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Christie Hayne

opportunity. Furthermore, con :nt I been identified as a direct precursor to
turnover intentions and thus, as a key mec or of the antecedents of turnover. Since
commitment has been identified : a fu lamental variable explaining turnover, a

further review of this literature is necessary and thus offered in the next chapter.
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autonomy, challenge and scope; teamwork and leadership considerations such as a
respected leader and team cohesiveness; and, finally, organization-specific attributes,
such as the size of the organization and decision-making structure (Mathieu & Zajac,

1990).

There exists much variety on the exact antecedents of affective, continuance and
normative commitment because no research study can comprehensively test for every
possible antecedent. Where some authors only test for a few antecedents, other
authors may have focused on only one of the commitment dimensions and, again,
another author might have sampled a specific discipline that refuted an antecedent

another author found support for ( :yer & Allen, 1997).

In addition to the specific antecer 1ts discussed next, referencing Appendix A offers a
more comprehensive listing of t| 1 ious antecedents of commitment, both in general

and as categorized by dimension.

Antecedents of Affective Commitme

The antecedents of affective commitment include organizational characteristics such as
decentralization (Bateman & Strasser, 1' 1) and organization-level policy fairness
(Meyer & Allen, 1997), person characteristics grouped into demographics (e.g. gender,

tenure) and dispositional vari , ' ues, pe nality its), and, finally, work
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While commitment and turnover nks ha been established in this chapter and the
previous one, questions regarding whe 2r such links are affected by age or
generational cohorts transpire. There has not been an extensive amount of research
examining generational cohorts and potential differences in commitment (Macky et al.,
2008). Cennamo and Gardner (2008) did find that younger generations were mare likely
to exhibit lower levels of cc ni  :nt ar D’Amato and Herzfeldt (2008) found that
individuals born between 1960 and 1980 possessed lower levels of commitment than
did their Baby Boomer (i.e., older) counterparts. This phenomenon, whether there are
generational differences on cc tment and turnover, will | continued in the

following chapter.
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possessed lower levels of commitment an did their Baby Boomer counterparts

(D'Amato & Herzfeldt, 2008).

There has not been an extensive amount  research seeking generational differences
among turnover intentions and commitment; up to now the scarce findings are
conflicting (Macky et al., 2008). It is for these r¢ ;ons that the hypotheses in this
chapter have been developed; the pursuit  answers to these hypotheses is discussed

in the next chapter.
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As such, internal consistency was <amii 1 for Generation Y, Generation X, Baby
Boomers and the sample as a whole. As seen in Table 8, all four samplings
demonstrated sufficient internal consistency. The lowest composite reliability score
from the sample as a whole v . : co- rker support construct (0.79). For Baby
Boomers, the lowest measure of reliability s for routinization (0.78). For Generation
X, the lowest measure of reliability was for co-worker support (0.75). Finally, for
Generation Y, the lower n sure of  iability was for professional involvement (0.72).
All four of these lower reliability scores still represent sufficient levels of internal

consistency.

INL_XT T/ ES8HERE

Construct Validity

.J further assess construct validity, both discriminant and convergent validity were

considered for the three samples of Baby Boomers, Generation X and Ger  ation Y.

Discriminant Validity

Discriminant validity was p riously tes | for the entire sample. In this case,
discriminant validity was further confirmed by examining it over the three generational
cohorts. For the correlation matrices of Gel ation X and Generation Y, the same result

from the entire sample’s correlation matrix was uncovered: the correlation between
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constructs. With this in mind, we conducted an ANOVA to test for generational
differences among the six variations of co mitment and the two turnover intentions.
As well, structural equation modeling was sed to examine the relationships between

the constructs and turno'  intentions.

On one hand, very few generational diffe es were present in the analysis of levels of
commitment. Only norm ive 1 ‘ssioi commitment emerged as having higher
levels for Generation Y. As such, only one of the first six hypotheses regarding levels of
commitment was confirmed. Ontl other ind, a variety of differences emerged in the
analysis of predictors of turno' ' inte ions and their respective commitment
constructs. Here, both hypott es suggestir that there are different predictors of
turnover intentions among gene ions v partially supported. A discussion of these

results follows in tt  next:
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are transferable to | types of employees and members of professional associations

such as engineers, lawyers, nurses and teachers.

