged by "Opportunity for Personal and Professional
Growth'" at the former campus and by '"Students' at the latter campus.
Among the Nonacademic employees the following factors were listed
most often University-wide as those best liked.about working at the
University:
Fringe Benefits Cinsufance and
medical; vacation, holiday, and
sick leave; retirement) . . . . . . . . . . 68 percent
Working Conditions (general conditions;
flexibility regarding hours or duties; ,
satisfactory supervision) . . . . . . . . . 45 percent
Co-Workers (congenial, cooperative) . . . . . 28 percent

Job Security (steady work). . . . . . . . . . 27 percent

Type of Work (interesting, varied,
challenging, responsible) . . . . . . . . . 20 percent

These also were the top factors listed by Urbana=Champaign and Medical
identical. At Chicago Circle, all but "Job Security" and "Type of Work"
were among the five most often mentioned factors. These two factors were
These differences for Chicago Circle nonacademic employees could have re-
sulted from the absence of the Skillgél Semi~gkilled, and Unskilled and
the Service Workers from that campus' sample.

I. Things Liked Least About Working at the University

The next question requested the Trespondent to list the three éhings
liked least about working at the University. This question was as umstructured

as the question concerninmg things liked.
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UniVéfSiEy—WidE!thE factors most often mentioned as least 1iked
by the f:léadernit: employecs were as follows:
Salary (level; distributicn). . . . . . . . 32 percent
Administration (quality; approach) . . . . 23 percent
Bureaucratic Red Tape. . . . . . . . . . S 18 percent
Physical Location and Surroundings . . . . 16 percent
Physical Faclilities. . . . . . . . . . . . l4 percent
"Salary" also was.cited most often by academic employees at both:.Urbana
and Medical Center. At Chizagé Cidcle this caﬂ;érniwas exceeded by "Adminis-
ﬁréiian"_as the least liked fac%ar, The only fégtéréj @f the five listed
above, natvamang the top five at all three campuses were ''Physical Location
and Surroundings", missing at Chicago Circle, and "Physical Facilities",
not included at Urbana-Champaign.
The factors least liked University-wide by nonacademic employees were
the following: | |
- . Salary (level; distributioen) . . . . . . . 37 percent
Supervision (quality). . . . . . . . . . . 15 percent
Opportunity for Advancement. . . . . . . . l5 percent
Bureaucratic Red Tape. . . . . . . . . . . 13 percent
Physical Faecilities. . . . . . . « . . . . 12 péfcenﬁ
"Salary" likewise was the least liked factor among nonacademic staff at each
campus. ‘There were, however, some shifts among the campuses from the
University-wide picture for several of the other factors. For example,
"Physical Facilities" was among the top five factors anly-at the Meaiéal

Center. On the other hand, "Opportunity for Advancement" was not cited
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frequently enough by Medical Center nonacademic employees to make the first
five. Finally, factors listed at individual campuses, but which were not
mentioned enough at other campuses to be in the top five University-wide
were "Location and Neighborhood" at Medical Center and ''Departmental
Politics or Favoritism'" at Chicago Circle.

J. Things That Could Be Changed to Improve Working Conditions

The final question in the questionnaire asked the responding employee
to list the three most important things that could be changed to make
working at the University of Illinois better.

University-wide the academic employees in the sample suggested the
following things most frequently:

Improved Salaries, Jorr e e e 36 percent
Improved Facilities. . . . . . . . . . . . . 25 percent
Improved Administration. . . . . . . . . . . 22 percent
Improved Fringe Benefits . . . . . . . . .-. 13 percent
Improved Budgets . . . . . + « « « + + & & llApEfcéﬂt

"Improved Salaries' was cited most frequently by academic employees
at Ufbana=Champaigﬁ and Medical Center. At Chicago Circle, however, it
was replaced by "Improved Administratién"has the most often suggested
imptcveméﬂt. The iny.iﬂstances whereig the campuses failed to include
the above five items as the top five occurred at the Chicago Circle and
Medical Center campuéesa At.Chicaga Circle "Increased Cooperation and
Communication' replaced "Improved Fringe Benefits" in the top five,
while at Medical Center "Increased Cooperation and Communication' replaced

"Improved Budgets''.
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[V

The nonacademlc employees as a group mentioned the following ltem
most often as things that could be changed to improve working conditions
at the University:
Improved Salaries . . . . . . . . . . . . . 36 percent
Improved Supervision. . . . . . . . . . . . 28 péraeﬁt
Improved Fringe Benmefits. . . . . . . . . . 17 percent
Reduced Bureaucratic Red Tape . . . . . . . 15 percéﬁt
Improved Facilitdes . . . . . . . . . . . . 15 percent
"Improved Salaries" was also the item most frequently listed by non-
‘academic employees at each of the three campuses. In fact, the only campus
deviations from the items cited most often University-wide took place at
Urbana-Champaign where "Increased Opportunity for Advancement" replaced
"Improved Facilities" aﬁd at Chicago Circle where the same item kept "Im-
proved Fringe Benéfité" out of the top five items.
The 1lists of items suggested by academic and nonacademic employees
are quite similar. Not only does "Improved Salaries" head each list, but
three other items are common to both lists. Only "Improved Budgets' and
"Reduced Bureaucratic Red Tape" are unique to one of the lists, the former
having been mentioned only by academic and the latter by nonacademic

employees.

33



II1. CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS

There are differences, both University-wide and among the
three campuses, in the way the University's employees feel about their
job situatiom. Moreover, .there are distinctions between academic and non-
academic employees and within each of these groups.

University-wide, the University's academic and nonacademic employees
as a whole are well satisfied with the following job-related factors or
circumstances, each item having been responded to favorably by at least
or exceeding ninety percent:

(1) The work itself-—pride in and liking for one's work;

(2) Co-workers=-their friendlimess, intelligence, competence, and

7 cooperation;

(3) Feeling of being liked, respected, and needed;

(4) The boss—-his/her honesty, competence, cooperation, and fairness;

(5) Opportunity to use and to improve one's skills and training;

(6) Opportunity to control how the job is done;

(7) Availability of needed supporting services, supplies, and equipment;

(8) The job-related informationm received.

