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PAUL RAYMOND VAUGHAN ABSTRACT

A sample of 588 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, Rec 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 their

plants higher than large, absentee owned, manufacturing

plants was not upheld. In 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 conditions.

The second hypothesis that the largest plants in

terms of number of employees would be named most often as

the best places to work was upheld even after making correc-

tion for difference in size of the plants. Fisher 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 satisfied with the programs



and policies.

It was hypothesized that workers rate the plants

in their community as places to work with the same criteria

that they use to rate their Jobs. The criteria used in

common partially supporting this hypothesis were the most

important criteria: working conditions, wages, steady em-

ployment,and good human relations. However, there were some

additional criteria used only to rate Jobs and others used

only to rate plants.

The next section focused on the workers ranking of

their own plants. It was hypothesized that workers with

high Job satisfaction tend to evaluate plants where they

work more highly than workers with low Job satisfaction.

This hypothesis 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 variables,

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 their own plants low show a greater degree

11



of association between social background characteristics

and the way in which they rate their plants. Further

research might show this to be true.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION AND THEORETICAL SIGNIFICANCE

In present day American society the job which a

person holds is of great significance. A person's Job

determines the status which he has and influences the type

of life which he can lead. Thereforethe worker is concerned

about the type of job which he holds and also about the type

of employer for which he works. Moreover workers commonly

evaluate the local plants while seeking employment. They

rate a plant as a good or a bad place to work based upon

their previous work experiences and upon what they have

heard from fellow workers. This evaluation of local work

plants is a subject about which little is known. Due to the

importance of work and place of work the historical evalua-

tion of community plants is considered an important area for

sociological investigation.

The relationship between the institutions of work

and social life has long been recognized. More than fifty

years have passed Since Durkheim published his thesis dem-

onstrating that interdependence between men in industrial

society increases with the division of labor. Based upon

comparative studies of other societies Durkheim maintained

that occupational associations will deveIOp along with

complex industrial systems. These associations, he held,

would assume many non-economic functions which, when com-

bined with the economic functions, would provide norms for



the society and prevent a condition of anomie, a societal

state characterized by an absence of common values, senti-

ments, and Social norms.1

There are some trends in American society today

which support Durkheim'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

systems. Currently many industrial leaders feel that in

order to operate their plants with minimum friction they

need to have a favorable public image." To obtain adequate

municipal services and a qualified labor force industry may

find it helpful to be regarded as a "good community citizen."

Such a reputation can be assured by keeping informed about

their community image and taking an active part in community

affairs. Some companies make a systematic effort to obtain

representation on all types of community boards, commissions,

and committees.

This is all a part of the growing public relations

movement. Businessmen who have spent many years in build-

ing a favorable community image of their industry are con-

vinced that the good labor recruitment, brand loyalty, and

consumer loyalty is a function of their efforts to build a

2
good reputation. According to John W. Welcker a management

1Emile Durkheim, The Division of Labor in Society,

Translated by George Simpson, The Free Press, 19 7.

2William H. Form and Delbert C. Miller, Industry

and Community, Chap. 4, p. 29, Unpublished manuscript,

Harper and Brothers, forthcoming, 1960.

 



which is successful in maintaining good community relations

not only improves the company's internal Operations, but

also strengthens the reputation of industry as a whole

throughout the nation.3

General Review of th§=Literature

The present study is concerned with evaluation

which manual workers in a middle-sized city make of local

firms as places to work. Very little has been done to study

systematically he conmuniW reputations of firms and em-

ployers. In his study of Illini City, Wray asked samples of

the public, union members, and employers, six general ques-

tions concerning the reputations of six major companies and

the unions with which they dealt. He found that respondents

generally tended to have clearer attitudes toward the larg-

est companies and unions. They tended to have positive

attitudes toward organizations about which they know the

most.4

ROper conducted a study for Fortune in Terre Haute,

Indiana, to find out which of the leading industrial compa-

H

nies in town were good neighbors" and why. He found that

a good product at a reasonable price does not automatically

 

3John W. Welcker, "The Community Relation Problems

of Industrial Companies," Harvard Business Review, November,

1949 , 13‘ 0 73C) 0

4Donald E. Wray, "The Community and Labor-Manate-

ment Relati as, " Labor-ManagementRelations13 Illini City,

Institute ofLabor and IndustrialIslations, Champaign,

University of Illinois, 1953, p. 122 -12A.

 



result in public favor for the company. The company is

looked upon as a citizen and neighbor and is judged the

same as other members of society. One company was well

known for doing things for the community, but was not rated

very high as an employer. The best company in Terre Haute

did not pay the best wages or build the most playgrounds,

but it did create the most Opportunities.

The peonle were asked how they felt about the

ten leading industries as places to work and why they felt

the way they did. They were given a list of criteria and

asked to choose two or three of the most important for

picking a company to work. Table I Shows the results ob-

tained.5

Terre Haute is large enough to have important and

diverse industry and yet small enough so peOple are familiar

with the firms in town. Yet a significant finding was that

two-thirds of the reapondents 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 company was named by one-

third of the remaining twenty percent as worst because of

low wages. Reapondents could not or would not derogate

firms except for failure to provide steady employment. In

general companies were rated high because they provided

 

5ROper, "The Fortune Survey,” Fortune, March,

1950, p. 40.
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steady employment, chance for advancement, good wages and

good workinj conditions.

General dlectric conducted surveys to appraise th

community reputati ns of some of their plants. Its manage-

ment has indicated that General Electric can exist only as

long as the public allows it. They believe that they cannot

attract and hold the best employees, have mutually rewardin:

relations with them and otherwise achieve good over all

Operations unless they deserve, seek, and yet good coimunity-

wide understanding and approval of their policies and activ-

ities. General Llectric has set up standards for a company

to be rated as a good employer, a good neighbor, and a good

citizen. The reason for the corporation's concern with this

problem of plant reputation stems from the results of a

survey taken during a strike in 1946. They found that the

mayor, the city council, the clergy, the newspaper, and

C
D

local merchants felt that the trike was justified, that

emplo"ees were not paid well, that prices were kept as high

as possible by G.E., and that the company's motives were

dishonest and contrary to public interest.6

The results of the strike surveys and the comments

of its neighbors in the cities where the plants were located

indicated that Eeneral Electric needed a strong, well-planned

community relations program. First the company reviewed its

previous activities in the communities. For a half century

 

6i , . __

_ general LleCtPlC Publications, ERV—PA, 1935,

pp, j-Q, pamphlet directed toward professional managers in

the corporation._



it had felt secure in the knowledge that, measured against

accepted standards, it ranked high as a good employer. The

wages, working conditions, benefit programs, the community

participation of management, and company contributions to

human needs, small businesses, and industry as a whole were

believed to have been of high quality.

The surveys showed however, that company policy

had not resulted in high job satisfaction among the workers

or a good community reputation. In fact the harder the com-

pany tried and the more it got done, the more misunderstand-

ing and disapproval seemed to develOp. Something was lacking

and General Electric officials felt that they must get local

peOple to:

1. Understand and believe that a profitable

industry is not good only for employees,

share owners, customers, and suppliers, but

most important to General Electric‘s community

neighbors. -

2. Know that the favorable benefits resulting

from a profitable industry cannot continue

to be enjoyed unless the citizens understand

the business system which makes these bene-

fits possible and understand their roles in

keeping it profitable.

3. Appreciate that good paying jobs depend on

the success of local businesses, including

General Electric.



Based upon the findings of additional surveys

conducted by Opinion Research Corporation the company de-

vised a "formula" for rating plants. They maintain that the

companies rated most favorably by the public followed this

three point "formula" which is given below.

1. Live Right - treat employees fairly and

humanely, pay good wages, provide employee

benefits, and contribute fairly to charities.

2. Tell Employees About It - keep information

channels Open, tell employees company aims,

objectives, and problems.

3. Tell the Community About the Company -

inform community on company plans, aims,

objectives, and problems. Show neighbors

what company does for the community.7

According to General Slectricithe companies rated

lowest followed only the first part of the “formula" and

those which were in the middle ratings followed only the

first two parts.

Barlow and Payne have probably done the most ex-

tensive study of how to go about rating an industrial firm

in a local community. They found that there are two main

obstacles for researchers in a study involving the public

Opinion survey. First, respondents usually show a greater

willingness to commend rather than to condemn a company,

71b1d., ERV-EA, 1955, pp. 9-13.
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1. What are the characteristics of plants

which are rated best and worst in the community?

2. Why do the workers evaluate plants differ-

ently?

3. How do the workers rate their own plants as

places to work?

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

as those used to rate jobs?

P

3. Is there a relationship between the social

backgrounds and experiences of the workers and

their plant rankings?

The Terre haute study selected a sample from the

general public and inquired about the rating of local firms

as "good neighbors," as "good citizens," and as places to work.

The present research chose a sample of the male wage-earners

in the city and is focused only upon the firms as places to

work. Five hypotheses were developed which will be further

develOped in the subsequent chapters.

Hypotheses

l. The ratin of the plants by the workers is

associated with the size, type of industry, and type of wn-

ership 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.

0. Non-manufacturing industries will be rated

higher than manufacturing industries.

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



11

ployees will be named most frequently as the best places to

work.

3. The workers rate the plants in the community as

places to work with the same criteria they use to rate their

jobs.

i.. Workers who have high Job satisfaction tend to

evaluate plants where they work more h 5h y than workers with

low job satisfaction.

5. Plants will be rated differently by workers with

different social backgrounds.

Methodology

Because the data used for this research has been

obtained from a larger study, the research site an sample

selection for that study are relevant for this research.

Research Site

The data for this studyvmre gathered in 1950-1951.

According to the 1950 census, Lansing, h chigan had a pOpu-

lation Of 92,129. This represented a seventeen perc enat in-

crease over the 1940 figures and contrasts with the almost

stable pOpulation of the previous decade. Annexation account-

ed for approximately 8000 of the increase. For a cm*u~i‘f

with such a hLh concentration of automotive and met work-

ing i1idustries the growth during the war years was relative-

ly low and reflected a moderate degree of stability.