Implications for Future Research

Seeing as the literature on both commitment and turnover is so rich, there are a variety
of opportunities to extend futu research as it relates to accountants and other

professional groups.

In this thesis, all three dimensions of or; izational commitment were found to be
negatively related to turnover; but, this was not the case for the professional
commitment constructs. Only « tinuance professional commitment was found to be
significantly related to professior  tu over and this relationship was positive. Because
the direction of this relationsh = opposes revious research (e.g., Irving et al., 1997;
Meyer et al.,, 1993; Snape & Re¢ nan, 2003), as does the finding that no relationship
between affective and normati prof¢ ional commitment were detected with

turnover, we suggest further wo confit  our findings.

Furthering the research on professional turnover intentions would also be valuable since
little attention has been specifically directed to turnover from the profession.
Furthering the reliability and validity of tI  professional turnover scale and testing it

with other professional associations n dJded. Furthermore, finding some way to
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since it would affect both the independent variables and dependent variables.
Furthermore, even though anonymity was :l communicated, some participants might
have skewed assessments of their own behaviours and not honestly reported them. A
self-serving bias could be present given 1at the questionnaire relied on the self-

reporting of participants.

Regarding the sample collected, a few lim tions are apparent. First, the survey was
completed mostly by individt s living in Canada or the United States. Because the
sample was primarily North An it 1, national or cultural effects could not be tested.
In addition, the sample size also limited our ability to compare different sub-samples
(e.g., accountants working in pt ic verses private accounting, Certified Management
Accountants verses Chartered Accour nts). The final limitation resulting from the
sample was that only employc  working in accounting, finance, and audit participated
in this study. This was, of course, the intent of the researcher; however, investigating

other professional groups or general emplo es could result in different conclusions.

CONCLUSION

In conclusion, this thesis has taken first s p at examining generational differences in
employee commitment and turno - in « e field: the accounting profession. Our
results suggest that Generation Y cohort =2mbers are not that different from their

older colleagues. They neither ¢ in tt  ; of their commitmer to the organization
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Table 2 — Variation in Generation Nicknames

Generational Cohort
Baby Boomers Gen: tion X Generation Y
- = Boom = X-ers = Millennium = Nintendo
[O] .
3 = Boomer P = Millennials Generation
(2] . .. .
[ ]
E_ * Generation Generation = Generation Digital Generation
[ ] L] i
-8 = Me Generation Baby Bust = Generation Next Sunshlng
3 Generation
] ® Baby Bust
a = The Greatest = Echo-Boomers
- . = Nexters
o Generation » Post Boon s
< ® Baby Boom Echo
[S) = Sla = Boomlets
. = Dot Coms .
Ge ion = KIPPERS {Kids In
= |nternet Generation Parent’s Pockets
» Echo Generation Eroning Retirement
Savings!)

(Foot, 1998; Howe & Strauss, 200u; wicCrindle, ZU&, n.q.-n; Iwenge & \.ampo_eu, 2u08)
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Table 3 — Variation in Generation Gaps

Generation

Strauss &
Howe, 1991

Baby Boomers

Generati

1943 - 1960

Generation Y

19¢

McCrindle, n.d.

1946 - 1¢

Foot, 1998

1947 - 1966
Front end = 1947 — end of 1950s
Middle = late 1950’s
Back end = 1961 — 1966

