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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Creating improved quality of work life is the objective of the 

good society and is al so the objecti ve of a productive soc i ety (Resow, 

1979). According to an article in Industry Week ( 11 A people or i ented 

productivity plan, 11 1980), quality of work life and productiv ity are 

two of industry's most absorbing issues. A prevailing though t is that 

high satisfaction leads to high productivity (Bowditch and Buono, 

1982). It is likely that more managers will look to quality of wor k 

life programs to help improve the attitudes and morale of the ir work 

forces, since recent national surveys have shown a general dec l ine i n 

job satisfaction (Wacker and Nadler, 1980; Staines and Qu i nn, 1979 ) . 

To date, there has been only one study conducted concern ing 

quality of work life of dietitians (Leche, 1984 ). Agriest i -Johnson 

and Broski (1982) conducted the most recent study of job sat i sfact i on 

of dietitians in the United States; however, job satisfact i on i s on ly 

one portion of assessing quality of work l i fe (Luwler and Ozley, 

1979). Dietitians in Business and Industry (DIBI) were not cl assif i ed 

as a category i n the Agriesti-Johnson and Bros ki study. · Thi s study 

concerns the DIBI practice group of the Amer i can Dietetic Assoc i at i on 

(ADA). Dietitians, for the most part, are emp loyed by the hea l th care 

industry. Dowling (1981) found t hat diet i tians employed i n pr ivate 

sector corporations felt that 
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•.• a strong and positive profit orientation was 
considered essential for industry positions but the 
dietitians believed that most dietetic practitioners 
viewed profit as negative and unprofessional (p. 70). 

At this point in time, it is unusual for dietitians to work for 

business and industry where there is a profit orientation rather than 

a service orientation. Surveying the quality of work life of DIBI 

gives us insight as to how dietitians with a service orientation 

function in an environment other than healthcare. 

Bowditch and Buono (1982, p. 133) remind us that "Quality of 

work life assessments are not panaceas to organizational problems. 

Rather, such efforts can only serve to identify some major concerns 

and point to areas that require attention." 

Purpose and Objectives 

The purpose in this study was to assess the quality of work life 

of DIBI. Objectives were to study quality of work life (QWL) scores 
in relation to age, sex, marital status, highest degree obtained, R.D. 

status, salary, employment status, time away from home due to work, 

position title, type of business or industry, and number of personnel 

supervised. Scores for each dimension of QWL (company, actual work on 

present job, pay and benefits, opportunities for promotion, supervi-

sion on present job, people on your present job, general job satisfac­

tion, job in general, and the performance constraint measure) were 

also studied. Information gained from this study can hopefully assist 

human resource managers, managers, and dietitians alike in improving 

the QWL for these dietitians. 
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Hypotheses 

The 18 hypotheses postulated for this study are based on the 

following selected personal variables: 

1. Age 

2. Sex 

3. Marital status 

4. Highest degree obtained 

5. R.D. status 

6. Salary 

7. Employment status 

8. Time spent away from home 

9. Position title 

Institutional variables studied were: 

1. Type of business or industry 

2. Number of people supervised 

In this study, QWL encompassed nine dimensions: 

1. Company (CO) 

2. Actual work on present job (AWPJ) 

3. Pay and benefits (PB) 

4. Opportunities for promotion (OFP) 

5. Supervision on present job (SOPJ) 

6. People on your present job (POPJ) 

7. General job satisfaction (GJS) 

8. Job in general (JIG) 

9. Performance constraint measure (PCM) 

The 18 hypotheses were as follows: 
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H1 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:CO scores 

based on selected personal variables. 

H2 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:CO scores 

based on selected institutional variables. 

H3 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL:AWPJ 

scores based on selected personal variables. 

H4 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL:AWPJ 

scores based on selected institutional variables. 

H5 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL:PB scores 

based on selected personal variables. 

H6 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL:PB scores 

based on selected institutional variables. 

H7 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL:OFP 

scores based on selected personal variables. 

H8 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:OFP 

scores based on selected institutional variables. 

Hg - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:SOPJ 

scores based on selected personal variables. 

H10 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:SOPJ 

scores based on selected institutional variables. 

H11 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:POPJ 

scores based on selected personal variables. 

H12 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:POPJ 

scores based on selected institutional variables. 

H13 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:GJS 

scores based on selected personal variables. 
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H14 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:GJS 

scores based on selected institutional variables. 

H15 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:JIG 

scores based on selected personal variables. 

H16 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:JIG 

scores based on selected institutional variables. 

H17 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:PCM 

scores based on selected personal variables. 

H18 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL:PCM 

scores based on selected institutional variables. 

Limitations and Assumptions 

Since this study is limited to the ADA Practice Group of DIBI, 

results cannot be considered representative of all dietitians. It is 

assumed that dietitians practicing in business and industry belong to 

this practice group and therefore we have a representative sample of 

dietitians practicing in business and industry. It is also assumed 

that respondents completed the questionnaire according to their actual 

work situation rather than what they perceived as ideal. It is fur­

ther assumed that the added portion of the questionnaire did not 

affect the validity of the Job Descriptive Index (JDI) (Smith, Ken­

dall, and Hulin, 1969), which provided the base for the questionnaire. 

Definition of Terms 

Quality of Work Life (QWL): No single definition of quality of 

of work life has been universally accepted. QWL is a very broad con­

cept. The following definition is considered true in this study. 
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Comprehensive survey-based programs often include questions on the 

following quality of work life issues: 

1. Overall organization (feelings and commitment) 

2. Compensation issues (pay and benefits) 

3. Job security 

4. Management (policies) 

.5. Immediate supervisor (relations with) 

6. Advancement issues-

7. Co-worker and interpersonal 

8. The job itself (characteristics, demand satisfaction) 
(Bowditch and Buono, 1982). 

The research instrument reflects these QWL dimensions. 

Dietitians~ Business and Industry (DIBI): A practice group of 

the ADA with a membership listing of 1,213 (February, 1984). 

Company: The organization that employs the respondent. 

Actual Work on Present Job: The nature of the work itself --- -- - ----'--
(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). 

Pay and Benefits: The details of remuneration (Smith, Kendall, 

and Hulin, 1969). 

Opportunities for Promotions: Opportunities available for ad­

vancement and the fairness of the promotional system. 

Supervision on Present Job: The characteristics of the person 

responsible for overseeing the respondent. 

People on Your Present Job: The attributes of co-workers en­

countered on the job or the people met in connection with work (Smith, 

Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). 

General Job Satisfaction: Feelings a worker has about his job 

(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). 
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Job~ General: Overall feelings about the work performed and 

feelings about what the work is like most of the time. 

Performance Constraint Measure: A measure of situational re­

source variables relevant to performance--a type of frustration index 

(Peters and O'Connor, 1980). 
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CHAPTER II 

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In the review of literature, it appears that many of the QWL 

programs in effect are in the manufacturing industries. The major 

thrust seems to be toward worker participation in decision making. 

Managers involved with QWL programs stress that each organization is 

different and each QWL program must be unique. There is no 11 one size 

fits all . 11 Instruments used to measure QWL are generally not pub­

lished and often are confidential. 

The 1970•s saw the emergence of the QWL movement (Scobel, 1980). 

Scobel believes it is because the nature of work life remains humdrum 

for those who work, and there remains emptiness in the work life for 

many people. 

The Meaning of QWL 

There is no universally accepted definition of QWL. It means 

different things to different people. In the review of literature, 

many different definitions of QWL were found. These definitions came 

from experts in the field, corporations, and from institutions. The 

definitions will be presented according to author, sponsoring institu-

tions, or corporation. 

Richard E. Walton 

Richard Walton (1974) provided the first comprehensive definition 
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of the concept of QWL in the Harvard Business Review (Heyel, 1982). 

Walton felt QWL encompassed eight conceptual categories. The first 

was adequate and fair compensation--does the pay meet socially deter­

mined standards? A safe and healthy environment is also important. 

Employees should not be exposed to working conditions that are unduly 

hazardous or unhealthy. Workers should be able to use and develop 

their skills and knowledge. Opportunities for advancement should be 

available. Social integration is another dimension in Walton 1 S defi­

nition. This includes freedom from prejudice, a sense of community, 

interpersonal openness, and the absence of class differences in the 

organization. The final three dimensions are: protection of worker 

rights, a balance between work and the remainder of the employee 1 s 

life, and social relevance. Walton points out that people from dif­

ferent subcultures and lifestyles will have different definitions of a 

high QWL. Walton gives three ways to accommodate different prefer­

ences: work assignments can be tailored to meet individual pref­

erences, work can be organized differently from one work unit to the 

next, and employees can choose which style suits them best, and the 

most feasible idea is to encourage organizations to develop consistent 

patterns of work life and provide prospective employees with suffi­

cient information to choose an organization that is a good fit for 

them. 

Edward M. Glaser 

Glaser is president of the Human Interaction Research Institute 

of Los Angeles, California. Glaser (1976) believes QWL recently has 

come to mean more than job security, good working conditions, adequate 
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and fair compensation, equal employment opportunity, or job enlarge-

ment. He believes that the essential component of any QWL program is 

the opportunity for employees at any level to influence their working 

environments and to have some say over what goes on in connection with 

their work. An essential condition for a QWL program is a style of 

participative management that allows employees to participate when 

they have pertinent ideas on matters that affect them. Glaser also 

lists other elements involved in QWL improvement programs: management 

commitment concerning employee participation, continuous job training, 

restructuring jobs so the employee is responsible for identified 

output, advancement opportunity, supervisory training in the new man-

agement style, open communication, feedback and financial incentives 

where feasible, select personnel who will strive for excellence, 

evaluate and analyze results, then revise efforts toward continued 

improvement. 

Gordon h· Lippitt 

Lippitt (1978) believes that QWL refers to the degree at which 

work provides an opportunity for an employee to satisfy personal needs 

such as surviving with some security, interacting with others, having 

a sense of personal usefulness, being recognized for achievement, and 

having the opportunity to improve one's skills and knowledge. Lippitt 

listed 10 conditions which must be met for organizational changes such 
~ 

as QWL to take place: the organization must be committed to a set of 

values, dissatisfaction with status quo must exist, open communica­

tion, team work approach, organizational renewal must be in the hands 

of line management, work units must be flexible as tasks change, 
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man~gement must experiment and take risks in coping with new issues, 

organization must be thought of as a sociotechnical system, management 

must vary leadership style with situations, management must be willing 

to commit resources, and accept the impact employee decision making 

has on the traditional managerial role. 

General Motors 

General Motors Corporation (GM) has become a leader in applying 

behavioral sciences to improve its employees' QWL (Miller, 1978). QWL 

projects are underway in most North American operations and in many 

overseas operations as well (Fuller, 198Ga). For GM, the objective of 

the QWL process is to make work effective, challenging, and involving 

(Fuller, 198Gb). To GM, QWL means: more employee involvement in the 

factory and in the office; improved relationships, especially between 

supervisors and employees; better union-management cooperation; more 

effective design of jobs and organizations; and improved integration 

of people and technology (Fuller, 198Gb, 198Gc, and 198Gd). Fuller 

also suggests that there are other, more basic considerations in a 

successful approach to QWL. The first is that QWL is a process. It 

is using resources, especially human resources, efficiently. It is 

developing an awareness and understanding of the needs of others and a 

willingness to be more responsive. QWL is also improving the way 

things get done to assure the long-term success of the o~ganization. 

GM's current view of QWL has evolved over the years. Their planned 

and organized approach began in 1969. In 197G, the GM car assembly 

plant at Tarrytown, New York, was known as having one of the poorest 

labor relations and production records in GM (Guest, 1979). In seven 
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years, the plant turned around to become one of the company's better 

run sites. A key development occurred in 1973. GM and the United 

Auto Workers established a National Committee to improve the QWL 

(Fuller, 1980a, 1980b, and 1980c). In 1977, management and the union 

jointly initiated a three day training program for all employees at 

the Tarrytown, New York, plant. The program provided employees with 

problem solving skills. It was also an opportunity for management and. 
the union to tell employees how their jobs related to others in the 

plant. This time (1977) the employee morale at Tarrytown was high, 

absenteeism had dropped, the number of grievances had decreased, and 

it was one of the best performing GM assembly plants. 

Guest (1979) provided us with 12 principles that have been 

learned from GM, Tarrytown, and other QWL experiments: 

1. Management must be competent in running the business as a 

profit-making enterprise. 

2. The union must be strong and the members must trust its 

leadership. 

3. Management has to be the first party to initiate change. 

4. QWL should not be used by either the union or management to 

circumvent the labor-management agreement. 

5. Top management and union officials must be committed to 

supporting QWL. 

6. Middle management and front-line supervisors must know what 

is taking place and feel they have a say in the change process. 

7. The QWL program should not be used to increase productivity 

by speeding up the employee•s work pace. 

8. A program should be voluntary for participants. 
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9. A QWL program should be flexible and started on a small 

scale. 

10. Any misunderstandings in the developing program should be 

solved before going on. 

11. Opportunities must be available for employees to use communi­

cation and problem solving skills in the job situation. 

12. QWL efforts must be on-going and able to continue regardless 

of changes in the personnel in the organization. 

GM has also developed a measurement instrument called ~The Qual­

ity of Your Work Life in General Motors~ (Miller, 1978). The survey 

provides an assessment of a number of different areas of work life, 

such as the physical work environment, pay, the development and utili­

zation of employee skills, employee involvement and influence, and 

supervisory and work-group relationships (Fuller, 1980c). GM feels 

the surveys can help them evaluate their progress in improving QWL and 

in assessing the effectiveness of specific projects. 

George ~· Bohlander 

Bohlander (1979), an assistant professor of management at Arizona 

State University, believes that quality of work programs are designed 

to improve the nature of work while contributing to organizational 

effectiveness and efficiency. He believes that quality of work inno­

vations are intended to satisfy the intrinsic needs of the employee. 

He lists the following as the most popular quality-of-work programs: 

flextime, job enrichment, management by objectives, staggered hours, 

sociotechnical systems, job rotation, and job enlargement. These 

programs are adopted with the intent of improving productivity, 
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updating management practices, and reducing absenteeism, turnover, and 

morale problems. They are also introduced with the purpose of humani­

zing the work environment. 

Bohlander believes that there are three problem areas that cause 

QWL programs to fail. The three areas are: managerial attitudes, 

union influence, and the restrictiveness of industrial engineering. 

The success of quality of work programs depends on overcoming these 

barriers. The change strategy is based on the belief that foreknowl­

edge reduces errors and increases program success. To alleviate 

problems with managerial attitudes that cause QWL programs to fail, 
the organization must: assess managerial assumptions about employees 

(theory X or Y), determine management leadership styles, evaluate the 

organizational attitude toward a job change program, evaluate superior­

subordinate relationships, determine how aware management is of the 

program, and determine cause of any negative attitudes that surface. 

To alleviate problems with union influence that cause programs to 

fail, the organization must assess the current union-management rela­

tionship, involve the union in planning, share cost saving gains with 

employees, and make any contract changes before implementing the 

program. To overcome the restrictiveness of industrial engineering, 

the organization should evaluate the quality of work program 1 estab­

lish measurable criteria, monitor program progress through a pilot 

study and allow it to run three to six months, and expand the program 

to other employees on a selective basis. 

Clark Sutton Associates 

Sutton is a management consultant (11 Boosting employee job 



satisfaction: What management can do," 1979). When he conducts 

employee attitude surveys, he uses 14 criteria to measure the QWL. 

The 14 dimensions include: management practices, job stress, work 

itself, job challenge, supervision, respect for individual, personal 

development, use of employee ideas, communications, quality of work 

group, adequacy of compensation, job security, efficiency of opera­

tions, and physical working conditions. Sutton conducted studies in 

cooperation with the American Institute for Research in the Behavioral 

Sciences (AIR), a Washington, D.C., organization, and compared his 

findings with data already available at AIR. 

Sutton conducted employee attitude surveys for six financial 

institutions, then compared the findings with other businesses. As a 

result, managers were able to actually develop programs designed to 

improve working conditions and employee job satisfaction. 

ASTD Quality of Work Life Task Force 

The American Society for Training and Development (ASTD) estab­

lished a Quality of Work Life Task Force in 1979 to determine to what 

extent the ASTD should become involved in the QWL movement (Skrovan, 

1980). The task force developed a definition for QWL to have as a 

foundation for the Task Force•s efforts: 

Quality of Work Life is a process for work organizations 
which enables its members at all levels to actively 
participate in shaping the organization•s environment, 
methods and outcomes. This value-based process is ~imed 
toward meeting the twin goals of enhanced effectiveness 
of the organization and improved quality of work life at 
work for employees (p. 29). 
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Paul S. Goodman 

Goodman (1980) believes QWL projects are distinguished by two 

definitional characteristics. Goodman (p. 487) believes 11 They attempt 

to restructure multiple dimensions of the organization and to insti-

tute a mechanism which introduces and sustains change over time. 11 

Restructuring multiple dimensions of the organization means to r;hange 

the organization as a total system rather than just one of its parts. 

Goodman reports that the focus of the multidimensional change is 

generally to provide greater democratization of the workplace, greater 

control for the worker over his environment, and greater joint labor 

and management problem solving. A mechanism which introduces and 

sustains change over time means that a mechanism internal to the 

organization is created to diagnose organizational problems, introduce 

changes, monitor changes, and then make adjustments. Institutionali­

zation of the change process is the purpose of this mechanism. 

Goodman (1980) identified 10 reasons why QWL does not remain in 

effect over time: the sponsor leaves, new workers not trained in QWL 

principles, no feedback mechanism, QWL program in only part of the 

organization, tension between labor and management due to unbounded 

projects, conflicts in work values, lack of total system commitment to 

the QWL effort, decrease in attractiveness of rewards, sudden changes 

in demand, costs or products, and problems created by the QWL project 

with the union. 

Work in America Institute 

Jerome M. Resow is president of the Work in America Institute, 
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which was founded in 1975 to advance productivity and the quality of 

working life in the United States (Rosow, 1981). The Work in America 

Institute identified issues most critical and important to track: 

pay, employee benefits, job security, alternative work schedules, 

occupational stress, participation, and democracy in the workplace. 

