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‘EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In February 2001, all 3,595 employees of the Jowa Department of Transportation (DOT)
were invited to participate in a survey related to job satisfaction and work practices. Survey
questionnaires were sent to employees' offices or work locations. Participation in the study was
voluntary. This survey partially replicates assessments made by random, stratified .samples of
DOT employees in 1984, 1988, and 1993. Thus it is-possible to evaluate changes in some
satisfaction and work practices from two to four points in time, depending on the topic.
Comparative data are of course not available for topics added this year. The present survey was
designed to allow for generalizations about all DOT employees and various subgroups of
employees (i.e., majority and minority employees, males and females, and employees less than
40 years of age and those 40 years of age or older). Altogether, 1,993 usable questionnaires were
returned, yielding a response rate of 55. 4%, which is much higher than that typically achieved in
mailed surveys.

Topics included in this survey were job satisfaction, perceptions of the work environment,
communication, Total Quality Management (TQM) work practices, discriminatory harassment,
and employee preferences regarding reward and recognition programs. The first two topics were
evaluated in 1984 and 1988 while communication was first assessed in 1988. TQM work practices
and discriminatory harassment were first examined in the 1993 survey, although sexual harassment
- was investigated in 1988. The employee recognition and reward program topic was added to the
2001 survey administration, along with some specific measures intended to gauge compliance with
- a workplace environment policy and employee perceptions of inclusiveness.

Job satisfaction has remained fairly constant since 1984. Employees are reasonably well
satisfied with the work itself, with their supervision, and with coworkers. In some ways, this
stability is quite remarkable. Despite changes in organizational size, agency directors, the
structural configuration of the DOT, and occasional reductions-in-force, most employees remain
satisfied with the interpersonal aspects of their jobs. A small decline in satisfaction with coworkers
since 1993 among all employees was observed, and was especially evident among minority group
members.

Nine perceptions of the work environment were evaluated. Traditionally tracked
perceptions of warmth, support, identity, and structure have remained moderate and relatively
. constant since 1984. Four newer perceptions of “human resource climate” were more informative.
Perceptions of openness and trust within DOT exhibited a marked increase since 1993 while
perceptions of the overall state of employee morale remained nearly identical. Two novel human
resource climate assessment measures were added to the 2001 survey. The first, policy
requirements to assure a workplace environment free of harassment, indicated that more than half
of the employees agreed that the policy was followed to some extent, but also leaving some room
for improvement. The second human resource climate addition was termed inclusiveness (i.e., to
what extent do DOT employees felt they are treated equally, with respect, and have the same
opportunities for success). While scores on this measure were reasonably high, examination of
some specific items making up the scale and subgroup differences indicate that that expression of
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derogatory and demeaning comments by employees is problematic and that minority, female and
older employees perceive the environment as less inclusive. The ninth and final perception of the
work environment entails how the DOT fares relative to measures of workplace strength developed
by the Gallup Organization. These particular measures suggest that more individual level
recognition and feedback to employees would be beneficial.

Communication assessments by employees were slightly'higher in 2001, compared to
1993. Most aspects of communication were rated more favorably than unfavorably. However,
some specific communication sources such as Dateline DOT persist in being rated relatively low.

Total Quality Management (TQM), better known in the DOT as CQI (Continuous Quality
Improvement) and BEST ' (Building Excellence in Services and Transportation), appears to be
enjoying some success. In 1993 these efforts had just begun and the data related to quality-
oriented work practices was more of a baseline nature. Three integral components of TQM
(teamwork, customer orientation, and continuous improvement) were assessed longitudinally and
found to have increased 'since 1993. Employees who described their work environment as being
characterized by high levels of these three work practices also reported higher levels of individual
and work unit performance.

The findings related to discriminatory hatassment are an outgrowth of the 1988 and 1993
survey concern over forms of harassment other than sexual harassment. The DOT has been
engaged in programs and policy formation to make employees more aware of discriminatory
harassment and to communicate agency intent to eliminate discriminatory harassment. Nearly all
employees (92.5%) indicated that they understood what discriminatory harassment was and a high
percentage (84.6%) indicated that they were aware of the DOT's policies on the subject. Awareness
of internal complaint procedures and AA/EEO officer status was not so widespread. Overall,
though, these levels of awareness are very good. Data tracking the experience of discriminatory
- harassment over time show improvement but also reveal there is still considerable reluctance to
report these experiences to management. ' '

The data on employees’ preferences regarding reward and recognition programs provided
useful information. Employees indicated that they liked a mixture of individual -and team based
rewards, but preferred individual level recognition when rewards were rendered in smaller work
groupings (e.g., work unit and office levels). There was agreement that peers fellow employees
and immediate supervisors should have the most input in setting the criteria for awards and
determining recipients. The most meaningful rewards were those with utilitarian and financial
value such as outright monetary gifts or opportunities to choose gifts from catalogs.
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- Recommendations

Employee opinion surveys typically identify organizational strengths and weaknesses.
Listed below are some recommendations regarding what issues DOT leaders should consider
further, subject to the funding limitations facing the agency. As fiscal matters improve, hopefully
all of the recommiendations requiring additional resources can be implemented. On the other hand,
not all of the issues raised need an infusion of financial resources in order to be addressed.

1. The DOT i is, demographlcally speakmg, composed of an aging worlcforce However,
the agency appears to be near the top of this cycle and as the so-called Baby Boomer retire, should
soon begin to be populated with younger workers. (This assumes no extensive lay-offs or
downsizing). The average length of service has climbed from 11.46 years (1984) to 13.68 years
(1988) to 15.12 years (1993), and finally to 15.48 years in 2001. The rate of increase thus appears
to be leveling off. The DOT has anticipated this trend and worked to avoid expertise or
experience "shortfalls" associated with retirements. The next challenge will be to consider the
needs and preferences of a work force that will begin to decrease in age. '

2. The number of years spent at the same pay grade continues to increérse, although, like
average length of service, at a decreasing rate. An average of 7.5 years at the same pay grade
suggests that a lack of upward mobility opportunities may persist as a morale problem. This issue
was raised following the 1988 survey and it does not appear that much progress has made.
Moreover, this 2001 survey indicates that minority group members are disproportionately being
affected (i.e., they are experiencing even longer time frames in the same pay grade).
Understandably, remaining at the same pay grade for an extensive period of time does not have a
positive impact on morale. If economic resolutions to this problem continue to be unavailable,
more attention to rewards and recognition programs would seem to be in order.

3. The decline in scores linked to satisfaction with coworkers among minorities merits
. inquiry. It is possible that these declines represent normal variation, especially since their
sample size base is small. However, when coupled with (a) the decreased response rate observed
among minority females and (b) the longer tenure of minorities in the same pay grade (reported
above), the status of minority group members warrants exammatlon Focus groups of minority
employees rmght be a reasonable place to start.

4. A nearly perennial finding in these surveys entails unhappiness with promotional.
opportunities. In 1984 and 1988 renditions of this survey, employees were asked specifically about
their satisfaction in this area and ratings were always low. Because this was an area where DOT
leaders felt little change could occur, this topic was deleted in the 1993 and 2001 surveys.
However, the problem continues to manifest itself in several places within the survey (e.g., a career
‘aspirations item within the support dimension of the work climate findings, length of time within

.single pay grades). Given the comparatively high levels of education of Iowans and their
reputation for a strong work ethic, the drive to succeed and advance is to be expected. More -
attention to career development issues within the DOT is recommended.
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s, Workplace c1v111ty represents another area where the DOT could be improved. Some
'potentlally offensive behaviors outlined in the workplace environment policy are still .evident
within the DOT. - While this policy explicitly excludes inappropriate behavior linked to harassment
of protected subgroup members, it seems likely that issues associated with workplace civility may
be unduly affecting minority, female, and older employees’ perceptions of inclusiveness. Efforts
to improve human relations in general (e.g., a reduction in derogatory comments regarding others
- in'the Workplace) are recommended.

6. Dateline DOT continues to be among the least favorably rated forms of communication
used by the DOT in terms of perceived usefulness. A critical review of this communication
. vehicle is recommended. | S

“7. The results of the TQM initiatives indicate that they have changed the DOT culture such
~that more work is done in teams, there is a heightened sensitivity to customer needs, and there is
more of a conscious effort to strive for improvement. Whether one is an advocate of TQM or not,
these changes would be viewed positively by most. This data collection attempted to take the next
logical step by evaluating whether employees who perceived more TQM to be in place within the
_agency also felt that their personal job and work unit performance was enhanced. The preliminary
answer to this query appears to be “yes”, but the answer must be tempered by the fact that the .
" measures used in the survey to assess performance were all based on self-reported information. It
is recommended that various work units be compared using objective indicators of performance to
see if more w1despread adoption of TQM is linked to higher levels of objective performance
measures.

8. Turning to discriminatory harassment, efforts to educate employees on this form of
harassment and relevant DOT policies seem to be successful. However, there has not been much
headway made in getting employees to report harassment behavior to management. Perhaps rather
than focusing on ways to make employees more forthcoming, emphasis should be on educational
efforts regarding what constitutes discriminatory harassment and why it should be eliminated. The
on-going awareness programs have resulted in a decline in harassment behavior over the past eight
years and, after all, reduction in the behavior rather than disclosure, is the true goal. Working with
natural employee opinion leaders to encourage employees who have: experienced discriminatory -
harassment to communicate openly with apprepriate DOT staff may also be helpful.

-9, My understanding is that a task force is evaluatlng opportumtles for rewards and
recognition within the DOT and I would not presume to anticipate their recommendations. My
- -general feeling is that individuals at the lowest possible levels should have input into these awards

~ and that awards of a practical nature are hkely to be more favorably received than those that solely
- ‘prov1de recognmon :




Finial Report: 2001 Iowa Department of
Transportation Organizational Survey

Inﬁbducﬁon
| . The Iowa Départment__ of Transportation (DOT) has demonstrated an unwavering |
90mmitment to monifon'ng and understanding issues that affect the day-to-day lives of the people.
whn work within this large state agency. Four agency—wide surveys have‘ Ibe@en conducted since an
| initial emia_l_oyeé satisfacﬁon survey was first conducted in 1984 (i;e., 1984, 1988, 1993, and 2001).
| In February 2001, all 3595 employees of the DOT were asked to cnmplete a mailed questionnaire
aéldng fon thei;_ opinioné on employee morale issues, such as their pefceptions of the work climate
and communication practices within the DOT. The ZOOi snrvey was not only intended to monitor
current attitudes and pe‘rceptioné but ;ep;esented a follow-up to previous organizatinnal surveys.
vSuch-systematic "snapshots" of an organization over time carry rnany beneﬁtn. With four .
. daté.points now available on some-topics, a .r.icher and more complete understanding of “life at the
DOT” can begin to be _appreciatéd. These results can provide adxninistrators 'and other reade;rs w1th
objectine information, as opposed to ad-hoc impressions, concerning how emplnyees perceive their
workplace. Moreover, the nbiﬁty-to track data over time allows for assessment of the extent to
- which change initiatives (e. g., implementation of a Total Quality Man'agementA (TQM) philosophy)
‘are making - progress toward achjeving their goals. These .I surveys have also facilitated
'idéntiﬁcation of human resource problem areas within the DQT.' No organization' is perfect and
- the DOT is to be cornrnended for the courage to look and. see things as they are. Lastly,
»panicipaﬁon in an organizational survey prcﬁ)idps employees with an important channel of upward
co'fnmunication to management an’d‘enhanceQ their percepﬁons of “voice” within the or'ganization.-
The 2001 survey was deéigned to continue mon‘itoring‘some areas of 10ng—§tanding interest

“and'to explore some new fopiqs." Specifically, this snrvéy_ included new material related to
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M .compliance with a workplace environment policy related to discriminatory harassment, (2)
erhployee perceptions of inciusiveness, (3) an assessment of DOT functioning as suggesfed by a
contemporary manage_ment model, (4) an examination of the effectiveness of some TQM work
practices, and (5) employee opinions on reward practices.

All four surveys were designed by a consultant, Paula C. Morrow, with the 2001 survey
joinﬂy created with David »J . Putz of the DOT. 'Other DOT individuals also provided input a;1d
assistance, including Nancy Richardson, Mary Christy, and Fran Rout. Iowa S’lcate University’s
Human Subjects Committee, a group charged with safeguarding the public's interest during
scientiﬁé inquiry, approved the datg collection. The ﬁ:;st three data collection efforts relied on
questioﬁnairés “sent directly to employees' homes, with instructions to ‘return completed
questionnaires to the consultant at her office address. The 2001 survey was sent directly to
employees’ work locations and returned to the DOT office in Amés in order to reduce costs. Dri
Morrow and ‘a student helper opened these returned survey envelopes, thus insuring that no one
inside the DOT had access to the returns. All responses were therefore anbnymous. The external
consultant completed the analysis of the survey data and prepared this report. Thus this evaluation
represents an independént assessment of morale and employee perceptions of the DOT.