1967 - 1979

-1

1980 - 1995
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Table 6 — Correlation Matrix of Latent Con

icts for Total Sample

1 Z 3 4 s 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26
1 Org Turnover .89
2 OrgAC -.63 77
3 -47 66 .80
4 OrgCC .06 -13 02 .82
S Job Satisfaction -.58 65 45 -21 .81
6 Overtime .09 .09 12 .12 11
7 05 23 29 06 27 29 .83
8 .11 30 .09 -15 27 .01 -03 .75
9 -52 56 .37 -15 48 -08 .02 .30 .85
10 5 02 19 12 .03 26 42 27 08 .08 .79
11 -35 43 25 -18 13 16 17 38 .78
12 42 .50 -32 21 -64 -20 -21 -19 .44 .31 .51 82
13 Promo Opportunities -48 48 31 .27 49 07 .14 28 52 16 33 51 81
14 I Te sbility -05 .13 00 -37 13 .14 24 18 19 23 .27 17 .75
15 Position Tenure -07 12 -0 17 01 06 -03 -02 .06 -02 09 .01 -23 -11 -
16 ~cial Support -12 10 .06 .12 06 17 11 a3 09 08 04 13 28 .02 -01 -
17 Sex 03 -05 -09 -04 -01 16 04 -08 -07 08 02 -03 09 -06 -08 .04 -
18 Salary -09 09 -03 -25 11 29 -06 .04 .05 .16 .25 -25 18 33 .07 06 1S
19 Organization Tenure -.16 17 -.04 13 .04 .02 -.05 .02 .03 -.02 .14 -.06 -.07 -13 .76 .07 -.02 .18 -
20 Prof Turnover 51 -3 -28 21 -8 -01 -10 -17 -29 -09 -27 36 -30 -28 .01 -08 12 -16 -03 .85
21 Possess Designation -1 06 02 -17 04 23 06 -03 -03 .06 .08 -13 07 11 .09 07 .09 .45 08 -05
22 Prof AC .31 41 27 .20 63 11 26 17 27 19 3 -4 29 30 -05 11 -09 .12 -03 -68 .10 .81
23 Prof NC -03 .10 33 a6 .21 14 47 -12 -10 04 02 -06 .03 -16 -03 .03 -06 -16 -10 -21 .02 .35 .83
24 Prof CC -03  -05 14 50 -i0 .04 17 -14 .07 03 -17 15 -12 -19 o7 -08 -07 -06 04 -03 01 -08 33 .73
25 Profin ment 08 -02 12 -1 10 36 30 -07 -09 11 02 -11 11 .03 -14 24 212 10 -1 -06 .29 .15 26 -06 .75
26 Prof Tenure -16 .05 -03 0s .08 o4 -11 .07 -02 02 14 09 -17 .15 s0 -13 .05 .38 51 -14 27 04 -10 09 -09
Note: Values ‘he diagonal are the square roo! he average variance extracted for each construct.
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Table 7 — One-Way ANOVA

Dependent Variable

Orgaineationar rurnuver

Professional Turnover

Org Affective Commitment

Org Normative Commitment

Org Continuance Commitment

Prof Affective Commitment

Prof Normative Commitment

Prof Continuance Commitment

* The mean difference is significant at the 0.05 level.

Generation

0

Davy puUIIE!
Gen X

GenY

Baby Boomer
GenX

GenY

Baby Boomer
Gen X

GenY

Baby Boomer
Gen X

GenY

Baby Boomer
Gen X

GenY

Baby Boomer
Gen X

GenY

Baby Boo
Gen X

GenY

Baby Boomer
Gen X

GenY

Generation Mean std. __35% Confidence Confidence
Difference Sig. Lower Upper
(1] Error

