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] If work was really good, the rich would have
people in the strength of their § Jound a way to keep it t0 themselves.

(ors determine intentions, the 1 Haitian proverb
sntions — it adds the person’s 1

an act possible. As part of a research interview reported by Harlos and Pinder (2000, p- 255), an office clerk named

f planned behavior were sum- Brenda reported:
ho observed that although the §

-lude that the later, expanded
yressive as that is.

. ‘There are good days, mostly when he [the boss]is not in . . . I think things are picking up, maybe I'm
. starting to fit in, maybe I was imagining all the bad stuff and I don’t have to look for a new job . . . But
n;éb'then the next day is terribly bad and I Jjust scream in my car on the way home.

ﬁ!:
iyone who has ever held a job can relate (to some degree at least) to the visceral and emotional
iperiences that are the focus of this chapter; it is about people’s beliefs, attitudes, and feelings
motions) toward their work. Positive attitudes about what we do for a living make a tremendous
ce in the way we feel about life in general. To have a job that is annoying, frustrating, or that
ly causes fear and conflict can be a terrible experience, as reported by Brenda in the foregoing
laicment.
chapter is about such job-related attitudes and emotions. Although the discussion is some-
lentific and esoteric, the reader should keep in mind the human experiences of the joy that
fom having a “good job” or “good career” and the worse, painful, private agonies that come
Aaving to perform work that is dissatisfying, illegal, boring, or humiliating, This chapter, more
t others, appeals to the human, emotional side of work motivation. Job satisfaction,

iZational commitment, and the identification that people have with their work are all at the
Lore-of the issue of work motivation. It is here

in this book more than in any other chapters
‘the primary source of their own private hell.

tudes, and behavior, it is wo‘rih
| by many managers conce'matf
eory Y, are seen as resulting .
sple like to work, can be tru

ke work, and cannot be trus
jeory X beliefs are the caus;
ling prophesy. Aithou_gh the 3
a one-to-one basis W}th spectii
g beliefs are assocmtedbev«'l
sociation between a set of g
seliefs, attitudes, and beha

aes, at least from the persp® n&
more specific 1ssues of '
their jobs, and the organiza

A PRECAUTION

Mmantics is in order before we begin. Although much of the discussion in this chapter is

LHoh ttitudes,” it is important to recognize that, in fact, attitudes (as we have defined them
L9) are only part of what this chapter is about. As we will find shortly, much of our
Job attitudes in life and in common discourse deals, in fact, with Jjob-related beliefs
ly, emotions. So, as often happens in organizational science, terms from common
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parlance are often used to represent concepts that have different technical meaning in the discipline
We clarify the distinctions among job-related beliefs, attitudes, and emotions by the end of the

chapter.
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WHY AN INTEREST IN WORK ATTITUDES?

Since the early days of the organizational sciences, academics and other researchers have spep 4
considerable time researching the nature, causes, and correlates of a variety of work-related attitudeg
for a variety of reasons. Why is this so?
Many years ago, Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) provided four commonly accepted answer

to the question. First, it has long been assumed by many managers, parents, teachers, and people :
in general that attitudes influence behavior. The importance of this assumption for our present
purposes lies in the possibilities that it holds for managers and supervisors who wish to influence
employee motivation and job performance. It has long been assumed that work-related attitudes
must somehow be related to work behaviors (see Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Fisher, 1980). '
forms of this belief held that higher levels of job satisfaction are associated with higher levels of job
performance: “A more satisfied employee is a more productive employee.” Although years of
research have shown that the relationship is not so simple (Judge, Thoresen, Bono, & Patton, 2001}
there is still some basis for believing that attitudes and behaviors are related to one another in song
circumstances (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; Cialdini, Petty, & Cacioppo, 1981). Accordingly, it remais
important to develop a precise understanding of what attitudes are, the factors that influence them
and whatever connections they may have with behavior.
Second, Smith et al. (1969) pointed out that a great deal of management’s activities with regdfé

to personnel selection and placement, training, career counseling, and so on, are based in part ¢
concern for employee attitudes and, in turn, for employee behavior. Third, Smith and her colle
noted that improving employee job satisfaction is a desirable goal in its own right, for humani
reasons. In other words, one need not expect some form of managerial payoff to justify attem
understand employee work attitudes. Finally, understanding the nature of job attitudes m
beneficial for the greater scientific concern of understanding attitudes in general: Work is only 0%
arena in which human attitudes are formed and altered, albeit an important one. Social scientistsa
interested in the nature and change of attitudes for political reasons, for marketing research, ands
a variety of other social purposes. Things that are learned about job attitudes contribute to
greater stock of knowledge about human attitudes in general.
After decades of theory, research, and practice relating job attitudes to individual and orgai&
tional outcomes, an impressive study published by Harrison, Newman, and Roth (2006) dea
strated that higher-order constructs representing job attitudes held powerful statistical relations®
with individual and organizational relationships — much more powerful than the typi
studies that have been conducted since Smith and her colleagues (Smith et al., 1969) ™
observations of the importance of job attitudes so many years ago. As observed by Dorm
Zapf (2001): “Job satisfaction is placed as a central concept in work organizationa! psyel
which mediates the relation between working conditions on the one hand and organizationg
individual outcomes on the other hand” (p. 483). Accordingly, we are interested in the ST
attitudes because they are believed to relate to work behavior, because a great deal of mafds=
activity is concerned with positively influencing them, for humanitarian reasons and for
scientific purposes. The purpose of discussing them in this book is influenced by €4¢ ‘

reasons.
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nical meaning in the discipling,

d emotions by the end of the | Job Attitudes of the Most Interest

Without doubt, the most commonly studied variety of Job-related attitudes is Job satisfaction, often

defined as the degree to which a person’s work is useful for satisfying her needs. (A more rigorous
treatment of job satisfaction will be presented shortly.) Jo i

2 dimcn§i0na1 concept, such that a person may be satisfied with certain aspects of her work (“I like my
MTuU DES? » i “The pay and

working conditions are terrible”).

d other researchers have spent A second construc.t that has received considerable interest in rese'arch and theory is referred to
ety of work-related attitudes under the general rubric of commitment (or, recently, attachment). This concept is also multidimen-
fanety sional and has to do with the attachment or adherence of persons to any or all of the following: To
commonly accepted answers § he work ethic in general, to one’s occupation or profession, to one’s actual day-by-day work
?U[ ents, teachers, and people § experiences, and/or to one’s employer (Morrow, 1993). As detailed by Morrow (1993), each of these
s;sngsum)pﬁen for our present four approaches to commitment has a number of

variations that differ conceptually among them-

pervisors who wish to influence by one or more sets of scales and measures for

at work-related attitudes | ]
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employee.” Although years of | :
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e related to one anothgr n some ‘_ '-people s
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% ‘the factors that influence them,

. selves by minor degrees, and each is accompanied

¥y

oncept treated in this chapter is referred to as job involvement. This construct hasto do
devotion to their work per se, independent of the particular jobs they hold or the

b commutment to his employer
agement’s activities with regard’ 'summary, then, the purpose of this chapter is to examine the theory and research related to
Lannclg so on, are based in part ot sfaction, organizational commitment, and job involvement, considering their place in a

. Third, Smith and her collea
in its own right, for. humanilarg
rerial payoff to just&lfy attempts
. nature of job att:tudles may .
udes in general: Work is 01{’3’ ’_j- ;
mportant one. Social sc;entzsni‘si
15, for marketing msez.i;d:;i@ e to a recent article in Maclean’s (September 19, 2005, p, 38), Canada’s national weekly
it job attitudes contribute TR " ine, the labor movement in North America is in trouble; membership is declining in both
kol e dnd private sectors and in both Canada and the United States. The putative reason, according
titudes to individua 2006) defte ASINESS writer Steve Maich, is that “working people” are doing very well, thank you very much, so
ewman, and Rf}t}_‘ (1* lationsip ages traditionally attributed to union membership — higher wages, job security, safe and
d powerful statistica _l;al bivart working conditions, to name a few — are no longer urgently required by working people,
owerful than the t)’é%‘) ade 18 to Maich, who cited studies carried out in 2005 by the American Enterprise Institute (in
> (Smith et al., 19 el States) and a poll conducted by Environics (a leading national pollster in Canada),
go. As obser\(ed py | ,;;,s,,_ of the vast majority of American workers with their jobs is very high, so union
1 work Dl'gamza“?niizado line. In the US. study, 91% of respondents claimed they either liked or loved t
one hand and o,lg;e study @ the same proportion as 4 years earlier. About four in five claimed that
Je are interestedollﬁgll i AW their pay and about the same number said they were not worried about 1
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Meanwhile, in the local Victoria, B.C., newspaper, the Times Colonist (TC), a story appeared on .
September 3, 2005 (p. B3), claiming that, compared to the “ glass is four-fifths full” analysis reported &3
by Maich’s summary in Maclean's, the glass is still one-fifth empty (the metaphor is adopted

by this author, not by any of the sources cited here). In the T'C report (which summarized survey i
data based on national samples similar to those summarized by Maich and M, aclean’s), the text read ©
as follows: |

Nearly one in five Canadians dreads going to work each day, and another one in three feel their job is
just a job . . . [suggesting] & Jot may want to spend this Labour Day holiday reassessing their careers
... Nearly one-third of the 10,000 respondents also admit to faking a sick day in the last year ... A
lot of workers feel their current job isn’t giving them enough opportunity for advancement, skill
development or new experiences.

Finally, on the same page in the TC (September 3, 2005, p. B3), a separate report, attributed to a
survey conducted by the Canadian Labour Congress, read as follows: “Strong job growth and ol
unemployment have not made workers feel more secure about their jobs, nor has it translated inta’
significant wage gains.” g

As a matter of fact, the proportion of people in North America who report being satisfied 1th
their jobs has not changed a great deal over recent decades. Over a decade ago, Firebaugh a
Harley (1995) reported that about 85% of U.S. workers were happy with their jobs and that men and
women were approximately equal in this regard. Older workers tended to report higher levels of
satisfaction than were reported by younger workers, in part because they tend to hold better jobs4
addition, the expectations of older workers may not be as high as those of younger employee
because many older workers were raised during economic times when things were not as abunda nt.
they have been more recently (Firebaugh & Harley, 1995). These figures are very similar to d
reported 30 years earlier. _

In short, things haven't changed much in the level of job attitudes among North Ameri¢
workers over the past two generations, yet it is still the focus of considerable media attention;
managerial interest. An article in the June 19, 2006 edition of Maclean’s magazine focused on
current issue referred to as «work-life” balance: Providing means and time for employees to getd
from their jobs so that they don’t become burned out and, in the longer term, be more products
and satisfied with their work. Alcan, one of the world’s largest producers of aluminum, b8
quartered in Canada, found through employee surveys that “staff were grossly overworked &
turnover rates were swelling, especially in the all-important finance departments.” The cop
implemented a «“work-life effectiveness strategy” that included “coaching for top executives, ma
tory no-work hours, and on-site massage sessions” (p. 35). In the end, most employers have e
dropped specious high-sounding principles to explain their concern for fostering work-life bais
for their employees and openly admit that programs such as these do contribute good things 8
“hottom line.” A recent study by Greenhaus and Powell (2003), for example, showed that pet ORESS
differences (such as self-esteem) and the relative strength of an individual’s identification Wit
and with family may play key roles in the dilemmas faced by working people concerned with K&
balance in their lives." Most large urban and airport bookstores are replete with paperbaCk s
dealing with the issues of job blues, getting more out of life through one’s work, etc.

