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Management 

(ABSTRACT) 

The following is an examination of the effects of multi-tier 

pay structures upon worker perceptions of pay equity. This 

study represents a synthesis and replication of two earlier 

studies that achieved substantially different results. The 

core elements of the two primary studies (Martin and 

Peterson, 1987 and Cappelli and Sherer, 1990) were repli- 

cated in a unionized retail food operation. It was hy- 

pothesized that top tier workers would have more positive 

perceptions of pay equity, pay satisfaction, company com- 

mitment, and union commitment than would lower tier workers. 

Further, it was hypothesized that positive perceptions of 

job mobility would be inversely related to the above meas- 

ures. Support was found for between-tier differences in 

both pay satisfaction and pay equity. Support was also found 

for the inverse relationship between job mobility and all 

of the above dependent measures.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

Multi-Tier Wage Structures 

Multi-tier wage plans!, which provide differential wage 

scales for workers based on their hire-dates, began to 

proliferate in American companies in the early 1980's; 90% 

of all multi-tier plans have been implemented since 1982 

(O'Dell, 1987). Multi-tier wage plans are typically imple- 

mented in an attempt to lower compensation costs, while 

maintaining the wages of current workers. Although the plans 

have appeared in a maximum of 11 percent (Bureau of National 

Affairs, 1988a) of new contracts in any given year, they 

are a significant development because of the substantial 

number of workers that are affected by them and because 

  

1 "Multi-tier" is actually a better general description 
of the so-called "two-tier" plans, as many of the plans 
that are in existence actually have more than two wage 

tiers. The essential criterion, regardless of appel- 
lation, is that the plans differentiate wages for the 
same job solely by hiring date. In the present study, 
the term "multi-tier" will be used to describe the 
plans, as it is a more accurate description of the plan 
studied in this research. 
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of their institutionalization in certain industries.* Fur- 

ther, the plans represent an alternative to layoffs or wage 

reductions for current workers when labor cost reductions 

are necessary to maintain competitiveness. If the plans are 

viable (i.e., they do not create severe problems with pro- 

ductivity, absenteeism, or turnover, while reducing labor 

costs), then they may represent an important breakthrough 

in labor cost control. 

Jacoby and Mitchell (1986) and Essick (1987) report that 

employers that have the plans like them. Jennings and 

Traynham (1988) report that although labor organizations 

officially oppose the multi-tier structures, labor leaders 

indicate when surveyed that they believe that the plans will 

benefit workers eventually. Yet the Labor Relations Reporte 

announced that the plans were rapidly losing popularity 

(Bureau of National Affairs, 1988b)% The article went on 

  

2 Walsh (1988) calls the plans "an established industry 
practice" (p. 50) among airlines. Sichenze (1988) notes 
that they are pervasive in the retail food industry. 

3 Martin and Heetderks (1990) note that although the BNA 
reports appear to indicate that two-tier plans are de-~ 
clining in popularity, they are probably understating 
the prevalence of the plans. The BNA found in a more 
recent study (Delaney, Lewin and Ichniowski, 1989) as 
opposed to the contract reports cited in the Labor Re- 
lations Reporter) that 35% of the labor contracts ex- 
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to describe the plans as divisive and on the decline. 

However, in the same article it is reported that only 5 

percent of companies that now have multi-tier wage contracts 

are planning to get rid of them, and that fully 18 percent 

of companies that do not have such plans intend to bargain 

for them. The discussion of multi-tier wage plans is fraught 

“with such apparent contradictions; since little empirical 

evidence about the effect of the plans on worker attitudes 

and behaviors has been gathered, most of the discussion 

about what the plans are doing to unions, companies, and 

workers has largely consisted of theoretical and emotional 

responses to the burgeoning number of plans.‘ 

  

amined in the study had two-tier provisions of some 
form. Although it is difficult to be precise about the 
number of two-tier contracts currently operating, one 
can infer from the information that is available that 
there are a substantial number of the plans in opera- 
tion. 

4 One possible explanation for the apparently contradic- 
tory union views between Jennings and Traynham (1988) 

(who found that union officials felt that the plans 
would have long term benefits for workers, management, 
the organization and labor leaders) and Walsh (1988) 
(who cites evidence that union leaders oppose the plans) 
resides in the different data that the authors rely 
upon. Jennings and Traynham (1988) used a confidential 
survey, while Walsh (1988) analyzed the content of union 
publications. It may well be that union officials pub- 
licly oppose multi-tier plans because they represent a 
bargaining concession, yet privately these same union 
leaders may well recognize that a concession is neces- 
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Trowbridge (1986) applauds the plans, citing the need for 

“reality bargaining" (which is to say concession bargaining 

from both sides, with an eye toward corporate survival) by 

both union and management, and puts two-tier wages into a 

framework of programs designed to enhance competitiveness 

and organizational survival. Freeman (1986) sees union ac- 

ceptance of two-tier wage structures as evidence of in- 

creasing union flexibility in wage-setting policies, with 

a positive effect similar to that described by Trowbridge 

(1986). 

Galenson (1986), however, sees the trend toward acceptance 

of these plans as an ultimately destructive /( is a is 

unions) self-interest by established union members. 

Galenson's concern is that union members hired into the 

lower tier will become dissatisfied and will support neither 

the union nor unionism in the future. Premeaux, Mondy and 

  

Sary, and that the multi-tier wage structure is more 
palatable than the alternatives. It seems unlikely that 
a union official would come out in support of a con- 
cession, especially one that negatively affects an en- 
tire new class of union members. To do so might risk 
the political power of that union official by giving 
an opponent the opportunity to attack a "soft" 
negotiator. Thus, it seems entirely possible that there 
would be contradictions between what union leadership 
reports in a public forum and what the same officials 
would report on a confidential questionnaire. 
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Bethke (1986) found contrarily that most union leaders did 

not believe that workers would experience any workplace 

problems or untoward friction with other workers because 

of the plans. 

Although there are obvious differences in opinion about the 

long-term effects on workers and organizational outcomes 

associated with these plans, the fact remains that the plans 

are being used and that more needs to be known about how 

they are affecting workers and the companies that employ 

those workers. Even the empirical literature diverges in 

its conclusions about multi-tier wage plans. The two prin- 

Cipal empirical pieces, Martin and Peterson (1987) and 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990), find respectively that: (1) 

Lower-tier workers report less pay equity and organizational 

and union commitment, and (2) Lower-tier workers have high 

pay satisfaction and organizational and union commitment. 

Such conflicts in both the theoretical and empirical lit- 

erature should not go unresolved. It is imperative that the 

effects of multi-tier pay plans be determined, so that fu- 

ture discussion of the plans can be based on a more thorough 

understanding of what the plans mean to the workers that 

serve under them and to the companies that adopt the plans. 
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The present study will concern itself with resolving the 

conflict in the empirical literature, which focuses on 

worker perceptions of pay equity, pay satisfaction, and 

organizational and union commitment. The current conflicting 

results do little to provide an understanding of what the 

effects of these plans are on workers. Some resolution of 

this conflict is necessary both to explain to academicians 

how pay equity perceptions are formed in real workplaces 

(as opposed to experimental settings) and to provide busi- 

ness and labor with an understanding of the impact of these 

plans on the worker. 

Companies and Multi-tier Plans 

The respondent companies that had implemented multi-tier 

wage plans in Essick's (1987) study were predominantly 

Midwestern firms (42.3 %) and northeastern firms (24.4%). 

The vast majority of firms using the plans reported either 

a union or mixed union and non-union status (89.3%). There 

are two general categories of plans: (1) permanent plans, 

where there is no provision for convergence of the pay 

scales, and (2) temporary plans, where new hires enter at 

a lower wage, but can merge with the higher pay scales when 
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they have achieved sufficient seniority. The classification 

of "permanent" and "temporary" may, however, be somewhat 

misleading, since the possibility of union rejection of the 

plans at contract expiration will always exist (Jacoby and 

Mitchell, 1986; Jennings and Traynham, 1988). It is, for 

instance, the stated goal of the United Food and Commercial 

Workers to eradicate all multi-tier wage structures in their 

contracts (Bureau of National Affairs, 1988c). Multi-tier 

plans may be vulnerable to changing worker perceptions of 

the plans' effects and, therefore, no plan's’ structure 

should be considered permanent. As of 1989, sixty-nine 

percent of multi-tier plans contained merging provisions 

(BNA, 1991). 

Multi-tier wage plans are considered to be a collective 

bargaining concession from labor (Mitchell, 1986; Murrmann, 

Partridge, and Wagar, 1987; Walsh, 1988), so the existence 

of such plans in a bargaining unit suggests that management 

(at the time of the contract negotiations) had substantially 

greater power resources than did the union.*® The union may 

  

5 It is possible that the union was concerned with pri- 
orities other than pay for future members during the 
negotiations that led to multi-tier contracts, but this 

does not diminish the assertion that the multi-tier 
contracts represent a union concession. No union would 
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generally prefer a multi-tier scheme to across-the-board 

wage concessions or layoffs, since the current union mem- 

bership remains economically unaffected. It has been dem-~- 

onstrated that multi-tier plans are programs that management 

particularly wants; therefore, the major concern vis a vis 

management is whether the plan is working, both fiscally 

and strategically (e.g., whether the plans are providing 

the expected reductions in labor costs and the company is 

continuing to attract the quantity and quality of workers 

that are necessary for future growth). In a survey conducted 

by Towers, Perrin, Foster and Crosby, managers reported that 

they were experiencing no problems attracting qualified job 

applicants after the plans were installed (Essick, 1987). 

Giant Foods, however, had to narrow the wage gap between 

tiers because they were experiencing difficulty attracting 

qualified applicants (Bureau of National Affairs, 1988b).°® 

Changes in unemployment levels and labor market wages can 

  

trade wages for any item, unless it were in a weak 
position during contract negotiations; a union in a 
powerful bargaining position would keep wages and ad- 
vance other issues. 

6 Giant narrowed the wage gap by raising the lower tier's 
wage rate, bringing it closer to the wage rate of the 
upper tier. 
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create staffing problems if the lower tier's wage rate is 

below the going rate for a given position. 

Among managers that have two-tier wage plans in their com- 

panies, attitudes toward these types of plans are very 

positive. Most executives agree that the plans are signif- 

icantly reducing payroll costs, and that their firms have 

been able to hire more new workers because of the plan 

(O'Dell, 1987). Jacoby and Mitchell (1986) and Essick (1987) 

found similar attitudes among employers, and Jacoby and 

Mitchell (1986) also found that employers that had multi- 

tier plans were more comfortable with the idea of the plans 

than was the executive population at large.’ Managers must 

be concerned about worker response to a multi-tier wage 

plan, since negative responses could affect productivity 

and profitability. O'Dell (1987) and Essick (1987) found 

that most managers working in a multi-tier environment be- 

lieve that there is no friction between upper and lower 

  

7 This tendency may explain part of the trend toward 
multi-tier plan implementation across certain indus- 
tries. Managers have seen the plans apparently working 
in competitors’ facilities, and have then moved with 
greater confidence to carry out the plans in their own 
facilities. This tendency to implement the plans within 
an industry is further reinforced by the competitive 
necessity of maintaining similar labor costs. 
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tier workers, nor that new hires resent the pay system. 

Jacoby and Mitchell (1986) and Essick (1987) report that 

managers also felt that the plans did not affect produc- 

tivity, nor did they affect worker morale. Managers that 

have the plans also believe that they have either no effect 

on turnover or an overall positive effect (Essick 1987). 

In all, managers that have multi-tier plans appear very 

happy with them and do not see any possibility of conflict 

as a result of these plans. 

Purpose and Significance of the Study 

The purpose of this study is to assess workers’ perceptions 

of the pay equity, pay satisfaction, and organizational and 

union commitment that they experience under these types of 

plans and whether these perceptions differ across pay tiers. 

The study further seeks to examine the role that workers’ 

perceptions of their ability to find equivalent work else- 

where has upon on these variables. By examining the re- 

lationship between the perceived ability to find equivalent 

work elsewhere and the workers’ reports of pay equity, pay 

satisfaction, and union and company commitment, this study 

will determine the effects of a moderating variable on the 
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effects of multi-tier wage systems. The purpose of any 

compensation system is to attract competent workers and to 

give those workers a sense that they are being paid fairly 

for their work. Failure to provide for the latter condition 

can result in conflict, with resulting increases in worker 

dissatisfaction (Milkovich and Newman, 1984). Multi-tier 

wage systems would appear by definition to break the basic 

dictum that internal pay/wage equity must be preserved, 

since it creates two different classes of pay for workers 

performing the same tasks. Perceived pay inequities would 

then arise when lower tier workers compare themselves to 

the higher paid upper tier workers (Adams, 1979). The 

workers’ ability or inability to find equivalent work 

elsewhere may be a mitigating factor in these determi- 

mations, however, since it has been demonstrated that 

workers who believe that they cannot find equivalent work 

in other firms will be more committed to the firm that 

employs them (Martin, Magenau and Peterson, 1986). Further, 

Martin and Peterson (1987) postulate that the same sort of 

moderating effect may seen on pay equity perceptions, al- 

though they did not specifically test this assertion. 