The lowest relative level of satisfaction among University employees as a
group apparently centers around the following job-related factors or
circumstances, each item having been responded to unfavorably by more than

(1) Opportunity for promotion and professional advancement;
(2) Prospects for a comfortable retirement;

(3) Earnings and prospects for financial security;

(4) Chances of bringing about needed changes in one's unit.

Where inter—campus differences in level of satisfaction exist, and the

is for the Medical Center employees to be most satilsfied and the Chicago
Circle employees least satisfied, with the Urbana=-Champaign employees inter-
mediate to the other two.
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This higher overall degree of dissatisfaction on the part of Chicago Circle
empiofees is substantiated by the fact that relatively fewer employees

at that campus, compared to the employees at the other campuses, would prefer
ED continue working at the University.

Iheré is no consistent distinction between academic and nonacademic
employees in their degree of job éatisfactigng On some factors the academic
staff are somewhat more satisfied while on others the reverse is true.

Academic employees collectively appear to be more satisfied than non-
academic employees on factors such as the opportunities (1) for promotion
and professional advancement, (2) to use and to improve one's skills and
training, (3) to control how the job is done, (4) to bring about needed changes
in one's unit, (5) to study or research in one's field, and (6) to accomplish
desired things. Academic staff, moreover, are more inclined to be favorably
impressed by the distinction or imminenca of the University, by its physical
facilities, and by the academic atmosphere and sﬁrroundiﬁgs_

Nonacademic employees as a group seem to be more satisfied than academic
employees concerning such variables as (1) prospects for financial and job
security, (2) prospects for a comfortable retirement, and (3) the fringe
benefits. These factors are related more to the conditions of employment
with the University than to the work itself, which ié consistent with the fact
‘that nonacademic employees are noticeably more inclined than academic staff
to indicate a preference for working at the University, but are somewhat less
prédisposed than academics to working in the same kind of job théy now hold.

Academic and nonacademic employees apparently are strikingly in agfeament
regarding what could be changed to improve working conditions at the
University. Both most frequently cite salaries as the item most in

need of improvemeﬁt;
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There are University-wide differences among both academic and non-

academic employees in degree of satisfaction with employment at the University.

even this tendency is reversed for some aspects of the employment situation.
Among the nonacademic staff, the most pronounced tendency is for
Skilled, Semi-skilled, and Unskilled employees to exhibit the highest
level of satisfaction, but this trgnd occurs for less than half the job-
related variables included in the study.
Limitations. The results and the conclusions reached do not pertain

to individual colleges, schools or departments. Accordingly, they should
not be apglied to any particular units.

~ The findings and the conclusions are based on a questionnaire survey and
therefore are limited to the extent that the reactions of the employees

sampled represent thelr true feelings.

Recommendations. The results of the U. of I. Empl@ﬁéés Job Satisfaction

Study provide one measure of .the job satisfaction of University employees.
It is recommended that the findings serve as a basis for further EanéideESEién

situation at the University.

\ml



APPENDIX A:

QUESTIONNAIRE

37

-31-




April, 1974

To University Staff and Faculty Addressed:

I have asked for a survey of your opinions about your working situation at
the University of Illinois. It is my hope that in this way I can identify
ways in which I might take active steps to assure your employment here is

pleasant and productive. It is of deep concern to me that you find working
for this University a good experience.

Perhaps none of us is ever completely satisfied with all of the aspects of
our employment no matter what we do or how many resources are available.
But in times of limited resources it is especially important that whatever
is available be used to best advantage. Sometimes reldatively small changes
can bring about relatively large improvements. The survey will assist me
in deciding the appropriate priorities to be given in support of the sev-
eral aspects of your ecmployment here.

7/ The Survey Research Laboratory is collecting the data for me. Dr. Sandra
Warden, a visiting professor here this year as an American Council on
Education administrative intern, is directing the study. T1f you have
questions regarding the study, she may be reached on the. Urbana campus at
133 Davenport House, 333-6486.

A sample of persons from each major group of academic and nonacademic em-
ployees has been selected for participation in the study. Since it'is
possible to sample the opinions of only a small percentage of those employed
at the University of Illinois, your response is especially important. Your
individual responses - will be kept strictly confidential. In the report
which will be shown to me, your responses will be combined with other em-
ployees' responses in computer tabulations. I need your cooperation to make
these tabulations significant. "

After filling out the questionnaire, please return it pramptly to the Survey

Research Laboratory in the enclosed envelope. If possible, return it by
Campus Mail. If this is not convenient, return it by U.S. Mail.

Thank you for your help.

Cordially,

John E. Corbally,
IPresident

JEC:bf
Enclosures
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U. of 1. Employees JDb,Satisfaction Stu@yr 7 '15517IBK

Below are a series of statements asking you to compare various aspects of your job at
the University of Illinois to other jobs in your field, Please read each statement and
circle the number to the right that best represents your opinion.

