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Co-worker-Involvement Instrument 2
Abestract
_ This paper describes the development and psychometric validation of the Co-worker

Invoivement Instrument. Studies of reliability included Inter-rater and test-retest reliability. h

VMW studies included content and face validity. All reliability comelations met or exceeded
.80, and the validity of the Instrument was also supported. Potential applications of the

Instrument ware also discussed.

[
o,

L




Co-worker Involvement instrument 3

The Co-worker lnvolve}nent Instrument

There has been great progress made in the integration of persons with handicaps over t‘he
past 15 years. In 1973, Section 504 of the Rehabilitation Act prohibitad any state or local
government as well as any private organization recsiving federal funds from discriminating
against an otherwise qualifie- person solely on the basis.of the person's handicap. Education for
all children with handicaps was federally mandated in 1975 (PL 94-142), as was the provision
of transition services eight years later (Section 626 of the 1383 Amendments to PL 94-142).

This combination of antidiscrimination legistation (Section 504) and federal grapt programs

(PL 94-142 and amendments) resulted in the anticipation of increasing opportunities for the

high school' ,raduate with handicaps. However, it seerﬁs that in spite of these logislative
mandates, dramatic increases in opportunities for Integrated employment have not occurred and
unemplorment rates of 50-75% pervade (U.S. Commission on Chvil Righis, 1983).

Apparently, changing expectations alone cannot ensure desired empicyinent outcomes as it
appears there may be a number of other factors that influence employinent status.

Wehman (1981) identified parent, supervisor, and co-worker involvement as "other”
factors impacting the employment of persons with handicaps. Traditionally, vocational
edumtbrsltraine:s have taken an individual level perspective of the empioyment context
(Rappaport, 1977), a posture which places the responsibllity for change on the target
employe9. The consideration of these outside influences represents a c;1ange from the total.
emphasis on the training needs of a specific student typified by special éduc.atlon's Individualized
Education Plan {IEP), to a broadened outiook which corisiders interactions among individuals,
groups and systems in the employment context.

Rusch and Minch (1988) reviewed empirical studies conducied in non-sheltered
employment settings and found five functions which co-workers served in the instruction of
target employees with mental retardation. These roles can be referred to as prescribed roles as

they may be required of a co-worker. They were; a) validating ingtructional strategies (Schutz,
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Co-worker lnvo!veq{ent Instrument

Rusch, and Lamson, 1980; Rusch and Mend\.etti. 1981), b) collecting subjective evaluations

{(Crouch, Rusch, and Karlan, 1984; Rusch, Weithers, Menchaetti, and Schutz, 1980; Schutz,

Jostes, Rusch, and Lamson, 1980; White and Rusch, 1923, ¢) implementing training !
procedures (Crouch, Rusch, and Karlan, 1984; Kochany, Simpson, Hill, and Wehman, 1982;
Rusch and Menchettl, 1981; Rusch, Weithers, Menchetti, and Schutz, 1980; Stanford and
Weianan, 1982), d) collecting social comparison information (Crouch, Rusch, and Karlan,
1984; Rusch, Wéithers, Menchetti, and Schutz, 1980; Rusch, Morgan, Martin, Riva, and _
Agran, 1285), and e) malntalning behavior in the context of actual employment (Rusch and
Menchetti, 1981; Rusch, Weithers, Menchetti, and Schutz, 1980; Rusch, Morgan, Martin,
Riva, and Agran, 1985; Kochany, Simpson, Hill, and Wehman, 1982; Stanford and Wehman,
1982). In a study of co-worker support to employees with handicaps, Minch (1987) also
identified f) associating, g) befriending, and h) advocating as co-worker support roles.
Because thess roleg demand initiation from the co-worker to the target employee, they are
referred to as volitional roles. Finally, Rusch, Minch, and Hughes {in press), via interviews
with supervisors alluded to another potential volitional role, i) information giving, so that in
all, there are nine general roles identified in the .iterature. |

Therefore, instructional roles make up ﬁve\of the nine roles Henﬁﬁed. As mentioned
above, these can also be referred to as prescribed rles and collapsed in!o two géneral
categories; training and evaluating. Training includes such ‘rorleg as validating iristrircﬂonal
strategies, Implementing training procedures, and maintaining behavior Inthe context of actual
employment. Evaluating includes collecting subjective evaluations and collecting social
comparison Information. Obwiously, although these roles were assigned to categorles, shere Is
much overlap. For example, training must be based upon evaluation, and evaluation often
results In training.

The remaining four of the nine roles were identifiod as co-worker sypport roles, As
stated, these can also be referred to as volitional roles and include associating, befrianding,

advocating, and Information giving. By volition, tha implication is made that unless co-workers
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Co-worker involvement instrument 5
desire this type of involvement, it will not occur. For example, although a co-wvorker can be
required to evaluate another employee each co-worker himself makes the personal choice of
whather or not to befriend, advocate for, or even associate with a target en?pioyea. This prése;nts
the potential problem of trying to motivate co-workers to become invoived in roles which foster
independence in employees with handicaps. Such problems and motivational means have been
mentioned in the literature (White and Rusch, 1983). Although such relationships can be
facllitated, they can hardly be mandated. Yat, it is suspected that they are crucial to successfui
employment.

The work associated with the identification of these nine roles is importar.'\t because it
indicates that co-workers are indsed involved with employees with handicaps in employment
settings in a variety of ways (Minch, 1987; Rusch, Hughes, Johnson, and Minch, 1988;

McNalr, 1989). This finding is fundamental to the future development of a theory of the impact
of co-workers on the employment status of persons with handicaps.