Workers who feel that they are paid well, either for their 

industry or for what they might make in the general local 
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labor market, may well feel that they cannot do better than 

their present employer. This feeling of limited job mobility 

has demonstrated positive effects on organizational com- 

mitment (Martin, Magenau and Peterson, 1986) and therefore 

pay equity (Brooke, 1986; Rhodes and Steers, 1981). 

Recent studies by Martin and Peterson (1987) and Cappelli 

and Sherer (1990) disagree on the effects of multi-tier wage 

structures on worker perceptions about pay. Martin and 

Peterson (1987) found that lower tier workers perceive lower 

levels of pay equity than do upper tier workers. Cappelli 

and Sherer (1990) found instead that lower tier workers had 

greater perceptions of pay satisfaction. The current study 

will attempt to resolve this apparent conflict by synthe- 

sizing these two studies' methodologies and then replicating 

the studies within a unionized workforce operating under a 

multi-tier contract. This study will add perceived job 

mobility as an additional moderating variable that might 

affect workers’ perceptions of pay equity, pay satisfaction, 

and commitment. It is hypothesized that positive percep- 

tions of job mobility will have a negative correlation with 

pay equity, pay satisfaction and company and union commit- 

ment. If this is supported, then it suggests that highly 
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attractive jobs (as one might characterize airline jobs) 

will not have as pronounced between-tier effects as one 

would find in jobs where there are acceptable alternatives 

to present employment. 

Summary of the Chapters 

This summary of the following chapters provides an 

overview of the rest of the study and clarifies the di- 

rection that it will take. 

apte : This chapter reviews the available empirical 

literature on multi-tier wage structures and discusses the 

differences and similarities between Martin and Peterson 

(1987) and Cappelli and Sherer (1990). The chapter also 

discusses the results and conclusions of these two studies 

in relation to other related literature and delineates the 

importance of job mobility as a potentially important ex- 

planatory variable for between-tier variance in pay equity, 

pay satisfaction, and commitment perceptions. 
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Chapter 3: This chapter develops the synthesis of the 

Martin and Peterson (1987) and Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

studies, and discusses the survey methodology used to effect 

this synthesis. The chapter also presents the general model 

of the relationship between the dependent variables and wage 

tier, and the proposed effect of perceived job mobility on 

workers' perception of pay equity, pay satisfaction, and 

organizational and union commitment. 

Chapter 4: This chapter presents the results of the survey, 

along with the analysis of the data from the survey. 

Chapter 5: This final chapter provides a discussion of the 

study's results and the implications of those results, both 

for continued research and for workers, union officials and 

management. The discussion also focuses on the limitations 

of the current methodology and considers alternate strate- 

gies for explaining the phenomena associated with multi-tier 

wage structures. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 

Introduction 

Comparatively little has been written about the effects of 

multi- tier wage structures on workers laboring within them. 

The bulk of the literature that addresses multi-tier 

structures is either speculative (e.g., Galenson, 1986; 

Trowbridge, 1986; Aronowitz, 1988) or focuses on views of 

the plans from managers' perspectives (e.g., Jacoby and 

Mitchell, 1986; Essick, 1987). Premeaux, Mondy and Bethke 

(1986) examine the opinions of both managers and union of- 

ficials. There are only two major empirical studies to 

date, Martin and Peterson (1987) and Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990). Although these studies used similar methodologies, 

the results that the studies produced were very different. 

This raises not so much the question about which of the 

studies is "right", but rather, what would explain these 

seemingly disparate results? The central question is: why 

would workers experience differing responses to apparently 

Similar wage structures? 
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If neither study has produced profoundly erroneous results, 

there must either be some important difference between the 

two populations of workers or else there must be some im- 

portant, not-yet-considered factor that would explain these 

different results. Both of these studies used equity theory 

as a central model for their inquiries. Equity theory should 

function as a general theory that would operate across or- 

ganizations and worker populations. Proceeding from this 

assumption of generalizability, one would expect to find 

some explanation consistent with equity theory that would 

explain these differing results. 

Equity Theory 

The major empirical studies of multi-tier wage structures 

use worker perceptions of pay equity (or a related measure, 

pay satisfaction) as the central measure of between-tier 

differences. Equity theory essentially states that indi- 

viduals make an evaluative comparison of the "work" (inputs) 

that they do to the rewards (outcomes) that they receive 

and then compare this relationship to the input/outcome 

ratio of selected referents. If an individual feels that 

Chapter 2: Literature Review 16



their own ratio of inputs to outcomes compares in a fa- 

vorable (equal) way with the individual's referent(s), then 

the comparing worker will feel that the pay level has been 

equitably set. Conversely, inequity exists when individuals 

perceive that the ratio of their inputs to outcomes and 

the same ratio of some relevant other are unequal (Adams, 

1979). 

Worker referents are particularly important in the appli- 

cation of equity theory to the study of multi-tier pay 

systems. Martin and Peterson (1987) suggest that multi-tier 

pay systems create an inequitable relationship between the 

worker and the internal referent (the higher-tier worker 

in the same job). Furthermore, they state that the avail- 

ability of union newsletters provides workers with extensive 

information from which to make a comparison with external 

referents. ? 

Hills (1980) has suggested that workers will always use 

internal and external referents together (or not at all),? 

  

8 External referents would be workers in the workers' 

product market; i.e., those in positions similar to the 
workers’ in companies similar to the workers' own. 

3 Hills (1980) states: "...if people make internal com- 
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and that workers then "reduce dissonance by accepting the 

referent which is least discomforting" (Hills, 1980; p. 

348). If Martin and Peterson (1987) are correct in their 

appraisal of worker familiarity with the external labor 

market (and workers in the market are being paid at the 

higher scale), then the worker will be able to make no 

dissonance-reducing referent comparison along the 

internal/external referent factor; in other words, both the 

internal referent (the higher tier worker) and the external 

referent would be receiving better pay for the same work. 

Thus, lower tier workers would not be able to favorably 

compare their input/outcome ratios with either an external 

or internal referent. Hills (1980) states that the 

internal/external referent or "market comparison" explains 

the greatest variance (40.4%) in pay equity perception. 

Thus, perceptions of inequity resulting from comparisons 

with the internal/external referent will likely have a 

substantial impact on a worker's perception of pay equity. 

  

parisons they also make external comparisons...while 
we may be able to distinguish conceptually between the 
use of internal and external referents for assessing 
fair pay, people in fact either tend to make both. kinds 
of comparisons or neither kind of comparison" (p. 347). 
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Martin and Lee (1987) performed a study similar to Hills 

(1980) and found that workers may actually make comparisons 

to much more specific referents (i.e., only to external 

referents not in the product labor market) than had been 

earlier believed. In particular, Martin and Lee (1987) found 

that workers do not always make the internal/external com- 

parison at the same time, as Hills (1980) had found. Rather, 

Martin and Lee (1987) found that workers may sometimes 

compare themselves only to either an external or internal 

referent. If this is truly the case, then the inevitable 

inequity predicted by Martin and Peterson (1987), the result 

of the worker having no dissonance-reducing referent, could 

be mitigated in some instances by worker selection of either 

internal or external referents with whom they could compare 

favorably.}? 

  

10 Martin and Peterson (1987) believed that the workers 
they studied were very well-informed by their union 
about the going rate of pay and benefits among other 
workers in the retail industry. Less well-informed 
workers could easily make dissonance=-reducing compar- 
isons with either external referents about whom they 
knew very little, or with internal referents who, be- 
cause of segregated work location, were predominantly 
on their own tier (the well-informed workers in Martin 
and Peterson (1987) were fully cognizant of their rel- 
ative economic condition and would have more difficulty 
in finding a group with whom to compare themselves fa- 
vorably). Workers on the same tier (e.g., the lower 
tier) would all be contributing similar inputs for 
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In sum, equity theory is an attempt to explain the per- 

ceptual environment within which workers make decisions 

about the fairness of the relationship between their work 

and their pay. Equity theory describes the process of social 

comparison through which workers set the bench-marks against 

which they compare their own performance and reward. One 

of the outcomes of this comparison process is the workers' 

satisfaction with their pay; if the work/ reward relation- 

ship is judged to be equitable, then workers would be ex- 

pected to be satisfied with their pay. Under conditions of 

inequity, workers would be expected to be dissatisfied (or 

at least less satisfied) with their pay. Pay equity is 

not measured directly by Cappelli and Sherer (1990) who 

chose instead to measure pay satisfaction (an outcome of 

pay equity). Equity theory provides the theoretical 

framework in which pay satisfaction decisions can be ana- 

lyzed, by laying down the tenets of the process of social 

comparison wherein decisions about pay satisfaction are 

reached. 

  

Similar outputs. If lower tier workers are working 
predominantly or exclusively with lower tier cohorts, 
then these workers should see their input/output ratios 
as being at parity with these particular referents. This 
would create an environment in which no dissonance re- 
duction is necessary. 
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The Two Major Empirical Studies 

Currently, only two empirical studies, Martin and Peterson 

(1987) and Cappelli and Sherer (1990), have assessed the 

attitudes of union workers paid under a multi-tier 

contract.!1 The two studies are methodologically similar 

and measure many of the same worker attitudes, yet the 

studies have remarkably dissimilar results. Following a 

brief introduction of the two articles, they will be dis- 

cussed together in conjunction with the specific dimensions 

that they measure, to fully explore the similarities and 

dissimilarities between the two. This will then provide the 

background against which the methodology will be developed 

in the following chapter. 

Martin and Peterson (1987) surveyed upper and lower tier 

workers in a large retail store chain. The chain had new 

  

i A third study, McFarlin and Frone (1990), examines 
worker attitudes toward multi-tier pay structures ina 
non-union environment and will be considered in the 
present discussion only when it provides some additional 
insight into the two major studies. 
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sites staffed primarily by lower tier workers and older 

sites staffed by a mixture of upper and lower tier workers. 

The workers surveyed were further divided into full time 

and part time workers. The study measured worker attitudes 

across four dimensions: commitment to union; commitment to 

employer; pay equity; and union instrumentality with regard 

to pay. The results of the study suggested that there were 

differing perceptions of equity between upper and lower tier 

workers, and that these perceptions were affected by the 

working proximity of workers from different tiers ({i.e., 

lower tier workers working in close proximity to upper tier 

workers perceived lower pay equity than did lower tier 

workers not working with upper tier workers). In general, 

Martin and Peterson (1987) found that lower tier workers 

experienced negative perceptions of pay equity more than 

did upper tier workers. 

Martin and Peterson (1987) make four major contributions 

to the study of multi-tier wage systems: (1) there are 

differences between upper and lower tier workers’ percep- 

tions of pay equity; (2) equity theory appears to provide 

a valid model for analyzing and explaining worker attitudes 
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toward two-tier pay systems!*; (3) structural factors (e.g., 

worker interactions) can affect worker perceptions of pay 

equity; and, (4) there are significantly higher perceptions 

of both pay equity and organizational and union commitment 

for part time workers than for full time workers.?*% 

In apparent contrast to the above, Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990) find that lower tier workers have more positive 

perceptions of pay satisfaction'* than do upper tier work- 

  

12 The equity theory based predictions that Martin and 
Peterson (1987) make regarding expected levels of pay 
equity among workers on different tiers was borne out 
by the results. The research therefore takes equity 
theory beyond the theoretical and laboratory environ- 
ment, and proves that it functions as expected in a 
real world environment. 

13 Martin and Peterson (1987) aver that the part time 
versus full time differential for commitment and pay 
equity perception supports an earlier study by Martin, 
Magenau, and Peterson (1986), which suggested that 
higher levels of organizational and union commitment 
were related to diminished perceptions of job mobility. 
Martin and Peterson (1987) stated that in this partic- 
ular work environment, part timers (who were unionized) 

were being paid at a higher rate than were their non- 
union part time counterparts in the general labor force. 
Because of this pay differential with other part time 
positions, these workers had few other job options that 
would pay as well, and hence had a diminished sense 
of job mobility. It is important to note, however, that 
neither of these studies actually measured job mobility 
perceptions. 

1¢ Note that Cappelli and Sherer (1990) are reporting 
differences in pay satisfaction and not pay equity. Pay 
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toward two-tier pay systems!#; (3) structural factors (e.g., 

worker interactions) can affect worker perceptions of pay 

equity; and, (4) there are significantly higher perceptions 

of both pay equity and organizational and union commitment 

for part time workers than for full time workers.‘ 

In apparent contrast to the above, Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990) find that lower tier workers have more positive 

perceptions of pay satisfaction!* than do upper tier work- 

  

12 The equity theory based predictions that Martin and 
Peterson (1987) make regarding expected levels of pay 
equity among workers on different tiers was borne out 
by the results. The research therefore takes equity 
theory beyond the theoretical and laboratory environ- 
ment, and proves that it functions as expected in a 
real world environment. 

13 Martin and Peterson (1987) aver that the part time 
versus full time differential for commitment and pay 
equity perception supports an earlier study by Martin, 
Magenau, and Peterson (1986), which suggested that 
higher levels of organizational and union commitment 
were related to diminished perceptions of job mobility. 
Martin and Peterson (1987) stated that in this partic- 
ular work environment, part timers (who were unionized) 
were being paid at a higher rate than were their non- 
union part time counterparts in the general labor force. 
Because of this pay differential with other part time 
positions, these workers had few other job options that 
would pay as well, and hence had a diminished sense 
of job mobility. It is important to note, however, that 
neither of these studies actually measured job mobility 
perceptions. 