What’s the point here? The point is simply to demonstrate that as old as the conce
satisfaction (particularly job dissatisfaction) is a matter of timeless concern for anyone who
for anyone who must interact with working people. In fact, it is not unfair to state Ehfit_mo i
believe themselves to be experts on the issue. Nevertheless, we turn attention t0 examining Wi
construct represents in the organizational sciences. :

e

! See also a book by Blyton, Blunsdon, Reed, and Dastmalchian (2006), which presents a range of scholarly PA
variety of issues related to work-life balance.
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The Nature of Job Satisfaction

Many implicit and explicit definitions of job satisfaction have been offered over the years. The
definition that has probably had the most influence in the field has been that of Locke (1969, 1976).
For Locke, job satisfaction is an emotional reaction that “results from the perception that one’s job
fulfills or allows the fulfillment of one’s important job values, providing and to the degree that those
values are congruent with one’s needs” (Locke, 1976, p- 1307). Unless otherwise indicated, this
definition will be the one intended whenever the term Job satisfaction is used in the present volume,
and its obverse will be intended whenever the term Job dissatisfaction is used. It is interesting to note
in relation to our discussion in Chapter 4 that, although job satisfaction is widely seen as an attitude,
Locke’s definition defines it in terms of an emotional reaction. While introducing their affective
events theory (recall Chapter 4), Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) gave emotion greater emphasis in
their definition than Locke (1976, p. 2) did. They defined job satisfaction as:

“ [A]n evaluative judgment about one’s job that partly, but not entirely, results from emotional experi-
i ences at work. It also partly results from more abstract beliefs about one’s job. Together, affective
..experiences and belief structures result in the evaluation we call job satisfaction.

er Locke (1976) nor Weiss and Cropanzano (1996) speculated about the particular emotions
are involved, but considerable scientific progress has been made to discern the nature of the
¢ of emotions associated with both job satisfaction and Job dissatisfaction (recall Chapter 4).
What about the emotions that accompany job dissatisfaction? Of those that we reviewed in
pter 4, a few likely candidates come to mind, including anger, fear, jealousy, and envy (see also
s & Lazarus, 1994). So in keeping with the general tradition of the field, job satisfaction and
faction are discussed here primarily as if they are attitudes, although it is clear that emotions
o heavily involved in the experiences that people witness on the job.

Locke noted that job satisfaction is not the same thing as morale. Although satisfaction has
dowith a retrospective assessment of one’s Job, morale is seen more as concerned with a positive
o continue to work at one’s job. Further, the term morale is often used to describe the overall
es of a work group rather than of a single individual. Both Locke’s and Weiss and Cropanzano’s
ns of job satisfaction are conceptual. In practice, researchers and managers often oper-
iize job satisfaction as having to do with the gratification of one’s needs on the job or through

ok setting, (Recall the discussion in Chapters 3, 4, 5, and 6 of the multitude of needs that
8l be considered in such a context, and see Fields, 2002, for examples.) Moreover, interest is
Slirected at the satisfaction one has with a variety of specific aspects of one’s job and the
: ces surrounding it. For example, the theory of work adjustment (Bretz & Judge, 1994;
Vocational Behavior, 1993; Lofquist & Dawis, 1969) concerns itself with employee satis-
nd dissatisfaction with 21 aspects of work and organizations, ranging from creativity and
oh to social status and working conditions. Thus, as noted by Locke (1976) and confirmed
t (1981), the list of potential causes of job satisfaction and dissatisfaction that have been
£d includes both agents (such as pay levels of one’s supervisor) and events (such as the level
Sibility that one is usually permitted to assume on the job).
cover, different writers over the years have tended to contrive their own measures of satis-
King what is learned from one study difficult to compare with the results of other studies,
1s situation has improved somewhat (Cranny, Smith, & Stone, 1992; Fields, 2002). Con-
togress toward general agreement in the field on the nature of the construct was impeded
though the needs-based approach to job satisfaction dominated the thinking and
holars and practitioners alike (see Stone, 1992), at least until a decade ago, when the

s theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996; and our discussion of AET in Chapter 4) was
the literature.
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Traditionally, those interested in measuring job satisfaction would seek an overall assessment = |
of an individual’s job (“How do you like your job?”) or, alternatively, assessments of particular facets
of the job, such as the pay, job challenge, or supervision, for example. A newer approach suggested
the assessment of the levels of satisfaction that people have with the various fasks that comprige.
their jobs. Allowing the 573 study participants (who represented a variety of different jobs) to define
“tasks” according to their own definitions, Taber and Alliger (1995) concluded that global and facet
measures of satisfaction were “consistent with, but only partially predictable from,” the properties of.
the component tasks of jobs. The value added by this approach over the traditional approach hag
not been demonstrated particularly well since it was first proposed.

Causes/Antecedents of Job Satisfaction

What is known and agreed upon in relation to job satisfaction? As indicated earlier, most authors se¢
job satisfaction as resulting from the fulfillment of needs through the activities one performs at one's
job and from the context in which the work is performed. In other words, in this approach, job;
satisfaction is a function of, indeed the same thing as, need satisfaction, or at least the degree of;
correspondence, congruence, ot complementarity between a person’s needs and the need-gratifying
capacity of the work setting. Characteristic of this work is that of Betz (1969), Fredericksen, Jenser
Beaton, and Bloxom (1972), Lofquist and Dawis (1969), Mathieu, Hofmann, and Farr (1993}
Ostroff (1993), Pervin (1968), Porter (1962, 1963), Seybolt (1976), and Tuckman (1968).

Other authors, including Ilgen (1971) and McFarlin and Rice (1992), conceived of job satisfac
tion as resulting from the size of the discrepancy a person perceives, if any, between what he expects
to receive from his work and what he perceives he is receiving. Thus, large differences between the

amount of pay an employee perceives he is receiving and the amount he expects to receive woulk
result in dissatisfaction with pay,

no reference being made to needs per se. Within this traditiof
is the issue of whether people are more or less concerned with va

rious facets of their workplacg
(e.g., the pay, the supervision, the working conditions) or whether overall, global satisfaction is mof
important. One pair of studies, for exampl

e, found that discrepancies between what employe&
perceive they are receiving on the job and what they want from their jobs were critical when Us
comparative importance of the various facets was considered. Employees who placed high value ¢
a specific facet were more satisfied with a small discrepancy and more dissatisfied with large discref
ancies than those who placed lower importance on the same facets (McFarlin & Rice, 1992; see asa
Rice, Gentile, & McFarlin, 1991). :
As we saw in Chapter 3, satisfaction results from at least three general types of perception. Figs
the person must see that there is a positive increment in the level of desired outcomes he or 88
receives. Second, the shorter the period over which the improvement OcCUrs, the greater is the feelils
of satisfaction (called the notion of velocity). Third, positive increases in the rate of positive chailf
also add to the sensation of satisfaction: People want to see things get better for themselves O
time, and the faster the improvement, the better (Salovey, Hsee, & Mayer, 1993). To the knoW_I
of this author, no empirical work has investigated this so-called emodynamic theory as it pertd s &

job satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

The importance of global measures, re
by Cranny et al. (1992), who believed that global satisfaction may be both a contributing c&

partial effect of facet satisfaction and that global satisfaction may make workers more 1
and cooperative in reaction to management-initiated changes to the workplace. In other worCs
may be that as people become satisfied with one or a few aspects of their jobs, they tend 10 "
positive global attitudes about those jobs. By way of contrast, a person may have, for WhaEg
reason, a generally positive view of her job and will therefore tend to report satisfaction with sp * &
aspects of it (e.g., the promotion opportunities), if only because her general attitude is positt’

halo effect.
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I N
Il assessment A third approach considers employee values, which are defined as those things that a person sees
hean gveras \ar facet as conducive to his or her welfare. Recall from Chapter 3 that it is important to distinguish between
nents of particuiar est ; needs and values: Needs are basic forces that initiate and guide behavior for the sake of the preser-
swer approach sugg r.e vation and health of the individual. People are not aware of the operation of many needs: They
ous tasks .that corrégﬁl " frequently function at the subconscious level. By contrast, values are conscious beliefs about what is
f different jobs) to df m; good and bad for the individual’s well-being. Thus, whereas the author might place a high value on a
ded that global an i ;:ef new SpOrts car, he might have trouble convincing his wife that he really needs one. Locke (1976)
2 from,” the proper ; hO emphasized the role of values being met as the key determinant of Job satisfaction, at least to the
traditional approach has degree that these values are congruent with one’s needs.
Still another approach centers around the issue of whether a person’s expectations are met or
thwarted. In other words, the concern here is with whether the individual believes that psychological
(or literal) contracts, promises, and expectations are honored in the workplace (see Rousseau, 1995).
: Another view sees satisfaction or dissatisfaction resulting from comparisons that a person
. t authors see } makes between herself and others around her. In this view (see Chapter 11) a person is most
d earlier, mos tone's § lkelyto be dissatisfied when she perceives that the relationship between the contributions she makes
ities one p.erformsra hoqe; to the organization and the benefits she derives in return is less satisfactory than the relationship
xds, in this appr(()idc ’ej if she perceives between the inputs and outcomes derived by some other person or group of
, Or a:l iziié:g_;f;ymg - persons. Feelings of inequitable treatment have been shownto be predictive of intentions to quit
.ds an 3 = organizations. :
96{9), FTEd;;ngSZ?; JSI;S;; : gELFinally, the most recent and currently influential view on what causes job satisfaction and
ofmann, .

