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PAUL RAYMOND VAUGHAN ABSTRACT

A sample of 583 male, manual workers was taken
from the Lansing labor force and examined for this study.

An attempt was made to determine how they rated local plants
as places to work. First, the data were analyzed to deter-
mine which plants were rated as the best and as the worst
and the order in which they were ranked. The largest plant,
Oldsmobile was found to be rated the highest followed by
Motor Wheel, Reo Motors, and Fisher Body, in that order.

The forges and foundries were rated worst as places to work.
However, they were rated high by their own employees.

The first hypothesis that workers from small,
locally owned, non-manufacturing plants would rate thelr
plants higher than large, absentee owned, manufacturing
plants was not upheld. 1In fact, the reverse was found to
be true. The explanation for this seems to be that the
large, absentee owned, manufacturing plants can pay higher
wages and provide better working conditlons.

The second hypothesis that the largest plants in
terms of number of emplbyees would be némed most often as
the best places to work was upheld even after making correc-
tlon for difference in size of the plants. Flsher Body,
which rated lower than expected was an exception and points
to the fact that large size does not automatically bring
a plant high reputation. Plants must be managed in such a

way that their employees are satisfled with the programs



and policies.

It was hypothesized that workers rate the plants
in their community as places to work with the same criterila
that they use to rate their jobs. The criteria used in
common pértially supporting this hypothesis were the most
important criteria: working conditlons, wages, steady em-
ployment,and good human relatlions. However, there were some
additional criteria used only to rate jJobs and others used
only to rate plants.

The next section focused on the workers ranking of
thelr own plants. It was hypothesized that workefa with
high job satisfaction tend to evaluate plants where they
work more highly than workers with low job satisfaction.
This hypothesls was statistically supported. The final
hypothesis was that plants would be rated differently by
workers with varying social backgrounds. The background
characteristics were grouped into demographic varilables,
age, birthplace, and marital status; labor market variables,
number of years in the Lansing labor market, time employed
by present concern, number of companies worked at 1940-1951,
and union membership; and stratification variables, educa-
tion, income, and occupational level. Results of chi-square
tests indicated that marital status, union membership, and
occupational level is associated with the way in which the
workers rate their own plants. There are indications that
workers who rate thelr own plants low show a greater degree

11



of association between soclal backgfound characteristics
and the way in which they rate theilr plants. Further

research might show this to be true.
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CHAPT:ER I

INTRODUCTION AND THZORETICAL SIGNIFICANCE

In present day American socliety the jJob which a
verson holds 1s of great significance. A person's Job
determines the status which he has and influences the type
of 1life which he can lead. Therefore the worker is concerned
about the type of job which he holds and also akout the type
of employer for which he works. Moreover workers commonly
evaluate the local plants wnlle seeking employment. They
rate a plant as a good or a bad place to work based upon
their previous work experlences and upon what they have
heard from fellow workers. Tnis evaluatlon of local work
plants is a subject atout which little 1s known. Due to the
importance of work and place of work the historical evalua-
tion of community plants 1s considered an important area for
soclological investigation.

The relationship between the institutions of work
and social life has long teen recognized. More than fifty
years have passed since Durkhelm publls:ie¢ his thesls dem-
onstrating that interdependence between men in industrial
soclety increases with the division of labor. Based upon
comparative studles of otl.er socleties Durkheim maintained
that occupational associations will develop along with
complex industrial systems. These assoclations, he held,
would assume many non=-economic funétions which, when com-

rined with the economic functions, would provide norms for



the society and prevent a condition of anomie, a socletal
state characterlzed by an absence of common values, senti-
ments, and soclal norms.1

There are somxe trends in American soclety today
which support Durkneim's prediction that economic associa-
tions tend to assume non=-economic functions. For example
business establishments are devoting increased time and
effort to support and influence community educational
svstems. Currently many industrial leaders feel that in
order to operate thelr plants witn minimum friction they
need to have a favoréble public image. To obtain adequate
municipal services and a qualified lator force industry may
find it helpful to be regarded as a "zood community citizen."”
Such a reputation can be assured try keeplng informed about
trhelr community image and taking an active part in community
affalrs. Some companiés make a systematic effort to obtailn
representation on all trypes of communlity boards, commissions,
and committees.

This 1s all a part of the growing public relations
movement. Businessmen who have spent many years in bulld-
ing a favorable community image of thelr industry are con-
vinced that the good labor recruitqent, brand loyalty, and

consumer loyalty is a function of theilr efforts to builld a

2

good reputation. According to John W. Welcker a management

1Emile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Soclety,
Translated by George Simpson, The Free Press, 1947.
2yilliam H. Form and Delbert C. Miller, Industry

and Community, Chap. 4, p. 29, Unpublished manuscript,
Harper and Brothers, forthcoming, 1960.




which 1s successful 1n maintaining good community relations
not only improves the company's internal operations, but
also strencthens the reputation of iIndustry as a whole

tnroughout the nation.3

Jeneral Review of the Literature

The present study 1s concerned with evaluations
wrnich manual workers in a middle-slzed city make of local
firms as places to work. Very little has been done to study
systematically the coxmunity reputations of firms and em=-
vloyers. In his study of Illinl City, Wray asked samples of
the public, union members, and employers, six general gues-
tions concerning the reputations of six major companies and
the unions with wiilch they dealt. He found that respondents
cenerally tended to have clearer attitudes toward the larg-
est companles and unions. They tended to have positive
attitudes toward or-anizations atout which ther unow the
mOSt.4

Ronper conducted a study for Fortune in Terre Faute,
Indiana, to find out which of the leading industrial compa-
nies in town were "good neignbors' and whv. He found that

a good product at a reasonable price does not automatically

350nn W. Welcker, "The Communitvy Relation Problems
of Industrial Companlies," Harvard Zusiness Review, November,
1349, »n. 720.

o)

4Dozald Z. Wrar, "The Community and Labor-Manaje-
ment Relations," La“or-Nanavenent Relations in I1lini City,
Institute of Lauor and Industrisl Relations, Chamnaign,
University of Illinols, 1953, p. 122-124,




result in public favor for the comvany. The comzany is
looked upon as a citizen and nci~hbor and 1s judzed the
same as other members of soclety. One company was well
known for doing things for the communitr, but was not rated
very higzh as an emplcyer. The test company 1in Terre Eaute
did not pay the test wazes or builld the most playgrounds,
put 1t dld create tlie most opportunities.

Trhie peonle were asked how trer felt ahout the
ten leadinz industrles as prlaces to work and wnv thev felt
thie way they dild. They were given a list of criteria and
asked to choose two or three of tue most important for
pickinz a company to work, Tatle I shows the results ob-
tained.5

Terre Haute 1s large enough to have lumportant and
diverse 1industry and yet small eanough so people are familiar
with the firms in town. Yet a significant finding was that
two-thirds of the respondents could not name a best plant to
work for in Terre Haute. On the other hand, four-fifths
indicated that they did not know a worst company or that
there was no worst company. One coampany was named by one-
third of tie remaining twenty percent as worst because of
low wages. Responadents could not or would not derogate
firms except for fallure to provide steady employment. 1In

general companies were rated high because they provided

5R0per, "The Fortune Survey," Fortune, March,
1950, p. 40.
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‘ment, chance for acdvancement, s00od wages and
~00od workin: coanditions.

Zeneral c<lectric conducted surveys to anvnraise the
comnunits reputations of scze of treir plants., Its manare-
ment hes indlcated trat General Electric can exist only as
lon~ as the public allows it. They vclleve tiat tney cannot
attract and nold tne Test employees, nave mutually rewarding
relations witli tiiea and otrerwlse achleve z00d over all
oreratlions unless they deserve, seek, and _et good comznunity-
wlde understanding and approval of thelr policles and activ-
ities. Zeneral slectric as set up standards for a company
to be rated as a zood emplorer, a good nelckbor, and a zood
citizen. The reason for the corporation's concern with this
rrotlem of plant reputation stems from the results of a
surver taken durinz a strike in 1342, Ther found trnat the
mayor, the clty council, tre clersy, ithe newspaper, and
local merchants felt trat the strike was Justifled, that
enclorees were not paid well, that rrices were kepnt as rieh
g3 possitle Lty 3.E., and that the company's motives were
dls:onest and countrary to putlic interest.6

The results of the stirlie surveys and the comments
of its nei itors in the citles where tre plants were located
indicated trat Zenerel Zlectric needed a stronz, well-planned

community relations prosram. Flrst the company reviewed 1its

srevious activities in tne communities. For a half century

€. . . _
' Teneral <lectric Publications, ERV-2A, 1355,
©o. 5=, pamphlet cdirected tcward professional managers in
the corporation.



it kad felt secure in the knowledse tihat, measured agalinst
accepted standards, it ranked nigh as a good employer. The
wages, working conditlons, bteneflt programs, th:e community
participation of manarement, and company contrisutlons to
nuran needs, srall rtuslnesses, and industry as a wnole were
tellieved to rave been of hizh quality.

The surveys showed hrowever, that company policy
had not resulted in hish jot satisfaction among the woriers
or a cood community reputation. 1In fact the harder the com-
rany tried and the more 1t got done, the more misunderstand-
ing end disanproval seemed to develop. Something was lacking
and CZeneral i£lectric officials felt that they must set local
peopnle to:

1. Urderstand and vellieve trat a profitable

Industry 1s not g£ood only for employees,

snare owners, customers, and sugppliers, but

most important to General Electric's community

neilgnbtors. .

2. Know that the favorable benefits resulting

from a profitaeble industry cannot continue

to be enjoyed unless the citizens understand

the buslness system which makes these bene-

fits possible and understand their roles in

keepiny 1t profitable.

3. Appreclate trat good paying Jjobs depend on

the success of local businesses, including

General Electric.



tas2d upon the findings of additional surveys
conducted by Opinion Resecarc: Corporation the company de-
vised a "forrula'" for rating plants. They maintain that tre
companles rated most favorably by the public followed this
three point "formula' which is given below.

1. Live Right = treat employees falirly and

humanely, vayv g¢ood wages, provide employee

benefits, and contribute fairly to charities.

2. Tell Emplovees About It - keep information

channels onen, tell employees company aims,

ovjectives, and probtlems.

3. Tell the Community About the Company -

inform community on company plans, aims,

oojectives, and protlemns. 3Show nei:hbors
what company does for the community.7

Accordinz to General Electric,the companies rated
lowvest followed only the first part of the "formula and
trose which were in the middle ratings followed only the
first two parts.

Barlow and Payne have probatly done the most ex-
tensive study of how to go about rating an industrial firm
in 2 local community. They found that there are two main
obstacles for researchers in a study involving the publlc
opinion survey. Flrst, respondents usually show a greater

willlingness to commend rathier than to condemn a company,

TIbid., =ZRV-24, 1555, pp. 9-13.
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1. What are the characteristics of plants

wiicn are rated best and worst in the community?

2. Why do the workers evaluate plants differ-

ently?

3, How do tne workers rate thelr own plants as

places to work?

4, Are the factors used to rate a plant the same

as those used 10 rate Jobs?