14 Note that Cappelli and Sherer (1990) are reporting 
differences in pay satisfaction and not pay equity. Pay 
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ers. Cappelli and Sherer's (1990) respondents all worked 

for a major airline, and consisted of airline pilots, me- 

chanics and related workers, clerical and ground workers, 

and flight attendants. Except for the flight attendants, 

all of the contracts provided for a merge with the first 

tier for workers with five years seniority in the lower 

tier, and paid the lower tier workers about 75% of the wages 

of the upper tier. The flight attendants' contract allowed 

all workers to enter on the upper tier, but prevented those 

hired after a certain date from accruing seniority after 

four years.?5 

  

satisfaction has been shown to be highly related to pay 
equity (c.f., Orpen and Bonnici, 1990; Summers and 
DeNisi, 1990; and Berkowitz, Fraser, Treasure and 
Cochran, 1987) and thus would be expected to follow a 
similar pattern as pay equity perceptions would follow 
in a multi-tier system. 

15 Under this construction, flight attendants give up fu- 
ture earnings growth commensurate with the level of 
growth of top tier attendants, rather than entry level 
earnings. Since the survey was conducted only a little 
more than a year after these agreements went into ef- 
fect, there has to be some doubt whether lower-tier 
flight attendants would perceive any pay difference 
between themselves and upper tier workers. At the time 
of the study there were no pay differences between upper 
and lower tier flight attendants, although there were 
substantial differences in future compensation in- 

creases. 
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Since Cappelli and Sherer (1990) studied airline workers 

rather than retail workers, there is the obvious possibility 

that variations in certain equity perceptions may be in- 

dustry or pay level dependent. Certain industries, such 

as the airline industry, may offer a combination of good 

pay, benefits, job status, and quality of working life that 

make that particular industry extra desirable to work in. 
  

Workers in such an industry might well feel that there are 

non<-wage values in their employment that offset pay inequity 

perceptions solely resulting from being on the lower tier. 

Also, as Martin and Peterson (1987) postulated vis a vis 

the unionized part-timers in the retail industry, the sheer 

difference in the pay level between the present employment 

and any other employment that the worker feels is accessible 

may be enough to mitigate the inequity perceived as a result 

of being on the lower tier. One would hypothesize that if 

the lower tier worker is being paid at a rate substantially 

higher than the local labor market rate for a similar job, 

then that worker will have a very positive perception of 

his/her pay equity, at least across the external referent 

factor (both compared to the product and the general labor 
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market).1© This relies of course on workers continuing to 

compare themselves only with the labor market and not with 

the upper tier workers (internal referents) nor with higher 

paid workers in similar jobs in other airlines (external 

referents). 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) also note that lower tier workers 

have more positive attitudes toward their work and are more 

optimistic about their future pay than are upper tier 

workers.!7 The divergence in the findings between these two 

  

16 This again addresses the issue of worker perceptions 
of job mobility. Workers in a high paying industry, such 
as the airline industry, may feel that they have few 
other opportunities in other organizations that will 
pay as well. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) note that pilots 
made bargaining concessions entirely in pay cuts to 
avoid layoffs in a very tight job market. Low perceived 
job mobility may create increased commitment to the 
organization providing this superior opportunity. Since 
commitment has been shown to be positively correlated 
to pay equity (Brooke, 1986; Rhodes and Steers, 1981), 
it is possible that the low perceived job mobility that 
raises commitment will also raise pay equity percep- 
tions. 

i7 Because upper tier workers have been with the organ- 
ization through the negotiating process that resulted 
in the two-tier concession, they may have residual 
negative feelings about their future with the company. 
Upper-tier workers may believe that the company is ac- 
tively trying to replace them with less-expensive 
lower-tier workers. If the negotiating process was seen 
as one that stampeded over the union, it may take some 
time before the rank and file again begin to feel that 
the company does not intend to wring some further con- 
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studies may not indicate that there is a real conflict in 

the results so much as there are factors contributing to 

worker perceptions that have at this time remained unex- 

plored (such as perceived Job mobility). The airline work- 

ers' jobs and pay are very different from the retail 

workers!® studied by Martin and Peterson (1987), and the 

type of multi-tier plan that the workers were under are 

very different as well. The plans that Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990) studied were largely plans that contained merging 

  

cessions from the union. It must be remembered, too, 
that Cappelli and Sherer (1990) are studying new two- 
tier schemes, and that the inherent inequity of the pay 
plans may not yet have had time to affect workers. 
Cappelli and Sherer (1990) note that part of the dif- 
ference between their findings and those of Martin and 
Peterson (1987) may be a function of the relative 
structure of the plans and the time period under which 
workers have been under the plans. The permanent two- 
tier plan studied by Martin and Peterson (1987) had 
existed for a decade and had no opportunity for the 
lower tier workers to ever enjoy the pay level of the 
upper tier workers. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) studied 
a new plan that had merging provisions (for all but 
the flight attendants, who were still being paid the 
same as the upper tier at the time of the study) that 
would eventually bring the lower tier up to parity with 
the upper tier workers. 

18 The airline workers were predominantly highly skilled 
(pilots and mechanics) or trained in complex job ac- 
tivities (desk personnel and flight attendants). The 
retail workers would have had some skilled workers 
(butchers and bakers) but were generally clerks, 
stockers and baggers. 
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provisions, whereas Martin and Peterson (1987) studied a 

"pbermanent" plan. Given the limited information available 

about the specific plan characteristics in these two 

studies, it is difficult to opine with any degree of cer- 

tainty precisely what effects the structures of the pay 

plans may have on worker perceptions of pay equity. It would 

seem, however, that there exists the possibility that pay 

plan type may be an important factor affecting worker per- 

ceptions of pay equity. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) address 

this possibility in their discussion, and note that while 

permanent plans are associated with lower pay satisfaction, 

plans that do not bring a worker in under a reduced rate 

(e.g. plans that attenuate future earning potential but 

start the new worker at a rate the same as the senior 

worker) are associated with positive pay satisfaction. 

One other important factor noted by Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990) was that the workers they studied were apparently 

comparing their salaries to workers outside the company, 

in both the product and local labor market. Cappelli and 

Sherer (1990) found that workers were apparently using the 

product and local labor market (as opposed to an internal 

referent) to set the benchmark from which they were making 
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their decisions about their pay equity. In other words, 

these workers found dissonance reduction by comparing 

themselves to an external referent. This would seem to bear 

out Hills (1980), who stated that the group that workers 

choose as their comparison group has enormous impact on 

their perception of pay equity. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

did not have detailed referent determination items in their 

questionnaire, and had only one item in their instrument 

which asked respondents the extent to which the external 

labor market (workers with similar jobs in competing air- 

lines) was important. It is from this item that Cappelli 

and Sherer (1990) assert that the external labor market 

provides an important comparison for workers. It is not 

possible however to make a comparison of the importance of 

the internal referent to the external referent from Cappelli 

and Sherer's data; thus, all that can be said with certainty 

is that the external referent was important, not more or 

less important than the internal referent. 

The diametrically opposite results achieved by these two 

studies require clarification, to develop a model of the 

effects of multi-tier wage structures that is sufficient 

to explain the results of both studies within a consistent 
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framework. McFarlin and Frone (1990) find results similar 

to those of Martin and Peterson (1987) (lower pay equity 

and commitment among lower-tier workers) although in a 

non-union environment. This provides further support for 

the applicability of equity theory to the study of multi- 

tier pay structures and supports the hypotheses of Martin 

and Peterson (1987). Cappelli and Sherer's (1990) differing 

results could be a function of their failure to differen- 

tiate between full and part time workers (if there were 

both among the respondents) or a failure to clearly examine 

the effect of being recently laid off on perceptions of 

pay equity and commitment.!°% Further, the results may also 

be affected by the size of the difference in wages between 

the tiers (the magnitude of the difference in between-tier 

wages may affect workers' pay equity perceptions) or by the 

presence of a "permanent" plan. An additional factor that 

could have an impact on the results are differences in wage 

rates between the respondent worker and the product labor 

market and the general local labor market. Finally, the 

actual length of time that the plan has been implemented 

  

13° See discussion under Goal Commitment in Chapter 3. 
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could be an important factor in explaining these different 

results. 

The one common thread that runs between the two major 

studies is that more positive perceptions are reported by 

groups that may have diminished perceptions of job 

mobility.?° The possibility of effects associated with 

perceptions of job mobility among the lower tier part timers 

is discussed by Martin and Peterson (1987), who ascribe the 

differences between part and full time results to the po- 

tentially diminished sense of job mobility among the part 

timers.*! Perceptions of low job mobility have been linked 

to higher levels of commitment to both union and employer 

(Martin, Magenau and Peterson, 1986), and these higher 

levels of commitment should then also reflect more positive 

perceptions of pay equity, since the link between the two 

has also been established (Brooke, 1986; Rhodes and Steers, 

1981). True to that link, Martin and Peterson (1987) found 

that part time workers did have both higher levels of 

  

@0 This would be the part-time workers in Martin and 
Peterson (1987) and the lower tier workers in Cappelli 
and Sherer (1990) who were hired after lay off or from 
another airline. 

21 See Note 13 above. 
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commitment and more positive perceptions of pay equity. 

While these results cannot conclusively demonstrate that 

the part time workers in the study had low perceptions of 

job mobility, they do tend to support Martin and Peterson's 

(1987) hypothesis that the part time workers in this study 

do have low perceptions of job mobility. 

As for Cappelli and Sherer's (1990) results, the signif- 

icantly higher perceptions of organizational commitment and 

more positive pay equity perceptions among lower tier 

workers certainly raises the possibility that these workers 

also have low perceptions of job mobility. These perceptions 

of low job mobility could be a result of either having been 

recently laid off (experiencing the worse alternative) or 

from being employed at a wage rate that, while lower than 

the upper tier, is still perceived as better than any 

available alternative. Some factor must be at work to drive 

up the equity perceptions of these lower paid workers. If 

equity theory is truly a generalizable construct, then this 

factor(s) must be offsetting the normal social comparison 

(pay equity comparison) process. 

Iwo additional factors that must also be considered as po- 

tential moderators of the social comparison process are the 
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wage differential between tiers (i.e., what is the average 

percentage of the upper tier wages earned by lower tier 

workers). Martin and Peterson (1987) studied a plan that 

averaged a 33-39% lower wage rate for lower tier workers, 

coupled with a non-merging structure. Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990) studied plans with an average 25% lower wage rate 

for the lower tier, but which would merge after an average 

5 years. While it would be impossible to generalize about 

the effects of plan structure on equity perceptions without 

studying several organizations, plan structure must be 

considered at least at the theoretical level. The presence 

(or non-presence) of merging tiers and the range of wage 

differential could have significant effects on worker at- 

titudes. Workers performing under a merging plan with low 

wage differentials between the tiers might reasonably be 

expected to have more positive perceptions toward pay and 

commitment than would workers locked permanently into a 

lower tier with a higher differential. Another factor that 

must be considered at the theoretical level is the effect 

that the length of time since the plan was implemented has 

on worker perceptions. Martin and Peterson (1987) studied 

a plan that was in place for five years, while the plans 

studied by Cappelli and Sherer (1990) had only been in place 
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a few months. Worker perceptions of pay inequity may well 

take time to develop, 7% so this factor must be considered 

as well. Like structure, however, it would take research 

across several organizations to determine the effects of 

plan tenure, so any speculation about the effect of length 

of implementation must remain at the theoretical stage until 

multiple organization studies can be effected. 

The current study will focus primarily on replicating ele- 

ments of these two earlier studies, but will more directly 

address worker perceptions of job mobility. Since Martin, 

Magenau and Peterson (1986) have demonstrated that percep- 

tions of job mobility can affect commitment (and hence pay 

equity, see above) it may serve to explain the differences 

in the two major studies. For Martin and Peterson (1987), 

"part time" was essentially a proxy for “low job mobility" 

and the results associated with this proxy variable bore 

out Martin, Magenau and Peterson (1986). The question that 

  

22 New workers may still be comparing themselves solely 
to external referents (i.e., friends or the general 
labor market) and may not have yet begun to compare 
themselves to referents on the upper tier or in the 
product labor market. The comparison of Martin and 
Peterson (1987) to Cappelli and Sherer (1990) is cer- 
tainly an indicator that the length of time since plan 
implementation may well affect pay equity and commit- 
ment. 
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remains is whether the more committed, pay-satisfied lower 

tier workers reported by Cappelli and Sherer (1987) were 

also perceiving low job mobility. These workers exhibited 

traits that would indicate that they had low perceptions 

of job mobility, so given the results of the two major 

studies, it would seem logical to further explore the impact 

of job mobility on worker perceptions of pay equity and 

commitment. 

If job mobility is found to have a significant and moder- 

ating effect on the differences in pay equity that might 

otherwise be associated with multi-tier structures, then 

the current study will make a significant contribution both 

to the understanding of multi-tier wage structures and to 

the extension of general equity theory. 

Both studies suggest that they should be replicated across 

several organizations before any real generalizations can 

be made. The methodology developed for this study in the 

next chapter will reflect the difficulties detailed above, 

and will clarify attitudinal effects of multi-tier wage 

structures. 
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 

Introduction . 