Rosow (1981) discusses each of these factors and their contribu­

tion to the QWL. Most workers cite good wages as the most important 

aspect of their jobs. American workers have raised their expecta~ions 

concerning benefits. They now feel entitled to benefits that were 

once part of the bargaining process. Job security is fundamental to 

QWL for the individual employee. Everyone wants a reasonable degree 

of security. Since the beginning of the 1970•s, industry has been 

experimenting with new kinds of work schedules. Flextime, staggered 

hours, part-time employment, and the reduced work week are among the 

alternatives available. Increased application of these alternatives 

can be anticipated during the current decade. Occupational mental 

health programs to deal with stress are beginning to emerge as an 

important aspect of working life. Most Americans feel they have a 

right to take part in decisions affecting their jobs; therefore, 

participation is an important QWL issue. This issue also ties in with 

democracy in the workplace. American workers expect condition within 

the workplace to be compatible with political and social conditions in 

other aspects of their lives. Resow (1981, p. 52) believes that 11 •• 

. in the decade ahead, one of the nation•s greatest challenges will be 

to advance the quality of working life, while at the same time nurtur­

ing a healthy work ethic and using human resources productively. 
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Len Nadler 

Nadler (1981) states that QWL has not been defined to the point 

where there is general agreement; therefore, he presents his own 

definition. According to Nadler, QWL is concerned with improving the 

workplace, bringing improved humanity into the work situation, and 
creating an environment where employees will find work personally 
satisfying and economically rewarding. Nadler does not believe QWL 

can be measured, since it is so subjective; however, he acknowledges 
that surveys are being used to determine attitudes, and believes that 

perhaps that is sufficient. 

Graphic Controls Corporation 

Lawler and Mirvis (1981) reported on the QWL measurement programs 
at the Graphic Controls Corporation. Graphic Controls worked with the 
Institute for Social Research of the University of Michigan for five 

years to measure QWL. Graphic Controls decided that more information 
was needed about employees• expectations concerning pay and benefits. 
The company approached the Institute for Social Research for assist­
ance in preparing a survey questionnaire. Besides questions on pay 
and benefits, questions on other concerns of QWL were also included. 
In their study, QWL focused on characteristics of the organization, 
the workplace, and the work itself that influenced employee satisfac­
tion, well-being, and behavior on and off the job. These QWL factors 
were measured on the basis of a confidential survey. The Graphic 

Controls QWL audit focused on broadly shared criteria of QWL: safety, 
wages, equal employment practices, and promotions. Records from 1975 

18 



through 1977 were audited, with incidents of accidents and promotions 

expressed as rates. Supervision, evaluation and reward practices, and 

the opportunities for employees to give suggestions, air grievances, 

and participate in decision making was assessed. The audit addressed 

employees• satisfaction with pay, job security, accomplishments, other 

aspects of work, satisfaction with their lives, and their outlook 

about their employment future. The survey results were published as 

part of a special report. The report gave a brief summary of the 

project, a description of the measures, guidance on how to read the 

figures, and the findings. Overall, over 90% were satisfied with 

their jobs. 

The Encyclopedia of Management 
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According to The Encyclopedia of Management (Heyel, 1982), QWL is 

viewed as including work place democracy, increased worker participa­

tion, and at the same time, productivity improvement through optimized 

human input. The Encyclopedia of Management also presented a 10-part 

approach to QWL from Jerome M. Resow, president of the Work in Ameri­

America Institute. Resow redefined and expanded on Walton•s (1974) defi­
nition. The 10 elements are: adequate and fair pay, benefits, a safe 

and healthy environment, job security, free collective bargaining, 

employee growth and development, social integration and teamwork, 

employee participation, democracy at work, and work as a balanced part 

of the entire lifestyle. 

Efforts to improve QWL offer benefits for the organization as 

well as for the individual. Increased individual and group commitment 

to the organization is seen. Also evident is greater self-esteem for 



workers and production groups, increased involvement on the job, 

strengthened ties to the work group and to the organization, and 

enhanced personal dignity. 

National Forum 

The Phi Kappa Phi Journal, National Forum, devoted their entire 

Spring, 1982 issue to "The Quality of Work Life." Tuttle (1982, p. 6) 
stated that "The term •quality of working life• is, without a ques-
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tion, a broad •umbrella' under which many diverse interests can gather." 

He believes that efforts to operationalize the QWL concept have taken 

three basic directions. QWL can either be viewed as a process, as a 

set of outcomes or results, and as a combination of the two. 

Tuttle (1982) presented a definition of QWL as a process by Ted 

Mills, founder of the American Center of Quality of Working Life. 

According to Mills, QWL is an attempt to · 

•.. provide people at work (managers, supervisors, 
rank and file workers) with structured opportunities to 
become actively involved in a new interpersonal process 
of problem solving toward both a better way of working 
and a more effective work organization, the payoff from 
which includes the best interests of employees and em­
ployers in equal measure (p. 6). 

An outcome oriented view of QWL defines QWL as an employee•s reactions 

to his work environment. If a worker has positive feelings toward his 

job, is motivated to stay on his job and perform well, and feels his 

working life fits well with his private life, then he ca~ be said to 

have a high quality of working life. The third view combines both 

outcome and process views. Tuttle believes that the process view more 

appropriately defines QWL, since it offers ideas that are unique. He 

feels that the outcome view of QWL is simply job satisfaction. 



K· ~· Sweeney, President, American 

Center for QWL 

Sweeney (1982) believes that QWL designates a group of ideas and 

practices aimed at involving workers in making the organization sue-

cessful. He views QWL as a process, a way of involving employees at 

all levels of the organization in problem solving and finding ways to 

do things better. To Sweeney, involvement means giving employees 

authority to make decisions about production processes that affect 

their jobs. 

J. L. Bowditch and A. F. Buono 

Bowditch and Buono (1982), in their book Quality of Work Life 

Assessment, considered the following as QWL dimensions: 

1. Overall organization (feelings and commitment) 

2. Compensation issues (pay and benefits) 

3. Job security 

4. Management (policies) 

5. Immediate supervisor (relations with) 

6. Advancement issues 

7. Co-worker and interpersonal relations 

8. The job itself (characteristics, demand, satisfaction) 

This definition is the most comprehensive and formed the basis or 

core with which the QWL of DIBI was assessed. In additfon, a research 

instrument with most of these dimensions was found which was appro-

priate to use with the educational level of the sample chosen in the 

study. 
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Consolidated Definition 

Table I displays a brief consolidated list of QWL dimensions 
found in the 16 definitions presented. The number to the right of the 
dimension represents the frequency with which that dimension appeared 
in the definitions. 

Job Satisfaction of Dietitians 

There has only been one study conducted concerning the 11 quality 
of work life 11 of dietitians. Leche (1984) studied the QWL of dieti­
tians with management responsibilities in health care delivery sys­
tems. This is not unusual, considering the vagueness and broadness of 
the concept of QWL. 

Job satisfaction is considered to be a surrogate measure of QWL 
(Lawler and Ozley, 1979; Goodman, 1980). Other surrogate measures of 
QWL are: productivity (Goodman, 1980), absenteeism, turnover, acci­
dents, and mental well-being (Lawler and Ozley, 1979). According to 
Staines and Quinn (1979), job satisfaction is associated with employ­
ment conditions and is an indicator of the well-being of workers. 
Roberts and Savage (1973) feel that there are several obvious reasons 
for measuring job satisfaction: a growing concern with human assets 
of the corporation, the belief that satisfaction contributes to job 
performance, evidence that satisfaction is negatively related to ab­
senteeism and turnover, and also the desire by managers "to know how 
their employees feel about their jobs. 

There have been several studies analyzing job satisfaction of 
of dietitians, and there is a growing interest in this area 
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TABLE I 

CONSOLIDATED LIST OF QWL DIMENSIONS 

Dimension 

Employee Participation ~ Decision Making 

Glaser, 1976; Fuller, 1980a, l980b, and 1980d; 
11 Boosting .•• can do, 11 1979; Skrovan, 1980; Rosow, 
1981; Heyel, 1982; Tuttle, 1982; Sweeney, 1982 

Compensation and Benefits 

11 Boosting· .•• can do, 11 1979; Resow, 1981; Nad­
ler, 1981; Lawler and Mirvis, 1981; Heyel, 1982; 
Bowditch and Buono, 1982; Walton, 1974 

Job Security 

11 Boosting .. o can do, 11 1979; Resow, 1981; Heyel, 
1982; Bowditch and Buono, 1982 

Safety 

Walton, 1974; 11 Boosting • o • can do, 11 1979; Law-
ler and Mirvis, 1981; Heyel, 1982 

Out of 16 

8 

7 

4 

4 

Supervision and ~Good Relationship With Employees 3 

Fuller, 1980a, 1980b, and 1980d;_Bowditch and 
Buono, 1981; 11 Boosting • o o can do, 11 1979 

Work Itself 

Tuttle 1982; Bowditch and Buono, 1982; 11 Boosting 
o o • can do, 11 1979 

3 . 

Oppor~unity for Employee to Satisfy Personal or In-
trins1c Needs - -- 3 

Lippit, 1978; Bohlander, 1979; Nadler, 1981 

Personal Development 

Walton, 1974; 11 Boosting o •• can do, 11 1979; 
Heyel, 1982 

3 
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TABLE I (Continued) 

Dimension 

Promotion 

Walton, 1974; Lawler and Mirvis, 1981; Bowditch 
and Buono, 1982 

Work as Balanced Part of Lifestyle 

Walton,.1974; Heyel, 1982; Tuttle, 1982 

Good Union-Management Cooperation 

Fuller, 1980a, 1980b, 1980d; Heyel, 1982 

Management Practices and Policies 

11 8oosting ..• can do, II 1979; Bowditch and 
Buono, 1982 

Job Stress 

11 8oosting •.. can do, 11 1979; Rosow, 1981 

Equal Employment Opportunity 

Walton, 1974; Lawler and Mirvis, 1981 

Respect for Individual 

Walton' 1974; 11 8oosti ng • . • can do' II 1979 

Effective Job Design 

Fuller, 1980a, 1980b, 1980d 

Integration of People and Technology 

Fuller, 1980a, 1980b, 1980d 

Job Cha 11 enge 

11 Boosting ... can do, 11 1979 

Quality of Work Group 

11 Boosting ••• can do, 11 1979 
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Out of 16 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 



TABLE I (Continued) 

Dimension 

Efficiency of Operation 

11 Boosting ... can do, 11 1979 

Restructure Multiple Dimensions of the Organization 

Goodman, 1980 

Mechanism Which Sustains Change Over Time 

Goodman, 1980 

Alternative Work Schedules 

Rosow, 1981 

Improving the Work Place 

Nadler, 1981 

Teamwork 

Heye 1, 1982 

Feelings and Commitment toward Organization 

Bowditch and Buono, 1982 

Social Relevance 

Walton, 1974 

Co-Worker and Interpersonal Relations 

Bowditch and Buono, 1982 
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Out of 16 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 



(Agriesti-Johnson and Broski, 1982). Studies that have specifically 

involved dietitians include: Tansiongkun and Ostenso, 1968; Myrtle, 

1978; Broski and Cook, 1978; Calbeck, Vaden, and Vaden, 1979; Stone, 

Vaden, and Vaden, 1981; and Agriesti-Johnson and Broski, 1982. Other 

closely related studies have included public health nutritionists 

(Vermeersch, Feeney, Wesner, and Dahl, 1979) and hospital food service 

directors (McNeil, Vaden and Vaden, 1981). 
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Each of these studies will be reviewed relative to the samples, 

research instruments used, and discussion of findings. It is interest­

ing to note that DIBI have not been included in any of these studies. 

Wisconsin Hospital Dietitians 

Tansiongkun and Ostenso (1968) surveyed 125 hospital dietitians 

with respect to their feelings towards 15 psychologic needs and the 

degree to which these needs were met or not met in their positions. 

Questionnaires were mailed to 173 ADA members employed in Wisconsin 

hospitals, and 125 replied (72%). Respondents were classified accord­

ing to position: chief or only dietitian, administrative dietitian, 

and therapeutic dietitian. The instrument used was Part I of the 

Management Position Questionnaire (Porter, 1961). It assessed how 

well the dietitians• positions met five categories of psychological 

needs: security, social, esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization. 

Results indicated that a highly significant trend toward greater job 

satisfaction emerged as the managerial level increased. 

California Administrative and Clinical Dietitians 

Myrtle (1978) reported data on job satisfaction from a limited 



sample of dietitians in California that attended a dietetic workshop. 
Sixty-nine dietitians participated in the study: 47 administrative 

dietitians, 15 clinical dietitians, and 7 11 other 11 dietitians. Myrtle 

asked the dietitians what they liked the most and the least about 

their jobs and what were the toughest problems they faced on the job. 
Results indicated that dietitians like the parts of their jobs that 

require patient interaction or require them to work with people. 

Overall, managing people and routing duties were the two most fre­
quently mentioned items disliked by these dietitians. Clinical dieti-
tians mentioned most frequently their 11 lack of status. 11 11 Managing 

people 11 was most frequently identified by b6th groups of dietitians as 
a problem. The second was 11 using time effectively11 for administrative 
dietitians and 11 receiving professional acceptance 11 for the clinical 
dietitians. 

Ohio Medical Dietitians 

Broski and Cook (1978) compared the job satisfaction of medical 
dietitians with that of the physical therapists, occupational thera­

pists, and medical technologists. The subjects were recent graduates 
(1971-1976) of The Ohio State University School of Allied Medical 

Professions. Eighty-eight out of 103 medical dietitians responded; 
however, only 68 responses were complete and hence analyzed. 
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The instrument used in this survey was the Job Descriptive Index 
(JDI) developed by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969). The JDI is com­
prised of five subscales measuring satisfaction with: work on the job, 
supervision, co-workers, present pay, and opportunities for promotion. 



Broski and Cook (1978) found that dietitians reported the lowest 

total satisfaction score and reported the least satisfaction with all 

job facets studied except pay, when compared with physical therapists, 

occupational therapists, and medical technologists. The researchers 

also compared the scores with national norms provided by the authors 

of the JDI and found that dietitians• scores were in the bottom third 

of the scores of all those with similar levels of education. 

Full-Time Hospital Dietitians 

Calbeck, Vaden, and Vaden (1979) studied relationships between 

selected demographic variables and job satisfaction and work values of 

hospital dietitians. Their sample consisted of full-time hospital 

dietitians that were members of the ADA. They were classified in four 

specialties: foodservice management, clinical, generalist, and man­

agement. Out of 430, 323 responded (75%), but only 258-280 were 

usable. The research was limited to a nine, midwestern state area in 

order to make comparisons with other studies. 

The instrument was composed of three sections. The first section 

contained questions concerning biographical information about the 

respondent and information about the employing hospital. The second 

section consisted of the JDI (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). The 

third section of the instrument was a work values scale adapted by 

Swartz and Vaden (1978) from a study of occupational values (Kil­

patrick, Cummings, and Jennings, 1964). 

Calbeck, Vaden, and Vaden (1979) compared the mean JDI scores of 

the dietitians with foodservice workers from Martin and Vaden•s (1978) 

research. They found that dietitians were more satisfied with the 
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work itself, supervision, pay, and co-workers. On promotion, the 
foodservice employees had a slightly higher mean score; however, the 
difference was not significant. The dietitians' overall job satisfac­
tion was also significantly greater than that of the foodservice 
workers. Directors of dietetics were significantly more satisfied 
with their work than were clinical, administrative, or generalist 
dietitians. Generalists were the next most satisfied, yet their mean 
score was not significantly different from the administrative or clin­
ical dietitians. Calbeck, Vaden, and Vaden felt that chief dietitians 
were expected to have higher levels of satisfaction because of the 
broader variety of responsibilities, greater scope of their positions, 
and autonomy. 

Public Health Nutritionists 

Vermeersch et al. (1979) studied productivity improvement and job 
satisfaction among public health nutritionists. Their sample was 38 
nutritionists from state and local health agencies in California who 
attended a workshop sponsored by the California Conference of Local 
Health Department Nutritionists. The workshop was on productivity 
improvement, stress management, and the enhancement of job satisfac­
tion for public health nutritionists, and lasted two-and-one-half 
days. 

The instrument used to assess job satisfaction was~a worksheet, 
where each nutritionist identified job activities that caused dissat­
isfaction and stress. In a group exercise, they examined these ac­
tivities and suggested ways in which stress and dissatisfaction could 
be reduced. 
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Vermeersch et al. (1979) found that nutritionists experience 
substantially less satisfaction and more stress than other groups. 
The percentage of time public health nutritionists experienced excite­
ment and boredom did not differ greatly from other groups. Nutrition­
ists did appear to gain a disproportionate share of discomfort at the 
expense of comfort in their jobs. 

Hospital Food Service Directors 
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McNeil, Vaden, and Vaden (1981) studied the job satisfaction of 
hospital food service directors. Their sample came from both the ADA 
and the American Society for Hospital Food Service Administrators 
(ASHFSA) in an effort to determine if differences because of sex could 
be found. Total responses numbered 308 (66%); however, usable respon­
ses numbered 299: 143 male and 156 female. 

The Job Dimensions Blank (Schletzer, 1965; Robinson, 1973) was 
used to measure general satisfaction with professional jobs by assess­
ing reactions to a number of job components. The respondents rated 62 
aspects of their jobs by checking one of the following: satisfied, 
dissatisfied, not sure, or not applicable. Another section of the 
instrument obtained biographical information and information about the 
employing hospital. 

McNeil, Vaden, and Vaden (1981) found that there were no signifi­
cant differences between the male and female administrators when their 
mean job satisfaction scores were compared. Data indicated that the 
position of department director in hospital food service is one that 
is relatively satisfying. Job satisfaction levels were higher for 
administrators that were professionally qualified dietitians, than for 
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those administrators that were not dietitians. Those employed in large 
hospitals, and who were in the older age group, were more satisfied. 
Administrators who were more experienced found less job frustration. 

Dietitians Less Than 30 Years Old ~~_.;....;~ -- -- - ...;..~~ 

Stone, Vaden, and Vaden (1981) studied career motivation and 

satisfaction among young dietitians (less than 30 years old at the 

time). The sample consisted of female dietitians employed half-time 
or more with 1950-1955 birthdates. The research instrument was sent 
to 500 dietitians and 395 usable questionnaires were included in the 

analysis. 

A five-part instrument was developed by the researchers. Part I 

included questions designed to measure the following: career selec­

tion, career involvement, professional identification, and psychologi-
cal success. Part II included questions pertaining to professional 
involvement. Parts III and IV were adapted from the Job Dimensions 
Blank (Schletzer, 1965; Robinson, 1973}, and included measures of 
career satisfaction and components important in a career. Part V 

requested demographic information. 