Although this preliminary research has demonskgtqd that co-workers are involved with
empioyees with handicaps in integrated employment settings there is still a great deal of work to
be done. Co-worker involvement could prove to be a potentiaily mitigating vadai)le insuch
actlvities as vocational tralning and job match. In addlt!c;n it may contribute to job retention in
supported employees. An important first step in the study of the impact of co-worker
involvement on the aforementioned variables is the development of ; reliable and valid
instrument to measure co-worker involvement with supported employees. |t is the goal of this
study to describe the sievalopment and psychometirc validation: of such an instrument,

The Co-worker Involvement Instrument (The Instrumenti?
The Co-worker Invoivement Instrument (Rusch, Hughes, & McNalr, 1988) contains ten
items. The items were drawn from tha.literature identified above, and from the experience of the
authors of the instrument. Items pertain fo-(a) physical integratios, (b) social integration, (c)

vocational integration, (¢) waining, (e) associating frequency, (f) assoclating nature, (g)
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Co-worker Involvement lnstmmént. 6
befriending, (h) advocating, (i} evaluating, and () information giving. The items are defined in
Table 1.

Insert Table 1 about here

Scoring Procedures

The Instrument is designed to be scored by an employment specialist or a supervisor. Each
item may be scored by selecting one of three choices (2,1, or 0) resulting in a maximum score of-
20. Scoring procedures ara similar for each item and in every case items are scored onithe basis 6f
information gatherad from employment site experience, relevant documents; Mwﬁﬁoiis and/or
verbal reports. Verbal reports can come from the tar;;et empioyee himseli/herself, co-workers,

-supervisors, and/or an empioyment specialist.

Insert Figure 1 about hera

Co-workers are identified as potential sources of information according to the Co-worker
Identification and Interview Procedure outlined in Figure 1. Verbal report information is collected
via a co-worker interview schedule, which aliows the scorer to collect all the informaticn nieded to
scora the Co-worker Involvement Instrument In a singte interview.. To be considered valid;the
co-worker's or target employee's verbal report must be corrobarated by.thé target employeu (in the
case of a co-worker report); another co-woﬂ(er. an employment speclalist or-a supervisor.
indlv!dua!o such ag parents, group home or independent living staff can also be used for va!&’!aﬁo’n of
ltem 7, (Befrlending). Once information is validated, the tnstrument Is then scored using that
particular informaticn. I information Is not corroborated by any.of the above mentioned person, ‘
the scorer must disregard that information and begin again with another co-worker. If three

co-workers have baen approached and none of them knows or interacte v:ith the tasget employee or

knows of someona who does, then the process is stopped. The Instrument is then scored based upon
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.cbservational and relevant document cata. It is important to note that althouah these specific

the individual tem scoring procadures alone, The'instructions for scorers (including the

Co-worker Identification and Interview Procedures) are therefore provided largely to guide a
scorer only in the event that specific information is not known to him or her.

Spaecific scoring proceduras for each item are ouilined in the Co-worker Involvement Manual.
By way of example, item 1, Physical Integration, states that *Target employee works, takes breaks,
and eats meais in the same areas at the same time as co-workers." The item can then be scored in
one of three ways. A score of two corresponds to the statement “Target employee works in the same
work areas at the same time as co-workers a portic  § the day and takes breaks and eats meals in
the same areas (je., in the same room, within 600 square feet) as co-workers." A score of one
indicates that the "Target employee does fiot wv .« in the same areas(at the same time as co-werkers
but takes breaks and/or eats meals In the same areas as co-workers.” Finally, a score of zero
corresponds to the statement "Target employee does not work, take breaks, or eat meals in the same
areas or at the same lime as co-workers.” The information necessary to score this item Is gathered
via observations during lunch, work breaks, and during actual work on-the-job. Relevant
documents can also be considered such as work or observational records.

A second example is Item 5, Associating (fraquency), which states, "Co-worker socially
interacts with the target employee at the work place." This item is scorad on the basis of whether
the "Co-worker soclally interacts with the target employee at the work place on a reg\ular basis,
typicaily on a daily basis,"(scored two), "Co-worker interacts with the target employee at the
workplace on an i.'re.gular basis, usually only a few times per week," (scored o;'ie), or "Co-worker
interacts with the target employee at the workplace on an irregular basis, usually only once or twice
amonth. Interactions are not intentional,” (scored zero). The information nacessary to score this

itom I8 also gathsred from relevant documents, observational records, @nd in this case, verbal
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.. Co-worker Involvement Instrument- 8

reports by co-workers, the target e’mploy_ee. the employment specialist or job supervisor.

However, verbal reports by co-workers or the target employee must be corroborated by one of the
following persons; supervisor, employment specialist, target employee (in the ;:ase‘of\) CO-WOrk’er A
report) or another co-worker. Corroboration simply Involves getting agreement from the

corroborator that associating (in this case) did occur with ona of the persons mentioned.

Methods

R
\

Sample ‘
Forty-nine supported employment projects across the State of lllinois were contacted: :
requesting their participation in the Co-worker-Involvement Study. Of the 49, 17 projects
expressed interest in the study. Howaver, five of these projects were not included because they
either did not meet the minimum criteria of having a target employae in-a supported employment

program for at least three consecutive months or they later decided not to be involved. Twelvs

<

projects were then contacted and a visit arranged. At that time, target employees were selected by
the local prcject personnel (supervisors or employment specialists) fof involvement in the study.
In some cases, the individuals selected were the only ones working in a particular agency's supporied
employfiicnt program. Howéver. in larger agencies a paﬁlwlm employment specialist might be.
working with a supported employee unknowri to ot!;er employmens specialists working through the
same agency. This was most often the case resulting in target employees being selected on the basis
of the two raters having ongoing contact with the target employee in thgempbyment setting.
Beliabllity

Rellabllity was measured in two.ways, inter-rater_reliability and test-retest reliability. The
Instrument is designed to be scored by employment specialists and/or supervisors. /It Is therefore
criicial that co-worker involvement be scored by each rater in the same manner. Further, the
Amarican Psychological Association (1985) indicate that the degree of concordance across .
independent ratings should be reported as an indication of reliabllity. A test-retast rellability study |
was also indicated. By correlating scores given at two separate times by the same rater, the ;

instrument's consiatency of measurement over time was assessed.