The pOpulation of Lansing is highly ho:HOeneous,

comprised essentially of the descendants of early Anglo-Saxon,

New England migrants and nineteenth century German migrants.

Most of the movement into the area over the last few decades

has been from rural Michigan. The only larg e are: of :-

migrants to Lansing from areas other than rural Michigan
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labor market who were unskilled, semi-skilled, or skilled

and the "first line" supervisors who were in charge of

manual workers. A five percent sample of male wage-earners

consisted of approximately 750 workers. A sample of 300

was decided upon, 200 to be taken from the fringe areas of

Lansing, the remainder being residents of the city. Having

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

it was found that the 500 contained a representative sample

of fringe residents. The schedules finally analyzed consist-

ed of 583 interviews taken during the period from Novemhen,

l, l ,
1950 to June,195l. Each respondent was personally inter-

viewed using a prepared schedule designed to obtain along

with other data that which was needed for the original prob-

lem. This was to study the relevance of migration to loca-

tion in the job market during an era of a tight labor force.

The study was carried out by J. Allan Seegle, William H. Form

and Sigmund Nosow.

For purposes of this research only the 251 respond-

ents who rated their own plants were used to test hypotheses

one, four and five. Since the non-reapondents were drOpped

out,chi-square tests were made to determine whether or not

the respondents differed significantly in any way from the

-1.
I\

non-respondents. If they do not then generalizations can

ue made '{
L‘
l

bout the total sample based on the findings for

  

11Ibid, pp. 2;-
A .L

W
)

9.
 

*

The questions on plant evaluation were added

after interviewing had begun.



'lh

ifieant at the .OLl level. A con-

siderably larfier proportion of the respondents were from the

case of plant(
D

plants with more than 500 employees. In th

at which the workers were presently enulojed a larger pro-

portion of‘UuereSpondents were from Oldsmobile, Fisher body,

Reo Motors,and Motor Wheel. There were about twenty percent

more respondents than non-reapondents from the auto plants.

For all other types of industry there was a smaller prOpor-

tion of reapondents than non-reapondents. Approximately

ten percent more of the respondents were union members.

The chi-square tests for occupational level, type of owner-

ship,and income were significant at the .01 level. A

slightly larger proportion of the reapondents were unskilled,

ten percent less of the reapondents were semi-skilled,and

slightly more of the respondents were skilled. For type of

ownership of plant fifteen percent more respondents than

non-reapondents worked in absentee owned plants. A smaller

preportion of the respondents were in the income group earn-

ing less than $1.50 per hour. Therefore,there is a signifi-

cant difference indicated between the reapondents and the

non-respondents for these factors and findings for this

study with regard to them can be based only on the reapondents.

 

**For complete results of the tests for differences

between respondents and non-reapondents see appendix tables

XXVII through XXXVII.
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The chi-square tests for marital status, birthplace, a5e,and

education were not significant. Thus findings with regard

to them are indicated as being true for the total sample.

These results do not necessarily mean that the results from

the non-respondents would be different if they had reaponded.

The chi-square tests merely indicate that the two groups

can not be said to be the same.

Statistical_zechniques

The chi-square tests of association between var-

iables was used to determine whether or not rating of a plant

is associated with the variables named. The .05 level of

significance was used as evidence to reject the null hypoth-

esis. However, higher levels of significance are noted.

The formula used for computation of the chi-square

values was the basic formula:l2

 

fij= observed frequency.

F13: expected frequency.

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

 

12Helen M. Walker and Joseph Lev, Statistical

inference, Henry Holt and Co., New York, 1953, p. 97.



chi-squares for the rows is equal to the total of the chi-

squares for the columns which is the chi-square value for

the whole table.

16
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CHAPTER II

RANKING OF PLANTS

introduction

How does the reputation of a plant get established

in a community? What actually determines whether a plant

will 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

is associated 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 be named most frequently as the

best places to work.

3. The workers rate the plants in their

community as places to work with the same

criteria they use to rate their Jobs.
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Studies have established that the reputation of

a plant is determined for the most part by its employees.

Welcker found that tre principal factor influencing cozmunity

relations is employee relations. The standing of a plant

in a community was found to be largely a reflection of what

its wn employees think about their cm,lo"’ This applied

equally to large cities and small towns.1 Barlow and Payne

9

obtained similar findings in their research.” They base

their findings on the concentric ring theory of pu:lic rela-

tions which maintains t1“.at a company's reputation starts

3110021

(
7
3

its employees and spreads outward. Workers partici-

pating in community activities talk about their jobs and

employers. Their Opinions gradually Spread over the commun-

ity and a plant gets a peculiar reputation as a place to

work. In addition to nearing others talk about tne local

plants m ny workers change employers from time to time and

in this way obtain first hand information ahout establish-

ments.

There are many other fac ors that affect a firm's

reputation. It must be emphasized that firms may have unique

factors that make compari more difficult. For example, a

firm whose employees come in constant cotact with the public,

 

lJohn w. Welcker, "The Community Relatiors Probi‘ ems

of Industrial Companies," Harvard Business Review, FOVeTLQ ,

1149.

2Walter 3. barlow and Stanley L. Payne, "A Tool

for Evaluating Company Community Relations," Public Opinion

QBaPtePlE, fuLL. i9fi9.
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such as a department store, have more Opportunnity to influ-

1

enc e puslic Opini :1 than a firm whose empiOfi' es have little

or no public contacts.

It should also be noted that once a plant has

established a good or sad reputation in the community it

does not get changed easily This golds eSpecially for a

firm with a bad reputation. It may retain a low rank even

after the reasons for the bad reputation have been corrected.

This situation may be minimized if the firm has a good

public relati ns and publicity department.

done of the ob;ective characteristics which car

he used to compare plants are size of capital investment,

number of employees, and type of ownership. A large firm

with an impressive guilding and which engages in natioz:ide

business and Mdver ising will tend to have a Letter reputa-

tion because it is better known. Whether 1 ;iru i

owned or part of a.huqe corporation may also effect its

conducted a study in a laraeU
)

Peliegrin and Coate

Soutzern city in 1955 which focused upon the influenCe of

absentee ow.ei corporations and their executives in tie civic

”lairs of the comauni y. ihese researc ers pointed out

that recent changes in the Soutr and in the na tion have

promoted the corporate concern with public sentiment and

 

‘2

2 ,. ...: i n e~ . ..

'Yolanu J. Fellegiin and tnaries n. Goa tes,

” ~ H '3 I" ’ fl -' ”-7-“ -.~ 1 ‘1 ~‘1-l " " " ‘ '

Cor901ations and Coamanity Powel structtre, anezican

Journal Oi SOCioloey, Karen, JEt, :. 415.
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industries call for the more highly educated will differ

from a community whose industries require the less educated.

Paul Gillen has attempted to develOp a yardstick

for measuring cities. He points out that the occupational

profile of a city is a basic measure of its overall worth.

Occupations of peOple reflect not only their more obvious

characteristics such as income, health, education, and

housing, but also their attitudes, hOpes, fears, ambitions,

and frustrations. He found thatoccupations have much to do

with education in a city,and that attitudes regarding educa-

tion can be changed and additional financial support can be

3

obtained by changing the occupational distribution of a

community.5 Under these circumstances a plant which attracts

highly educated peOple and pays them well will be more like-

ly to have a good reputation in the community than a plant

which attracts less educated and lower paid workers and

their families. All of these factors must be taken into

consideration as things which will influence plant reputation.

Ranking of Plants

Respondents were asked the question, "What com-

panies do you consider the best places to work in Lansing?"

Table II shows how the 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 B. Gillen, The Distribution of Occupations

as a Citprardstick, King's Crown Press, Columbia University,

New York, 1951, pp. 107-111.



TABLE II

WORKER EVALUATION 0? BEST PLANTS IN WHICH TO WORK

22

 

 

 
 

 

 

Plants Respondents Reaponses

Percentages

Oldsmobile 59.0 38.9

Motor Wheel 19.9 13.1

Reo Motors 15.1 10.0

Fisher Body 12.5 8.3

John Bean 4.8 3.2

Government; Federal, State, 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

Number of ReSpondents 271 --

Number of ReSponses -- 411

Average Number of ReSponses -- 1.5
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rated among the best by three-fifths of the workers. Next

was Motor Wheel closely followed by Reo and Fisher Body.

These 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 the worst places to work in Lansing?"

There were 212 reSponses to the question from 182 respondents.

‘Table III reveals that Fisher Body was named by almost one-

quarter of the workers. The forges and foundries 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 responses, followed by Motor Wheel and Olds-

mobile.

Note that the four plants which were named among

the best the largest number of times were also named among

the worst the largest number of times afterthe forges and

foundries. If the latter are excluded we see that the

plant named among the best the largest number of times, is

named the smallest number of times among the worst. For the

four plants named most frequently we see that their ranking

as best is the reverse of their ranking as worst. See Table

IV. As shown in Tables II and III, the remainder of the

firms in the city were named as one of the best or worst a

very small number of times or the firm was not even identi-

fied. The reasons for ranking the firms the way they did will

be discussed later in connection with hypothesis number three.



TABLE III

WORKER EVALUATION OF WORST PLANTS IN WHICH TO WORK
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Plants ‘ Reapondents Responses

Percentages

Forges and Foundries 26.4 22.6

Fisher Body 24.2 20.8

Reo Rotors ‘ 16.5 14.2

Motor Wheel 6.6 5.7

Oldsmobile 5.5 4.7

John Bean 0.5 0.5

Other 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

+4

 

 

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 Characteristics

In an attempt to provide more background informa-

tion about the plants included in this research an analysis

was made of their type of ownership, size, and industrial

type. The first hypothesis of this research is that the

rating of the plants by the workers is associated with the

type of ownership, size,and industrial type 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.

0. Non-manufacturing industries will be

rated higher than manufacturing industries.

First the respondents were divided into three

groups

1. Those who listed places where they work

as among the best.

2. Those whose own plant was not listed as best

or worst. Presumably their plants were in the medium range.

3. Those who listed places where they work as

among the worst.

Then the workers w>re distributed for each charac-

teristic based on the way in which they rated their plant.