As has been discussed in the preceding chapter, equity 

theory would generally predict that differences in pay eq- 

uity and organizational and union commitment would exist 

between the upper and lower tiers. The conflict, however, 

between the results achieved by Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

and Martin and Peterson (1987), suggests that further ex- 

Ploration into between-tier differences is required. The 

objective of this study is to substantially replicate the 

two earlier studies while exploring the potential effects 

that job mobility has on worker perceptions, and to deter- 

mine if these effects could offer a possible explanation 

of the differences between them. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

and Martin and Peterson (1987) used worker perceptions of 

either pay equity or pay satisfaction, and commitment to 

their union and employer as the central measures of 

between-tier differences. It is possible to effectively 

synthesize the methodologies of the two studies, and then 

replicate them in a different organization. By doing this 
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and then adding a measure of perceived job mobility, this 

study will both examine worker pay equity and pay satis- 

faction differences between tiers, and will explore the 

possibility that perceived job mobility can affect these 

pay equity, pay satisfaction and organizational and union 

commitment perceptions. 

General Model 

Barring any moderating factors, equity theory would predict 

that if two workers are doing the same work (inputs) and 

are being paid at different rates (experiencing different 

outcomes), then the worker being paid less will experience 

pay inequity (Adams 1963; 1979). This model presupposes that 

the two workers have only each other to compare themselves 

to within the organization and that no other comparisons 

are being made to others outside the organization. In large 

part, a multi-tier wage structure (usually a two-tier 

structure) creates just such a situation; upper and lower 

tier workers are performing the same work, yet they are 

paid at different rates solely because of the date that 

they were hired. If this structure is limited by the same 

comparison constraints used in the example, then lower tier 
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workers will perceive pay inequity (Martin and Peterson, 

1987). 

Equity determinations are not, however, made in a vacuum. 

Equity theory is based on a process of social comparison 

and workers do have the opportunity to make comparisons with 

others outside the organization. A worker that chooses to 

remain with a firm although the firm is paying that worker 

less than an upper tier worker performing the same job must 

either be making a dissonance reducing comparison to 

referents beyond the firm (Hills, 1980), or must be expe- 

riencing some other perception that makes the pay appear 

equitable.?3 Martin, Magenau and Peterson (1986) demon- 

strated that workers who perceived low job mobility regis- 

  

23 Workers also have another possible reaction to pay in- 
equity, besides dissonance reduction and leaving the 
firm. The worker can actually reduce the inputs into 
the organization (i.e., be less productive) until the 
worker feels that there is again an equitable ratio of 
inputs to outcomes. Neither Martin and Peterson (1987) 
nor Cappelli and Sherer (1990) examined the issue of 
reduced productivity among lower tier workers. It would, 
however, appear to be a non-issue, since employers do 
not appear to feel that productivity has suffered as a 
result of the installation of multi-tier plans (Essick, 
1988). Productivity losses would offset the labor 
savings engendered by the plans and therefore, if there 
were productivity losses, one would expect that the 
plans would have long since been phased out by manage- 
ment. 
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tered significantly higher commitment to both employer and 

union than did workers who perceived higher job mobility. 

Commitment has also been shown to be positively related to 

pay equity (Brooke, 1986; Rhodes and Steers, 1981). Martin 

and Peterson (1987) suggested that the part time workers 

in their study might perceive limited job mobility because 

of the high pay associated with their jobs. These workers 

showed higher commitment and more positive pay equity per- 

ceptions than did their full-time counterparts across both 

tiers, as would be expected of workers that perceive low 

job mobility.**4 These results may provide a substantial clue 

about one possible variable, low perceived job mobility, 

that could explain the more committed, more satisfied lower 

tier workers in Cappelli and Sherer (1990). It is possible 

  

24 There is no demonstrated relationship between percep- 

tions of job mobility and pay equity perceptions. How- 
ever, low job mobility has been demonstrated to have a 
relationship with higher organizational commitment 
(Martin, Magenau and Peterson, 1986) and higher levels 
of organizational commitment have been related to higher 
perceptions of pay equity (Brooke, 1986; Rhodes and 
Steers, 1981). Transitivity is not necessarily a prop- 
erty of psychological measures, but one may at least 
logically theorize from these two relationships that 
a third relationship between job mobility and pay equity 
may exist. Demonstrating this relationship and exam- 
ining its implications in explaining worker perceptions 
in multi-tier wage environments is the focus of the 
present study. 
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that these workers do not feel that they could find simi- 

larly high paying or rewarding positions in other firms, 

thus creating low perceptions of job mobility. Low percep- 

tions of job mobility could raise commitment and pay equity 

perceptions to such a degree that the levels of both of 

these measures would be far different from the levels that 

equity theory would normally predict. #5 

Job mobility perceptions are not strictly pay-dependent, 

but may reflect other worker concerns as well. Cappelli and 

Sherer (1990) noted that airline pilots did not feel that 

they could find similar employment in other airlines, be- 

cause of seniority-based benefits that would be lost on 

transfer. One might speculate that other intrinsic qualities 

of employment (e.g., quality of work life, status, etc.) 

combine with pay to form a package that the worker feels 

  

25 It is important to note that the part-timers’ percep- 
tions in Martin and Peterson (1987) were not in line 
with what past empirical studies of part-time versus 
full-time worker job satisfaction had found. Both Miller 
and Terborg (1979) and Logan, O'Reilly and Roberts 
(1973) found that part-time workers have lower job 
satisfaction (including pay and benefits) than do 
full-time workers. Thus, for Martin and Peterson (1987) 
to report the more positive perceptions for part-time 
workers, some other factor (such as perceived job mo- 
bility) must have been at work to alter the expected 
perceptions. 
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would be difficult to achieve elsewhere, thus creating a 

perception of low job mobility. Low job mobility perceptions 

then drive up levels of organizational commitment (Martin, 

Magenau and Peterson, 1986) and, potentially, pay equity 

as well (Brooke, 1986; Rhodes and Steers, 1981). Thus, while 

the pay differences between tiers taken alone would create 

lower pay equity among lower tier workers, low job mobility 

perceptions among the lower-tier workers may well have the 

effect of making their pay level appear more equitable. This 

would take place because lower tier workers would tend to 

"feel" better about their pay and the organization that 

supplied it if those workers felt that they could not easily 

replicate similar employment conditions elsewhere. 

Thus, the central hypotheses of this study are as follows: 

Hypothesis 1, Tier Effects: Workers on lower 

tiers will report lower pay equity and pay sat- 

isfaction than will workers on tiers above 

them.*° Workers on lower tiers will report lower 

  

26 The workforce that provided the data for this study work 
under a multi-tier wage structure, with three tiers of 
mixed full and part time workers and a fourth (and 
lowest paid) tier for new part time workers only. To 
keep this study more directly replicative of Martin and 
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company commitment and union commitment than 

workers on the tiers above them.?7 Part time 

workers on all wage tiers will perceive more 

positive perceptions than the full timers on their 

tier and the part time/ full time differences will 

be greater on the higher tier.#8 

Hypothesis 2: The effect of perceived job mo- 

bility on pay equity, pay satisfaction, company 

  

Peterson (1987), only the three tiers that had mixed 
part time and full time workers are used in this study. 
When Hypothesis 1 is operationalized to a three-tier 
setting, it would predict that the lowest tier will 
report lower pay equity and pay satisfaction than the 
upper two tiers, and that the middle tier will report 
lower than the top tier, but higher than the lowest 

tier. The top tier would report more positive percep- 
tions than either of the lower tiers. 

27 Martin and Peterson (1987) found no tier effects for 
company commitment; Cappelli and Sherer (1990) found 
that lower tier workers reported higher company com- 
mitment. The commitment hypothesis in the present re- 
search follows the findings of Brooke (1986) and Rhodes 
and Steers (1981), which suggest a positive relationship 
between commitment, pay equity and pay satisfaction. 

28 This is directly from Martin and Peterson (1987), which 
both hypothesized this relationship and found empirical 
evidence to support it. 

Chapter 3: Methodology 43



commitment and union commitment will be 

negative. #3 

Research Site 

The research was conducted among the unionized workers in 

a retail food store chain that has a unionized workforce 

operating under a multi-tier wage*® agreement. The workers' 

contract has wage tiers based upon worker hire date and 

it is reported by union leadership that workers are fully 

aware of the provisions of their contract and that there 

are multiple wage tiers. This creates an environment where 

lower tier workers should experience negative pay equity 

(since they would see workers doing their same job at a 

higher rate of pay). The data were collected with a survey 

instrument specifically designed to measure workers' com- 

  

29 This hypothesis is derived from from Martin, Magenau 
and Peterson (1986), Brooke (1986) and Rhodes and Steers 
(1981), which each found that diminished job mobility 
perceptions were associated with higher company com- 
mitment (Martin et al, 1986) and diminished pay equity 
(Brooke, 1986; Rhodes and Steers, 1981) and from Martin 
and Peterson (1987), who reported higher part time 
perceptions, and hypothesized that this was the result 
of low job mobility. 

30 See note 26 above. 
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mitment to their union and employer, workers' pay equity 

perceptions, workers’ pay satisfaction perceptions, and 

workers’ perceived job mobility. Items were drawn from 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) and Martin and Peterson (1987) 

for commitment and pay equity, and from the Michigan Or- 

ganizational Assessment Package (1975) for perceived job 

mobility. All of the measures used will thus have been 

previously validated. 

Independent Variables 

age Le 

Both Cappelli and Sherer (1990) and Martin and Peterson 

(1987) found that wage tier is associated with differing 

worker perceptions of pay equity and commitment. Wage tier 

was determined by worker self-reporting and by an analysis 

of respondents' wage rate, job title, and start date. Three 

wage tiers that contained both full and part time workers 

are used in this study. 

Job Mobility 
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Job mobility is the workers’ perception of their ability 

to find equally satisfying employment elsewhere. It is 

measured using a seven point Likert scale and questions of 

the following type: 

I could very easily find a job as good as this one else- 

where. 

Three questions of this type were included in the survey 

instrument. 

e aphic Info LO 

Information about age, sex, and education are included to 

determine if there are any significant equity effects as- 

sociated with any of these variables. If any of these 

variables do have significant effects, they must be analyzed 

for their potential effect on tier differences. 3! 

  

31 Rhodes (1983) and Lee and Wilber (1985) both suggest 
that age (and therefore possibly seniority and experi- 
ence as well) is positively related to job satisfaction, 
including pay equity perceptions. sex and education 
are included primarily to be tested as possibly influ- 
ential endowments. While there is no literature that 
directly addresses the differences that these endowments 
might make, it is possible that either of these vari- 
ables may have some effect on worker responses. There- 
fore, the data will be tested for any differences that 
they might explain. 
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Dependent Variables 

Each of the dependent measures used in this study was de- 

rived from either Cappelli and Sherer (1990), Martin and 

Peterson (1987), or from both. Individual items are shown 

in Appendix B. 

Company/Union Commitment 

Both studies measure worker commitment to their union and 

to their employer, Martin and Peterson (1987) with a three 

item measure and Cappelli and Sherer (1990) with a twelve 

item measure for each organization.?* Martin and Peterson 

(1987) also included a measure of union instrumentality with 

  

32 Martin and Peterson (1987) included the commitment 
measures aS an extension of their research into equity 
theory and less as a measure of the effects on worker 
perceptions of multi-tier wage contracts. One must re- 
member that Martin and Peterson (1987) used the multi- 
tier wage shop as a natural laboratory for the 
application of equity theory, so even though this study 
makes an important contribution to the understanding 
of multi-tier wage structures, it is above all else an 
attempt to study the applicability of equity theory in 
a real-world setting. Martin and Peterson (1987) are 
attempting to extend the findings of Brooke (1986) and 
Rhodes and Steers (1981) that established that there 
was a positive link between pay equity and organiza- 
tional commitment. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) are 
studying the outcomes of two-tier plans on a workforce. 
This is an important distinction in the orientation of 
the two projects that explains certain dissimilarities 
in their methodology and interpretation. 
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regard to pay. Fiorito, Gallagher, and Fukami (1988) sug- 

gest that high instrumentality of this sort will have a 

positive effect on members’ satisfaction with the union, 

which should affect commitment to the union. 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) include commitment measures be- 

cause they are attempting to determine if there may be 

negative organizational outcomes associated with multi-tier 

wage structures. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) cite the work 

of Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982) and Gordon, Philpott, 

Burt, Thomson and Spiller (1980) which both suggest that 

there are definite organizational outcomes, such as dif- 

ferent rates of absenteeism and turnover, associated with 

different levels of commitment. Again, Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990) are more concerned with macro phenomena (i.e., ef- 

fects on the industry); Martin and Peterson (1987) are more 

concerned with micro effects on individual workers. 

Martin and Peterson (1987) found that although lower tier 

workers did not report lower levels of commitment to both 

employer and union, they did report relatively lower per- 

ceptions of union instrumentality with regard to pay. 

Martin and Peterson (1987) also found that part-time workers 

in both tiers would report higher scores across these di- 
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mensions than would full-timer workers. Martin and Peterson 

(1987) postulated that this was a result of the reduced 

mobility? of these particular part-time workers (compared 

to full-time workers) which would increase their dependency 

and thus commitment to the employer and to the union that 

represents them to that employer. Because of the structure 

of this particular workplace?* most part-timers were in the 

lower tier. Martin and Peterson (1987) controlled for the 

effect that this would have on their results, since an 

uncontrolled net effect would be a reduction in difference 

between tiers across all dimensions.?5 The effects created 

  

33° Martin and Peterson (1987) believed that because these 
part-timers were working in a unionized store with 
higher wages than other stores in the area, that they 
would perceive of few opportunities outside this or- 
ganization for similar employment. Because of this 
perception, Martin and Peterson believed that these 
workers would perceive low job mobility, which would 
then raise their levels of organizational commitment 
(Martin, Magenau and Peterson, 1986). 