9
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insert Figure 2:about here )
[ 4
. )
The rellability studies were organized as displayed in Figure 2. Attime 1, rater 1 and rater2 7%
scored the instrument independently in reference to a single target employee. The comparison of ’

thess ratings comprised the inter-rater reliability study.
A test-retest study was also undeﬂal(en. The comparison of rater one's score at time-1 with

liis/er score at time 2 comprisad the tast-retest reliability study.

R T P

Inter-rater Raliability. The raters in the inter-rater reliabllity studies were elther
employment specialiste or supervisors working with supported emiployment programs across the

state of lliinois. They had t6 meet the requirement of having had involvementin the job site for a

ISP S\

minimum of three cansecutive months prior to scoring the instrument. The target employaes
wriked at a variety of jobs across the four placement types.

The types of placements in which target employee's were working were individual placements,
clustered enclaves, dispersed enclaves or mobile work crews. Within the piacements, various job
types were represented. They were light industrial, laundry, warehouse, maintenance, retail, food
service, clerical, and health care. \‘

As mentioned abova-the Instrument was designed to be scored by employn;ant specialists, or
supervisors familiar with a job site for a mini. um of three months. Prior to an agreed upon date on.
which the instrument was to be scored, the investigators sent each rater a copy of the Instrument
with the Instructions to road%ho manual and to be prepared to score the instrument on a particular
target employee at a specified time. At'that time (time 1),‘ two raters indepondentlj}‘ scored the ﬂ s
instrument in reference to the same target employeé in the presence of the investigator.

Two Pearson product-moment correlaticns were used to compute the Inter-rater reliability

coefficient. The first figure relates to comparisons betwaen raters (organized into rater pairs)

scoring the Instrument on the total number of employees v "h mental retardation. However, because

Q;
the two raters comprising a rater pair cot ' score the Instrument on more than one target employse,
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0o-wo:i;(\t§r involvement Instrument 10
there is the potential-for bias from over& represented rater pairs. For.this reasor, a second
reliabiity coefficlent was computed to bypass this blas. Ratérs were therefore grouped into unique
rater palrs. One joint scoring of the Insirument was therefore randoinly selacted for each unique'

rater pair. The comparison of these scores (the second Pearson produqt-moment correlatior)
resultecj in the second inter-rater raliabiltly correlation. A criterion of .75 was set as the
minimum acceptable comalation.

Jest-retast Rellability. In the test-retest reliability study, the administration procedures
for the first scor'ing of the instrument (ﬁme 1) were the same as those in the inter-rater
reliabitity study. The main difference in this study, was that the employment specialist c¥
supervisor designated as rater 1, scored the Instrument a second time (time 2) using the same
target employee referent. After the first scoring of the Instrument, the student investigator left a
copy of the !nstrument wih each ratar 1 with the undarstanding that they would be contacted'
regarding wwhen to rescore it. The employment specialist of supervisor was then contacted and the
Instrurment rescored. Completed Instruments wese then returned in self-addressed stamped
envelopes. The.first administration and second administration- were acheduled to ditfer by a time
period of approximately 1 week. The compariscn of rater 1's score at time ¥ with rater 1'g score at
time 2 comprised the test-retest rellability study.

A Pearson product-moment corcelation coefficient was computed on overall scores to
determine test-retest veliability. A criterion of .75 was once again set as the min imum acceptable
correlation.

Validity

The Co-worker involvrent Instrument attempts tc measure the construct of ‘!oo-worker
involvement” with employees with handicaps in employment settings. Construct validity was
investigated via a study of content validity. The goal of the content validity study was to identify
theoretically meaningful factors contributing to an understanding of the construct "co-worker
involvement.”

A study of face validity was aiso undertaken to determine whether potential razers of the

11



Go-wdrker Involvement i&s:mmsnt . 1
instrument agreed that the instrument measured co-worker involvemerit as they berceived it. This .
study wil be presented first. ,

Face Validity. .In order to determine face vaud{ty. the author provided the Instr‘ument'and '
manial to potential instrument scorers and asked questions about whether-the instrument méaéureci
co-worker involvement as they understood it. ‘

Across ths state of lilinols there are 49 supportsd employment projects. The subjects for this
study were the directors of these projects. Ti ¢ 3 directors were sent.the Instrument-with manual
and an evaluation form. The evaluation fonﬁs listed each item followed by the statements, “Yes, it is
appropriate io Include Item X" or "No, it is not appropriate to include Item X." There was also the
opportunity to respond to the statement, "Please indicate whethér you feel the overall Instrument i§
appropriate f~~ measuring co-worker involvement" by checking *Yes, it is appropriate® or "No, it
Is not appropriate." After each question, evaluators' comments were invited. Upon coimpletion,
these evaluations were retumed to the investigator in self-addresse-{ envelopés.

Evaluation data were compiled for each item and the overall instrument to determirie the
agreement of the judges' ratings.