5. Is there a relationship between the socilal

backzrounds and experiences of the workers and

ttieir plant rankings?

The Terre Haute stud; selected a sample from the
general puvlic and inguired about the rating of local firms
as "zood neignbors,” as "sood citizens," and as places to work.
The present rescarch chrose a sample of the male wage-earners

in the city and 1s focused only upon tihe firms as places to
work. Five hypotlieses were developed which will be further

develored in the subsequent chapters.

Hvypotheses

1. The ratinz of the plants by the worxers 1s
associated with the size, type of industry, and type of own-
ersnip of the plants,

a, Locally owned plents will be rated higher
than absentee owned plents.

L. Workers in sm2ll plants will rate thelr own
rlant higher tnan workers in large plants.

c. Non=-manufacturing industries will be rated

nigrer than manufacturing industries.

2. The largest plants in terms of number of em-
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ployees will Le named most frequently as the Test places to
WOrK.

2. Tre workers rate the plants iIn the comnunity as
places to worik with the same crlteria they use to rate their
jons.

/, Workers who have Lizn Jjob satisrfaction tend to
evaluate plants where they work more highly than workers with
low job satlsfaction.

5. Plants will be rated daifferently by workers with
different social backgrounds.

Metrodology

Because the data used for thls research has been
obtzined from a larger study, the research site and sample
selection for that study are relevant for this researcnh.

nesearch Site

The data for this study were sathered in 13350-13351.

According to the 1950 census, Lansing, lNichigan had

0
(o]
O
io]
[
1

lation of 32,125. This represented a seventeen parcent in-
crease over the 1940 figures and contrasts witii the almost
stable population of the previous decade, Annexation accounti-

ed for approximately 3000 of the increase. For a ¢

(]

arunlt:s

(«

with such a nizh conceatration of automotive and metzl work-
ing industries, the zrowth during the war years was relative-
ly low and reflected a moderate deszree of stability.

The population of Lansing is hlg.ly homozeneous,
comprised essentially of the descendants of early Anglo-3axon,
New England amigrants and nineteenth century Geruan xmigrants.
{ost of the movement into the area over the last few decazdes
nas been from rural lichigan, The only large c¢rcur orf in-

Ligrants to Lansing from areas other thaa rural Michigan
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“as Deen workers Iron Uiie rural Soutl,

loxt of the locszl industry was founced =2t the tarn
of tie century althourh the nares ¢of rmany estacllsrzents bave
chanset.  Feneral Motors Corvoratio: thronn its Closuwonile
1lant, its Oldsuwoiile for-e, and 1ils Flzier Zodr rlant,
errloys a lar-e pronortion of tie industriel lator force of
Lansin- =2:.d Llts environs.f Cther lar e anl lipeortznt
arz otor Wheel wilch rmanulactures motor venlcle equliment,
R20 Motors w-olich uanufoctures walinls trueczz: and Jour Dean
wirlch sanulactures arricniturel equirnern

All ol tle manufacturins cotacllishments wriclh o2n-
plor ror: than 1C0 worlers are in t-ne mctal werkin: Industiry,
wozt of wiich are rome owned. COf tne 112 nmanofacturing
enterarlses listed T tie Lansin. Cnanver of nmerce for
A-ril 1251, 24 were in metcl vorkin-, 14 irn foolis and 2irndred

-

rroducts, 1C in crhemiczl and allied, O in »rintin-, 7 in

stone, clz2y and ."lz:s, 4 In furnitvrs, store fixtures and

and 1 1n textilecs.

Semnle Desin and Cownozitlon

The datz for tils studr were talten from a larc-asr

gtud;r of tle manual later force in the clt. The oriin:l
samnple was limived to ral val worzers in the Lansing

ince : 3 ", & new zultl-million
dollar j= 1=t las Teen oul into oreoratlion by the Tenzral
lotors Co rati

Jlémund nosg

ov Tution ani tre Norme
tive Svstem," 30z2isl Forces, Octo:2x
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labor market whno were uns:iilled, semi-skllled, orvskilled
and the "first line" supervisors who were in char-e of
menual workers. A five percent sarprle of male wage-earners
consisted of apvroximately 750 workers. A sample of 200
was declded upon, 200 to te taken from the fringse areas of
Lansing, the remalinder telns residents of the city. Having

drawn the "cit7" group from the Polk's Directory of Lansing,

it was found trat the 500 contalned a representative sample
of fringe residents, The schedules finally analyzed consist-
ed of 5832 interviews taken durin: the period from Novemter,

1350 to June,1951.1%

Bach respondent was personally inter-
viewed using a preparecd scredule desizned to obtain slong
with other data tlrat whlch was necded for the original prob=-
lem. This was to study tihe relevance of mirration to loca-
tion in the job market durin:s an era of a tigrt labor force.
The study was carried out br J. Allan Zeegle, Willlam HE. Form
and Sicmund Nosow,.

For purnoses of this research only the 231 respond-
ents wio rated tiieir own rlants were used to test hypothzases
one, four and five. Since ti:e non-respondents were dronped
out, chi-square testis werc made to determine wiether or not

the re=yondents differed sigrificazntly in any way from the

P

non-rescoxdents, If they do not tren ~eneralizations cen

ve mude about thne total samrle based o. tre findinzs for

)

11Ibid, pT. 2°=23.

#*
The questlons on plant evaluatlion were added
after interviewing had begun.
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renverstly wers si/mificent at the 201 level, A con=-
siderarcly lzrver gsrernortion of tre rzzrondents wers frox the

case of »nlant
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2t whicio tre workers vere o
rortion of the respondents wera from Cldsmorils, Fils-cer Hody,
Reo Motors,and Motor Wheel. There were aoout twenty percent
more respondents than non-respondents from the auto plants,
For all other types of industry there was a smaller propor-
tion of respondents than non-respondents, Approximately

ten percent more of the respondents were unlon members.

The chl-square tests for occupational level, type of owner-
ship,and income were significaﬁt at the .0l level., A
slignhtly larger proportion of the respondents were unskilled,
ten percent less of the respondents were seml-skllled,and
slightly more of the respondents were skilled. For type of
ownership of plant fifteen percent more respondents than
non-respondents worked in absentee owned plants., A smaller
proportion of tne respondents were in the income group earn-
ing less than %1.50 per hour. Therefore,there is a signifi-
cant difference indicated between the respondents and tne
non-respondents for these factors and findings for this

study with resard to them can be based only on the respondents.

**pop complete results of the tests for differences
between respondents and non-respondents see appendix tables
XXVII through XXXVII.



15

The chi-square tests for marital status, btirthplace, age,and
education were not signiflcant. Thus findings with regard
to them are indicated as being true for the total sample.
These results do not necessarily mean that the results froa
the non-respondents would be different if they had responded.
The chi-square tests merely indicate that the two groups

can not be said to be the same.

Statistical Technigues

The chi-square tests of assoclation between var-
lavles was used to determine whether or not rating of a plant
1s assoclilated with the varlables named. The .05 level of
significance was used as evidence to reject the null hypoth-
csis. However, higher levels of significance are noted.

The formula used for computation of the chl-square

values was the basic formula:12

fij= ovserved frequency.

F expected frequency.

13°

By computing the chi-square value for each row in
a table it can be determined which row contributes the most

to the total significant chi-square. The same procedure

holds true for the columns in a table. The total of the

124elen M. Walker and Joseph Lev, Statistical
Inference, Henry Holt and Co., New York, 1953, p. 97.



chi-squares for trke rows 1is equal to the total of the chi-
squares for the columns whicn i1s the chi-square value for

the whole tatle,

16



17

CHAPTER II

RANKING OF PLANTS

Introduction

How does tne reputation of a plant get established
in a community? What actually determines whether a plant
wlll be rated as a good or a bad place to work? An attempt
will be made to give at least a partial answer to these
questions in this chapter. The hypotheses to be discussed
are as follows:

1. The rating of the plants by the workers

1s assoclated with the size, type of industry,

and type of ownership of the plants.

a. Locally owned plants will be rated
higher than absentee owned plants.
b. Workers in small plants will rate

their own plant higher than workers in large

plants.

¢c. Non-manufacturing industries will

be rated higher than manufacturing industries.

2. The largest plants in terms of number of em-

ployees will bte named most frequently as the

best places to work.

3. The workers rate the plants in thelr

community as places to work with the same

criterla they use to rate thelr jobs.
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Studies nave estarlisied trzt tie reputation of
a plant 1s determined for the most part cy its employees.
Welcker found that the principal factor influencing cormunity
relations 1is employee relations, Tie standing of a plant
in a community was found to be larcely a reflection of wiazt
its own employees think about thelr curloyer. Tnls appliec
equeally to larse citles and smail towns.l farlow and Payne
octained similar {indings in tircir research.2 They vase
trelr findinzs on the concentric rins tueory of pu:slic rela-
tions which maintains that a company's reputation starts
among 1ts employees and spreads outward. Workiers partici-
pating in community activitles talk atout thelr Jobs ana
employers. Thelr opinions graduzlly spread over tiie commun-
ity ancd a plant sets a peculiar reputation as a place to
wori. In addition to .earin: otiers tali atout tie local
plants many woriiers change employers from tilme to time and
in this way obtalin first :znd information arout estellich-
mente.,

There are many otuer factors that alfect a firm's
reputation. It must te empuaslized tunat Tirms ey nave unigue

o

factors trat maxie comparisons difficult. For examnple, a

firm wiose employees come 1n constant contact witn the puillec,

lsonn w. Welcier, "Tre Ccmmunity Relations Problizns
of Industrial Companics," Harvard sSusiness Review, vovemlier,
1o4u,

2};’alter' F. bBarlow and Stanley L. Payne, "A Tool

for zvaluating Company Coumunity Relations,’”" Puulic Cpinilon

Quarterly, ..., 1949,
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sucn as a department store, have more cpportunity to influ-
ence putlic opinion tian a firm wiose emplojyees nave little
or no public conrtacts.

It snhould also te noted that once a plant has
estatlisiied a 1o00d or vad reputation in the community it
Goes not get cnansed easily. Tnls a1o0lds especlally for a
firm wilth a bad revutation., It may retain a low rank even

4

after the reasoans for tioe vad rejutation lave Leen correcied.
Tnis situation may ve mlnimlzed 1T the firm has a -Loo0d
puilic relations and putlliclty departient.