Stone, Vaden, and Vaden (1981) found that young dietitians seemed 
most satisfied with the opportunity to use their abilities to serve 

others. Autonomy and task variety also appeared to be satisfying 
aspects of dietetic careers. The young dietitians were:least satis­
fied with their career prestige, earnings, and opportunities for 

promotion. Those with advanced degrees were less satisfied than those 
with bachelor's degrees. Overall, the career satisfaction of young 

dietitians appeared to be relatively high. 



Dietitians in the United States 

Agriesti-Johnson and Broski (1982) surveyed 1,019 members of the 
ADA to determine the level of job satisfaction of dietitians in the 
United States. Six hundred and three questionnaires were returned, 
and 529 were used for analysis. Dietitians were classified as teach-
ers, administrative heads of units, administrative, clinical, general-
ist, research, consultant, community dietitians, and dietitians in 
private practice and others combined. 

The JDI (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969) was used to obtain job 
satisfaction scores. When compared with norms provided by Smith et 
al., JDI scores were low, and few significant differences were found 
among types of dietitians. There were no significant differences 
between total JDI scores and marital status, age, years in present 
position, employment status, place of employment, or level and types 
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of responsibilities. There were differences reported, however, in 
some of the JDI subscores. nothern dietitians were better satisfied 
with work than were clinical dietitians or generalists, and community 
dietitians were more satisfied with their work than generalists were. 
Clinical dietitians were more satisfied with the supervision that they 
received than nothern dietitians, consultants, and teachers. Consult-
ants scored higher in satisfaction with pay than clinical dietitians 
or researchers. nothern dietitians were better satisfied with oppor-
tunities for promotion than clinical dietitians and researchers. 
Overall, the dietitians who responded were most satisfied with the 
supervision they received and least satisfied with opportunities for 
promotion. 



Dietitians With Management Responsibilities~ 

Health Care Delivery Systems 

Leche (1984) studied the QWL of dietitians with management re­

sponsibilities in health care delivery system. Research question­

naires were sent to 400 dietitians in the ADA practice group. Data 

from 168 (42%) were analyzed. The research instrument used was a 

modification of the instrument used in the DIBI study being reported. 

The instrument included a section designed to gather demographic 

information, a section concerned with satisfaction with the organiza­

tion (Warr and Routledge, 1969), the long version of the JDI (Smith, 

Kendall, and Hulin, 1969), a performance constraint measure (Peters 

and O'Connor, 1980), and a section on general job satisfaction (Hack­

man and Oldham, 1975, 1980). 

Leche (1984) found that consultants, "others," and directors 

thought more positively about their work than did generalist dieti­

tians. Older dietitians were more content with current pay and 

benefits. 
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CHAPTER III 

METHODS AND PROCEDURES 

Quality of work life is an elusive term. As a measure it has 

been used predominately in the manufacturing industry and is practi­
cally nonexistent in the healthcare industry. The purpose in this 

study is to assess the QWL of dietitians in Business and Industry. 

Details concerning the research design; sample; data collection, which 
includes instrumentation, procedure, and scoring; and data analysis 

are included in this chapter. 

Research Design 

The status survey was the research design used in this study. 

The purpose in status survey research is to describe, analyze, and 

interpret conditions that exist. It involves comparison or contrast 
and attempts to discover relationships between variables (Best, 1981). 
Deductive reasoning was used to develop generalizations from the facts 
obtained. The research in this investigation was carried out by way 
of a mailed questionnaire. 

In this study, the dependent variables were the scares obtained 
from the instrument used to assess QWL. The independent variables 

included personal and institutional variables. 
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Sample 

The study sample was drawn from a population comprised of the 
membership listing of the ADA practice group of 11 Dietitians in Busi­
ness and Industry .. (N = 1,213). A simple random sample of 600 was 
selected to be mailed the research questionnaire. Generalization of 
results was limited to DIBI. 

Data Collection 

Instrumentation 

Since there is no standard definition of QWL, there are no stand­
ard procedures for measuring QWL dimensions (Lawler and Mirvis, 1981). 
According to Nadler (1981, p. 33), 11 QWL, as contrasted with producti-
vity, is very subjective and cannot be measured. 11 Therefore, due to 
the unavailability of an acceptable instrument, the researcher, with 
the aid of class members in a graduate class in foodservice systems 
management, developed an appropriate instrument to measure the QWL of 
Dietitians in Business and Industry. 

The research instrument (Appendix A) consisted of two parts: 
general information and QWL assessment. Part I, the general informa­
tion portion, requested biographical information about the respondent 
and information about the employing business or industry. Part II, 
the QWL assessment, was develnped from a variety of sources. Part II 

-obtained information about nine QWL dimensions: company, actual work 
on present job, pay and benefits, opportunities for promotion, super­
vision on present job, people on your present job, general job satis-
faction, job in general, and a performance constraint measure. Ways 
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to measure these nine dimensions were obtained from four different 
sources. 

The 11 Company 11 subscale was developed from the 11 0pinion Scale for 
Managers' Job Satisfaction 11 (Warr and Routledge, 1969). This subscale 
deals with attitudes of the company itself and its policies. Manage­
ment practices and policies ( 11 Boosting employee job satisfaction: 
What management can do, 11 1969; Bowditch and Buono, 1982) and feelings 
and commitment toward the organization (Bowditch and Buono, 1982) have 
been identified as relevant QWL issues. 

Pay and benafits, supervision on present job, opportunities for 
promotion, people on present job, and actual work on present job are 
five facets of job satisfaction and are from the JDI (Smith, Kendall, 
and Hulin, 1969). The job in general portion is an 18 item subscale 
developed to supplement the JDI (Smith, n.d.). There is a short and 
long version of the JDI. The long version contains 41 additional 
items and the JIG subscale and is copyrighted by Bowling Green State 
University, 1975, 1983. The long version was used in this study. The 
right to reproduce the JDI was purchased, and Or. P. c. Smith approved 
format changes (Smith, 1983). The JDI has been described by several 
researchers as the most carefully constructed measure of job satisfac­
tion (Johnson, Smith, and Tucker, 1982). It appears to be a popular 
measure among dietitians also. Broski and Cook, 1978; Calbeck, Vaden, 
and Vaden, 1979; Agriesti-Johnson and Broski, 1982; and -Leche, 1984; 
all have used the JDI with dietitians. Martin and Vaden (1978) used 
the JDI ~ith food service employees. 

To complete the QWL questionnaire, respondents were asked to 
write Y (Yes), ? (undecided), or N (No) next to each item, depending 
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on whether or not the item described his or her job (Johnson, Smith, 

and Tucker, 1982). To provide continuity, the remainder of the in­

strument was also designed in the same format, with the exception of 

one dimension, which was assessed using a Likert-type scale. The JDI 
is reliable, and both convergent and discriminant validity are satis­

factory (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969; Johnson, Smith, and Tucker, 

1982). Normative standards are available for comparison purposes from 

the authors of the JDI (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). All the 

previous studies mentioned, with the exception of Leche (1984), com­

pared their results with the norms. A drawback, however, is that the 

closest norm to compare to dietitians is males with 15 years of educa­
tion. Another drawback is that the norms are based on the original 

JDI, the short version. Literature supports the importance of these 

five subscales of the JDI as dimensions of QWL ("Boosting employee job 

satisfaction: What management can do," 1979; Rosow, 1981; Nadler, 

1981; Lawler and Mirvis, 1981; Heyel, 1982; Bowditch and Buono, 1982; 

Walton, 1974; Tuttle, 1982; Fuller, 1980b, 1980c, and 1980d). 

The "Performance Constraint Measure" subscale was based on situa­

tional resource variables relevant to performance as described by 

Peters and O'Connor (1980). This subscale was included because lit­

erature indicated that people tend to perform better and are happier 

at work when constraints are absent as compared to when they are 

present (Peters and O'Connor, 1980). This subscale has also been 

described as a frustration index (Peters, O'Connor, and Rudolf, 1980). 

One statement was added by the researcher to the measure: "Do you 

feel there is a conflict of interests between your job responsibili­

ties and your standards of professional responsibility as an ADA 
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member?" This statement was added to determine if this situation 

imposed a constraint on DIBI (whose position may make demands contrary 

to standards of the profession). 

The "General Job Satisfaction" subscale came from the JDS (Hack­

man and Oldman, 1975, 1980). Both the internal consistency reliabil­
ity of the scales and the discriminant validity of the items of the 

JDS are satisfactory (Hackman and Oldham, 1975). Normative data for 
several job families, including professionals, are available (Hackman 
and Oldham, 1980). A Likert-type scale was utilized for this subscale 
ranging from one to seven, where one represented "disagree strongly," 
four was "neutral," and seven was "agree strongly." 

The newly designed instrument was reviewed by graduate faculty 
from Oklahoma State University•s Department of Food, Nutrition and 

Institution Administration and the Department of Statistics for con­
tent validity, clarity, format, and ability to analyze statistically. 
Changes were adopted in accordance with suggestions. 

Procedure 

A cover letter (Appendix A) was developed to accompany the in­

strument explaining the research and providing instructions for com­
pletion of the questionnaire. The cover letter and questionnaire were 
printed on light blue bond paper and reproduced at the Oklahoma State 
University Engineering Duplicating Services. The questionnaires were 
folded into thirds and stapled shut, with the address label purchased 
from ADA visible. They were mailed first class, and business reply 
mail was utilized on the return mailing; only those which were re­
turned were paid for. The 600 questionnaires were mailed on March 1, 
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1984, and respondents were asked to return them on or before March 15, 

1984. Unfortunately, due to time and financial constraints, no 

follow-up letters or questionnaires were mailed. 

Scoring 

The QWL dimensions were scored as follows: 

Yes to a positive item 

No to a negative item 

1 to any item 

Yes to a negative item 

No to a positive item 

The answer key may be found in Appendix A. 

each dimension were as follows: 

Total 

Subscale Maximum 

JDI: Work 

Pay an.d Benefits 

Promotions 

Supervision 

Co-workers 

Job in general 

Added Dimensions: 

Points 

3 

3 

1 

0 

0 

possible 

Score 

75 

60 

48 

78 

78 

54 

Company 36 -_ 

Performance Constraint 30 

General Job Satisfaction 35 

points for 

In the original short version of the JDI, all the maximum scores 
conveniently added up to 54; however, with the long version, this does 
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not occur. The norms and other studies utilizing the JDI generally 

compare means and sometimes medians, but all are based on 54. Smith 
has not yet published norms based on the long version of the JDI. In 

order to compare our results with the norms and the results of other 
researchers, the mean scores were adjusted by multiplying by 54 and 

dividing by the maximum score for each dimension. The validity and 

reliability are perhaps compromised by this action, but until norms 

are provided by Smith for the more curr~nt long version of the JDI, 

this appears to be the most logical way to make comparisons. Scores 
will not have to be adjusted to compare with Leche's (1984) results, 
however, since basically the same instruments were used. 

Data Analysis 

The questionnaires were graded, then the data was transcribed and 
coded onto computer data sheets. Information from the coding sheets 

was then keypunched onto computer cards, which provided the researcher 
direct access to the mainframe computer (IBM 30810). Appropriate 

programs were selected and data were analyzed using the Statistical 

Analysis System (SAS) (Helwig and Council, 1979). Standard statisti­
cal procedures, including frequency tables, t-test, analysis of vari­
ance (ANOVA), and Duncan's Multiple Range Test were used to analyze 

the data (Steel and Terrie, 1980). The designated significance level 
was 10%. 
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CHAPTER IV 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION 

The purpose in this study was to assess the quality of work life 

of Dietitians in Business and Industry. Data was obtained using the 

research instrument described in Chapter III, 11 Methods and Proced­

ures.~~ The questionnaires were mailed to 600 randomly selected mem­

bers of the ADA practice group: 11 Dietitians in Business and Industry. 11 

Total response from DIBI members was 42% (N = 253). Sixty of those 

respondents were not currently employed in dietetics in business and 

industry. Their characteristics can be found in Appendix c. Of the 

193 remaining questionnaires, 166-184 were usable for analysis, vary­

ing because some respondents did not or were not able to complete each 

dimension. 

Characteristics of Survey Participants 

Age, Sex, and Marital Status 

Forty-one percent (N = 75) of the respondents were in the 31 to 

40 years of age group, 31% (N = 57) were 30 years old or less, 20% 

(N=37) were in the 41 to 50 age group, and the remaining 7% (N = 13) 

were 51 and older (Figure 1). Ninety-seven percent (N = 178) of the 

respondents were female, while the remaining 3% (N = 5) were males. 

Fifty-five percent (N = 101) were married, 30% (N = 55) were single, 
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and the remaining 15% (N = 27) were either divorced, separated, or 

widowed. 

80 Key: 

70 1 - < 30 

>, 60 2 - 31-40 
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30 

20 
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1 2 3 4 

Age Group 

Figure 1. DIBI Respondents by Age Group 

Highest Leve 1 Degree Obt.a i ned and Major 

Fifty-one percent (N = 92) of the respondents had obtained an 

advanced degree, while 49% (N = 89) had earned a bachelor•s degree. 

Sixty-one percent (N = 92) majored in dietetics or nutrition, 12% (N = 
18) majored in some type of foodservice management, while 9% majored 

in both management or business administration (N = 14) and education 

(N = 13). Three percent (N = 5) listed nutrition communications as 
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their major, and the remaining 2% (N = 3) fell into the "other 11 

category (Appendix C). 

R. D. Status 

Eighty-nine percent (N = 163) responded that they were R.0. 1 s. 

Eleven percent (N = 21) were non R.0. 1 S. It was assumed that those 

who left the question blank were not registered dietitians. 

Number of Years~ Dietetic Profession, Busi­

~ and Industry, and Present Job 

Twenty-seven percent (N = 51) of the DIBI members that responded 

had been in the dietetic profession from less than one to five years, 

25% (N = 47) from 6 to 10 years, 19~ (N = 35) from 11 to 15 years, 

16% (N = 30) for more than 20 years, and 14% (N = 26) for 16 to 20 

years. The number of years employed in business and industry for 32% 

(N = 60) of the respondents was three to five years. Twenty-four 

percent (N = 46) had been employed for less than one to two years, and 

the same number for greater than 10 years. The remaining 20% (N = 38) 

fell into the 6 to 10 year category. 

Forty-four percent (N = 38) had only been in their present jobs 

for less than one to two years. Thirty-six percent (N = 69) had been 

in their jobs for three to five years, 14% (N = 26) for 6 to 10 years, 

and the remaining 6% (N = 12) for greater than 10 years~ 

Position Title 

The position titles, their frequency of response, and their 

percentage of respondents can be seen in Table II. Due to the wide 
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variety of position titles of DIBI members, nothern was the predomi­

nant title of 17% (N = 32) of the respondents. Appendix C lists 

titles that were included in the nothern category. Dietitians/ 

nutritionists ranked second with 12% (N = 22). Managers and 

assistants, food service directors and assistants, and directors each 

had 11% with 20 respondents each. 

Pas iti on Title 

nother 11 

Dietitian/Nutritionists 

Managers and Assistants 

Directors 

TABLE II 

POSITION TITLES 

Food Service Directors and Assistants 

Presidents and Vice-Presidents 

Sales Representatives 

Marketing Related 

District/Territory Managers 

Consultants 

Frequency 

32 

22 

20 

20 

20 

17 

16 

14 

12 

11 

*Sum not equal to 100 due to round-off error. 

Percentage* 

17 

12 

11 

11 

11 

9 

9 

8 

7 

6 
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Position Title of Supervisor 

The position titles of the supervisors of the respondents, their 

frequency, and percentage can be found in Table III. The predomi­

nant title of supervisors was vice-president, with 18% (N = 35). The 

second and third ranking titles were director (15%, N = 29), and dis­

trict manager (12%, N = 23). 

TABLE III 

POSITION TITLES OF SUPERVISORS 

Supervisor's Title Frequency Percentage* 

Vice-President 35 18 

Director 29 15 

District Manager 23 12 

Manager 21 11 

Non-Applicable 20 11 

"Other" 18 9 

President 16 8 

Sales Manager 10 5 

Administrator 9 5 

Food Service Director/Manager 5 3 

Associate Director 4 2 

*Sum not equal to 100 due to round-off error. 
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Employment Status 

Ninety-three percent (N = 172) of the respondents were employed 

at least 35 hours per week. Three percent each were employed 20 to 34 

hours per week (N = 6) and less than 20 hours per week (N = 6). 

Annual Salary 

Twenty-four percent (N = 44) of the DIBI respondents made an 

annual salary between $25,000 to $29,000, and 24% (N = 43) made 

$40,000 and above (Figure 2). Seventeen percent (N = 31) made from 

$20,000 - 24,999; 14% (N = 26) from $30,000 - 34,999; 9% (N = 17) from 

$35,000 - 39,999; 7% (N = 13) from $15,000 - 19,999; and only 4% (N = 
8) made below $14,999. Unfortunately, the questionnaire did not ask 

how far above $40,000 the highest salaries were. 

50 
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Figure 2. DIBI Respondents by Salary 

Key: 
1 - < $14' 999 
2 - $15,000-19,999 
3 - $20,000-24,999 
4 - $25,000-29,999 
5 - $30,000-34,999 
6 - $35,000-39,999 
7 - ~ $40,000 

46 



Time Away From Home 

Contrary to the researchers• expectations, 23% (N = 43) of the 

respondents never had to spend nights away from home due to their job. 

Nineteen percent (N = 35) were in the "other" category (Appendix C); 

17% (N = 31) were away from home twice per month; 14% (N = 26), twice 

per week; 14% (N = 25), once per month; 8% (N = 14), once per week; 4% 

(N = 8), four times per week; and 1% (N = 1) were away from home five 

times per week due to work. 

Characteristics of the Institutions 

Type of Business or Industry 

The type of business or industry that the respondents worked for 

can be found in Table IV, along with their frequency of occurrence 

and their percentage of the total. Due to the variety of types of 

business and industry that employ DIBI members, ••other" was the pre­

dominant type, with 22% (N = 41), and is listed in Appendix c. Food­

service management companies employed 17% (N = 32) of the respondents 

and 12% (N = 22) worked for food product manufacturers. 

Number and Type of,Employees Supervised 

Forty percent (N = 73) of the DIBI members that responded do not 

supervise any employees (Figure 3). Eighteen percent (~"= 32) super­

vise 21 employees or more, 10% (N = 19) supervise 6 to 10, 9% each 

supervise one employee (N = 16) or three to five employees (N = 16), 

7% each supervise two employees (N = 7) or 11 to 20 employees (N = 7). 
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TABLE IV 

TYPE OF BUSINESS OR INDUSTRY 

Type of Business or Industry 

"Other" 

Foodservice Management Company 

Food Product Manufacturer 

Pharmaceutical Company 

Food Brokers and Distributors 

Own Business 

Marketing, Advertising, or P. R. 