This report is divided into five major sections. The first section describes the nature of the
sample moré fuily. The second section of the report deals primarily with morale at the DOT and
contains comparative information concerning how things have <.:hanged,‘or not changed, since
1984, 1988, and 1993. The major topics covered include job satiéfaction, specific work climate
characteristiés, human resources climate characteristics, and communication. The third sectioﬁ is
devoted to work practices commonly associated with TQM such as recognition for irnprq\}ement,

teamwork, and customer orientation, and how these practices have affected work effectiveness.




The fourth section covers ‘infonnation related to the understanding and experience ‘of
discriminétory harassmént. The last section deals with vemplo_yee preferences regarding reward and
- recognition programs. | |
Finally, in previous studies, a great deal of attén_tion was given to how the classifications of
majority/mi_nority, female/xpale, and younger/older (40 years of age or more) and district affiliation
- affected percepfions and at_titudes.~ Data will be reported here using _the same demographic
classifications. In contrast to previous. data collection eﬂ’oﬁs, 2001 findings are not repdrted by
work location (i.e., the recent reorganization of thé DOT did not proﬁde work locations equivalent
“to the ones u;ed previously). However, findings based oﬁ new work locatiéns caﬁ Be provided on |
request, so long as ie sample size is sufficiently large td allow breakdowns ﬁat do not jeopardize
respondent confidentiality and lend themselves to meaningful interpre'.’cation.1 |

Description of the Sample

Because of the DOT’s desire to be as inclusive as(possible, all 3,595 employees were
invited to particii)ate' in the survey. With the adequéte respénse rate which was achieved in this
study, this sample sizé allows for generalizations to be made about (1) all DOT employees, (2)
female employees and male employees, (3) majority employeés and minoﬁty employees, and (4)’
older and younger empldyees. The following data collection strategy was.use.d': | |

DOT records identified 3,595 persons working at the agency on January 23, 2001. Of these
: employees,' 160 were classified as minority group members (i.e., Nativé American Indian, African

American/Black, Hispanic, Asian or Pacific Islander, or ‘Other) and 3,435 were classified -as

! What constitutes a large enough sample size for meaningful interpretation is a judgment call.
Statistically speaking, sample sizes over 100 are normally .fine, those less than 50 are
. ' problematic, while those between 50 and 100 require guarded interpretation.




: majority grcup members: »There Were 9l4 females and 2,681 males. __In summary, all Jowa DOT
'emplojees were As'elected to be in the s’r_udy and were mailed queSfionnaires on February 21, 2001.
E By March l6, 2061-, 1,993 asablel 'arld 33 non-asable questicnnaires had been'remmed.
This represents an cverall response rate of 2?026 or 564% and an effective or llsable response
rate of 55.4%. Slnce most mailed questlonnaires ach_ieve a response rate around 40%, the return |
rate associated with this study is considerably above average. Tlle' response rate of this survey is
slightly lower than the l993 and 1984 rates of 61.3% ancl 61.0%, respectively, but is very similar
’ to the 1988. rate ef 55 1%. These' relatively high response rates suggest some very positive things
3 abotit-'.morale' at th_e_. DOT. High rates of volantary participatlorr imply .th'at people feel that the
commurlication cllannels are open, that their input is valued and may make a difference, and rhat
they remain interested in making "the system" wo.rk; A’brealcdown -of thepopulat_icn and actual.
_ sami)le characteristics by race, sex and work area is provided in Table 1. |
| The sample consisted of 1, 305 (65 5%) majority males 463 (23.2%) ma_]onty females, 76
3. 8%) minority males, 13 (0.7%):. rmnonty females and 136 (6.8%) of unknown race/sex |
combmat1ons. As shown in Figure 1, relative to their proportions in _the DOT employee
_population, these 'sample percentages do not deil_iate very much. The largest discrecancy is .
M betweerr the 71.0% make-up of majority‘ males in the DOT population and-the 65.5% majority
male response rate. Each race/sex g-rou'p: of employees in the present study was.thus jlrdged to be
adeqaarely represented. -
| One sampling anomaly should be noted however. The effective response rate of minority -
. females (40 6%) was consrderably less than the other three race sex groupings (see Table l) With

:such a small base of number of 32 mmonty females, one must be careful not to over interpret

variation in response rates. Still, it should be reported that 1993 male and female minority




V response rates were 67.1% and 92.1%, relspectively, with an overall 1993 sample response rate of
v61.‘3%.“ ‘Thus minority female responSe rates were not only lower m this survey administratiorr but
represent a marked change from the prev10us data collection.

In view of the ‘small number of mmonty group members (160 within the DOT 89
'respondmg), separate analyses of minority groups by sex wrll not be reported. This is consistent
with previous .assessments. Accordirigly; all sribsequent analyses of minority responses will
- combine male and female minority data. | | -.

The large sample size associated with this survey readily facﬂitates compansons between

»DOT employees less than 40 years of age (N=518 or 26.3%) and those 40 or older (N=1482 or
: 7_3.7%). Twenty—three employees (1.2%) fa11ed to report the1r age. In 1993, 36.0% were under
age 40, with 62.7% forty yea'rs.o'r over in age. In 1988, the percentage less than _40 years of age
was 42.7% and for those 40 years and over, 56.9%. Taken together, these percentage changes
| sriggest that the DOT continues to be an aging employee populatiorr (.e., the average employee
age continues to increase). |

Other sample characteristics. In addition to the race, sex, and age characteristics of the-

“ sample, there are other noteworthy characteristics. For example, in 2001, 8.3% (164 of 1,993) .
DOT employees classified themselves as disabled in some way while the corresponding ﬁgures for
1993 were 8:5% (186 of 2;249). Table 2 reports on two other notew'orthy characteristics, average
length of service at the DOT and average length of time at the same pay grade;

The overall average length. of service for DOT employees in 2001 was 15.48 years. This

R compares with -an average of 11.46 years in 1984, 13.68 years in 1988, and 15. 12 years . 1993

" Thls suggests that the DOT, demographically speaking, is still an agmg’ orgamzation but that the

historical increases in the average age of employees are beginning to level off. ThJS pattem




suggests that older employees, the so-called Baby Boomer gerieration, has begun to retire from the

DOT. ASimilarly, while the average length of service for minorities-and females corltinues. to be

srgmﬁcantly lower than their majority and male counterparts the “gap” is beginning to close For

minority (M—IO 57 years) and majority (M=15.47 years) employees there was ‘a five-year

difference in average length of service in 1993. This difference has been reduced to two years in

2001 (Minority M=13.53, Majority Mean=15.56). A similar convergence in average length of

service is evident for males and females, w1th the six-year difference evident in 1993 now only a .
four-year difference in 2001. ’Ihese patterns suggest that minority ahd female and retention A
pattemns are beginnirlg to approximate the patterns of majority and male employees. "With respect
to age breakdowns, older respondents, naturally, demonstrated more years of service. |
The number of years spent at the same pay grade, which can be viewed as an indicator of
upward mobillty in an organvization,‘ continues to increase relative to the first benchmark in 1984 ot'
4,92 years. In 2001, the ayerage was 7.53 years while DOT employees reported an average of 7.00
years in 1993. This also compares with 5.43 years in 1988. This trend toward increasing time at
the same pay grade is a funct1on of the demographlc make-up of the employee base (i.e., the
relatlvely high average length of service just dlscussed)_ and low promotional activity. Other
factors may also explam this situation (e g revisions to the compensation structure, a de-emphasis
on upward mob111ty) However, this ﬁndmg merits further investigation, if only to substantiate
whether the perceptlon of being at the same job for an extended period is accurate. It may simply
be that more and more senior employees -are"reaching the top end‘of their salary ranges and there"
are no further pay steps to work toward. Still,‘remaim'ng at the same pay grade for extended

periods of time does not contribute to motivation and satisfaction.




The data further indicate that females continue to l'spend significantly less time at the same
pay grade (i.e., 1993: 4.92 ‘years for females vs. 7.68 years for males; 2001: 5.80 years for females
vs. 8. 02 years for males) This may reflect h1gher turnover among women, resulting in thelr lower
number of years of service with the DOT, and the faet that advancement is typically faster at lower
pay‘ grades;, Or, it might mean thatt job classifications that attract av disproportionate number of '
women simplyi have more pay grédes_. | | .

| The findings associated with everage length of service and racial status are rather ptlzzling.
In contrast to 1993 where minority ﬁgures resembled those of females, tlre 2001 data are quite
different. In 1993, minorities exhi_bited a:fewer ,number of years at the same pay gratde (ie., 4.71)
than their majority counterparts (i.e., 7.18). In 2001, these rneans' were virtually reversed, with
minorities exhibiting a higher number of years et the same pay grade (i.e., '9.42).than majority
group members (i.e., 7.41 years). The most obvious interpretation is ths.t minorities have remainect
at the same pay Agrade longer than their majority counterparts. The reasons for this shift cannot be

ascertained from these data but clearly some inquiry is merited.

Job Satisfaction at the DOT

Respondents were asked to describe the1r level of job satlsfactlon along four dimensions. The
first three dimensions were: (1) satisfaction with the work itself (i.e., does the work prov1de a
sense of éccomplishment,_is it respected), (2) satisfaction with supervision (i.e., do supervisors
exhibit tact and lfairness, do they provide needed information), and (3) satisfaction with coworkers
(ie., are coworkers 'stimulatin.g, tesponsible and intelligent). Each of .these dimensions was

measured by 10 to 20 questionnaire items that were then averaged to yield a single scale score for




,ea.ch dimenSlon (see Table 3). Since the scale S:CQICS‘COuId range from_O‘(very dissatisfied) to 3
' l(vlery .satlsﬁed), .one can regard a score ‘around 15 :as neutral (ie., .neitherlvery satisfied nor
, bdissatisﬁe.d)’. -
| Satlsfactlon Wrth the work itself y1elded precrsely just such an intermediary level with a
. -mean of 1 52 for the entire sample and resemble pnor findings rangmg from 1.50 (1993) to 1.60
(1988) Mmonty group members (M—l .38) expressed srgmﬁcantly less satisfaction with work,
than majorrty members (M—l 53), drstmctron that was not evident in 1993. This lower satisfaction
' wlth the work itself may be related to the earlier observation of minorities sp’endmg a significantly
: longer time at the same pay.. It may be that minorities are bored with their present jobs by virtue ot
| haying been in them too long. Or, it may be that they have not been as successful at their present
~ jobs, and therefore have not advanced,-yielding lower satisfaction with the work itself. ~ Other
explanations are eertarrﬂy possible. The 2001 data _reveal no other diﬁ"erehces connected with se>.<‘
or _age, _suggesting that work available to men and women, as well as younger and older employees,
is potentially equally satisfyirrg. |
, Satisfaction w1th bsuperyisio‘n (and coworkers) _ has .histon'c_allyl been. rated higher than

~ satisfaction w1th the work itself and the‘ 2001 overa‘ll mean of 1.90 for satisfaction with supervision

'cont.inues .to support this trend. Only one subgroup difference was evident. Younger employees

(M—l 97) reported 51gmﬁcantly hrgher levels of satrsfactmn with superv1s1on than older employees
‘(M—l 87) Satlsfactron w1th coworkers recerved srrmlarly h1gh level of endorsement ‘with an.
overall mean of L. 86 down some from prior overall means ranging from 1.99 (1988 and 1993) to
2 OO ( 1984) There were 0o statrstrcally srgmﬁcant subg:roup dlfferences associated with the 2001

' ﬁndmgs It mrght be noted however that the mmorrty mean of 1.68 is notrceably lower than the
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majority mean of 1.87.2 hldéed, an examination of this indicator across all four data collections
reveals that this- is the lowest mean satisfaction with coworkers ever reported by minority group
rﬁembers. |

The last measure of job satisfacﬁon entailed a ‘globai assessment of the job. _Respbndents
"~ were asked, "How much of the time do' you feel satisfied with your job at the DOT?” Seven
response options were presented, ranging from 1=Never to 7=All of the time. In the present
survey, 63.9% of the resp;)ndents' indic&ced thai they were satisfied more ﬂqan half of the time (sée
Table 3). This compares with 66.0% in 1993, 73.0% in 1988 and 69.4% in 1984. No subgroup
differences Weré detected. | |

Summary. Job satisfaction at the DOT has not demonstrated much variability since 1984.
Satisfaction scores remain at the the_oretical mean level of 1.5 or higher. The decline in satiéfaction
W1th work noted in 1993 has stailbilized and there is a slight decline in satisfaction with coworkers.:
Few differences in opinion were associated with sex and age groupings, but so£ne diﬁ'erential
perceptions among minoﬁty group members may be evolving and therefore warrant .closer
. monitoring (i.e., minorities reported significantly lower satisfaction with work and exhibited their

lowest levels of satisfaction with coworkers since 1984).