Some of tihe obLlective characteristice waich can

T

2 used to compare plants are size of capltal investment,
nunier of employees, and trpe of ownersiip. A larse firm
witii an inpressive tuilldins and wilch engages in nationwice

usiness and advertising will tend to have a iLetter revuia-

tioca tecause 1t 13 Letier ynown. Wuielller 3 Jirm iz Jorally
cwned or part of a r.ive cornoration may also =ifect 1tu

coates conducted a study ir. a lorve

Hj
(%
’—J
'..4
(0]
C:
=
H
=
:_\:
E;
(@]

Soutern city 1in 1¢55 wuich Tocused upon the influence of

chsentee owned corporatlions and tielir execullves 1a t.e civic

N

—\

aflfalrs of tilie communit). These rescarciiers gointed oud
tr.atl rscent changes in the Joutn and in the nation nave

promoted tiie corporate coucern wit:i »nutlic sentiment and

JRolaud J. Fellzgrin ard Craries . Coztes,
"Corporations and Conmunli; Powel Structuie," Anerica.
cournal of Jociolosoy, arca, 1., t. «l5.
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industries call for the more nighly educated will differ
from a community whose industries require the less educated.
Faul Gillen nas attempted to cdevelop a yardstick
for measuring cities. FHe points out thnat the occupatlional
profile of a city 1s & vasic measure of its overell worth.
Occupations ol peoprle reflect not cnly taelr more obvious
craracteristics such as income, nealtnh, education, and
rousing, but also thelr attitudes, hopes, fears, ambiltions,
and frustrations. e found that occupations have much to do
witk educatlon in a city, and that attitudes regarding educa-
tion can be cianged and additional financlial support can be
obtained by changing the occupatlonal distribution of a
community.5 Under tnese clrcumstances a plant which attracts
nighly educated people and pays thea well will be more like-
ly to have a good reputation in the community than a plant
wnlch attracts less educated and lower palild workers and
tuelr families. All of these factors must bte taken into

consideration as t=nings wihich will influence plant reputation.

Ranking of Plants

Respondents were asked the question, "Wnat com-
panles do you conslder the best places to work in Lansing?"
Tavle II shows now tie firms were rated by the workers.
Since some workers named more than one plant there were

411 responses from the 271 respondents. Oldsmobile was

5paul EB. @illen, The Distributlion of Occupations
as a City Yardstick, King's Crown Press, Columbla University,
New York, 1951, pp. 107-111.




TABLE II

22

WORKER EVALUATION O BEST FLANTS IN WHICH TO WORK

s—
—

Plants Respondents Responses
Percentages
Oldsmotile 59.0 38.9
Motor Wheel 19.9 13.1
Reo Motors 15.1 10.0
Fisher Eody 12.5 5.3
John Bean 4.8 3.2
Jovernment; Federal, 3tate, Local 3.3 2.2
Utilities 2.2 1.5
Other Plants not Specified 26.9 17.8
Small Companies 2.2 1.5
No Difference among Plants 4.1 2.7
No Opinion 1.5 1.0
Total - 100.0
Nuaber of Respondents 271 --
Number of Responses - 411
Average Number of Responses -- 1.5
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rated among tre best by three-fift-s of the workers. Next
res MOtor Wheel closely followed by Reo and Flsner Eody.
Tr.ese latter three were named among the best less than one-
third as many times as Oldsmobile. All of these are auto-
mobile manufacturing plants.

Next the respondents were asked, "What companies
do you consider tize worst places to work in Lansinz?"

Trere were 212 responses to the question from 182 respondents.
‘Table III reveals that Filsher Zody was named by almost one-
quarter of the workers. The forges and foundrles were named
most often as the worst places to work in Lansing. A little
more than one-=fourth of the men named them among the worst
places to work., Reo Motors received the next largest number
of unfavorable ressponses, followed by Motor Wheel and Olds-
mobile.

Note that the four plants wialch were named among
the best the largest numpber of times were also named among
the worst the largest number of times after the forges eand
foundrles, If the laiter are excluded we see that the
plant named among t':e best the largest number of times, 1is
named the smallest number of times amonz the worst. For the
four rlants named most frequently we see that thelr ranking
as best 1s the reverse of thelr ranking as worst. See Tatle
IV. As shovm in Tables II and III, the remalnder of the
firms in the city were named as one of the best or worst a

very smell number of times or the firm wes not even identi-
fied. The reasons for ranking the firms the way they did will

te discussed later in connectlion with hypothesls number three.



TABLE III

WORKEZR EVALUATION OF WORST PLANT3 IN WHICH TO WORK

———
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Il

—

Plants Respondents Responses
Percentages
Forges and Foundries 26.4 22,6
Fisher Body 24,2 20.8
Reo lotors 16.5 14,2
Motor neel 6.6 5.7
Oldsmobile 5.5 4,7
John Bean 0.5 0.5
Cther Plants not Specified 24,7 21.2
Any Factory 3.3 2.8
Not Much Difference among Plants 2.2 1.9
No Opinion 6.6 5.7
Total - 100.0
Number of Respondents 178 -
Number of Responses - 212

Average Number of Responses
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TABLE IV

COMPARISON OF PLANTS EVALUATED AMONG THE BEST
MOST FREQUENTLY WITH PLANTS EVALUATED
AMONG THE WORST MOST FREQUENTLY

Plant One of Best One of Worst
Percentages
Oldsmobile 59.0 5.5
Motor Wheel 19.9 6.6
Reo Motors 15.1 ' 16.5
Fisher Body 12.5 24,2

Number of Respondents 271 178
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Plant Characteristlics

———

In an attempt to provide more bvackground informa-
tion alout tiie vlants included in tunls researcii an analysis
wes made of thielr type of ownership, size, and industrial

-

typve. Tnhne first Lypothesls of this research 1s that the
ratin: of the plants Ly the workers 1s essociated with the
type of ownersnip, silze,and industrial type of tie plants,
a. Locally owned plants will be rated higher
tran acsentees owned plants.
. Workers in small plants wlll rate thelr
own plant hizsher tran workers in larce plants.
C. Non-manufactufing Industries will be
rated nigher than manufacturing industries.

First the respondents were divided into taree

2]

Sroups:

»

1. Those whe listed places wrere they work
as among the best,.

2. Those winose own plant was not listed as best
or worst. FPresumauvly tlelr plants were in tne medium range.

5. Ti.08e w0 llsted places where tiiey work as
exony tae worst,

Then ti.e workers were distributed for each charac-

terlstic based oa thie way In whichi tiey rated tunelr plant,

Hiypothesia Ia: Type of Ownersulp

e

It 1s expected thiat workers in a locally owned

nolant will tend to 1ldentify it pore with the community and
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rate 1t hicher than an atsentee-owned plant., ine &ata 1ln

able V do not uphecld the expectation that locally-cwned

&1
ct
[&]
.

plants would be rated higher than the atsentee-owned plar
even-tenths of the zbsentecec-owned plants were ratel among
the best compared to only a little more trhan nalf of the
locally-owned. That these differences are not due to crance
is revealed by the protability of the chi-sguare wunlcn

is significant at the .05 level., One=-tenth more of the zen
froz locally-owned plants rated their plant mediun - cid
men from absentee-owned plants, Twice as many froc the
locally=-cwned plants rated thelr plant low as did those from
absentee-owned plants. However, since there was such a small

percentage who ranked their own plant low, most of thre

analysils concerns differences btetween middle and high.

Hypothesis Ih: Silze

Sir.ce a small plant pernits a greater amount of
versonal contacts with other worxers and with supervisors,
it is expected that the workers willl identify «'*h these
plants Lo a greater cdegree than will workers in large plants.
The former will therefore rate thelr own plant higher than
will workers in large plants. Tabtle VI shows data on how
tne woerkers rated thelr cwn plants on the basis of number
of employees. The cata do not support thre nypotheslzed
expectation. Thus seven=-tenths of those from plants enploy-
ing over five-hundred men rated thelr plant nigh as comparec

with only+one=-third from tre plants with less trun one



TABLE V
WORKER EVALUATION OF PLANTS BY THEIR TYPE OF OWNERSHIP

Plant Reputatlion Type of Ownersnip

Local Non-=local Total

Percentages
High 55.5 638.6 62.6
Medium 37> 28.1 32.4
Low 7.0 33 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 128 153 281

x2 = 6.41 d.f. = 2 .02¢p (.05




TABLE VI

WORKER EVALUATION OF PLANTS BY SIZE OF WORK FORCE
IN THEIR PLANTS

Plant Reputation

Nunber of Employees

1=-99 100-499 500&up Total

Percentages
High 32.7 43.0 71.5 62.6
Medium €3.3 40.0 24,2 32.4
Low 441 12.0 4.3 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 49 25 207 281

X2 = 32,41

d.f. = 4 . p.(cOO‘
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hundred emplorees, The ciii=square test of association was
found to be siznificant to thhe .001 level,

It stould te noted here that thils 1s the rating
of workers own plants distrituted by size of plant based on

numter of emnployees, This is to be distingulshed from tie
DLOY e

ct

rating of all »lants in tue communliy Ly the workers as

discussed velow in connection with hypotiesis number two.

Hypotinesis Ic: Type of Industry

It 1s expected that the workers willl rate the
non=manufacturing plants nigher tnhan those involved in
menufacturing vecause tlie non-manufacturing are smaller,
cleaner, and have greater intimacy among worsers. Table VII
s::0ws 0w the workers rated thelr own plants wiich were
classified Ly tryme of industry. These data do not upnold
the expectation that non-manufacturing plants would be
rated higher. Thus seven-tentiis of those workin: in manu-
facturing plants rated their plants nl h coumpared to'only
one=-talrd of worikers in non-wmanufacturing plants. The
protability of tre chi-square wnicn is at the ,0C1 level
Indicates tiat tliese differences are not due to chance.

Further analysis of manufacturing plants sunows
tlat the forses and foundries sre rated hipgn most frequently.
The auto plants are rated next highest followed ty "other"
manufacturing. Since we are dealing here with small nuabers,
rowever, these flgures may not be as rellalle as might te

desired. It 1is of interest that altliough the forges and



WORKER EVALUATION OF PLANTS BY TYPE OF INDUSTRY

TABLE VII

IN WHICH THEY WERE EMPLOYED

31

Plant
Reputeation Type of Industry
vanufacturing Non-manufacturing
Mfg. Construction
Metal Services
Drop and Totel Trade
Forge Other Auto Mfg. Government Total
Percentages
High 81.0 42,4 T71.5 68.2 35.4 62.6
Medium 9.5 48.5 24,0 26.2 62.5 32.4
Low 9.5 9.1 4,5 5.6 2.1 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of
Respondents 21 33 179 233 48 281

X2:

37.43 d.f.

= 4

p.<.001
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foundries were rated tiie largest number of tlmes as ine
vorst places to work by all of the workers,tiey were rated
high the greatest percentage of times when rated by thelr

own employees.

Hvooti:esls II

Somethingz to be considered in connection with the
rating of plants 1s that there may exist a reservolir of
good will toward all plants 1n a community. If this 1is so
then all plants are assumed to be wortny of a hign ranking.
If a pslant is not worthy the workers will soon let the
community know regardless of whether it 1s a small or a large
olant. Cne of the common tellefs has been that tlg business
(industry) 1s bad for a comnmunity. This is in line with
the 1ldeology of American businessmen that for the good of
the community small busliness must be protected and supported.
Mills and Ulmer conducted a study of small vs, blg-business
clties and tentatlively concluded that blg business tends to
depress, while small business tends to raise the level of
local "civic” welfare as measured by the Thorndike G score.
Thelr more detailed findings were that small business citles
had more "balanced" economies with larger proportions of
independent entrepreneurs who showed greater concern for

~

local civic affairs.o

In a more recent study dealing with thils same sub-

Ject,Fowler found thnat small-business citles were found to

6Fowler, Irving A., "Local Industrial Structures,
Economic Power, and Community Welfare," Social Problems, VI,
Summer, 1958, p. 41.
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have no higher levels of welfare than big-business cltles;
small-tusiness cities tended to have lower levels of welfare.
Fowler concluded that concentrations of economic power do
not have invarlably adverse effects on community welfare.7
These findings seem to indicate that the big plants would
tend to be rated high in the community. The big plants
usually pay higher wages and provide more frinze benefits
- and other extras for the community. This also would influence
the workers to rate the large plants high.