Independent Foodservice Operation 

Equipment Design, Service, or Sales 

Restaurant Management 

Hospital Management Company 

Publishing Company 

Retail Food Chain 

Food Service Facility Design 

Computer Services 

Consumer Affairs 

Weight Control Company 

Frequency 

41 

32 

22 

18 

16 

14 

9 

8 

5 

5 

4 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

*Sum not equal to 100 due to round-off error. 

Percentage* 

22 

17 

12 

10 

9 

8 

5 

4 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
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Figure 3. Number of Employees Supervised 

Thirty-nine percent (N = 73) of the respondents answered 11 non-

applicable 11 to type of employees supervised. Twenty-one percent 

(N = 39) supervised employees that fell into the 11 0ther 11 category. 

This included technicians, sales representatives·, foodservice mana­

gers, foodservice specialists, and others (Appendix C). Fifteen 

percent (N = 28) supervised dietitians, 14% (N = 26) supervised 

foodservice workers, 7% (N = 13) supervised home economists, while 
5% (N = 10) supervised clerical workers. 

QWL of Dietitians in Business and Industry 

The QWL scores under various assumptions is illustrated in Table 

V. The figures listed in the 11 Maximum Score 11 column were derived by 
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TABLE V 

QWL EXPECTED SCORES UNDER VARIOUS 
ASSUMPTIONS AND MEAN SCORES 

Maximum ExEected Scores Under AssumEtlon of ResEonse Set 
Scale Na Score 

JDI 

Work (AWPJ) 184 75 
Pay (PB) 182 60 
Promotions (OFP) 171 48 
Supervision (SOPJ) 166 78 
Co-workers (POPJ) I 78 78 
Job in General (JIG) 182 54 

Added Dimensions 
Company 183 36 
Performance Constraint 184 30 
General Job Satisfaction 177 35-

aunequal N's due to nonresponse on some dimensions. 
bAdjusted to 54 for compar'son purposes. 
cstandard deviation. 

Indifference Yes No Balance Attitude Mean Scores 

25 33 42 37.5 51. 36 ~ II. 95c 
20 30 30 30.0 41.73 + 12.21 ---

16 24 24 24.0 24.19+11.40 
26 42 36 39.0 60.51 + 17.69 
26 36 42 39.0 63.80 ~ 14.86 
18 27 27 27.0 46.05 + 9. 71 

12 18 18 18.0 28.34 + 7.88 
10 21 9 15.0 21.99 + 6.34 

"-'l>:'J-5- 21 14 17.5 26.80 + 6.05 
rl· '~ 

Adjusted Meansb 

36.98 + 8.60 
37.56 + 10.99 
27.21 + 12.83 
41.89 + 12.25 
44.17 + 10.29 
46.05 + 9.71 

42.51 ~ 11.82 
39.58 + 11.41 
41.35 + 9.33 

U1 
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multiplying the number of items of each dimension by three points 

(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969), with the exception of the General 

Job Satisfaction (GJS) score, which utilized a Likert-type scale. The 

GJS dimension maximum score was determined by multiplying the five 

questions times the seven possible points (two questions involved 

reverse scoring). The indifference column scores were one-third of 

the maximum scores. This was also the score that a person would make 

if they answered every item with a question mark (Smith, Kendall, and 

Hulin, 1969). The scores in the yes and no columns represented the 

possible points of positively and negatively phrased items. The 

balance attitude was one-half of the total score and was the statisti-

cally expected score from a 11 balanced attitude" resulting in equal 

probabilities of endorsing favorable and unfavorable items (Smith, 

Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). The mean scores and standard deviations 

were adjusted by multiplying by 54 and dividing by the maximum score 

in order to compare results with norms and other similar studies. 

QWL: Company (CD) 

The QWL dimension, company, dealt with how individuals felt about 

the organization that employed them. According to the 183 DIBI mem-

bers that answered items concerning the company dimension, they were 

satisfied with the companies they work for. The mean score was 28.34, 

with a standard deviation of 7.88. The expected score from a balanced 
" 

attitude was 18.0, and the maximum score was 36. 

The variables of highest degree, R. D. status, time away from 

home, and number of people supervised did not significantly (p ~ .10) 

affect company scores. The variables of age (p = .0190), marital 
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status (p = .0083), salary (p = .0001), employment status (p = .0223), 
position title (p = .0015), type of business or industry (p = .0463) 
(Table VI), and sex (p = .0048) (Table VII), however, affected company 
scores significantly. 

TABLE VI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR 
COMPANY DIMENSION BY PERSONAL AND 

INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES 

Source df Mean Squares 

Age 3 203.83 
Error 177 59.98 
Total 180 

Marital status 2 292.78 
Error 179 59.53 
Total 181 

Salary 6 313.24 
Error 175 53.76 
Total 181 

Employment Status 2 233.90 
Error 180 60.18 
Total 182 

Position Title 9 177.34 
Error 173 56.10 
Total 182 

Type of Business or 
Industry 16 100.69 

Error 166 58.37 
Total 182 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

F P* 

3.40 0.0190 

4.92 0.0083 

5.83 0.0001 

3.89 0.0223 

3.16 0. 0015 

.• 

1.72 0.0463 
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Sex 

Male 

Female 

N 

5 

177 

TABLE VII 

T-TEST PROCEDURE FOR COMPANY DIMENSION 
AND SEX 

Mean 

30.40 

28.24 

Standard Error 

0.40 

0.60 

*Significant (t-test) at the .10 level. 

t P* 

3.00 0.0048 

DIBI who are less than 30 years old (N = 56) had a mean company 
score (25.54) less than mean company scores of other age groups: 31-
40 (N = 76, X= 29.59), 41-50 (N = 35, X= 29.46) and 51 or more years 
(N = 13, X= 29.14). Although p = .0190, the Duncan Multiple Range 

Test (Table VIII) did not show a significant difference between the 
groups, due to unequal N•s. 

Married respondents (N = 100, X= 29.78) were significantly 

happier with their company than single respondents (N = 54, X= 25.70 
(Table VIII). Those in the divorced, separated, or widowed category 
(N = 28, X= 28), however, were riot significantly different from 

either the single or married respondents (Table VIII). 

Respondents whose annual salaries were $40,000 or above (N = 45, 
X= 32.20), $35,000 - 39,999 (N = 17, x = 30.12), and $30,000 - 34,999 
(N = 26, X= 29.89) were significantly happier with the companies they 
worked for (Table VIII) than were those who made $15,000- 19,999 
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TABLE VII I 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR COMPANY 
DIMENSION SCORES AND PERSONAL AND 

INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES 

Variables N Mean 

Age 

31-40 years 76 29.59 41-50 years 35 29.46 
51 or more years 13 29.14 
Less than 30 years 56 25.54 

Marital Status 

Married 100 29.78 
Divorced, Separated, or Widowed 28 28.00 
Single 54 25.70 

Sa 1 ary 

$40,000 or above 45 32.20 
$35,000-39,999 17 30.12 $30,000-34,999 26 29.89 Less than $14,999 8 28.25 $25,000-29,999 44 27.52 $15,000-19,999 13 23.54 $20,000-24,999 29 23.21 

Employment Status 

Employed at least 35 hr/wk 172 28.61 Employed less than 20 hr/wk 6 28.50 Employed 20-34 hr/wk 5 18.80 

Position Title 

President or Vice-President 17 34.53 Director 21 30.62 Sales Representative 16 30.56 Marketing Related 14 29.36" 
Manager or Assistant 20 28.70 District/Territory Manager 12 28.08 
Consultant 9 27.89 Food Service Director or Assistant 20 27.50 nothern 31 25.94 Dietitian/Nutritionist 23 23.49 
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Grouping* 

A 
A 
A 
A 

A 
AB 
B 

A 
A 
A 
AB 
AB 
B 
B 

A 
A 
B 

A 
AB 
AB 
ABC 

BC 
BC 
BC 
BC 
BC 
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TABLE VIII (Continued) 

Variables 

Type of Business or Industry 

Weight Control Company 
Consumer Affairs 
Computer Services 
Own Business 
Food Service Facility Design 
Pharmaceutical Company 
Independent Food Service Operation 
Food Product Manufacturer 
Food Brokers and Distributors 
Marketing, Advertising, or P. R. 
11 0ther 11 

Foodservice Management Company 
Equipment Design, Service/Sales 
Retail Food Chain 
Restaurant Management 
Hospital Management Company 
Publishing Company 

N 

1 
1 
1 

13 
2 

18 
8 

21 
17 
9 

40 
33 
5 
2 
5 
4 
3 

Mean 

36.00 
36.00 
36.00 
34.62 
32.50 
31.17 
29.75 
29.48 
29.24 
27.33 
26.93 
26.52 
26.20 
25.00 
23.80 
22.25 
20.33 

Grouping* 

A 
A 
A 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 

B 

*Means with the same letter are not significantly different at the .05 level. Data shown for significant findings only (p ~ .10). 

(N = 13), X= 23.54) and $20,000- 24,999 (N = 29, X= 23.21). Those 
who made less than $14,999 (N = 8, X= 28.25), and $25,000- 29,999 (N 
= 44, X= 27.52) were not significantly different from the other two 
groups. Those employed at least 35 hours per week (N = 172, X= 
28.61) and less than 20 per week (N = 6, X= 28.50) were~significantly 
happier with their company (Table VIII) than those employed 20-34 
hours per week. 

The Duncan Multiple Range Test for mean separation indicated 
three different groupings for position titles (Table VIII). 
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Presidents or vice-presidents were significantly happier (N = 17, X= 
34.53) with their organization than were managers or assistants (N = 
20, X= 28.70), district/territory managers (N = 12, X= 28.08), con­
sultants (N = 9, X= 27.89), food service directors or assistants 
(N = 20, X= 27 .50), 11 0thers 11 (N = 31, X= 25.94), and dietitians/ 
nutritionists (N = 23, X= 23.49). There were no significant differ­
ences, however, between president or vice-presidents and directors (N 
= 21, X= 30.62), sales representatives (N = 16, X= 30.56), and 
marketing related positions (N = 14, X= 29.36). The marketing re­
lated position was the only position title which was not significantly 
different from all the other titles. There were also no significant 
differences in the means of directors, sales representatives, market­
ing personnel, managers, district managers, consultants, food service 
directors, and 11 0thers. 11 11 0ietitians 11 scored significantly lower than 
did presidents, directors, and sales representatives, but not signifi­
cantly different from marketing personnel, managers, district mana­
gers, consultants, food service directors, and 11 0thers. 11 

There were 17 types of business and industry identified. Weight 
control company, consumer affairs, and computer services all had one 
respondent each and the mean for each was the maximum score of 36. 
These three individuals were happier with their companies than were 
the three respondents who worked for a publishing company (X= 20.33). 
Otherwise, there were no significant differences (Table-~III) between 
the weight control company, consumer affairs, and computer services 
and the other 13 types of business or industry. Due to the small cell 
sizes, however, generalizations cannot be made. People who had their 
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own businesses (N = 13) did have the next highest mean score (X= 
34.62). 

Males scored higher (N = 5, X= 30.40) than did females (N = 177, 
X = 28.24) on the company dimension, with an observed significance 
level of p = .0048 (Table VII). When comparing adjusted means to 
dietitians with management responsibilities in healthcare delivery 
systems (N = 168, X= 41.01) (Leche, 1984), DIBI (N = 183, X= 42.51) 
scored slightly higher on the company dimension (Figure 4). 

QWL: Actual Work on Present Job (AWPJ) 

The QWL dimension, actual work on present job, dealt with the 
nature of the work itself (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). Accord­
ing to the 184 respondents that answered the AWPJ section, they were 
satisfied with their work. The mean score for the group was 51.36 
(Table V), with a maximum of 75 points and the balance attitude score 
being 37.5. 

57 

The variables of sex, marital status, highest degree earned, R. D. 
status, employment status, time away from home, type of business or 
industry, and number of people supervised did not significantly (p > 

.10) affect satisfaction with actual work on the present job. The 
variables of age (p = 0.0200), salary (p = 0.0009), and position title 
(p = 0.0113), however, affected work scores significantly (Table IX). 

Respondents aged 51 and above (N = 37, X= 55.46) a~d 41-50 (N = 
37, X= 54.89) were significantly happier with their work than were 
those less than 30 (N = 57, X= 47.86). No difference was found 
between those aged 31-40 (N = 75, X= 51.79) and the other age groups 
(Table X). In two previous studies, researchers also found that older 
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Figure 4. 

PB OFP SPJ PPJ JIG co PC GJS 

QWL Dimensions 

- Actual Work on Present Job 
- Pay and Benefits 
- Opportunities for Promotion 
- Supervision on Present Job 
- People on Present Job 
- Job in General 
- Company 
- Performance Constraint Measure 
- General Job Satisfaction 

- Maximum Score = 54 
- Balance Attitude Score = 27 
- Adjusted Mean Scores in Present Study (Table V) 
- Adjusted Mean Scores for Management Dfetitians 

(Leche, 1984) 

Comparison of QWL Mean Scores With Management 
Dietitians 
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foodservice employees and hospital dietitians were happier with their 

work than were younger employees (Martin and Vaden, 1978; Calbeck, 

Vaden, and Vaden, 1979). 

Source 

Age 
Error 
Total 

Salary 
Error 
Total 

Position Title 
Error 
Total 

TABLE IX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR 
ACTUAL WORK ON PRESENT JOB DIMENSION 

BY PERSONAL VARIABLES 

df Mean Squares F 

3 463.60 3.36 
178 138.14 
181 

6 521.11 3.99 
175 130.74 
181 

9 328.97 
174 133.20 
183 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

P* 

0.0200 

0.0009 

Respondents earning annual salaries below $14,999 ~N = 8, X= 

55.88), $40,000 and above (N = 43, X= 55.30), $35,000- 39,999 (N = 
17, X= 54.53), and $30,000- 34,999 (N = 26, X= 53.85) were happier 

with their present jobs than those making $15,000 - 19,999 (N = 13, X 

= 45.77) or $20,000- 24,999 (N = 31, X= 44.29) (Table X). Those 
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with an annual salary of $25,000 - 29,999 (N = 44, X= 50.91) were not, 

however, significantly different from any of the other categories. 

TABLE X 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR ACTUAL WORK 
ON PRESENT JOB SCORES AND PERSONAL 

AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES 

Age 

Vari ab 1 es 

51 and above 
41-50 
31-40 
Less than 30 

Salary 

Below $14,999 
$40,000 and above 
$35,000 - 39,999 
$30,000 - 34,999 
$25,000 - 29,999 
$15,000 - 19,999 
$20,000 - 24,999 

Position Title 

President or Vice-President 
Marketing Related 
Director 
District/Territory Manager 
Consultant 
Food Service Director or Assist. 
11 0ther 11 

Dietitian/Nutritionist 
Manager or Assistant 
Sales Representative 

N 

13 
37 
75 
57 

8 
43 
17 
26 
44 
13 
31 

16 
14 
21 
11 
13 
20 
31 
22 
20 
16 

Mean 

55.46 
54.89 
51.79 
47.86 

55.88 
55.30 
54.53 
53.85 
50.91 
45.77 
44.29 

57.81 
57.21 
55.95 
54.64 
52.85 
50.60 
48.42 
48.23 
47.00 
46.69 -

Grouping* 

A 
A 
AB 
B 

·A 
A 
A 
A 
AB 

A 

B 
B 

AB 
ABC 
ABCD 
ABCO 
ABCD 

BCD 
·BCD 

co 
D 

*Means with the same letter are not significantly different at the .05 
level. 



Most of those earning less than $14,999 annually were working 

part-time and this could explain why they had the highest scores on 

the AWPJ dimension. Perhaps they have flexible scheduling and control 

over their work situation. Working a part-time job may also be meet­

ing personal individual needs. 
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There are 10 position titles and the Duncan Multiple Range Test 

(Table X) yielded four different groupings of differences between 

means. Presidents or vice-presidents (N = 16, X= 57.81) were signif­

icantly happier with their work than were 11 0thers 11 (N = 31, X= 
48.42), dietitians/nutritionists (N = 22, X= 48.23), managers or 

assistants (N = 20, X= 47.00), or sales representatives (N = 16, X= 
46.69). Those with marketing related titles (N = 14, X= 57.21) were 

happier than managers and sales representatives. Directors (N = 21, X 

= 55.95) were happier than sales representatives, also. No signifi­

cant differences were noted between the means of presidents, marketing 

related personnel, directors, district/territory managers (N = 11, X= 
54.64), consultants (N = 13, X= 52.85), or food service directors and 

assistants (N = 20, X= 50.60). There were also no significant dif­

ferences found between district/territory managers, consultants, 

food service directors, 11 0thers, 11 11 dietitians, 11 managers, and sales 

representatives. 

The authors of the JDI (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969) provided 

norms for each subscale for comparison. The norms were ,based on a 

sample of almost 2,000 male and more than 600 female workers in busi­

ness and industry from across the United States. Norms were strati­

fied by variables such as education, income, community prosperity, and 

length of job tenure. Mean adjusted scores were presented in Table 



their corresponding percentile rankings from the normative data. The 

norms used were stratified by sex and education level. As the per­

centile rankings indicated, the actual work on present job scores fell 

at the twenty-third percentile when compared with males with 15 or 

more years of education and at the thirty-eighth percentile when 

compared with females with nine or more years of education. When 

comparing the DIBI adjusted mean work score (36.98) with similar 

studies (Table XII and Figure 5), however, the researcher found.that 

DIBI 1 s scored higher than medical dietitians (N = 68, X = 33.53) 

(Broski and Cook, 1978), dietitians in the United States (N = 529, X= 

35.55) (Agriesti-Johnson and Broski, 1982), and management dietitians 

(Figure 4) (N = 168, X= 35.67) (Leche, 1984). Only hospital dieti­

tians (N = 258-280, X= 40.14) scored higher than DIBI members. 

QWL: Pay and Benefits (PB) 

The QWL dimension, pay and benefits, dealt with the details of 

remuneration (Smith et al., 1969). The respondents in this study (N = 
182) appeared to be satisfied overall with their pay and benefits, as 

the mean score for this dimension was 41.73 of a possible 60 points 

(Table V). The expected score from a balanced attitude was 30 points. 
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The variables of marital status, highest degree, R. D. status, 

unemployment status, time away from home, and number of people super­

vised did not significantly (p > .10) affect respondents 1 satisfaction 

with their pay and benefits. Variables that did significantly affect 

the pay and benefits scores were: age (p = .0539), salary (p = .0001), 

position title (p = .0010), type of business or industry (p = .0193) 

(Table XIII) and sex (p = .0917) (Table XIV). 