Very Very

good Good Poor poor

1. Compared to other jobs like yours or in your
field; how would you rate

a. Your earnings? . . . . . « + 4 v s o+ . oa oo o1 2 3 4 18

b. Your prospects for financial security? . . . . 1 2 3 4 19

L
N

c. Your prospects for a comfortable retirement? . 1 2 20
d. Your opportunities for promotion? . ., . . . .1 2 3 4 21

e. Your opportunities to use your skills
and training? . . . . . . . . . s s oo os . o2 1 2 3. 4 22

f. Your opportunities to control how your
jobisdone? . . . . ... ... .. ... 2 3 4 23

g. Your opportunities to make suggestions and _
influence decisions in your unit? . . . . . 1, 2 3 4 - a2y

h. Your chances of bringing about needed
changes in your unit? . . . . . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 25
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Strongly Strongly
__agree  Agrec Disagree disagrec

2. Compared to other jobs like mine or
in my field .

]
L
Jeu
L]
2]

a. My workload here is about the same . . . . 1

L8]
ol
A,
L]
1

b. I can advance professionally here . . . . 1
T
c. I can improve my skills here . . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 28

d. 1 have adequate opportunity for study
or research in my field here . . . . . . 1 2 3 4 29

e, I can accomplish most of the

f. The space and facilities I need
to do a good job are available . . . . . 1

L]
[
R

31

g. The supplies and equipment I need
to do a good job are available . . . . . 1 2

L
-
]
L]

h. The supporting services (such as,
eampus matl, motor pool, paging
service, clerical serviee) 1 need
to do a good job are available . . . . . 1 2 3 4 33

Strongly Strongly
__agrec Agree Disagree disagree

3. Compared to different jobs in my unit
or department .

a. The importance of my job is well
recognized ... . . . . . . . . . o . o1 2 3 4 . 3y

b. I get full credit for the work I do . . . 1 2 3 ; 4 35

']
e

am proud of the work I do ., . . . . ., .1 2 3 4 38
d. I like thework I do . . . .. .. ....]1 2 3 4 37
e. I feel important here . . . . ., . . ., . .1 2 3 4 38

f. I feel needed here . . . . . . . . . . . .1 2 3 4 39

LN
L]
E-N

g. I feel liked here . . . . . . . . . . . .1 b0

h. I feel respected here . . . . . . . .. .1 2 3 4 w1 .




Strongly " Strongly
__agree Agree Disagree disagree

47" Most of my co-workers here are .

e
s

a. Intelligent . . . . . .. . . .. ... .1 2 42

b. Friendly . . . . . . . « « « « « « « « .« 1 2 -3 4 43

[N
Loy
'

c. Competent . . . . . . . « « .+ « . . .1 by

d. Cooperative . . . . . . . .. o . .o . o1 -2 3 4 4§

Strongly Strongly
_agree  Agree Disagree disagree

LA

My boss (Chairman, Director, Supervisor,
ete.) here is .

"+ a, Honest . . . . « . v « ¢ « + o+ s o4 o .1 2 |

/

Lo
Cod

&=

L]

T 7 O | 2 3 4 . g

c. Competent . . . . « & & « + o 4 o0 0. 1 2 3 4 4

Lo
il

d. Cooperative . , . . ., . .+ + + + + . -, .1 2 49

.6a. Employees at the University of Illinois receive information about things related to .*
= “their jobs, such as retirement, civil service policy, 'insurance, and fringe benefits.
In general, do you think that the information you receive from newsletters, bulletin

boards, and bulletins is . . . ' ; ' g
Very adequate, (Skip to Q.7) .

Adequate, (Skip to Q.7) . . .

1 so

2

, Inadequate, . . ., .. « . « . . . 3
%f

4

7 7 , Very inadequate? . . . . . . .
(If inadequate or very inadequate)
b. What additional information would you like to receive?

‘51,52

¥ o e o I e

>7a;_1f yéu really had a choice, would you prefer to work at the University of Ili;ncis
or somewhere else? :
University of Illinois . . . . . 1 53
Somewhere else . . .". . . . . '
Wouldn't work . . . . . ., . . . 3

mwmdﬂblvWIE_yau”really“hadqawghaicé,mwBuld you prefer the same kind of job you now have
or a different kind of job?

‘ Different kind of job . . . .
41 Wouldn't work . . . . . . . . . 3

Same kind Of §ob . . .« .« . . . .1 sy ..



ga.

10.

11.

ot
[ ]

[

14.

15,

Have you ever had a similar job anywhere outside the University of Illinois?
Yes . . . . . . . . .. 1 55
No (Skip to @€.9) . . . . . 2

b. In total, how many years have you worked in similar jobs outside the University?

__years 56357

How many years have you worked at the University of Illinois?

years 58559

Are you a student at the University of Illinois?
A i Yes, full-time . . . . 1 60 -
o - Yes, .part-time .
No .~

If married, is your spouse a student at the University?

Yes, full-time 61
Yes, part-time

No

= TR TORE -

No spouse (Skip tﬂ;QiiS)

Is your spouse also employed at the University of Illinois?
YES s s s ok 1 62
No . . .. .2

Are you a member of a professional or trade union?

What is your age? . . . . . « . + « « « 4+ + « + + & & « 4«4 __ years 6465

What 1s your sex?
Male . . . . 1 66
Female . . . 2

67-79 | BK
801

42




16,

17.

What are the three things you like best about working at the University of
Illinois?

a.

b- - B . . _ _ B _ B
C. _ _ _ e — —

What are the three things you like least about working at the University of
I1linois?

b. L - . e
c. I = I

What are the three most important things that could.be changed to make working
at the University of Illinois better?

Please return the questionnaire in the
enclosed self-addressed envelope.

Thank you very much for your cooperation.

43
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TABLE 2
U, OF 1. BXPLOYEES JoB SATISFACTION STUDY
QUESTION 1t ACADRMIC VS, NONACADENIC BMPLOYEES BY CAMPUS

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

T el gy Clrele__ Wedleal Center___niversitywide _

Very "~ Very Very T Very Very Vey  Very — Very
__food Good Poor poor  good Good Poor poot good Good Poor poor good Good Poor poor

1, Compated to other jobs like
yours or in your field, how
vould you rate, . .