| dissatisfaction (particularly the latter)
| vl sce in the next chapter, percept
~ many negative reactions toward the
i tween the ©f mdvidual(s) who is seen as.the proxim,
-; ge d‘f:::: rizeie?:iive would ugh treatment of equity theory
ex e
e:: sepWithin this tradition S bapter 11.
s facets of their \_Morl'(placm
|, global satisfaction 1S more
=; between what employees
jobs were critical when the‘
.25 who placed high va_lue on
issatisfied with large dlscre;;pé
“Farlin & Rice, 1992; sec2 r

ckman (1968).. ‘
; conceived of job satisfac-

1y, between what he expects

is found in the burgeoning literature on justice theory. As we
lons by people that they are victims of injustice cause them
job and the employing organization, as well as toward the
al deliverer of the injustice, Being treated unjustly hurts. A more
and several issues related to justice and injustice is presented in

y years, much of the debate on the origins and nature of job satisfaction hinged on the issue
whether it is determined by situations (i.e., the contextual factors of the workplace, such as
dizational climate and culture, reward systems, leadership style) or by stable traits and disposi-
of individuals. Brief mention was made of this issuc earlier in the book (see Chapter 2), and a
discussion of the matter is beyond the scope of this chapter as well (cf. George, 1991, 1992;
iIt, 2005), except note here that the position one adopts on this matter may have applied
ences aside from theoretical import. Although the dispositional approach does not rule out
ntial effects of contexts (such as Jjob design and organizational structure), it does propose
ple may have characteristic predilections toward positive or negative emotional states and
obs in particular that might limit the power of interventions in the work context.? Gerhart
scussed these potential applied implications and concluded that an assumption on the side
Ositions implies that there is wisdom in hiring people who have generally positive person-
the other hand, there may, theoretically, be limits in the degree of benefit that can be
Improving working conditions for people with a generally negative view of the world. On
f his analysis of the matter, Gerhart concluded: “within-person consistency in attitudes
10rs can coexist with mean-level changes in [both] attitudes and behaviors induced by
changes in the workplace” (p. 79).
“ichers in the late 1980s and into the 1990s investigated two streams of enquiry. One
fng their analyses largely on research involving monozygotic twins, successfully identified

ral types of perception- H‘:
" desired outcomes he or
scurs, the greater 1§ Fhe f{:::n
in the rate of positive € z: /
ret better for themseivesled
ayer, 1993). To the knovlele
ynamic theory as 1t PErEi= &
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report satisfaction Mositi 1
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12, the dispositional approach would significantly reduce the emphasis placed on contextual factors such as job

Ational policies, climates and culture, and leadership styles (Dormann & Zapf, 2001).
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statistical relationships between people’s genetic structures and their reactions to jobs (e.g., Arvey §
Bouchard, 1994; Arvey, Bouchard, Segal, & Abraham, 1989; Arvey, McCall, Bouchard, Taubmap -
& Cavanaugh, 1994). ’
The second stream examined the relationships between individual personality traits and job
reactions. For example, some scholars started with the premise that human beings vary in a general
trait toward happiness ( positive affectivity) or unhappiness (negative affectivity), a disposition that‘
accompanies and influences them in many different aspects of their lives, predisposing them toward
positive or negative emotional reactions, even toward otherwise-neutral stimuli (cf. Watson, Clark, &
Tellegen, 1988; Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, & Tellegen, 1999). Soon, connections between these traitg
and employee reactions to jobs were sought in empirical studies: A meta-analysis by Connolly and’
Viswesvaran (2000) reported an adjusted overall correlation between positive affectivity (PA) and:
job satisfaction of 0.40 and a corresponding correlation between negative affectivity (NA) and jop =
dissatisfaction of —0.33. '
Until recently, however, the reason for a two-way relationship between genetic composition and
job attitudes was a matter of speculation (e.g., Judge & Larsen, 2001). Then, two investigations by
Timothy Judge and his colleagues (a meta-analysis by Judge, Heller, & Mount, 2002, and an origing
study by Ilies & Judge, 2003) supported the hypothesis that a (or the) missing link between genes ar
job satisfaction/dissatisfaction is personality; that is, genes heavily influence an individual’s persona
ity structures and that they, in turn, influence a person’s predisposition toward job satisfaction;
dissatisfaction. While the meta-analysis of Judge et al. (2002) found moderate-to-mixed correlatio
between the Big Five (Barrick & Mount, 1991) personality traits and job satistaction, the (¥
personality dimensions mentioned earlier (positive affectivity and negative affectivity) did a bef
job than did the Big Five of explaining the mediated relationships between genes and job rea ils
by working people.’ :
Finally, a meta-analysis of previous studies of test-retest estimates of the stability of job sat
faction (as measured by standard scales for this purpose) was reported by Dormann and Zaf
(2001). The purpose of the study was to estimate the extent to which stable personality traits
opposed to organizational contextual factors, can explain job satisfaction. In a clever reseat
design, the researchers separated samples of employees into “stayers” (those who did not
between the occasions when their job satisfaction was measured) and “changers” (those who siii¥
jobs). They found that job stayers and job changers did not differ significantly in the test (-
stabilities of their job attitudes, at least in part because people who shift from one job to anothef
bound to seek considerable levels of similarity between their former jobs and their new jobs ¥
Because their stable personality traits contribute to the preferences they have for any and all jobs
other words, as people change jobs, they do not normally find themselves moving to entirely d
ent job circumstances than they leave behind; rather, their (stable) preferences will cause LHEE
seck new jobs that share many core features with their former jobs. Thus, support was provid 2l
the argument that, although dispositions may contribute a significant proportion of the cause %
attitudes, contextual factors also play a significant role. Once more, as we discuss in Chapters
elsewhere throughout this book, both individual and contextual factors are involved in expidt
work motivation, work behavior, and other phenomena related to them.

:
%

SRR, S

The Nature and Causes of Job Dissatisfaction

Traditional thought on the matter has always held that job dissatisfaction is simply the OPPZ
neos

job satisfaction, such that if an employee becomes more satisfied with her job, she

; . ; ; ational
3 For the current author, these two streams of work - introducing genetic research into orgamz_atmn;
reintroducing personality dimensions with construct-valid measures to investigate mediated relationships = .
combination, comprise some of the most interesting and significant advances made in the general domain 0

in more than a decade.
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of emodynamic satisfaction (and dissatisfaction) must be mentioned here again. From this view = |
a person’s emotional experience of job dissatisfaction will be greatest when she loses desired out. _
comes, when the loss occurs suddenly rather than gradually, and when the rate of loss increases |
over time (see Salovey et al., 1993). Empirical research into this dynamic, temporal perspective $
on job dissatisfaction remains to be conducted, although the fertile and relatively new affective « |
events theory (Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996) introduced in Chapter 4 may prove useful in such

research.

Social Information Processing and Job
Satisfaction/Dissatisfaction

Throughout this book, we will periodically encounter the hypothesis that people’s reactions to and
interpretations of organizational events are heavily influenced by the social contexts within which
the events occur. That is, people can be heavily influenced by the cues they receive from others (such.
as their coworkers, their supervisors, and even their loved ones) in forming beliefs about the meaning.
and significance of events that occur around them. In the following chapter, for example, time and’
again, we will see that these social cues play a huge role in people’s interpretations of whether they
are being treated equitably and justly in their work. Interestingly, this social information processing
approach made its first notable appearance in the domain of organizational behavior theory and
research in the context of job attitudes (see Pfeffer, 1981b; Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977, 1978). Indeed.

the proponents of this view have been among the harshest critics of needs-based models of job

attitudes (see Salancik & Pfeffer, 1977; and a reply by Alderfer, 1977).

Again, the basic tenet of this school of thought is that a person’s reactions to his or her jobaf
heavily influenced by the interpretation of cues provided by other people and other sources
Employees make use of the nouns and verbs as well as of the nonverbal cues provided to them by i
social contexts of the workplace to describe and to think about their jobs. They learn about he
relative desirability of the work by watching and speaking with coworkers and other people. T#g
proponents of the social information processing approach describe it this way: E

Social information refers to comments, observations, and similar cues provided by people whose view
of the job an employee considers relevant. It may be provided by people directly associated with the
job, such as co-workers, supervisors, and customers, or it may be provided by people not employed by
the company, such as family members and friends. 1
(Thomas & Griffin, 1989, p- 65)

\]
Social information from these sources provides the employee not only with ideas about what tif
are important in the workplace but also about the relative importance of these features "I;'
1981b). In addition, they can provide insight into formation of the employee’s evaluation of the
features — are they favorable or aversive? Hulin (1990, pp. 455-456), who is a harsh critic of thes%8
information processing view, wrote:

An extreme version of this approach argues that individuals experience little affect about lhe_l ’t‘
satisfaction until they are asked (usually by social scientists). This view argues that social attitude:

and affect are latent and unrecognized until some event triggers an evaluation. The nature 0

triggering event (e.g., an attitude survey) may influence the resulting expressed and experel
attitudes as much as the events that presumably formed the latent attitudes. If asked. the respond® 3
will produce an answer because they are expected to; they will then search their environmf’rﬂts,
information to justify their response — they enact subjective environments that provide a justificatis
for their response.

ced

As is usually the case in the social sciences, the introduction of new approaches to 2 sacred
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Some Consequences of Job Dissatisfaction

| It1s instructive to consider what Job dissatisfaction Jeels like to those who are experiencing it. It
- often carries feelings of gloom and despair, sometimes anger and resentment, sometimes futility, A
| study employing affective events theory (cf. Weiss & Cropanzano, 1996), for example, found that
| mgative experiences on the job caused employees to develop “emotion composites” and that three
: sp%c]ﬁc emotions — disappointed, unhappy, and depressed — were most significantly related to
| employees’ intentions to leave the Jjob (Grandey, Tam, & Brauburger, 2002). Jobs that are frustrating
to make people tired and more mentally fatigued than they would otherwise be. Dissatisfying
can fill up lives, such that people feel depressed off the job as much as they do while at work,
1g the pursuit of leisure activities more critical, yet often less rewarding at the same time (recall
lapter 4), Moreover, job dissatisfaction can be g major contributor to Poor mental health as

to poor physical health (Herzberg, 1976; Jamal & Mitchell, 1980; Kavanagh, Hurst, &
1981).
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indeed, the correlation between life and job satisfaction is significantly higher than zero and that 8

interestingly, the correlation among male samples in studies before 1974 (corrected r = 0.40) wag

significantly higher than that among female samples during that same time period (corrected
t = 0.20). However, in the individual studies conducted after 1974, the difference between the corre].
ations found in the two sex groups diminished to non-significance although the overall relationships | :
between the two forms of satisfaction remained significantly greater than zero. -
As opposed to the relatively simple one-way causal model assumed to link job happiness
(the putative cause) with life happiness (the putative consequence), alternative models have beey = |
explored. For example, Judge and Watanabe (1993) tested and supported a reciprocal causal mode] =
and, still more recently, Heller et al. (2002) have provided support that the long-observed correl |
ations between life and job satisfaction may be spurious; that is, it is possible that people’s disposi-
tional happiness/unhappiness (as we discussed it earlier) may account for much of the common
variance observed in happiness in the two arenas. y
The diversity of conceptual and operational definitions of job satisfaction (and dissatisfaction)
used by investigators and managers (cf. Fields, 2002; Wanous & Lawler, 1972) makes it somewhaf’
difficult to generalize the findings of research into the organizational consequences of hold"
favorable or unfavorable job attitudes. It has been assumed for many years that job attitudes may e
more closely related to employee decisions to participate in organizations than they are to employe
decisions concerning performance levels (see March & Simon, 1958). In others words, job satisfac:
tion and dissatisfaction have been assumed to be much better predictors of attendance (or absenteg
ism), tardiness (as opposed to punctuality), and turnover than they are of performance levels. [
the following section, we focus on the evidence behind these conclusions and discuss the costs and
benefits of the consequences associated with unfavorable job attitudes. :

Job Dissatisfaction and Withdrawal Behaviors

Withdrawal in response to job dissatisfaction takes a number of characteristic forms, sometime
together or in sequence. Tardiness, absenteeism, and turnover are the three most commonly acknt
ledged forms of withdrawal, but psychological withdrawal consists of passive compliance and minitt
attempts to perform on the job, demonstrating a general lack of desire to excel, to be creative?
alone to perform “above and beyond the call of duty” (see George, 1991; Organ, 1990). It someti
manifests itself as laziness, sometimes as stupidity. Hanisch and Hulin (1990) developed 2 scale®
withdrawal behaviors that includes self-report items such as leaving work early, letting others doz
work for me, making excuses to go somewhere to get out of work, and being absent when not &
sick. While tardiness, absenteeism, turnover, and psychological withdrawal are separate phenome
they do tend to be related to one another and to appear hand in hand or sequentially (Beehr & Gupss
1978: Boswell & Olson-Buchanan, 2004; Edwards, 1979: Hanish & Hulin, 1990; Stumpf & Davié
1981). It is important to distinguish between voluntary and involuntary absenteeism, tardiness, &5
turnover, and to realize that job attitudes can be predictive only of withdrawal behaviors that &8
voluntary in nature (Steers & Rhodes, 1978). Many times, employees are late for work, absent ‘
work, or must quit their jobs for reasons that are somewhat or totally beyond their contro. 28
example, many employees find they must quit their jobs to accompany their spouses to newJo:

in other cities following transfers. It would be unreasonable to include turnover of this sort &
analysis of the connection between job attitudes and turnover.