In previous discussion about how the reputatilon of
a plant is established in a communlity reference was made to
the importance of size of the plant in terms of number of
employees. Barlow and Payne have designed a tool which
among other things deals with the factor of number of em-
ployees in evaluating a company's community relations. They
asked, "What interpretation is to be placed on an eighty
percent favorable answer about a large company as a place to
work?" Should this showing be applauded; is it poor; does
it mean anything at all? They decided that a norm was needed
which would tell them that among similar companies, similarly
situated, the average favorable answer to a given questlon
amounts to such and such a percent. To meet difficulties
they felt 1t would be necessary to develop norms within each
particular survey. Also by having the same respondents

testify about all the companies one of the elements of

"1b1d., p. 49.
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sampling variation is eliminated.

Because all companies may get high scores, simple
comparisons between the scores made by various firms does
not always provide a basis for interpretation. Surveys have
shown that due to some kind of an "aura" effect one company
is rated ahead of all other companies over and over again.
In searching for reasons behind this "aura" effect, The Public
Opinion Index for Industry conducted a study in six differ-
ent communities, in each of which eight companies were in-
vestigated. This investigatlion showed that the relative
number of employees provides a key to the "aura" effect.
Generally speaking the larger the number of employees the
more likely the company 1is to be rated tops by a high pro-
portion of the community. The relationship is practically
a one-to-one ratio. That 18, 1f company X has 62 percent of
the employees of all companies on the list ﬁhen 52 percent
of the cholces expressed by a cross section of all residents
of the community should name company X. For the 48 companies,
the straight line correlation between number of employees
and the percentages of public choices of the company they
"knew most about”" was 0.907. Barlow found that, all other
thingé being equal, the opportunity a company has to impress
itself on a community is directly related to the number of
employees. This 1s based on the concentric ring theory of

public relations which maintains that a company's reputation

starts among its employees and spreads outward.8 This process

8

Barlow and Payne, op. cit., p. 403.



has been described above in the discussion of how a plant
reputation gets established.
In his study of Terre Haute, Roper found that the

2 and in his

two largest companies were rated the highest
study of Illini City,Wray found that a large grain processing
mill was the best known company, and the one with the most
favorable reputation. Wray also found that positive attitudes
tended to be held toward the best known companies.lo The
gubtstantlial number of respondents who stated negative opinions
atout local plants in the Lansing study varies from the find-
ings of other studies. The respondents did not hesltate to
name the worst places to work and they gave reasons why they
were poor, Why some workers rated a plant as among the best
and others rated the same plant among the worst will be
analyzed in Chapter V. The way in which negative attitudes
are formed and dlsseminated in the community is no doubt the
same as that described for positive attitudes.

Based on the findings of the studles cited, the
second hypothesis of thils research is that the largest plants
in terms of number of employees will be named most frequently
as the best places to work.

Slnce Oldsmobille employs the larzest number of

veople in Lansing it 1s expected that it will be the plant

most frequently named as the best place to work. As revealed

9R0per, op. cit., p. 38.

1OWray, op, cit., p. 121.
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Oldsmorlle was named over one-half of the time as one of the
best plants. Thls 1s almost three times as often as Motor
Wheel which was second in the number of times mentioned.
The next two plants were Reo Motors and Fisher Body in that
order. Using the technique, known as "par for size correc-
tion," developed by Barlow and Payne an attempt was made to
determine the signiflicance of the answers obtained to the
question, "What companies are the best places to workx in
Lansing?" The plants compared are Oldsmobile, Motor Wheel,
Reo, and Fisner Body which are the four largest plants in
Lansing. To use this technique all the firms must be similar
in nature. The four plants named manufacture motor vehicles
end automobile equipment. It should te noted that "par"
does not standardize for the i1nfluence of a nationwide firm
and for a large amount of advertlsing, btut only for present
size of the firm. Any recent, significant chanzes 1ln a
plant will effect the accuracy of "par for size" correc-
tions.l1 As far as tals writer knows no such significant
changes took place in the recent operation of the above
plants at the time of the study.

Barlow and Payne found that "par for size" does not
work well on negatlve questions, such as "Which company pays
the lowest w:a.gesz?"‘2 They belleve that some mixed kind of

predisposition operates on the replies to such questions.

11Barlow and Payne, op. cit., p. 411.

12Ibid.
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ividence indicated that instead of answering in terms of the
test “nown company, some respondents tend to exclude the
best known company from consideration wien glving necatlve
evaluations. Instead of thinking, "It must Le the company

I know best,"” as most respondents do on positive issues and
as sore 4o even on negative 1ssues, these respondents think,
"Well, it can't be the company I know best, that's sure."
That thils 1s true also for this research is indlcated by thne
fact trat of the large plants the largest 1is rateé és test
the greatest number of times andas worst the least., There=-
fore the "par for size" teckhnique was used only for the
ranking of plants as ULest,

First the number of people employed by each firm
at the time of the study was determined.13 Then the per-
centage of the total number of employees employed by each
firm was determined. Next, to make the "par for size
correction” the proportion of expressed cholces as one of the
best places to work for each firm is compared with the propor-
tion of the total number of employees which each firm em-
rloys as shown in Table VIII. Only the four largest plants
were used out of all the plants named in this study. There-
fore only the respondents who named one or more of these
four plants were included in the comparison of proportion
of plant work force with proportion of expressed cholces.

The proportion of workers included in the sample was such

3See footnote to Table VIII.
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TABLE VIII

RANKING OF LARGEST PLANTS BASED CON NUMBER
OF EMPLOYEES COMPARED WITH RANKING BASED
ON EXPRESSED CHOICzS OF WORKERS

il

—
—

No. of Proportion of Expressed
Plant Employees# Total Employees Choices
Percentages
Cldsmobile 44,0 79.5
Fisher Body 25.5 17.0
Motor Wheel 17.7 27.0
Reo Xotors 11.4 20.5

Miscellaneous Small Plants
Ensaged in Manufacture of

Motor Vehicle Equilpment 1.4 -
Total | , 100.0 --
Total Expressed Cholces 288
Total Respondents 200

#Federal rezulations prohitit the disclosure of
the labor force for an individual plant. Therefore, the
individual figures and the figure for total number employed
in the above plants cannot be given. The percentages given
to show the ranking of the plants were obtalined without the
labor force figures from the Michigan Employment Security
Commission. The percentages were computed by the labor
market analyst for the Lansing labor force area and are
based on figures showing the estimated number of persons
employed by motor vehicle and equlipment manufacturing firms
for November, 1950, the month that interviewing began. Data
for this month were selected because 1t was the peak month
for employment cdurlng the interviewing perilod, November, 1950,
to June, 1951,
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tnat any one plant was not over represented. Less than half
of those who chose Oldsmoblle worked for Oldsmobile., About
one=-third of those who chose Fisher Body and Motor Wheel

and one=-slxth of those who chose Reo Motors worked for these
plants.

Since Oldsmobile employed 44 percent of the total
number of employees working in the motor vehicle plants the
expected number of expressed choices for Oldsmobile should
be at least 44 percent. Table VIII reveals that Oldsmobile
was actually chosen 30 percent of the time as one of the
best places to work in Lansinz. Since a one=-to-one ratio
1s 211 that 1s expected this additional 30 percent indicates
that Oldsamoblile must nhave some reason for telng rated rnigher
than par and nighest in tne community. This result also lends
support to the hypothesis that the largest plant in terms
of number of employees willl be chosen most frequently as
one of the hest places to work.

Reo Motors while employing only one-tenth of the
total employees was chosen by one=fiftsn of the men as among
the best places to work. Motor Wheel employed 13 percent of
the employees and was chosen 27 percent of the time. These
additional cholices above the expected one-to-one ratio
indicates that these plants also have a good standing in
the community. The concentric ring theory and the results
of the 43 company study suggest that Fisher Body, with 22
percent of the total number of employees, should have been

selected at least by that proportion to maintain a par position.
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Yet Fisher Body wes chosen only 17 percent of the tlme, an
under representation of almost 10 percent.

Table III indicates that Fisher Body was given as
one of the worst places to work more often than as one of the
best. An attempp was made to find out why Fisher Body was
rated so low. First of all it was determined how many of
the 44 workers who rated Fisher Body as among the worst were
Fisher employees. Only 6 worked for Fisher Body,so the
low rating was given by workers from other plants, 17 of
them being from Oldsmobile. Of the 44, 38 did not name any
other plant as among the worst places to work. Only 3 of
these 38 worked at Fisher. Next -the reasons gilven by the
44 for rating Flsher Body as worst were examlned. Followilng
is a breakdown of the reasons given: hard physical work and
dirty work-18; poor working conditions-5; poor wages-4; un-
steady work-4; poor human relations-3; miscellaneous reasons-
9; and no reason-l. Based on these data we can say that the
reason for Fisher Body being rated low 1s apparently because
the type of work done there is dirty and requires hard phys-
lcal labor and because working conditlons and human relations
are such that the workers do not like Fisher Body as a place

to work.

Hypothesis III
The third hypothesls 1s that the workers rate the

plants in their community as places to work with the same

criterla that they use to rate thelr Jobs. 1In order to get



41

the information to test this hypothesis the workers were
asked open ended questions how they liked their jobs and
why they liked or disliked them., Specifically they were
asked, "What sorts of things do you like about your job?"
and "What sorts of things do you dislike about your job?"

These questions were followed by questlions about
the ranking of local plants as discussed above. Respondents
were asked for the reasons why they named plants as best
and as worst. Based on the data obtained from the answers
to these questions all of the codes which are used here
were empirically derived prior to problems of thils research.
The fact that these categories are not strictly comparable
points to some differences in Job and plant ratings. Ideal-
ly pre-determined categories are needed and therefore this
lack of comparabllity is a weakness of this research.