TABLE XI 

NORMATIVE COMPARISONS OF SAMPLE MEAN SCORES 
BY JDI SUBSCALES 

Percentile Ranks Percentile Ranks 
Mean Scores of Scores (Men, of Scores (Women 
DIBia 15 or More Years 9 or More Years JDI Subscale (N = 166-184) of Education)b of Education)b 

Work 37.0 23rd 38th 

Co-workers 44.2 33rd 45th 

Supervision 41.9 35th 45th 

Promotion 27.2 60th 75th 

Pay 37.6 50th 65th 

aAdjusted to 54 for comparison purposes. 

bNormative source: Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969. 

Respondents aged 51 and. above (N = 12, X= 45.92) were signifi­
cantly happier with their pay and benefits than those less than 30 
years of age (N =57,~= 38.18) (Table XV). Those in the age range 
of 41-50 years of age (N = 37, ~ = 43.73) and 31-40 (N = 73, X= 
42.60) were not significantly different from either those 51 and above 
or those less than 30. Calbeck, Vaden, and Vaden (1979) also found 
that older dietitians were happier with pay and benefits than younger 
ones. 

Salary had the most significant (p = .0001) effect on satisfac­
tion with pay and benefits. The Duncan Multiple Range Test (Table XV) 
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TABLE XII 

COMPARISON WITH SIMILAR STUDIES OF MEAN SUBJECT 
RESPONSE TO FIVE OF THE JDI/QWL DIMENSIONS* 

Study Work Supervision Co-Workers 

Dietitians in Business and X 36.98 41.89 44.17 
Industry (N = 166-184) SD 8.60 12.25 10.29 
Medical Dietitiansa X 33.53 36.90 37.21 
(N = 68) SD 11 • 76 13,40 13.75 
Hospital Dietitiansb X 40.14 40.59 44.25 
(N - 258-280) SD 8.56 12.62 9.78 
Dietitians in the United X 35.55 35.91 33.12 
Statesc (N = 529) SD 11.20 12.27 13.14 
Management Dietitiansd X 35.67 39.11 41.46 
(N = 168) SD 10.35 13.16 12.52 

*Maximum score for each dimension was 54, or adjusted to 54. 
aBroski and Cook (1978). 
bcalbeck, Vaden, and Vaden (1979). 
cAgriesti-Johnson and Broski (1982). 
dLeche ( 1984). 

Promotion Pay 

27.21 37.56 
12.83 10.99 
8.35 15.97 
6.46 6.15 

20.50 35.04 
15.03 11.50 
17.72 28.14 
6.35 6.32 

27.24 38.37 
13.63 9.55 
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A - Dietitians in the U.S. (Agriesti-Johnson and Broski, 1982) 
B - Hospital Dietitians (Calbeck, Vaden, and Vaden, 1979) 
C - Medical Dietitians (Broski and Cook, 1978) 
D - Management Dietitians (Leche, 1984) 
E - Dietitians in Business and Industry 

-· Figure 5. Comparison With Similar Studies of Mean Subject 
Response to Five of the JDI/QWL Dimensions 
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Source 

Age 
Error 
Total 

Sa 1 ary 
Error 
Total 

Position Title 
Error 
Total 

TABLE XIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR 
PAY AND BENEFITS DIMENSION BY PERSONAL 

AND INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES 

df Mean Squares F 

3 377.63 2.58 
175 146.13 
178 

6 1342.43 12.35 
173 108.68 
179 

9 444.43 3.31 
171 134.17 
180 

Type of Business/Industry 16 269.15 1. 95 
Error 164 138.02 
Total 180 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

Sex N 

Male 5 

Female 175 

TABLE XIV 

T-TEST PROCEDURE FOR PAY AND BENEFITS 
DIMENSION AND SEX 

Mean 

50.80 

41.44 

Standard Error 

2.31 

o. 93 

*Significant (t-test) at the .10 level. 

t 

1. 70 
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P* 

0.0539 

0.0001 

0. 0010 

0.0193 

P* 

0.0917 



TABLE XV 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR PAY AND 
BENEFITS SCORES AND PERSONAL AND 

INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLESa 

Variables 

51 and above 
41-50 
31-40 
Less than 30 

Position Title 

President or Vice-President 
Director 
Manager or Assistant 
District/Territory Manager 
Marketing Related 
Food Service Director or Assist. 
Sales Representative 
nothern 
Consultant 
Dietitian/Nutritionist 

Type of Business or Industry 

Computer Services 
Consumer Affairs 
Weight Control Company 
Independent Food Service Operation 
Food Service Facility Design 
Own Business 
Pharmaceutical Company 
Marketing, Advertising, or P. R. 
Restaurant Management 
Food Product Manufacturer 
Food Service Management Co. 
nothern 
Food Brokers and Distributors 
Hospital Management Company 
Equipment Design, Service/Sales 
Retail Food Chain 
Publishing Company 

N 

12 
37 
73 
57 

15 
20 
20 
12 
14 
20 
16 
31 
11 
22 

1 
1 
1 
8 
2 

11 
18 
9 
5 

22 
32 
40 
17 

4 
5 
2 
3 

Mean 

45.92 
43.73 
42.60 
38.18 

53.40 
45.45 
44.40 
44.00 
42.57 
40.45 
40.06 
38.45 
38.18 
35.27 

57.00 
57.00 
54.00 
50.50 
48.50 
47.91 
46.33 
44.00 
43.80 
43.50 
40.38 
39.23 
38.29 
34.25 
33.80 
32.00 
25.33 

Groupingb 

A 
AB 
AB 

B 

A 
AB 

BC 
BC 
BC 
BC 
BC 
BC 
BC 
c 

A 
A 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 

BC 
BC 
c 
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TABLE XV (Continued) 

Variable N Mean Groupingb 

Salary 

$40,000 and above 42 50.31 A 
$35,000 - 39,999 17 44.65 AB 
$30,000 - 34,999 26 44.19 ABC 
$25,000 - 29,999 44 40.59 BC 
$20,000 - 24,999 31 36.87 CD 
Below $14,999 7 30.57 DE 
$15,000 - 19,999 13 26.54 E 

aData shown for significant (p~ ,10) findinqs only. 

~eans with the same letter are not significantly different at the .05 
1 eve 1 • 

to determine differences between means yielded five separate group­

ings. Those earning $40,000 and above (N = 42), as expected, scored 

the highest (X= 50.31), and were significantly happier than those 

earning $25,000 - 29,999 (N = 44, X= 40.59), $20,000 - 24,999 (N = 

31, X = 36.87), below $14,999 (N = 7, X= 30.57), and $15,000- 19,999 
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(N = 13, X= 26.54). Yet no significant differences were noted between 

thos~ earning $40,000 and above, $35,000- 39,999 (N = 17, X= 44.65), 

and $30,000- 34,999 (N = 26, X= 44.19). For other groupings, please 

refer to Table XV. 

The presidents and vice-presidents (N = 15) were more satisfied 

with their pay (X = 53.40) than were managers or assistants (N = 20, X 

= 44.40), district/territory managers (N = 12, X = 44.00), marketing 



related positions (N = 14, X= 42.57), food service directors or 

assistants (N = 20, X= 40.45), sales representatives (N = 16, X= 
40.06), ~others~ (N = 31, i = 38.45), consultants (N = 11, X= 38.18), 

and dietitian/nutritionists (N = 22, X= 35.27). There were no dif­

ferences noted between presidents and directors (N = 20, X = 45.45) 

concerning the effect of position title on satisfaction with pay. 

Both the presidents and directors were significantly more satisfied 

with their pay than those titled ~dietitians.~ But there were no 

significant differences in the satisfaction of managers, district 

managers, marketing personnel, food service directors, sales 

representatives, ~others,~ consultants, and ~dietitians~ with their 

pay and benefits as a result of position title. 
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The two respondents employed in computer services (N = 1, X = 

57.00) and consumer affairs (N = 1, X= 57.00) scored significantly 

higher than those employed in equipment design, service, or sales (N = 

5, X= 33.80), retail food chains (N = 2, X = 32.00), or publishing 

companies (N = 3, X = 25.33) on the pay and benefits dimension (Table 

XV). There were no differences between the means of 14 of the 27 types 

of busine$s or industry. For means and groupings, please refer to 

Table XV. 

Males (N = 5, X= 50.80) scored significantly higher than did 

females (N = i75, X = 41.44) on the pay and benefits dimension (Table 

XIV), with a significance level of .0917. Leche (1984) _did not find a 

difference in the pay between males and females. Four other similar 

studies did not test for a difference. The Daily Oklahoman (1984) 

reported on newly released 1980 Census Bureau figures, and the average 

income for males with a college degree more than doubled the average 

income for women with degrees. 



When DIBI members were compared to the norms (Smith, Kendall, and 

Hulin, 1969), their adjusted pay and benefits score (X= 37.56) fell 

at the fiftieth percentile when compared with males with 15 or more 

years of education, and at the sixty-fifth percentile when compared 

with females with nine or more years of education (Table XI). When 

making comparisons to other similar studies (Table XII and Figure 5), 

however, the DIBI respondents• adjusted mean score (37.56) was higher 

than the mean scores of hospital dietitians (X= 35.04) (Calbeck et 

al., 1979), dietitians in the United States (X= 28.14) (Agriesti­

Johnson and Broski, 1982), and medical dietitians (X= 15.97) (Broski 

and Cook, 1978). Only the management dietitians (X= 38.37) (Leche, 

1984) scored slightly higher on pay and benefits than did Dietitians 

in Business and Industry (Table XII and Figures 4 and 5). 

QWL: Opportunities for Promotion (OFP) 

The QWL dimension, opportunity for promotion, dealt with the 

opportunity for advancement and the fairness of the promotional sys­

tem. The mean of the 171 respondents (X= 24.19) who answered items 

pertaining to promotion opportunities corresponded to a balanced atti­

tude, a score of 24, regarding these opportunities (Table V). 

The variables of age, sex, marital status, highest degree, R. D. 

status, time away from home, and number of people supervised did not 

significantly (p > .10) affect scores for the opportunities for promo­

tion dimension. Variables that significantly affected opportunities 

for promotion scores were: salary (p = .0525), employment status (p = 
.0863), position title (p = .0330), and type of business or industry 

(p = .0198) (Table XVI). 
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The ANOVA determinations (Table XVI) showed that salary signifi­
cantly (p = .0525) affected opportunity for promotion scores; however, 
the Duncan Multiple Range Test (Table XVII) did not show a significant 
difference between the means of any of the seven salary ranges because 
it was set up for p values~ .05 only. The two highest means, however, 
belonged to those in the $35,000- 39,999 range (N = 16, X= 27.31) 
and the $40,000 and above category (N = 39, X= 27.08). The two 
lowest mean scores were from those with an annual salary of below 
$14,999 (N = 7, X= 19.86), and from $15,000- 19,999 (N = 12, X= 
18.67). Since the score for a balanced attitude is 24, those making 
$20,000- 24,999 (N = 30, X= 20.20), below $14,999 and $15,000-
19,999 fell below this halfway score. 

Even though the ANOVA presented a significance level of p = .0863 
(Table XVI), the Duncan Multiple Range Test (Table XVII) did not show 
a significant difference between the means of the three categories of 
employment status, since the program was set for p ~ .05 only. Those 
employed at least 35 hours per week (N = 161, X = 24.65) did score 
higher on opportunities for promotion than did those employed 20-34 
hours per week (N = 5, X = 16.20) and those employed less than 20 
hours per week (N = 4, X= 15.75). Traditionally, those employed 
part-time may not have the same types of opportunities for promotion 
as those who were employed full-time. 

Respondents who were presidents (N = 13, X= 32.00} or district 
managers (N = 12, ~ = 30.33) were significantly happier with their 
opportunities for promotion than were 11 dietitians 11 (N = 32, X= 20.46), 
11 others 11 (N = 30, X= 20.43), and consultants (N = 7, X= 20.29) 
(Table XVII). There were no significant differences between the means 



of presidents, district managers, or sales representatives (N = 16, X 
= 27.25), food service directors (N = 19, X= 25.84), managers (N = 

20, X = 24.30), directors (N = 18, X= 23.11), and those with market­

ing related positions (N = 13, X= 23.00). 

Source 

Salary 
Error 
Total 

Employment 
Error 
Total 

TABLE XVI 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR 
OPPORTUNITIES FOR PROMOTION DIMENSION 

BY PERSONAL AND INSTITUTIONAL 
VARIABLES 

df Mean Squares 

6 267.62 
163 125.60 
169 

Status 2 319.26 
167 128.38 
169 

Position Title 9 258.24 
Error 160 123.47 
Total 169 

Type of Business/Industry 16 233.72 
Error 153 119.86 
Total 169 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

F P* 

2.13 0.0525 

2.49 0.0863 

2.09 0.0330 

1. 95 0.0198 

72 



TABLE XVII 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR OPPORTUNITIES 
FOR PROMOTION SCORES AND PERSONAL AND 

INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLESa 

Variables N Mean 

Employment Status 

Employed at least 35 hr/wk 161 24.65 
Employed 20-34 hr/wk 5 16.20 
Employed less than 20 hr/wk 4 15.75 

Position Title 

President or Vice-President 13 32.00 
District/Territory Manager 12 30.33 
Sales Representative 16 27.25 
Food Service Director or Assist. 19 25.84 
Manager or Assistant 20 24.30 
Director 18 23.11 
Marketing Related 13 23.00 
Dietitian/Nutritionist 22 20.46 
nothern 30 20.43 
Consultant 7 20.29 

Type of Business or Industry 

Computer Services 1 45.00 
Consumer Affairs 1 45.00 
Own Business 8 35.00 
Pharmaceutical Company 18 29.50 
Independent Food Service 

Operation 5 28.83 
Marketing, Advertising, or P. R. 7 26.86 
Food Service Management Company 32 24.44 
Restaurant Management 5 23.40 
Food Product Manufacturer 21 22.91 
Food Service Facility Design 2 22.50 
nothern 38 21.84 
Food Brokers and Distributors 16 21.50 
Retail Food Chain 2 19.50 -
Hospital Management Company 4 19.00 
Publishing Company 3 16.33 
Weight Control Company 1 15.00 
Equipment Design, Service, or 

Sales 5 14.60 
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Groupi ngb 

A 
A 
A 

A 
A 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
AB 
B 
B 
B 

A 
A 
AB 
AB 

AB 
AB 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
B 
8 
B 

8 



TABLE XVII (Continued) 

Variables N Mean Groupingb 

Salary 

$35,000 - 39,999 16 27.31 A 
$40,000 and above 39 27.08 A 
$30,000 - 34,999 26 26.58 A 
$25,000 - 29,999 40 24.00 A 
$20,000 - 24,999 30 20.20 A 
Below $14,999 7 19.86 A 
$15,000 - 19,999 12 18.67 A 

aoata shown for significant (p .:: .10) findings only. 

bMeans with the same letter are not significantly different at the .05 
level. 

There were also no significant differences between the means of 

sales representatives, food service directors, managers, directors, 

marketing related positions, 11 dietitians, 11 11 0thers, 11 and consultants. 

Remembering that the balance attitude for opportunities for promotion 

was 24, directors, marketing personnel, 11 dietitians, 11 11 others, 1' and 

consultants fell below that level. 

The one respondent employed in computer services (X = 45.00) and 

the one employed in consumer affairs (X= 45.00) had the two highest 

promotion scores. There were no significant differences ~between the 

means of the other 15 types of business and industry (Table XVII). Of 

the 17 types of business and industry listed, 10 had scores below the 

balance attitude score of 24. (For means and groupings, please see 
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Table XVII.) The fact that respondents were not satisfied with oppor­

tunities for promotion was consistent with the literature concerning 

other allied health professionals (Joiner and Blayney, 1974; Perry, 

1969). 

When comparing adjusted promotion means with the male norms 

(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969), DIBI respondents ranked at the 

sixtieth percentile, and when compared to the female norms, they 

ranked at the seventy-fifth percentile (Table XI). DIBI (X= 27.21) 

scored similar to management dietitians (X= 27.24) (Leche, 1984) on 

the promotion dimension (Table XII and Figures 4 and 5), and scored 

higher than hospital dietitians (X= 20.50) (Calbeck, Vaden, and 

Vaden, 1979), dietitians in the United States (X= 17.72) (Agriesti­

Johnson and Broski, 1982), and medical dietitians (X= 8.35) (Broski 

and Cook, 1978) (Table XII and Figure 5). 

QWL: Supervision on Present Job (SOPJ) 
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The QWL dimension, supervision on present job, dealt with the 

characteristics of the person responsible for overseeing the respond­

ent. DIBI seemed happy with the supervision they received (N = 166, X 
= 60.51). The balance attitude score for supervision was 39, the DIBI 

mean was 60,51, and the maximum score was 78 (Table V). 

None of the 11 personal and institutional variables studied 

significantly (~ .10) affected respondents• satisfaction ~ith the 

supervision on their present job. 

When comparing DIBI•s adjusted supervision mean (41.9) with Smith, 

Kendall, and Hulin•s (1969) norms, DIBI ranked at the thirty-fifth and 

forty-fifth percentiles for male and female norms, respectively (Table 



XI). DIBI scored higher on supervision than did dietitians in four 

other similar studies (Table XII and Figures 4 and 5). DIBI led with 

an adjusted mean score of 41.89, next were hospital dietitians (X= 
40.59) (Calbeck, Vaden, and Vaden, 1979), management dietitians (X= 
39.11) (Leche, 1984), medical dietitians (X= 36.90) (Broski and Cook, 

1978), and dietitians in the United States (X= 35.91) (Agriesti­

Johnson and Broski, 1982). 

QWL: People on Your Present" Job (POPJ) 

The QWL dimension, people on your present job, dealt with the 

attributes of co-workers encountered on the job or the people met in 

connection with work (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). Respondents 

answering items about co-workers (N = 178) appeared to be happy with 

the people they worked with. The mean 11 people on your present job 11 

score was 63.80, with the balance attitude score being 39, and the 
maximum score being 78 (Table V). 

The variables of age, sex, highest degree, R. D. status, time 

away from home, position title, type of business or industry, and 

number of people supervised did not significantly (p > .10) affect co­

worker scores. Marital status (p = .0201), salary (p = .0042), and 

employment status (p = .0081) significantly affected the co-worker 

scores (Table XVIII). 