Work Climate Characteristics at the DOT

Other factors beyond job satisfaction influence the motivation and work behavior of employees
E (e.g., performahce, attendance, quality of work;, expression of grievances). An assessment of work

climate perceptions has historically been proven to be useful in predicting motivation and work

o

2 Because of the large sample size and its capacity to generate statistically significant findings
 easily, a rigorous .01 probability level was used in this study. This particular finding is not
statistically significant at the .01 level but is significant at the more relaxed .05 probability level.
~ The decision to alter this reporting standard is based on the 2001 survey interest in inclusiveness.
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behavior. Work climate refers to a set of characteristics that describe an organizaﬁon’s'work
enviropment, as perceived by the people who work in that environment. Four such characteristics.
.have been tracked at tﬁe DOT Since 1984: warmth, support; ‘identity, and structure. - Comparative
data are noﬁv available on tWo additional work climate measures, openness énd trust and a general
measure of overall employee mo;rale.

This year the DOT also expressed. interest in evaluating three ne;w areas indicative of ité’
humari resources climate. The first was the extent to which compliance with a pélicy for |
maintaining a work er_lvironment free of harassment was being achieved and a measure was
| developed to providé- this information. Anothef related concern entaiied the extent to which
employees share a perception of inclusiveness within the DOT (i.e., to what extent do empioyees
. feel they -are treated equally, with respect; and have the same opporumitieé for .success).
Accofding, survey items designed to-tap this impréssion were designed. The third area was a_
comparative assessment of the strength of the DOT Workplace as reflected in'measures developed
by the Gallup Organization. The ﬁndmgs assoc1ated with these various aspects of work climate
. may be previewedem Tables 4, 5,and 6.

Warmth. This charactgristic describes the extent to which feelings of good fellowship
prevail and cont1"ibute to a positive work group aﬁndsphéré (e.gf, perceptions of being well liked, |
thé prevalenc;e of friendly work groués). It received a rating slightly‘ higher than the theoretical
midpoiﬁt of the 1 to 4 response oiaﬁon range (i.e., M=2.61, Table 4), suggesting that the agency is
viewed by most as a moderately relaxed and‘ﬁiendly place to work. This coﬁpmes to similar
' means of 2.51 reported in 1993, 2.50 reported in 1988, and 2.70 reported in 1984 No stat;sticauy

significant differences in warmth were associated with race, sex, or age.
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Support. Support refers to the perceived helpfulness of the managers and coworkers (e.g.,
the emphasis on mutual support from others)f The overall mean (M=2.36) on this characteristic
suggests that perceptions of support are a little low if one rega£ds the hypothetical midpoint of 2.5
as an average rating. On the other hand, this is the higiwst rating support has ever received,
suggesting "that some improvements in this perception have occurred. The most accurate
conclusion to draw though is that employee assessments of support have remained véry stable
however, over time ranging from a Iow of 2.26 in 1993 to the present mean of 2.36. The subgroup
analysis revealed no significant differences in perceptions of support associated with demographic
ﬁaits.

One item within the éupport scale continues to receive low ratings and therefore merits
special comment. The statement, "Management makés an effort to talk with you about your career
aspiratidns within the égency", reéei§ed an average rating of only 1.95. It was similarly ra;ced m
1993 (1.87) and 1n prior surveys. Thus the problem of limited upward mobility within the DOT
continues to an issue for employees and, in effeét, contributes to what would otherwise be a much
higher rating of support. It is understandable that "management" avoids discussing career aspira-
tions when limited promotional opportunities are available. The more interpersonal indicators of |
support do not appear so problematic. For example, one of the most highly' endorsed climate item
was, “When I am on a difﬁcult'assignn'lent, I can usually count on getting assistance from my boss
and coworkers” (M=2.97).

Identity. Identity refers to the feeling that you belong to an organization that members are
proud of, loyal to, and functions well. The overall raﬁng of this characteristic (M=2:45) place_s it
very close to the middle of the theofetical 1 to 4 range, implying that a moderate feeling of identityA

exists. No statistically significant differences in identity were associated with race, sex, or age.
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Structure. Structure refers to the feelings that em}ﬁ_loyees have about the organizational
design and structural functioning of an organization; e.g., clarity of repofting relationships,
procedures and '.reg_ulations, appropriateness of rulés, the degree of over-emphasis on "red tape".
Higher scores here reflect positive assessments regarding orgaﬂizational strucﬁne and design. The
overall findings for 2001 (M=2.32) indicate that perceptions of structure fall somewhat below the
'theoretical midpoint, suggesting that at least some components of organizational structure are less
than ideal. While data were not aVailabie for 1988 due to a laék of reliability in the structure
measure for that ye‘ar, ratings of structure were observed to be slightly ‘more favorable in 1984
(M=2\.42).- Subgroup differences v;/ere not seen Wiﬂl respect to race and age but.female employees
4 (M¥2.37) were found to rate structufe more favorably than male empioyees (M=2.30).

Openness and trust. There was a desire among DOT leaders to look more closely at the

human resource “atmosphere” or “climate” within the agency in the 1993 survey. Accordingly,
two new climate dimensions, openness/trust and morale were included. This year, two more
human resource climate dimensions were added to the 2001 survey: compliance with a workplace
_environment poliéy related to workplace civility and perceptions of inclusiveness.

Opemes§ and trust within £he DOT refers to whether employees feel they can express their
ideas and viewpoints freely, without fear of r_eprisals,' and the extent to which relétionships among
employees and managers or supervisors are characterized by trust. Sample items include,
"Employées in my work unit can voice their opinions freely” and "The peopl¢ I work with really
f;ust each other". . The overall average rating on this scale was 2.56, slightly above the midpoint on

_ the 1 to 4 response option range and noticeably higher than the 1993 mean of 2.41. No statistically

- significant differences in identity were associated with race, sex, or age.
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.. Cldsef inspection gf iter;ls within this measure is instructive for ‘ﬁndAersté.nding hpw
erhpioy’e_es ‘view managers. Employees are critical of manégement but the basis for tlns does not
z;.ppear‘ in issﬁe related to*openhess and-trust. The item receiVing the least fgvorable rating was,
“There is a great deal of criticism of rﬁanagement by employees” (M=2.02, reverse scored such
that low scpreé imply low u'ustj. Apparently, .employees frequently mak¢ disparaging ;emarks
about mar.lagemeht. However, the most favorable item-endorsement was of the statement, “My
: manager/supervisor is honest and truthful about information to do with. the job” C\/I=3.00).
. Critici'sm‘of managémeﬁt appears to be common pfactice but -does not appear to emanate from

d:;lstrus‘t of managers and super,visors;.‘

M. This climate dimension focused on overall morale, broadly defined by 13 items.

‘As such, this meésure touched on a number of morale indicators such as the 1evél of recognition
- given to employeés, feelings that one's work is valued by other people, and the extent to which
’ diVisi‘onal maﬁagement unde;sfands aﬁd appreciates emﬁlojees' work related concerns. ‘The 2001

mean for morale was 2.62, virtually replicating the 1993 mean of 2.61, and sﬁggesting a more

favorable tilan unfavorable rating (i.e., the means are grééter than 2.5). No race, sex, .or age.
differences wefe evidenf.

Two items within this measure were particularly noteworthy because they effectively

‘co'nvey how v;rell DOT employees feel about the importance of their work and jobs. The items

© “My job, directly or ihdirecﬂj, serves the citizens of Iowa” (M=3.52) and “The results of my work
- sigrﬁﬁc;éntly affecf many other people” (M=3.29) were rated exceptionallsl high on the 1-4

. framework. It is unusual for employéés to hold thei:r jobs in such high egteem and this 'feeling

" would serve as a good springboard for any future morale enhancing programs.
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Work enviionment policy compliance. This climate Idimension focnsed on the extent to
which compliance with a workplace environment policy (Policy 230.08) was being achieved.
Nine iterns were formulated to céﬁture the major tenets of the policy intended to elimjnate joo
situations which some might find offensive or harassmg in nature (e.g., name calling, profanity,
hazing). Items used to assess thlS human resource climate d1mens1on mcluded "I have heard

| comments that are personal_ly derogatory or demeaﬁng about people in my work unit" (reverse
coded) and "Some ernployees in my work unit sometimes receive privileges or advantages based
on non-work issues" (reverse coded). Items were scored such that Vhigh Scores indicated a policy
, cornpliance on a 1-5 scale (note .the change in meiricj. This climate dirmnsion recei\}ed an
afﬁrmative rating with an overall mean of 3.30, indicating the more: employees believed the policy
was being followed than not. Still, if the goai is 100% compliance,'there is obvions r_oom_for
improvement. Interestingly, -there was one demographic difference. Older employees (M=3.325
Were significantly more likely to assert the policy haci been adopted than younger employees did
(M=3.24). - | |
| One item, the first example item noted above, deserves special comment, since it Was the
only item to be rated less than 3.0 midpoint. Receiving a mean of 2j82, this finding suggests thgt :
the 4portion of the p,olicy regarding derogatory and demeaning‘ c_omments is not being followed. The
nnplication of course is that efforts should be nndertaken to make the DOT a “kinder and gentler”
place to work.
| Inclusiveness. Moving beyond the dictates of a fonnal policy, there was also interest
among DOT leaders in gauging the extent to which people feel that everyone is included with the

agency (1 e., to what extent do employees felt they are treated equally, Wlth respect, and have the

same opportunities for success) Please note that these were not personal fee]mgs of inclusion, but
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rather assessments of inclusiveness in general. Six items were created to reflect this idea. Sample
items are, “Sometimes I see coworkers freated in ways that ma& make them feel they are not really
‘part of their work group based on race” (reverse coded) and “Men and women receive the same
opportunities at the DOT”. |

_’fhe overall mean on this scale was 3.80 (Table 5), based on a 1-5 framework with higher
- scores reflecting higher inclu_sivehess. Based oﬁ the theoreticél midpoint of 3.0, this suggesté that
inclusiveness is reasonably high but far from the top of the range. In contrast to other findings,
there was considerablé .variation in opinion based | on demographic status.  Minority group
| members (M=3.43), females' M=3.64) and older employees (M=3.77) judged the DOT as
significantly less inclusive than their majority, male, and younger counterparts. Given the |
disproportionate white, male composition of the DOT, the first two findings are not surprising.
However, there is no readily apparent explanation for the less inclusive perceptions reported by
older employees, especially since none of the questions dealt with age-related inclusion. On the
other hand, one might presume that the longer tenure of older employees might provide them with
a more valid perspective as to how the DOT actually functions. To that extent, their views may be

considered more accurate.

Workplace strength. The well-known Gallup Organization has developed 12 questions,

described in F irst, Break Ail the Rules, by Marcus Buckingham and Curt Cof&nan, that asserts can
measure the strength of a business workplace. The esséntial phrasings of these questions, posed
directly to employees, are presented in Table 6. Respondents indiéate their level of agreement to
each statement on a scale of 1 (strongly diségree) to 5 (strongly agree). Workplaces where |
employees indicate strong agreement. with the 12 statements typically have higher levels of

customer satisfaction, greater profits, higher productivity, and exhibit less turnover. Although the
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DOT is not a conventional business orgamaaﬁon, all but one of the questions: were deemed as
appl‘icable to nonprofit, | public sector employees as to employees working in the for-profit, private
sector. Only one statement “I bave a best friend at work” was thought to be inappropriate for the
DOT sample and thus not used. The Gallup Organization reports that each 1tem except the last
‘(“This past. year, 1 have had opportunities at work to learn and grow”) is predictive of either
- customer sat1sfact10n and/ or productivity. -
As shown in 'l‘able 6, the most highly. rated statement was “I know what is expected of me
‘at work” (M=4.01), indicating that DOT‘employees_ understand their job Aassignments quite 'vvell.
| Two areas Where the vvorl;place could be improved entail recognition and individual progress. The
, Statement, f“ln the - last seven_days, I have _received recognition or praise for doing_good work” -
A(M=2-.62) and “‘In_ the last six months, someone has at work has talked to me about my progress”
. (M=2.78) were the lowest rated items. - Collectively, these two finding suggest'that more attention
. be rendered to feedback to employees. |
S.ummm._ Several conclusions regarding climate can be drawn. With respect to changes
 over time, perceptions of warmth, support, identity, and structure have remained relatively constant
since l‘984 and hover around the .midpoint of the scoring range. Similarly, the 1993 indicators of '
 human r_esource,climate suggest that openness and trust and morale are not particularly high or
“low. The ﬁndings as.soeiated w1th openness and trust did exhibit a marked increase since 1993.
The 200l additions to human resource climate assessment, compliance with a workplace
'environr_nent policy .and inclusiveness were more insightful. | ‘Policy requirements were thought to
be follovved more often than not, but compliance was far from total or complete. Expressions of
.de'rogatory and demeariin_g comments by emp_loyees_ seem most problematic and suggests a greater

emphasis should be placed on workplace civility. 'Opinions linked to perceptions of inclusiveness
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o alse suggest that there is room for irnprovement in human relations. Speciﬁcélly, minority, female,
. and older employees perceive the environment as less supportive and thus activities designed to
make these groups feel more a part of the DOT would seem desirable. The workplace strength ‘

findings im_ply that more emphasis on feedback and recognition within the DOT would be .

- beneficial.