Research evidence suggests that job satisfaction will be conducive to lower levels of absen
(Breaugh, 1981; Dittrich & Carrell, 1979; Ilgen & Hollenbeck, 1977; Mirvis & Lawleh
Nicholson, Wall, & Lischeron, 1977), higher levels of motivation to attend work on 2 & .
(Smith, 1977; Steers & Rhodes, 1978), lower levels of tardiness (Adler & Golan, 1981), and Jowel a
of voluntary turnover (Arnold & Feldman, 1982; Dunnette, Arvey, & Banas, 1973; Karp & NEES
1973; Nicholson et al., 1977), possibly including early retirement (Schmitt & McCune, 198 N
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A number of other studies have shown that employees® expressed intentions to leave an organ-
ization are more closely correlated with actual subsequent turnover than are other indicators of
job dissatisfaction (Hom & Griffreth, 1995; Kraut, 1975; Mitchel, 1981). Note that this finding

, In both the public and private
sectors, are spending between 2% and 8% of their payroll on staff who do not come to work.’ That

number does not include the costs of wages, salaries, and benefits (aside from less visible costs such

as reduced productivity) paid to replacement workers. The Mercer study reported that the “vast

ork related (such as a result of injury or work-related
ilness). A similar study conducted in Canada and reported by Watson Wyatt, another lar

ge man-
agement consulting firm, found converging results: The direct costs of disability and absence

management were estimated at 7.1% of organizations’ payrolls. A more recent study by Watson
Wyatt in Canada® found that mental health claims are on the rise and comprise a growing source

ety disorders were cited by 56% of the employing

Another study, conducted by Harris International in 2002 for CCH Incorporated, a widely
employment law information, found strikingly similar
results in a sample study of 333 human resource executives who worked for U.S. companies of all
siges and industries.” Among the findings of the American study was an estimate that the average
st of absenteeism per employee had climbed to $789 per year in 2002, up from $755 in 2001. The
gate cost to small companies was estimated at $60,000 annually; for large companies,
-dgeregate costs were as high as US $3.6 million. Personal reasons, such as family issues, were the
irequent immediate cause of last-minute absence (24%), while stress accounted for 12% of
B3 An “entitlement mentality” was reported as the immediate cause of 10% of absences.
In Europe, a 2004 Survey reported by the National Social Insurance Board of Sweden® found
4dl30% of the population believe it s acceptable to stay awa
| tired or are having difficulty getting alon

ally, the issue of gender differences in absenteeism rates dmong men, as opposed to women,
in the news in Canada recently. Statistics Canada (The Daily, February 23, 2007) reported a
f absenteeism and quitting rates among men and women over the 5-year period 1998-2003.
SBart of that study, it was found that, on average, men took 2 days of paid sick absence per year
bmen took about 4 days of paid sick absence annually. On the other hand, there were no
ifferences in terms of other paid and unpaid absences, with the exception of women who

Ung children. These mothers took 2 more days, on average, than women who did not have
nlia%ﬁ_ -. dren.

Elizabeth Church, The Globe and Mail, February 3, 2000,
Eric Beauchesne, CanWest News Service, Times Colonist, September 30, 2005, p. D2.

COSts companies more than ever. Howard Kettner’s BenefitsWorld.com. October 16, 2002.
ist, September 18, 2004, p. Al2.
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Absenteeism and job attitudes

It has long been an article of faith among both researchers and managers that a primary cause of
absenteeism behavior is low job satisfaction, low organizational commitment, or some other blepg -
of unhappy attitudes toward one’s work and the workplace. Although it may be true that, on the
margin, unhappy workers are less likely to report to work than happier ones, there is much more to
the absenteeism phenomenon than job attitudes, and the research evidence shows that the conne. E
tion between absenteeism and job satisfaction/dissatisfaction is not very strong. 1

For example, Johns and Nicholson (1982) argued many years ago that there are several different !
reasons for people to be absent from work, and the psychological factors related to absence behavior
should be treated case by case. In fact, two meta-analytic studies of the matter have reported thf
facets of job satisfaction count for less than 5% of absence behavior. Another meta-analysis of 3] 4

about the same time (Hackett & Guion, 1985) concluded that the relationship between the ty 1
concepts was very small and weak, the apparent appeal of the belief that people who dislike the t
jobs are more likely to stay away from those jobs notwithstanding. A decade later, Martocchio 3 h §
Judge (1994) formed clusters of employees who worked for a large university on the basis of i k
common origins of their absenteeism behavior. Factors such as personal illness, the illness of othe ti
in one’s household, community activities and hobby or leisure activities, and having children wet b
considered. The results suggested that, following Johns and Nicholson (1982), there are ma &«
reasons, and combinations of reasons, for people to be absent from work. Of interest to ¢ iz
purposes here, job dissatisfaction was a statistically significant factor, but the effect was not Jar®
particularly compared to some of the other factors included, such as personal illness. ' of
po
Employee turnover and job attitudes ,’é.j_
Two very thorough meta-analyses of the empirical literature on the antecedents and consequet nat
of employee turnover have found a consistent although only moderate linear relationship be wol ith
job satisfaction/dissatisfaction and employee turnover (Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner, 2000; Hort g
Griffeth, 1995). Although absenteeism does not appear to have many redeeming qualities, thef iy (
considerable theory and research to suggest that employee turnover entails both costs and beti€ ofte
both for individuals and for organizations (Mitchell, Holtom, & Lee, 2001). As in the cas ﬁbn
absenteeism and other withdrawal behaviors, it is critical to distinguish between voluntary :v-:;;

involuntary quitting behavior.

First, let’s consider the costs of turnover for organizations. First, departing employes
quently take with them valuable expertise and knowledge acquired at the organizations thg &
This is especially problematic when they have developed profitable and positive re]alions?ll'
some of the organizations’ customers and clients. There are costs associated with recruiliig
placing new people, training them, and waiting until the costs they represent are offset by the:
they contribute once they are up to speed. Estimates of the aggregate costs of replacing an ¢
vary (with the skill level sought, the supply and demand for labor in the marketplace, aid
factors). A survey by New York-based William Mercer Inc., found that 45% of companies 88
sample reported turnover to cost more than $10,000 per employee. Twenty percent ‘est s
costs at $30,000 or higher.® A study of the tourism industry (where turnover is approximafel
estimates that the cost of replacing an employee is between $1500 and $4500 (Personneis
January 2, 2007, p. 19). When turnover occurs among top performers in senior Orgalies
ranks, the costs to the organization can be particularly acute: The value contributed by
individuals is usually higher than that contributed by people at lower organizational leste

ia] EOES
* This information was taken from c20011948, “What are the costs of employee turnover?” by Entrepreneuri i

Lowe Foundation. http://www.celee.edu/publications/edinfo/ED01-07.html
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low satisfaction with intrinsic elements of their jobs, motivating them to leave for more satisfying

pastures. What does the research evidence say? It is mixed.
The results of three meta-analyses reported uncorrected linear correlations in the range of -0.1¢
to —0.24 (MacEvoy & Cascio, 1987; Bycio, Hackett, & Alvares, 1990; Williams & Livingstone, 1994).
Turnover and performance tend to have a small inverse linear relationship. A study of employee files in
a large U.S. insurance company, using logistic regression rather than the more frequently used OLS
technique, came to the same conclusion (Morrow, McElroy, Laczniak, & Fenton, 1999). By way of
contrast, Jackofsky (1984; see also Jackofsky, Ferris, & Breckenridge, 1986) proposed that there may
be more to the story than a simple (inverse) linear relationship. Building on some of the conceptual |
arguments presented earlier, he proposed that there may be a curvilinear relationship, such that both -
high and low performers may be more likely to quit work voluntarily than people who are “average
performers.” Indeed, a large-scale study by Trevor et al. (1997) found support for such a curvilinear
relationship,'° as did the meta-analysis by Williams and Livingstone (1994). 3
Whether turnover occurs among an organization’s high performers and low performers may
depend on its reward system. Trevor et al. (1997) summarized their findings this way:

R e

from this study concerns the moderating influence of salary
growth. We found that low salary growth resulted in a more pronounced curvilinear relationship,
relative to the high salary growth condition, as top performer turnover probabilities approximated the
high turnover tendencies of poor performers. Conversely, because the negative effect of salary growth
on turnover probability increased in magnitude as performance increased, paying for high perform-
ance defused this tendency as high performer turnover probabilities resembled the relatively low

turnover tendencies of average performers.