. Your earnings! hcadenie 6 51 3 s 'S TR VR & I T 6 51 35 8

Nonacademle 6 50 31 7 503 8 1 10 63 45 12 B R VA - R

Total 6 51 3 6 5 & 3N I § 51 0 4 () S I |

b, Your prospects for Acadenic T8 N 1 A G Y 5 88 B 5 6 4 NN

finanefal security? Yonacademic 6 32 ¥ 7 § 2 8 & 2 1 B 5% I 6

Total 6 5L %7 AV A U 7 8 4 7051 W48

¢, Your prospects for a Acadenic 748 ¥ 1 b N w u B 17 6 4 3% 1

confortable retirement? Nonacademle 8 48 36 8 g 4 # 1 15 5% 21 3 n 4 .3 1

: Total § 4 B 9 5 %N 1§ 2 6 8 6 ¥ 1

d, Your opportunities Academic 6 3 W15 U PO R L TR | A X IV 1w B U

for promotion? Nonacademfe 2 19 48 3] I R ] B o2 B L % & 26

Total bl o n VRN T B I | 9 B W U 5 R 0

e, Your opportunitiea to  Acadenic n o2 3 1 B o1 3 8 7 2 B o2 0 2

uge your skills and Nonacademie 14 61 19 6 23 5 8 6 0% W o6 B 58 18 6

training! Total /R YR LI % % 4 3 B8R B % W 4
i

f, Your opportunities to  Acadenic o1 w9 o3 ¥ & B3 KT VIR

control how your Nonacadele 18 35 19 8 1 60 13 3 s 16 n s B 7
job {s done! - Total 5 B 6 LI B L NV A B 51 65 nosnonoo6

g. Your opportunities to }mademic: 24T 16 5 o o2 n 1 B oW uj 1 8 B 8

nake suggestions and Nonacademie 12 49 27 12 7 8 % 6 27 % 246 T B 5 9

influence declsions in  Total 20 @ 1N 9 2 04 U 9 £/ I T U % 6 n 8

your unlf? . o ‘
h, Your chances of bringlog Acadende 18 50 2 B BN P n W BT DoW B
ghout needed changes Nonacademic 9 37 3B 16 B ¥ B . W R o84 uw oy
In your uait? Tatal B2 nn 3 4 n noB ¥ o4 Wodon o




TABLE 3
U, OF I, EMPLOVEES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY
QUESTION 1: ACADEMIC EMPLOTEE GROUPS UNIVERSITY-HIDE

(BATA EXPRES3ED AS PERCENTS)

I " hcadenic Eaplogee Growp - o
" Tewred Faulty _ Non-tenured Faculty - Professionals " _Graduste Assistnts
Very Very Very ey ey Ve Very Very
B good Good Foor poor good Good Foor poor good Good Poor poor good Good Poor poor

1, Compared to other joba like yours
or 1n your fleld, hov vould you

4, Your earnings? 5 4 W 8 1 4 W 1 6 58 3 5 13 51 8B 8
b, Your prospects for Einanclal Boslo% 3 Poso% U 5% % 1l 1N W 16
securlty? v -
e, Your prospects for a g 4 o 9% b4 0 1 T8 B U ! n B ou

confortable recirepent!
* 4 Tour opportunitles for promotion? 13 41 W 16 753 1% % I8 R

e. Tour oppottunities to use your OB 1003 W8T 2 ) B B % 13 2
gkills and training!

£, Your opportunities to control W 4% 10 K B ) R T N % 15 4 | ,B 8 1S
hov your job 1s done! ' '

g Your opportunitles to make B O 168 I T U R BB S B 45 9
suggestions and influence : , '
decelons in your unit? ’

h. Your chances of bringing about BB nnu 7 & % 1 o 4 % 7 9 &4 ¥ 1
needed changes {n your uait! , .




TADLE 4
U. OF I, BMPLOYEES JOB SATTSPACTION STuny

) i H@ggadem'wlnyee Groupr¥

Professional _ Skilled, SemisSkilled,
Offieials and Minagers  and Tethaleal 0fffce apd Clerleal Unskilled __Service Workers
Vey ety Vey  lery  Very o Ty ey Very = Yery Very
good Good Poor poor _ good Good Poor poor  good Good Poor poor good Good Poor poor good Good oot poor

1. Compared to other jobs
1ke yours ot 1n your
fleld, how vould you
rate, , .,

4 Your earnings! U I § @ a4 7 U R A O (| I I LR I |

be Your prospects for
floancial security? 4 60 29 7 10 %5 B ¢ T & % 1 1 &6 1n 1 1 R W 1

¢, Your prospects for
confortable retires
nent! 12N 7 8 8 1

]
e~

ds Your opportunities : ‘ !
for promotiom! 110 R B 2B 4B O u on % ou AR I | &0 N 1

& TYour opportunities
to wde your skills g e
énd training? 160020 4 2 % B o6 1o o110 9 6 13 1 % 1 %

£ Your Qppﬁttﬂﬂfﬁieé ‘ _ "
to eontrol how your S o
Job 1a done? A9 % 6 % % 0 7B % B 6§ B % n B B B

g+ Tour opportunities
to wake suggestiong
and nfluence deci= : ‘ ' - ‘ I e
elong fn your wndt? 18 55 . 21 ¢ 0 %0 25 5 15 @ % 1 W % B u 16 &% 0 1

be -Your chances of brings
1ng about needed changes o e L
bywrwt? 1 % ¥ U OB 6oV oR oUB KB owon 9B 8w




TABLE 3
U, OF I, EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION STUDY
QUESTION 2: AGADENIC V3. NOWACADEMIC BMFLOVEES BY CAMFS

(BATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

_ UweChmp el  ___ MetelCeter _______ Tniversigekide
Strengly Serongly  Stromgly Stropgly  Stroagly Strongly  Stromgly atrongl

Agree_ Agres Disagree Disagree  Agree  Agree Disagree Diaspree Agree  Agree Dssgree Disagree Agree  Agree Disagree Disapre