Even though the ANOVA (Table XVIII) revealed that marital status 

significantly affected (p = .0201) people on your present job scores, 

the Duncan Multiple Range Test (Table XIX) did not show a significant 

difference between the means because of unequal N1 s. Yet, those 

married did score higher (N = 99, X = 66.53) than those divorced, 
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separated, or widowed (N = 24, X = 60.38) and those single (N = 54, 

X = 60. 20). 

Source 

TABLE XVIII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR 
PEOPLE ON YOUR PRESENT JOB DIMENSION 

BY PERSONAL VARIABLES 

df · Mean Squares 

Marital Status 2 857.48 
Error 174 214.48 
Total 176 

Salary 6 679.72 
Error 170 205.62 
Total 176 

Employment Status 2 1050.65 
Error 174 212.26 
Total 176 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

F P* 

4.00 0.0201 

3.31 0.0042 

4.95 0.0081 

As salary levels increased, respondents were happier with the 

people on their present job (Table XIX). Those making an annual 

salary of $40,000 and above (N = 42, X= 69.74), $35,000 -39,999 (N = 
17, X= 68.29), and $30,000- 34,999 (N = 25, X= 66.76) scored 

significantly higher than those making below $14,999 (N = 7, X= 

54.14). Yet there were no significant differences between the means of 
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those earning $40,000 and above; $35,000 - 39,999; $30,000 - 34,999; 

$25,000 - 29,999 (N = 43, X= 60.61); $20,000 - 24,999 (N = 30, X= 
59.13); and $15,000- 19,999 (N = 13, X= 59.08). There was also no 

significant difference between the means of those earning from below 

$14,999 to $29,999. 

TABLE XIX 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR PEOPLE ON YOUR 
PRESENT JOB SCORES AND PERSONAL VARIABLESa 

Variables N Mean 

Marital Status 

Married 99 66.53 
Divorced, Separated, or Widowed 24 60.38 
Single 54 60.20 

Sa 1 ary 

$40,000 and above 42 69.74 
$35,000 - 39,999 17 68.29 
$30,000 - 34,999 25 66.76 
$25,000 - 29,999 43 60.61 
$20,000 - 24,999 30 59.13 
$15,000 - 19,999 13 59.08 
Below $14,999 7 54.14 

Employment Status 

Employed at least 35 hr/wk 167 64.59 
Employed 20-34 hr/wk 5 52.50 ·" 

Employed less than 20 hr/wk 4 46.25 

aoata shown for significant findings only (p < .10). -
bMeans with the same letter are not significantly different 

1 eve 1 . 

Groupingb 

A 
A 
A 

A 
A 
A 
AB 
AB 
AB 

B 

A 
AB 

B 

at the .05 
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Respondents employed at least 35 hours per week (N = 167) were 

significantly happier (X= 64.59) with people on their present job 

than were those employed less than 20 hours per week (N = 4, r = 

46.25). Means of respondents employed 20-34 hours per week (N = 5, X 

= 52.50) were not si~nificantly different from either of the other two 

groups (Table XIX). 

When comparing DIBI satisfaction with co-workers to male and 

female norms (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969), respectively, DIBI 

ranked at the thirty-third and forty-fifth percentiles (Table XI). 

When comparing the adjusted mean to other similar studies (Table XII 

and Figures 4 and 5), DIBI scored (X= 44.17) similar to hospital 

dietitians (X= 44.25) (Cal beck, Vaden, and Vaden, 1979) and had 

higher scores than management dietitians (X= 41.46) (Leche, 1984), 

medical dietitians (X= 37.21) (Broski and Cook, 1978), and dietitians 

in the United States (X= 33.12) (Agriesti-Johnson and Broski, 1982). 

QWL: General Job Satisfaction (GJS) 

The general job satisfaction dimension of QWL refers to the 

feelings a worker had about his job (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). 

Respondents overall seemed to experience general job satisfaction, as 

the mean score was 26.80 (N = 177), compared to the balance attitude 

score of 17.5 (Table V). 

The variables age, sex, marital status, highest degree, R. D. 

status, employment status, type of business or industry, or number of 

people supervised did not significantly affect the general job satis­

faction scores. Salary (p = .0006), time away from home (p = .0945), 
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and position title (p = .0150) did, however, significantly (p ~ .10) 
affect GJS scores (Table XX). 

Source 

Salary 
Error 
Total 

TABLE XX 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR 
GENERAL JOB SATISFACTION DIMENSION 

BY PERSONAL VARIABLES 

df Mean Squares 

6 138.17 
169 33.24 
175 

Time Away From Home 7 63.63 Error 167 35.83 Total 174 

Position Title 9 81.26 Error 167 34.22 Total 176 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

F P* 

4.16 0.0006 

1. 78 0.0945 

2.37 0.0150 

Respondents earning $35,000- 39,999 (N = 16, X= 29.50), $40,000 
and above (N = 44, X= 29.02), and $30,000 - 34,999 (N = _26, X= 27 .85) ,. 
scored significantly higher on general job satisfaction than those 
earning $15,000 - 19,999 (N = 13, X= 23.62) and $20,000 - 24,999 
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(N = 29, X= 23.55) (Table XXI). The mean scores of those whose annual 
salaries were $25,000 - 29,999 (N = 41, X= 26.24) and below $14,999 



TABLE XXI 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR GENERAL 
JOB SATISFACTION SCORES AND PERSONAL 

VARIABLESa 

Variables 

Salary 

$35,000 - 39,999 
$40,000 and above 
$30,000 - 34,999 
$25,000 - 29,999 
Below $14,999 
$15,000 - 19,999 
$20,000 - 24,999 

Time Away From Home 

Twice/week 
Once/month 
Once/week 
Four times/week 
Never 
Twice/month 
11 0ther 11 

Five times/week 

Position Title 

Director 
President or Vice-President 
Consultant 
Marketing Related 
Sales Representative 
District/Territory Manager 
11 0ther 11 

Food Service Director of Assist. 
Manager or Assistant 
Dietitian/Nutritionist 

aData shown for significant findings only. 

N 

16 
44 
26 
41 
7 

13 
29 

27 
22 
14 
8 

40 
28 
34 
2 

18 
17 
10 
14 
15 
12 
31 
20 
19 
21 

Mean 

29.50 
29.02 
27.85 
26.24 
25.29 
23.62 
23.55 

29.19 
28.86 
27.79 
27.00 
26.08 
25.32 
25.21 
24.00 

30.39 
29.59 
28.70 
27.57 
27.40 
26.42 
26.16 
25.70 
24.47 
23. gr 

" . b \Jroup1ng 

A 
A 
A 
AB 
AB 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 

A 

B 
B 

A 
AB 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 

BC 
c 

bMeans with the same letter are not significantly different at the .05 level . 
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(N = 7, X = 25.29) were not significantly different from the mean 

scores of the other five salary ranges (Table XXI). 

The time spent away from home variable significantly (p = .0945) 

(Table XX) affected general job satisfaction scores, but the Duncan 
Multiple Range Test (Table XXI) did not show a significant difference 

between the mean scores of the eight categories of time away from 

home, since the program was set for p ~ .05 only. The two highest 
scores, however, belonged to those who were away from home twice/week 

(N = 27, X= 29.19) and once/month (N = 22, X= 28.86). The lowest 

mean score came from respondents away from home five times per week 
(N = 2, X= 24.00). 

Respondents with the titles of director (N = 18, X = 30.39) and 
president or vice-president (N = 17, X= 29.59) had significantly 
higher general job satisfaction scores than managers or assistants (N 

= 19, X= 24.47) and dietitians/nutritionists (N = 21, X= 23.91). 

Yet, there were no significant differences between the mean GJS scores 
of directors, presidents, consultants (N = 10, X = 28.70), marketing 

personnel (N = 14, X= 27.57), sales representatives (N = 15, X= 
27.40), district managers (N = 12, X= 26.42)~ "others" (N = 31, Y = 
26.16), and food service directors (N = 20, Y = 25.70). For other 

groupings, please refer to Table XXI. 

The general job satisfaction dimension was adopted from the Job 
Diagnostic Survey (Hackman and Oldham, 1980). Hackman and Oldham also 
provided normative data for this dimension. On a seven-point scale, 
the mean for professional or technical workers was 4.9. When the DIBI 
mean score of 26.80 was converted to the same scale, the adjusted 

score was 5.36, therefore being greater than the norm. When adjusted 
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to a 54 point scale, respondents scored (X= 41.35) slightly higher 

than management dietitians (X= 39.48) (Leche, 1984) on the GJS dimen­

sion (Figure 4). 

QWL: Job ~ General (JIG) 

The QWL dimension, job in general, dealt with the overall feel­

ings about the work performed. The mean score of the respondents was 

46.05 out of a possible 54, compared to a balance attitude score of 27 

(Table V). 

Variables that did not significantly affect (p > .10) JIG scores 

were: age, sex, highest degree, R. D. status, employment status, time 

away from home, type of business or industry, and number of people 

supervised. Marital status (p = .0078), salary (p = .0017), and 

position title (p = .0115) significantly affected JIG scores (Table 

XXII). 

Married respondents (N = 101) were happier (X= 47.90) with their 

jobs in general than were single respondents (N = 54, X= 42.87) 

(Table XXIII). But there were no significant differences between the 

mean scores of those divorced, separated, or widowed and either mar­

ried or single dietitians. 

Respondents earning an annual salary of $40,000 and above (N = 
44, X= 49.41) and $35,000- 39,999 (N = 17, X= 49.24) scored signif­

icantly higher on the JIG dimension than those earning $~0,000 -

24,999 (N = 31, X= 41.58) and $15,000 - 19,999 (N = 13, X= 40.23) 

(Table XXIII). There were no significant differences noted between 

the means of those earning $40,000 and above; $35,000 - 39,999; 

$30,000 - 34,999 (N = 26, X= 48.46); below $14,999 (N = 6, X= 
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46.33); and $25,000- 29,999 (N = 43, X= 44.81). Also, no signifi-

cant differences in the means were found between those earning below 

$14,999; $25,000 - 29,999; $20,000 - 24,999, and $15,000 - 19,999. 

For other groupings, please refer to Table XXIII. 

Source 

TABLE XXII 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR JOB 
IN GENERAL DIMENSION BY PERSONAL 

VARIABLES 

df Mean Squares 

Marital Status 2 453.11 
Error 178 90.71 
Total 180 

Salary 6 324.30 
Error 173 87.27 
Total 179 

Position Title 9 216.59 
Error 172 87.90 
Total 181 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

F P* 

5.00 0.0078 

3. 72 0.0017 

2.47 o. 0115 

Presidents or vice-presidents (N = 17) were significantly happier 

(X = 52.35) with their job in general than were those with position 

titles of food service director (N = 20, X= 44.45), 11 0ther 11 (N = 32, 
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TABLE XXIII 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR JOB IN 
GENERAL SCORES AND PERSONAL 

VARIABLESa 

Variables 

Mar ita 1 Status 

Married 
Divorced, Separated, or Widowed 
Single 

Salary 

$40,000 and above 
$35,000 - 39,999 
$30,000 - 34,999 
Below $14,999 
$25,000 - 29,999 
$20,000 - 24,999 
$15,000 - 19,999 

Position Title 

President or vice-president 
Director 
Marketing Related 
Consultant 
Sales Representative 
District/Territory Manager 
Food Service Director or Assist. 

11 0ther 11 

Manager or Assistant 
Dietitian/Nutritionist 

N 

101 
26 
54 

44 
17 
26 
6 

43 
31 
13 

17 
20 
14 
10 
16 
12 
20 
32 
20 
21 

Mean 

47.90 
45.31 
42.87 

49.41 
49.24 
48.46 
46.33 
44.81 
41.58 
40.23 

52.35 
50.55 
47.93 
47.60 
46.50 
46.33 
44.45 
43.97 
43.45 
41.33 

aData shown for significant (p ~ .10) findings only. 

Groupi ngb 

A 
AB 

B 

A 
A 
AB 
ABC 
ABC 

BC 
c 

A 
AB 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 
ABC 

BC 
BC 
BC 
c 

bMeans with the same letter are not significantly different at the .05 1 eve 1 . 
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X= 43.97), manager or assistant (N = 20, X= 43.45), or 11 dietitian 11 

(N = 21, X= 41.33). Yet, there were no significant differences 
between the means of presidents, directors (N = 20, X= 50.55), mar­
keting personnel (N = 14, X= 47.93), consultants (N = 10, X= 47.60), 
sales representatives (N = 16, X= 46.50), and district managers (N = 
12, X= 46.33). For other significant differences between means, 
please refer to Table XXIII. 

Leche (1984) measured management dietitians• satisfaction with 
their jobs in general also. Their mean score was 43.54, in comparison 
to the DIBI mean of 46.05 (Figure 4). 

QWL: Performance Constraint Measure (PCM) 

The QWL dimension, performance constraint measure, was a frustra­
tion index that measured situational resource variables relevant to 
performance (Peters and o•connor, 1980). The higher the score, the 
less frustration was experienced on the job. The maximum score was 
30, with a balance attitude score of 15 (Table V). The mean score of 
the DIBI respondents was 21.99, signifying that DIBI, overall, were 
not experiencing performance constraints. 

The variables of age, sex, highest degree, R. o. status, time 
away from home, position title, type of business or industry, and 
number of people supervised did not significantly (p > .10) affect 
performance constraint measure scores. Marital status ~p = .0545), 

? 

salary (p = .0018), and employment status (p = .0474), however, did 
affect performance constraints (Table XXIV). 

Even though the ANOVA (Table XXIV) suggested that marital status 
significantly affected (p = .0545) PCM scores, the Duncan Multiple 
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Range Test (Table XXV)) did not show a significant difference between 

the means of those married (N = 103, X= 22.29); divorced, separated, 

or widowed (N = 26, X= 21.46); and single (N = 54, X= 20.39), since 

the program is set up for p 2 .05 only. 

Source 

TABLE XXIV 

ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE (ANOVA) RESULTS FOR 
PERFORMANCE CONSTRAINT MEASURE DIMEN­

SION BY PERSONAL VARIABLES 

df Mean Squ.ares 

Marital Status 2 116.61 
Error 180 39.44 
Total 182 

Salary 6 137.32 
Error 17.5 37.22 
Total 181 

Employment Status 2 122.30 
Error 180 39.43 
Total 182 

*Only those significant at the .10 level are listed. 

F P* 

2.96 0.0545 

3.69 0.0018 

3.10 0.0474 

,> 

Respondents earning annual salaries of $40,000 and above (N = 44, 

Y = 24.50); $30,000- 34,999 (N = 26, X= 23.50); $35,000- 39,999 (N 

= 17, X= 22.71); and $25,000- 29,999 (N = 44, X= 21.66) scored 

significantly higher on the PCM dimension than did those earning 
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$20,000- 24,999 (N = 31, X = 19.36); below $14,999 (N = 7, X = 
18.71); and $15,000- 19,999 (N = 13, X= 18.23) (Table XXV). Yet, 

there were no significant differences between the mean scores of those 

earning $30,000 - 34,999; $35,000 - 39,999; $25,000 - 29,999; and 

$20,000 - 24,999. For additional mean separations, see Table XXV. 

TABLE XXV 

DUNCAN MULTIPLE RANGE TEST FOR PERFORMANCE 
CONSTRAINT MEASURE SCORES AND 

PERSONAL VARIABLESa 

Vari ab 1 es N Mean 

Marital Status 

Married 103 22.91 
Divorced, Separated, or Widowed 26 21.46 
Single 54 20.39 

Sa 1 ary 

$40,000 and above 44 24.50 
$30,000 - 34,999 26 23.50 
$35,000 - 39,999 17 22.71 
$25,000 - 29,999 44 21.66 
$20,000 - 24,999 31 19.36 
Below $14,999 7 18.71 
$15,000 - 19,999 13 18.23 

Employment Status 

Employed at least 35 hr/week 173 22.19 
Employed 20-34 hr/week 6 2o.so·"· 
Employed less than 20 hr/week 4 14.50 

aData shown for significant findings only (p.:. .10). 

bMeans with the same letter are not significantly different 
level • 

Groupingb 

A 
A 
A 

A 
AB 
ABC 
ABC 

BC 
c 
c 

A 
AB 
B 

at the .05 
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Those employed less than 20 hours per week (N = 4) experienced 

more performance constraints (X= 14.50) than those employed at least 

35 hours per week (N = 173, X= 22.19) (Table XXV). The mean of 

respondents employed 20-34 hours per week (N = 6, X = 20.50) was not 

significantly different from either of the other two means. The mean 

score of those employed less than 20 hours per week (14.50) was 

slightly below the balance attitude score.of 15. Perhaps reasons why 

those employed part-time experienced more constraints include lack of 

resources, support, and assistance. There also may be a lack of time 

to do what is necessary. Part-timers were not as happy with the 

people they worked with as those employed full-time, and this could be 

a factor in experiencing performance constraints. 

When comparing adjusted means, management dietitians (X= 37.40) 

(Leche, 1984) seemed to experience more performance constraints than 

did DIBI (X= 39.58) (Figure 4). Means adjusted to a 54 point scale 

were used, since the Leche instrument had nine items and the Taylor 

instrument had 10 items in the performance constraint measure. 

Testing of the Hypotheses 

H1 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: CO 

scores based on selected personal variables. Based on association 

results shown in Tables VI and VII, the research rejected H1• 
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H2 - There will be no significant difference in the~QWL: CO 

scores based on selected institutional variables. Based on association 

results shown in Table VI, H2 was rejected. 

H3 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: AWPJ 

scores based on selected personal variables. Based on the results 

showing associations in Table IX, H3 was rejected. 



H4 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: AWPJ 

scores based on selected institutional variables. The institutional 

variables of type of business or industry and number of people super­

vised did not significantly affect QWL: AWPJ; therefore, the re­

searcher failed to reject H4. 

H5 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: PB 

scores based on selected personal variables. Based on association 

results shown in Tables XIII and XIV, the researcher rejected H5. 

H5 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: PB 

scores based on selected institutional variables. Based on associa­

tion results shown in Table XIII, H6 was rejected. 

H7 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: OFP 

scores based on selected personal variables. Based on the results 

showing associations in Table XVI, H7 was rejected. 

H8 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: OFP 

scores based on selected institutional variables. Based on the asso­

ciation results in Table XVI, H8 was rejected. 

Hg -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: SOPJ 

scores based on selected personal variables. There were no personal 

variables that significantly affected supervision on present job; 

therefore, the researcher failed to reject H9• 

H10 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: SOPJ 

scores based on selected institutional variables. The institutional 

variables of type of business or industry and number of people super­

vised did not significantly affect QWL: SOPJ; therefore, the re­

searcher failed to reject H10 • 
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H11 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: POPJ 

scores based on selected personal variables. Based on significant 

results shown in Table XVIII, the researcher rejected H11 . 