[Plerhaps the most important result

In other words, both high- and low-level performers are more likely to quit voluntarily when pay and

other rewards are contingent on performance, whereas they are more likely to leave when rewards g
(see also Dreher, 1982). Whether the relationshi

not distributed in accordance with performance
is linear and inverse or curvilinear seems to depend on moderator variables still to be discovered &
this point, the key consideration for the retention of top performers is to recognize their excellent
with positive rewards, as would be prescribed by most theories presented elsewhere in this
especially Chapter 12). :
The focus of all the work examined here in relation to the connection between performances
turnover has been on individuals. There has been less research conducted at the level of work grod
or formal organizational units. An exception is a study reported by McElroy, Morrow, and R
(2001) which found that three varieties of turnover at the unit level were all related to reductio?
profitability among a sample of 31 geographically separated units of an American insurance &
pany. The three forms were involuntary turnover (dismissals), voluntary, and reduction in 18
(layoffs). All three types of turnover had detrimental impacts on organizational performdiks
although the effects of layoffs were the strongest. ]
Finally, while job dissatisfaction is a contributing factor to voluntary turnovet, it is not resfe
sible for most cases of involuntary quitting. Hence, turnover may be beneficial for the employes
leaves and for the organization to which he goes. And turnover may be either beneficial LS8
mental to the organization that suffers it, depending on the costs associated with the ecopomie
noneconomic considerations discussed earlier. An exhaustive analysis of the causes, costs, ‘E
fits of turnover is beyond the scope of this chapter; the interested reader is referred to recent &

by Griffeth, Hom, & Gaertner (2000) and Mitchell & Lee (2001).
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The unfolding model of voluntary turnover

Employee turnover has been the subject of countless empirical studies over the past 50 years
(Mitchell & Lee, 2001). As suggested in the foregoing discussion, most of the research and the theory
related to it has focused on attitudinal factors (such as those discussed in Chapter 9) — the idea being
that dissatisfying experiences will result in negative job attitudes that, in turn, will generate inten-
tions to quit, followed by, when alternatives were perceived to be available, actual quitting behavior.

Mitchell and Lee (2001) introduced a fundamentally new model of voluntary turnover, one that
introduces new constructs called organizational attachment and Job embeddedness. (Embeddedness
is a newly coined term for a construct that includes an individual’s links to other people, teams, and
groups; perceptions of their fit with the job, organization, and community; and what they say they
would have to sacrifice if they left their jobs.)

Although this new model does not replace the traditional dissatisfaction-search-quit paradigm,
it augments it by recognizing that there are a variety of sequences that explain the quitting behavior
of different people. Specifically, they recognize that certain events in a person’s life, either related
to their jobs or not, can cause an individual to take stock of his or her job attitudes and, in some
cases, consider whether the event (which they refer to as “shock™) bears significance for their decision
to search for alternatives or not. For example, the death of a loved one may cause an individual
to consider whether s/he should leave a job and move abroad to be closer to one’s children. The
takeover by one’s employer by another organization is a second example: The event may cause a

- person to stop and reflect about the wisdom of staying or leaving the company. Mitchell and Lee

(2001) proposed four general “paths” that people tend to follow toward quitting (or staying) in a

| job in the aftermath of a shock. The path(s) people follow toward quitting or staying “unfold” as
ey consider a variety of factors, including the availability of alternative jobs, the goodness of fit
| thiey perceive between themselves and the circumstances they anticipate by either leaving or staying,
| {ae degree of embeddedness they have in their current work, and life-in-general circumstances.

| Mitchell and Lee (2001) described two early studies they conducted with their colleagues to help

ch the unfolding model, and a number of other studies have followed to develop the model
tg, Holtom, Mitchell, Lee, & Inderrieden, 2005) and, in subsequent studies, found that job embed-
edness explained variance in intentions to quit as well as actual quitting behavior (Lee, Mitchell,

Mblynski, Burton, & Holtom, 2004; Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Erez, 2001).

Complete detail of the unfolding model is beyond our present scope. The point is that job
SSatisfaction is not the only cause of the various types of withdrawal behaviors that we have
iClissed here, although it does contribute to many people’s decisions to quit.

Suffice it to say that this new model offers a much more realistic description of the processes
oluntary turnover than earlier models and, as research and further validation proceed, it

ance our capacity to predict and perhaps control voluntary quitting (cf. Mitchell, Holtom,
e, 2001).

| lmover and gender in Canada

1t study mentioned earlier in this chapter, Statistics Canada (2007) has recently reported that

ditional gap in turnover rates of men and women has virtually closed over the past two
(e The annual percentage of the male workforce in Canada that voluntarily quit their jobs
0%, 1994, and 2002 were, respectively, 5.5%, 5.5%, and 7.6%. The corresponding figures

;iiug Canadian women were 7.0%, 5.6%, and 7.5% — now, virtually no different from the
a.
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A closing note on the strength of the forces to withdraw:

The case of the military
al of the forces that cause individuals to be voluntarily absent from .

A powerful and poignant portray
their work and/or to quit it altogether is provided by Dobie (2005) in her discussion of the problems

of AWOL (absent without Jeave) and desertion in the U.S. military. According to her analysis, the i
number of desertions in the U.S. Army has risen from 1509 in 1995 to 4739 in 2001. When one
considers the severity of the punishment for being caught in either of these w0 forms of withdrawal |

|

One
suggests
for high
when t}
will be
“equivos
ity is dis
and a to
that pes

(court martial and imprisonment), the magnitude of misery soldiers face is placed in stark relief 3
Knowing the personal costs of being caught and punished for being AWOL or for desertion, increas- -
ing numbers of military personnel “withdraw” anyway. This author suspects that the traditional " |
dissatisfaction — withdrawal model as well as the unfolding model featuring “shocks” can both |
contribute to the experiences of soldiers who take the risks of escape from fife in the military.

Job Satisfaction and Individual Productivity

At least since the beginning of the human relations movement in the 1940s, it has commonly becis
assumed that employees who are more satisfied with their work tend to be more productive tha

those who are not as satisfied. Among many managers, politicians, and social critics, it mak
loyee s & productive employee.” Fisher (2003) b

intuitive sense to assume that “a more satisfied emp
f this belief as well as a number of explanatig

offered evidence of the strength and universality 0
for its widespread acceptance, while Judge et al. (2001) identified seven different belief structu

people hold to portray the satisfaction—performance relationship (see Figure 10.1). For the curt
author, this “truism” (that happy workers are more productive workers) is the surest way to deb

naive ideas students and newcomers to the field have about the limitations to the argument thatUE ¥
is simply a matter of common sense!!

The intuitive appeal of this idea notwi
between these two variables, it can be concluded that there is only a small statistical biva

relationship between job attitudes and individual performance, where “performance” is concelvd
short-term productivity and task accomplishment (see Fisher, 2003, for a review).
Recall from our discussion in Chapter 9 that it is seldom the case that attitudes lead to s
behaviors in a predictable fashion. Sometimes, high levels of satisfaction are associated witll
Jevels of productivity; other times, the opposite is the case. It may be, for example, that a dissat
employee will become quite productive if she perceives that high performance levels may helphe
pay, or even a chance to attain a job elsewhere. Alternatively, highly?
ome complacent, resting on their reputations and assuming that cOB8
‘coast” on the job, perhaps until retiredss

thstanding, after countless studies into the relatiot!

a promotion, & raise in
fied employees can bec
tions made in the past have earned them the right to ©

layoff.
Why do general attitudes about one’s work not predic o
years ago that it is unreasonable to expect general attitudes (such as a generally positive &

toward one’s job) to be predictive of specific acts (such as performing at a high level of produs
Fisher points out that we cah reasonably expect only specific attitudes to predict specific®
More to the point — using concepts from the theory of reasoned action (recall Chapter
than expecting o predict a specific behavior (such as expending high job effort) Wlﬂ? s
attitude toward one’s job, we should attempt to use people’s attitudes toward the act &
(expending high levels of effort on the job) t0 predict that behavior. Fisher (1980) observed &
attitudes and behaviors are conceptualized and measured at the same Jevels of spee

hopeless to expect job satisfaction to predict individual job performance. The wisdom
insight was to be resurrected years later to help OB researchers get the genie out of the “

satisfaction—performance hypothesis. ‘We return to her insight shortly.

t job performance? Fisher (1980) 0B
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One intriguing theoretical approach
suggests that satisfaction may be responsible
for high levels of individual productivity only b Job
when the person believes that productivity | Model1 [ h—
will be successful as a means of removing
“equivocality” (Weick, 1969, p-99). Equivocal-

ity is disorder, ambiguity, multiple meanings, Model 2 Job Job
and a touch of chaos. We noted in Chapter 7 satisfaction performance
that people are frequently motivated to
increase and then reduce the amounts of
pncertaf'ntyin their Iives._The energy expenfied Model 3 sati;fzztion
in creating these cycles is called, in one view,

intrinsic motivation. The actual behavior
associated with increasing and removing
uncertainty is called intrinsically motivated
behavior. Weick (1969) suggested that there is
pleasure in the removal of equivocality from \
one’s environment, and so if an employee

believes that equivocality can be mastered
through high energy expenditure and that

ey

1]
v
[
v
]
[
]

Job
satisfaction

Model 4

performance

nteresting to note that Weick’s hypothesis
¥as apparently derived, at least in part, from
me of the same intellectual roots that
pired Deci and his colleagues, although the
difer two authors do not acknowledge one Model & Job Job

lother. The common roots are found in satisfaction performance
White’s (1959) writing about effectance
Glvation (see Chapter 7). Direct comparison
Weick’s thinking and that of Deci (1975;

Model 7 Hab ot
& Ryan, 1985) would require us to satisfaction performance
{die the concept of equivocality (Weick) @ @
it ihat of uncertainty (Deci).
Katzell, Thompson, and Guzzo (1992)
Yiced a complex theoretical model sum-

ng a great deal of the then-existing evi-

on th_e complfex relationship between FIG. 10.1 Models of the relationship between job
isfaction and job performance. In the satisfaction and job performance,

that followed, they found, as' had Source: Judge, T. A., Thoresen, C. J., Bono, J. E., & Patton, G. K.
csearchers before them, that the simple  (2001). The job satisfaction—job performance relationship: A

U connection between positive job qualitative and quantitative review. Psychological Bulfetin,

es and high levels of performance is 127(3): 376-407. (Note that in Models 4 and 5, Cdenotes a

2 _ third variable.) Reprinted with permission.
oW or nonexistent, depending on
employees or their supervisors

¢ performance data. They also concluded that both performance and satisfaction
bly best thought of as consequences of many other organizational and attitudinal factors,
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Katzell et al., 1992). Their conclusions

high, and clear, challenging, and acceptable goals must be set (
y Porter and Lawler (1 968) and by

were reminiscent of much earlier formulations presented b
Locke and Latham (1990b).

The between-persons-within-persons issue (again) _
d this literature (Pinder, 1998), significant innovations have 2
d research methodology directed to the satisfaction~
find that research evidence is frequently a joint product - :

Since the last time this author reviewe
occurred in both conceptual clarity an

performance relationship. One more time, we
of the actual relationships among parameters and the nature of the methodology we use to find

those relationships. At this point, the reader is reminded of the “between-within” dilemma in

research methodology we first discovered in Chapter 2 and that will reappear in Chapter 12. "
Here is the core of the matter: Do we believe that:

(a) Persons who are happier with their jobs than other people are also likely to be more productiv;;

at their jobs than those other people? g
(b) Asa particular individual becomes happier with her job, she will become more productive at it

(c) Asa person becomes more productive at her job (and receives intrinsic and/or extrinsic rewards
for this improvement), she will become more satisfied with that job?