Communication at the DOT

Because of the geographlcally dlspersed nature of the DOT a great deal of empha51s has.
‘always been placed on commumca‘uon Employee percept1ons of commumcatlon quality and
* quantity of infoxmation,” its availability and accuracy have always been thought to be very
irnportant. In addition, since 1988, there has always been an assessment of the utility ef various -

commumcatlon sources used by DOT staff (e g., Inside Magazme)

Ouahty of information. Quality of information at the DOT was assessed by asking
respondents how satisﬁedi they were with the quallty of information they received from their
im'mediate sﬁperyisors (downward communication), and with communicetion Wlthm their work
- unit‘ (lateral communication). In 1988 and 1993, employees were asked about commﬁnication W1th
peers 'aﬁd subordinates (if applicable), which is analogous to communication Wifhin the work unit
- for co_mpan'sc;n purposes.” The 2001 survey was also modified to ipclude assessment of quélity of
communication within the division and with the DOT. Response options ranged from 1 (incorrect,
not useful information) to 5 (accurate, useful infoﬁnation) a'nd the results are reported in Table 73

"+ The quality of communication received from immediate supervisors has been tracked three

3 In past survey administrations, communication data were also analyzed by work location in
‘order to determine if location was associated with communication differences. Because of the
new work locations, these analyses have not yet been done.
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:times and has remained relatively constant. The mean rating for 2001 was 3.62,_ which is
’ apiareciably above the 3.00 midpoint’ of the scale. Communication from immediate supervisors
also remains the most highly rated of the communication senders (1 e., these ratmgs are higher than
the ratings of quality ﬁom Wlthm the work unit, division, or the DO’D

Ratings for the remaining three communication senders show a progressive decﬁnei. The
quality of communication wiihin the wi)rk unit (M=3.49) compared favorably to historical data
from peers '(M=3.49-—'19,88, M=3.32--1993) and subordinates (M=3.‘23--198>8, M=3.14--1993).

The quality of comnium'cation from wrthm rhe‘ division viras rated 3.09 and »the quality of
| communication w1thm the DOT was rati:d 2.98. These dzita suggest that the more removed the
communication sender, the lower the quality rating. This pattern is evident ..in many large
organizations and therefore not surprising. While there is alwayé room for improvement, these
.ﬁndings are reassuring in that the most important organizational communicatiori Iink," that

- associated with immediate supervisors, was the most highly rated.

" Quantity of information. This éspect of communication was measured in. the same manner
as-quality of information (see Table 8). Response options ranged from 1 (too little or too much) to
5 (just riglit). Thus this measure redognizes that too much information, like too littlé information,
carr detraict from employee performance. Satisfaction with the quantity of inforrnation was slightly
less than ﬂizit observed when rating. quality,.with 2001 means ranging from 2.82 (qilantity. of -
comrnunication within the DQT) to 3.40 (quantity of commuﬁiciation received from immediate
supervisors). The quantity of _commuriication received fromv immediate supervisors was not only
the highest quantity rating, but it aisc_i .riemonstrated a markeci improvement over the 1988

(M=3.13) and 1993 (M=3.05) assessments. Fmally, the quantity” of information ratings_ also
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resembled the quality ﬁndings in that the more removed the commum'catibn sender, the lower the

quantity rating.

Sngciﬁc aspects of commuﬁication. Many forms of job related cdmmunication exist at the
DOT (e.g., Dateline DOT, Inside Magazine, bulletin boards, meetings, performanée evaluations).
o Toge?:her» these information sourceé were rated with respect to théir (a) availability, (b) usefulness,
and (c').accuracy (see Table 8). 'Availab‘ility was rated from 1 (never) to 5 (always), usefulneés wés
rated ﬁomv 1 (no use) to 5 (very'useful) and acCuracy. §vas rated from 1 (ﬁot aécurate) to 5 (very
accurate). Availability received the highest overall rating in 2001 (M=3.80_) followed Aby éccuracy
- (M=3.24) and usefl;lness (M=3.-55_). This pattefn of findings, where ava.ilability 1s rated most
faVorably, followed by accuraéy and usefilness has been evidént over three déta collections. What
is noteworthy however, are the‘in'creases in (a) perceived communication usefulness between 1993
(M=3.01) and 2001 (M=3.24) agd (b) in percei\'/ed communication accuracy between 1993
(M=3.33) and 2001 (M=3.55).

With respect to demographic differences, only one was evident for 2001. F emales
(M=3.33) rated the various aspects of commu:ﬁcation significantly more useful than males
(}453.225. This demographic difference was also noted in 1993. It may be that women look more
to communication media, as oppdsed to face-to-face commﬁnication, for information than men .do,
and thus rated these media as more useful than men did. Hov&;ever,' more spéciﬁcinformation; _
would need to be collected in order to verify this supposition. - |

Usefulness of communication sources. Since usefulness persists in being the lowest of all

three forms of communication evaluation, the individual communication sources were examined
more closely (see Table 10). The usefulness of each communication source ranged from a low of

2.67 (Dateline DOT) to a high of 3.86 (handbooks, policies & procedures manuals). These two
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) _SOurcesAi'were also 'rate_u,- highest and lowest in 1988 and 1993. It should be noted though that
" »Dateline DOT did ekhibit'a' “jump” in approval rating ﬁont 253 in 1993 to 2.67 in 2001. Four
: ‘_commun-ication‘ sources (DOTNET, supervisor/employee. communication, Interet, and meeting
o tninutes),wete added:to the 2001 sutvey. A;dl four cominunication sources received ratings of 3.00
'A ‘ot greater. | | | |
. Given the ‘res'ource commitments attached to some of these communication devices, it was
- recommended .in 1988 and 1993 that sources Arated .around the midboint of 3.00 or iess in
_ V.ug;efulness be reviewed (t.e., Inside TV _Repdft/Dateline DOT, Inside Magazine, performance
| | evaluations). Da_teline DOT (Inside TV Report) and performance 'appraisals continue to be rated
' ‘lowv, suggesting that _these fcommum'cation media continue to need improvement. Inside Magazine,
on.the other hand,v detnonstrated an appreciably higher approval tatmg, jumping from, 3.02 and
’ -3.07 (1988 and 1993-, ‘respectively)‘ to 3.38 in 2001. Fh1a11y, bulletin boards are demonstrating a
: declinin'g rating' pattei'n, falling from 3.53 in 1988 t03.22 in 1993 to 3.17 in 2001. This downward
‘trend suggests that -bulletin boards may have outlitfed their useﬁ,llness, and are perhaps being
replaced by electrbrh'c means of communication. | | |
Summgy _’I"he communit:ation ﬁndings continue to ev_idence strengths and weaknesses for
'the DO;T.. The "good news" is that most communication ratings ‘still hover slightly .above the -
rmdpomt suggestmg more favorable than unfavorable judgments about communication. Closer'
forms of communication, such as that between superv1sors ‘and employees are rated more favorably
 than more dlspersed forms (e g. within the d1v1s1on w1thm the DOT). Communication avallablhty
and accuracy assessments remain high. In addition, there were increases in communication ratings

between 1993 and 2001 Commumcatlon weaknesses remain evident with respect to the perceived
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~ usefulness of communicaition, especially that associated with Dateline DOT and performance

evaluation. -

TOM ‘Work Practices at the DOT

In 1993 the DOT was in the initiél phases of implementing Total Quality Management

(TQM) precepts throughout the agency. At the time data wgfe collected, some groups had.

~ received some quality training while others had not. Known within the agency as continuous

quality improvement (CQI) and BEST (Building Excellence in Services and Transportation),

quality initiaﬁves and training seminars are now routine and commonplace at the DOT.

.Ev:aluéting the extent to which DOT employees have embraced the core elements of TQM now,

eight years Jater, seems wholly appropriate. In addition, beyond evaluating the extent to which
underlying quality practices are in place, this present survey attempted to go further and assess

whether individual job perfonﬁance and work unit performance have been enhanced by the

~ incorporation of work practices central to TQM.

Three TQM work practices (teamwork, customer orientation, and continuous

.improi/cment) and two TQM-related outcomes (job performance and work unit performance).

were evaluated. Work practice and outcome measures each consisted of several statements
describing a work behavior for which employees were asked to report their level of agreement

using a (1) "strongly disagree" to (5) "strongly agree" set of response options. Employees were

._not asked to evaluate how they felt about TQM, whether they liked it, etc. Rather, they were

only asked to repoi't whether or not a certain practice' or outcome characterized their work
experience. Stated differently, er_nployees' were asked only to be descriptive and not evaluative.

i
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The results associated with each measure are discussed indiviciually_and the corresponding data’
are reported in Table 11. |

Teamwork. TQM places a great deal of éﬁphasis on organizing employees into teams (i.e.,
the use of small groups of gmﬁloyeeé working together). Teamwork 1s thought to prorﬁote more
creative problem-solving and par_ticipatory decision-méldng. 'T‘ﬁe extént to which the DOT has
adopted a team-based organizational structure was reflected in the following four items: |

1'. My work unit use teams to solve probl_eins. ,

2. The DOT has embracecfthe team concept. -

3. Many work issues aré now beiﬁg addressed through teams or small group meetings.
4, ]juring meetinés, an effort is made to get all group members' opim'o_né and ideas

before we make a decision.

-As shown in Table 11,‘the overall mean for teamwork increased frorﬁ 2.59 1n .1993 to 310 in 2001,
now plac'ipg tearf1v§ork slightly above the 3.00 midpoint of the response option fange. This
suggests that reliance on teams is perceived to have expa;lded w1thm tﬁe DOT. There are‘ no
longér any demographic diﬁ'erenées : associated with perceptions of teamwork (i.e., older
employees had described' more teamwork in the work environment than younger e@ploYeés had
"described in 1993). -

The present ﬁpdings thus suggest that more people agréé thani disagree that DOT work is
organized around feams. The overall mean of 3.10 implies that there is still only modéfate

agreement on this point, but the .5 increase reflects that a meaningful organizational shift toward

working in teams has occurred.
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Customer orientation. The second workv practice measure  assessed was customer
. orientation and it refers to the extent to which. DOT employees emphasize‘ c;mtact with and
‘responsiveness to customers. Five.stateme.nts were developed to ?:aptureﬁﬁs idea: |
1. My work unit meets regularly with fhe customers it serves.
2. My- work unit has a good understanding of who its customers are.
3. My work unit actively éeeks feedback from customers.on the quality of our work.
4, Iiuse customer input to identify the goods aﬁd seryices they need.
. 5. _Peopie in my work unit mamtam appfop;iaté contact with the peqple we serve.
Like teamwork, customer »orientation in 2001 also demonstrated an increase, _rising frorﬁ 3.05in
1993 t0 3.37. F emales (M_=3.58) continue to convey ﬁigller customer orientation than males
(M=3.30), perhaps reflecting differences in tﬁe amount of public contact entailed in their jobs.
Older employees (M=3.38) however were no - longer more likely to report more customer

orientation than their younger counterparts (M=3.36).

Continuous improvement. A fundamental idea associated with TQM is that of always
striving to improve work performance. The extent to which DOT employees understand and are

committed to improving work performance was measured using the following five items:

1 My work unit understands the concept of "continuous improvemént".
2. My work unit operates in ways that ‘show it has accepted the goal of continuous
improvemenf.

3. I am commiitted to continuous improvement in my work.

4. My manager/supervisor really believes we caﬁ always imbrove_our work.

5. I am always looking for ways to prevent mistakes.
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) For the sample as'a whole this TQM work practlce received the highest ratmgs in both 1993

=3, 36) and 2001 (M=3 70) Employees were clearly more inclined to agree than disagree with

~ the idea that DQT ”employ_ees value continuous improvement. Like customer orientation, females

continued -:to (M=383) perceive continuous . improvement as more widespread than males
(M=3 .'6_6),ln both 1993 and 2001 while age dift'erences disappeared in 2001.

Job performance. Since TQM related practices have been in place for some time now, the

extent_ to .which these -practices affect individual job performance and work unit performance was
' 'assesse'd'. The following five items_. were use to evaluate perceptions related to job performance:
| 1. The DOT’s emphasis on teamwork,- customers, and continual improvement has
© improved my job-performance. - | |
- . 2. Whenl need information, I go directly to the most appropriate source at the DOT for
that information. | | |
3. Iunderstand how- my ‘work fits into the work 'of others w_ithin the DOT.
4. 1 understand the value my job brings to the DOT.
| 5. Knowmg my customers has enhanced my job performance.

To be’ clear not all of these items are measuring JOb performance per se. Items 3 and 4 focus on
| perceptlons of one’s job that pnor research has shown to increase _]Ob motivation and subsequent
_]Ob performance. These 1tems are thus most appropnately v1ewed as direct and indirect mdlcators
_of job;performance. |
Employees exhibited a-mean score o.f'3.57‘ on this measure, indicating more agreement than

‘dlsagreement w1th these staternents. - Females (M=3. 67) rated these jtems even more highly than

L males (M"3 54) Smce there is no ob_]ectlve or comparanve data over time avallable it is difficult

to interpret just how well DOT employees are performing. The results do indicate however that




25

: the majority of employees feel their job performance has been improving, they can go directly to
o people who have inforlhation they need, and that they understand the importance of their jobs.