H12 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: POPJ 

scores based on selected institutional variables. There were no 

institutional variables that significantly affected the "people on 

your present job" dimension; therefore, the researcher failed to 

reject H12 • 

H13 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: GJS 

scores based on selected personal variables. Based on the results 

showing associations described in Table XX, the researcher rejected 

H14 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: GJS 

scores based on selected institutional variables. The institutional 

variables of type of business or industry and number of people super­

vised did not significantly affect general job satisfaction scores; 

therefore, the researcher failed to reject H14 . 

H15 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: JIG 

scores based on selected personal variables. Based on the association 

results shown in Table XXII, the researcher rejected H15 . 

H16 -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: JIG 

scores based on selected institutional variables. There were no 

institutional variables that significantly affected QWL•? JIG scores; 

therefore, the researcher failed to reject H16 . 

H -There will be no significant difference in the QWL: PCM 17 
scores based on selected personal variables. Based on results showing 

associations described in Table XXIV, the researcher rejected H17 . 
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-H18 - There will be no significant difference in the QWL: PCM 

scores based on selected institutional variables. The institutional 

variables of type of business or industry and number of people super­

vised did not significantly affect the performance constraint measure 

scores; therefore, the researcher failed to reject H18 . 

Summary of Results 

The results ~f this study were compared to four othe~ similar 

studies (Table XII and Figure 5). Only the portions of the QWL in­

strument involving work, supervision, co-workers, promotion, and pay 

were compared. Normative comparisons. of adjusted sample mean scores 

were made by comparing with men who had 15 or more years of education 

and women who had 9 or more years of education (Table XI). For 

comparison purposes, means had to be adjusted to a 54 point scale 

(Table V). Leche (1984) used a similar instrument and comparisons 

were made concerning all nine dimensions of QWL (Figure 4). The mean 

scores of the DIBI were all higher than the balance attitude score, 

which is the statistically expected score from a "balanced attitude 11 

resulting in equal probabilities of endorsing favorable and unfavor­

able items (Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969). 
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CHAPTER V 

SUMMARY, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

The purpose in this study was to assess the quality of work life 
of Dietitians in Business and Industry, as this practice group has 
never before been studied in this context. Eighteen hypotheses were 
postulated to determine if selected personal and institutional vari­
ables affected the QWL of DIBI. 

Definitions of QWL are plentiful in the literature. Sixteen 
definitions from 15 sources were reviewed and a consolidated list of 
28 different QWL dimensions was presented. Only one QWL study of 
dietitians has been conducted (Leche, 1984), but there have been 
several studies analyzing job satisfaction-of dietitians, public 
health nutritionists, and hospital food service directors. The 
samples, research instruments used, and discussion of findings of each 
of these studies were reviewed. 

The sample used was randomly drawn from the ADA Practice Group of 
11 0ietitians in Business and Industry... Data obtained from the 166-184 
questionnaires usable for analysis were analyzed using frequencies, 
percentages, t-test, ANOVA, and Duncan Multiple Range Test. 

Summary 

Characteristics of Respondents 

Forty-one percent of the respondents were 31 to 40 years of age, 
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while 31% were 30 or less, 20% were 41-50, and 7% were 51 and older. 
One hundred and seventy-eight of the respondents were female, and five 
were male. Fifty-five percent were married, 30% were single, and the 
remaining 15% were either divorced, separated, or widowed. Eighty­
nine percent were registered dietitians. 

The majority of the respondents (51%) had obtained an advanced 
degree, and the remainder had bachelor's degrees. The predominant 
major was dietetics or nutrition (61%), while 12% majored in food­
service management, and 9% majored in management or business admin­
istration. The remainder majored in education (9%), nutrition 
communication (3%), or nother 11 (2%). 

Twenty-seven percent of the DIBI members had been in the dietetic 
profession from less than one to five years, 25% from 6 to 10, 19% 
from 11 to 15, 16% for more than 20, and 14% for 16 to 20 years. 
Thirty-two percent had been in business and industry for three to five 
years, 24% for less than one to two years, 24% for more than 10 years, 
and 20% for 6 to 10 years. Forty-four percent had only been in their 
present jobs for less than one to two years, 36% for three to five 
years, 14% for 6 to 10 years, and 6% for greater than 10 years. 

Ten different position titles were recognized; nothern was the 
most common title, with 32 responses. Position titles, frequencies, 
and percentages of occurrence were presented in Table II. There were 
11 titles for supervisors, and vice-president (N = 35, 1,8%) was the 
most common. Other titles of supervisors and their frequencies are 
found in Table III. 

Most of the respondents (93%) were employed at least 35 hours per 
week, while 3% each were employed 20 to 34 hours per week and less 
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than 20 hours per week. Twenty-four percent of the DIBI respondents 
earned $25,000 - 29,999 annually; 24% also earned $40,000 and above. 

Seventeen percent made $20,000 - 24,999; 14% from $30,000 - 34,999; 9% 

from $35,000 - 39,999; 7% from $15,000 - 19,999; and 4% below $14,999. 

Twenty-three percent of the respondents never had to spend nights 

away from home due to their job, and 19% were in the nothern category. 

Seventeen percent were away from home twice per month. The remainder 
were away from home anywhere from once per month to five times per 

week. 

Characteristics of the Institutions 

There were 17 types of business or industry recognized as employ-

ing respondents. Due to the variety of responses received, 22% were 

placed in the nother 11 category. The second predominant type was 

foodservice management companies employing 17%. Food product manufac-

turers were third, with 12%; and pharmaceutical companies were fourth, 
with 10%. The remaining respondents were employed by food brokers and 

distributors, had their own business, marketing related, independent 

food service operations, equipment companies, restaurant management, 

hospital management, publishing companies, retail food chains, food 

service facility design, computer services, consumer affairs, and 

weight control companies. 

No emp 1 oyees were super vi sed by 40% of the respondents, but 18% 
i' 

supervised 21 or more, 10% supervised 6 to 10, 9% each supervised 1 or 

3 to 5, and 7% each supervised 2 or 11 to 20 employees. Thirty-nine 
percent answered nnon-applicablen when asked what type of employees 

they supervised. Twenty-one percent supervised nothers. 11 Fifteen 
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percent supervised dietitians, 14% supervised food service workers, 7% 
supervised home economists, and 5% supervised clerical workers. 

QWL of Dietitians ~ Business and Industry 

The QWL expected scores under various assumptions such as indif­
ference, balance attitude, and maximum scores for the nine QWL dimen­
sions studied are illustrated in Table V. The means and adjusted 
means for ihe nine dimensions are also found in Table V. 

DIBI members appeared to be satisfied with the companies (CO) 
they worked for. The variables of age, marital status, salary, em­
ployment status, position title, type of business or industry, and sex 
affected company scores significantly. Married respondents were hap­
pier with their companies than those who were single, but means of 
those divorced, separated, or widowed were not significantly different 
from either the single or married. Those less than 30 years old 
scored less than those above 30. Those earning $30,000 annually and 
above were more satisfied than those earning $15,000 - 24,999, but the 
means of those earning less than $14,999 and $25,000 -29,999 were not 
significantly different from any of the other categories. Respondents 
employed at least 35 hours per week and less than 20 hours per week 
were happier with their companies than those employed 20-34 hours per 
week. Presidents or vice-presidents were significantly happier with 
their companies than were managers, district managers, consultants, 
food service directors, 11 0thers, 11 and 11 dietitians. 11 Yet, there were 
no differences between the means of presidents, directors, sales 
representatives, and those with marketing related positions. Some 
significant differences between types of business or industry were 
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noted, but due to dangerously small cell sizes (one to three), gen­
eralizations cannot be made with certainty. For 13 out of 17 types of 
business or industry, no significant differences were noted. 

The variables of age, salary, and position title significantly 
affected actual work on present job (AWPJ) scores. Respondents aged 
41 and above were happier with their work than were those less than 
30. Those earning annual salaries of less than $14,999 and above 
$30,000 were happier than those earning $15,000 - 24,999. The means 
of those earning $25,000 - 29,999 were not significantly different 
from the others. Presidents were significantly happier with the work 
on their present jobs than were 11 0thers, 11 11 dietitians, 11 managers, and 
sales representatives. But there were no significant differences 
between the mean scores of presidents, marketing personnel, directors, 
district managers, consultants, and food service directors. 

Overall, the DIBI respondents were satisfied with their pay and 
benefits. Sex, age, salary, position title, and type of business or 
industry affected PB scores. The males were significantly happier 
with their pay than were the females. Those ages 51 and older scored 
higher on the PB dimension than those less than 30. Means of respond­
ents aged 31-50 were not significantly different from those older or 
younger. Presidents and directors were happier with their pay than 
11 dietitians 11 were, but there were no significant differences between the 
mean scores of directors, managers, district managers, marketing per­
sonnel, food service directors, sales representatives, 11 0thers, 11 and 
consultants. Differences were noted according to type of business or 
industry, but once again generalizations cannot be made because of 
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small sample size. Table XXV illustrated the significant differences 

between the 17 means. 

The respondents were least satisfied with opportunities for pro­

motion (OFP) of the nine QWL dimensions, yet they were still more 

satisfied than most dietitians in other studies. The variables of 

salary, employment status, position title, and type of business or 

industry significantly affected OFP scores. Even though salary sig­

nificantly affected OFP scores, there were no differences between the 

means of the seven salary categories. Yet, those making $30,000 and 

above scored much higher than those making below $24,999. The same 

was true with employment status; no significant differences were found 

between means, but those employed at least 35 hours per week scored 

higher than those who worked part-time. Presidents and district 

managers scored significantly higher on OFP than did 11 dietitians, 11 

11 0thers, 11 and consultants. The only significant differences noted 

between mean scores of types of business or industry involved cell 

sizes of one. Table XVII presented the means, number in each type, 

and groupings. 

DIBI seemed very happy with the supervision they received on 

their present jobs. None of the personal and institutional variables 

studied significantly affected SOPJ scores. 

DIBI also appeared to be happy with the people on their present 

job. The variables of marital status, salary, and empl~yrnent status 

affected POPJ scores. No significant differences were noted between 

the means, but married respondents scored higher than those single, 

divorced, separated, or widowed. Those earning $30,000 and above were 

happier with co-workers than those earning below $14,999. Yet, there 
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was no significant difference between the mean scores of those earning 
from $15,000 to above $40,000. Those employed at least 35 hours per 
week were happier with co-workers than those employed less than 20 
hours per week. 

Respondents overall seemed to experience general job satisfac­
tion. Annual salaries, time away from home due to work, and position 
titles affected GJS scores. Respondents earning $30,000 and above 
were happier than those earning from $15,000 - 24,999. But means of 
those earning from $25,000 - 29,999 and below $14,999 were not signif­
icantly different from any of the others. Time away from home af­
fected GJS scores, but no significant differences were noted between 
the means. Respondents away from home twice per week and once per 
month did score higher than those away five times per week. Directors 
and presidents were significantly more satisfied with their jobs than 
were managers and 11 dietitians. 11 Yet, there were no significant dif­
ferences between the means of directors, presidents, consultants, 
marketing personnel, sales representatives, district managers, 
11 others, 11 and food service directors. 

Respondents were also happy with their jobs in general. The 
variables of marital status, salary, and position title significantly 
affected JIG scores. Married respondents had significantly higher JIG 
scores than did single respondents. Those earning $35,000 and above 
were happier with their jobs in general than were those earning from 
$15,000 -24,999. There were no significant differences in mean scores 
of those earning below $14,999 and $15,000 - 29,999. Presidents and 
directors had significantly higher JIG scores than did 11 dietitians. 11 

There were no significant differences between the mean scores of 
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directors, marketing personnel, consultants, sales representatives, 

district managers, food service directors, 11 0thers, 11 and managers. 
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DIBI overall are not experiencing performance constraints in 

relationship to their jobs. Marital status, salary, and employment 

status affected performance constraint measure scores. No significant 

differences were noted between the means, but married respondents 

scored slightly higher (fewer constraints) than single respondents. 

Respondents earning $40,000 and above experienced fewer performance 

constraints than those earning below $14,999 - 24,999. No significant 

differences were noted between the means of those earning from $25,000 

to above $40,000, or from below $14,999 to $39,999. DIBI employed at 

least 35 hours per week scored significantly higher than those em­

ployed less than 20 hours per week. 

Testing the Hypotheses 

A summary of associations between QWL dimension scores and per­

sonal and institutional variables is shown in Table XXVI. The 

designated significance level was 10%. Out of 18 hypotheses tested, 

the researcher rejected 11 and failed to reject 7. 

Recommendations 

Recommendations regarding the research instrument are concerned 

generally with the wording of some of the biographical q~estions. 

Highest level degree obtained and major were both asked for in ques­

tion six. Some respondents did not answer the major portion of this 

question. Perhaps degree and major need to be asked separately. It 

is also suggested that, rather than having an open-ended question 



Hypotheses 

l 

2 

3 

4 

5 

TABLE XXVI 

SUMMARY OF ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN QWL DIMENSION SCORES 
AND PERSONAL/INSTITUTIONAL VARIABLES 

Association Between QWL 
Dimensions and Variables 

Company Personal 
Age 
Sex 
Marital Status 
Salary 
Employment Status 
Position Title 

Company Institutional 
Type of Business/Industry 

Actual Work on Present Personal 
Job 

Age 
Salary 
Position Title 

Actual Work on Present Institutional 
Job 

None 
Pay and Benefits Personal 

Age 
Sex 
Salary 
Position Title 

Action 
p Taken* 

0.0190 R 
0.0048 
0.0083 
0.0001 
0.0223 
0.0015 

0.0463 R 

0.0200 R 
0.0009 
0. 0113 

FTR 

0.0539 R 
0.0917 --' 

0 0.0001 
0.0010 



TABLE XXVI (Continued) 

Association Between QWL Action Hypotheses Dimensions and Variables p Taken* --

6 Pay and Benefits Institutional 
Type of Business/Industry 0.0193 R 7 Opportunities for Promo- Personal 

tion 
Salary 0.0525 R Employment Status 0.0863 
Position Title 0.0330 

8 Opportunities for Promo- Institutional 
tion 

Type of Business/Industry 0.0198 R 
9 Supervision on Present Personal 

Job 
None FTR 10 Supervision on Present Institutional 

Job 
None FTR 

11 People on Present Job Personal 
Marital Status 0.0201 R Sa 1 ary 0.0042 
Employment Status 0.0081 

12 People on Present Job Institutional 
None FTR 

--' 
0 
N 



TABLE XXVI (Continued) 

Association Between QWL 
Hypotheses Dimensions and Variables p Action 

Taken* 

13 General Job Satisfaction Personal 
Salary 0.0006 R 
Time Away From Home 0.0945 
Position Title 0.0150 

14 General Job Satisfaction Institutional 
None FTR 

15 Job in General Personal 
Mar ita 1 Status 0.0078 R 
Salary 0.0017 
Position Title 0.0115 

16 Job in General Institutional 
None FTR 

17 Performance Constraint Personal 
Measure 

Marita 1 Status 0.0545 R 
Salary 0.0018 
Employment Status 0.0474 

18 Performance Constraint Institutional 
Measure None FTR 

__, 
0 *R ; Reject; FTR ; Failed to Reject. w 
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regarding majors, a list of options such as: home economics, die­

tetics, food service administration, business or management, educa­

tion, public health, and nothern could have been provided. Adding a 

higher salary category would give additional information concerning 

the annual salaries. In question 14, only one type of employee super­

vised could be coded, and many respondents supervised several types of 

employees. The question could be clarified by asking what type of 

employees are supervised the nrnajority 11 of the time. There were too 

many classifications under the type of business or industry, and due 

to small cell sizes, statistical analysis was limited. Yet, due to 

the nature of DIBI jobs, it would be hard to combine classifications. 

The researcher suggests using data for general information and not as 

variables. One option not listed that could have been included was 

nconsultant.n The question: 11 How often must you spend nights away 

from home? 11 needs to be rephrased for ease in analyzing data. There 

were eight answer choices and second only to 11 never, 11 11 other" was the 

predominant answer. Rephrasing the question to ask: 11 How many nights 

per month (year) must you spend away from home due to your job?" would 

allow for collapsing the categories later with the aid of the computer 

to yield more usable information. 

Other questions that would provide useful ~ata included: 

11 How did your undergraduate program prepare you for your current 

position? 11 

11 How did your graduate program prepare you for your current 

position? 11 

11 What skills do you need or use that you did not receive in your 

program?" 



Renumbering the sections of the questionnaire would allow more 
ease in explaining results from sections in the instrument. Each 
section of the questionnaire originating from a different source 
should have a different number. The suggested renumbering would 
include: I. Biographical, II. JDI, III. Company, IV. General Job 
Satisfaction, and V. Performance Constraint Measure. 
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One problem arose in this study that has not been-seen in other 
similar studies. Most respondents with the position title of presi­
dent did not complete the supervision on present job dimension, due to 
nonapplicability. Leaving the section blank appeared to be the only 
solution to the problem. 

A follow-up procedure is recommended, as other similar studies 
have had higher response rates. Either· reminder postcards or letters 
with an additional questionnaire should be sent to the nonrespondents. 
Endorsement from the Practice Group Chairman, which was solicited but 
not obtained, and a reminder in the PG Newsletter would probably 
increase response rates also. 

Implications 

Dietitians in Business and Industry, overall, seemed to be very 
happy with their quality of work life, with the possible exception of 
opportunities for promotion, which seems to be an occupational haz­
ard. Perhaps reasons why DIBI scored higher than dietitians in other 
studies should be investigated. An open-ended question asking the 
respondent: "What do you like most about your job?" could assist in 
discovering their reasons for high scores. 
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Opportunities for promotion for dietitians is perhaps another 
area to be investigated. We, as dietitians, need to consider if 
creating opportunities for promotions is an individual responsibility 
or an organizational responsibility. Perhaps if the organization does 
not provide us with such opportunities, it is up to us to create our 
own. Work as a balanced part of the total lifestyle is another QWL 
dimension (Walton, 1974; Heyel, 1982; Tuttle, 1982) that should per­
haps be studied as part of the QWL assessment. 