Hyppthesis Ia: Type of Ownership

It is eXpected that workers in a locally owned

plant will tend to identify it more with the community and



rate it higher than an absentee-owned plant. The data in

Table V do not uphold the expectation that locally-owned

plants would be rated higher than the aosentee—owned plants.

feven-tenths of the absentee-owned plants were rated among

the seat compared to only a little more than half of the

‘

locally-owned. Tnat these differences are not due to chance

‘

is revealed by the probability of th chi-square which(
D

is significant at the .05 level. One-tenth more of the men

from locally-owned plants rated their plant medium than did

[5
1

men from absentee-owned plants. Twice as many fro

locally-owned plants rated their 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 the

analysis concerns differences between middle and high.

Hypothesis lb: Size

Since a small plant permits a greater amount of

personal contacts with other workers and with supervisors,

it is expected that the workers will identify with these

plants to a greater degree than will workers in large plants.

The former will therefore rate their own plant higher than

will workers in large plants. Table VI shows data on how

the workers rated their own plants on the basis of number

of employees. The data do not support the hypothesized

expectation. Thus seven-tenths of those from plants employ-

ing over five-hundred men rated their plant high as compared

with only~one-third from the plants with less than one



TABLE V

WORKER EVALUATION OF PLANTS BY THEIR TYPE OF OWNERSHIP
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Plant Reputation
 

Type of Ownership

 

 

Local Non-local Total

Percentages

High 55.5 68.6 62.6

Medium 37.5 28.1 32.4

Low 7.0 3.3 5.0

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Respondents 128 153 281

x2 -.- 6.41 (1.1". = 2 .O2<g(.05

 



TABLE VI

WORKER EVALUATION OF PLANTS BY SIZE OF WORK FORCE

IN THEIR PLANTS

 

 

 

 

 

Plant Reputation Number of;§gployees

1-99 100-499 500&up Total

fiercentages.

High 32.7 48.0 71.5 62.6

Medium 63.3 40.0 24.2 32.4

LOW’ 4.1 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 dofo 7: 4- - po<0001
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hundred employees. The Cii—square test of association was

found to be significant to the .001 level.

It should be noted here that this is the rating

of workers own plants distributed by size of plant based on

number of employees. This is to be distinguished from the

rating of all plants in the community by the workers as

discussed below in connection with hgpothesis number two.

Hypothesis_;c: Type of Industrv

It is expected that the workers will rate the

non-manufacturing plants higher than those involved in

manufacturing because the non-manufacturing are smaller,

cleaner and have greater intimacy among worxers. Table VII

shows how the workers rated their own plants wnich were

classified by type of industry. These data do not uphold

the expectation that non-manufacturing plants would be

rated higher. Thus seven-tenths of those working in manu-

facturing plants rated their plants high compared to only

one-third of workers in non—manufacturing plants. The

probability of the chi-square which is at the .001 level

indicates that these differences are not due to chance.

Further analysis of manufacturing plants shows

that the forges and foundries are rated high most frequently.

The auto plants are rated next highest followed b* "other”

manufacturing. Since we are dealizg here with small numbers,

however, these figures may not he as reliable as might be

desired. It is of interest that although the forges and
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TABLE VII

WORKER EVALUATION OF PLANTS BY TYPE OF INDUSTRY

IN WHICH THEY WERE EMPLOYED

 

 

 

  

 

 

Plant

Reputation Type of Industry

Manufacturing_ Non-manufacturing

Mfg. Construction

Metal Services

DrOp and Total Trade

Forge Other Auto Mfg. Government Total

Percentages

High 81.0 42.4 71.5 68.2 35.4 62.6

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

Reapondents 21 33 179 233 48 281

x2 = 37.43 d.f. = 4 p.<.001
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foundries were rated the largest number of times as the

worst places to work by all of the workers,they were rated

high the greatest percentage of times when rated by their

own employees.

Hypothesig:;;

Something to be considered in connection with the

rating of plants is that there may exist a reservoir of

good will toward all plants in a community. If this is so

then all plants are assumed to be worthy of a high ranking.

If a plant is not worthy the workers will soon let the

community know regardless of whether it is a small or a large

plant. One of the common beliefs has been that big business

(industry) is bad for a community. This is in line with

the ideology of American businessmen that for the good of

the community small business must be protected and supported.

Mills and Ulmer conducted a study of small vs. big-business

cities and tentatively concluded that big business tends to

depress, while small business tends to raise the level of

local ”civic” welfare as measured by the Thorndike G score.

Their more detailed findings were that small business cities

had more "balanced" economies with larger prOportions of

independent entrepreneurs who showed greater concern for

/

local civic affairs.0

In a more recent study dealing with this same sub-

Ject,Fowler found that small-business cities 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 cities;

small-business cities tended to have lower levels of welfare.

Fowler concluded that concentrations of economic power do

not have invariably 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 fringe 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 reputation of

a plant is established in a community 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 question

amounts to such and such a percent. To meet difficulties

they felt it would be necessary to deve10p norms within each

particular survey. Also by having the same respondents

testify about all the companies one of the elements of

 

7Ibid., 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 Eublic

Qpinion_;ndex for Industry conducted a study in six differ-

ent communities, in each of which eight companies were in-

vestigated. This investigation 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 is to be rated tOps by a high pro-

portion of the community. The relationship is practically

a one-to-one ratio. That is, if company x has 62 percent of

the employees of all companies on the list then 62 percent

of the choices 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

things being equal, the Opportunity a company has to impress

itself on a community is directly related to the number of

employees. This is 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. 408.



has been described above in the discussion of how a plant

reputation gets established.

In his study of Terre Haute, ROper found that the

9 and in histwo 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.10 The

substantial number of respondents who stated negative Opinions

about local plants in the Lansing study varies from the find-

ings of other studies. The respondents did not hesitate 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 disseminated in the community is no doubt the

same as that described for positive attitudes.

Based on the findings of the studies cited, the

second hypothesis of this research is that the largest plants

in terms Of number of employees will be named most frequently

as the best places to work.

Since Oldsmobile employs the largest number of

peOple in Lansing it is expected that it will be the plant

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

 

9ROper, Op. cit., p. 38.

1OWray, Op. cit., p. 121.
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Oldsmobile was named over one-half of the time as one of the

best plants. This is 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 significance of the answers obtained to the

question, "What companies are the best places to work in

Lansing?" The plants compared are Oldsmobile, Motor Wheel,

Reo, and Fisher 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

and automobile equipment. It should be noted that "par"

does not standardize for the influence Of a nationwide firm

and for a large amount of advertising, but only for present

size of the firm. Any recent, significant changes in a

plant will effect the accuracy of "par for size" correc—

tions.11 As far as this 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 negative questions, such as "Which company pays

the lowest wages?"12 They believe 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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Evidence indicated that instead of answering in terms of the

best known company, some reapondents tend to exclude the

best known company from consideration when giving negative

evaluations. Instead Of thinking, ”It must be the company

I know best," as most reapondents do on positive issues and

as some do even on negative issues, these respondents think,

"Well, it can't be the company I know best, that's sure."

That this is true also for this research is indicated by the

fact that of the large plants the largest is rated as best

the greatest number of times andas worst the least. There-

fore the "par for size" technique was used only for the

ranking Of plants as best.

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 choices 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-

ploys 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 reapondents who named one or more of these

four plants were included in the comparison of prOportion

of plant work force with prOportion of expressed choices.

The prOportion of workers included in the sample was such

 

1

3See footnote to Table VIII.
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TABLE VIII

RANKING OF LARGEST PLANTS BASED ON NUMBER

OF EMPLOYEES COMPARED WITH RANKING BASED

ON EXPRESSED CHOICES OF WORKERS

-'

-:

  

 

 

No. of PrOportion of Expressed

Plant Employees* Total Employees Choices

Percentages

Oldsmobile 44.0 79.5

Fisher Body 25.5 17.0

Motor Wheel 17.7 27.0

Reo Motors 11.4 20.5

Miscellaneous Small Plants

Engaged in Manufacture of

Motor Vehicle Equipment 1.4 --

Total A , 100.0 --

Total Expressed Choices 288

Total Respondents 200

 

*Federal regulations prohibit 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 obtained 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 equipment manufacturing firms

for November,1950, the month that interviewing began. Data

for this month were selected because it was the peak month

for employment during the interviewing period, November,1950,

to June,1951.



39

that any one plant was not over represented. Less than half

of those who chose Oldsmobile worked for Oldsmobile. About

one-third of those who chose Fisher Body and Motor Wheel

and one-sixth 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 80 percent of the time as one of the

best places to work in Lansing. Since a one-to-one ratio

is all that is eXpected this additional 36 percent indicates

that Oldsmobile must have some reason for being rated higher.

than par and highest in the community. This result also lends

support to the hypothesis that the largest plant in terms

of number of employees will be chosen most frequently as

one of the best places to work.

Reo Motors while employing only one-tenth of the

total employees was chosen by one-fifth of the men as among

the best places to work. Motor Wheel employed 18 percent of

the employees and was chosen 27 percent Of the time. These

additional choices 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 48 company study suggest that Fisher Body, with 26

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 was chosen only 17 percent of the time, 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 attempt 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 given by the

44 for rating Fisher Body as worst were examined. Following

is a breakdown Of the reasons given: hard physical work and

dirty work-l8; 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 is apparently because

the type of work done there is dirty and requires hard phys-

ical labor and because working conditions and human relations

are such that the workers do not like Fisher Body as a place

to work.

Hypothesis III

The third hypothesis is that the workers rate the

plants in their community as places to work with the same

criteria that they use to rate their Jobs. In order to get
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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 questions 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 this 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 comparability is a weakness of this research.

The question arises whether the workers actually

differentiate between their plant and their Job. It has

been suggested that they think in terms of their Job when

answering both the questions about their Job and the questions

about the plants. If this were the case then it would

follow that the reasons given for liking or disliking the

plants and their Jobs 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.