(1-1) Bound __ Bound
wen A -50* .18 .01 -91 -.08
GenY -86* 19 .00 -1.30 -43
Baby Boomer -50* .18 .01 .08 91
GenY -.37 .16 .05 -74 .00
Baby Boomer .86 * .19 .00 43 1.30
Gen X 37 .16 .05 .00 74
Gen X -.09 .15 .82 -.44 .26
GenY -.40 * .16 .03 =77 -.03
Baby Boomer .09 .15 .82 -.26 .44
GenY -.30 13 .06 -.62 .01
mer .40 * .16 .03 .03 77
.30 13 .06 -01 .62
Gen X .27 .16 22 -.11 .65
GenY 32 17 .16 -.09 72
Baby Boomer -.27 .16 22 -.65 11
\ .05 14 .95 -.29 39
y Boomer -.32 17 .16 -72 .09
X -.05 14 .95 -.39 .29
Gen X .00 17 1.00 -.40 40
GenY -19 .18 .55 -.61 .23
Baby Boomer .00 17 1.00 -40 40
GenY -.19 .15 A4 -.54 17
Baby Boomer .19 .18 .55 -.23 .61
X .19 .15 .44 -.17 .54
Gen X 27 17 .26 -13 .67
GenY .33 18 17 -.10 .75
by Boomer =27 17 .26 -.67 13
GenY .06 .15 92 -.30 42
y Boomer -33 18 .17 =75 .10
X -.06 15 .92 -42 .30
Gen X .03 .14 .98 -31 .36
GenY .16 .15 .54 -19 .51
omer -.03 .14 .98 -.36 31
13 13 .54 -.16 43
omer -16 .15 54 -51 19
-13 13 .54 -.43 .16
-.06 17 93 -.47 .34
-46 * .18 .03 -.89 -.03
Baby Boomer .06 17 93 -.34 47
GenY -40 * .15 .03 -.76 -.03
Baby Boomer 46 * .18 .03 .03 .89
Gen X A0 * 15 .03 .03 .76
X .09 .16 .84 -.28 .46
GenY .19 17 47 -.20 .58
Baby Boomer -.09 .16 .84 -.46 .28
GenY 11 14 .73 -.22 43
y Boomer -19 17 47 -.58 .20
Gen X -11 .14 73 -43 22
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Table 10 — Correlation Matrix of Latent Con ucts for Generation X

1  Org Turnover .90
2 OrgAC -.65 77
3 OrgNC -.50 .68 .82
4 OrgCC .10 -12 02 .83
S Job Satisfaction -.65 .67 .51 -.27 .81
6 Overtime .09 .07 15 -.06
7 Jobl rement -.14 .28 31 .10 .29 .26 .83
8 Co-Worker Support -.05 .24 13 -.06 .25 .02 .03 71
9 Supervisor Support -.57 .60 .40 -16 .54 -13 .03 .28 .87
35 -13 .20 .07 .07 41 .14 11 .08 .76
-.37 .48 31 .52 22 12 .47 .0S .80
.51 -.57 -37 .26 -.74 -.23 -.25 -.13 -47 -31 -.54 .84
13 Promo Opportunities =57 .55 37 -.25 .64 .10 .15 .16 .57 .15 42 -.65 .83
14  Skill Transferability -.04 09 -06 -38 21 100 21 .16 .18 13 248 -25 .15 .74
15 Position Tenure .08 .04 .01 .21 .09 .06 -.04 -.06 .08 -.02 .14 -.25 -.17
16 Financial Support -18 .10 .06 -04 13 .10 .08 11 11 .01 .06 -15 .27 -.05 .05 -
17 Sex .02 -.09 -.07 -.04 -.04 .15 .02 -12 -.14 11 -.09 -.01 .00 -.05 -.14 -.07
18 Salary -.06 .08 .02 -.28 .15 .39 .03 .01 .03 .14 .24 -.25 .26 .36 -.07 .07 .15 -
19 Organization Tenure -04 .15 .04 .15 -.03 .05 .06 .04 .02 .10 .07 .04 -.02 -.12 .70 .21 -13 .04 --
20 Prof Turnover .49 -.38 -31 .23 -59 -07 -11 -.15 -32 -09 -.29 .45 -.38 -.23 .09 -16 .10 -19 .04 .88
21 Possess Designation -.02 .02 .03 -20 .02 .30 11 -1 -03 .02 07 -14 11 11 05 -02 .07 41 -11 -.06 -
22 Prof AC -.38 .47 31 -.19 62 .14 .21 .16 31 15 33 -.46 37 .24 -12 13 -13 13 -.04 -76 .06 .81
23 Prof NC -12 .14 .37 12 .24 .24 .43 -.03 -.04 -.01 .03 -13 .04 -.17 .07 .08 -06 -.02 .00 -.30 13 .39 .83
24 Prof CC -.05 -.01 .14 41 -.07 .06 .16 .01 -.02 .07 =12 .09 -.09 -12 .07 -.03 .02 .02 .01 -.04 .07 -.10 25 .75
25 Prof rement -.02 .01 .12 -22 .34 .30 -.08 -.09 -.02 .08 -14 .10 -.03 -.05 .24 11 .16 -.06 -.10 .26 12 .27 -.20 .76
26 Prof Tenure -13 .04 .08 -01 .10 03 -01  -02 .03 13 -07 .00 13 .18 o~ o ne 09 -18 .16 07 12 10 .07 -