The question arises whether the workers actually
differentiate between thelr plant and thelr Job. It has
been suggzgested that they think in terms of their Job when
answering both the questions about thelir job and the questions
about the plants., If this were the case then it would
follow that the reazsons given for liking or disliking the
plants and their Jjobs would naturally be the same. That
this is not necessarily the case seems to be supported by
the answers given by the respondents,

Data in Table IX reveal that two-fifths of the

men named job interest as the reason for liking their jobs.
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CRITERIA USED BY WORKERS TO RATE PLANTS AS BEST

AND JCBS AS SATISFACTORY
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Job Satisfactlons Percentages
Job Interest 39.5
Good Wages 36.5
Good Working Conditions 23.3
Relations with Fellow Workers 18.1
Steadiness of Work 17.0
Independence and Control 16.7
Fairness of Treatment 12.1
Other Reasons Te3
No Job Satisfactions 1.9
Total Responses 629
Total Respondents 365
Why Plants are Best Places to Work Percentages
No Opinion 30.4
Good Wages 26.0
Steady Employment 23.3
Human Relatlons 17.5
Good Working Conditions 14.8
Other Unspecified Reasons 18.9
No Difference amorg Plants 2.5
Total Responses 376
Total Respondents 365




This was closely rollowed by good wagses azs zcriterion. A
little over one=fifth of .- men gave good working conditions
as their reason. This was followed oy relations with fellow
workers, steadiness of work, and indeprendence and control

in tkhat order., Less than two percent of the men sald they
zad no Job satisfactlous,

Wien asked whiy plants viere the test places to work
one-trird of the nen had no opinion on tae sukject. One=-
fourth of the men gave good wages as 2 reasoa for plants
belng rated hish., This was closely foliowed by stecady em-
ployment, human relations, and good worrxing conaltlons,
tirat ordsr. Only about two percent sald that there was no
difference 1n plants,

Since tne same respondents were used for job
setisfaction criteria and plent rzputation criteria o
comparlison can te made between thie reasons siven vy the
werkers for liking thelr Jois and ratiug plants high., Sood
wagges ranks a close second a3 a reason for veing satisfiled

4

wiltii Jobs and axzong those who stated an opginlon geood wages
ranked first as a2 reason for ratins a plant test. T:ils

tends to discredit the clelm of some people tzat money 1is
not one of trhe wost 1important things for tie woriker on the

Jou. Job interest wes siven more often than (003 wases

Tor bein; satisfled with Jobs, Lut the more luateresting Jobs

s

nrovably pay more than others. This criterion wzs not used

to rate plants,
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Steady employment was the next mcst important
reason for rating plants high and almost the next most
irportent for Job satisfaction. That this rates almost as
high as wages indicates that plants should attempt to pro-
vide steady employment 1f they want satisfied workers and'a
high rating for their plant in the community. Since a large
proportion of the men work in the automotive plants where
they are frequently layed off  for model changes and for
other reasons, steady employment could be expected to be
of considerable importance for the men in this sample.
Therefore thils factor may hbe somewhat over emphasized in
this study compared with what 1t would be for a more diver-
sified sample of workers.

The remalning criteria used for evaluating plants
and Jjobs can be classiflied 1n the general area of working
conditions. This includes human relations, fair treatment,
easy or hard work, and lndependence and control. BEased
upon the data obtained from these respondents it seems
apparent that workers use some of the same criteria to
rate plants and jJjobs. However, there are some criteria
wnich are used only for rating plants and others only for
rating Jobs. Thus the hypothesis 1s only partially support-
ed by these data. |

Next we shall examlne the data in Table X which
glves the criteria used to rate Jobs dissatisfactory and
plants as worst. Probably the most 1mpor£ant fact revealed

by these data 18 that two-fifths of the men had no Jjob



TABLE X

CRITERIA USED BY WORKERS TO RATE PLANTS AS WORST

AND JOBS AS DISSATISFACTORY

Job Disgatisfactions Percentages
No Dissatisfactions 38.1
Poor Working Conditions 35.9
Independence and Control 12,1
Job Interest 8.2
Poor Wages 5.5
Fairness of Treatment 2e3
Relations with Fellow Workers 1.9
Steadiness of Work 1.1
Other Reasons 4,2
Total Responses 402
Total Respondents 365
Wary Plants Are Worst Places to Work Percentages
No Opinion 56.2
Hard, Dirty Work 20.6
Poor Vorking Conditlons 10.7
Poor Wages 3.0
Jork Not Steady 5.2
Human Relations L4
Other Reasons 13.2
No Difference among Plants 1.1
Total Responses 435
Total Respondents 365
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dissatisfactions, Almost as many of the men listed poor
working conditions as the reason for Job dissatisfaction.
Other reasons gliven were lack of independence and control,
lack of Job interest, poor wages, unfalr treatment, poor
relations with fellow workers,and unsteady work, |

When asked why plants were rated as the worst
places to work more than one-half of the men had no opinion.
Hard dirty work was glven most frequently as the reason for
ranking a plant among the worst. This might be explained
by the fact that these jobs are usually of a low status
level. Thils probably explains why plants with this kind
of work would be rated low. An example of this would be
the low ranking of the forges and foundries in this study.
However, none of the men said that they disliked thelr job
because they had to work too hard. Poor working conditions
were next in importance for ranking plants low., Other
reasons glven were poor wages, unsteady work,and poor
human relations. These data 1indlcate that the workers
who have Jjob dissatlisfactlions and rate plants low use essen-
tlally the same criteria for rating plants and jobs. Thus
the hypothesis 1s also supported by these data.

Arranged 1n the order of theilr importance the
raln concerns of the men seem to be working conditions,
vages, steadiness of employment, and human relations, The
Terre Haute study found that steady employment, chance for

advancement, level of wages, working conditions, and seniority
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were ranked hLizhest and in that order as the most impecr-
tant reasons for choosing a company as a place to work.14
A comparison of the factors deemed most lmportant by the
wvorkers in this research with the Terre Haute and General
Electric and with other studies indicates that the findings

of this study are simliler to thelr findings.

4Roper, op. cit., March, 1950, p. 40.
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CHAPTER III

THE WORKERS RANKING OF EIS OWN PLANT

Much has been sald about nhow a plant 1s rated in
the community by different groups and by the community as a
whole. The studles cited have been concerned primarily
with the ranking of all community plants by a sample drawn
from all of the people. This research has used a sample
of male workers only and the focus of this chapter 1s going
to be upon how the individual ranks his own plant, First
we will attempt to determine what kind of a relationship
exists, 1if any,‘between degree of Jjob satisfaction and the
way in which a worker rates his own plant. Secondly we
shall examine the relationship between soclal background
characteristics and the way in which a worker rates his

own plant,

Hypothesls IV
The Relationship of Plant Reputation to Job Satlsfaction

The fourth hypothesis of this study 1s that workers
wno have high Job satlisfaction tend to evaluate plants where
they worﬁimore highly than workers with low Jjob satisfaction.
In other words plant reputation is believed to be partially
e function of jJjob satisfaction. To obtain the information
for testing thils hypothesis the workers were asked the

question, "How do you like your Job?" Thelr answers were

grouped into three categorles, high, medium, and low.



49

Next 1t was determined where the respondent rated his own
plant. The respondents who gave their own plants among the
best plants in wiiich to work were classified in the high
plant reputation group. Those who did not give their cwn
plant among the best or worst were classified in the medium
group., Those who gave thelr own plant among the worst
places in which to work were classifled in the low plant
reputation group.

In order to test the hypothesls the job satisfac-
tion of the respondents was distributed on the basis of the
reputation they asslgned to their own plant. The test for
significant assoclation between plant reputation and job
satisfaction was made bty use of the chi-square test described
previously. This analysis of the data in Table XI indicated
as expected that there 1s an assoclation between plant
reputation and job satisfaction. The chi-square was found
to be significant to the .00l level. Data in Table XI
upholds the expectation that workers with high Job satis-
factlion willl rate thelr own plant higher than workers with
low Job satlsfaction. An analysis of the data shows that
almost two-thirds of the workers rated their own plant high,
one-third rated thelr own plant medlum,and only 5 percent
rated their own plant low., Of those who had hizgh Job
satisfaction three=fourths rated their own plant high, one=-
fifth medium,and 4 percent low. Of those who had medium

Job satisfaction three-fifths rated their own plent high,
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TaBLE XI

WORKER EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN PLANT
BY THEIR DEGREE OF JOB SATISFACTION

Plant Reputation Job Satisfaction

High rediun Low Total
Percentages

High 75.6 61.7 26.1 62,6
Mediuux 20.5 36.7 39.1 32.4
Low 3.8 1.7 34,8 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 78 180 23 281

x2 = 56.9 def. = 4 pP.<.001
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one=third medium,and 2 percent low. Cnly one-Tourti of tlhe
workers with low JobL satlsfaction rated their own plant high.
The remainder were about equally divided bvetween mealwun

and lowv.,

Further examination of the data on job satis-
faction for workers from the four largest plants reveals
that Motor Wneel and Reo Motors workers have about the
seme distribution of job satisfaction ratings, with the
laetter having a few more workers who are dissatisfied.
Oldsmotile's distribution ranks third in amount of job
satlsfaction., Fisher Body 1s fourth, but tuls is accounted
for mainly by those who have medium Job satisfaction rather
than low job satlisfaction. See Appendix Table XVI.

These findings support tihe hypothesis that workers
wlth high job satisfaction will rate thelr own plant higher
than workers with low Job satisfaction. Thus, we have seen
that there 1s an assoclation between objective factors and
the rating workers gilve to plants, that workers use many of
the same factors to rate plants and Jjobs, and that plant
reputation 1s partially a function of job satisfaction.

But whal about the workers themselves who have a wide
variety of individual characteristics? Is 1t possitle that
the way in which a plant 1s rated is assoclated 1n any way
with this individuality? The final section of this research
attempted to determine whether a relatlonship does exist
between soclal characterlistics of the workers and the way

In which they rate their own and other plants in the community.
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The Relationship Between The Image Held of The Firm And

The Soclal Characteristics of Tne Workers

Eicher points out that empirical studles suggest
that Job satisfaction may be understood 1in the context of
a person's social position as described by nls position in
the occupational, stratification, and communlity systems.
They siow that since men with the same Jobs exuibited large
ranges 1n their Job satisfactlon there must be othier reasons
responsible for JoLo satisfaction than the factory environ=-
ment and the job itself, Eicher's thesis was that the soclal
mllieu from wiich a person derives is of corsiderable im-
portance for understanding Jjob satisfaction.1

The final hypothesls of thls research is address-
ed to tne question vwhether or not similar importance be
attached to the soclal milieu of a person in connection
with his ranking of local plants as places to work. The
nhypothesis 1is that plants will be rated differently by
workers with céifferent soclal backgrounds. Because of the
small size of the sample the men were divided into only two
zroups for each soclel characteristic and then were dis-
tributed based on whetner they rated their own plant as
high, medium, or low using the scale described previously.
The results of the chi-square tests for each soclal charac-

teristic are given in the following tabtles., The social

'1Joanne B. Eicher, "Job Satisfaction: Its Relation-
ship to Occupational, Stretification, and Community Variables,"”
M.A. Thesis, Michigan State University, 1956.
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background characteristics which were used were divided into
three categories. The first group to be discussed consists

of demographlic variebles, the second of labor market variables,
and the third of stratification variables.

It should be noted here tirat for these variaﬁies
thls study has used two types of tests of the hypotheses.
For the tables in the text the sample includes men from all
of the plants in the community who rated their own plants,
The tables in the appendix include workers who were rating
their own and other plants,but contain only the rankings of
the four largest plants., The discussion of the data in the
text 1s based upon chl-square tests for statistical slignifi-
cance while the dliscussion of the data in the appendix is
based upon what the percentages in the tables seem to

indicate.