TABLE IX

CRITERIA USED BY WORKERS TO RATE PLANTS AS BEST

AND JOBS AS SATISFACTORY
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Job Satisfactions ggrcentages

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 7.3

NO Job Satisfactions 1.9

Total Responses 629

Total Respondents 365

flpy_flants arefiBes§:§1aces tO Work Percentages

No Opinion 30.4

Good Wages 26.0

Steady Employment 23.3

Human Relations 17.5

Good Working Conditions 14.8

Other Unspecified Reasons 18.9

No Difference among Plants 2.5

Total Responses 376

Total Reapondents 365
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This was closely followed by good wages:mm;criterion. A

little over one-fifth of .* men gave good w rking conditions

as their reason. This was followed by relations with fellow

workers, steadiness of work, and independence and control

in that order. Less than two percent of the men said they

had no Job satisfactions.

When asked why plants were the best places to work

one-third of the men had no Opinion on the subject. One-

fourth of the men gave good wages as a reason for plants

being rated high. This was closely followed by steady em-

0ployment, human relations, and good working conditi ns,

that order. Only about two percent said that there was no

difference in pla.ts.

Since the same reSpondents were used for job

(
1
-

eria asatisfaction criteria and plant reputation cri

Q

comparison can be made between the reasons given by the

workers for liking their jobs and rating plants high. Good

+ ' 01»- (a w n

‘0 OaUASAi"D
“

{
1
:

wages ranks a close second as a reason for bei

with jobs and among those who stated an Opinion good wages

(
0

ranked first as a reason for rating a plant best. Thi

tends to discredit the claim of some peOple that money is

not one of the most imaortant things for the worker on the
1

job. Job interest was given more Often than good we

for being satisfied with Jobs, but the more interesting jobs

probably pay more than others. This criterion was not used

to rate plants.
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Steady employment was the next most important

reason for rating plants high and almost the next most

important for Job satisfaction. That this rates almost as

high as wages indicates that plants should attempt to pro-

vide steady employment if 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 this factor may be somewhat over emphasized in

this study compared with what itxnnfld be for a more diver-

sified sample of workers.

The remaining criteria used for evaluating plants

and jobs can be classified in the general area of working

conditions. This includes human relations, fair treatment,

easy or hard work, and independence and control. Based

upon the data obtained fromiflese reSpondents it seems

apparent that workers use some of the same criteria to

rate plants and jobs. However, there are some criteria

which are used only for rating plants and others only for

rating Jobs. Thus the hypothesis is only partially support-

ed by these data. .

Next we shall examine the data in Table X which

gives the criteria used to rate Jobs dissatisfactory and

plants as worst. Probably the most important fact revealed

by these data is that two-fifths of the men had no Job



TABLE X

CRITERIA USED BY WORKERS TO RATE PLANTS AS WORST

AND JOBS AS DISSATISFACTORY

 

 

  

 

  

ggp_21ssatisfactions fiercentages

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 3.}

Relations with Fellow Workers 1.9

Steadiness of Work 1.1

Other Reasons 4.2

Total Responses 402

Total Respondents 365

HnyZElants Are Worst glaces to Work gercentages

No Opinion 56.2

Hard, Dirty Work 20.6

Poor Working Conditions 10.7

Poor Wages 8.0

Work Not Steady 5.2

Human Relations 4.4

Other Reasons 13.2

No Difference among Plants 1.1

Total Responses 455

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 given were lack of independence and control,

lack of Job interest, poor wages, unfair treatment, poor

relations with fellow workers,and unsteady work. 5

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 given 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. This 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 their Job

because they had to work too hard. Poor working conditions

were next in importance for ranking plants low. Other

reasons given were poor wages, unsteady work,and poor

human relations. These data indicate that the workers

who have job dissatisfactions and rate plants low use essen-

tially the same criteria for rating plants and Jobs. Thus

the hypothesis is also supported by these data.

Arranged in the order of their importance the

main concerns of the men seem to be working conditions,

wages, steadiness of employment, and human relations. The

Terre Haute study found that steady employment, chance for

advancement, level of wages, working conditions,and seniority



 

47

were ranked highest and in that order as the most impor-

tant reasons for choosing a company as a place to work.14

A comparison of the factors deemed most important by the

workers in this research with the Terre Haute and General

Electric and with other studies indicates that the findings

of this study are similar to their findings.

14Roper, op. cit., March, 1950, p. 40.
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CHAPTER III

THE WORKERS RANKING OF HIS OWN PLANT

Much has been said about how a plant is rated in

the community by different groups and by the community as a

whole. The studies 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 is going

to be upon how the individual ranks his own plant. First

we will attempt to determine what kind of a relationship

exists, if any, between degree of Job satisfaction and the

way in which a worker rates his own plant. Secondly we

shall examine the relationship between social background

characteristics and the way in which a worker rates his

own plant.

Hypothesis IV

The Relationship of Plant Reputation to Job Satisfaction

The fourth hypothesis of this study is that workers

 

who have high Job satisfaction tend to evaluate plants where

they work more highly than workers with low Job satisfaction.

In other words plant reputation is believed to be partially

a function of job satisfaction. To obtain the information

for testing this hypothesis the workers were asked the

question, ”How do you like your job?“ Their answers were

grouped into three categories, high, medium, and low.
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Next it was determined where the reapondent rated his own

plant. The respondents who gave their own plants among the

best plants in which to work were classified in the high

plant reputation group. Those who did not give their own

plant among the best or worst were classified in the medium

group. Those who gave their own plant among the worst

places in which to work were classified in the low plant

reputation group.

In order to test the hypothesis the job satisfac-

tion of the reSpondents was distributed on the basis of the

reputation they assigned to their own plant. The test for

significant association between plant reputation and job

satisfaction was made by use of the chi-square test described

previously. This analysis of the data in Table XI indicated

as eXpected that there is an association between plant

reputation and job satisfaction. The chi-square was found

to be significant to the .001 level. Data in Table XI

upholds the eXpectation that workers with high Job satis-

faction will rate their own plant higher than workers with

low job satisfaction. An analysis of the data shows that

almost two-thirds of the workers rated their own plant high,

one-third rated their own plant medium,and only 5 percent

rated their own plant low. Of those who had high 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 plant high,
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T ‘ T T X

WORKER EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN PLANT

BY THEIR DEGREE OF JOB SATISFACTION

 

 

 

 

 

Plant Reputation Job Satisfaction

High Medium Low Total

Percentages

High 75.6 61.7 26.1 62.6

Medium 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 2 56.9 d.f. = 4 p.<.001
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one-third medium,and 2 percent low. Only one-fourth of the

workers with low job satisfaction rated their own plant high.

The remainder were about equally divided between medium

and low.

Further examination of the data on job satis-

faction for workers from the four largest plants reveals

that Motor Wheel and Rec Motors workers have about the

same distribution of job satisfaction ratings,with the

latter having a few more workers who are dissatisfied.

Oldsmobile's distribution ranks third in amount of job

atisfaction. Fisher Body is fourth, but this is accountedt
:

for mainly by those who have medium Job satisfaction rather

than low job satisfaction. See Appendix Table XVI.

These findings support the hypothesis that workers

with high job satisfaction will rate their own plant higher

than workers with low Job satisfaction. Thus, we have seen

that there is an association between objective factors and

the rating workers give to plants, that workers use many of

the same factors to rate plants and jobs, and that plant

reputation is partially a function of Job satisfaction.

But what about the workers themselves who have a wide

variety of individual characteristics? Is it possible that

the way in which a plant is rated is associated in any way

with this individuality? The final section of this research

attempted to determine whether a relationship does exist

between social characteristics 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_§he Image Held_of The Firm And

The Socia;;§haracteristics of The Workers

Eicher points out that empirical studies suggest

that Job satisfaction may be understood in the context of

a person's social position as described by his position in

the occupational, stratification, and community systems.

They show that since men with the same jobs exhibited large

ranges in their Job satisfaction there must be other reasons

responsible for job satisfaction than the factory environ-

‘ment and the job itself. Eicher's thesis was that the social

milieu from which a person derives is of considerable im-

portance for understanding job satisfaction.1

The final hypothesis of this research is address-

ed to the question whether or not similar importance be

attached to the social milieu of a person in connection

with his ranking of local plants as places to work. The

hypothesis is that plants will be rated differently by

workers with different social backgrounds. Because of the

small size of the sample the men were divided into only two

groups for each social characteristic and then were dis-

tributed based on whether they rated their own plant as

high, medium, or low using the scale described previously.

The results of the chi-square tests for each social charac-

teristic are given in the following tables. The social

 

'1Joanne B. Eicher, ”Job Satisfaction: Its Relation-

ship to Occupational, Stratification, 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 demographic variables, the second of labor market variables,

and the third of stratification variables.

It should be noted here that for these variables

this 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 is based upon chi-square tests for statistical signifi-

cance while the discussion of the data in the appendix is

based upon what the percentages in the tables seem to

 

indicate.

Demographic Variables

én’e ‘

Eicher reports that there were several non-con-

clusive and conflicting results in the literature regarding

the relationship of age to Job satisfaction. She found some

indication that older age was related to higher job satis-

faction,but notes that her data were inadequate and that

further research is needed to discover whether age and

high Job satisfaction are associated. Since in this study

high job satisfaction 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 their

plants higher.

The expectation that the older men would rate

their plants higher than the younger men was not upheld.

The data in Table XII indicates that the same percentage of

men rated their plants high, medium, and low in the age

group from 18-34 as in the group 35 and over. The chi-

square tests did not 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 eXpectation. However, Oldsmobile with

almost as great a percentage of employees under 35 was

rated first. Motor Wheel and Reo Motors with the largest

percentages of workers over 35 were rated higher than

Fisher Body, but lower than Oldsmobile. Thus there must

be some explanation for the way plants are ranked other than

differences in age of the workers.

Birthplace

Because of the differences between locations where

persons are born it might be eXpected that place of birth

would be associated with the way in which persons rate

their plants. Analysis of the data in Table XII pertaining

to birthplace indicates that this expectation was not upheld.

The chi-square test was not significant. Data on the four

laPSGSt plants in Appendix Table XVIII shows that contrary
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Plant Reputation __Age

18-34 35 a over Total

fiercentages

High 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 a .21 d.f. = 2 .90 p.<.95

Plant Reputation Birthplace

Michigan Not Michigan Total

fiercentages

High 60.5 65.3 62.?