Content Validity. The administration procedures described in the tast-retest reliability study
were also used in the vali‘dlty study. The two sets of completed instruments (vater! at time 1 and

rater 2 at time 2) were each submitied to analyses that inciuded, a) a factor cnalysis with the
selection of terminal factors via oblique rotation for rater 1 scores at time 1 and rater 1'scores at 3
time 2 and b) the cornparison of factors idantified via oblique rotation at time 1 with those at time 2 '
to determine whether there wae a developmenial trend in scores. Oblique rotzation was séhcted
because it was suspected thai there were underlying relationships between variab/les. A criterion of
.00 was set for the magnitude of the rotated factor loadings.
Besults and Discussion

‘Beliability

Inter-rater Rellab¥ity Study. There were 68 target employees for whom the Instrument was

scored (see Table 2). Involvement was scored by 30 different raters, the majority of whom were

12




_CO'WOI'ku; Involvement Instrumsant 12
employment spedialists (82%). Becauso most raters were employment specialists, their
familiarity with and involvement at the work site reflects the majority of their experience with the
work site. That !s, employment specialists would be expected to spend only the amount of time !
required to support the tarﬁ_et employee at the work site, whereas supervisors wouid be employees
of the business where the target employee was working. Most raters therefore were either newly
acquainted with the work site (3-5 months, 39%) o::_had been familiar with the work site fcr more

than 1 year (40%). Additionally, most raters had daily involvement at the work site {(66%).

Insert Table 2 about here

Individual and employment demcgraphics are displayed in Table 3. Of the 68 employees who
comprised the inter-rater reliability sample, 52 psrcent were females and 48 percent males.
Levels of mental retardation were estimated by 1Q scores and compared with the American
Assoclation on Mental Deficlency (AAMD) classification schema (Grossman, 1983). Based upon this
criteria, 17 percent of workers had IQ scores in the borderiine range, 42 percent wera in the mild
range, 25 perceqit were in the moderate range, 16 percent were in the severa range ;)f mental

retardation and none were in the profound range.

Insert Table 3 about here

Target employees wers largely working in enclave placements (clustered enclaves 43%,
dispersed enclaves 379%) with a smaller percentage in individual placements (202%). Thers were
no workers In this study working in mobile work crews. They most frequently labored in food
service k34%), fight Industry (31%) or malntenﬁnce positions (18%). On the average, they had
been working on tha job 9 (median) to 14 (mean) months. The median score Is more representative

of the actual time on the job across the target employees, as one target employee had been employed

for 99 months which elevated the target employee time on the job mean.

13




Co-worker Involvement Instrurnent 13

The Pearson product-moment correlations for the Inter-rater reliability studies were r=.82
for the whole group (ne68) and r=.80 for the unique pakrs(n=18). These scores surpassed the
predetermined criterion for significance of r=.75, therefore supporting the rellability of the !
instrument across raters.

Test-retest Rellabillty Study. In the test-retest re¥abllity study, there were 54 targat
employees on whom co-worker involvement was scored (see Table 1). The lnstiuments were scored
by..." different raters, 89 percent of whom were employment specialists. The mean time pariad =
beiween the first (time 1) and second (time 2} administration ¢f the instrumeant was nine days.
Raters most frequently were familiar with the work site for 3 to 5 months (35%) or for more than
1 year (33%). They most ofien had dally (59%) involvement at the worksite although many were
present 2 to 4 times per week (24%). As'mentioned above, the ovemﬁs,ming malority of scorers
being employment specialists, lends credability to employment specialist knowiedge of the work site
being consistent with rater knowledge of . 1e work site.

Most of the target employees were males (53%) in this study, although not significantly more
(females 47%) (see Table 2). As in the inter-rater study, the level of mental retardation of the
target employees was most oflen mild (45%), followed by moderate (27%) and borderline (20%).
These employees most often worked in clustered (41%5) or dispersed (35%) enclaves, followed by
individual (18%) and mobile work crew (6%) placements. Employees most frequently worked in
either food service (40%) or maintenance jobs (24%). The mean time on the job for the target
employees was 11 months with a range of 35 months.

The Pearson product-moment correlation for the test-retest reliability study was r=.88.
This correlation suw the criterion of r=.75 and therefore supported the reﬁiablmy of the
instrument over time.
Validity

Eace Validity. In crder to determine face validity, the author provided a test packet to

potential instrument scorers and asked questions about whether the instrument measured co-worker

involvement as the potential raters understood it. A total of 22 instrument evaluations were

\ ¥
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completed. Al but three of the items were considered *appropriate o include® by 90% ar more of
the raters. Three items (Itom 6: Associating Nature, 86%; item 7: Befriending, 77%; ltem 9: .
Evaluating; 86%) were considered appropriate by less than 90% of the raters. Most !mﬁortantly:
90% of the raters indicated that overall, “the Co-worker Involvement Instrument Is appropriate for
measuring co-worker invoivement.” )

Content Validity. Two-factor analyses were completed for the validity study. The first analysis
used ratings completed by’:irate_m at time 1 and the second factor ailf\lysié used ratings completed by
rater 1 attime 2. Thé following Is a description of factors résulting from each of these analyses.

Insert Table 4 about here

The ﬂrst' analysig (rater 1 time 1 resuited in three factors {see Table 4). Factor1
contained 7 items including; physical integration (item 1), social integration (item 2), vocational
integration (Item 3), assoclating frequency (Item 5), assoclating naturs (item 6), advocating (ltem
8) and information giving (Item 10). This factor accounted for 80 percent of the variance,
indicating that co—worke.r Involvement as measured Is largely a 1 factor construct. This factor
comprises the variables impacting the opportunity for involvement (infegration items) and the

volitional roles (except for befrianding which will be addressed later). Training and evaluating

loaded on this factor but they also loaded highly on a'second factor which will be discussed separately.