Note: Values on the diagonal are the square root of the average variance extracted for each construct.
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Appendix A - Antecedents of Organizational Commitment

Antecedents of the Unidimensior  Model of Commitment

ntecedents

®  Personal characteristics (e.g., age, tenure, education, need for achievement)

Mowaay et Pre-enuy variaues
al., 1982
= Job choice characteristics
=  Expectancies outthe job
Post-entry Variables
s Personal influences
= QOrganizational infl
= Non-organizatio~~'~¢~~ces
Kiesler, Situational Characterisucs
1971, c.f,, =  |mportance
Meyeretal, | = Explicitness
1991 = Irrevocability of the act

=  Degree: the decision to act
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Generation X

Baby Boomers

Prefer face-to-face communication {Levinson,
2007)

Ironic, cynical, adept (Paton, 2006)

Clever and resourceful (Paton, 2006)
Individualistic; define themselves in
opposition to their peers (Paton, 2 )

Want to win and think they know how (Paton,
2006)

Prefer independent work styles however
willing to participate in discussions (Paton,
2006)

Demand some work-life balance (Paton, 2006)
Able to adapt to change (Paton, 2(

Tolerant of other’s alternative lifestyle choices
(Paton, 2006)

Nervous of important adulthood decisions
(Paton, 2006}

Often striving for several goals simultaneously
(Paton, 2006)

Comfortable with technology (Paton, )
Self-directed learning style (Paton, )

Work well in teams (Paton, 2006)

Desire fun, humour, games and activil  in
replace of mundane training (Paton, 2006)

Do not require immediate gratification or
praise

Need clear and no-nonsense information
(Paton, 2006)

Disgruntled workers ("Work 2.0 Survey,"
2008)

Prefer face-to-face communication (Levinson,
2007; McCrindle, n.d.-d)

‘Buy now, pay later’ mentality (Paton, 2006}
Rebellious (Paton, 2006)

Often questioned status quo (Paton, 2006)
First generation to move away from
family/home (Paton, 2006)

ldentify with their jobs (Paton, 2006)

Equate work with self-worth (Paton, 2006)
Driven and dedicated (Paton, 2006)

Think they can change the world (Paton, 2006)
Dependent learners; prefer close supervision
{McCrindle, n.d.-c; Paton, 2006)

Receptive to a caring environment (Paton,
2006)

Like positive feedback {(Paton, 2006)

Need for affiliation; want to feel connected to
others (Paton, 2006)

Strong work ethic (McCrindle, n.d.-c; Paton,
2006)

Decisions influenced by parents and role
models (McCrindle, n.d.-c)

Motivated by financial security and increased
responsibility (McCrindle, n.d.-c)
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Continuance Professional Commitment
It would be very hard for me to leave the accounting profession right
now, even if | wanted to.
| feel that | have too few options to consider leaving the accounting
profession.
Right now, staying with the accounting profession is a matter of necessity
as much as desire.
it wouldn’t be too costly for me to leave the accounting profession in the
near future. R
if 1 had not already put so much of myself into the accounting profession,
i might consider working in another field or area.
One of the few negative consequences of leaving the accounting
profession would be the scarcity of available alternatives.

One of the major reasons | continue to work for the accounting profession|

is that leaving it would require considerable ps ifice; another
profession may not match the overall benefits | have with the accounting
orofession.