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 Married(time) Total

gercentages

High 37.5 64.2 62.6

Medium 43.8 31.7 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 the locally born workers do not necessarily

rate their plants higher and the non-locally born do not

rate their plants lower. Motor Wheel has the smallest

number of locally born, the largest number of foreign born,

and almost as many Southern born as the other plants and

yet it was rated high. Fisher Body was rated low. This

apparently is not related to place of birth of the workers

since almost the same percentage breakdown occurs for

Fisher Body and Oldsmobile, the highest rated plant.

Earigal Status

Since the married person has roles different

from those of the single person it is eXpected that the

ranking of plants by married workers will differ from that

of the single workers. Examination of the data in Table XII

indicates that the married workers can be eXpected to rate

their plants higher than the single workers. Thus two-

thirds of the married men rated their plant high while only

two-fifths of the single workers rated their plant high.

Only four percent of the married men rated their plant low

while one-fifth of the single workers rated their plant low.

That these differences are not due to chance is revealed

by the probability of the chi-square which approaches

significance at the .01 level.

The larger sample in Appendix Table XIX seems to

indicate'different results. Oldsmobile and Fisher Body had

the same percentage of single men and yet the former was
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rated first and the latter fourth. Motor Wheel with 98

percent of its men married was ranked second. However, it

was thought that sample size might be less important than

the likelihood that 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 that fifteen percent of the men from the

small plants were single compared with only six percent from

the "big four." Therefore the expectation that marital

status is associated with the way in which men rate their

plants was upheld.

Labor Market Variables

Number of gears in Lansing Labor Market

Since a worker who has been in the Lansing area

longer should know more about the community plants it is

expected that some association will be found between 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

be significant. Yet the data in Appendix Table XX would

seem to lend some support to the eXpectation that the number

of years in the labor market is associated 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.<.7o

 

 

Time Employed by

 

 

 

Plant Reputation .ggesent Concegn

-3 years +3 years Total

gercentages

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 54 227 281

l
l

1
'
0

x2 = 5.32 d.f. .05<p.<.10

—f 
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TABLE XIII

(continued)

Number of Companies

Plant Reputation Worked at 1940-1951

3 or more

10r2 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 78 281

x2 = 4.3 d.f. = 2 .1o<p.<.2o

Plant Reputation Union Membership

Non-Union Union Total

Eercentages

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 Reapondents 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 is indicated as

necessary in order to come to definite conclusions.

 

Time Employed By Present Concern

If a man has been employed by a plant for a long

period it is expected that he would rate the plant higher

than a man who has been there only a short time. Analysis

of the data in Table XIII indicates that the amount of time

employed by the present employer is slightly associated 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

their plant high and only 63 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 seniority and the smallest

percentage with more than twenty years. Therefore indications

are that time employed by a plant is associated 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 1240 to 1251

It was also expected that the number of companies

worked at would make a difference in the way in which a man

rated his own plant. Examination of the data in Table XIII

revealed that no significant differences were found between

the group who had worked for one or two companies and those

who had worked for three or more companies. Although the

chi-square was not significant there is some indication

that those who had worked in three or more plants tend to

rate their own plant a little lower than those who had work-

ed in only one or two plants. The data in Appendix Table

XXII also lends some support to this. Fisher Body with 32

percent of the workers having three or more Jobs was rated

last of the four largest plants. Rec Motors was third with

29 percent, Motor Wheel second with 19 percent and Oldsmobile

first with 17 percent. That these findings are not unduly

influenced by the larger sample in the appendix is indicated

by the fact that no significant difference was found between

respondents and non-reapondents for this variable.

ggign Membership

Union affiliation was expected to have some assoc-

iation with the way the plants were rated. Data in Table

XIII upholds the eXpectation that union members will rate

their own plant higher than non-union members. Thus, two-

thirds of the union members rated their plant high while

slightly more than half of the non-union members rated their
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plant high. However, two-fifths of the non-union members

rated their plant medium, compared with about one-quarter

of the union members. That these differences are not due to

chance is revealed by the probability of the chi-square

which approaches significance at the .02 level. That further

research is necessary, however, is indicated by the data in

Appendix Table XXIII. This larger sample for the four plants

shows that the lowest plant of the four, Fisher Body, is the

most highly organized. However, it 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-reapondents. The chi-square test

for this variable was significant at the .001 level.

Socio-Economic Variables

Education

Since Eicher found some indication, although not

statistically significant, that high Job satisfaction was

associated with more education, it was expected that this

study might find an association between more education and

high plant reputation. Examination of the data in Table

XIV reveals that the expectation that the more highly

educated men will rate their own plants higher is not support-

ed. Thus, the workers with 0-8 years of school did not rate

their plants lower than those with high school and college.

The chi-square does not even begin to approach significance.

In each group, approximately two-thirds rated their plant
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high, one-third medium, and one-twentieth 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 years of education. That this

is not too important is indicated by the fact that the first

rated plant, Oldsmobile, has almost as many workers with

less than 6 years. Oldsmobile has a few more men with

college, but not enough to enable us to establish anything

definite to relate amount of education and ranking of plant.

Income

In her study, Eicher found that income is directly

related to job satisfaction. Since this study found that

job satisfaction and plant reputation 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 their

plants higher also, because we found that wages were a prime

factor in rating plants as good places to work. The data

in Table XIV do not support this eXpectation.

The data on the four largest plants in Appendix

Table XXV reveal that most of the workers get from $1.25

to $2.25 per hour. The highest ranked plant, Oldsmobile,

has the largest percentage of workers receiving from 31.2"

to $1.75; Fisher, fourth ranked, has the second largest

percentage of men receiving from $1.75 to 32.25. Motor

Wheel, ranked second, pays the highest wages. Third ranked,
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TABLE XIV

WORKER EVALUATION OF THEIR OWN PLANT ACCORDING

TO THEIR SOCIO-ECONOMIC CHARACTERISTICS

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

Plant Reputation Education

0-8 years H.S.<n‘College Total

fiercentages

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

Numbercfi'Respondents 89 192 281

x2 = .13 d.f. = 2 .9o<p.<.95

Plant Reputation Income

31.00-1.74 $1.75 and up Total

zeroentages

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

Semi-and Skilled and

Unskilled Foreman Total

fiercentages

High 59.5 69.8 62.6

Medium 33.3 30.2 32.4

Low 7.2 0.0 5.0

'Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Respondents 195 86 281

x2 = 7.36 d.f. = 2 .o2<p.<.05
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Reo Motors 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. Since actual ranking based on wages paid does not

correspond with the ranking of the plants by the workers

some other basis must be found for ranking. A possible

explanation is that the workers in the highest ranked plant

are so satisfied that they believe they are getting the

highest wages while the figures show that they actually

are not. If this is true then management should take note

and attempt to operate their plants in such a way that the

workers are satisfied with over-all conditions in the plants.

Apparently high wages, although important do not compensate

for other things which are not satisfactory.

Occupational Level

Eicher reports that results of job satisfaction

studies show a definite relationship between high prestige

Jobs and high job satisfaction. Thus it might be expected

that the higher 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 is upheld. Thus, 70 percent of the

skilled rated their own plant high while only 60 percent of

the semi 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 is revealed by the probability of the chi-square

which approaches significance at the .02 level. The data

in Appendix Table 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 skilled workers and they are very close

in ranking second and third. That Oldsmobile is 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 into the ranking of

plant more than compensate for the differences in skill

level of the work forces.

Although the results found in this research do

not definitely establish it there are indications that

workers who rate their plants low show a greater degree of

association between social background characteristics and

the way in which they rate their own plant. Since the

sample used here is rather small only a direction can be

indicated. In the chi-square tests for the ten character-

istics above the men who rated their own plant low showed

the greatest amount of difference from the total sample in

eight 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 those who rate plants high or medium.

Relationship Between Social_§ackground Characteristics of

Workers and Their Ranking of Community Plants

In the previous section of this chapter an attempt

was made to show that there is an association 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 arose as to whether or not there

would be significant difference in social characteristics

between workers when rating not only their own plant but

also all the other plants as among the best or among the‘

worst places to work. In other words,do those workers who

rated plants as among the worst differ in any significant

way from those workers who rated plants as among the best

places to work. In an attempt to determine this,chi-square

tests were made to establish whether the workers who rated

Oldsmobile as among the best differed in any significant way

from those who ranked Oldsmobile as among the worst.2 The

4 2Helen M. Walker and Joseph Lev, Statistical ¥nfer-

page, Henry Holt and Co., New York, 1953, p. . e ormu-

la used for computation of chi-square was:

x2: _jad-bc)2 N

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

p. 106. In the cases where cell sizes were very

small the Yates correction was used. The formula for this is:

 

(a+b)(c+d)(a+c)(b+d)
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same was done for Fisher Body, Reo Motors, and Motor Wheel.

These tests were made for the same ten social background

characteristics that were used in the previous section.

The data in Table XV is a summary of the 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 given to the questions asked about which

plants are the best and which are the worst each plant

had to be taken individually. This was to avoid having the

results biased in the direction of those workers who gave

more than one response. No association was found to exist

between the social characteristics of the workers and the

way in which they rated the plants in their community. Only

two out of the forty chi—square values were significant at

the .05 level. These were the one for education 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 desirable to enable one to state whether

these characteristics 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 588 male, manual workers in the

Lansing labor force were examined in an attempt to deter-

mine 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 in 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. This was followed by an attempt to

determine what criteria workers used to rate plants and Jobs

and whether these criteria were similar or different. The

final portion of this research attempted to find out if a

relationship existed between Job satisfaction and social

characteristics of the workers and the way they ranked

their own plant.

The largest plant, Oldsmobile, was found to be

rated the highest followed by Motor Wheel, Rec 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 in the community follow-

ed by Fisher Body, Rec Motors, Motor Wheel, and Oldsmobile,

in that order.