This combination of integration and volitional roles Is interesting. Integration would most probably
have the greatest impact on all of the volitional roles with the exception of befriending, due to the-
way itis defined. [f target employees and co-workers were not integrated, thete/ would be litlle
opporiunity to associate, advocate or provide information in spite of a desire on the part of
co-workers to do so. This would be true for each of the volitional roles. However, in the case of
befriending, by definition, occurrence was dased upon interactions outside of the workplace. So,
although one would assume that Initial contacts wouid be made during the work day, befriending as

defined may not -necessarily relate to integration.

I5
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FW 2 was comprisad of the prascribed roles and acgoﬁnted for 12 poréont 0 the varlance. '
Thesae rcles were training (item 4} and evaluating (item 9).. Advocating also loaded +3n factor two,
bui not as greatly as on factor 1. Interastingly, the 3 integration variables loaded negatively or *
close 1o 6ro on this factor, the strongest being vocational intégration (-.46) followad by physical
integraiion and social integration. In the case of vocational integration; this significantly negative
loading implies that prescribed reles are most evident when vocational iniagration is low and least
evident when vocational Intagration is high. Intuitively, this makes sense. As a person becomes
more vocationaily oompe}ent, he or she would recelve less training and their svaluation schiedule
would more approximate that experienced by co-workers.

In regards to social integration, the loadings were net as strong. Hovaer. ths negative
relationship to prescribed roles may be explained in a-manner similar to that for vocational
integration. That Is, as prescribed roles are increasingly evidenced, social integration decreases and-
as prascribed roles are lass avident, there is increased social integration. Once again, this seems
logical. As an employes becomes‘more competent at her or his job, the amount of training and
evaluating would approach levels experienced by co-workers, which are most probably low. Also,
with increased competsncs, there would most likely be increased o?ponunitles fo infzract with
co-workers and still complete ones work. The reverse would also be true. With dacreased
competence, there wou!d be heightened levels of training and evaluating, and there would be less
soclal integration as the worker struggles to "keep up.”

Lastly, there was no relationship between prescribed roles and pl.ysical integration. This
might imply that trainers or evaluators of empioyaes with handicaps are not necessarily thoss with
whom the targct employee is physically integrated. Perhaps they ara located il’! a different area of
the business. If this is the case, it suggests there might have been a misunderstanding of the
defir.ition of "co-worker" among raters, or may further suppont the concept of association
independent co-worker roles which will be discussed iater.

Tha final factor, Befriending (item 7), accounted for 8 percant of the variance. This was the
only factor on which Befriending loaded. Training also loaded on factor 3, but there was
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- confounding as tralning loaded highly on all threa faclors.

The sécond faclor analysis (rater1 time 2) als‘o> resulted in three factors. Factor 1 was
comprised of the three integration items.and the two associating items. The remarkably.high ‘
loadings of these variables indicates a strong relationship between assoclating and integration. This

- finding is as would be expected, and therefore supports the validity of the instrument. This factor

accounted fcr 74 percent of the variancs. -

The second factor included befrianding (item 7), advocating (Item 8), evaluating (Item 9) and
infom\a!tion giving (Item 19). At first glance this factor is difiic. it to interpret. Upon further
examination, however, it might be referred to as the non-interastive or. non-assoclathra co-worker
involvement factor. If the items not highly loaded on this factor are oompared wﬂh those’in the other
two factors, it is observed that in each of the other two factors the assoclatlng items load
significantly. However, in the case of factor 2, there was no relationship between associating and
the fastor.. it therefore might be concluded that there is at lsast 2 component of each of the roles in
factor 2, which does not require association betwsen co-workers and employers with handicaps in
the workplace. As was already pointed out, befriending is defined on the basis of interactions outside
of the workplace. Regarding advocating, a large percentage of advocating is done on behalf of the
target esmployee without associations with him or her. Evaluation'in the workplace very oftén only
involves Interactions if work performance is substandard. This leaves information giving. One
aspect of the definition of information giving in the Instrument Is that co-workers will answer

questions. However, a person who is willing to answer questions may not e approached. He or she

woul;'.lsti!l be regarded as fulfiifing the information giving role without there being any interactions

/
between co-worker and target employee. This factor accounted for 16 percent of the variance.

The final factor could be referred to as the "association dependent® factor and accounts for.the
remalning 10 percent of the variance. This fa‘ct& recleved high loadings on the‘two associating
variables (items 5 and 6), advocating (ltem 8) and information giving (item 10). If factor two
relates 1o aspects of co-worker lnvolvément roles not requiring association in \t,he workplace,

perhaps this factor engendors interactive aspects, or co-worker roles requiring work site
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affiiation. Iterestingly, information giving and advocating both inchide aspects which require
association with the target employee. Howaever, befriending (which doe=nici oad on this factor) as
mentioned earfler Is defined as interactions outside of the workplace. -Evaltiction which also did ot
load on this factor may represent the type of evaluation moét probably axpeﬁe‘ﬁud by‘thé majority
of entry level employees, in which communication of evaluative information-only occurs when |
performance Is substandard. However, the observation that the\ré Is no relationship between
physim-l integration and this factor may cause the reader"to question this interpretation.

The factors and théir proposed interpretations thus are as shown in Tabla 4. For the first
factor analysis, factor 1 we s was interpreted as integration/volitional rqfés, factor 2 as prescribed
roles and factor 3 as befriending. For the second analysis, factor 1 was lnte?rpret.ed as
intégratlohlaésodation, factor 2 as association lndependen£ co-worker roles and factor 3 as
association dependent co-worker roles.