34 New workers enter as part timers and can then bid on 
full time positions as they become available. This puts 
most part-timers on the entry level and lower tier, 
Since few workers with seniority opt for part-time 
status. 

35 A preponderance of higher-scoring part-timers in the 
lower tier would place that tier into a higher position 
relative to a largely full-time upper tier than would 
be the case if both tiers had equal proportions of full 
and part timers. 
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by different worker status and by the perceptions engendered 

by that status must be controlled for in any study of these 

systems. 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) do not indicate that they made 

any allowance for the part-timer effects, or even if part- 

time workers were included in the sample.*® They do use a 

dummy variable to designate whether a worker had been laid 

off in the past five years. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

expected this to have a positive effect on pay satisfaction 

(since rehired workers would be favorably comparing their 

current income with their recent, unemployed level of in- 

come), but did not discuss the impact of this condition 

on commitment levels. Twenty-one percent of the respondents 

had been laid off in the past five years, and given 

seniority-based layoff systems most of these recently laid 

off workers would be lower seniority. This should be of 

concern, because a recent layoff could create the same sense 

of diminished job mobility, since they may recently have 

experienced the difficulty of finding similarly high paying 

  

36 One can infer, however, that there were in fact part 
time workers included in Cappelli and Sherer (1990). 
Cappelli and Sherer (1988), which is based on the same 
survey and sample, did contain part timers (9%). 
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work (depending on the length of the layoff). In addition 

to having recently looked for a job, recently laid off 

workers would have also experienced a much worse alternative 

to their present situation, making the present job and pay 

somewhat more attractive and reinforcing the sense that 

there are few alternatives to present employment. This di- 

minished sense of job mobility could then raise the com- 

mitment levels of these recently laid off workers (Martin, 

Magenau, and Peterson, 1986). Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

fail to provide any information on the proportion of the 

recently laid off in each tier, but there is the strong 

possibility that a concentration of these workers in the 

lower tier could substantially raise the commitment levels 

of the lower tier.?7’ Cappelli and Sherer (1990) in fact 

  

37 In a telephone conversation, Peter Cappelli indicated 
that he believed that laid-off workers would probably 
be in the upper tier, because of hire-backs before the 
implementation of this one year old plan. This expla- 
nation is, of course, speculative, and does not include 

the possibility of laid off workers from other airlines 
accepting jobs in the "B" tier, nor does it exclude 
the possibility that there are in fact disproportion- 
ately high numbers of such recently laid off workers 

in the lower tier. Cappelli and Sherer (1988) discuss 
the heavy financial losses experienced by airlines in 

the year before this study, so it does not seem un- 
tenable that many workers were hired after losing jobs 
at other airlines. However, if Cappelli is correct and 
the only recently laid off workers are on the upper 
tier, this might explain the lower perceived job secu- 
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report that lower tier workers report higher levels of 

commitment to both the union and to the employer. The au-~ 

thors explain that this is a result of senior workers ' 

diminished feelings of job security, which causes those 

workers to feel less committed to an employer that they 

feel may be trying to replace them with lower tier workers. 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) measured perceived job security 

and found lower levels among upper tier workers. Further, 

without data about lay off proportions, it is inappropriate 

to speculate whether recent lay offs contribute to a job 

mobility effect similar to the part-time status in Martin 

and Peterson (1987). 

  

rity reported for that tier. Job security perceptions 
may then affect worker commitment to the employer and 
then in turn pay satisfaction. If low perceptions of 
job security negatively affect commitment to the firm 
and perceptions of pay satisfaction, then the lower job 
security reported by the upper tier may be an additional 
explanatory variable to explain between-tier variance 
in pay satisfaction (and pay equity) and in organiza- 
tional/ union commitment. In summary, workers laid off 
from the airline that is studied are believed to have 
been recalled to the upper tier; workers laid off from 
other airlines would be hired into the lower tier. De- 
pending on from where the worker was laid off, the 
worker will either experience diminished job security 
(same airline) or diminished job mobility (different 
airline). Thus, without further differentiation, no firm 
determinations of layoff effects should be made. 
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Workers' commitment to their union and to the organization 

that employs them were measured in this study using scales 

derived from those used by Cappelli and Sherer (1990), which 

are based on commitment scales developed by Sherer and 

Morishima (1987). Brooke (1986) and Rhodes and Steers 

(1981) indicate a positive relationship between commitment, 

pay equity and pay satisfaction. Martin and Peterson (1987) 

found positive correlations as well. Cappelli and Sherer 

(1990) do not show results that demonstrate the relationship 

between pay equity, satisfaction and commitment. Commitment 

to organization and union is also of interest because high 

levels of dual commitment are known to be associated with 

a cooperative bargaining environment (Angle and Perry, 

1986). Although consideration of this issue is beyond the 

scope of the present study, it is of interest that high 

dual commitment may well be reported in an organization with 

multi-tier wage structures. If high dual commitment does 

in fact reflect a cooperative bargaining climate, then the 

multi-tier wage plan in that organization would be operating 

in an atmosphere of labor/management cooperation, and not 

in one of management coercion. 38 

  

38 Multi-tier wage plans are often reported as "conces- 
sions" (Mitchell, 1986) that management has wrested from 
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ay Equity and Pay Satisfactio 

The focus-of Martin and Peterson (1987) was on between tier 

differences in pay equity, while Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

focused their between tier distinction on pay satisfaction. 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) derived their pay satisfaction 

items from the Minnesota Pay Satisfaction Questionnaire, 

while Martin and Peterson (1987) developed their pay equity 

items independently. To examine the attitudinal effects of 

multi-tier wage structures, the theoretical distinction 

between pay equity and pay satisfaction?? will be maintained 

and the two measures will be considered independently. 

Martin and Peterson (1987) refer to the high correlation 

between the two measures (pay satisfaction and pay equity), 

  

unions by virtue of management's superior bargaining 
power. If high dual commitment is found in these or- 
ganizations, then multi-tier wage structures should 
probably be considered the result of cooperative rather 
than concession bargaining (in those organizations where 
high dual commitment is found). 

33 Pay equity measurement is designed to aid in describing 
the process of social comparison, whereas pay satis- 
faction measures are simply designed to report relative 
satisfaction with pay level. Pay satisfaction is de- 
pendent on pay equity (i.e., if workers feel that their 
pay is equitable, then they should be satisfied with 
that pay) but is a distinct construct. 
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citing the Institute for Social Research (1975), and also 

acknowledge that pay equity leads to pay satisfaction, 

citing Dyer and Theriault (1976). 

Although demonstrably distinct constructs, pay equity and 

pay satisfaction have historically shown such high inter- 

relatedness that the differences in the Martin and Peterson 

(1987) and Cappelli and Sherer (1990) results must be con- 

Sidered, at least superficially, to be contradictory. 

Martin and Peterson (1987) found that lower tier workers, 

both part and full time, reported more negative perceptions 

of pay equity than did their higher tier cohorts. Martin 

and Peterson (1987) found once again that part-timers re- 

ported more positive perceptions of pay equity than did 

full-timers on the same tier. Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

produced very dissimilar results, finding instead that lower 

tier workers reported more positive perceptions of pay 

satisfaction than did upper tier workers. Cappelli and 

Sherer (1990) cite Belden (1979), who states that although 

there is a theoretical distinction between pay equity and 

pay satisfaction, the measures used to determine both are 

very similar and that they are both closely related. The 

current study uses items from the surveys used in the two 
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major studies, both in an effort to replicate these studies 

and because all of these items have demonstrated validity 

to the constructs that they are designed to measure. A 

distinction is made, however, between pay satisfaction and 

pay equity, and both measures will be examined for between 

tier differences. 

Analysis 

The data were analyzed to determine between tier differences 

across the dimensions of pay equity, pay satisfaction, and 

organization and union commitment. The initial analysis is 

similar to the procedure used by Martin and Peterson (1987), 

and consists of a three by two factorial ANOVA with the 

factors "tier" (three levels) and "part time/ full time 

status," to determine if significant differences exist in 

pay equity, pay satisfaction and company and union commit- 

ment. To fully test Hypothesis 1, a status by tier inter- 

action term is specified for the ANOVA of each dependent 

variable. 
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To test the effects of tier membership, job mobility per- 

ceptions, and the demographic variables (age, sex, educa- 

tion), each was used in a regression against the 4 dependent 

measures. If job mobility is, as predicted, an important 

predictor of the level of the dependent measures, it should 

demonstrate significant effects in the regression results. 

The results from the regression were examined to determine 

if tier membership, demographic status, or job mobility were 

Significant predictors of the dependent variables. 

The central problem for a study of this nature is access 

to data. It was extremely difficult to find a company that 

would grant access to its workers for a study that might 

"stir up" worker resentment toward the organization. For 

this reason, the present research was conducted through a 

union, among the retail workers of a single employer, as 

was the research conducted by Martin and Peterson (1987). 

The union endorsed and co-sponsored the study. Unlike the 

workers' employer, union officials were more interested in 

the effects of the multi-tier contract than they were afraid 

of any fall out that drawing attention to the contract might 

generate. They were also interested in using the results 

as background for the next round of bargaining. 
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Summary 

This chapter has presented the general model of the causes 

of between-tier differences, has discussed the variables 

collected and analyzed, and has given an overview of the 

analysis to be performed. This analysis will provide an 

examination of the attitudinal effects of a multi-tier wage 

structure and will demonstrate the relationship between job 

mobility and the dependent measures. 
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CHAPTER 4: STUDY RESULTS 

Introduction 

This chapter presents the findings of the research conducted 

among the study sample. The first section will discuss the 

research site and collection procedure, as well as the de- 

mographics and characteristics of the sample. The second 

part of this chapter will review the scale measures used 

in the study. The final section will present the results 

of the analysis detailed in Chapter 3. 

Site, Data Collection and Sample Characteristics 

An agreement was reached with the president of a local union 

that represents the workers of a large retail grocery chain 

to conduct this study among the union membership. While the 

workers of the grocery chain are not all union members (the 

stores are in right<to-work states), the president stated 

that approximately 75% of the workers were members of the 

union. The president was provided with a copy of the pro- 

posed survey instrument, to which he made no changes nor 
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deletions. The president did avail himself of an offer to 

add some questions that dealt with other membership atti- 

tudes and perceptions; these questions were added at the 

end of the survey instrument. 

All members of the local union were surveyed in this study. 

Envelopes provided by the union (with full-color union seal) 

and containing the following were given to the local to 

address and mail: 

1. A letter from the local president endorsing the study 

and urging the member to respond. 

2. A postage=-paid envelope addressed to the university. 

3. A copy of the four page survey instrument (see Appendix 

A). 

Of the 1924 questionnaires sent out to the union membership, 

four-hundred and twenty-four (424) were returned in a usable 

form, yielding a response rate of twenty-two (22) percent. 

Two-hundred and ninety-two (292) of these surveys were used 

in the present study; the rest of the respondents were in 
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job classifications not considered in this study.‘*® The 

collective bargaining agreements for the workers were ex- 

amined for the period of the multi-tier wage system, and 

information from the contracts was then used to verify 

self-reported tier and to make the final assignment of tier 

designation of workers.*! One-hundred and fifty (150) of 

  

40 See note 41 below for a description of the wage and 
tier structure of the respondents considered in this 
study. 

41 The tier assignment required a complex assessment of 
wage level, start date and job assignment to determine 
the relative tier of the workers. An examination of the 
contracts indicated that the wages were structured in 
the following manner at the time of the study: 

1. Top Tier, Full Time: full-time wage. 

2. Top Tier, Part Time: part-time wage. 

3. Middle Tier, Full Time: Approximately 70 percent 
of top tier full-time wages. 

4. Low Tier, Full Time: Approximately 60 percent of 
top tier full-time wage. 

5. Low Tier, Part Time: Approximately 60 percent of 
top tier part-time wage. 

Multiple wage tiers had been introduced to this 
workforce beginning with the collective bargaining 
agreement signed in October, 1976. There were initially 
two wage tiers, with a lower tier for newly-hired 

part-time clerks. In the agreement signed in 1979, a 
lower tier for newly-hired full-time workers was added. 
The 1983 agreement created a third tier for full-time 
workers hired after the start of the agreement along 
with a fourth tier for part-timers hired after the start 
of the agreement. In the 1986 agreement, the top three 
full and part-time tiers all suffered pay cuts and the 
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the respondents were on the top tier, fifty-one (51) were 

on the middle tier, and ninety-one (91) were on the low 

tier. Eight (8) percent of the respondents were part time 

workers, with one (1) part time worker in the top tier, 

nine (9) in the middle tier and thirteen (13) in the lower 

tier. Demographic information by tier is presented in Table 

1, along with an indication of which demographic information 

is significantly different between tiers. As might be ex- 

pected, age is significantly lower on each lower tier and 

the concentration of female workers increases significantly 

on each lower tier. No differences were found in workers' 

education. 