Hypotheses were developed in the areas discussed

above and tested to determine their validity. The first
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hypothesis was that the rating of the plan function

of their size, industry, and tvpe of ownership. IL was ex-

pected that workers from locally-owned, small, non-manu-

facturing plants would rate their plants h gher than workers

from absentee-owned, large, manufacturing plants. Usin:

chi-square tests for significance of association, it was

found that the men from the locally-owns plants did not

rate their plants higher than the men from absentee owned

plants. In fact, the reverse was found to be true. The

chi-square was significant at the .05 level. The explanation

for this seems to be that in absentee-owned plants are

larger and are able to provide more benefits and better

-
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.
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(
D

p m (
+

(
'
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working conditions for their workers, enough a.

than offset the alleged advantages of greater intimacy in the

U
)

mailer plants.

C
L

hesize(
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Also, the data did not support the hypo

expectation that smaller plants would have a more favorable

reputation as places to hCYd. The chi-square was found to

be significant at the .001 level. An explanation for this

reversal mi“nt be, as eXplained above, that larger plants

can do more for the workers and for the community. It was

‘
2
;

(
4
.

ha {
‘
4
‘

fcun two-thirds ofthe men in manufacturing plants

rated their plant high compared with only one-third from

non-manufacturing plants. This reversal was statistically

supported by a chi-square at the .301 level. Although

manufacturing plants may have some disadvanta
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noise and dirt,if they have good pay and satisfactory

working conditions they will still be rated high. A good

example of this is the high percentage of workers from the

forges and foundries who rated their plant high.

The second hypothesis was that the largest plants

in terms of number of employeesvmmld be named most frequent-

ly as the best places to work. This research found that

the four largest plants were named 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 it was named among the best plants. From this 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

have something good to sav about the plant. If working condi-

tions, wages, or employment policies are such that the en-

ployees are not satisfied then they will disseminate

information in the community that will give the plant a

bad reputation. In cther words in order to have a good

community reputation a plant must have grounds for being

well Spoken of. It must see to it that its employees are

made aware of these favorable grounds and that the community

,

knows ao ut the lant throueh its employees and by other
1’.

"a

L

means of communication.
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she 00.31..plants in their connunitv as places to work with

criteria that they use to rate their jobs. The data exam-

ined partiallv support this hvpothesis. It was found that

workers do use essentiallv the same criteria in ratinr

plants and jobs. In fact, the most imnortant criteria are

used in common. However, there are some additional criteria

which are used only in rating plants and others which are

used onlv in ratin? jobs. The main reasons qiven for likinq

their job were job interest, yood waves, independence and

control, steadv work, and good human relations. Less than

two oercent of the men indicated no fish satisiactions. fiscd

wares, steady employment, fiOOd human relations and flood

working conditions were the main reasons given for ratin?

a plant high. Two percent of the workers said there was

no difference in plants.

When asked for reasons for disliking jobs the

most sisnificant finding was that two-fifths of the men

had no dissatisfactions. Almost as many of the men listed

poor working conditions as the reason for job dissatisfactions.

Hard physical work and dirty work were fiven bv one-fifth

of the men as reasons for rating a plant low. This is prob-

ably partially due to the fact that persons in such jobs

are assigned a low status. It should he noted however that

generallv the worker rates his own plant high. It is the

workers from the other plants who rate such a plant low.
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Here again the forges and foundriescan be cited as an

example. They were named most frequently as the worst

places to work by the men in the sample, but they were

rated high 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 main con-

cerns of the men in this sample then are working conditions,

wages, 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 his own plant as related to his Job satisfaction and

social background characteristics. The hypothesis that

workers Who have high job satisfaction tend to evaluate

plants where they work more highly than workers with low

Job satisfaction was supported by the data. The chi-square

was significant at the .001 level. Of those who had high

job satisfaction three-fourths rated their own plant high

and only 4 percent rated it low. Only one-fourth of those

with low job 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 is ranked. The expectation that the married workers

would rate their own plant higher than the single workers

was upheld.

Examination of the data revealed that number of

years in the Lansing labor market, time employed by present

concern, and number of companies worked at was not assoc-

iated with the way in which the workers rated their own

plants. Although the chi-square was not significant there

is some indication that those who had worked in three or

more plants tend to rate their own plant a little lower.

The eXpectation was upheld that union members would rate

their plants higher than non-union members. The chi-square

was significant at the .02 level. Union membership alone

does not mean that a plant will be rated high. Fisher Body,

is the most highly organized plant and yet it was rated

fourth.

It was eXpected that the more highly educated

men would rate their plants higher. The results of this

study show that the workers with high school and college

educations did not differ from those with an elementary

education when rating their plants. The chi-square did 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. In 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 much or more in wages

as other workers in the community when actually they are

not. Since they do not know this they are satisfied and

give their plant a high rating. The data for this study

revealed that as expected the higher skilled workers rated

their plants higher. Thus, 70 percent of the skilled rated

their plants high compared to 60 percent of the semi and

unskilled. ‘None of the skilled rated their plant low

while 7 percent of the semi and unskilled rated their plant

low. The chi-square approached significance at the .02

level.

Although the results found in this research do

not definitely establish it there are indications that

workers ratings vary with their social background character-

istics. Since a significant relationship was indicated for

only three out of the ten characteristics and the ranking of

the men's own plants,a question arose as to whether or not

a significant relationship would be found for the rating of

all the plants in the community. An analysis of the data

revealed that there were significant differences between
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those who rated plants best and those who rated plants

worst when distributed on the basis of age and education.

Limitations of the Study

Tiere are some limitations on the results obtained

in this study. First of all, it must be remembered that the

data used were not collected specifically for this study.

Therefore, some ofthe questions were not asked in such a way

J.

'I.‘as to get s
o

what may haVe been preferred for the purposes

of this research. It should be remembered also that all

:ategor'ies were determined prior to thought about this stud .

However, it is belieVed that the data obtained were generally

(
0

cuate for the uses of this research. The studies mentioned
5

£
1
1

a

in this research that dealt with the ranking of industrial

plants in the tummunity differ from the present study. They

F
.
)

zsed as their samples a wider represent tion of the tota

communit*. The sample for this study was made up of only male,

manual workers in a specific community who were employed

predominately in automotive na.nufacturi g. Thus, the results

cannot be apnl ied to all communities, industries, and occupa-

tional, and class groups. For example, when male, manual

workers are asked about the rating of plants in a commun ty,

they would answer more in terms of working conditions, wages

paid, and other job-related criteria. Respondents from

professional :nd managerial groups would probably answer the

V

question more in terms of how much tne firm participates in

community affairs and how much the firm contributes to the

community Differences such a these between professionals



78

:3 ‘y " r‘ V ‘1‘- ‘-’4 v v" ‘ '3'", ‘35 + fi ‘ “ 3

the manual workers are no doubt represenuative oi the kind or0
%

V

differences whicn would be found between classes. A sample

more representative of the entire commtnity w uld allow for

more valid conclusions concerning the ranking of the plants

in the communitv as a whole. Howeyer because of the
v D

U
‘

(
'
9
‘

:
3
‘

2
.
1

c
f

f
‘

1

O {
D

V
.

y
.
.
.

U
!

9
.
}

t
:

(
J

(
“
a

t v (
D

.
4

o
n

5
w

J

F
"

O #
-

U
)

importance of the differ noe‘

groups in aur community, it may as wise or the researcher to

choose samples from each of these gPOUpS and to find out how
L

eacn ranks the lants in the commmflr ty and whrt criteria

Relevanze for Further b‘uay

As was mentioned in Chapter I, little syst err tic

study of the reputations of industrial plants in 1oca1

communi tie. has been carried out. Some of tne things which

. , .
Vt" n 1 v w ~ A n h ‘
A *3 ;.O W ...1.‘ Vi; uUfurther research mLgh. be able to find out a p

p
.

‘ '- “ ".’ ‘ r~ " -* ' 7- - _ ~n' f $‘ -, -“

the workers in any 3ven plan really know about other p1aanus

.
-in the corn-unity? Do they know enough to enable them to rank

he plants fairly as places to work, as good cosnunity

citizens, or for 'ny other reason? Also, do the ratings

we, ‘ r' “’w ‘ : "' rt * r 1 r..'v~. vv '1' I

acme from the sa;;9 uDTVerse of plants for e on WOYA.1. As

5 g
o

:
5

O '
D

D
e

w I
.
)

’
5

:
4

D
3
’

H O C
.

(
‘
9
-

J (
D

O 5
‘

A c
P

’
3

Q
.

,
J

H H s
.
I ' o. ‘ ‘." -V ‘3‘ ' , a _ 1

a with social bacxgrotnu
V

ch"racteri:tics, further research is desiratle in order to

conclude more reliably whether soc iel characterisiics ae

associated with the wa< in which workers rate their plants.

It would be especial y desiretle to stud" further whether

ratings are related to the social background character-

L
C
,

*
4

(
'
P

an

H D
}

c
r

H (
J

U
)

0 P
”

2
"

O F
j
l

P
a

0 '
3
'

9 H (
“
P

H U
"

’ D O

)
(
J

C
)

(
.

e
v
-
I

’
D

(
3

fl (
0
*

'
J

L
J
O

(
I
)

’
5

‘
D

U
)

(
1

{
J

‘
3

(
'
4

.
1

*
J

H ,
4
-

(
4
*

D



eaAat‘J. e

feel is
a

all

.Lmlr)
'v

A

who

must do

ortant

to

are

for

b e

a a plant

O

accented

.8

A‘ Il

L

O‘ (a

vL 01,11

\/

.OOQ
-‘

' 6

‘. 'I‘iC-l -

d ‘1,

v51
(.3

v

1..

it

75"

L

y-

“I

i

r

9.
:

£
0



80

LITLP LTUPL CIILD

 

 

"1 _..,. j -!~ on... - ... "a '7‘ "9 n

:ColaloVI , (Cum. JO ’ GIL/1Q :LiJ‘.(1(4, ductile“, IL. ’ t ‘ \DC’JL .LC’L"

V“. ~,L,..,,. .,.,:, .. - " , a ‘ (f -, w

Lia]dating Company- ooLLanitJ -riations, :uolic

- f‘ 3- - H “1 q '\ fi.~ A z p- '

Ooinion 3uarterlj, r313, ,1L1f -F- 4.3-L34,

;‘ W uh n (4' r 3

-rtal.~1:b{7(4
 

Durkheim, Emile, The Division of LaL r in Sociec{,

by 1*?0‘33511hp78011,i.lc FTC-’6. P110553, 1

.... -... -~ .. ”2 fl . ‘ ..-,n, 4- - , J—q w

Licher, J. 4., N. A. Thesis, Job :xtlbiuC.lUJ. It. Rel tion-

" '5' g. -'2 .-‘r (V I "I n: z ' r '3 ‘fifiy\‘ ...

tzlinj-;) LO CCL'u/Ll‘jcl-t'LOAl-J-HL, QLF&:JLI1.ILC:t-$Orl, L411“ CKJLJJJLXALJ.LJ

' " ' - .J- — '. ,- -... . 1. :2:-

Variables, hlculbgn Stave Lnikersitj, L9Ju.