The next step of the validity study was to assess whether there was a developmental trend in
the data over the time period betwaen the two factor analyses. Although the interpretation of factors
differs to some extent between the two analy:ies, if one were to compare the actuai factors, there was
a great deal of similarity. The two factor 1's each had § variables in common (physical integration,
social integration, vocational integration, aséociatlng frequency and associating nature). Factor 2
also show'ed some commonality in that 2 variables loaded highly (advocating and ev~luating) from
each §tudy. The only real disagreements occurred in relation to training, befriending and
information giving. In the case of training, this variable did not load on any of the factors in the
second analysis although.it did load significantly on all three factors in the first analysls. The
befriending item was a separate factor in analysis 1 whereas it joined seve/ra! other variables in
comprising factor 2 in analysis 2. Information giving loaded with the other factor 1 volitionai roles
in analysis 1, but was loaded across two different factors in analysis 2. Thérefore it appeérs that
overall, there was more of a stabie trend between the two studies than a developmental trend, as 7
out of 10 variables were virtually identical in terms of their factor loadings. Considered together,

therefore, these findings support the validity of the Instrument.
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| The reliabillty stucly was broken into studies of ~it’\,ter-‘rate'r reliability and tgs;-rgtgst ‘
reliability. The Standards for Euucational and Psycnologica Te;ting (American:Psychological
Association, 1985) state that, "Whire judgmentai processes enterinte the soorlng of atest,
evidence on the degree of agreement between independe‘nt soorings should be provided" (p.-22).
This standard provided the basis for the inclusion of each of the reliability studies.

In order to conform with these iand other standards, stisdies of inter-rater reliability
were completed. The first sample was o;:mprised of all ratings (n=68) méde by rater pairs.
Based upon the ratings of these rater pairs, in which each member of the pair sgé)red the
instrument independentiy in reference to a particular target employe'e, the.total score
~ter-rater rellability was estimated to be .82. In the second sample, there were 18 different
rater pairs who scored the instrument. Based upon these ratings of unique rater pairs, the total
score inter-rater raliability was estimated to be .80.

In order to determine whether there were differences in independent ratings when
separated by a period of time, a study of test-retest reliability was undertaken. This s further:
fulfiliment of the “independent scorings” criteria described eadlér (American Psychological
Assoclation, 1985). Based upon the comparison of ratings by the same rater separated by a
period of time, the total score test-retest reliability was estimated to be .88. |

In each of these caseg, the reliability estimate surpassed the predetermined criterion of

.75. These analyses suppont th=:Co-worker Involvement Instrument as a reliable instrument

|
both across raters and over time.

Methodologically, there were two potential limitations to the reliability studies. The
design of the Inter-rater study. was such that there was the potential for over-representation of
rater pairs. This limitation was circumvented by calcualting a separate reliability coefficient
using 18 unique rater pairs. However, this sample size might be considered small by'some.

Am;ough in each analysls, findings did exceed criterion, there remains the possibllity that the
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“supporting” analysis did not comprise a large enough sample.

A sacond potential methodnogical weakness felated to'the time period which elapsed
b»theen the two instrument scd‘rlngsilnﬁthe test-retest study. The American Psychological
Association-(1985) Indicate that the time intérval should represent the nature of the
assessment device and its interpretation. Itis dtmcult to.determine what that time period
should be for the Co-v*orker Involvement Instrument. With further research, it may be found
that a time_period different from the one used in this study i¢/mors desirable.

Ins,.- @ of these methodological limitations, the Co-worker Involveine’nt Instrument
appears to be a useful tool. Reliability estimates were good, excaedlng .80 In all studies.
Validity of the Co-worker involvement Instrument

The validity of the Co-W‘&rker Involvement. Instrument was supported by the face validity
study. Only one item was considered appropriate to include by less than 80 percent of raters.
Most importantly, the instrument overalil was considered an appropriate measure of co-worker
involvement by 90 percent of the raters. ‘ |

Anastasi (1982) states that "Any data throwing light on the nature of the trait under
consideration and the conditions affecting its development and manifestations are grist for this
validity mill" (p. 144). The validity study uncovered new aspects of co-worker involvement.
That co-worker involvement consists of roles which can be divided intu volitional and
prescribed roles was supported by factor analyses. Volitional roles (associating, advocating,
information giving) appear fo be related to the degree of integrailon of the employee with
handicaps. On the coritrasy, prescribed roles (training and evaluatingy are less influenced by
integration. ‘Befriending as a volitional role appears to not be influenced by integration,
although this thay be an artifact of the Co-worker Involvement Instrument's definition of
befriending.

Apparently, that co-worker invSWement may be broken into aspects demanding
associatiorvaffiliation between co-workers and workers with disabilities, and aspects

independent of affiliation. The former of these relatior:ships (association being related to
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integration), saems Intuitively correct. in order.to-associate, persons niust be lri proximity to
one anothar (excluding avsoclation via electronic media). The latter of thesé cbservations
supports statements macfe*eéﬁié’r regardinq;fede}al,lnteg’f(\tbn legislatioii In that integration
alone may not resulg in co-worker involverment as thre ;;e aspe.cts‘of ~lnvolver'nemAwi'uit;h may,
not be directly related to integration. However, in order.that this statement may notbe
misconstrued, the finding-implies that integration alone.is.not sufficient. There appear to be
important "behind the scenes" aspecis of co-worker- lnvolvemer;t which do not directly relate to
émliatbn. Co-worker involvement thereforeé cannot be totally explained bfv characteristics of
individuals. Infewer‘\tions must now be directed toward Interactions among small g'roixp
members not necessarily involved with the target employee. These aspects of co-worker
involvement must be further explored and t;mught to light in order té dilate tha foéus of
intervention.
Together these observations support to the instrument's validity. Additionally, the iack of

a developmental trend across the factor anaIysés suppoits the Instrument as measuring a stable-
construct,
Aoplications of the Co-worker Involvement Instrument