¢ traditional throughout this long debate, and the evidence {¢
Fisher (2003) for a summary of the reviews on the matter. Wh
ier (for any of a number of reasons) with his job that
tive than Mary? The correlation and possible causd
otivation or behavior is a private affair, not a socid

Interpretation (a) has been the mos
support it has been very weak — see
would one suppose that because John is happ
Mary is with hers he should be more produc
connection between a person’s attitudes and m
one. Therein lies the wisdom of Fisher’s insight."

Experience-sampling procedures
d the across-person comparisons and adopt a more appropr

within-individual person approach and have found much stronger connections between thed
-persons approach. The technigue of choict

parameters than have been isolated by the between
undertaking research with the within-individual conceptualization of the satisfaction—performa

hypothesis is experience sampling methodology (ESM), described here by Ilies and Judge (&
p. 1120):

Interpretations (b) and (c) discar

In an ESM design, participants are required to report their momentary experiences Or subjective feel ing
states, or to record momentary measures of physiological variables (e.g., heart rate, body temperatifs
etc.). The ESM measurement approach eliminates the process of recall or summarization, which can &
problematic due to selective memory processes . . . Measurement 0ccurs in the natural environment 2%
the data collection process is intensive, typically involving multiple observations per persor.

wo (or more) Vaies

Q1S

er to study the covariation between t ‘
tting the study of within-person dynamic relat
f course, this method allows
person are assocd "“;‘
h this methes

In short, this method allows the research
over time, within a single person, permi
among those variables. Of most interest to our present purposes, o
study whether increases in positive mood experienced at Time 1 by a
subsequent increases in performance at Time 2. Notice that data collected throug

urrected the happy-F
tates and trait
(1999) then

N —
I The interested reader may enjoy a debate instigated by Wright and Staw (1999), who res
worker hypothesis for further study by examining the relationship between people’s mood §
successfully seeking relationships with supervisory ratings. Ledford (1999) and Wright and Staw

papers to advance the resurrection of the hypothesis.
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enable a search for across-person covariations (of the traditional sort as well). The interested reader is
referred to a paper by Hormuth (1986) for greater detail about this data-collection technique.
Using this technique, Ilies and Judge (2002) tested a model that an individual’s personality
(neuroticism, extraversion, positive affectivity, and negative affectivity) would predict his or her
average mood, and that mood would, in turn, predict job satisfaction between and within indi-
viduals. They tested their model using 27 Americans whose Jobs ranged from secretarial to profes-
sional, each person recording his or her momentary mood and job satisfaction four times per day for
19 working days. This meant that the maximum number of observations per person was 76, and the
maximum number of observations across individuals and time periods was 2052. (In fact, they
managed to record a total of only 1907 ESM ratings of mood and job satisfaction.) Among their
findings was that “for the average individual, job satisfaction ratings vary across time almost as much
as average levels of job satisfaction vary across individuals. To be more precise, 36% of the differ-
ences in job satisfaction ratings were due to differences within individuals” (p. 1132). Note that Ilies
and Judge were not concerned with the satisfaction—performance link in their study but, rather, were
employing the ESM technique to study relationships among personality, mood and satisfaction,
largely supporting their model.
A study more germane for our present purposes was reported by Fisher and Noble (2004), who,
using the ESM method, both hypothesized and found significant within-person correlations among
a host of variables, including task skill, task difficulty, task interest, effort, performance, and positive
and negative emotions. A total of 4507 responses were gathered from a sample of 122] people.
Complete detail of their elaborate model is not provided here; the interested reader is referred to the
original research report. Nevertheless, while causal connections among variables could not be justi-
~ fied by the cross-sectional nature of the data collection and analysis, the researchers estimated a
sttong within-person correlation (r = .47) between task performance and positive emotions and a
sirong inverse correlation (r = —.43) between task performance and negative emotions,'?

§
X

onclusions on job satisfaction and individual job performance

_ A thorough and scholarly review of the literature on this subject was conducted by Judge et al.

2001). Noting that thousands of previous studies as well as a number of earlier meta-analyses had
to reach much in the way of satisfying conclusions, they conducted a fresh meta-analysis that
ded 312 samples and a combined number of 54,417 research participants. As mentioned earlier,
organized their thinking around seven different conceptual models that previous researchers
ployed, either explicitly or implicitly. (Judge and his colleagues cite a general lack of clarity in
articulation and accumulation as a source of much of the confusion they found in the
ire.) Using the various procedures for adjusting parameter estimates employed in meta-
4lysis, they estimated the “mean true correlation” between overall job satisfaction and job per-
dlldnce to be .30. On the basis of their review, they propose a hybrid model to guide future
sach that is, for the most part, a blend of five of the models they identified at the beginning of
search. In many ways similar to the early theoretic model of Porter and Lawler (1968), the
model proposed by Judge et al. (2001) contains the following features:

i

fo

i Circular relationship between individual satisfaction and individual job performance; that Is,

1 «h is a contributing cause of the other.

ted in Chapter 4, another ESM study by these researchers found that people’s interest in their work, their
at their jobs and the effort that they put into their jobs were positive predictors of positive emotions and

cictors of negative emotions (Fisher & Noble, 2004). Results also showed that people’s emotions about their work
rably over time, as did their levels of Jjob performance. However, the results did not support the hypothesis that

< émotions would predict current performance levels or the hypothesis that prior negative emotions would predict
Srmance levels (Fisher & Noble, 2004).
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several mediating variables are |

tion-causes-performance connection,
ing a positive mood state, ‘ IE
- 8 i

5. In the case of the satisfac
dividual’s behavioral intentions and possess

proposed, including the in
: This model is also seen as subject to the effects of 2 number of moderator variables, the person’s
| § self-concept, autonomy On the job, norms of the workplace as well as methodological factors e
such as the means by which data are aggregated and the level of analysis used in the research, N
| B 3. In the case of the perforrnance-causes-satisfaction connection, mediators such as the person’s = b
| self-efficacy and positive mood may be invoked to explain the relationship. Moreover, the main § th
g bivariate relationship may well be moderated by characteristics of the person’s job, the strength | WL
l p of the relationship between rewards and performance, and personality factors such as need for ] po
] achievement. : ist
! %
I Finally, Judge et al. (2001) identify nearly 20 research questions that follow from their analysis to ; ;O:
[ inspire and guide other researchers who wish to join the ranks of countless others before them who e
i have sought the solution to the problem: “What is the relationship between employee performance e
[ § and satisfaction?” : tc:;;
% 1 S the
B4 Job Satisfaction and other Forms of Performance
; So why are positive job attitudes important if they are s0 modestly related to bottom-line indicator Jo
' of performance‘? Farrell (1983), Fisher and Locke (1992), and Smith (1992), among others, ha The
provided some answers. Although it is true that positive job attitudes are not reliably predictive § figii
the performance Jevels of individual employees (as detailed earlier), job satisfaction may be relal@®S¥  cory
i 1o a variety of other outcome variables that have largely been ignored until recently. An alterna®@84  (ha¢
‘ way of stating the same thing is that current thinking requires a broader definition of performat®¥  pap;
than has traditionally been used in the past by organizational scientists — a definition that equal8 ¥ oo
“performance” with “individual productivity.” ‘ feelf
o fecli
Unit-level analyses ilgeir
Throughout the 1990s, the Gallup Organization conducted and reported a series of studies of ; wjls
it attitudes and copyrighted a 13-item scale to assess job satisfaction and employee engagels L 1o S;
which, for Gallup, refers to an individual’s involvement and satisfaction as well as enthusiast ™
work. The items were identified through focus groups and other, more traditional approaches, posit
particularly interesting thing about these items is that they focus on issues that manage nega:
supervisors can influence, such as the degree of clarity a person has about what is expected of BE predi
work and the degree 10 which the person feels pride in the organization’s vision. When T8 procs
collected by Gallup’s instrument are combined to the work unit level, they are generally pos ¥
associated with positive unit-level dependent variables, including profit. A meta-analysis T€POTEE Priva
Harter, Schmidt, and Hayes (2002) summarized and supported the satist‘action-perform&ﬁ L et al
at the unit level, with the implication that the causal flow was in the satisfaction/engﬂgﬂm txten
4 performance direction. An early study by Ostroff (1992), involving nearly 300 public schools ality:
more than 13,000 teachers, showed that, collectively, positive job attitudes (including attits Each
commitment) among the teachers was significantly correlated with a range of school-level P L34 ] 5?
! 1
| g

ocke (1992) constriEs
nclude @ ‘

A

ance measures.

Building on the work of Farrell (1983), for example, Fisher and L
typology of outcomes that can result from negative job attitudes. These categories 1
acts such as quitting one’s job outright, avoidance by minimizing effort or dodging difficts
psychological adjustments (e.g., using drugs Or other substances), constructive problem .
forming a union, defying authority and resisting managerial directions, and outright g
such as acts involving sabotage, rumor mongering, and the like. Fisher and Locke® 3




10 - Human Reactions to Work, Jobs, and Organizations 289
eral mediating variables are jncludf: many oti:ler specific examples, but their point is made: “Performance” consists of much more
sssing a positive mood stat?. than simple efficiency and measures of individual productivity, as has usually been construed in the
srator variables, the person’s past (see Staw, 1984).

11 as methodological factors On the positive side, an entire set of prosocial behaviorg (or what Fisher and Locke, 1992, call
alysis used in the research. ’ “help{ng behz'mors”)_oft_er? result from positive employee attitudes. Originally conceived of as work
diators such as the person’s that lies outside the individual’s formal job description (Katz, 1964), four more specific forms of
ionship. Moreover, the main work' abf)ve an.cl beyond the cal! Qf duty }{ave been studied in recent years, usually in relation to
he person’s job, the strength positive _]01? .attltuc‘ies. Thes_e positive behaviors have been referred to as extra-role, prosocial, altru-
lity factors such as need for istic, and citizenship behaviors (see Organ, 1990).

Clearly, most organizations would rather have their employees engage in such acts than not do

follow from their analysis to ¥ peyond minimal servic
tless others before them who §  occur when an emplo
‘ween employee performance | ditizenship behavior by empl

tesy, sympathy, and energetic creativity and positive attitude toward customers’
the difference between profit and loss (George, 1991).
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the original 151 employees stayed with the project to provide complete sets of data. The results
confirmed that both positive and negative trait measures of emotionality were related to at least

some dimensions of job satisfaction. Thus, negative trait affect was associated with lower satisfac-

tion with one’s work and one’s coworkers; positive trait affect was predictive of positive assessments
of employees’ work, promotions, and overall job satisfaction. They also found that these traits/
predispositions remained stable over the 2 years of the project. The authors concluded that job

satisfaction can reasonably be understood “in the context of the broader emotional lives of
employees.” It is not just a result of organizational policies, procedures, and job design; it is a
reflection of the greater, more general degree of individual happiness or unhappiness of the person,
To the extent that this is true, there is plenty of reason to study job satisfaction, aside from the
relentless quest for its elusive link to productivity, performance, and other aspects of organizational

effectiveness.
Another study examined the notion that job and life satisfaction are related to one another using
& Watanabe, 1993). These researchers found a

a large survey database from the early 1970s (Judge

strong cross-sectional link between the two variables but a much smaller connection between job

satisfaction and life satisfaction when the latter was measured 5 years later than the former. 3
In contrast to the argument that job satisfaction and life satisfaction are related to one another

(Cranny et al., 1992) presumably in the sense that one is responsible for much of the other (i.e., that
job satisfaction causes some OT much of life satisfaction), there is another possibility. A study of 631
people in their homes, combined with data analysis techniques appropriate for the purpose, sug-
gested that any relationship that does exist between job and life satisfaction is due, at least in large

measure, to the effects of one or more other variables (Frone, Russell, & Cooper, 1994). In othet

words, it may be that the oft-observed bivariate relationship between satisfaction at work and

satisfaction with life in general (or, alternatively, dissatisfaction in both arenas) is spurious. Thi§
means that the correlation between them may be because some other variable(s) is driving both of
them, although life and work satisfaction may not actually be causally related. Indeed, a more recef

study by Hart (1999) found that job satisfaction and non-work satisfaction, although related to ont

another directly, both contributed to the variance in life satisfaction reported by a sample of police

officers and a within-individual study by Heller, Watson, and Ilies (2006) found that both maritat
and job satisfaction were positively correlated with the life satisfaction of a sample of marrid

Americans under the age of 65.