Demographlc Varisbles
Aﬁg‘

Elcher reports that there were several non-con-
clusive and conflicting results in the literature regarding
the relationship of age to Job satisfaction. 3he found some
indication that older age was related to nigher jJob satis-
faction,but notes that her data were inadequate and that
further research 1s needed to discover wvhether age and
high Job satisfaction are associated. Since in this study
high Job satlisfaction was found to be directly related to

high plant reputation it was expected that some indication
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might be found that the older workers would rate thelr
plants nlgher,

The expectation that the older men would rate
thelr plants higcher than the younger men was not upheld.
The deta in Table XII indicates that the same percentage of
men rated their plants high, mediun, and low in the age
zroup from 18-34 as in the zroup 35 and over. The chi-
square tests did ﬁot even begin to approach significance.
Data for the four largest plants in Appendix Table XVII
shows that Fisher Body which was rated fourth had the
largest number of employees under 35. This would seem to
support the above expectatlon. However, Oldsmobile with
almost as great a percentege of employees under 35 was
rated first. Motor Wheel and Reo Motors with the largest
percentages of workers over 35 were rated higher than
Filsher Body, but lower than Oldsmoblle. Thus there must
be some explanation for the way plants are ranked otner than
differences in age of thre workers,
Birthplace

Because of the differences between locations where
persons are born 1t might be expected that place of birth
would be associated with the way in whilch persons rate
thelr plants, Analyslis of the data in Table XII pertaining
to birthplace indicates that thls expectation was not upheld.
The chi-square test waé not significant. Data on the four

largest plants In Appendlx Table XVIII shows trat contrary



WORKER EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN PLANT BY
THEIR DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS

TABLE XII
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Plant Reputation Age
18=-34 35 & over Total
Percentages
Eigh 62.8 62.6 62.6
Medium 31.4 32.8 32.4
Low 5.8 4,6 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 86 195 281
x2 s 2 dof. = 2 .90 p.<.95
Plant Reputation Birthplace
Michigan Not Michigan Total
Percentages
High 60.5 65.3 62.7
Medium 35.4 29.0 32.5
Low 4.1 5.7 4,8
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 147 124 271
x2 = 1.4 d.f, = 2 +30 p.{.50
Plant Reputation Marital Status
(Any-)
Single Merried(time) Total
Percentages
High 37.5 64.2 62.6
Medium 43.8 1.7 32.4
Low 18.8 4,2 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 16 265 281
x2 = 8.9 d.f. = 2 .01 p.<.02
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to expectations tne locally born workers do not necessarily
rate their plants higher and the non-locally born do not
rate thelr plants lower. Yotor Wheel has the smallest
number of locally worn, the largest number of foreign born,
end almost as many Soutl.ern born as the other plants and
yet it was rated =ish. Flsher Body was rated low. This
aoparently is not related to place of birth of the workers
since 2lnost the same percentage breakdown occurs for
Filsher Body and Oldsmoblle, the highest rated plant.
Marltal Status

Sirce the married person hasgs roles different
from those of the single person 1t 1s expected that the
ranxirg of plants by marrled workers willl differ from that
of the singzle workers., Ixamination of the datae in Table XII
indicates that the married workers can be expected to rate
thelr plants Ligher than tke single workers. Thus two-
tlhiirds of the nrarried rien rated thelr plant high wihile only
two=fifths of the single workers rated thelr plant high.
Only four percent of the married men rzted tiielr plant low
while one=fifth of the single workers rated thelr rlant low.
That these differences are not due to chance is revealed
by the probabllity of the chil-square winich approaches
silsnificance at the .01 level,

The larger sample 1n Appendix Table XIX seems to
indicete  different results. Oldsmobile and Fisher Body had

the same percentage of single men and yet the former was
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rated Tiret and the latter fourth. Motor Wheel with 95
percent of its men married was ranked second. However, 1t
was thought that sample slze might be less ilmportant than
the 1lkelihood thet plants other than the "big four" have a
higher proportion of unmarried workers., Further examination
of the data showed that this was the case for this sample.
The data revealed tnat fifteen percent of the men from the
small plents were single compared with only six percent from
the "big four."” Therefore the expectation that marital
status 1s assoclated with the way in which men rate their

plants was upheld.

Labor Market Variables

Number of Years in Lansing Labor Market

Since a worker who has been in the Lansing area
longer siiould know more about the community plants it 1is
expected that some assoclation will be found btetween number
of years in the Lansing labor market and the way in which
the men rate their plants., This expectation was not upheld
by the data in Table XIII. The chi=square was not found to
e slgnificant., Yet the data in Appendix Table XX would
seem to lend some support to the expectation that the number
of years 1ln the labor market is assoclated with plant rating.
Fisher Body, rated fourth, has the highest percentage of
workers with less than one year in the labor market and
the lowest percentage with more than twenty years. Motor

Wheel employees had the highest number of years in the labor
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TABLE XIII

- WORKER EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN PLANT
BY LABOR MARKET VARIABLES

Number of Years in

Plant Reputation Lansing Labor Market '

-3 years +3 years Total

Percentages

High 57.9 63.0 62.6
Medium 31.6 32.4 32.4
Low 10.5 4.6 5.0
Total . : 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 19 262 281

x2= 1.33 d.f.

2 .50(p-<070

‘ Time Employed by
Plant Reputation Present Concern

-3 years +3 years Total

Percentages

High ) 59.3 63.4 62.6
Medium 29.6 33.0 32.4
Low 11.1 3.5 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents S4 227 281

x2 = 5,32 a.f. .05¢p.{.10

]
n
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TABLE XIII
(continued)
Number of Companies
Plant Reputatlion Worked at 1940-1951
3 or more
for2 Co's. Co's. Total
Percentages
High 65.0 56. 4 62.6
Medium 31.5 34.6 32.4
Low 3.5 9.0 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 203 T8 281
x2 = 4,3 a.f. = 2 .10<p.<.20
Plant Reputation Union Membership
Non=-Union Union Total
Percentages
High 55.4 66.1 62.6
Medium 42,4 27.5 32.4
Low 2.2 6.4 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 92 189 281
x2 = 7.52 d.f. = 2 .02¢p.¢.05
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market followed closely by Reo Motors. They rank second and
third in that order when rated by all of the workers. Here
again further research with larger samples 1s indlcated as
necessary in order to come to definite conclusions.
Time Employed Bx.Present Concern

If a man has been employed by a plant for a long
period it i1s expected that he would rate the plant higher
than a man who has been there only a short time. Analysis
of the data in Taltle XIII indicates that the amount of time
enployed by the present employer 1s slightly assoclated with
the way a worker rates his plant. The probability of this
chi-square value occuring by chance is between .10 and .05.
Of those employed less than three years 59 percent rated
thelr plant high and only €3 percent of those with more
than three years rated their plant high. One-third of those
with more than three years rated their plant high. One-third
of those with less than three years rated their plant medium
and one-tenth rated it low while of those with more than
three years, one-third rated their plant medium and 4 percent
rated it low. The data in the Appendix Table XXI shows that
Fisher Body, rated fourth,has the largest percentage of
workers with less than six months senlority and the smallest
percentage with more than twenty years., Therefore indications
are that time employed by a plant 1s assoclated in some
manner with the way in which the plant will be rated by its

own workers,
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Number of Companies Worked at 1940 to 1951

It was also expected that the number of companies

worked at woula make a difference in the way in which a man
rated his own plant. Examination of the data 1n Table XIII
revealed that no significant differences were found between
the group whe had worked for one or two companies and those
wnho had worked for three or more companies. Although the
chi-square was not significant there 1s some indication
that those wrno had worked in three or more plants tend to
rate thelr own plant a little lower than those who had work-
ed in only one or two plants. The data in Appendix Table
XXII els0 lends some support to this. Fisher Body with 32
percent of the workers having three or more Jjobs was rated
last of the four largest plants. Reo Motors was third with
29 percent, Motor Wheel second with 15 percent and Oldsmobile
first with 17 percent. That these findings are not unduly
influenced by the larger sample in the appendix 1s indicated
by the fact that no significant difference was found between
respondents and non-respondents for this variable.
Union Membership

Union affiliation was expected to have some assoc-
lation with the way the plants were rated. Data in Table
XIII upholds the expectatlion that union members will rate
their own plant higher then non-union members. Thus, two-
thirds of the unlon members raeted thelr plant high while

slightly more then half of the non-union members rated their
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plant hich. However, two-fifths of the non-union members
rated thelr plant medium, compared with about one=guarter

of the union members, That thece differences are not due to
chance 1s revealed by the probavility of the chi-square

which approaches slgnificance at the .02 level. Tnat furtner
research 1s necessary, however, 1s indicated oy the data in
Appendix Table XXIII. This larger sample for the four plants
shows that the lowest plant of the four, Fisher Body, 1is the
105t highly organized., However, 1t does not have many more
members than the plants rated first and second. These
differences may be accounted for in the difference between
the respondents and non=-respondents. The chli-square test

for this variable was significant at the ,001 level,

Socio=Economic Varilables

Education

Since Eicher found- some indication, althouzh not
statistically significant, that high Job satisfaction was
assoclated with more education, it was expected that this
study might find an assoclation between more education and
high plant reputation. Examination of the cdata in Table
XIV reveals that the expectatlion that the more highly
educated men will rate their own plants higher 1s not support-
ed. Thus, the workers with 0-8 years of school did not rate
thelr plants lower than those with nigh school and collecze.
The chl-square does rnot even begin to approach significance,

In each group, approximately two~-thirds rated thelr plant
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high, one-third medium, and one-twentleth low. The data
from Appendix Table XXIV on the four largest plants shows
that Fisher Body, rated fourth, has the largest percentage
of workers with less than 6 jyears of education. That this
is not too important is indicated by the fact that the first
rated plant, (Oldsmoblle, has almost as many workers with
less than 6 years. Oldsmoblile has a few more men with
college, but not enough to enatle us to estatblish anything

definite to relate amount of education and ranking of plent.

Incouwe

In her study, Eicher: found that 1income 1s directly
related to job satisfaction. Since this study found that
Job satlsfaction and plant reputatlion were also directly
related, it was thought that a similar relationship might
be found between income and plant reputation. It was
expected that the men with higher income would rate thelr
plants higher also, tecause we found that wages were a prine
factor in rating plants as good places to work. The data
in Table XIV do not supvort this expectation.