" The Co-worker Involvement instrument in its current form has several useful
applications. First, itIs a useful research tool for the study of small group interactions in the
workplace. This is evidenced by other studies reported by McNair (McNair, 1989a; McNair,
1989b). Secondly, the Instrument might be used in job survey and analysis procedures. if an
employse with handicaps Is already empioyed by a particular agency or business, th; Instrument
might be scored In reference o that employee before future individuals are placed in that same
employment setting. This information might also therefore be used in job match activities.
Should the client be the first to be placed in that particular setting, co-worker involvement
among non-handicapped workers might be tested with conclusions being drawn from that
information. Itis important to noté. however, that to date Co-worker Involvement instrument

studies of nonhandicapped workers have not been reported so the relationship between
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interactions among non-handicapped workeis and between non-handicapped workers with

workers with handicaps is st unknown,
“Then there is the possibllity that the Instrument.might pravide Indications of how :
co-worker involvement, Is influencad by the training of indlvlﬁu‘als with handicaps. It may be
that target employe# competencies are diretly related to ooewofker ifgvolvgmém. Therefore if
the goal of.Intervantion with an employee 'withiha_n‘dicaps {8 {0 gain eupport from co-workers,
the Instiumentmight be used as a measure of tha affect of that intarvention.
In sum the Co-worker Involvemant instruriient is. a psychomerically tested and useful

tool for studying interactions between workera i the employment context.
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Notes

1 The contents of this paper were developed under federal contract number 300-85-0160

from Spect~Education Programs, inder the Office of Speclal Educaticn and Rehabilitative

Services (OSERS), U.S. Depariment of Education. Poinits of view or opinlons do not necessarily

represent OSERS positions or policy.

Z Requests for coples of the Co-worker Involvement instrumart should be sent to Frank R.

Rusch, Secondary Transition Inte}venﬂon Effectiveness Institute, The University of lllinois at

Urbana-Champaign, 1310.South Sixth Street, Champaign, lilinois 61820.

Requests for coples of the this article should be sent to Jjeff McNair, School of Education,

California State University San B&nad!no. 5500 University Parkway, San Bernadino, CA

92407-2397.
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Table 1

= t

Item 1: Physical intearation- Target employes works, takoabreaks andommmmha
samemnwnmmasoo-womm.
2- Targotompbyoowoﬂuhmoumowodtmauuhosamotkneasco-workmaponlon
of the day and takes breaks and eats meals in the same areas (l.e., in the same room, within
600 square feet) as co-workers.
1- Targotompuoyoodoecnotworkhﬂmsmmuatthosamoﬁmeasoo—workombuttakes
bresks and/or eats meals in the same areas ac co-workers.

0 - Target empioyes does not work take breaks, or eat meals in the same areas or at the same.
{ime as co-workers, ‘

uom 2: mmmmmn- While complating hisher wotk the target employas has an
appropriate number of oppoﬁunmes to interact witit coworkers without negative effects on job
performance.
2 There are an appropda!o number of opportunitics for the target emg'oyee 16 Interact
'with coworkers without negatlve effects on job performance.
1 - There are fow opportunities for the target employee to interact with coworkers without
negative effects on job performance. '
0 - There are no opportunities for the target employee to interact with coworkers without
negative oﬁocu 'on job performance.

tem3: mmmm Target smployee performs taske similar to co-worker.

Co-worker is not responsible for any porﬂonofmomgoumpbyeuwom
2- Tamotompbyup«bmsmoroompuabhhskﬁuwwo«umhmjobﬂﬁa
1- Targotomployoodoosnotperfonnsamoorconaarablomsksasco-mwnhsamejob
itle, however, co-worker is not responsible'for.any portion of the target employee's work. |
0- Co-mrkorbresponslbleforpanlalcompletbnofurgetemployouwom )

Item 4: Tralning- Co-worker supports target empivyee by praviding on-the-job training of
social or vocational skilis which hava been identified in the IWRP: ‘
2- Co-workor is designated for and provides on-th»—]ob training of soc!al or vocational
skills for thy; target employee
1 - Co-worker provides on-the-job training of social or vocational skiils io-a target
employee only with the prompting or assistance of othars (e.g., from a job coach or
supervisor).
0 - Co-worker does not provide on-the-job tralnlng of social or voutionat skills to a target
employee.

ltem 5: A:mhﬂngﬂmgnm}- Co-worker socially interacts with tamet employes at the
work place.
2 - Co-worker soclally interacts with'target employee at the work place on a regular basls,
typically on a daily basis.
1 - Co-worker interacts with the target employee at the work placi-3n an irregular basls,

usually only a few times per week.
0 - Co-worker Intreacts socially with target umployee at the workplace gonce or twica a
month. Interactions are not intontional.
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Table 1 (continued)

iteme: Ammmmc:o-mrkar socially lnwacts with the targot employee ina
manner considered appropriate within the context of ks workplaoo
2-The mn]orny of co-workers' social interactiong:by’ intention with target employee are
oonsldemd appropriate within thie context of the wcd(plaoo
.- The malority of co-workers’ social interactions by, intention with target emplojee are
ng,t considered appropriate within the context o7 m‘?\workplaae
0 - There are no social interactions or sodial ivleractions by intentio: considered appropriate
withlntho context of the workplace betwéen thb*&rqet emy,.. 130.9nd co-workers.

ltem 7: Betriending- Co-worker befriends target employee by intentionally interzcting
socially with the target employee outside.of the workplace.
2 - Co-worker and target employee report intentionally interacting socially outside the
workplace within the last two weeks.
1 - Co-worker and target employee report intentionally interacting szcially outside the
workplace at ieast once in the last month.
0 - Co-worker and target amployee repon not interacting socially outside the workplaoe

Item 8: Advocating- The co-worker advocates for the target employee by- lemizm.
protecting, and supporting the target employes's employment status.
2 - Co-worker optimizes, protects and supports the target employes's employment status.
This level of support is provided by the co-worker when needed without the assistance or
prompting of othors.