Coepated to other fobs
e gseorln oy

HEH R N] e
8, ¥y vorkload here s headenie 1 60 n 1 SR i 5 9 64 14 § § 62 /il i
ghout the sire, Honseademle 4 ] % i 5 W § b 61 ] 1 b b 15 1
Total i 83 u g H &0 i § 1 63 0 8 1 &3 x| 1
b [ caq advange pee- Aeadenle il il 1 1a § 1] k| 1. 16 g -8 1 1 5 % 9
fegsionally here, Nonacadende ] 1] i 1 4 k! ..n 3 i ¥ oon 1 LY} 1) i
Total k B 4] 18 b UL /) Iy I i ki ! § 3] B 4%
¢o 1odn {eprove gy sidlls  Acadende ) i 1 1 1 67 16 ] EE R 16 1 b} &5 1 i
here, Nonscademlz i 4 8 k] 66 I 1 13 £l 1 5 i bl i 1
Total 1 b Y] 5 I 67 13 § 19 i 19 1 16 1] Iy i
"¢ 1have adequate oppor=  Acadenie i il 17 i 18 &7 A 10 1§ 48 Ph b 1 48 bk} 1
tuaieles for study of Homseadenle ] 48 3 i} 5 56 1 § § Ly 1 10 ] ] k5] -
research 1n gy fleld, Total 16 i by 8 i 50 1 9 14 ] k(] i 15 @ L] L
¢ Tomsceoplishomst  Acalemic 16 5T 1 4 A T R LR R R noonoon 5
of the thisgs I vant Homacadewls & 4 k. B 1 § 38 1 § 5 kH 6 i 1} 1 §. -
to here, Total 10 x| k) b § L) B 10 ] 5 ki 5 § LY 1 T
f, Thespace and faellitle  desdesle 1 83 B 6 K% noos B8 noo% a1 %,
Toeed todo 4 good Job  Homeademde 11 61 22 5 n s % b ] 8 1n 0 % % 8-
are avillable, " Total LA Pl 5 14 5 I B H i i 1 1 500u L
g The cugplies and equipuent Acadenit i 5 16 5 13 §2 i b I b2 04
Inced todoa good job  Homacadende 18 6 1 U V. 5 e B U §7 a1 . 8
are available, Total u 6l 1 4 13 6l 18 1 14 &0 Hi] b
o
b The supporting services  Academte 1 63 1 § g 0 U 7 e 5 oL
1 eed to do & good job'  Nomscadendc 11 n 9 l A 10 17 5 14 0 n §
are avallables Total 15 1 10 i g 6] il 1 15 58 A b




TABLE € ' .
0, OF I, EMPLOYEES Job SATISPACTION STUDY
QUESTION 2: ACADEMIC DMFLOVEES GROUPS INIVERSITY-NIDE

(DATA EYFRESSED AS ERCENTS)

Acadente Baploges Crop T .

_ HoneTowyred Paouley Professiongls Gradunte Ajsistants
Streogly  Btromgly Strongly  Seremgly ) itrongly

Teured Faculty A
Strongly Strongly  Strongly
gree  Agree Dlsagree Dloagree Apree  Ajree Disagres Disspree

1, Compared to other fohy
1ike nine of {n oy
ﬁllﬂ Fvoid

i, My vorkload hers 1 :
shout the e, 15 58 1 § § 6 i 10 § 5 i 1 ! B9 18 §

b I can advance pro- x
fessionally hate, % U H now b f 6 % W LI R I [

e, I ean fzprove gy
skill here. i @ 1 1 i 61 § 1 1 £ I § 1 £ 1 0

dy I have adequate oppor-
tunity to study or
tesearch dn gy fleld

here, A T B @8 0 3

=

& [ can accomlish post
of the things 1 vant
to hete, L 5 1 i 1 L] b § b 5 % 1 Fli] i % i

f, The space and Facilitfes
[ need 10 da 2 good Job :
are amllable, 16 0.8 § 16 53 i ] 15 b1 a y 4} 9 11 3

E« The supplies and equipnent
T aeed to do a good Job
ite avallable, ¥ o5 on LI B | 5 6 1 § % NI 5 "

hi The supperting services
Toeed to do & good Job :
e sllable, % 1 n PR B TR /R IS T | /S RS B |




0

TanLe
Us OF 1, BIFLOYVEES JOB SATISRACTEON $TUDY
QUESTION 2; NORACADEMIC EMPLOYEES GROUPS URIVERSITY-WIOE

(DATA EXTRESSED IN PERCENTS)

R o owcslnle Byl Groyp___ I
0ffleinln Frafesaional 0fElen Skilied, Service
b Managera b Techniea] b Clerical §emf=fiilled; Workers
— b Ungdlled e
R Y N O YO T T N T W
2, Cospared ta other fybs Like aine
of logy fleld ., ..
8 My workload here o about
the saze, 18 3§ § B B 3 LI I /Y LI I i 6L 26 3
b [ can advanced professionslly
here: (I I VA 148 % 3 B0 B U 1 % 1 T34 n
¢ 1 can Improve my sidi] hete, § 0018 3 126U 5 U% Y &8y o6 1w D
g0 T have adequate opportunity
to etudy of resestch in &y
Held here, RN (R O R T A O U TR T
¢ I can accomplioh moat of the
things 1 vant to here, L T T O O A I IR % A ) R R /O oo
f. The space and faedlitien I !
beed to do & good Job are
wallable, B 47 0 15 103 % 9 16 % a5 8§ 5M 6 10001 3
g The mupplies end equipment
[ need to do 2 good Job are
available, e 7 5 W% 2 8 2680 3 6107 § hwe sl
b, The aupporting services 1 need ‘ _
to da @ good Job are avatlable. o6 19 5 871019 3 BN § 3 AL U N ?
,




QUESTICN J:  ACADEMIC V3, NOMACADENTC BMPLOYEES Y CAMPIS

TADLE 8

U, OF I, EMFLOYEES JOB GATISFACTION STUDY

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

- Urbana-Chaspaign  _ ChlesgoCleele  Medieal Conter i} ___Unfversity-bide
Stroaly Strongly  Strongly Strongly  Strongly Strongly  Strongly o Strongly
o Agree  Agree Disagree Dlsagree Apree Agree Dlsopree Disagres  Aproe  Agree Dlsapree Disogree  Apree  Apree Disapres Disapres