Work unit performance. Work unit performance was examined by the following six items:

1. My work unit does a good jqb'of providing our cystomers (e, IoWa citizens, others in
the DOT) what they need.
2. My work unit’s customers express satisfaction with our work.
. 3. Other WOfk units within the DOT work well with my work unit in solving problems.
" 4.. Working in teams hgs‘led to better solutions in my work unit.
- 5._.. My work unit’s products and services..are always getting better.
. -6. bver the last se?éral Years, errors a_nd mistakes coming out of my work unit have
declined.

“Each of these iteﬁs focus directly on work unit effegtiver;éss, albeit eﬁ‘ectivéness from a self—rep'lort:
i)efépective; | The overall mean rating fpr work umt performance was 3.46, which exceecied the
midpoint of the 1 to. 5 response option range, suggesting that more employees agreed than.

‘ disagreed'with the above s;tafements. The only demographic _differehce in work unit perfonnan_ce
rétings was noted in conjunction with gender. Fémale employees @4=3.5 9)' rated their work unit’s

performance more highly than male employees (M=3.42).

'Relaﬁ;)nsﬁin between TOM work practices and performanbe.' ‘While survey work can

- never .demonstrate causality with certainty, a natural question that arose from these c_lata' was |
v_yhethe'r ﬂle TQM Work practices were prédictive of job performance or work unit effectiveness. A
regression analysis that evaluateé _whethér perceptions of more widespréad_ use of TQM work

‘ pra_ctices (i.e.,teamWorky, custsmer"'orientation,' and continuous improvément) are associated with

_ higher performance levels is reported in Table 12. Stated differently, the three work practices were
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examined to see whether they could account for variation in (a) job performance and then (B) work
unit eft'ectiveness.’ |
" Witﬁ respect to job performance, each of the_ three work practices accounted fbr
stétistically significant amounts of variation in job performance. Continuous improvement (B =
.51) was the strongest predictor. The thre¢ work practices explained 51% of the variation in job
 performance. ‘With respect to work unit _eﬁectiveness, the three prédict;jrs were ‘again each
statistically sigriiﬁcapt. | Cdntinuous, improvement (B = .36) was the strdngest predictor but
teamwork ( = .27) and customer orientation ( =-.30) were also strong.” A very hlgh 61% of the
variation in work umit effectiveness was explained by the TQM ’practices. Together -thése
ﬁnciings imply that the active practice of TQM is associated with higher levels of performance.
(Réaders are cagtiéned that these were self-report measures of job and work unit :berformance:
and have not been objectively verified. There ére also some méthodological‘reasor.ls why these
esthﬁates may be somewhat inflated. Still, the evidence does- provide strong support for TQM
eﬂ‘ectg on the outcome‘s, as operationalized). | |
Summary. This review of TQM efforts at the DOT supports several conclusions. First,
the training and strategiés designed to inculcate TQM within the agency appear to have been
moderately successful. All thrge TQM work prabtices increased between 1993 and 2001, with
~ teamwork showing an espécially high jump. Second, females report higher levels of each TQM
work practice and describe the impact ‘of TQM on performance measures more févofably than
males. Whether this reflects a greater willingness among women to ehgage in TQM (and thus
women perceive it to. bé more‘widespreacvl), or women are working in areas whére TQM has been

more readily embraced, it is difficult to say. But the difference is striking. Lastly, there is strong
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evidence to sﬁpport that TQM work practices are associated with higher levels of individual and

work unit performance.

" Issues Related to Discriminatory Harassment at the DOT

Since 1984, 'Fhe DOT has made fhe elimination of sexual and discriminatory harassmeﬂt a .
major .priority | (e.g., edudational pfograms -explaining what sexual hﬁassment is, what
superviéors éhould dd_ when a complaint is médé). ' This programming was shown to be very
effective in the 1988 survey, with over 96%'Qf the 769 surveyed employees reporting that they

knew and understood what sexual harassment is. This effort was extended to include

discriminatory harassment (i.e., hazing, profanity, behaviors indicative of racism or sexism, etc.,

in addition to sexual harassment) as a result of a question included in the 1988 survey. It a.sked,l
"Have' you evér felt you have beén a victim of any othef forms of hérassmgnt (e.g., excessivé
horseplay, hazmg, prac_tica] jokes)?” Over 17% or 132 of the 1988 respondents reported that
they had been a victim of some form of ha'lrassment. Educational tr;aining was subsequently

instituted and by 1993, as shown in Table 13, nearly all (92%)' employees indicated that they

" “understand what discriminatory harassment. was.- Moreover, no demographic or locational

différences Were'obser{red, indicating that the topic has been explained thoroughly throughoﬁt
the organization. These resulfs remain stable in 2001 with 92.5% continuing to report that théy
understand the concept. - |

'-Respondents were further queried in_ 1993 and 2001 as to"whethervthey understood the |

DOT's policies with respect to such harassment. Overall, in 1993, 86.6% reported that they |

* understood, with- 84.6% Areporting such understanding in 2001 (see Table 13). Again, no

demographic differences were noted.
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- Two additional:vcvp-iestionn relatgd to this topic were added in 2001. First, employees were
. asked whether théy kn_ew;the DOT had an internal discriminatory compiaint process. A little
- over .seventy percént (71'.6%, Tabie 13) responded affirmatively, with no knbwledge differences
| associated with race or gender. Employe:es,40 years of age or older (72.7%) yvere, however,
significantly more ;clware of the process thnn employe;es under age 40 (68.1%). Since younger
age and shorter tenure,vary similarly, it»'seems. likcly that newer hires may be less aware of an
internal conipiaint proi:?dur_e. "The second queétion asked empldyees if they knew who the
DOT’s AA/JEEO dfﬁcer‘ was. | Relatively few A_ernployees (24.0%) felt _thai théy did. Men
(22.5%) were sigrﬁtidantly less likely to knoyv than women_(27;1%) and younger employees
(18.4%) were signiﬁcantly less likely to kndw than older empioyees (25.7%). Combining the
"resull_ts of 'these_ two questions, it would s,éem_.that younger employees should be 'made more
‘aw_-are of the internal discriminatory complaint procedure and that everyone should become better

| . informed as to who the VAA/EEO‘ nfﬁcer is.

| The DOT’s commitment .td naonitnring' issues reizited. td discrimina'tory»' harassment
includes thehtrzick'ing of employee dxperiences and how c;ofnplaints are }iandle_d. Speciﬁcaliy, ‘
'empl_oyees were first asked if they ever felt they had been a victim of disCriminatory harassment
7 during their tgnure at Itne.DOT. No tirne constraint was included in the question in order to
compare w1th previods snrvey re,su___lts (i.e., some harassment could have occurred years ago,
when avyareness of the inappropriateness'oi" such behavior ans not well understpod). Table 11
shows. both absol_ute_ nurnbers and percentages 4,of respondents experiencing discriminatory
harassment, réports_tq mandgement, and judgrnents concerning thther éppropn'ate actions were

. tdken by Superviso_rs to stop the hérassment for both 1993 and 2001.*

. *These data are presented as percentages since percentages facilitate comparisons over time (i.e.,
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o In 1993, 24.8% of the respondents indicated that they had been a victim of harassment at
sometime while working at the DOT. In 2001, the percentage vof respondents reporting such an
experience declined to 18.5%. The percentages-of re_spondents answering “unsure” remained
about the same.l One can of course emphasiie the percentage of employees reporting not having
“ had'this_ experienee_ (i.e., 68.8% in 1993, 73.0% in 2001).° The-data become somewhat more .
difﬁcult to track as one moves to the issue of reporting to management because of "no response"

N answ_e'rs. "-Iheoretically, the 506 people who answeredeither "yes" or "unsure" to the experience

| questron_ 1n 2001, should have indicated "yes" or "no" as to Whether they reported the behavior to

- . -management.' bf the 506, 482 did just that, with 161 (8.1% of the total) saying "yes" and 321
(16.1% of the total) saying "no". It wonld he more appropriate to describe this information by
indicating that 161 of the 482 or 3'3'% of employees experiencing harassing reported it while 67%
(321/482)' did not. These latter reporting estimates are very similar to those reported in 1993; l
IheSe resuits Sﬁggest that:there has been a decline in the ﬁequeney of discriminatory harassment,

' butz that there continues to be a reluctance to report such problems to management.

A-‘foliow-up' question investigated whether appropriate action was taken, if harassment

was reported to management Based on the 161 employees in 2001 who indicated that they had
| reported harassment to management, 41.6% (N=67) said management responded appropriately.

In 1993, the comparable figure was about the same 44.8% (100 of 223 respondents). This

they are independent of changes in the base sizes of employee populations). Still, some readers
may prefer to examine the absolute frequency of some responses and thus they are also included.
> An examination of the perceptions of harassment by gender indicates that females comprise -
38.4% of the employees responding “yes™ or “unsure” to the discriminatory harassment question.
Females make up about 25.4% of the DOT population and 23.9% of the sample. A parallel
examination by race indicates that minorities comprise about 7.0% of the employees responding
“yes” or “unsure” to the same questron Minorities make up about 4.5% of the DOT populatlon
and 4. 5% of the sample
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question can also be examined based strictly on what employees stated about appropriate action.®

- Looking at the data solely on the basis of those answering “yes” or “no” to the question, the base .

- rate of responses is 349. In this case, 19.2 % (67 of 349) of the respondents reported appropriate
action was taken. |

- Employees 'who_ answered that they did not report harassment to management were asked

~ to specify all the reasons that factored into their decision not to report the incident(s). Nine

possible responses were preﬁded and employees could mark more than one explanation. As
shown in Table 15, four reasons were ﬁequenﬂy cited: (1) It wouldn’t ao any good (67.9%), 2)
Managemenit‘is part of the laroblem (66.7%), (3) Fear of retaliation (53.3%), and (4) No
confidentiality (45.5%). None of the other possible reasons was endorsed by more tflan 17% of
respondents | These responses indicate that employees who percelve they are victims of
harassment see little advantage in reportmg the situation.

Summary. This examination of discriminatory} harassment.at the DOT indicates that
while as many as 25.4% of employees may have e'xperie‘nced eome harassment; approximately
'73%_ of the employees report no such problem. Moreover, the overwhelming majority of
employees. understand what }discriminatory harassment is and the DOT's policies regarding it.
There is less awareness vo.f the internal diecrinﬁnato'ry complaint procedure, especially among
‘younger emp-IO}.fees suggesting that this point be emphasized during new emplo’yee orientation.
'Relatwely few employees know who the AA/EEO officer is. This situation could be remedled

by promotmg the visibility of this person in DOT communication outlets and employee

§ The number of employees (N=282) indicating management did not respond appfopriately is
larger than number (N=161) stating that they reported harassment. Some respondents did not
follow the instructions to answer this question only if they had made a report to management.

1
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functions. For an organization as large and geographically diverse as the DOT, these levels of
awareness are excellent. .

HoWever, as indicated in 1993, evidence that discriminatory harassment is not
widespread does not meet there is ﬁo fooﬁ for improvement. The findings persist in showing a
lack of willingness among some employees to report the offensive behavior and in employee
forecasts that management's response would be inadequate. If there is any “bright spot” here, it is
that these issue do not seem more problematic for minc)'rities and only slightly more prevalent
- among women vthan men; Finding ways to encourage reporting of harassment is likely to remain
a difficult problem. Because of privacy and legal issﬁés, discipline administered to harassers is
&ifﬁcult to publicize and thus much of the deterrent effect is lost. More training may not be the
solution since this training is, in effect, “preéching to the choir” of DOT employees who do not
engage in this behavior. However, additional publicity and/or training educating employees as td
what harassment entails and the DOT's intent to discipline employees who engage in harassing

behavior may be the only practical alternative. : \ B

Employee Preferences Regérdigg Reward and Recognition Programs

The final section of this feport deals with a desire on the part of the DOT to reexamine its
reward and recognition programs m order to make them more congruent with e'mployeé
preferences. There was .also a perceptioﬁ that wi_th the emphasis now' being placed on teamwork,
some rewards might be more meaningful if they were offered on a team or group basis.
Accordingly, a series of questions were designed to provide some “grass roots” level of opinions
concerning (é) who should constitute the focus of rewards (i.e., individuals or groups), (b) who
should make decisions regarding the distribution of rewards, and (c) what types of rewards do'

employees find the most valuable.
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Focus of rewards. Emﬁloyees were asked to express .their preferences as to Where the focus
of rewards and repognitions should be for staff (a) at the agency-wide level, (b) the division
level, (c) the office level, and (d) the work unit level. Employees were asked to express their
opinions by indicating one of four possible reéponse opﬁons: (1) no rewards at this level, (2) a
focus on teams, (3) a balanced focus, and (4) a focus on individuals. The results are shown in
Table 16. F i;st, a fairly consistent percentage (16.0 to 20.6%) of employees felt that no rewards

should be administered at any level. Second, there was a géneral consensus that there should be

-a mix of individual and team based rewards, as evidenced by 43.3 to 46.1% of the respondents

§uggesting a balanced focus be maintained for rewards»at the agency, division, and office levels.