1 - Co-worker optimizes, protects and supports the target employee’s employment status.
This level of support is provided by the co-worker when needed with assistance and/or
prompting from others.

0 - Co-worker does not advocate (optimize, protect, support) for target employee's
employment status.

item 9: Evaluating- Co-worker, wher assigned the supervisory responsibility of evaluating
the target employee, appraises target employee's performance according to an operationalized
standard and provides direct, appropriate (wiitten/verbal) feedback to the target employee on a

_scheduled or informal basls.

2 - Co-worker, when acting as supetvisor, appraises target employee's performance
according to an operaﬁona!izsd standard and mﬁxﬁmwmmmmmmn

1- co-r. whon acdng as supervisor evaluates target onpbyee s performance
inconsistently (with or without an operaﬁonaﬁzad standard, with or without providing
WWMWbmmrgetempbyee) and only provides faedback if

0 Oo-workor v.hon acting as supervlsor, does not evaluate and is unaware of target
employeae’s performance.

ltem 10: Information Giving- Co-worlier acis as a source of information by spontaneous!y
volunteering instruction/feedback (regarding vocational skills, soclal skifls, etc.) and in
answering target employee's questions.
2 - Co-worker spontanieously volunteers instruction/feedback and answers questions for the
target employee.
1 - Co-worker provides information to the target employea only when directly asked a
question,
0 - Co-worker discourages target employee’s information seeking behavior by not providing
information or answering questions.
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- Table 2
- - ] [J :" ~ N ’
WMW —dl ki, — > .
" Reliability Study

Ne(number of target 68 - 54
employess)

instrument Rater:
Employment Speclalist 82 89.
Supervisor i8 11

Rater's Familiarity with Work Site: :
3-5 Months 39 35
6-9 Months 16 24
10-12 Monthis 5 8
More than 1 year 40 33

Rater's Involvement at Work Site:
Dally 66 59
2-4 Times per week 16 24
Once a week 3 4
3 Times per month 0 0
Tuice per month 3 4
Once per month 6 7
Less than once per month 6 2

*all figures are percentages unless otherwise indicated
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N=(number of target 68 '5
/ . employees)
' Sex of target employee 5
Male 48 53
Female 52 47
Level of Mental Retardation 2
Borderline or no Mental
Retardation 17 20 '3
Mild 42 45
Moderate 25 27 >
Severe 16 8 \;
Target Empioyse's Time
On the Job (months):
Median 9 7 =
‘Mean 14 b 7
Range 98 35 A
Type of Placement: g
" Indvidual 20 18 :

Clustered Enclave- 43 41

Dispersed Enclave 37 35

Mobile- Work Crew 0 6

Type of Job:

Light Industrial 31 15
Laundry 3 4
Warehouse 7 9 :
Maintenance 18 24 «
Retait 0 0. :
Food Service 34 40
Clerical 4 4 ¥
Health Care 3 4 ,
*all figures are percentages unless otherwise indicated &
&
;
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Table 4

S ———

ITEM

FACTOR 1

FACTOR 2

FACTOR 3

I. Physical Integration

2. Social Integration

3. Vocational Integration

4, Training

5. Associating Frequency

6. Associating Nature

7. Befriending
8. Advocating

9. Evaluating

10. ln_fqrmation Giving

Integration/Dolition

99 1 92

83 | .91
.69 | .57

41 | .27

90 | 58

.86 72
J1 1 .04
S50 .06

33 A3

.79 A4

Intcgratton/ Associarion

Prescribed Roles

‘_"I23:

I04

.40

-.01

.03

~-.03
40
I47

-.02}

.05

A0

.20
-.09
-.16
-01
34
55
51

54

: A_ssoctatton:lndcpmdcnt Roles
‘Befriending

-1

-,00}

ol
0N

3

)
b

N
N

o
3

A1

31

.I
()
-J

-2
.07
24
56
37

-.03

14

A4

08

33 .

Associaiior, Dependent Roles

e e ———
4

Factor Analysis 1 (rater-1 time 1)

Factor Analysis 2 (rater 1 time 2)
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© " Ghooke.a co-worker
i the target. eriployee's
immediate-area (600 q. ft.)

Co-worker idomm«
a follow. co-worker who _

knows of and/or interacts

with the target employee

ln!ormatfon
-pot
corroborated

Go on 10 another
coworker.

‘ et op Fps aH
P Y SR Tk 2, .

it no one interviewed knows or interacts
wlththowgotonpby« or knows. of

-
P % T LN,

someone who does,then stop after third
coworker Is interviewed

oty

Figure 1. Co-worker ‘identification and Interview Procedu}é.
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INTER-RATER '
RELIABILITY ‘

( N
RATEFH TARGET RATER 2 )
TIME1)
k N
TEST-RETEST
RELIABILITY
i \
RATER 1 TARGET
EMPLOYEE
TIME 2)

_J

Figure 2, Organization of the reliability studies.
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