\; Cozpared to different
jobs 1o gy wlt or

L

8, The fmpottance of  Academic l4 38 i § 530 U § U i 15 ! 55 I 5
% {ob {3 vell fenaeademle 2 58 bl § 9 87 18 b 1 3 1 § 5 i H
recagaized, Total 13 58 b § k| 55 U 8 ¥ 51 it ] 1 81 i 3

be Tget full eredlt  Acadeale 16 5 U 4 15 53 i 1 1 f2 1 1 1 51 )] i
for the vork I do, JBemacademle 12 L3 k] i 11 ] U § 18 55 1 ] 1 55 by §

Tozal 14 55 1 4 14 55 % ] 1 58 1 ] 16 56 ) 4

¢ 1amoproud of the Acadenie ] % 4 0 ¥ 3 § 0 ] i b 0 i & b 0

vork 1 do, Honacadende: 28 f6 3 0 i L) 5 0 % 5 § 0 £ & 5 0
Total 1 8 5 0 3 51 4 0 4 by 4 ] k] 58 5 0

do [like thevork  Academlc il i i 0 i 5 § 0 5l i 5 0 b il 5 0

[ do, fonseademle 28 £5 1 0 i 5 6 3 M 58 7 1 il il i l
Total i ] 1 0 40 5 L 1 4 3l E 1 i} 55 6 1

¢, [ feel Imortant  Acadenie 18 5 1 ] 1 8 % 8 2 il il 1 18 5 3 5

hiete, Sonacadegle 11 48 i 1 § 5 1 g 18 55 3 § 14 5 18 §

' Tota] 15 50 ] 5 10 8 i 8 2 800N ] 16 LY u i

fa 1 feel neaded here, Acadenic 13 55 i 3 I 3l 13 1 1 il 15 H ] 6 bl 5
Loracadenfe 17 & L] § i 10 14 i 1 il 16 § 16 i ¥ 5

Tatal 18 5 0 § 15 TR 'R 15 5 1 ] 1] i 19 5

g 1 feel lked here, Acadenis 5 b6 i l i §7 g ! i ] 1 0 1 8 1 1
Nonacadenle 18 T § H 13 (4] ¥ 0 i ] 1 1 10 [1i 1 1

Total il n § i 9 10 10 1 n ] 5 1 h| £9 1 H

b I feel fespected  Acalemie 4 60 14 1 ki b} 18 ] 1 &0 § 1 i 5 I 1
here, Hondcadende 15 1 W K ] ] 1 i /) 65 10 1 Y] 3] 1 ]

Tatal b £5 13 3 n b4 18 ] ] 7 9 ! i1 Bl u ]
of 5




TABLE §
U, OF 1, BOLOYEES J3 SATISPACTION STUDY
QUESTION 3¢ ACADEMLC ENPLOYER CROUPS DNIVERSITI-HIE

(DATA EXPRESSED A3 PERCENTS)

_7;:” - I , jcadﬁéi_::ﬁelfﬂygst‘{fﬁup e -
o ewrdPaedy _ FeoTewredTamlty ___ Drofennionaly _ CGraduate Aseistants
Strogly Stroggly  Surongly Strongly  Strongly Strongly  Stroegly Strongly
e dgree  Agree Diaagres DMpsgree  Agroe  Mjree Distgres Maagree A
. Crapared to different jobs Lo
gy unit or depaftmedl « ¢ 1«
3. The {zportacee of my Job -
is wall recogeleed. 2 5l 18 § 19 5 18 4 15 56 B 6 10 Ly 8 5
b Iggtﬁml eredie for the % i 3 0 . g I " § o " g. , - ,
work 1 do .
£ égaz proud of the vork 1 9 " 3 . il i [_i ; " " : (] . " 5 :
Tl thework (g @ 0D wooow 11 R B TR % & 0 0
e 1 feel fmportant hece, % ol ’ 13 % U i 16 LI 4 10 W 5
£ 1 feel needed bere, L U nooo% n 3 % w3
g. 1 feel 1{ked hote, b ) § l U § § 1 3 10 § 1 U i § 1
b feel regected bere, ¢ W 5% U1 n.o &1 B0




TABLE 10
U, 07 I, EMPLOYEES JOB SATISPACTION STUDY
(UESTION 3: WNONACADEMIC EMFLOYEE GROUPS UNIVERSITY-WIDE

(DATA EXFRESSED AS PERCENIS) -

Hai :
i /
0fficiala Profegalonsl 0fffce Skilled; Service
b Managers & Technieal § Clerieal Seni=Skilled, Vorkers

e — . b lmkdlled
4 D @ S A D W S h D@ B kDS #iL0H

3. Compared to different jobn in gy '
wilt or department « .« ¢ 4 i

4, The isportagee of my lob 1s
vell recopaized, ns 271 18 B4 U2 B5e %15 % 807

b 1 get full eredit for che

work 1 de. 5% 3% ¢ W % ¥ 4 15 5 M5 W D& NH B

¢ 1asprowd of thevork Ido, »H 10 N 70 ¥ OHNUIL o2 00 W& 80

d. T lke the vork [ do, Yo ®& 7Tl % u B2 OBE 10 %K W

¢ [ fesl Important hete, B 7 731 10 % %8 148 327 1 RBHE§ B0

[, 1 feel naeded here. o6 19 & W6 194 2% 1835 12 6 186 26 §5

g I feel liked Lete, nn &1 w110 65 B 1 BB o512 A n & 4§

b I feel respeeted bere. % o0 BRI O2RBLOBHLI BTG

"

b1 0
e e .