Community, Unpublished Kanis c

Brothers, forthcoming, 190.

Form, Willis; 3., and “11 er, Delbert, c

1‘

Fowler, Irving A., "Local Industrial Structures, Econ mic

Power, and Community Neil re," Social roblers,

VI, Gunner, 1958, pp. 41-

 

General Electric Publications, ERV-SA, 1933.

The Distribution of Occupations As A Cit;
 

 

. 4.,

3ardstick, KingTs Crown Press, Columbia University,

New York, 1951.

~~~ ‘ '3 - -, - 1 3 ~ v“ - I J“ 1 '. 3x 4 .3 4- 1r, -\ ,

r«es, "sync, Conpany ano DOMEULioj, marker CLu Brothers,

New York, 1958.

FA

LU

Kosow, Sigmund, "Labor Distiiuti n and the Norrative

System," Social Forces, October, l95o, :3. 23—33.

Pollegrin, Rola.nd J., and Coates, Charles 5., "Corporations

and Conzunit" Power atlucure," American Journal

C.SOC10lOffllY, LIL-.PCI; , 35'), {p a 413-419 0

vs .1; -. '9 .3 n .. ..
[Oger, The Foxtune SUPLGJ," For!

 

Walker, Helen 2., and Lev, Joseph, statis?

Henry Holt and Co., Iew Yor:,

Welcker, JOLD W . "Ilze Communii" Relatiors Prat- as ”f

Illdubt Pia]. COS}:213.1188,' PIS—I‘ve rde‘ASi 218.5 :3 ‘r f ..l'v. ’

1:0*Wemt‘el’ 1349, p33. ‘71.!"71:0.

 

'Jray, Donald 7., ""‘ne Cox;‘munity and Labor-Management

T,Lations,” Lglor-naLarewent Relations in Illii

C 1?, Institute of La;oz anl lndustzial «LlGLLoi,

ChadpaiQn, Lhiiiersit;v of Illinois, 953, pp. CC-



   

 



J
O
B

S
A
T
I
S
F
A
C
T
I
O
N

0
F

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
E
S

0
F
S
E
L
E
C
T
E
D

P
L
A
N
T
S

T
A
B
L
E
X
V
I

 

P
l
a
n
t
s

O
l
d
s
m
o
b
i
l
e

F
i
s
h
e
r

B
o
d
y

R
e
o

M
o
t
o
r
s

.
o
t
o
r
W
h
e
e
l

T
o
t
a
l

V
e
r
y
M
u
c
h

C
o
u
n
t

4
2 8

1
2

1
7

7
9

75

2
n
.
6

1
H
.
3

3
h
.
3

3
5
.
“

2
5
.
5

P
r
e
t
t
y
G
o
o
d

C
o
u
n
t

6
0

i
6

1
1

1
0
3

%

3
5
.
1

2
8
.
6

3
1
.
4

3
3
.
3

3
3
.
2

A
v
e
r
a
g
e

C
o
u
n
t

Q
6

2
3

1
2

8
9

93

2
6
.
9

#
1
.
1

2
2
.
9

2
5
.
0

2
8
.
?

J
o
b

S
a
t
i
s
f
a
c
t
i
o
n

N
o
t
S
o

G
o
g
g
_
_
_
_

C
o
u
n
t

1
8 7

3
1

7%

1
0
.
5

1
2
.
5

1
1
.
“

4
.
2

1
0
.
0

N
o
t
A
t

A
l
l

C
o
u
n
t

%

5
2
.
9

1
2
.
1

T
o
t
a
l

C
o
u
n
t

1
7
1

3
1
0

%

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

 

8‘1



T
A
B
L
E

X
V
I
I

A
G
E

D
I
S
T
R
I
B
U
T
I
O
N

O
F

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
E
S

O
F

S
E
L
E
C
T
E
D

P
L
A
N
T
S

P
l
a
n
t
s

A
g
e

 
1
9

2
0
-
2
4

2
5
-
2
9

3
0
-
3
u
_
3

3
5
—
3
9

9
9
:
9
3
_

9
5
—
9
9

5
0
-
5
9

5
5
-
5
9

6
0
-
0
7

g
a
g
g
g
;
_

I

-
o
u
n
:

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

A
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t
%

.
c
b
i
l
o

1
0
.
6

1
7

9
.
9

2
5

1
u
.
6

1
a

8
.
2

2
3

1
3
.
5

1
5

9
.
u

1
7

9
.
9

2
0

1
1
.
7

1
3

7
.
6

2
5

1
u
.
6

1
7
1

1
0
0

y
a

n
o
?

b
o
d
y

1
1
.
8

a
1
4
.
3

5
1
.
9

1
1

1
9
.
0

8
1
n
.
3

u
7
.
1

3
5
.
“

a
7
»
1

7
1
2
1
5

5
9
'
0

5
6

1
0
°

7

C0

PW

N

(\1

P
o
:

n
e
t
o
r
s

1
2
.
9

5
.

3
8
.
6

u
1
1
.
u

3
8
.
6

6
1
7
.
1

4
1
1
.
4

4
1
1
.
4

5
1
4
~
3

3
5

1
0
0

o
.

6
1
2
.
5

7
1
u
.
6

6
1
2
.
5

a
8
.
u

3
6
.
3

1
0

2
0
.
9

a
s

1
0
0

OJ

1

.3

1

co

:1-

c'\

L
o
t
o
r
‘
fi
h
o
e
l

1
2
.
1

3

u
1
.
3

3
0

9
.
7

1
n

1
1
.
9

3
2

1
0
.
3

u
1

1
3
.
2

3
0

9
.
7

3
2

1
0
.
3

3
2

1
0
.
3

2
7

8
.
7

4
5

1
4
.
6
3
1
0

1
0
0

T
o
t
a
l

(
D

N

 



B
I
R
T
H
P
L
A
C
E

0
F

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
E
S

O
F

S
E
L
E
C
T
E
D

P
L
A
N
T
S

T
A
B
L
E
X
V
I
I
I

 

P
l
a
n
t
s

O
l
d
s
m
o
b
i
l
e

F
i
s
h
e
r

B
o
d
y

R
e
o

M
o
t
o
r
s

M
o
t
o
r
W
h
e
e
l

T
o
t
a
l

L
a
n
s
i
n
f
L

C
o
u
n
t

%

3
5 8

2
0
.
5

1
Q
.
3

2
5
.
7

8
.
3

1
8
.
1

M
i
c
h
i
g
a
n

C
o
u
n
t

%

6
4
3
7
.
L

1
6

2
8
.
6

1
2

3
h
.
3

2
0

#
1
.
?

1
1
2

3
6
.
1

F
o
r
e
i

B
o
r

C
o
u
n
t

1
8 5

3
2

g
n

n

a
!
,
0

1
0
.
5

8
.
9

5
-
7

1
9
.
6

1
0
.
3

B
i
r
t
h
p
l
a
c
e

N
e
a
r
b
y

S
t
a
t
e

C
o
u
n
t

%

2
1

1
0 6 9

4
6

1
2
.
3

1
7
.
9

1
7
.
1

1
8
.
8

1
U
.
8

S
o
u
t
h

C
o
u
n
t

%

2
1

1
2
.
3

7
1
2
.
5

3
8
.
0

5
1
0
.
“

3
6

1
1
.
6

O
t
h
e
r

9 u N

1
7

S
t
a
t
e
s

C
o
u
n
t

%

5
.
3

7
.
1

5
.
7

u
.
2

5
-
5

L
a
n
s
i
n
g

L
e
f
t

O
n
c
e

4
7

C
o
u
n
t

w

3
1
.
8

6
1
0
.
7

1
2
.
9

1
1

3
.
5

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

 

833



T
A
B
L
E

X
I
X

M
A
R
I
T
A
L

S
T
A
T
U
S

O
F

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
E
S

O
F

S
E
L
E
C
T
E
D

P
L
A
N
T
S

 

P
l
a
n
t
s

O
l
d
s
m
O
b
i
l
e

F
i
s
h
e
r

B
o
d
y

R
e
o

M
o
t
o
r
s

M
o
t
o
r

W
h
e
e
l

T
o
t
a
l

M
a
r
i
t
a
l

S
t
a
t
u
s

S
i
n
g
l
e

M
a
r
r
i
e
d

D
i
v
o
r
c
e
d

W
i
d
o
w
e
d

S
e
p
a
r
a
t
e
d

C
o
u
n
t

9
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%

1
2

7
.
0

1
5
0

8
7
.
7

n
2
.
3

3
1
.
7

2
1
.
2

u
7
.
1

5
2

9
2
.
9

-
-

-
-

-
-

-

0
1
1
.
0

2
9

8
2
.
9

2

9
5
.
8

1
2
.
1

-
-

-
-

2
1

6
.
8

2
7
7

8
9
.
Q

7
2
.
3

T
o
t
a
l

C
o
u
n
t

1
7
1

5
6

3
5

3
1
0

%

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

 

81h



T
A
B
L
E

X
X

Y
E
A
R
S

I
N

L
A
N
S
I
N
G

L
A
B
O
R
M
A
R
K
E
T

O
F

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
E
S

O
F

S
E
L
E
C
T
E
D

P
L
A
N
T
S

 

“
"
"
“
M
-
-
-
“
-
"
‘

A
0
-
‘
.
O
-
C
M

C
I
"
-
-
-

C
-
O
-
v
o
-
-
.
.
-
'
v
m
-
o

.
.
v
”
v
.
m

.
.
.
-
A
.
-
-
-
.
a
-
-
-
H
.
.
-
»
-

.
.
.
-
"
‘
-
o
-
.

«
5
*
—

—
_
—
-
.
.
-

—
‘
—
v

P
l
a
n
t
s

Y
e
a
r
s

i
n

L
a
n
s
i
n
g

L
a
b
o
r
M
a
r
k
e
t

-
‘

—
-
_
-
_
.
_
_
-
-
-
.

 

6
m
o
s
.

6
m
o
s
.
-

1
y
r
.
-

2
y
r
.
-

3
y
r
.
-

5
y
r
.
-

7
y
r
.
-

1
0
y
r
.
-

1
5
y
r
.
-

2
0

y
r
s
.

'
F
o
t
a
l

1
y
l
‘
.

2
y
r
;

3
—
5
’
1
‘
.

5
3
’
1
1
.

7
y
r
.

1
0

y
r
.

1
5

L
Y
E
S
.

2
0
”
S