Only at the work unit level was a decided preference (37.5%) for rewards at the individual level
expressed. This analysis was repeated deleting the erﬁployee .reAsponses calling for “no rewards
at this Igi/ei” (see Table 17), and yielded the same conclusions. |

Decision-making influence. Six possible groups of employees who might determine the

criteria for rewards and make actual rewards determinations were identified. They included (1)

peers (fellow employees), (2) immediate supervisors, (3) committees made up of peers, (4)

. committees made up of peers and supervisors, (5) managers (division directors, office directors,
etc.), and (6) by “rules” (e.g., seniority, lowest accident records, etc.). The amount of decision-

making influence that should be afforded to each of these groups was evaluated by employees

using a 1 (no decision-making influence) to 4 (high decision-making influence) scale.
As displayed in Table 18, employees expressed the view that people “closest to the action”

(i.e., peers and immediate supervisors), should have the strongest voice in determining awards.

‘These two groups both received ratings in excess of 3 on the 1 to 4 scale. Various committees

received intermédiary ratings of 2.70 and 2.77. Managers (M =2.17) and “rules” (M=2.16) were
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least preferred.  The latter finding was inte‘iesting in that objective criteria were not preferred
over subjective criteria. An implication of this finding is that funds for recognition and rewards
programs be distributed to relatively low levels within the DOT (e.g., the work unit level).

.- Value of various rewards. Employee rewards can be purely social (e.g., recognition from

bthers), purely utilitarian (e.g., money), and some have elements of both (e.g., close—in parking).
Employee préfe’rences for rewards are algo highly variable from person fo‘p.erson and can change
with historical circumstances and career stage.- Employees were asked to evéluate 13 possible
reWards,"recognitiéns, and events’ according.to how meaningfiil the award would be to them,
| using é scale of 1 (low vaiuej to 5 (high value). The results of this rating gxercise are presented
in Tabie 19.

- The mean ratings suggest that all of the possiblg rewards rated \ﬁv;ere atvlcast moderately
yélued. _'Even., the léwest rated item, personaVsmall group rﬁeetings with administrator;
A'(M=2.47), _apprdached the 3.0 .midpoint of the scale. However, a decided- ‘preference was
expressed for the utilitarian awards. The three most highly rated itefr}s were monetary (M=3.67),
rewards selected from a “catalog” of possible items (M=3.18), and virtual dollars that could be

. exchanged for DOT hats, T-shirts, etc, (M=3.07).  This last aw.ar'd also‘embodies element of
recognition. | The remaining award items were rated nearly the same 1n estimated'value, ranging
from 2.60 (téﬁiporary status awards) to 2.98 (letter/certificates of commendation).

Su;nrﬁggy. The data collected on reward preferences calls for a blend of individual and team
bésed rewards, with more individual recognitions at smaller work levels (e.g., work unit and
ofﬁée levels). There was’ also consensus that feli_ow employees and immediate supervisors
should i}ave the moét input' in setting the criteria for awards and determining recipients. The

most meémingful rewards were those with utilitarian and financial value.




Final Note

An overall summary of this report is provided in the Executive Summary, provided at the

beginning of this report.
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Table 1: Population and Sample Characteristics

Number Returning

Race/Sex 2001 DOT Effective
Characteristics ' Population Usable Surveys Response
' Rate
Race/Sex

Majority Males 2,553 1305 65.5% 51.1%
Majority Females - 882 463 23.2% 52.5%
| Minority Males 128 76 3.8%. 59.4%
Minority Females 32 13 0.7% 40.6%

No Response —mmmmm 136 6.8% | -
3595 1993 100.0% 55.4%

Note: Percentages may not add exactly to 100% because of rounding.
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* Figure 1: Comparison of DOT Population and Survey Response Rates
(January — February 2001)
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Table 2: Average (Mean) Length of Service at the DOT and Average Length at Same Pay Grade

- by Overall, Race, Sex, and Age

- Average Length Average Length at
Time/Group - of Service (yrs.) Same Pay Grade (yrs.)
"| Overall 1984 . 1146 4.92

Overall 1988 13.68 5.43
Overall 1993 15.12 .7.00
Overall 2001 15.48 7.53
Race - 1993

Majority 15.47 7.18

Minority 10.57** 4. 71%**
Race —-2001 -

Majority 15.56 741

Minority 13.53* 9.42%*
Sex — 1993

Male 16.67 7.68

Female 10.42%* 4.92%*
Sex — 2001

Male 16.44 8.02

Female 12.52%* 5.80%*
Age — 1993

<40 . - 835 439 -

>40 18.99%** 8.53**
Age—2001 :

<40 6.54 3.69

240 18.69** 8.92%*
Notes:

*Signifies a statistically significant difference (p < .05) between group characteristics.
**Signifies a statistically significant difference (p < .01) between group characteristics.
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Table 3: Average (Mean) Job Satisfaction Scores by Overall, Race, Sex, and Age
Job Satisfaction Dimension
. ’ . % Satisfied
Time/Group | Work Itself Supervision Coworkers > Half Time
Overall 1984 1.58 195 2.00 69.4
Overall 1988 : 1.60 1.88 - 1.99 73.0
Overall 1993 1.50 _ - 1.82 1.99 66.0
Overall 2001 1.52 1.90 1.86 63.9
Race — 1993
- Majority 1.51 1.82 1.99 66.2
Minority 1.46 1.83 1.96 61.9 |
Race — 2001 . ' : - |
Majority 1.53 1.90 1.87 . 64.5
Minority ‘ 1.38% 1.92 1.68 56.3
Sex — 1993 , o . - - |
Male o 1.50 - 1.83 1.98 66.1
Female 1.55 1.82 2.04 67.0 |
Sex —- 2001 - . '
Male - 1.51 1.89 . 1.85 . 63.9
Female 1.59 1.95 1.92 _ 63.7
Age - 1993 ; .
<40 _ 1.44 1.82 1.91 ‘ 60.7
>40 - ‘ 1.54%* 1.83 2.04* 69.2*
Age—2001 _ _
<40 1.52 197 - 1.83 60.4
>40 . 1.52 - 1.87¢ 1.87 65.4
Notes: Scores range from 0 (very dissatisfied) to 3 (very satisfied).
*Signifies a statistically significant difference (p < .01) between group characteristics.
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Table 4: Average (Mean) Work Climate Characteristics by Overall, Race, Sex, and Age

Climate Dimension

Warmth

Time/Group Support Identity Structure
Overall 1984 2.70 2.35 2.44 242
Overall 1988 2.50 - 227 240 - | ememm
Overall 1993 2.51. 2.26 237 2.29
Overall 2001 2.61 . 2.36 2.45 2.32
Race — 1993

Majority 2.51 2.26 2.33 2.29

Minority 2.45 2.27 2.37 2.26
Race - 2001 ’

Majority 2.62 2.37 2.46 2.32

Minority . 2.52 2.32 2.45 2.32
Sex — 1993

Male 2.51 2.26 - 2.37 2.29

Female 2.53 2.25 2.39 2.29
Sex — 2001 '

Male 2.61 o237 2.44 2.30

Female 2.62 - 2.33 2.50 2.37*
Age—1993 _

<40 2.49 2.23 2.33 2.23

> 40 2.53 2.28 2.40%* 2.32%
Age—2001 .

<40 2.64 2.38 2.47 2.31

>40 2.60 2.36 2.45 232

Notes: Responses for each climate dimension range from 1 (e.g., feeling that warmth is low, a
non-supportive c¢limate indicator) to 4 (e.g., high warmth, a supportive climate indicator).
*Signifies a statistically significant difference (p < .01) between group characteristics.
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Table 5: Average (Mean) Human Resources Climate by Overall, Race, Sex, and Age
Human Resource Climate Dimension
: . Workplace
Time/Group Openness Overall Environment Tnolusi b
and Trust® Morale? - Policy clusiveness
' ' ' Compliance”
Overall 1993 2.41 261 e o -
Overall 2001 : 2.56 ' 2.62 3.30 _ 3.80
Race - 1993
Majority 2.42 261 | e e
Minority ‘ 2.49 - 2.55 I e
Race - 2001 " A
Majority - 2.56 2.62 330 .. 383
Minority - 2.52 2.54 - 3.21 . 3.43*
Sex — 1993 _ _
Male 2.42 261 | e -
Female 2.39 262 | e e
Sex —2001 . :
Male 2.57 - 261 3.31 ' 3.87
Female 2.53 2.64 3.27 - 3.64%
Age — 1993
<40 2.36 256 | - | e
> 40 ‘ 2.44% 2.63* | = | e
Age — 2001
<40 2.57 ' 2.61 3.24 3.90
>40 ' - 2.56 2.62 3.32 377
Notes: '
*Responses range from 1 (definitely disagree) to 4 (definitely agree).
bResponses range from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).
*Signifies a statistically significant difference (p < .01) between group characteristics.




| Table 6: Workplace Strength:- A Descriptive Analysis of tﬁe-DOT

Gallup Poll Questions® | E Mean DOT Response (1-5)
1. Know what is expected of me 401
2. Materials and equipment | 3.55
|3. Do whatIdo best every day ] - 3.37
'_ 4. . Recognition last seven days - 2.62
15. . Supervisor/someone at work cares - 354
1. Encourages development B 3.03-
7. Progress in last six months 2.78 )
| 8. My opinions count | 320
19 ,Mission/purpose of combany 3.14
10. - Co-workers committed to quality 33
11. Best friend’
12.  Opportunity to learn and grow - 3.47

Notes: These are the percentage of employees responding “5” (strongly agree) on a 1
to 5 scale where “1” equals strongly disagree and “5” equals strongly agree.
?As cited in Marcus Buckingham and Curt Coffman, 1999, First, Break All the

'Rules, New York: Simon and Schuster, p. 39.

®The “best friend” question was not posed to DOT respondents.

41
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Table 7: Average (Meén) Qualify of Information from Various Sources Over Time
From immediate supervisors — 1988 ' 3.72

From immediate supervisors — 1993 . 3.58

From immediate supervisors — 2001 - 3.62

Peers — 1988 : 3.49

Peers — 1993 3.32

Subordinates — 1988 ' 323

Subordinates — 1993 E . 3.14

‘Within the work unit—2001 | | 3.49

Within the division — 2001 S 3.09 ]
Within the DOT — 2001 . 2.98

Note: Responses range from 1 (incorrect or not useful information) to 5 (accurate, useful
information). '
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Table 8: Average (Mean) Quantity of Information from Various Sources Over Time

From immediate supervisors — 1988 | | 3.13

From immediate supervisors — 1993 3.05
From immediate supervisors — 2001 - . 3.40
Peers — 1988 | 318
Peers — 1993 ' : : 3.13
Subordinates — 1988 3.07
Subordinates — 1993 : 2.98
Within the work unit — 2001 | 3.41
Within the division — 2001 | - 2,90 ]
Within the DOT — 2001 2.82

Note: Responses range from 1 (too little or too much information) to 5 (just the right amount of
information).
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Table 9: Average '(Meén)' Communication by Ovérall, Race, Sex, and Age |
B 3 ‘«Cbmmunication Dimension
Time/Group . Availability* - Usefulness® . Accuracy®
‘Overall 1988 * 396 - | 330 3.60
Overall 1993 - 3.85 ' 3.01 3.33
Overall 2001 3.80 _ - 324 - 3.55
1 Race — 1993 : o
Majority 3.86 1 o 3.01 ’ 3.34
Minority 3.62% 4 3.03 . 3.23
Race—-2001 " - ‘ A .
+ ‘Majority o 3.80 ~ 3.24 3.55
Minority - g 377 ' 334 3.56
‘ | Sex—1993 | o -
| : | . Male : 3.84 B 2.97 : 3.31
_ | Female 3.92% , 3.15%: 3.46*
} Sex—2001 | o | |
| Male = . 3.79 : 3.22 _ 3.54
Female _ ' '3.84 ' 3.33* 3.61
| Age-1993 o |
- <40 . 3.82 3.00 3.29
1 =40 | - 3.86 3.02 3.36
| Age—2001 ‘ o
. <40 3.76 g 3.26 3.60
>40 - 3.81 324 3.54
: Notes: . '
“*Response options ranged from 1 (never) to 5 (always).
PResponse options ranged from 1 (no use) to 5 (very useful).
‘Response options ranged from 1 (not accurate) to 5 (very accurate).
*Signifies a statistically significant difference (p < .01) between group characteristics.
| ‘ ' ’ '
;
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Table 10: Average (Mean) Usefulness Ratings Associated with Varioﬁs Commﬁnication

Sources
Usefulness Rating
Source 1988 1993 2001
Inside TV Report/Dateline DOT 2.58 2.53 2.67
Inside Magazine 3.02 3.07 3.38
Memo, Letters 3.68 3.47 343
Bulletin Boards 3.53 3.22 3.17
| Handbooks, Procedures Manuals 4.00 3.70 3.86
Newsletters 3.30 2.96 3.09
Meetings : 3.36 3.14 3.24
PROFs/LOTUSNOTES | = ~— 3.26 3.59
Performance Evaluation 2.98 2.62 2.71
Check Stuffers 3.47 3.03 3.27
DOTNET , R 3.06
Supervisor/Employee Communication | - | = - 3.75
Imternet | e | - 3.30
Meeting Minutess | - e 3.00

Note: Responses range from 1 (not useful) to 5 (very useful).
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Table 11: Average (Mean) TQM Work Practices and TQM Outcomes Scores by Overall, Race,

Sex, and Age
TQM Work Practice TOM Outcome
. Customer Continuous Impact on Impact on
Time/Group Teamwork Ori . Personal Job Work Unit
rientation | Improvement
_ Performance | Performance

Overall 1993 2.59 3.05 336 | e | e
Overall 2001 3.10 3.37 3.70 3.57 3.46
Race — 1993 :

Majority 2.59 3.06 336 | e e

Minority 2.58 2.95 329 | —— | e
Race — 2001 " ' ~
- Majority 3.10 337 3.70 3.57 3.46

Minority 3.14 3.34 - 3.73 3.61 3.49
Sex — 1993

Male 2.58 3.01 334 | e | e

Female 2.66 3.22% 344* | e | e
Sex — 2001

Male = . 3.09 3.30 3.66 3.54 3.42

Female 3.14 3.58%* 3.83%* 3.67* 3.59%
Age - 1993

<40 2.52 2.96 331 | —— e

>40 2.63%* 3.10%* 339% | e -
Age—2001

<40 3.08 3.36 3.74 3.53 345

> 40 3.11 3.38 3.69 3.58 3.46

Notes: Responses range from 1 (strongly disagree that the work practice is common or
performance enhancing) to 5 (strongly agree that the work practice is common or performance

enhancing).