TABLE 11
U. OF 1. EFLOYEES JOB SATISEACTION STUDY

QUESTIONS 4 AND §: ACADEMIC V6. NOVACADEMIC EMPLOYERS Y CAMPDS

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

Uhns-Chaapalge Ol Cieele____ ____ Wedleal Cemter ________Unberaiyyuide
Serengly sceongly  Strangly Strongly  Stromgly jtrangly  Strongly Seronp
o Mgree  Mhgree [laspree Dlaagree  Agree  Agree [amgree Dlaapree  Agree  Agree Dissgree Disagree  Agree  Agree Disagres Dissgr

Hogt of &y co-vorkers
here are . . ., ‘

2. Tatelligent Acadeale ] 0 ] 0 1 il § ] 40 51
Yenacadenie 19 i} § l bl 6 1 b 5 6
Total il B4 3 l i §1 § 2 by bl

] T
i il 63 5

(L= N
-
e~

o
m~

b Friendly hcadente w6 § i n ] 1 AT % 6 |
Mengeadealc 25 N 2 ] 1 ] B 1 u 85 § 1 % ] § l
Tatal iy} &8 3 ] n il B 1 1 62 ) l i bl j ]

¢ Cozpetent Acadeats B9 § 0 ¥ 09 1 1 1 d b 1 8 § ]
Fenacadeac | 1 10 0 U ] 1 n Il 1 I 1 1
Total o i 0 h N 13 | ¥ 8 10 1 LW 10 ]

g Cooperative  Academle @ ; ! ) I 06l g I B0 10 I
Reonacademle ) &7 g ) 14 &7 18 ] 11 1 il | i &7 1 l
otal ! g I no®/ I 1 % 6 o I 5 0 1 !

¥ bass (chalrman, fuper= .

visor, ete.) here 4z . , ,

2 0¥ b 3
{0 i 1 3
[ 1 ]

8 Bomest Aeadeate 50 4l
' Honacademic n 54
Total i2 i

] 4 9 b LI i
) ool ] by Y ]
1 b ¥ § 4 8 W 5

— T
Nl
LI e

W
oS5y
T

b, Falr Acadenic il n 3 M ] 1 1 b M 8
Yonacadente i 5 {155 4 b)) i5 1 i 1 52 1
Total | ¥ 4 12 4 k! | 14 § k[ 48 11

Mo R

R S R
S U N B
@, 6y 3

¢, Coupetent Acadeale YR § k| | i 1l b 4 | 8
Honacademle % 52 1 H i i | 3 3 5l g
Tatal 1 48 10 k| i Ly 10 L LI ] g

ot (il ot

d. Cooperative headenle § 4 J 1 § & 1 § § i 8 1 § @ 9 ]
Honacadeni¢ N9 1l i ¥ 9 10 i 1 LI 17 1 % 1l 1.
Total % i 10 k| 4 45 1 3 é] Ly} 1 2 ] ] 10 3




TARLE 12
U. OF 1. EMPLOYEES JOB SATISFACTION STUpY
QUESTIONS 4 AND 3: ACADEMIC EMELOYEES GROURS (NIVERSITT-WIDR

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

Wﬁ,,,, - . Acadente Faployee Group ] L

_ Tenuted Pauly __ Nometenured Faculty __ Profeasionals __ Graduste Assistants
Strongly  Strongly  Strongly - Strongly  Strongly Stromgly  Strosgly Stron

- _Agree  Apree Dissgres Dlsagree  Agree  Agree Diesgree Disagrae Agree  Apree Dimagree Disdpree  Apree  Agree Disagree Dizagees

fost of oy co-vorkera
here a8 ¢ 5 4 s

i [ntelligent b w0 3 1 i 4 0 S F R l 0 o9 4 0

b, Friendly 1 60

-
e

kL i ] I dl 4 b L 5 1
& Cozetent ' nooq § 1 nF y 1 | R 8 0 @ 8 0
d Cooparative B0 it 1 BB i 1 R B 1 6l 10 |
%y boss {Cnalrman, Super-

visor, etc.) here dg . . .

3. Fonest TR 1 i i b K o4 § ! Wooon / ]
b. Fair Bl i 5 4 | i 9 j YRR k| 1 7 6 1
¢ Cogpetent B4 (N 6 0 4 LR | 11 5 4 4 1

& Cooprative | SR R (R o 1 500 s 661

6 |




TABLE 13
U, OF L. EMPLOYERS JOB SATISFACTION STUDY

QUESTIONS 4 AND 5: NONACADEMIC EMPLOYEES GROUPS UNIVERSITY-WIDE

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

— __ Nonacadenic Eaployee Growp _ -
0fficials Professional 0ffice Skilled, Service
§ Managera § Technical b Clerieal Seni=Skilled, Warkers

S —— b Unskilled
TSN ) TG S A D S SA K 1%

b, Mozt of @y co-vorkers
hereare . . . .
~a. Intelligent 271 61 % 65 9 0 7 60 1 4 17 78 ool b 119 4
b Felendly WM 41wl W T 0 BN 40 Byl
¢, Compatent 15 69 16 0 A 64 15 0 2 o6 15 2 071 9 10 I % 6 |1
d, Caaperative] | B n 1 1 2065 12 1 % 6l 12 1 a e 9 1 v nun i

5, My boss (Chalrnan, Super-

visor, etc,) here 48 . .

a, Honest a3 13 i 0 6 2 S IV B o7 oW 1 5
b, Fair oS o2 % W15 2 % B9 o3 B el b B4 0§
b Cometent R U N R N Y L S B BN NS S S S S
d. Cooperative (VR R I T GRS IS VA SN - S TN VSO SR 1 RV