Scale Information 

Appendix B shows the items used for each of the dependent 

variables, along with the items that comprise the job mo- 

bility scale. The Cronbach's Alpha for each of the scales 

  

fourth tier (part-timers hired after 1983) were given 
a raise in their top wage rate. Finally, in the 1989 
agreement, the progression of the third tier (full- 
timers hired after 1983) was modified such that by the 
end of the contract, workers on this tier would receive 
the same wages as the second tier (full-timers hired 
between 1979 and 1983). 
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Table 1. Demographic Information by Tier 

  

  

  

  

  

  

High Tier 

Variable N Mean Standard Deviation 

Age 150 42.27 8.56 

Education 151 11.78 1.10 

Gender (Male=1) 152 .67 .47 

Middle Tier 

Age 51 36.69 11.31 

Education 52 11.75 -79 

Gender (Male=1) 52 .38 49 

Low Tier 

Age 91 33.43 11.76 

Education 90 11.79 .76 

Gender (Male=1) 92 .34 . 48 
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is reported as well. All scales had a Cronbach's Alpha 

greater than .75. 

Analysis Results 

Table 2 shows the means, standard deviations, and 

correlations among the major variables of the study. Pay 

equity by pay satisfaction is shown to have a high corre- 

lation (r=.537), as are union by company commitment 

(r=.514), union commitment by pay satisfaction (r=.349), 

and company commitment by pay satisfaction (r=.400). 

Table 3 presents more detailed descriptive statistics of 

the major variables in the study, along with the ANOVA 

results. A Duncan's multiple range test showed that there 

is a significant difference between all three tiers in pay 

equity. The top tier reported the most positive equity, 

followed by the middle and then low tiers. 

The Duncan's test showed that there were significant dif- 

ferences in pay satisfaction between the top tier and the 

middle and lower tiers, with the top tier reporting higher 

satisfaction than either the middle or lower tiers. For job 

mobility, the Duncan's test showed a significant difference 
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between the top and middle tiers and the low tier, with 

the low tier reporting significantly higher mobility per- 

ceptions than either the top or middle tier. There were 

no significant tier differences in union commitment. Part 

time/ full time differences only affected pay equity, with 

part timers reporting lower pay equity than full timers. 

This corresponds with the part timers' increased represen- 

tation on the lower tiers, putting more of them into a lower 

pay position. Except for the part timers’ lower pay equity 

(Martin and Peterson (1987) found that part timers had more 

positive pay equity than did full timers on the same tier), 

the direction of the significant effects mirror those of 

Martin and Peterson (1987) and all follow the prediction 

of equity theory (as detailed in Hypothesis 1). The only 

significant tier/ status interaction effect*? was on em- 

ployer commitment; an examination of the means suggests that 

part timers on the lower tiers would have lower company 

commitment than full timers on those tiers. No other part 

  

42 The interaction is tested to find out if it is possible 
that there are significant effects associated with the 
two independent variable operating on each other to 
affect the level of the dependent variable. Since the 
interaction was examined by Martin and Peterson (1987), 
and since it is a recommended procedure to include in 
ANOVA analysis (Hinkle, Wierma and Jur, 1979), inter- 
action effects were examined here as well. 
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time/tier effects were found. Finally, Table 4 shows the 

results of the regressions for each of the dependent meas- 

ures (pay equity, pay satisfaction, union commitment and 

organizational commitment) and the effects of tier member- 

ship, part time/full time status, perceived job mobility 

and demographic endowment. 

Job mobility is significantly and negatively associated with 

all of the dependent measures, consistent with Hypothesis 

2. Demographic measures offer no significant effects in 

the regressions for any of the dependent measures, with the 

exception of gender, which is negatively associated with 

pay satisfaction (indicating that women are less satisfied 

than men). The significant regression coefficients asso- 

ciated with tier reflect the findings of the ANOVA. The 

significant correlations between each of the dependent 

variables and job mobility supports Hypothesis 2. 

Summary 

Hypothesis 1 is partially confirmed. ANOVA results show that 

both pay equity and pay satisfaction differ as predicted 

between the top tier and at least one of the lower tiers. 
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No significant difference is found for either union or 

company commitment across tiers. Contrary to Hypothesis 1 

and Martin and Peterson (1987), full time workers were found 

to have more positive equity perceptions than part time 

workers. Further, the interaction effects and an examination 

of the means indicate that the difference between full time 

and part time workers was found to be greatest on the low 

tier. Hypothesis 2 is confirmed by the analysis. Job mo- 

bility perceptions are found to have a negative effect on 

pay equity, pay satisfaction, company commitment and union 

commitment. 

This chapter reports the results of the analysis used in 

the study. The following chapter will present a discussion 

of the results detailed above. 
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS OF T STUD 

ntroductio 

The proliferation of multi-tier wage structures has resulted 

in diverse reactions by union officials, workers,and man- 

agers, and has engendered two major studies of the effect 

of these pay structures in the union environment (Martin 

and Peterson, 1987; Cappelli and Sherer, 1990). Because 

there were conflicting results in the major studies and 

because the multi-tier plans remain in use, the present 

study sought to replicate and extend existing research to 

determine: (1) whether equity theory (Adams, 1963; 1979) 

is effective in predicting the effects of the multi-tier 

pay structures on workers; (2) whether the use of multi-tier 

wage contracts has a negative effect on workers’ perceptions 

of the fairness and satisfactoriness of their pay and on 

their commitment to their employer and their union; and (3) 

whether workers’ perceptions of their own job mobility af- 

fected their perceptions of pay equity, pay satisfaction, 

company commitment and union commitment. Toward these goals, 

the present study collected data on pay equity, pay satis- 
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faction, company commitment and union commitment attitudes 

from union members working under a multi-tier contract, and 

analyzed whether there were in fact significant differences 

between workers on different tiers. The study then examined 

the effect that workers' job mobility perceptions would have 

in moderating the level of pay equity, pay satisfaction, 

company commitment and union commitment. 

Discussion of Findings 

The present study closely replicates Martin and Peterson 

(1987), and extends their research to a different popu- 

lation. 

The first hypothesis of this study was partially supported, 

in a way that is consistent with the results of Martin and 

Peterson (1987); workers on the lowest tier report signif- 

icantly lower pay satisfaction than do their counterparts 

on the upper tiers, and workers on each successive tier 

report lower pay equity than those on the tier above them. 

One could speculate from these results that for workers on 

the lowest tier there is no economic nor comparative deci- 

Sion that can be made that allows them to be as satisfied 
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with their pay nor as equitably rewarded as their co-workers 

on either of the upper two tiers. The middle tier workers 

can make a favorable equity comparison to low tier workers, 

although they still report more negative pay equity than 

do top tier workers. As for pay satisfaction, economic 

decisions by middle and low tier workers about pure pay 

level between themselves and the top tier may affect their 

expectations and hence their level of satisfaction. Top tier 

workers report the most positive attitudes, as equity theory 

would predict. These results indicate that the predictions 

made by equity theory are essentially sound, and that the 

process of comparison goes on as expected. 

No significant differences were found between tiers for 

company commitment and union commitment.** These findings 

are consistent with Martin and Peterson (1987) and contrast 

with those of Cappelli and Sherer (1990) (at least in the 

sense that Cappelli and Sherer (1990) found significant tier 

effects on commitment). Hypothesis 1 proposed that the lower 

the workers' tier, the lower the workers' commitment would 

be, both to company and to union; this was not supported 

  

43 Save that the low tier part time workers have signif- 
icantly lower company commitment than do other workers. 
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by the data. One conclusion that can be drawn from these 

results and from Martin and Peterson (1987) is that the 

issue of general commitment to union or company is’ unaf- 

fected by tier position. Martin and Peterson (1987) did find 

between-tier differences for union instrumentality regarding 

pay; this may mean that only for specific issues (such as 

pay), are workers likely to have tier position affect their 

attitude. 

Table 2 clearly shows that it is upper tier workers who 

feel the least job mobility in this particular sample. 

Thus, it is lower tier workers who would be expected in 

this environment to have the lowest company and union com- 

mitment, pay equity and pay satisfaction. This is partially 

borne out by the results. The correlations shown in Table 

3 and the regression results in Table 4 both support the 

negative relationship between job mobility and commitment. 

What may then be happening in this population is that the 

lower tier jobs are not a particularly attractive alterna- 

tive to the surrounding labor market for the lower tier 

(particularly the lowest tier) workers, and so they report 

high job mobility. Although job mobility perceptions are 

found to have a negative effect upon all of the dependent 
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variables, there is no way to be certain that extremely 

restricted job mobility perceptions would explain Cappelli 

and Sherer's (1990) results; all that can be said with 

certainty is that there is a negative relationship between 

perceptions of job mobility and commitment and pay satis- 

faction, and then offer this as a possible explanation for 

the difference in results between Cappelli and Sherer (1990) 

and Martin and Peterson (1987). If the workers studied by 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) were in jobs that they considered 

very attractive relative to some perceived alternative, then 

these workers should have experienced perceptions of a lack 

of job mobility. This lack of mobility would then have 

moderated these workers' perceptions about pay satisfaction 

and company and union commitment. 

With respect to the second hypothesis of this research, the 

job mobility constraint was shown to have a significant 

effect on all 4 dependent measures: pay equity, pay satis- 

faction, and company and union commitment. The negative 

association of perceived job mobility with pay equity and 

pay satisfaction may demonstrate that workers who are sat- 

isfied with their pay also appear to feel that their current 

job is better than other, imagined alternatives. Alterna- 
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tively, the negative association may mean that workers who 

perceive that other jobs are not as desirable as their 

present job will report more positive pay equity and pay 

satisfaction than workers who believe that there are other 

desirable jobs to be had. It would, however, be inappro- 

priate to assume any causality between the two; one can 

only say from this analysis that the two are related. Also, 

job mobility is negatively associated with the two commit- 

ment measures, indicating that workers and union members 

who feel little job mobility are also more likely to report 

high commitment to their employer and their union. Con-= 

versely, workers who see alternative employment in a more 

favorable light tend to express less commitment to their 

employer and union. Again, while causality cannot be 

averred, the negative association between these perceptions 

suggests that they are both part of the same set of cog- 

nitive comparisons. 

The analysis indicates that although job mobility was sig- 

nificantly negatively correlated with pay equity (r= -.379), 

the amount of variance that it explained in pay equity was 

only moderate (r-square = .143 in a bivariate regression). 

What this may suggest is that the equity consideration may 
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take place in a way that is not as strongly affected by 

the job mobility perception as it is by the social com- 

parison process. The significant correlation indicates, 

though, that there may be some process of equity dissonance 

reduction related to the perception of job mobility. Al- 

though the effect is small, it remains clear that those 

who feel more constrained to remain in their present job 

report more positive equity perceptions than those who feel 

less constraint. Thus, this research does support the 

notion that dissonance produced by perceived pay inequity 

is moderated by perceptions about job mobility. 

The job mobility perception is more strongly related to 

workers’ pay satisfaction (r=-.424, r-square = .18). Al- 

though the correlation between pay equity and pay satis-~ 

faction is high (r=.537), workers' perceptions about the 

Ssatisfactoriness of their pay are formed by different per- 

ceptions than are their perceptions about equity. It is 

possible that pay satisfaction represents a more "economic" 

comparison than does equity, in the sense that workers are 

comparing pay levels between themselves and others and are 

considering the work inputs less. This would offer one 

possible explanation as to why job mobility explains more 
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variance in pay satisfaction than pay equity, and why the 

highly (but inequitably) paid lower-tier workers in Cappelli 

and Sherer (1990) reported more positive pay satisfaction 

than the upper tiers. If there is truly no economically 

reasonable alternative to the airline jobs in the Cappelli 

and Sherer (1990) study, then it is entirely possible that 

a substantial portion of their results were affected by job 

mobility considerations. Job mobility perceptions may have 

raised low tier airline workers' pay satisfaction and this, 

combined with the effects of the recency of the implemen- 

tation of the collective bargaining agreement and the nature 

of the merging provisions in the agreement, offer one pos- 

sible explanation of the differences between Cappelli and 

Sherer (1990) and Martin and Peterson (1987). The workers 

in Cappelli and Sherer (1990) were in elite jobs and had 

signed a contract that, while containing provisions that 

were not desirable, was not an agreement that created the 

differences in tier seen in Martin and Peterson (1987). 