*Signifies a statistically s1gmﬁcant difference (p <.01) between group charactenshcs
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Table 12: Regression Analysis of Impact of TQM Work Practices on Job Performance and

. Work Unit Effectiveness
Predictor Job Performance Work Unit Effectiveness
Teamwork . d1* 27*
Customer Orientation 20% 30%*
Continuous Improvement S1* 36*
F 689.47* 1024.92%
Adjusted R? 51 61

Notes: Table entries are standardized regression coefficients.

*Signifies a statistically significant finding at p <.001.
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Table 13: Understanding Discriminatory Harassment and DOT Policies by Overall, Race, Sex,

and Age
: % . % % Knowing % Knowing
Understanding | Understanding | DOT Internal AA/EEO
Time/Group Discriminatory | DOT Policies | Discriminatory Officer
Harassment Complaint
‘ Procedure

Overall 1993 92.0 g6 | e
Overall 2001 92.5 84.6 71.6. 24.0
Race — 1993

Majority 923 872 e

Minority 87.6 7.5 | e e

Race — 2001

Majority 92.6 84.7 72.0 23.9

Minority 90.5 81.1 63.2 23.2
Sex — 1993

Male . 92.3 728 N S R —

Female 92.5 874 | |
Sex —2001 . o

Male 92.7 85.9 - 71.4 22.5

Female 92.7 . 82.0 71.7 27.1%
Age — 1993

<40 92.7 852 | e -

>40 91.8 87.6 | e | e
Age—2001.

<40 93.8 83.0 68.1 18.4

>40 92.1 85.1 25.7*

Note: Signifies a statistically significant difference (p < .05) between group characteristics. .
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Table 14: Experience Related to Discriminatory'Harassme'nt

1993 Percent

Experience of Harassment | 1993 Number 2001 Number | 2001 Percent
Yes 558 24.8 368 18.5
Not Sure 132 - 5.9 138 6.9 .
No 1,547 68.8 1454 73.0
No Response _12 _ 35 _ 33 1.7
2,249 100.0 1993 100.0 -
Report to Management 1993 Number 1993 Percent | 2001 Number | 2001 Percent
Yes . 223 9.9 161 ' 8.1
No 417 18.5 321 16.1
Not Applicable 1,584 70.4 1487 74.6
No Response - _ 25 11 _ 24 _12
: 2,249 100.0 1993 100.0
Appropriate Action 1993 Number® | 1993 Percent® | 2001 Number® | 2001 Percent’
Taken? :
Yes 100 4.4 67 3.4
No - 143 6.4 282 14.1
Not Applicable 1,978 87.9 1511 75.8
No Response _28 _12 133 _ 6.7
2,249 100.0 1993 100.0

Notes: Percentages may not add exactly to 100% due to rounding.
? These responses should be interpreted with care since the applicable base could be N = 223 or

N =243 (see text).

® These responses should be interpreted with care since the applicable base could be N =161 or

N = 349 (see text).
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Table 15: Reasons for Not Reporting Harassment to Management

8.

9.

Explanation
It wouldn’t do any good

Management is part of the problem
Fear of retaliation

Didn’t know who to 'repért to -
Embarrassment

No confidentiality

I felt comfortable handling it myself
I didn’t think it was important

Other

Percent Reporting

67.9

66.7

53.3

15.0

14.0

45.5

15.9

8.7

16.2

Note: Based on 321 respondents indicating that (a) they had either been harassed or were unsure

if they had been harassed and (b) did not report the harassment to management.
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Table 16: Preferences for Rewards Focus (in Percents) by Level Within the DOT

: _ Focus |
Letxt/lzll\)?\gt{qnn No Rewards . Focus on Balanced Focus on
- at this Level Teams Focus Individuals
DOT o 20.6 166 | 435 192
Division - o166 | 212 46.1 16.1
Office . 160 | 121 43 287
Work Unit 167 111 34.8 375
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Table 17: Preferences for Rewards Focus (1n Percents) by Level Within the DOT Among Those
' Wlshmg to See Some Rewards at this Level

- Focus
Level Within r ‘
the DOT Focus on Teams Balanced Focus ocus on
, : Individuals
| por 210 54.8 24.2
Division - 25.4 553 19.3
Office . 14.4 51.5 34.1
‘Work Unit 13.3 41.8 45.0
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by Employee Group

Table 18: Average (Mean) Decision-Making Influence for Reward and Recognition Programs

Employee Group Within the DOT

Extent of Decision-Making Influence

Peers (fellow employees)

Immediate supervisors

Committees made up of peers

Committees made up of peers and supervisors
Managers (division directors, office directors, etc.)
By rules (e.g., seniority, lowest accident record)

3.03
3.04
2.70
2.77
2.17
2.16

{ Note: Influence was measured on a 1-4 scale of 1 (no influence) to 4 (high influence).




Table 19: Average (Mean) Reward Preferences Among DOT Employees

Type of Reward

1. Letter/certificates of commendation
2. -Employee of the month/quarter/yéar type recognitions

3. Temporary status awards (e.g., close-in parking, 35-year picture
wall, etc.)

4.  Recognition at DOT-wide functions (e.g., Transportation
Conference) '

5. Plaques, trophies, etc.
6. Recognitioh at work unit functions (picnics, dinners, coffees)'
7.  Recognition at division functions (picnics, dinners, coffees)

8.  Personal/small group meetings with DOT administrators (e.g.,
Breakfast with the Director) '

9.  “Virtual” dollars that can be exchanged for DOT hats, T-shirts,
ete. -

10. Employee coffees/lunches/pdtlucks
11. Items such as pens, pencils, and pins

12. Rewards selected by employees from a “catalog” of possible
items : o

13. Monetary

Perceived Value
of Reward

2.98

2.68

2.60

2.66

2.94
2.83
2.60

047

3.07

2.71
2.68

3.18

3.67

value).

Note: The perceived value of a reward was measured on a 1-5 scale of 1 (low value) to 5 (high
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Iowa DOT 2001 Organizational Survey

February 2001

MEMORANDUM TO DOT SURVEY RECIPIENTS
From: Mark Wandro, Director

Subject:  Attached Survey

All DOT employees will receive the attached survey. The purpose of the survey is to find out how
satisfied you are with the DOT and your job at the DOT.

The survey is rather long, but I ask that you take time to read it carefully, and give honest answers to the
questions. Participation is voluntary and the survey may be completed on work time.

After we study the answers you and other DOT employees give to the survey questions, we will use the
information to try to make the DOT a better place to work.
When you are done answering the survey queStioné, pleése put the answer sheet in the enclosed

- envelope and mail it by March 9th.

Thank you for your cooperation.

INSTRUCTIONS

The packet you received should contain a cover letter from Dr. Morrow, a copy of the survey, an answer

sheet, and a return envelope. To help in entering all the responses from DOT employees, a scannable

answer sheet is being used. The sections of the survey are numbered, as are the questions within each

section. The answer sheet has been organized to match the survey. Read the questions in the survey and
- mark the appropriate response on the answer sheet.

It is important you fill in your response compietely You can use a no. 2 pencil, or a blue or black ink
pen to mark your answers. A box with marking instructions matching the one below is also on the
answer sheet. :

« Use a No. 22.penéil ora blue, or black ink pen only.

= Do not use'pens with ink thdt soaks through the paper.
- »Make:solid marks that fill:the response completely.
- -«Make no'stray marks on thls form.
CORRECT . INCORRECT IR O

When you have coinpleted the survey, fold the answer sheet and placé it in'the postage-paid envelope
provided, seal it, and mail it directly to Dr. Morrow. '

The survey will take approximately 20 minutes to fill out, and you may complete it on work time.
Thank you for taking the time to complete thls survey.




SECTION 1: EMPLOYMENT

1. Number of years at DOT -

2. Gender ‘
M = Male

F = Female

3. Number of years at currentvpay grade

4. Current work location — Mark the 3-digit code listed for your work location on the answer sheet. If your

specific work location is not listed, choose the code for the office, bureau or division that best describes where

you work.

- Director’s Office

Geneéral Counsel Division

Modal Division

Planning & Programming Division

Motor Vehicle Division
Motor Vehicle Enforcement
District 1
District 2
Hazardous Materials Team
Investigators
Headquarters

Vehicle Services

Highway Division
Engineering Bureau
Bridges & Structures
Design :
Environmental Services
Right-of-Way
Traffic & Safety

Support Services Bureau

Districts 940

1
Construction 2951
Maintenance 961
Materials 971
Other . » 981

000
200
400
600
800 -
810
811
812
813

814
815

820

900

910

911
912
913
914
915

930

2
952
962
972

982

953
963
973
983

Director’s Staff Division

100 .

Information Technology Division 300

Operations & Finance Division

Research Management Division

Driver Services

Eastern District
Western District
Central Office

Motor Carrier Services

830
8§31
832
833

840

Statewide Operations Bureau 920

Construction
Contracts

Local Systems

Maintenance
Materials

954
964
974
984

5
955
965
975
985

921
922
923
924
925

956
966
976
986

500

700

57
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SECTION 2: JOB SATISFACTION

This section of the survey looks at job satisfaction by asking you to respond to words and phrases that deal with
your work, your supervisor and your co-workers. In responding, think about what it is like most of the time.

Mark: Y for “Yes” if the word or phrase describes your work,
? for “sometimes/undecided” or ,
N for “No,” if it does not describe your work.

A. Work: B. Supervisor: C. Co-workers: :
Think of your present work. Think about your supervisor. Think about your co-workers.
1. Fascinating 19. Asks my advice 40. Stimulating
2.  Routine 20. Hard to please 41. Boring
3.  Satisfying 21. Impolite 42. Slow
4. Boring . 22. Praises good work 43. Ambitious
5.  Good 23. Tactful 44. Stupid
. 6. Creative 24. Influential 45. Responsible
7. Respected 25. Up-to-date 46. Fast
8. . Hot/Cold 26. Doesn’t supervise enough 47. Intelligent
9. Pleasant 27. Quick-tempered * 48. Easy te make enemies
10. Useful 28. Tells me where I stand 49. Talk too much
11. Tiresome 29. Annoying 50. Smart
12. Healthful 30. Makes me aware of 51. Lazy _
13. Challenging career opportunities 52. Unpleasant
14. Onyour feet 31. Stubborn 53. No privacy
15. Frustrating 32. Knows job well 54. Active
16. Simple 33. Bad 55. Narrow interests
17. Endless 34. Intelligent 56. Loyal
18. Gives a sense of 35. Leaves me on my own 57. Hard to meet
accomplishment 36. Around when needed
37. Informs me of DOT
educational opportunities
38. Evaluates my work falrly
39. Micro-manager
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- SECTION 3: COMMUNICATION

A. Forms: Many forms of job-related communication are available at the DOT. Please rate the following
information sources according to how available they are to you, how useful they are, and how accurate they

- are. .
SCALE: How Available SCALE: How Useful SCALE: How Accurate
No - Very Not - Very
Never Always Use : Useful Accurate Accurate
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
1. Dateline DOT
2. INSIDE Magazine
3. Memos, letters (non-electronic, paper)
4. Bulletin boards
5. Handbooks, policies & procedures manuals
6. Newsletters
7. Meetings
8. Lotus Notes (electronic notes, memos, etc.)
9. Performance evaluations

10. Check stuffers

11. DOTNET (the DOT intranet)

12. Supervisor/employee communication

13. Internet

14. Meeting minutes (DOT Management Team, Division Staff, etc.)

B. Sources: People normally receive information related to their jobs from many sources: their immediate :
supervisors, people in their work units, and from other places in the organization. How satisfied are you with
the Quality and Quantity of information you receive from each source?