TABLE 14
0, OF 1, BAFLOYVEES J0B SATISPACTION STUDY
QUESTIONS 6, 7o, A0 To:  ACADRNIC VS, NOMCADEAIE EXPLOYERS BY CUOUS

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

— OrbanacChanpalgn “Thicago Grele . Medical Center ~ elversigyvide
T ey - Very Vey - Very Very ey Vey - Ve
Mequate Meg, 'Inadeq, Inadeq, Meguate Adeg, Inadeq, Indeq,  Mequate Adeq. Inadeg, Tnadeg,  Adequate Meg. [nadeq. Inadeq,
In general, do you think  Acadesle b i § & 1 5 b T S| 3 W & B 5
bt the Inforsation you re= Nonscadesle 25 62l 1 Woo#6 b ] g 5 N i 1 a6 B §
celve frea nevsletters, bul= Total n & B § e &8 § B 6l 16 b 7 8 I 5
letin boards, and bulletins
ghest thisgs celated to the
job {retirezent, fringe .
benefita, ebed) 48 ¢ 4 s : '
‘, : Untv, of Soowhere  Wouldn't  Udv, of  Somevhere Woulda't  Unlv. of Soshere  Woulda't  Unlv. of  Sooevhere  Woulda't
Titsole  Plse Wtk Ilinols Elee  Work  ° Illinols  Else Work Iilivals Elge-  -Work -
» 1f you really had & cholce, Acadenic L) % ] 1] 46 1 1 18 1 i % 1
would vou peefer to vork st Nonacadeale  7) 18, 1 T 2 ] 15 1 78 Hi !
the (ntversity of Tlliools  Total n A i 56 4 z 18 1 ! ] 1 z
of soacihere else! . ‘ '
Same Kind  Different  Wouldn't Seme Uad Different Wouldn't  Sme Rlod  Different Nouldn't  Same fiod Differest Wouldn't
of Jb Kndof  Work of b Madof  Work of Job Had of  Work of Jb Kedof  Work .
. ST | R ) _ b Job ) Job
, 1 you really had 4 cholce, Acadeafe , ;
vould you prefer the same  Hemacadenle é; 5? ; ;g ig i ;g g i ;? §§ §
Lind of job you oov have  Total 66 " ) 1 % ! " 2 1 0 5 1
of 4 different kind of jobl i ) ' ) ) . ' ' ' .




TABLE 15
U, OF I, EAPLOTEES JOB SATISPACTION STUDY
QUESTIGNS 6, 7a, AND To: ACADENIC BXPLOYEES CROUPS UNIVERSIT-WIDE

{DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

- ] — T lealenlc Bployee Crop_______ T
. . Tenured faculty — Ha=tenuted faculty . PDrofessionals _CGraduate hssistaats
Very - Very Ve Very Very Very Very . o Vey
Msguate Adeq, Inadeq. Inadeq. Aequate Aden, Inadeq. Inadeq, Mequate Adeq, Inadeq, Inadeq, Adequate AMeg. lnadeg, lnadeg,
o general, do vou thisk that the lofor= 20 66 13 3 A B 5 N0 b 6 & 1 !
tiom you receive froa nevaletters, bul
ietin boards, and bulletios about thinge
related to the job (retireaent, fringe
benefits, ete.) 8 .+
Unlv. of Soevhere Woulia't  Uolv. of Someshere Wouldn't Uiy, of  Semehere Wosida't  Untv.of  Sewevhere Woulda't:
] Nlinols  Else York Illinofs Else Motk Hlinols  Elee Work Illinols Else ~ Work
If vou really had a choles, vould you l i B l & B 1 18 25_ 1 5 ] i
prefer to work at the lafversity of
I1ligois or sosevhere else!
Same Rind Different  Vouldn't Same Kimd  Different Woulda't Sase Kind DlEfereat Voulda't $ame Hnd Differeat hulin‘t.
of Jb  Madof  Work ofJob  Hedof  Votk of Job  Kindof . Work of Job  Kind of }iﬂfk
b R b L b i )
1f you veally had a chelee, would you 8 0 1 8 1 0+ B u L i - 1o
“prefer the saze kind of job you now have ; ,"
of & different kind of job! -
L Y
1 |
%




TABLE 16
U, OF 1, EPLOYERS JOB SATISPACTION STUTR
QUESTIONS 6, 7a, AND Th:  HORACADEMIC EMPLOYEES CROUPS UNIVERSITI-VIDE

(DATA EXPRESSED AS PERCENTS)

. Nomacadenie Poployee Gpowp
’ : T OfHeials  Professlemal = Offlee _ Skilled " Serviee
and and and Semi-gkilled and Workers
 Managers ~ Techaleal Clerieal Unskilled
ey Very Very Vey Vey 0 Very  Very Vey Very = Vey

Tn general, do vou think that the {nforss= 14 63 18 5 a2 BB 4 5 T S ¥ % 1 A B 4
tion you receive fros nevslacters, huls ’

- letin boards, aod bulleclns sbout things 3

- related to the job (retiresant, fringe

benefits, ete.) 15 « . &

Uaiv. Somevhers Woulda't Unlv, Sooewhere Wouldn't Univ, Govevhere Woulda't  Univ. Sonevhere Woulda't  Univ.  Sohevhere Woulda't
of Il Else  Werk  of Tl Elee  Work  of Ll Else Rork of 111. Elae Work of 111 Else Yok _

1 you really had 1 cholee, vould you . ,
scefer to vork at the lolversity of 8 18 2 m o« n 4 b8 i} ] # Y 1 i 13 l
Illins{s or sonevhere elsel ‘

Sape DEf, Would't Same DB{Ef,  Would't Game DMEE.,  Wouldn't  Same DMEE.  Vouldn't e DU Woulda't
Bed Had Vark Kiad  Hdad. Yotk Eod Bnd ~ Vark Hnd  Hnd Vork fad Esd Watk

of Job of Jeb of Job of Job of Job of Jab_ of Job of Job of Job of Job

1f you really bad a chodee, would you — = , _
arefer the same kind of job you nov have 75 ] ] 8 W ] 5b 42 1 L 1l 0 1 5l ]
or 3 differeat kind of job!

t