The results of the analysis of the data offer further po- 

tential for a reconciliation between Martin and Peterson 

(1987) and Cappelli and Sherer (1990). Perceptions of job 

mobility are associated with workers' commitment to their 
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company and their union, although the present study did not 

find differences between tiers on these dimensions. Martin 

and Peterson (1987) found that there were no tier-based 

differences for union or company commitment, while Cappelli 

and Sherer (1990) found lower tier workers were more com- 

mitted to both their union and their employer. Although the 

present research does not reflect the tier effects in 

Cappelli and Sherer (1990) (tier effects were found in the 

present research for neither company commitment nor union 

commitment), the demonstration of the association of job 

mobility with commitment perceptions contributes a potential 

explanation for the presence of tier effects in Cappelli 

and Sherer (1990). Since job mobility has been demonstrated 

to have a significant association with both commitment 

perceptions, it is possible that new airline workers were 

receiving wages high enough relative to those they had most 

recently experienced to make them very thankful for and very 

constrained to their present employment. Again, assuming 

that the airline jobs studied by Cappelli and Sherer and 

the retail jobs studied by Martin and Peterson were (at 

least relatively) attractive to new workers, then the job 

mobility perceptions may have driven these new workers' 

attitudes in a positive direction. The airline workers may 
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have experienced job mobility perceptions so low as to raise 

their commitment above the top tier; the foodstore workers 

may have felt enough job mobility restriction to at least 

contribute to their having commitment levels no different 

from upper tier workers, even though there were pay equity 

and pay satisfaction differences. Perhaps for these workers 

the only alternative to the present job is unemployment, 

which would certainly add to their need for dissonance re- 

duction. The decision about commitment to employer and union 

is made largely through a process of evaluation of certain 

organizational dimensions, and these evaluations have been 

postulated to be negatively associated with job mobility 

(Martin, Magenau, and Peterson, 1986). This is consistent 

with Martin and Peterson's (1987) explanation of the reason 

that their part-time respondents reported higher equity and 

commitment than did their full-time respondents. Job mo- 

bility perceptions may be considered to have important 

ramifications for both union and management observers; the 

effects demonstrated here suggest that workers who experi- 

ence low job mobility will report more positive feelings 

toward pay and higher commitment to both their union and 

their employer. 
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This is not to say that the key to high worker pay satis-~ 

faction and commitment is to convince the worker of the 

desolation of the external job market; rather, it is to 

underscore that workers' decisions are made with deference 

to factors beyond the confines of their present employer. 

Company and union officials should be concerned, however, 

if worker perceptions of the company's operation and pay 

level are not realistically based. If a company that is, 

in fact, a high-pay employer is perceived by workers to 

be only an average paying employer, it is in the company's 

best interest to ensure that workers have more accurate 

information about the level of their pay. Also, union of- 

ficials must be certain that negotiated wage levels are 

realistically evaluated (particularly if they are favorable) 

to ensure that union members understand what their union 

has negotiated for in their behalf. 

Limitations of the Study and Future Directions 

There are of course limitations in the present research. A 

primary limitation is that while every effort was made to 

replicate the two primary studies, this effort still falls 

somewhat short of that goal. There were no store effects 
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possible here, as there were in the Martin and Peterson 

(1987) study, and the workforce population is substantially 

different from the airline workers studied by Cappelli and 

Sherer (1990). The survey instrument itself was flawed in 

the way that respondents were asked to report their wage 

tier; while this flaw was not fatal, it did require sub- 

stantial extrapolation from wage and position to determine 

wage tier.** Finally, there is no reasonable way to deter- 

Mine the response bias in research of this type, since the 

questionnaires are anonymous and there is no accurate way 

to discover the characteristics of those not responding. 

The fact that the results are in keeping with published 

research indicates that the effects seen here are probably 

the result of phenomena consistent with past research. Since 

the object of this project was primarily to replicate the 

method of Cappelli and Sherer (1990) and Martin and Peterson 

(1987), it is in most respects successful despite the lim- 

itations noted above. 

  

44 The complexity of the tier structure was not clear at 
the time that the survey instrument was designed and 
administered; because of this, individual responses had 
to be examined to ensure that tier assignments were 
accurate. 
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Future directions for this stream of research would include 

additional examination of the referents chosen by workers 

and a replication of the study among an airline workforce 

(to examine the same sort of workforce that Cappelli and 

Sherer (1990) studied), with particular attention paid to 

the effect of job mobility constraint on satisfaction, 

commitment and equity issues. Future research should be 

conducted on the antecedents of job mobility perceptions. 

If job mobility is in fact an important determinant of pay 

satisfaction and worker commitment, then it will also be 

important to understand how the job mobility beliefs are 

formed to better understand how the construct works to af- 

fect these other variables. Finally, since job mobility is 

negatively associated with pay equity, it would be inter- 

esting to examine the relationship between job mobility 

perceptions and the relative importance of different 

referents and workers' evaluation of their pay level com- 

pared to the various referents. 

A Normative Conclusion: Effects on workers 

Reviewing the analysis of this study makes it abundantly 

Clear that wage tier is associated with profound effects 
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on workers' feelings about how fairly they are treated by 

their employer and their happiness with their level of pay. 

For all but the highest tier workers, these effects are 

demonstrably negative.45One feels compelled to comment on 

the consequences of these effects. 

The pre-eminent concern must be with the lot of workers 

trapped in systems that capriciously assign them to roles 

that create feelings of inequitable treatment and economic 

disadvantage compared to their co-workers. Diminished em- 

ployment opportunities in the outside labor market drive 

up the workers' perceptions of their own desperation: they 

are forced to make the most out of an unconscionable sit- 

uation. Thus, as recession and unemployment rise, workers 

are forced increasingly to accept jobs that require them 

to daily rationalize their exchange of hard work for wages 

that they know are unfair. A company's decision to cut labor 

  

*5 It is impossible to say precisely what effect these 
systems have on upper tier workers; one can only say 
with certainty that they are more positive in their pay 
equity and pay satisfaction perceptions than are the 
lower tier workers. It is entirely possible that these 
top tier workers have also been negatively affected by 
the existence of wage systems that treat their co- 
workers inequitably, and that the entire workforce is 
laboring within a system that reduces their absolute 
level of equity and satisfaction (and possibly commit- 
ment as well). 

Chapter 5: Discussion and Limitations of the Study 84



costs ripples out into the daily work lives of men and women 

forced to accept employment that degrades them and reduces 

the value of their labor. 

Union leadership is not without blame either. The funda- 

mental outrage of employment under these systems is fully 

apparent to labor leaders. It is only political decisions 

that allow the systems to continue to exist: current mem- 

bers are served while future workers are consigned to de- 

meaning and devalued status. Allowing political decisions 

to reduce the human experience of an entire class of workers 

is unacceptable: clearly, all workers must concern them- 

selves with the welfare of those who will work with them. 

The trade union movement has historically been based on the 

premise that an injury to one is an injury to all: wage 

systems such as those described here denigrate that premise. 

Some other way must be charted, some other system created, 

that will allow people to work together in dignity and 

happiness, each assured that their labor is valued and that 

their fellow workers share a common desire for the well- 

being of all. 

While no alternative to tiered wage structures is easy, 

other possibilities must be examined. The simplest alter- 
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native is to have some variation of the merging systems 

described in Cappelli and Sherer (1990). Workers under these 

systems (at least in the airline industry) may have a better 

chance at fulfillment in their work. If Cappelli and Sherer 

are correct in their assumption that the more negative 

feelings of the top tier workers were the result of recent 

negotiation unpleasantness, then perhaps over time (as 

hostilities are forgotten) tier effects will no longer ex- 

ist. The problem with this alternative is that, at some 

point, lower tier workers will be just as capable as upper 

tier workers, but will be paid less for what they produce. 

Workers who have passed through the "apprenticeship" stage 

in skill and responsibility will experience negative equity 

and satisfaction until the time comes when their wage merges 

with the upper tier. Although this system does not create 

the permanent devaluation of a class of workers, it still 

creates a temporary cohort of unfairly treated workers. 

The second alternative is for unions to negotiate wage 

concessions for all workers, rather than only for future 

workers. If an analysis of the employer's fiscal health 

shows that continuing operation will require lower wage 

costs, then there is no other ethical alternative to nego- 
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tiating wage reductions. The union's duty is bargain for 

all members of the bargaining unit, and that would seem 

to include those who will join the bargaining unit under 

the new contract. Even if one were to accept the position 

that future workers are not the legal responsibility of the 

union, there remains no ethical rationale for negotiating 

contracts that perpetuate tiered systems for current mem- 

bers. It should be noted too that companies have a similar 

ethical responsibility to ask for wage concessions only when 

they are needed, not simply to increase profits at workers' 

expense. Periods of economic stagnation and high unemploy- 

ment are also periods when it becomes easy for companies 

to exploit workers who have no alternative but to stay and 

suffer. Many of the tiered wage systems that we see today 

were first negotiated during the 1979-1981 recession. 

Martin (1990) avers that although multi-tier contracts may 

have negative effects on worker attitudes, there are also 

positive social effects associated with the implementation 

of the plans. Martin (1990) believes that lower wage costs 

have allowed employers to compete better with non-union 

stores, allowing them to expand their operations and hire 

more workers. It is true that there is a social benefit 
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to increased employment; however, the magnitude of that 

benefit is moderated by the quality of the employment cre- 

ated. The lowest tier workers in this study barely made 

minimum wage, consigning many of them to the status of 

"working poor." This is a questionable social benefit. 

The responsibility for ensuring that workers are treated 

fairly falls on both company and union; both must work 

together in the future to ensure that there is a 

maximization of the interests of both company and worker. 

Tiered wage structures are an abrogation of that responsi- 

bility. A company is staffed with unhappy, unmotivated 

workers and a union is faced with a growing membership of 

lower tier workers who have had their interests abandoned; 

one must question whether this condition is really in either 

the company's or the union movement's best interest. In the 

short term the company gets lower wage costs, and the union 

gets a contract that keeps present members placated and 

avoids a strike. But long term best interests are different; 

a growing number of companies have come to realize that 

workers can contribute to a firm's success when they are 

treated fairly and with respect, rather than as expendable 

resources to be purchased and exploited at the lowest price. 
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The union must consider in its long-term assessment of these 

plans, that not only will there be an eventual rebellion 

of the membership forced onto the lower tiers, but that 

it has an ideological responsibility to the working classes 

to ensure that they are not exploited by employers through 

plans like this. One thing is certain, these plans are 

certainly not in the best interest of the disfranchised and 

exploited workers on the bottom tiers. 
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Appendix A. Survey Instrument 

Confidential 

Virginia Tech/ Local 278 
Worklife Survey 
  

  

  

Please complete the following survey as frankly and completely 
as you possibly can. We at Virginia Tech are interested in what 
you think about a number of issues in your worklife. We have 
worked with your union to develop a survey that addresses is- 
sues that are meaningful to you and your union. We will be pro- 
viding Local 278 with the general results of this survey, so that 
your Local will better understand the way that its members think 
about their worklives. We will not be sharing any individual re- 
sults with the Local. Please do not put your name on the ques- 
tionnaire. This survey is completely confidential And no 
individual responses will be shared with anyone else. 

  

  

  

Please fill in the following information about yourself. Be as ac- 
curate as possible.       

1. Whatis yourage? 

2. <Areyou Male orFemale_ ? 

3. Are you on (Check one): 

a. Thefirst (highest) wagetier  —s_? 

b. The second (lower full-time) wage tier? 

c. The third (part-time) wage tier ? 

4. How long have you been a member of Local 278 ? 

5. Did you vote in favor of the fast contract yes or 
no? 

6. Did you begin working for Kroger (Check one): 

a. Before October 1979 ? 

b. After October 1979 ? 

c. Are you a part-time employee hired before October, 
1979 ? 

d. Are you a part-time employee hired after October, 1979 
9 —   

  

For each statement, please mark with an ’X’ the box with the 
statement that best indicates what you think about each state- 
ment. The middie box “neither” means that you neither agree 
nor disagree with the statement       

4. lam satisfied with the number of hours | normally work in a 
week. 
  

strongly 
disagree   

disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disegree agree agree   

2. All in all, | am’ satisfied with my job. 

disagree | slightly neither slightly agree 
disagree agree 

  

strongly 
disagree 

strongly 
agree       

3. It would be very difficult for me to find another job that is as 
good as the one | have now. 
  

strongly 
disagree   

disagree slightly nefther slightly agree strongly 
disagree agree agree   

4, Local 278 has obtained fair pay for me. 
  

strongly strongly | disagree 
egree disagree   

slightly neither slightly agree 
disagree agree     
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5. During the past year, the effort | put into my job was much 
more than my typical co-worker. 
  

    

  

  

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

6. { put more effort into my Job than is necessary to do satis- 
factory work. 
  

        
  

  

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

7. | am very happy with the amount of money | make. 

strongly | disagree | slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree             
  

8. Considering my skills and the effort | put into my work, | am 
very satisfied with my pay. 

disagree slightly 
disagree 

  

strongly 
disagree       

neither slightly agree strongly 
egree agree 

9. During the past year, my job performance was much better 
than that of my typical co-worker. 
  

agree 

  
strongly 
agree 

strongly | disagree slightly neither sthightly 
disagree disagree agree   
  

10. {would probably refuse a promotion if one were offered. 
  

strongly 

disagree 
agree strongly 

agree 

  

  
disagree slightly neither slightly 

disagree agree   
  

11. 1am likely to receive a promotion within the next two years. 

strongly 
agree | 

12. It would be very hard for me to leave my job even if | wanted 

  

strongly 
disagree 

slightly 
agree 

agree 

      
disagree slightly neither 

disagree   

  

to. 

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree             
  

13. Local 278 has obtained fair benefits for its members. 
  

slightly neither 
disagree 

slightly 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

strongly | disagree agree 
disagree             

14. {tell my friends that Kroger Is a great employer to work for. 
  

neither slightly 
agree 

agree 
disagree disagree 
strongly | disagree slightly 

agree   
strongly 

    

15. 1 find that my values and Kroger’s values are very similar. 
  

slightly neither strongly | disagree 
disagree 

slightly agree strongly 
disagree egree agree     

16. 1am proud to tell others that | am part of the Kroger organ- 

  

        
  

  

ization. 