Measurement of Job Satisfaction

-year history of social scientific attention to WO

Perhaps the construct of most interest over the 70 :
ountis

employees, and related matters, job satisfaction has been measured countless times by ¢
managers, consultants, and researchers. As is usually the case, hasty scales and single-item m
were often slapped together for quick-and-dirty analyses. However, perhaps more than any 08
construct of interest in the organizational sciences, job satisfaction has enjoyed some of the “BS

(recall Chapter 2) measurement available to us. A recent compendium of organizational 1ne

compiled by Fields (2002) lists many scales of proven validity. Indeed, even some of the
dergo scrutiny (8-

that brag the best early psychometric properties continue to un
McKee-Ryan, Schriesheim, & Carson, 2002). There is no longer any excuse for resed

construct home-made measures of job satisfaction.
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there is some CONvVergence among the best-developed perspectives (Morrow, 1993). For example,
Porter, Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974) saw organizational commitment as consisting of three
interrelated (although not identical) attitudes and intentions: (1) a strong belief in, and acceptance |
of, the organization’s goals and values; (2) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the c
organization; and (3) a definite desire to remain a member of the organization (Porter et al., 1974),
The Porter approach, which has been the predominant one for three decades, has come to be referred E
to as an affective view of the concept (&.g., Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer, Paunonen, Gellatly, Goffin, ti
& Jackson, 1989). “Employees with a strong affective commitment continue employment with the tc
organization because they want 10 do so” (Meyer & Allen, 1991, p. 67). - tk
A second component of organizational commitment is referred to as normative commitment ce
(Meyer & Allen, 1991). It consists of “the totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a way 1 L:
that meets organizational goals and interests” (Weiner, 1982). In this approach, commitment causes el
individuals to behave in ways that they believe are morally right rather than in ways that are going to { m
be instrumental for their own goals. It involves a belief that a person simply ought to be loyal;itisa & 19
matter of intrinsic responsibility. Beliefs and values of this sort are believed to originate in one’s g ©
family and culture and through organizational socialization (Meyer & Allen, 1991). People who are co:
pormatively committed to their organizations are more likely to make sacrifices for them, to persist o
in their attempts to serve them, and to be preoccupied with them, devoting a considerable propor- mc
tion of their time and energy to the pursuit of the objectives of their organizations. It is seen simply ap
as the right thing to do. 1 thi
A third approach to organizational commitment has been referred to as calculative (Morrow, Ieg
1993) or continuance commitment (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer et al., 1989). Originating with Becker
(1960), this form of organizational commitment is concerned with the individual’s attachment toal Por
employer by virtue of transactions that occur between the employee and the organization, resulting 199
in various forms of side-bets and investments OVeT time (e.g., seniofity rights, personal attachmentstd valy
other workers, pension plans, company-speciﬁc work skills). In this view an employee is committedf lg_&'
an organization because the costs of leaving become to0 high. A person’s attachment is not based @ bc¥n
emotion or good feelings toward the company (as in the affective view), or upon any normais bein
beliefs about the inherent goodness and value in being loyal (as in the second approach). Rather, tls part
third understanding of commitment is based upon sheer economics and pragmatic consideration | lors,
simply becomes o0 expensive for the person not to adhere to the company or other employer. | A FI"
In short, we can think of organizational commitment as a form of extreme loyalty to onk Z;vh’c
organization. The important aspect of this construct for our present purpose is that the attifESSs el
object here is the organization per s, not the person’s particular job, department, work grOMSSRE - i
occupation, profession, or career. Meyer and Allen (1997), two of the leading scholars in this & ' o
suggest that we think of the three dimensions of commitment just discussed as components (ot ' Schu;
underlying construct) rather than as types of commitment (which would imply less underlying¥ b e
of the construct).  chapy
- Partic

pistinctive forms of commitment?

Research directed to empirically distinguish among the three forms of commitment has 20
succeeded in verifying that they are distinct from one another. While continuance €0

has had no trouble differentiating itself from affective and normative commitment, the % | Psy(
frequently are found to be very highly intercorrelated in empirical studies (cf. Meyen
Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, 2002). A recent conceptual paper by Bergman (2006) has exa™

nature of the three forms conceptually and has raised issues concerning the different anteas

and consequences that should be associated with each form as well as a number of diﬂeffeﬂ .‘
" &
rator variables that cou each ol

1d be investigated in connection with the operations of 4§
forms. She also provides advice have 0ccU™8
past and offers a research direction for the future.

t qi®

it

for better measurement of the constructs that
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he values of its key members. Identification OCCUIs when a person accepts
influence to establish or maintain a satisfying relationship (see also Pratt, 1998). This may entail
pride in membership in a group, “respecting its values and accomplishments without adopting them
as his own” (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986, p. 493). Affiliation with another person oOr group, for the
sake of affiliation, is the key.
The third basis for comm
referred to as internalization.

organization’s mission or t

B s i

‘tment that O’Reilly and Chatman borrowed from Kelman (1958) is
In this case, the person accepts a group’s attitudes and behaviors as

congruent with his or her own. There is commitment that goes beyond mere identification: Internal-
ization means the closest association between one’s OWn motives and the motives of whatever group
or organization is at issue. In two different studies, O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) found that identifi-
cation and internalization forms of commitment were positively related to prosocial behaviors and
negatively related to both intentions to quit and actual quitting behavior. Commitment based on
compliance was not related to prosocial behaviors or actual quitting behavior, but it was correlated
with people’s expressions of an intention to leave. The distinctions among these three “bases” for
commitment are important and have roots in organizational science from many years past. We will
see shortly that keeping the psychological bases for organizational commitment disentangled from
one another allows for even further refinement of the general concept of organizational commitment

(see Becker, 1992).

PR =

mitment Thought to be Important?

itment among mManagers and acaden
ics? There are a number of reasons, some of which have legitimate scientific grounding, and some 0t
which have been shown to have little or no basis in reality. On an intuitive level, it has been believed
that high commitment is beneficial for both employers and employees. From the individual’s pes

aps even status and presti

spective, high commitment provides a sense of identity and perh
(Romzek, 1 i the person to receive both intrit

989). High commitment provides an opportunity for

and extrinsic satisfactions through their association with the employer, the other employees, and 8
business or industry in general. An employee who is committed to his employer may suffer ¢
anxiety about the prospect of losing his job and may generally feel much more secure and contents
a result. Commitment is accom )

panied by feelings of nurturance and mutual trust and fosters
generally positive outlook in life. For those wh
identity, and security (Mowday et al., 1982).

Why is Com

Why has there been so much interest in organizational comm

o have it, commitment can be a source of comios

Commitment and identification

Ashforth and Mael (1989) described the value to people of identifying with an
committing to an organization is related to identifying with it, the concepts are
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slightly differens

d others into yarious
der, and age cohotd
d orders the 0S5
_Second, 80 i

classify themselves an

theory], people tend to
ligious affiliation, gen

According to SIT [social identity
social categories, such as organizational membership, e
. Social classification serves two functions. First, it cognitively segments an
environment, providing the individual with a systematic means of defining others .-

classification enables the individual to define him- or herself in the social environment. odl
(Ashforth and Mael, 1989, pP- 204
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self-concept, defined in part through that association. In short, identification that comes with com-

curs when a person accaptls mitment can be beneficial to a person (cf. Pratt, 1998; Whetten & Godfrey, 1998).

att, 1998). This may entail In the years since Ashforth and Mael’s (1989) observations about the propensity to identify with
ents without adopting them an organization and how it is similar or different from being committed to one, organizational
jer person Or group, for the researchers working under the tradition of the commitment banner have devoted increasing atten-
tion to the matter of identification and its conceptual and empirical relationship(s) with commitment.
Two other constructs — attachment and embeddedness'® — have also come onto the scene, causing
some skeptics, with good reason, to wonder whether the distinctions among these many concepts have
mere identification: Internal- more to offer theorists than practitioners and whether it is even possible to differentiate among them.
\e motives of whatever group ¥ Most recently, a special edition of the periodical Journal of Organizational Behavior (cf. Van
an (1986) found that -1dent1ﬁ- Dick, Becker, & Meyer, 2006) was devoted to these matters in late 2006, In that issue, Herrbach
d to prosocial behaviorsand - § (2006) gathered data from a sample of engineers to provide some evidence for a distinction between
wior. Commitment based on identification and affective commitment, as they related to people’s attachment to either (or both)
sehavior, but it was‘correlfted their workgroup or their organization." Elsewhere in the same JOB issue, Van Knippenberg and
mong these three “bases fC_)r Sleebos (2006) concluded that identification represents a sense of oneness between an individual and
romn many years past. We will an organization whereas commitment implies a relationship between two distinct entities (the person
ymmitment disentamg;le'{1 from and the organization), while Meyer, Becker, and Van Dick (2006) proposed that literatures pertain-
>f organizational commitment ing to commitment and those related to identity might be useful in informing one another.