The data on the four largest plants in Appendlix
Table XXV reveal that most of the workers get from $1.25
to $2.25 per hour. The highest ranked plant, Cldsmotile,
nas the largest percentaze of workers recelving from $1.25
to §1.75; Fishter, fourth ranked, has the second largest
percentaze of men reccelving from $1.75 to $2.25. Motor

Wheel, ranked second, pays the nighest wages. Third ranked,



TABLE XIV

WORKER EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN PLANT ACCORDING

TO THEIR SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS
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Plant Reputation Education
0-8 years H.S. or College Total
Percentages
High 64.0 62.0 62.6
Medium 31.5 32.8 32.4
Low 4,5 5.2 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 89 192 281
x2 = .13 defe = 2 «90<p.<.95
Plant Reputation Income
$1.00-1.74 $1.75 and up Total
Percentages
High 59.2 66.4 62.6
Medium 34,7 29.9 32.4
Low 6.1 3.7 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 147 134 281
x2 = 1.9 d.f. = 2 «30¢p.(.50
Plant Reputation Occupational Level
Seml-and Skilled and
Unskilled Foreman Total
fercentages
High 59.5 69.8 62.6
Medium 333 30.2 32.4
Low Te2 0.0 5.0
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number of Respondents 195 86 281
x2 = 7.36 d.f. = 2 .02¢(p.<.05




65

Reo lMotors pays the lowest wages. These data indicate that
even though wages are of such great importance in rating a
plant as best or as worst they are not the sole determining
factor. Slince actual ranking based on wages paild does not
correspond with the ranking of the plants by the workers
some other basis must be found for ranking. A possible
explanation 1s that the workers in the highest ranked plant
are so satisfied that they believe they are getting the
highest wages whlle the figures show that they actually

are not, If this 1is true then management should take note
and attenpt to operate thelr plants in such a way that the
workers are satlsfied wlth over-all conditions in the plants.
Apparently high wages, although important do not conpensate
for other things which are not satisfactory.

Cccupational Level

Eicher reports that results of Jjob satisfaction
studles show a definite relationship between high prestige
Jobs and high job satisfaction. Thus it might be expected
that the h}gher the occupational level the higher the plant
reputation.

Analysis of the data in Table XIV indicates that
the expectation that the higher skilled workers would rate
their own plant higher 1s upheld. Thus, 70 percent of the
skilled rated theilr own plant high while only 60 percent of
the seml and unskilled rated their plant high. One=third of
the semi and unskilled rated their plant medium and 30 per=-
cent of the skilled rated their plant medium. None of the
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skilled rated their plant low while 7 percent of the semi

and unskilled did. That these differences are not due to
chance 1s revealed by the probability of the chi-square
which approaches significance at the .02 level. The data

in Appendix fable XXVI lends further support to the above
expectation. Fisher Body, rated fourth, has the smallest
percentage of skilled workers, 14 percent, and the largest
percentage of unskilled workers, 16 percent. The first ranked
plant has 22 percent skilled workers and 9 percent unskilled.
The other two plants, Reo Motors and Motor Wheel, have an
equal percentage of sikilled workers and they are very close
in ranking second and third. That Oldsmobile 1s ranked
highest even though Reo Motors and Motor Wheel have ten
percent more skilled workers can no doubt be explained by
the fact that other factors which enter 1nto the ranking of
plant more than compensate for the differences in skill
level of the work forces.,

Although the results found in thls research do
not definitely establish it there are indications that
workers who rate their plants low show a greater degree of
assoclation between soclal background characteristics and
the way in which they rate their own plant. Since the
sample used here 1s rather small only a direction can be
indicated. 1In the chi-square tests for the ten character-
1stics above the men who rated their own plant low showed
the greatest amount of difference from the total sample in

elght out of the ten tests, Further research might show
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that workers who rate plants low do have different character-

istics than tnose who rate plants high or medium.

Relationship Between Social Background Characteristics of
Workers and Thelr Ranking of Community Plants

In the previous section of this chapter an attempt
was made to show that there 1s an assoclation between social
characteristics and the way in which workers rate their own
plants., It was found that such a relationship exists for
only a few of the characteristics tested. Since this was
the case the question arbse as to whether or not there
would be significant difference 1n soclal characterlstics
between workers when rating not only their own plant but
also all the other plants as among the test or among the
worst places to work. 1In other words,do those workers who
reted plants es among the worst differ in any significant
way from those workers who rated plants as among the best
places to work. 1In an attempt to determine this,chi-square
tests were made to establish whether the workers who rated
Oldsmoblile as among ithe best differed 1n any significant way
from those who ranked Oldsmoblle as among the worst.2 The

 2yelen M. Walker and Joseph Lev, Statistical Infer-
ence, Henry Holt and Co., New York, 1953, p. . e lormu-
la uzed for computation of chi-square wzs:

X°=  (2d=be)® N

a+b) (c+d) (a+c) (b+d)

P. 106. 1In the cases where cell slzes were very
enell the Yutes correction was used. The fornula for this ic:

e (]ad-bcl -§ N
(a+b) (c+d) (2+c) (b+d)
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same was done for Fisher Fody, Reo Motors, and lotor Wheel.
hese tests were made for the same ten socilal background
characteristics that were used 1n the previous sectlon.

The Gata in Table XV 1s a summary of trhe chi-square
values found for each of the ten characteristics and the
four largest plants, Only the four largest plants were
used for these tests because they account for all but a very
small percentage of the total responses. Since multiple
responses were glven to the questions asked about which
plants are the best and which are the worst each plant
hed to be taken individually. This was to avold having the
results blased in the direction of those workers who gave
nore than one response. No assoclatlon was found to exist
between the soclal characteristics of the workers and the
vay in which they rated the plents in their community. Only
two out of the forty chlesquare values were significant at
the .05 level. These were the one for educatlion of workers
who rated Fisher Body as best or as worst,and the one for
age of men who rated Motor Wheel as best or as worst. There
were a few others that approached significance and a larger
sample would be deslirable to enable one to state whether
these characteristlcs are significantly related to the way

in which workers rate plants in their community.
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CHAPTER IV
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The responses of 533 male, manual workers in the
Lansing labor force were examined in an attempt to deter-
nine how they rated local plants as places to work. The
data were first analyzed to determine which plants they
rated as the best and as the worst places, and 1in what
order they were ranked. Then the relationship was examined
between the size, type of industry, and type of plant owner-
ship, and plant rankings. Thls was followed by an attempt to
determine what criterlia workers used to rate plants and Jjobs
and whether these criteria were similar or different. The
final portion of this research attempted to find out if a
relationshlip existed between Job satisfaction and social
characteristics of the workers and the way they ranked
thelr own plant,

The largest plant, Oldsmobile, was found to»be
rated the highest followed by Motor Wheel, Reo Motors, and
Fisher Body in that order. These are the four largest plants
in the community. All of them manufacture motor vehicles
or automobile equipment. The forges and foundries were
ranked the lowest as places to work 1n the comrunity follow-
ed by Fisher Body, Reo Motors, Motor Wheel, and Oldsmobile,
in that order.

Hypotheses were developed 1n the areas discussed

above and tested to determine thelr validlty. The first
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ypcinesls was tnat tne ra'ing cf “he piants 1s a functicen

of thnelir size, industry, and type of ownersnip. It was ex-
pected that workers from locally-cowned, small, non-munu-
facturing plants would rate tnelr plants hLigher than woriers
from atsentee-owned, large, manufacturling plants. Using
cini-sguare tests for significance of associa*lion, 1t was
four.d tnat the men from the locally-owned plants @id no
rate thelr plants higher than the men from absentee owned

plants. 1In Tact, the reverse was founa to te true, Tnc

=3
[%)
t
[
O
&

chi-sguare was significant at the .05 level. The explan:
for tnis seewus to be tnat thne absentee-owned plants are
larcer and are avtle to provide more tenefits and better
workling conditions for thelr workers, erough at least tc more

then offset the alleged advantages of greater intimacy in the

Also, the data did not gsupport the hypctneslized
expectatlion that smaller plants would have a nore favoratle
reputation as rlaces to work., The cni-square wazs found to
te significant at the 031 level. An explanation for this
reversal might Le, as explalned abtove, thnat largoer plants
can do nmore for the wor<ers and for the community. It was
fecund that two=-thirds olf'the men in manufacturing plants
rated thelr plant hign compared witn only one=third frox
ron-manuracturing plants. Thls reversal was statistically

urported ty a chi=sguare at the 001 level, Althougn

manufacturing plants may have some disacdvanta
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roise and dirt,1f they have good pay and satisfactory
wvorking conditions they will still be rated high. A good
example of this 1s the high percentage of workers from the
forges and foundrlies who reted thelr plant high.

he second hypothesis was that the largest plants
in terms of number of employees would be named most frequent-
ly as the best places to work. This regearch found that
thie four largest plants were nemed most frequently as the
best places to work and that the largest plant, Oldsmobile,
was named most often even after correcting for differences
In size. Not to be disregarded however, is the fact that
Fisher Body, the second largest plant, was named most fre-
quently as one of the worst places to work; even more often
than 1t was named awong the best plants., From thls we may
conclude that potentially the plant with the largest number
of employees has an advantage and will be ranked first in
the community, but only on the condition that its employees
neve something good Lo say about the plant., If working condi-
tions, wages, or emplojuient policlies are such that the en-
ployees are not setisfied then they willl disseninate
informatlion in tle community that will give tie plant a
tad reputation. In citlizr words in order to Lave a good
community reputation a plant must have grounds for beling
well spokken of, It must see to it tliat its emplojecs are
nade awzre of these favoravle Zrounds and that the coammunity
knows abtout the plant through its employees and Ly other

means of communicetion.
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It wes Lypotleslicsad Lot the workers rate th2
wlants in their coununitr as places to worx with trne sems
criteria tnhat they use to rate tneir jobs. The data exam-
ined partiallv support thls "rpothesis. It was found that
worlzers do use essentliellr trne same criteria in ratin:-
nlants and l1obs. In fact, the most imnortant criteria are
used in common. Houvsver, thers are somne additiornal criteria
whic» are used only in ratins vlants and others wilch are
used onlw in ratine loks. Tre mala reasons «iven for likins
their Jobs were 10b interest, £ood wares, indenendence and
control, steadr woriy, and rood numan relations. Less than

2

two mercent of the men indicated nc ‘cu 500

~ s

R . I -
31ACL1I205. o

¢
’ Ie
i
b}
joR

vaTesd, steady erolcerment, ood human relatlicrs aad ~o0d
workinz conditions were the maln reasons civen for ratin-
a plant hish, Two percent of tiie workers saild there was
no difference in nlants.

When asked for reasons for disllking jovs the
most siznificant finding was that two-fifths of the men
nad no dissatisfactions. Almost as many of the men listed
poor working conditions as tns reason tor Jjob dissatisfactlons.
Hard phrsical worx and dirtyv work were ~iven by one-fifin
of tre men as reasons for rating a nlant low. Tbhis is prob-
ably vartially due to the fact that persoans in such Jots
tre assicned a low status., It should »e noted however that
zenerally tihe worlker rates uls own nlant nich. It is tre

woriers from the other plants who rate such a plant low.
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Here azaln the forces and foundrlescan be clted as an
example. They were named most frequently as the worst
places to work by the men in the sample, but they were
rated nigh by their own workers a greater percentage of
times than any of the other plants. Also in the case of
Fisher Body, of the 44 who named it as one of the worst
places to work 38 were from other plants. The maln con-
cerns of the men in thlis sample then are working conditions,
wazes, steadiness of employment, and human relations.
These findings are similar to those found in the Terre
Haute and General Electric studies.