Job Involvement
Most of my interests are centered around my job.
The most important things that happen to me involve my job.
| consider my job to be very central to my existence.
| live, eat, and breathe my job.
Professional Involvement
Indicate the approximate number of accounting-related courses you have
taken since joining the accounting profession.
Indicate the number of accounting-related periodicals (e.g., journals,
magazines) you subscribe to or read on a regular basis.
Indicate the approximate number of accounting-related books you have
purchased in the last five years.
What degree of involvement, if any, do you have with a professional
association (e.g., CMA, CA, CGA, CPA)?
Job Satisfaction
| would consider taking another kind of job. R
| am often bored with my job. R
| do not find enjoyment in my job. R
| like working better than most other people | know who work for this
organization.
Most days, | am enthusiastic about my job.
Professional Satisfaction

| am often bored withk ccounting profession. R
Most days, | am enthusiastic about the accounting profession.
| am fairly well satisfied with the accounting pro n.

1 do not find enjoyment in the accounting profession. R
| tike working better than most other people | know who work in the
accounting profession.

Autonomy
Generally, | do not have any control over the time at which | stop working
for the day. R
| am able to choose the way to 2o about my job.

1 am able to modify what my jo 't
| have no control over the sequencing ¢ t
Generally, | can control the time at whi he day.

Skill Transferability
My job skills and knowledge are mostly limited to m
organization. R

The skills and knowledge used in my job are needed with r
organizations.
Most of my present job skills and knowledge would be tomeif!

left my present organization.
It would be difficult to use the skills and knowledge of my job outside of

my present organization. R

neviaeu

AVE Factor| Pattern Matrix AVE
28.55% 1 0.61 -0.70 44.35% 1
15.91% 2 0.75 0.03 2
3 0.49 -0.14 3
4 0.03 -0.18 4
5 0.49 0.04 5
6 0.81 0.21 6
7 061 | -0.05 7
59.19% 1 0.73
2 0.84
3 0.72
4 0.78
31.24% 1 042 36.37% 1
2 0.67 2
3 0.52 3
4 0.60 4
46.43% 1 0.53 55.95% 1
2 0.7 2
3 0.91 3
4 0.28 4
S 0.75 S
57.76% 1 0.78 68.59% 1
2 083 2
3 0.89 3
4 0.80 4
S 039 S
24.22% 1 102 -0.0 44.74% 1
26.48% 2 -0.04 0.8C 2
3 -0.13 | 0.67 3
4 0.22 0.5¢ 4
5 021 0.2¢ S
42.52% 1 0.58
2 0.65
3 0.63
a | o | |

0.69

0.73

0.54

DROP

DROP

0.73

DROP

0.61

0.55

0.65

053

0.75

093
DROP

0.74

0.79
0.82
, 0.89
0.81
DROP

DROP

0.82

0.61

0.55
DROP
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1 FRERVINYAR T i VISEw
r AVF rlactorl Pattern Mamxl AVE Factor Pattern
A | Matrix
Promotional Opportunities
Promotions are regular with my organization. 56.32% 1 0.75
The practice of internal promotion is not widespread with my 2 0.75
organization. R
There is a very good chance to get ahead with my crganization. 3 0.84
I am in a dead-end job. R 4 0.65
Routinization
My job has variety. R 53.12% 1 0.80
My duties are repetitious in my job. 2 0.52
I have the opportunity to do a number of different things in my job. R 3 0.83
Workload Job Stress
| have to work very hard in my job. 45.50% 1 0.61 48.90% 1 0.69
| have enough time to get everything done in my job. R 2 0.61 2 DROP
| have to work very fast in my job. 3 0.60 3 0.68
My workload is not heavy on my job. R 4 0.84 4 0.73
Supervisor Social Support
My immediate supervisor is willing to listen to my job-related problems. 63.04% 1 0.82
My immediate supervisor really does not care about my well-being. R 2 0.79
My immediate supervisor shows a lot of concern for my job. 3 0.84
My immediate supervisor cannot be relied on when 1et tough on 4 0.72
my job. R
Co-Worker Social Support
1 know almost nothing about my co-workers as | 1s. R 36.20% 1 0.73
| am very friendly with one or more of my co-workers. 2 0.51
| rarely discuss important personal problems with my co-w rs. R 3 0.54
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