i

 

C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

7
C
o
u
n
t
%

C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t
%

C
o
u
n
t
5

C
o
u
n
t

5
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%

O
l
d
s
m
o
b
i
l
e

1
0
.
6

1
0
.
6

u
2
.
3

o
3
.
5

2
1

1
2
.
3

9
5
.
3

1
2

7
.
0

2
1

1
2
.
3

2
9

1
7
.
0

6
7

3
9
.
2

1
7
1

1
0
0

5
.
0

8
1
4
.
3

0
2
.
3

3
5
.
9

9
1
6
.
1

8
1
u
.
3

1
5

2
6
.
8

5
6

1
0
0

(*N

F
i
s
h
e
r

B
o
d
y

3
5
.
h

2
3
.
6

1
1
.
8

,
-

R
8
0

1
:
0
1
2
:
3
1
“
:

"
-

1
2
0
9

"
"

"
"

l
:
0
9

3
8
.
6

4
5
9
7

1
(
:
0
9

(\l

5
7

5
1
U
.
3

2
0

5
7
.
1

3
5

1
0
0

J
O

L
o
t
i
r

W
h
e
e
l

-
-

1
2
.
1

1
2
.
1

1
2
.
1

2
“
.
2

h
8
.
h

2
9
.
2

8
1
6
.
6

6
1
2
.
5

2
3

“
7
.
9

“
8

1
0
0

1
2
.
9

#
8

1
5
.
5

1
2
5

4
0
.
3

3
1
0

1
0
0

C.)

T
o
t
a
l

‘
u

1
.
3

5
1
.
6

6
1
.
9

1
1

3
.
5

3
6

1
1
.
0

1
9

6
.
1

1
8

5
.
8

u

 

855



T
A
B
L
E

X
X
I

T
I
M
E

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
D
B
Y

P
R
E
S
E
N
T

C
O
N
C
E
R
N

O
F

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
E
S

O
F
S
E
L
E
C
T
E
D

P
L
A
N
T
S

 

P
l
a
n
t
s

T
i
m
e

E
m
p
l
o
y
e
d
b
y

P
r
e
s
e
n
t

C
o
n
c
e
r
n

6
m
o
s
.

6
m
o
s
.
-

1
y
r
.
-

2
y
r
.
-

3
y
r
.
-

5
y
r
.
-

7
y
r
.
-

1
0
y
r
s
.
-

1
5
y
r
s
.
-

2
0

y
r
s
.

T
o
t
a
l

1
y
r
.

2
y
r
.

3
y
r
.

5
y
r
.

7
y
r
.

1
0

y
r
.

1
5

y
r
s
.

2
0

y
r
s
.

C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t
%

C
o
u
n
t
%

C
o
u
n
t
%

C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t
%

C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t
%

C
o
u
n
t

%

O
l
d
s
m
O
b
i
l
e

3
1
.
8

6
3
.
6

7
4
.
1

1
5

8
.
8

2
1

1
2
.
3

1
0
5
.
8

1
6

9
.
4

2
3

1
3
.
5

3
2

1
8
.
7

3
8

2
2
.
2

1
7
1

1
0
0

F
i
s
h
e
r

B
o
d
y

8
1
4
.
3

2
3
.
6

5
8
.
9

2
3
.
6

9
1
6
.
1

2
3
.
6

1
1
.
8

9
1
6
.
1

1
2

2
1
.
4

o
1
0
.
7

5
6

1
0
0

2
.
9

2
5
.
7

2
5
.
7

4
1
1
.
4

1
4
4
0
.
0

3
5

1
0
0

.4

R
e
o

M
o
t
o
r
s

3
8
.
6

2
5
.
7

2
5
.
7

2
5
.
7

3
8
.
6

M
o
t
o
r

W
h
e
e
l

1
2
.
1

1
2
.
1

1
2
.
1

3
6
.
3

5
1
0
.
4

1
2
.
1

5
1
0
.
4

3
6
.
3

1
0
2
0
.
8

1
8

3
7
.
5

4
8

1
0
0

‘
T
o
t
a
l

1
5

4
.
8

1
1
3
.
5

1
5

4
.
8

2
2

7
.
1

3
8

1
2
.
3

1
4

4
.
5

2
4

7
.
7

3
7

1
1
.
9

5
8

1
8
.
7

7
6

2
4
.
5

3
1
0

1
0
0

 

 

£36



T
A
B
L
E
X
X
I
I

N
U
M
B
E
R

O
F

C
O
M
P
A
N
I
E
S

(
1
9
4
0
-
1
9
5
1
)

I
N
W
H
I
C
H

E
M
P
L
O
Y
E
E
S

O
F

S
E
L
E
C
T
E
D

P
L
A
N
T
S

H
A
V
E
W
O
R
K
E
D

 

P
l
a
n
t
s

N
u
m
b
e
r

o
f

C
o
m
p
a
n
i
e
s

_
.
—
‘
“

1
j
{
_

3
4

5
6

7
 

O
l
d
s
m
o
b
i
l
e

F
i
s
h
e
r

B
o
d
y

R
e
o

M
o
t
o
r
s

\
'
,
-
\
+

I.
1
‘

.
‘

‘

1
‘
1
.
)

1
o
r

.
1
6
8
4
.

T
o
t
a
l

 

w
fi
-

‘
F

‘
“
.
.
.
.
-
-

 

‘

A
.

Q

C
o
u
n
t

1
C
o
u
n
t

2
C
o
u
n
t

6
C
o
u
n
t

7
C
o
u
n
t

%
C
o
u
n
t

%
'

C
o
u
n
t

9
6

5
6
.
1

3
6

2
1
.
1

2
2

7
.
1

8
4
.
7

7
4
.
1

2
1
.
2

-

3
0
5
3
.
6

8
1
4
.
3

5
8
.
9

4
7
.
1

3
5
.
4

4
7
.
1

2

2
2

6
2
.
9

3
8
.
6

3
8
.
6

4
1
1
.
4

3
8
.
6

-
—
-

-

3
1

6
4
.
6

8
1
6
.
7

7
1
4
.
6

2
4
.
2

-
-
—

-
-

-
-

_
-

1
7
9
5
7
.
7

5
5

1
7
.
7

3
7

1
1
.
9

1
8

5
.
8

1
3

4
.
2

6
1
.
9

2

T
o
t
a
l

.
-

-
V
.
-
”

C
o
u
n
t

%

1
7
1

5
6

3
5

4
8

3
1
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

1
0
0

8'7



TABLE XXIII

UNION MEMBERSHIP 0F EMPLOYEES OF SELECTED PLANTS

88

 

 

 

 

Plants w Union Membership

Eon-Union Union Total

Count % Count % Count %

Oldsmobile 45 26.3 126 73.7 171 100

Fisher Body 12 21.4 44 78.6 56 100

Reo Motors 12 54.3 23 65.7 35 100

Motor Wheel 11 22.9 57 77.1 48 100

Total 80 25.8 230 74.2 310 100
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TABLE XXVI

OCCUPATIONAL LEVEL OF EMPLOYEES OF SELECTED PLANTS

 

 

 

 

flints Occupational Level

Semi- fixilled &

Unskillefl Skilled Foreman Total

Count % Count % Count % Count %

Oldsmobile 16 9.4 118 69.0 37 21.7 171 100

Fisher Body 9 16.1 '39 69.6 a 14.3 56 100

Reo Motors 2 5.7 22 62.9 11 31.4 35 100

Motor Wheel 5 10.4 28 58.3 15 31.3 48 100

Total 32 10.3 207 66.8 71 21.9 310 100

 

TABLE XXVII

COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS WITH NCN-RESPONDENTS

BASED ON SIZE OF COMPANY

 

 

 

 

Size of Company Respondents Non—Respondents Total

fiercentages

-5 3.2 4.9 4.0

5-24 7.1 15.6 11.1

25-99 7.8 11.5 9.6

100-499 8.9 12.? 10.5

+500 73.0 55.6 64.9

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Cases 281 243 524

X2 = 18.9 def. : 4 p.<.001

 



COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS WITH NON-RESPONDENTS

TABLE XXVIII

BASED ON PLANT WORKING AT TIME OF STUDY
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Plant Working Respondents Non-Respondents Total

fiercentages

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. 2: 5 p. .\' .001

TABLE XXIX

COMPARISON OF RESPONDENTS WITH NON-RESP NDENTS

BASED ON NATURE OF INDUSTRY

Nature of Industry Respondents Non-Respondents Total

Percentages

Construction 3.6 8.7 6.1

Manufacturing,

Netal and other 11.8 14.9 13.3

Transportation

and Government 4.6 8.0 6.3

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 8.0 7.7

Total 100.0 100.0 100.0

Number of Cases 281 27 557

x2 = 26.9 (1.1“. = 6 p. (.001
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Union Membership Respondents Non-Respondents Total
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TABLE XXXI
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Occupational
P. ‘g 3‘ +

Non-Respondents Total

 

Unskllleu 10.0

Semi-sxilled 59.4

Snilled and Foreren 53.5

Sales, etc. 2.1

-.t?‘ 100.0

Tiumber of Cases 283
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