SCALE: Quantity of Information | SCALE: Quality of Information
Too Little Just A  Incorrect Correct
Or Too Much Right : Not Useful Useful
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5

Communication Source

1. Immediate supervisor
2. Within your work unit
3. Within your division
4. Within the DOT

SECTION 4: PERSONAL STATISTICS

1. 'What was your age at your last birthday?
A = under 30 B=30-39 C=40-49 - D=50-59 E=60orover

2. Race: ’ ‘
A = Native American Indian C = Hispanic E = White
B =Black D = Asian or Pacific Islander F = Other

3. Do you have a disability?
Y =Yes N=No

4. Do you currently dccupy a managerial or supervisory job classification?
Y =Yes N=No :




60

SECTION 5: WORK PRACTICES

- Listed below are statements that represent feelings that you might have about your job and the organization you
~ work for. With respect to the DOT, please indicate how you agree or disagree with each statement.

SCALE: 1 =Strongly Disagree

O

*®

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.
18.
19.
20.
© 21,
22.

23.
24.

25.
26.

2 = Disagree
3 =Neutral
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

People in my work unit sometimes engage in name callmg or inappropriate behav1ors that make others feel
uncomfortable.

Knowing who my customers are has enhanced my job performance.

I have heard comments that are personally derogatory or demeaning about people in my work unit.
Other work units within the DOT work well with my work unit in solving problems.

My work unit meets regularly with the customers it serves.

My work unit uses teaims for problem solving.

My work unit does a good job providing our customers (le.,Iowa c1tlzens others in the DOT) what they
need. :

Working in teams has led to better solutions in my work umnit.

Within the last year, I have observed co-workers excluded from my work unit activities that affect their
ability to do their work.

Within the last year, [ have observed others excluded from their work unit activities that affect their ability
to do their work. ‘

My work unit has a good understanding of who its customers are.

The DOT has embraced thie team concept.

“Serving the customer” is not just a slogan at the DOT.

Many work issues are now being .addressed through teams or small group meetings.

My work unit’s emphasis in doing things in teams actually makes us less productive.

My work unit actively seeks feedback from customers on the quality of our work.

On occasion, I have seen a co-worker being hazed by people in my work unit.

My work unit’s customers express satisfaction with our work.

1 use customer input to identify the goods and services they need.

During meetings, an effort is made to get all group members’ opinions and ideas before making a decision.
People in my work unit maintain appropriate contact with the people we serve.

I have heard comments or seen behaviors made by people in my work unit that could be considered
threatening, intimidating, false or malicious toward my co-workers or supervisors.

I have heard comments or seen behaviors made by other DOT employees that could be considered
threatening, intimidating, false or malicious toward their co-workers or supervisors.

My work unit engages in practical jokes and horseplay

Some employees in my work unit sometimes receive privileges or advantages based on non-work issues.
Decisions in my work unit are being made with mput from the people doing the work.
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SECTION 6: PERCEPTIONS OF WORK ENVIRONMENT

- Please evaluate the accuracy of the following statements about your job, or the DOT in general.

SCALE: 1 =Definitely Disagree

kW

= o

o

— .
COPXNIN AW

— —
N =

Aol e

2 = Inclined to Disagree
3 =Inclined to Agree
4 = Definitely Agree

Structure

The jobs in this agency are clearly defined and logically structured.

In this agency it is sometimes unclear who has the formal authority to make a decision.

The pohcles and organization structure of this agency have been clearly explamed

Red tape is kept to a minimum in this agency.

Excessive rules, administrative details, and red tape make it difficult for new and orlgmal 1deas to receive
consideration.

Our productivity sometimes suffers from lack of organization and planning within the agency.

In some of the projects I’ve been on, it hasn’t been clear who the boss was.
Our agency management team isn’t so concerned about formal organization and authority, but concentrates
instead on getting the job done. :

Openness and Trust

The people I work with really trust one another.
I can trust my manager or supervisor to represent my interests at higher levels.
If you make a mistake in this agency, you will pay.

"There is a great deal of criticism of this agency by employees.

There is a great deal of criticism of management by employees.
Employees in my work unit can voice their opinions freely.

My manager/supervisor works to build a positive work environment.
I believe what DOT leadership tells me.

Employees are truthful in communicating with DOT leaders.
Agency leaders do what they say they will do.

Employees in my work unit do what they say they will do.

My manager/supervisor is honest and truthful about information to do with the job.

Warmth

A friendly atmosphere prevails among the people in this agency.

This agency is characterized by a relaxed, easy-going working climate.
It is very hard to get to know people in this agency. '

People in this agency tend to be cool and aloof toward each other.

There is a lot of warmth in the relationships between management and workers in this agency.
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Please evaluate the accuracy of the following statements about youf job, or the DOT in general.

SCALE: 1 = Definitely Disagree

Al el el

—
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DN = = et e e e e e
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2 = Inclined to Disagree
3 =Inclined to Agree
4 = Definitely Agree -

Support

You don’t get much sympathy from higher-ups in this agency if you make a mistake.

Management makes an effort to talk with you about your career goals within the agency.

People in this agency don’t really trust each other enough.

The philosophy of our management emphasizes the human factor, how people feel, etc.

When I am on a difficult ass1gnment 1 can usually count on getting assistance from my boss and co-
workers. .

Standards
In this agency we set high standards for performance.

Our management believes that no job is so well done that it can’t be 1mproved on.
Around here, there is a feeling of pressure to continually improve our personal and group performance.

Identity
People are proud of working in this agency.
I feel that I am a member of a well functioning team.

As far as I can see, there isn’t very much personal loyalty to the agency.
In this agency people pretty much look out for their own interests.

Morale

The DOT goes out of its way to recognize employees for extraordinary service.

"My job, directly or indirectly, serves the citizens of Iowa.

I sometimes hear profanity in my work unit.

There are few opportunities for employees to give their opinions about morale.

The results of my work significantly affect many other people. -

From time to time, people in my work unit are not sensitive to the religious beliefs of others. -
Division-level management visits my work unit often enough.

Other people’s job performance depends on how well I do my job.

Jokes which some employees might find offensive are told in my work unit.

My work unit spends just about the right amount of time on morale and team-building activities.
Division-level management does not seem to appreciate my work-related problems.

Sexual harassment is a problem in my work unit.

My job is pretty important in the broader scheme of things.

I feel the DOT has my best interests at heart. '

Employee hazing occurs in my work unit.

It really doesn’t matter whether I do a good job or a bad job.

I really feel a part of the DOT.

Employees in my work unit treat each other in a dlgmﬁed and professional manner.

Objects that are sexually suggestive or racist can be found in my work unit.

. Division-level management has an understanding of my day-to-day work activities.
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A. Personal Attitude Toward Job

SCALE:

I

Never

Seldom -

Occasionally

About half the time

A 'good deal of the time
Most of the time

All of the time

NGV AW
I

How much of the time do you feel satisfied with your job at the DOT?

B. Personal Feelings About Work

Below are statements about work at the DOT. For each statement indicate the extent to which you agree or
d1sagree

SCALE: 1 = Strongly Disagree )
2 =Disagree
3 =Neutral
4= Agree

._.
S i o

—
N —

—
W

14.
15.
16.

17.

5= Strqngl_y Agree

I know what is expected of me at work.

I have the materials and equipment I need to do my work right.

At work, I have the opportunity to do what I do best every day.

In the last seven days, I have received recognition or praise for doing good work.

My supervisor, or someone at work, seems to care about me as a person.

There is someone at work who encourages my development.

At work, my opinions seem to count.

The DOT’s mission/purpose makes me feel my job is important.

I am committed to continuous improvement in my work.

In the last six months, someone at work has talked to me about my progress.

This past year, I have had opportunities at work to learn and grow. 4
Sometimes I see co-workers treated in ways that may make them feel they are not really part of their work
group based on their gender.

Sometimes I see co-workers treated in ways that may make them feel they are not really part of their work
group based on their race.

Men and women receive the same opportunities at the DOT.

Minority group members at the DOT do not receive the same opportunities as majority group members.
Women and people of color working at the DOT have to perform at a higher level in order to receive the
same recognition as white males.

All in all, employees at the DOT are treated equally regardless of gender or race.
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- C. Job Opinions

Below are statements about how people might view their work at the DOT. For each statement indicate the
extent to which you agree or disagree.

SCALE: 1= Strongly Disagree

2 = Disagree
3 = Neutral
4 = Agree

5 = Strongly Agree

My work unit understands the concept of “continuous improvement.”

From what I can see, the products and services provided by the DOT are improving.

The DOT’s emphasis on teamwork, customers, and continual improvement has improved my job
performance.

My work unit operates in ways that show it has accepted the goal of continuous 1mprovement
The emphasis on continuous lmprovement has made my work unit more effective.

My work unit’s products/services are always getting better.

When I need information, I go directly to the most appropriate source at the DOT for that information.
My manager/supervisor really believes we can always improve our work.

Over the last several years, errors and mistakes coming out of my work unit have declined.

I understand how my work fits into the work of others within the DOT.

11. T am always looking for ways to prevent mistakes.

12. The continuous improvement culture at the DOT has improved my work unit’s performance

13. The DOT emphasizes a “try to do it right the first time but learn from your mistakes” philosophy.
14. Iunderstand the value my job brings to the DOT.

P
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SECTION 8: REWARDS

A. Focus: The DOT wants to review its reward and recognition programs. As a state agency, monies for these
programs are not plentiful so providing forms of recognition that are valued by employees is even more
important. For each of the four levels within the DOT listed below, indicate where you feel the focus for
rewards and recognitions should be.

LEVEL : No Rewards Focus on Balanced Focus on
At this Level Teams Individuals
1. DOT 1 2 3 4
2. Division 1 2 3 4
3. Office 1 2 3 4 .
4. Work Unit 1 2 3 4

B. Decisions: Who should decide who gets recognized and the criteria for awards? At what level do you feel

these decisions should be made?

Decision-Making Influence

LEVEL ‘ ' None Low " Moderate High
Peers (fellow employees) : 1 - ‘
Immediate Supervisors 1
Committees made up of peers 1
Committees made up of peers and supervisors 1
Managers (Division Directors, Office Directors, etc.) 1
By “rules” (e.g., seniority, lowest accident record) 1

DAV WN e
SRR RS Y
W W W W W W
NN T N

C. Types: What kinds of rewards outside of your regular pay are meaningful to you? Please indicate the extent
to which the following possible rewards, recognitions, and events are meaningful to you by rating the value of

each reward.
SCALE: 1=Low Value
-2
3.
4
- 5=High Value
POSSIBLE REWARD
1. Letter/certificates of commendation
2. Employee of the month/quarter/year type recognitions
3. Temporary status awards (e.g., close-in parking, 35-year picture wall, etc.)
4. Recognition at DOT-wide functions (e.g., Transportation Conference)
5. Plaques, trophies, etc.
6. Recognition at work unit functions (picnics, dinners, coffees)
7. Recognition at division functions (picnics, dinners, coffees)
8. Personal/small group meetings with DOT administrators (e.g., Breakfast with the Director)
9. “Virtual” dollars that can be exchanged for DOT hats, T-shirts, etc.
10. Employee coffees/lunches/potlucks
11. Items such as pens, pencils, and pins -
12. Rewards selected by employees from a “catalog” of possible items
13. Monetary
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SECTION 9: HARASSMENT

1. Do you understand what discriminatory harassment is?
Y = Yes '
? = Not Sure
N = No
2. Do you understand the DOT’s policies regardin;g discriminatory harassment?
Y = Yes .
? = Not Sure
N = No
3. Do you know the DOT has an internal discriminatory complaint process?
Y = Yes
N = No
4. Do you know who the DOT’s AA/EEO officer is?
Y = Yes
N = No
5. Have you ever felt you have been a victim'of discriminatory harassment at the DOT?
Y = Yes(goto#6) -
? = Not Sure (go to #6)
N = No (You are done with the survey!)

6. Did you report it to management?
Y = Yes(goto#7)

N = No
If No, why not? A. It wouldn’t do any good
Fill in all that apply, B. Management is part of the problem
C. Fearof retaliation
and then D. Didn’t know who to report to
you are done! E. Embarrassment
F. No confidentiality
G. Ifelt comfortable handling it myself
- H. Ididn’t think it was important
I. Other
7.  Was appropriate action taken by a supervisor?
Y = Yes
N = No

Congratulations, you have finished! Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. Carefully
fold and return the answer sheet using the envelope provided. Remember: Do not return the survey
booklet. , _

If you have any questions, Dr. Morrow can be reached at Iowa State University by phone at

515-294-8109. Should something happen to the enclosed envelope, you can mail the survey directly to . |

Dr. Morrow at the following address:

Dr. Paula Morrow
DOT Organizational Survey
JTowa Department of Transportation
* 800 Lincoln Way
Ames, TA 50010