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree oisegree agree agree 

17. in general, | like working for Kroger. 

strongly | disagree | slightly neither stightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree egree agree       
  

18. I tell my friends that Local 278 is a great organization to be 
a@ member of. 

strongly | disagree | slightly neither slightly agree 
disagree disagree agree 

  

strongly 
agree   

18, My values and the union’s values are very similar. 
  

disagree disagree 
strongly | disagree slightly 

agree agree     

neither | slightly agree strongly 

20. {feel a sense of pride being a part of Local 278. 
  

neither slightly strongly | disagree | slightly 
egree disagree disagree     

agree strongly 
agree 
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21. Local 278 has helped the membership in general obtain fair 
pay. 

strongly | disegree | slightly neither slightly 
disagree disagree agree 

22. In general, | don’t like my Job. 

Strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree 
disagree disagree agree 

  

  
agree strongly 

agree 

  

strongly 
agree     

23. My pay is fair compared to the pay of people doing the same 
kind of work for other employers. 

strongly 
disagree 

  

strongly 
agree   

disagree slightly neither slightly agree 
disagree agree 

  

24. My pay is fair compared to that of first-tier (highest tier, full- 
time) employees in general in my store. 

slightly neither 
disagree 

25. My pay is fair compared to that of second tier (lower tier, 
full-time) employees in general in my store. 

strongly 
egree | 

| strongly sivearee | slightly neither | slightly 
disagree disoegree egree 

26. My pay is fair compared to that of third tier (part-time) em- 

ployees in general in my store. 

strongly 

agree | 
strongly disagree | slightly 
disagree disagree 

27. My pay ts fair compared to the pay of other people doing the 
same job In my store. 

aisearee | slightly neither slightly saree | strongly 
disagree agree agree 

  

strongly | disagree 
disagree     

slightly agree strongly 
agree agree 

  

agree 

    

  

  
neither slightly agree 

agree   

  

strongly 
disagree   
  

  

Listed below are Items that people may consider when thinking 
about how fair their pay is. Please examine each of them and 
then check the box that best represents how Important the par- 
ticular item is to you. If the item does not apply to your situation, 
then check the box which is marked “not at all important” on the 
left.       

The cost of living. 
  

‘s
me
on
em
 G
S
 

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 

Earning enough income to meet your own needs. 
  

not at al! somewhat fairly very extremety 
important important important dmportant important 
  

Earning enough income to meet your family’s needs. 
  

  

  

not at ei! somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 

The pay of people you know in other companies. 

not at afi somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 
  

What people with your level of education are paid. 
  

not at alf somewhat fairly very extremely 
fmportant important important émportant émportant 

The pay of people with your level of skill. 
  

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important émportant 
  

The pay of people with your level of training. 
  

important important important important émportant 

~ 
» 

wn 
= 

9 
N 

not at all somewhet fairly | very extremely | 
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8. The pay of people with the same degree of job security as 

  

you. 

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 
  

9. What Kroger paid you in the past. 
  

  
  

  

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 

10. What other people at Kroger with jobs similar to yours are 
paid. 

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important importarnt important important 
  

11. What people with jobs similar to yours in other companies 

  

are paid. 

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important importam important important 
  

12. What members of your immediate family are paid. 
  

  
  

  

  

  

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 

13. What your other relatives are paid. 

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important importamnt important important important 

14, What your friends are paid. 

not at afi somewhat fairty very extremely 
important important important important important 
  

15. What people in your company make who are paid less than 

  

you. 

not at aff somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important   
  

16. What people in your company make who are paid more than 

  

you. 

riot at alf somewhat fairiy very extremely 
important amportant important important important 
  

17. What other employers pay for your kind of work. 
  

not at al! somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 

18. What people with your level of skill are paid. 
  

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important fnportant important important 

19. What your previous employers paid you. 
  

  

  

  

  

  

  

net ot ail somewhat fairly very extremely 
important ienportant important important émportant 

20. What you are used to making. 

| eee at all somewhet fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 

21. What you think you will make In the future. 

| 2 at aff somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important émportent important important 

22. What you think you are worth. 

| ave at all somewhat fairly very extremely | 
snportant important important fmpertent important 
  

23. What you could earn in other places where you might be 

able to get a job. 

| net at all somewhat fairly | very extremely | 
  

important important important dnportarrt important 
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24. The scheduled hours and days you normally work. 
  

  
  

  

  

  

  
  

  

not at all somewhat fairly ve extremely 
important important important important important 

25. The number of hours you work in a week. 

not st eff somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important importarnt émportant 

26. Your ability to work more hours. 

not at aif somewhat fairly very extremely 
émportant important important important important 

27. The pay of first tier Kroger employees in general. 

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important   
  

28. The pay of second tier Kroger employees In general. 
  

not at ail somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 
  

29. The pay of full-time Kroger employees In general. 
  

not at ail somewhat 
important important   

fairly very extremely 
important important important 

30. The pay of part-time Kroger employees in general. 
  

not at aif somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 
  

31. The pay of management at your store. 
  

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important émportant 
  

32. The pay of workers in the textile Industry. 
  

  

  

  
  

  

not at all somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important émportant important important 

33. The pay of workers in the fast-food industry. 

not at all somewhot fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 

34. The pay of workers at K-mart or Walmart. 

not at alf somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important important important 
  

35. The pay of grocery store workers at Kroger’s competitors. 
  

not at aif somewhat fairly very extremely 
important important important émportant smportarrt 
  

  

The next set of statements concerns scheduling and other is- 

sues related to your job at Kroger. Please check the box that 

best represents how strongly you AGREE or DISAGREE with 

each statement.       

  

1. | don’t mind working unscheduled hours. 

strongly | disagree | slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree         
  

2. [lam satisfied with the scheduled hours and days | normally 

  

        
  

work. 

strongly | disagree slightly neither stightly egree strongly 
disagree ditagree agree agree 

3. | would like to be scheduled for more hours than | usually 

am scheduled for. 
  

disegree 
strongly | disagree 

disagree agree agree   
slightly neither | slightly agree | strongly 

' . 
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4. | expect to be working the same number of hours per week 
in two years as | work now. 
  

        
  

  

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

5. | intend to be working a full-time work schedule two years 
from now. 

strongly | disagree slightly neither stightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree               
  

6. My current work schedule encourages me to do my best. 
  

slightly neither 
disagree 

slightly | strongly | disagree 
agree disagree   

agree strongly 
agree       

7. Having full-time instead of part-time work at Kroger is very 

Important to me. 
  

strongly 
agree 

agree 
disagree disagree 
strongly | disagree slightly 

agree         

neither | slightly 

8. When ! am scheduled to work is fess important to me than 
the number of hours that | work. 
  

  

slightly neither 
disagree 

stightly 
agree 

strongly 
disagree 

disagree 

  

agree strongly 
agree         

9. The number of hours per week | am currently working is 
about what | expected to be working at this time when [ was 

hired at Kroger. 
  

neither slightly 
agree 

strongly 
agree 

egree 
disagree 
strongly 

disagree             
disagree | slightly 

10. My current weekly work schedule is about what | expected 
it to be at this time when | was hired. 
  

strongly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree agree agree     

disagree slightly 
disagree   

11. When I was hired ! expected to work for Kroger for as long 

  

as | have. 

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree           
  

12. When ! was hired, | knew about the relative differences in 

pay among employees in different job classifications at 

  

Kroger. 

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disegree disagree agree agree           
  

13. When | was hired, | knew what the top pay rate was for 
someone in my job classification. 
  

neither slightly 
agree 

strongly 
egree 

strongly | disagree slightly agree 
disagree disagree         

44. When | was hired, | knew how my pay compared to the pay 
of other employees in my job classification at Kroger. 

slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree agree agree 

  

strongly | disagree 
disagree     

15. | often think about quitting Kroger. 
  

slightly agree 
agree 

strongly 
egree       

strongly | disagree slightly neither 
disagree disagree 

16. 1! wilt probably look for a new job with a different employer 

in the next year. 
  

neither slightly 
agree 

agree strongly 
agree       

strongly | disagree | slightly 
disagree disagree 

17. | dread the thought of what might happen if | quit my job 

without having another one lined up. 
  

  
neither | slightly agree | strongly 

agree agree 
strongly | disagree slightly 
disagree eisagree 
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18. | have too much at stake in my job to change employers 
now. 

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
oisagree disagree agree egree       
  

  

Please fill In the following Information about your past employ- 
ment as completely as you can.       

1. How many jobs (except for summer jobs and your present 
job) have you had? 

2. Were these jobs in (check as many as appropriate): 

a. Retail 

b. Manufacturing 

c. Fastfood 

d. Other 

3. Is the wage rate currently being paid for your iast job (be- 
fore coming to Kroger) higher lower about the 
same as the wage of your present job? (check one) 

    

  

In the following section, please consider how your pay com- 
pares to the pay of the other group in the statement, and then 
put a mark In the space that shows whether that group is paid 
more, less, or about the same as you.       

  
  

  

    

    

  

1. 's your pay higher lower or about the same 
as workers with skills similar to yours in other com- 

panies? / 

2. Is your pay higher lower or about the same 
as other workers with your level of education? 

3. Is your pay higher lower or about the same 

as people you know in other companies? 

4. ls your pay higher lower or about the same 
as other workers in your Immediate family? 

5. Is your pay higher lower or about the same 
as your other relatives? 

6. ls your pay higher lower or about the same 
as people with the same degree of job security as 

you? 

7. Is your pay higher lower or about the same     
as workers In other companies doing your kind of   

work? 

  

| Please fill in the following information as completely as you can. | 
  

1. Please list your store number on the line below. If you do not 
remember the number, please write in the address of your 
store. 

  

2. Is your present position classified as full time or part 
time 

3. Please write your job title on the line below. 

  

4, On the average, how many hours do you work for Kroger 

per week (including Saturday and Sunday)? 

What year were you born? 

Are you Married or Single ? 

How many children do you have at home ? 
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8. Counting grade school, middle school, and high school, how 
many grades did you complete 

9. Are you at the top pay rate of your scale? 
Yes No 

10. What is your current pay rate per hour? 

41. Overall, | am satisfied with the pension plan under which | 

  

am working. 

Strongly | disagree slightly neither stightly egree strongly 
disagree disagree egree agree         
  

12, Overall, | am satisfied with the health and welfare plan under 
which | am working. 

| rove disagree | slightly nefther | slightly onal | 
disagree disagree agree agree 

13. The Kroger company has a current debt totalling: (please 
check the one nearest to your estimation) 

  

agree 

    

a Over 4 Billion Dollars 

b. One Billion Dollars 

o 100 Million Dollars 

d. 50 Million Dollars 

e. Under 10 Million Dollars 

14. The Kroger company is having financial difficulty. 
  

neither slightly agree 
agree 

strongly | disagree 
disagree 

slightly 
disagree       

strongly 
agree 

strongly | disagree slightly neither slightly agree strongly 
disagree disagree agree agree 

  

15. Kroger took on substantial debt to avoid a buyout. 
  

16. Inthe space below, would you please write down the infor- 
mation sources from where you learned what you know 
about Kroger’s financial condition. 

17. Of the information sources listed above, which would you 
say is the single most important? (Please write this below) 

Thank-you very much for your cooperation. We appreciate the 
time and consideration that you have given to this study. As indi- 
cated in the cover letter, copies of the resuits will be available. In 
order to let us know how many people we need to print copies for, 
please indicate below whether or not you will want a copy. Be- 
cause this is an anonymous survey, you will have to write to ei- 
ther us or to the local to request a copy of the survey results. 

e { will write and request a survey yes no.   

If you have any questions or comments about the survey, or would 
like a copy of the results, please contact either your local or 

Professor Dane Partridge 
Virginia Tech 

Blacksburg, VA 24061-0233 

Please return the survey form directly to Virginia 
Tech in the attached envelope. No postage is neces- 
sary. 
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APPENDIX B. SCALE ITEMS AND CRONBACH'S ALPHAS 

Items used for the dependent variables and job mobility 

constraint. All items use a seven point scale, strongly 

disagree to strongly agree. 

Pay Satisfaction Alpha = .91 

1. I am very happy with the amount of money I make. 

2. Considering my skills and the effort I put into my work, 

I am very satisfied with my pay. 

Pay Equity Alpha = .81 

1. My pay is fair compared to that of second tier (lower 

tier, full-time) employees in general in my store. 

2. My pay is fair compared to that of third tier (part- 

time) employees in general in my store. 
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3. My pay is fair compared to the pay of other people doing 

the same job in my store. 

4. My pay is fair compared to the pay of people doing the 

same kind of work for other employers. 

5. My pay is fair compared to that of first-tier (highest 

tier, full-time) employees in general in my store. 

Company Commitment Alpha = .86 

1. I tell my friends that (company name) is a a great 

employer to work for. 

2. I am proud to tell others that I am part of the (Company 

mame) organization. 

3. I find that my values and (Company name)'s values are 

very similar. 

Union Commitment Alpha = .92 

1. I tell my friends that Local (number) is a great or- 

ganization to be a member of. 
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2. My values and the union's values are very similar. 

3. I feel a sense of pride being a part of Local (number). 

Job Mobility Constraint Alpha = .78 

1. It would be very difficult for me to find another job 

that is as good as the one I have now. 

2. It would be very hard for me to leave my job even if 

I wanted to. 

3. I have too much at stake in my job to change employers 

now. 
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