Since considerable data on professionals has been gathered using 
the JOI, Smith should provide up-to-date norms. Norms also need to be 
provided for the new, long version of the JOI. 
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OJ§OO 
Oklahoma State University 

Oep.tment at Food. Nutr1t1on and lnsutuuon Admm1strat1on 

Dear DIBI Member: 

I STilLWATER. OKLAHOMA 74074 
(405) 624-5039 

March 1 , 1984 

We would like your assistance on a research project we are conducting in the Department of Food, Nutrition and Institution Administration at Oklahoma Stat·e University. The study is concerned with assessing the quality of work life of Dietitians in Business and Industry. 

This survey includes questions on the following quality of 'Nork life issues: feelings and committment toward the organization, pay and benefits, job security, management, relations with your immediate supervisor,· advanc.ement issues, co-worker relations and the job itself. Information gained from this study can hopefully assist human resource managers, managers, and dietitians alike in improving the quality of work life for Dietitians in Business and Industry. 

A summary of the findings Will be shared with you in the DIBI Newsletter. The forms are coded for analysis only; results 
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Will not be identified With your company at any time. After completing the questionnaire, please fold, staple and return it to us. Please return on or before March 15, 1984. This questionnaire takes approximately 15 minutes to complete. If you have any questions, please call us at (405) 624-5039. Thank you for your assistance! 

7'ftAAcdP,_ ~ 
Marcella Taylor, R.D. Graduate Teaching Assistant 

Sincerely, 

d./A_.(~ 
Lea Ebro, Ph.D., R.D. Associate Professor (DIBI Member) 



OKLAHOMA STATE 1JMIVEBSIT! Departaeat ot Food, Nutr:I.UOD &Dd IDsUtuUaD AlllllildstratioD 
QUALITY OF WORB: LIFE 4SSESSMEN'r 

I. General Iptormatiop 

DinctjL~: Please check or !1ll ill the apprapr:l.ata &~~ewers. It is illlportant that :rou &II.SWer the queat:l.aii.S. 

T. Are :rau curreatl7 aployeci ill diatat:l.c pract:l.ce ill bua:l.ll.ess or. illdustry? 
_(T) No 

z. If no, please iDdicata wb1: 
_(T) Attall.d school 
_(Z) Ra:l.se f'am:l.l7 
_(3) Marr:l.age 
-<~> Health reaaoii.S 
_(5) !fa jail ava:l.lallle ill area 

3. sex: 

_(T) Male 

~. Marital Status: 

_(1) S:l.ngle 
_(Z) Marr:l.eci 

5. Age: 

_(1) Under 25 
_(Z) 25-30 
_(3) 31-35 

_(3) 

-<~) 

-<~> 
_(5) 
_(6) 

_(Z) Yes 

_(8) 

D1d not Ya~~t to work for a while 
Aa employed in noD-dietetic 
paa:l.tioll.,~~~~~~~~~~~~ (Piaaae speci!:r position) 

Other __ ~~~~~~~~--------( Mease specify) 

_(2) !'uale 

Divorced _(5) IV:!. do wed 
Separated 

36-40 _C?> 51-55 
~1-45 _(8) 56-60 
46-50 _(9) Over 60 

6. H:l.ghest level degree ollta:l.ned and major: 
_(1) BS 
_(2) MS 
_(3) Ph.D. 

7. _,,, R.D. or _(Z) !fan-R.D. 
It not curreatly uployed ill dietetic pract:l.ce ill bua:l.ll.ess or illduatry-1 ,.au IIIQ' conclude the questiO!IJlaire at this poillt and fold the quast:l.onnaire in th:l.rds and staple it closed. The return address should be v:l.a:l.ble after stapl:l.ng. Return postage is pra­v:l.ded. Thazak :rau very much. 

~est:l.ons 8- 10 rater to tull-tille aplo:rment. If qployeci part-tille, please convert to tull-tille equ:l.valenta. 

8. Nullber of years emplo;red ill the d:l.etet:l.c praf'esa:l.on:_ 
9. Nullber at years qployect ill Blla:l.ll.ess and Indu&tr7:_ 

TO. N'wlber of years ill present jab:_ 
11. Pas:l.t:l.an t:l.tle: __________________________ .._.._ ................................................... .. 

1 z. Pas:!. t:1.011. t:l. tle o t ,.our superv:l.sar: -----------------------------------------13. NUmller of' employees ;rou supervise:_ 
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14. Type of employees you supernse (ex. - food servJ..ce workers, home ecanom1sts, other diet~tians, etc.):----------------------------------------------------------
15. Employment st~tus: 

_(1) 

_C.Zl 
Employed at least 35 hr/wk 
Employed 20.34 hr/wk 

1 6. Annual Salary: 

_(1) 

_(2) 

_C3l 

Below $14,999 
15,000-19,999 
20,000.24,999 

_(4) 
__ (5) 

25,000-29,999 
30,o00-34000o 

Employed less than 20 hr/wk 

_(6) 

_(7) 

35,000-39,999 
40,000 - above 

17. Type of Business or Industry (Check the one that most closely describes the type buSiness you work for): 

_(1) Retail food chain _(11) Computer services __ (2) Food brokers and distr~butors __ (12) Marketing, advert~s~ng ~r __ (3) Food product manufacturer pub~c relat~ons 

_(4) 'oodser~ce,Management 
__ (13) Consumer aff~rs 

Company __ (14) Publishing company __ (5) Hospital 11anag<;!ment Company _(15) Coobng school 
_(6) ~estaurant Management __ (16) Pharmaceut~cal company 
_(7) Independent F'ood Service _(17) 1Neight control company Operation __ (18) F'itness related company _(8) Own business 

_(19) Pet food company _(9) !;'ooo SerVice Facility Design _(20) Other: _(10) Equipment design, service or (Please specify) sales 

18. HaiV often must you spend nights aw~ from home due to your JOb? (This does not ~nclude professional meetings unless they are required as a term of your employment), 
__ (1) 

__ (2) 

__ (3) 

Once/week 
twice/1veek 

__ (4) 

_(5) 
four times/week __ C 6) 

II. luality of 'fork L~fe Assessment 

f:l.ve t:l.mes/week 
once/month 
tnce/month 

_(7) 

_(8) 
Never 
Other: 
( Pl eas:e::~s::p~ec~~:"'fl":y':")r-

Th~nk of the company you work for now. How wall does each of the folloW1ng phrases describe your present company? In the space provided beside each word or parase, put: 
.I_i! it describes your company 
-X.i! it does NOT describe it 
.. ? .. if you caanot decide 

....!:!_Too big 
--1-_Feel you belong 
--1-_Has a good reputation 

Y ProgresSive 
~Needs some fresh people at the top 
....!;!_Higher management keeps us in the 

dark about things we aught to know 

__LE!fic:l.ent 
_N_Too much class dist:l.nct:l.on 
~Looks a!ter employees well 
_li__Too many rules and regulat:l.ons 
~Insuff:l.cient coord:l.nation between departments 
_Y_A good company to work for 
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ACTUAL '¥0RK ON PRESENT JOB (Copyrtght, Bowling Green State University, 1975, 1983) 
Think of the actual work you do on your present JOb. What is it like most of the time? In the space beside each word or phrase given below, put: 

Y Fascinating 
N Routine 

__ Y_satis:t'ying 
.!..,_aortng 
_Y __ Good 

Y Creative 
Y Respected 

_N __ Hot 

PAY Al!D BENEfiTS 

...I..!or "Yes'' i! it describes your ·•ork 
,.Lfor "No" i! it does NOT descnbe it 
-l_i! you cannot decide 

Y Pleasant 
y-Useful 

N 'l'iresome 
....Y,_Healthtul 
LChallenging 
_ll__On your feet 
_lL__Frustrating 
_l!__simlll e 

.Ji._Endless 
Y Gives sense of accompl~shment 
N Repetitive 

...!!__Hectic 

..l_\Vell defined duhes 
_Ji__Too much to do 

N 'l'irtng 
N Physically uncomfortable 

_N_Pressured 

(Copynght, Bowling Green State University, 1975, 1983) 
Think of the pay and benefits you get now. Bow well does each of the following phrases describe your present pay? In the space prov:Lded besid.e each word. OJ: pJ!Lrase, put: 

' 
_t_i! it d.escribes your pay 
-4-i! it d.oes NOT d.escribe it 
.. ? .. i! you cannot d.ecid.e 

~Income ad.equate tor normal expenses Y Good benefits 
Y Satis!actor:r profit shanng N Too long bet'II'Ben pay days 

-r:r' Barely live on income ...:L,_steady 110rk 
....!!....sad J__Well psid 
.2...,Income prortd.es lll%Ul"ies .JL_:roo little vacation 

N Insecure ..,l_Clear pa;y policy 
,..-Less than I deserve ...:L,_Above average rcr JOb 
_Y_Higbly paid. l!.,_Unfsir 
~Underpaid N Errors 1n payment 
__jl_Fair ~Not enough increases 

OPPORTYNITJES FOR PROMOTION (Copyrtght, Bowling Green State University, 1975, 1983) 
Think o! the opportunit~es for promotion that you have now. Bow well does each o! the following phrases describe these? In the space prortded beside each phrase below, put: 

...I..!or "Yes" i! it describes your opportunities for promotion 
,.Lfor "No" i! it does NOT describe them 
-l_i! you cannot decide 

__jl_Good opportunities !or promotion 
N Opportunity somewhat l1mi ted 

--y Promotion on abUi ty 
~Dead.-end job 

Y Good. chance tor promotion 
--,r-Unfair promotion policy 
__!L_rntrequent promotions 
__jl_Regular promotions 

--1-_Fairly good chance for promotion 
__!__Clear promotion policy 
~Rather stay on present job 

Y Consistent promotion policy 
Y Could. be 110rse 

__]L_Others have better opportunities 
__tl__Promotion depends on who you know 
__tl__Less than elsewhere 
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SVP:ERyt§IOH ON PRE§ElfT JOB (Copyright, BowliDg Green State Un:l.versity, 19?5, 1983) 
Think at the kind at superv:Lsion that you get on your job. Row well doea each at the phrasea deacribe your superv:Lsor? In the space beside each ww:d o:: phrase, put: 

_l_Aska "7 adv:l.ce 
..J!.._l!ard to please 
_!L_Impoli te 
+Praiaea good work 
-~= teJIIllered 
_L_Tella me where I stud 
..Ji_Amloying 
..JL_Stubborn 
..::f._Knon job well 
.J!._Baci 
_jl__Intelligent 
...1,._Leavea me on "7 on 
...,L_AroW1d. 'll'l!.en needed 

....L,it it deacr.1bea your superv:Lsor 
,.Lit it dou NOT deacribe bill/her 
~t you caDDOt decide 

...,L_Tacttul 

.Jl__Intluential 

...,L_trp.to-date 

.Jl_Doean1 t superv:Lse enough 
_l!_L&Z7 
~as tavorites 
~Good listener 
-l.-.Tella me how I'm doing 
~Interferes with 111 work 
N I'm unsure wbo superVises me 

-y---Keeps me intormed 
N Poor :PlaDner 

..:J..._Gi vea clear directions 

PIDPLE ON WYR PBESENT JOB (Copyright, BowliDg Green state University, 19?51 1983) 
Thinlc ot the majority at the people that ;you work with now or the people 10u meet in coDDection with your work. Row well does eacll,ot the folloWing warda or phrases describe these people? In the space prov:Lded beside eac:h word or phraee below, put: 

.J._stilllulating 
N Boring" 
N Slow 
Y Ambitious 

::!:stupid 
__l__Reapol1aible 
.J._Faet 
__!__Intelligent 
..JL_Easy to make enemies 
_Lralk too much 
.J._Smart 
_!!_Lazy 
_ti,_Unpleasat 

GENJBAL JOB SATISFACTION 

....L,it it deacribaa the people you work with 
,.Lit it does NOT describe them 
_l_it you canaot decide 

..J!._Ko privacy 

..,L_Active 
_JL__Karrow iDtereat 
.-1-..Lol'al 
-ll__Hard to meet 
..,L_work wall together 
..J._Do their share 
.JL_Prejudiced 
.+-Helpful 
.....l_WilJ.iDg to 11st81Z 
.JL_Stubborn 
_lL__Inter!ere with "7 work 
.JL_Gossipy 

Write a number in the blanlc tor each statament, based on tbis scale: 

1 
Disagree 
Strongly 
--Z-1. 
__J_2. 

---L.J. 
_L4. 
_w. 

How much do you agree with the etataent? 
2 3 4 5 Disagree Disagree Keutral Agree 

Slightly SUghtl:r 

6 
Agree 

Generall;r speakiDg, I 8111 ver:r satisfied with this job. 

? 
Agree 
Strongly 

I f'.requentl:~ think of q1D.ttag this job. P 

I 8111 generally satisfied with the killd ot wor.li: I do 111 th:l.a job. 
Most people 111 tbia job are ver:r satisfied with the job. 
People on this job otten th1Dk at quitting. 
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JOB IN GEN]R!L (Copyright, Bowling Green State University, 1975, 1983) 
Now, think o! your job in general. What is it like most o! the time? In the space provided beside each word or phrase given below, put: 

.....1,_Pl.easant 
_LBaci 
._L_Ideal 
_Lwaste o! tills 
.....1,_Good 
_Lundesirabl.e 
....::J._'Nortb11h:i.J.e 
__ll_Worse than most 
~Acceptabl.e 

..J..!or "Yes•i! it aescribes your job 

..JL.!or "No" i! it does NOT aescribe it 
_l_i! you cannot aeciae 

JL_IJ.lte to leave 
_l___setter tban most 
~Disagreeable 
_1___Makes me content 
.JI._Inaciequate 
_1___Ezcellent 
Ji._Rotten 
_l___EDjoyable 
JI._Poor 

PiWQRMAHCE CONSTRA!N'l' !1EAS1JilE 

The folloWing statements are assigned to assess your perceptions o! various aspects of work situations. In the space proviaed beside each statement below, put: 
.I... for "Yes" ii' it aescribes your situation 
..JL.!or "No" i! it aces NOT aescribe it 
_l_i! you cannot aecide 

~Job related information (!rom supervisors, peers, subordinates, customers, company rules, policies, and procedures, etc.) needed to ao the job assigned is readily available. 
___ Y __ The specific tools, equipment, and machinery needed to ao the job are sufficient. _LThe materials and supplies needed to do the job are difficult to obtain • ....::J._Financial resources and budgetary support necessary to accomplish tasks that are a part of the job are adequate • 
.....1,_The services, assistance and support from others needed to ao the JOb assigned are available. 
__ll_Do you feel there is a conflict of interests between your job responsibilities and your standards of professional responsibility as an ADA member? ._L_Time needed to ao the job assigned is available, taking into cons1deration both the time limits imposed and the interruptions, unnecessary meetings, non-Job-related distractions, etc. 

N The physical aspects of the immediate work environment interfere with rather than -----facilitate doing the assigned tasks (too noisy, too cold, too hot, inappropriate work area, poorly lit, unsafe, etc.). 
__l_There is an adequate number oi' qualified personnel to select !rom 'Rhen a vacancy exists. 
__jl_Time and/or expenses related to continuing education or professional development is provided. 
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APPENDIX B 

CHARACTERISTICS OF DIBI MEMBERS NOT 

EMPLOYED IN BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY 
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Sixty of the 253 respondents {24%) were not currently employed in 
dietetic practice in business and industry. Personal data from these 
respondents was tallied, but not computer analyzed. Those DIBI mem­
bers not employed in business and industry were female (97%), regis­
tered dietitians (88%), and married (43%) or single (43%). Most were 
from 25 to 30 years old (30%), or from 35 to 35 years old (22%). More 
than half (53%) had advanced degrees, while 47% had B.S. degrees. 

Reasons why respondents were not currently employed in business 
and industry var,ied. Many (40%) listed nothern reasons such as: 
healthcare consultant, clinical dietitian, dietetic consultant, nurs­
ing home, own restaurant, unemployed, retired, or watching for job 

possibilities. Thirty-two percent were employed in a nondietetic 
position such as: advertising, sales, district manager, own business, 
research market planner, management consulting firm, promotion coordi­
nator, QC Food Company, and health care market-researcher. Many 
respondents with some of the same position titles did complete the 
questionnaire. Fifteen percent listed school, family, health, and not 
wanting to work for awhile as their reasons. No job was available for 
13%. 



APPENDIX C 

CHARACTERISTICS OF 11 0THERS 11 

124 



The purpose of this appendix was to describe the characteristics 
of respondents that fe 11 into an 11 other 11 category. Explanations 

follow for 11 0ther 11 majors, position titles, position titles of super-
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visors, time away from home, types of business and industry, and types 
of employees supervised. 

Majors 

Counseling 
Food Technology 
Journalism 
Food Science 
Home Economics Administration 

Position Titles 

Food Service Analyst 
Health and Education Coordinator 
Healthcare Communications Specialist 
Product Communications Specialist 
Project Leader 
Healthcare Specialist 
Food Coordinator 
Scientist 
Quality Control 
Account Supervisor 
Clinical Research Associate 
Executive Recruiter 
Research Coordinator 
Associate Food Editor 
Nutrition Editor 
Production Supervisor 
Account Executive 

Position Titles of Supervisors 

Executive Dietitians 
Chief Dietitian 
Engineer 
Senior Scientists 
Partner 
Charge Person (Shift) 
Owner 



Position Titles of Supervisors (cont.) 

Physician 
Food Editor 
Regional Food Coordinator 
Supervisor of Commercial Marke~ing Program 

One Week/Month 
One Time/Quarter 
Five - Ten Times/Year 
Sporadic 
Two - Five Times/Year 
Four - Five Times/Month 
Seldom 
98 Days/Year 
Two - Three Times/Year 
30% of the Time 
Three - Four Times/Year 
Six Times/Year 
Five Times/Year 
Four Times/Quarter 

Types of Business and Industry 

Consulting 
Independent Hospital Manager 
Trade Association 
Nursing Home Management 
Utility . 
Home Health Care 
Dairy Council 
Air Force Food Service Headquarters 
County Hospital 
Nutrition Education 
Agri-Marketing . 
Group Purchasing 
Company Owned Cafeteria 
Correctional 
Public Health 
Food Packaging 

Types of Employees Supervised 

Technician 
Sales Repre~entative 
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Types of Employees Supervised (cont.) 

Food Service Manager 
Consultant 
Free Lance Food Consultant 
Draftsmen 
Systems Analyst 
Nutrition Education Specialist 
Te 1 emarketer 
Coordinator 
Manager 
Chef 
Foodservice Supervisor 
Quality Assurance Specialist 
Industrial Specialist 
Design and Layout Specialist 
Food Chemist 
Food Technologist 
Vice-President 
Public Relations Professional 
Business Manager 
Public Health Nutritionist 
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