The third chapter dealt with the worker's ranking
of hlis own plant as related to his job satisfaction and
social background characteristics. The hypothesis that
workers who have hizh job satisfactlon tend to evaluate
plants where they work more highly than workers with low
Job satisfaction was supported by the data. The chi-square
was slgnificant at the .001 level. Of those who had high
Job satisfactlon three-fourths rated thelr own plant high
and only 4 percent rated 1t low. Only one-fourth of those
with low jJob satisfaction rated their own plant high.

Finally it was hypothesized that plants would
be rated differently by workers with different social
backgrounds. The background characteristics were divided
into demographic variables; age, birthplace and marital
status; labor market variables, number of years in Lansing

labor market, time employed by present concern, number of
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companies worked at 1940 to 1951, and union membership; and
stratification variables, education, income, and occupation-
al level. The data did not uphold the expectation that

the older men would rate their plants higher nor that place
of birth would be significantly related to the way in which
a plant 1is ranked. The expectatlion that the married workers
would rate thelr own plant hicher than the single workers
was upheld.

Examination of the data revealed that number of
years 1in the Lansing lasbor market, time employed by present
concern, and number of companles worked at was not assoc-
lated with the way in which the workers rated their own
plants. Although the chi-square was not significant there
is some 1indication that those who had worked 1n three or
more plants tend to rate their own plant a little lower.

The expectatlon was upheld that union members would rate
their plants higher than non-union members. The chli-square
was significant at the .02 level. Union membership alone
does not mean that a plant will be rated high. Fisher Body,
1s the most highly orsanized plant and yet 1t was rated
fourth.

It was expected that the more highly educated
men would rate thelr plants higher. The results of this
study show that the workers with high school and collece
educations did not differ from those with an elementary

education when rating their plants. The chi-square d4id not
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begin to approach significance. The data also revealed
that the men with higher incomes did not rate their plants
higher than those with low incomes. 1In view of the fact
that wages were given as one of the most important criteria
for rating plants this finding is rather surprising. The
only explanation this writer can think of is that the
workers think they are getting as nuch or more in wages

as other workers in the community when actually they are
not. Since tiey do not know this they are satisfled and
glve thelr plant a hign ratins. The data for this study
revealed that as expected the higher skilled workers rated
thelr plants higher. Thus, TO percent of the gskillled rated
thelr plants high compared to €0 percent of the semi and
unskilled. XNone of the skillled rated tiieir plant low

wnile 7 percent of the seml and unskilled rated tlLeir plent
low. The chi=-square approached significance at the .02
level,

Although the results found in this researcn do
not definltely establish 1t there are indicatlions that
workers ratings vary with their soclal background character-
I1stlcs. Since a significant relationshlp was indicated for
only three out of the ten characteristics and tlie ranking of
the men's own plants,a quesation arose as to wihether or not
a silgnificant relationsinip would be found for the rating of
all the plants in the community. An analysls of the data

revealed that there were signiflcant differences between
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those wino ruted plants test and those who rated plants

~ -

worst when distiributed on the basis of ages and educatlon.

Limitations of the Study

Trere are scme limitatlions on the results ottalned
in this study. First of all, 1t must be remembered that the
data used were not collected specifically for this study.
Therefore, sore of the guestions were no' asked in such a way
as to get at what nay have teen preferred for thie purposes
of thils rescarcn. It should be remembered also that all

categories were cdetermined prior to thought about this study.

However, 1t i3 belleved that the cdata ottalned were generally

aouate for the uses of this research. Thne studlies mentioned

-

Ln

a
In tuls researcn tnat dealt with the ranking of {ndustrial
plants in itne epmunity Qitles from the present stuly. They
13ed as thelr samples a wider representaticn of the total
community. The cample for this study was made up of only mele,
maznual workers in a specifle coumrunity wno were employed
rreacninately in automotlve marnufaczturing. Thus, the results

-

cannot te applled to all communities, indusiries, and occupa-

&

tlonal, ard ¢ciass groups. For example, when mele, manual
workers are Ked about the rating of plants 1In a coaonunity,

they would answer more in terms of working conditions, wages
vald, ard other Jot=:related criteria. Respondents from
rrofeesional and nmanazgerial groups would probabtly answer the
question more in terms of how mucn the firm particijates in
comrunity affairs and how ouch the firm contributes to the

coxmunity. Differences such as these between professiorals



and manuel workers are no dcut! representative ol the kind of
cifferenc winicn would he found between classeg. A sanmple
more represen ive of the entire conmunity uld allcw for
nore valid conclusicns concerning the raasing of the plants
in the comzunity us a whole., However, because of thne
imporiznce of tie differences that co exist among the varlous
groups in our community, 1t zay be wise for the researrher to
ciiocse sazples from each of Lhese greups and to find cul how
eacn ranks tne pliants in the community and what criteria

tney use.

Relevance for Furiher 5*uidy

&s was menticiied in Chepter I,

study of the reputatlons of irdustrial plants 1In iox
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systeuatic

ve
o Ca L

cormunities has Leen czrried ocut, Sowme of the things wilca
furtner researcz misnt ve able to find out are how much do
tre workers in any #lven planc really kricw atoeul ctaer plants
in tre corzunity? Do they Xnow enough to enatle them to ranx
the plants fairly =s places Lo werk, as gocd counruniiy
"citizens,” cr for any ciher reason? Also, du ti ratin;:s
come from itne 3awme universe of plants for each: worker. As

was noted througnout the chapter

Ny

characteristics, further researcn is desiralles In order to
conclude rore reliabtly whetner socizl cnaracteristics are

assoclated witn the way in whleh werkers rate their zluants.
It would be especially cdeslrable to study furtilier whether
plant ratlngs are related to ths coclal backsriund crnaracter-
1stics of worzxers., 1TIbY 1s hoped thet Lllis researc:, 1luited

vacy 'T"“l.:..u
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as 1t 3, will call wtiention t¢ the need for furtiher study
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B

of plant reputaticn, tetir 0o enatle maragomsut to determine
’ [
winat tney must do %o be acceptec in lLiie commurnity and Lo

ernatle 2ll whno are intereate? to find out wna' Lhe workers

feel 1s important for a plant "0 nave a good reputaticr.
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TABLE XXIII

UNION MEMEERSHIP OF EMPLOYEES OF SELECTED PLANTS

88

Plants Union Membership
Son=Union Union Total

Count % Count % Count %
Oldsmoblile 45 26.3 126 T3.7 171 100
Fishier Eody 12 21.4 44 78.6 56 100
Reo Motors 12 34,3 23 65.7 35 100
Motor Wheel 1 22.9 27 TT e 48 100
Total 80 25.8 220 Téde2 210 100
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TABLE XXVI

OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL OF EMPLCYEES OF SELECTED PLANTS

Tlants Occupational Level
Seml=- txllled &

Unegkllile?d Skilled Forexen Totel

count % Count % Count % Count %
Oldsmoblle 16 9.4 118 69.0 37 21.7 171 100
Fisher Rody g 16.1 ‘39 69.6 3 14.3 =6 100
Reo Motors 2 5.7 22 €2.9 11 3.4 35 100
Motor Wheel 5 10.4 23 58.3 15 31.3 43 100

Total 32 10.3 2C7T €c.8 71 21.9 310 100

TABLE XXVII

COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS WITH NCN=-RESPONDENTS
EASED ON SIZE OF COMPANY

Size of Company Respondents Non-Respondents Total

Percentages

-5 3.2 4,9 4,0

=24 Tel 15.6 11.1

25=-99 7.8 11.5 9.6
100=499 8.9 12,7 10.5
+500 73.0 £5.6 64,9
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Number ¢ Cuses 281 243 524

x2 = 18.9 d.f. = 4 p. < .001




COMPARISON CF RESPCNDENTS WITH NON-RESPONDENTS

TABLE XXVIII

BASED ON PLANT WORKING AT TIME OF STUDY

92

Plant Working Respondents Non-Respondents Total
Percentames

Oldsmobile 35.6 27 1 31.5
Fisher Body 13.2 7.0 10.2
Reo Motors 8.2 4.7 6.5
Motor Wheel 10.0 7.8 8.9
Drop Forges 5.4 5.8 5.6
All Other 27.9 47.7 37.4

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Cases 281 258 539

x2 = 25.8 d.f. =5  p.. .00t
TABLE XXIX
COMPARISCN OF RESPONDENTS WITH NON-~RESPONDENTS
EASED ON NATURE OF INDUSTRY
Nature of Industry Respondente Non-Respondents Total
Percentages

Construction 3.6 8.7 6.1
Manufacturing,
Netal and otner 11.8 14,3 13.2
Transportation
and Government 4,6 8.0 6.2
Wholesale and
Retail Trade 2.5 6.2 4.3
Services 6.4 10.5 8.5
Auto 63.7 43.8 53.9
Drop Forge 7.5 3.0 T.7

Total 100.0 100.0 1C0.0

Nurber of Cases 281 276 557

x2 = 26.9 d.f. = 6 p. £.001
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Unlon Membership

Respoadents

Non-Respcendents

Total

Perce

b)

ntaexres

s
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A

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0
Numbter of Cases 281 2a7 578
X2 -— 5‘009 daf’ = ‘l T < QCO“
TABLE XXXI
COMNFARISCH CF RESPONDERTS WITH NON=RTIFOIIDENTE
EASZD ON COCCUPATIONAL LIZIVLL
Cccupational Level Reanondents Non=Rezpondents Total
Percentaog

nmskilled 10.0 €.7 9.7
Sexi-skilled ek 09,2 Lo
Skilled and Forenan PR 583 S e
Jeles, etc. 2 4 2.0

R 1002,Q 0 100.0

Nunter of (aceg 81 64

Xc = 1a o)

r.<{.C01
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Marital Status Respondentse lion=Rezporndent Toteal
Percenieged
Single 5.7 9.1 7.5

Marricd

Totel

Number of Cases

202

%2 = 2,7 d.7. = 1 .22(~. 0. 10
TADLL v .
COMFARISON CF REIDCONIENITI WITH NCN=RJZPCYUDENIS
EASED ON BIRTHPLATZE

Tirthplace Respondents Nonm=mezrondents Total

Danser? :
Lansing a7 8.7 1%.%
Micnizan iR 2 “T 2 O
South 13.9 11,8 12.2
Tarotign SRS 7.6 8.8
Other T e 3 1761 13,8
Total QCL.0 NGNS 1C0L.0
Nunmbtier 0f Cusexr ~8) 63 SLG

%2 = £.3 d.f0 = 4 . 20¢p. 0. 20
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Age

Resnandant

I‘}

Non-Regpondsnts

TcLal

v R S ~—
Number of Casas

Pryr2mgtaces

1,2 19,1
N} - -
:007 ...'-‘¢6

000 1000

COMPARIZON Or RESPONDENTS WITH NONaRICPONDENTZ
EACEDL ON NUMBER OF DIFFERZNT (COITPANIZAR
WOFFED AT T4 LANZING {1940-31951]

Number of Companles Reanondents Non=Fezpondents Tatal

Percentigaz
1 or 2 72e2 29,2 7045
3 ¢cr more 27«3 0.8 e
tal 120.0 Q0.0 T00L0
Nuzter of Cazes 289 o %74
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