A “discursive essay” by Brooks and Wallace (2006) provided a very readable summary of the
qwarious facets, factors, and nomological nets that pertain to the theory and research on organiza-
. ytional commitment. It is clear from their essay that there has been considerable convergence on
.he nature of the constructs themselves, conceptually, at least, and individuals in organizational
ettings will be “committed” to many different facets of the organization and its constituent elements
{such as coworkers, bosses, workmates, the work etc., and the union). On the basis of their summary,
owever, Brooks and Wallace (2006) concluded: “More research endeavor is required before
.complete understanding of the specific antecedents and consequences (and their directional con-
cotions) relating to the concept unfolds” (p. 236). This author agrees with their conclusion and
iould issue a caution that the proliferation of constructs relating to the connections between people
0d organizations has reached its limits: The conceptual hairs have been frequently split, perhaps
enough.

t
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Wlanagement's Stake in Commitment
Lent can be a source O . : . . ;
that is important about commitment from an employer’s perspective? Organizations value high
%S of commitment on the parts of their employees for a number of reasons (Randall, 1987). It has
widely believed that highly committed employees perform better on the job and are less likely to
wsent, late, or to leave altogether. Such people are assumed to be more likely to engage in good
760 behaviors or work above and beyond the call of duty (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Mowday et al.,
rgan, 1990; Organ & Konovsky, 1989). At a societal level, high commitment may be associ-
with lower rates of overall mobility, higher levels of stability, greater national productivity, and
aggregate levels of quality of life (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). On the face of it, then, intuitive
ng suggests that high levels of organizational commitment will benefit both individuals and
ers: Everyone wins.
he following sections, we examine the ways in which organizations attempt to build commit-
r the sake of gaining the benefits it is thought to produce. We then look closely at the
on the matter: What are the actual costs and benefits of high commitment?
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Organizational Socialization and Commitment

of organizations, most people witness attempts to make
nizations. Again, the purpose of these attempts is based

on the hope and belief that highly committed workers are likely to be more effective. Thus, organiza- ?:
loyees behave according to the norms and expectations

tional rules are designed to assure that emp
of the organization. Often, an attempt is made to jmpress the newcomer with the merit of the ©

organization’s mission and major goals as well as to rovide a sense of the history and traditions of
g

the organization (Pondy, Frost, Morgan, & Dandridge, 1983).
ms and other socialization rituals attempt to inculcate the

For example, induction progra
employee with an understanding of, and an appreciation for, “our way of doing things” (Feldman,
titute so-called “golden handcuffs,”

1977, 1981). Pensions and other benefit plans sometimes CONs
which make it increasingly difficult for employees to consider leaving (see Angle & Perry, 1981,
1983). Organizational logos and insignia, off-the-job social functions, and programs for employees’

spouses are all designed, in part, t0 build loyalty. (See Becker, 1960, on the role of social involvement
in commitment building.) Company newsletters are commeon in large organizations, serving more to
build a sense of loyalty and commitment than to communicate real news.

It has been suggested that even certain formal personnel transactions conducted upon
employees once they are “onboard” facilitate commitment, binding them to the organization asa
primary source of emotional and social support. For example, Edstrom and Galbraith (1977)

suggested that the transferring of employees to positions at the various operating sites of geos

graphically dispersed organizations functions, in part, to make them less likely to build connection

outside the organization that may be distracting or that may serve to compromise their complett
and undivided devotion. Finally, there is some evidence that reward systems (including promotion
and merit pay) that link performance {0 rewards will tend to make employees more committes
(Dreher, 1982). Many of these commitment builders aré more deliberate than others, and some @
them can be very subtle. The point is that organized activity requires commitment among organiz
tional members (Katz, 1964), so organizational procedures are necessary to generate and sustal
such loyalty. :
Several researchers have shown that in addition t0 active and deliberate organizational pf
cedures for building commitment, other factors can contribute to it as well: Factors related;
the employees themselves, t0 their jobs, as well as to other elements of the work environme
(e.g., Angle & Perty, 1981: Morris & Sherman, 1981; Steers 1977). ]
For example, in a study of scientists, engineers, and hospital employees, Steers (1977) found the
individual needs for achievement, education, and age were associated with commitment to ¥
organizations. (Education was inversely correlated: Higher levels of education were related to 10
levels of commitment. This is a common phenomenon among professional employees, whose
is devoted to the profession first and to the employer second.) Pro-organizational attitudes ‘
person’s work group were associated with greater commitment, Jobs that permitted the emp
greater degrees of voluntary interaction with coworkers, and jobs that permitted employes
understand how their work related to the jo

bs done by others in the organization, also seemed &
conducive to commitment (probably through the satisfaction these job characteristics foste
However, Steers’ (1977) results showed that certain work-related experiences Were more powers
predictors of commitment than were the personal, job, or other organizational factors cOnSIEES
Specifically, Steers found that positive group attitudes among One’s peers, feclings that the © o4
tion had met the person’s prior expectations, feelings that the org

anization could be reli
. . . . . 3. R, H [ £
carry out its commitments to its personnel, and feelings that the individual was of some imp%
to the organization collectively seemed to be the most important infl

uences on Conumtmeﬂ :
Similar results were found in separate studies by Angle and Perry (1981), Buchanan
Morris and Sherman (1981).
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I

A number of work-related experiences have been shown to foster organizational commitment,

such as confirmation of preemployment expectations (Arnold & Feldman
(O’Reilly & Caldwell, 1981), participation in decision making (Rhodes & Steers, 1981)

, role clarity
witness attempts to make and freedom from cqnﬂict (Jamal, 1984), and organizational dependency or concern for employees
of these attempts is ba_sed (Steers, 15.‘77). As pomte{d oqt by Meyer and Alh?n (1988), howcve.r, most of these early studies were
¢ effective. Thus, organiza- cross-sectional, so th.e d1rect10_n of the causal_lty is h.ard tq_) determine. In o-thef words, SUCI:l research

norms and expectations designs do not permit us to discern whether job satisfaction causes organizational commitment, or
* with the merit of the vice versa. (Another possibility is that both variables are the consequences of one or more other
mehr. tory and traditions of systemic variable, such as organizational policies, leadership style, or whatever.)
iEistery One work-related experience that seems to have definite positive impact on organizational com-
. attempt to inculcate the ¥ mitment early in a pers_on’s career i§ the r‘latur_f: of the early assignments they are given on being
of doing things” (Feldman, hired. Two related studies of Canadian university g.raduatcs by Meyer and Allen (1987, 1983),_ for
.called “golden handcuffs,” exam.ple, fo.u'nd that measures of self-expression (being allo_wed to b_e one’s own person), parncnpa-
(see Angle & Perry, 1981, & tonin demsm_n_ making, and conﬁrr.ned_ preentry expectations during the first month after being
ad programs for employees’ | hjre{i were positively reIated.to qrgamza_tmnal com_mxtment later (after 6 an‘d 11 months). These_two
le of social involvement % studies both employed longitudinal designs, allowing for more confidence in the causal conclusions
. tions, serving more to ¥ reached than is the case with cross-sectional designs. Other, earlier studies that tried to link early
5anizations | experiences with commitment much later in employees’ tenure with employers failed to find such an
Zsactions conducted upon |  effect, s the impact may erode after a year on the job (Meyer & Allen, 1987, 1988). The critical

em to the organization asa 8 thing, then, seems to be that mana
trom and Galbraith (1977)
jous operating sites of geo-
s likely to build qonnectlons _
compromise their complete ;
stems (including promotions
employees more committed
ate than others, and some of
ommitment among 0rganiza-
sary to generate and sustain:

gers must be clear about what employees can expect on the job,
' » and then assure that early Job assignments both fulfill those expectations and
| permit the employee to express herself in the planning and execution of her work, especially during
| the critical first month or two of employment (Meyer & Allen, 1987, 1988; Wanous, 1980).

Evidence on Organizational Commitment

Earlier we noted that employers attempt to generate and sustain hi
m believe that high commitment yields high business benefits. Is this actually the case? Since an
dilier examination of the matter (Pinder, 1984), considerable effort has been invested to confirm or

onfirm the validity of people’s beliefs about the benefits of high commitment. As might by

ikcted the evidence does not support most of the popular beliefs and expectations (Mathieu &
ac, 1990).

gh commitment because many of

eliberate organizational pro-
it as well: Factors rfslated ta
1ts of the work environment

yyees, Steers (1977) found .
ed with commitment to t G E ren . c | |
Jucation were relat}fd tol;;w 1 : ere 1s mixed evidence for positive relationshi
.onal employees, Whose i
yrganizational attitudes 011;
s that permitted the empioz
that permitted employde
yrganization, also gecme i | | | %
 jobcharshece ol ; al. (1989) found, as they had hypothesized, that affective commitment (that which is

R ol powgrfe r : fized by positive beliefs and attitudes about the organization) was correlated with perform-
anizational factors consI*y

b Creas continuatce commitment (which is based on economic necessity and side-bets) was

rs, feelings that the orga%es B correlated with performance. Affective commitment is also positively related to organiza-

i could be relied O s!izenship behavior (see Organ, 1990). Moreover, as service industries grow to become a more

11'%1zat110ﬂas of some importas t element of many economies, it is interesting to find that positive organizational culture

Vidu?:e?on commitment 28 ely influence employee satisfaction, organizational commitment, and the delivery of
ﬁ(‘i‘;!él) Buchanan (1974):8 VICes to customers (cf. Mowday, 1998; Paulin, Ferguson, & Bergeron, 2006).
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Commitment and withdrawal

A number of attempts werce made during the 1990s to link different types or elements of organiza-
An example was provided by a study

tional commitment to different types of withdrawal behavior.
by Somers (1 995), who found that affective commitment was the best predictor of the various forms
of withdrawal considered (which included intentions to withdraw, turnover, and absenteeism). By

comparison, normative commitment was associated only with intentions, and continuance commit-

ment had no direct effects on any of the withdrawal variables st
earlier discussion of the three psychological bases of commitmen
ations found between commitment and leaving behavior
depended in part on how one defines organizational ¢

continuance (Jaros, Jermier, Koehler,

using meta-analysis (Co
In one of these meta-analyses, as expected, Cohen

commitment and turnover was much stronger when the two v
easurement of commitmen

in time: When the time between the m
was longer, the relationships have been weaker. The reader will recall that we discussed this matter i

Chapter 9 in relation to the theory of reasoned action. In short, it seems clear that organizationd
commitment, in some of its various forms (as was discussed earlier), 1s predictive of employees
staying with or leaving their organizations. The effects of commitment, however, appear to I
indirect (Jaros et al., 1993). That is, the effects of high or low commitment on turnover behavig
seem to work through the person’s intentions to withdraw (see Jaros et al., 1993; and recall the thed
of reasoned action in Chapter 9). If the intention to leave is not formed, the likelihood of leavii
is low.

Mathieu and Zajac’s (1990) meta-analysis confirmed the conclusions reached a decade earlief®
Mowday et al. (1982), that there is very little relationship between organizational commitment:
individual worker performance (see Mathieu & Zajac, 1990, p. 184). As in the case of Cohen’s (195
meta-analysis, there is very little relationship between organizational commitment and lateng
turnover, and intention to turn Over. High commitment was also associated with attenda
Although significant in statistical terms, none of the relationships in Cohen’s study between €
mitment and withdrawal and attend |

ance behaviors was large in magnitude.
In a summary of the link between commitment and withdrawal behaviors, Meyer and Al
(1997, p. 26) concluded:

(1993) found that the relationship between
ariables were measured relatively close
t and the observation of departurg

empting to conclude that if an organization’s goal is

develop a stable workforce on whose continued membership it can count, any form of commitme

will suffice . . . [H]owever, we caution strongly against this conclusion unless employee retention is
organization’s only goal. An emphasis on employee retention to the exclusion of performanc
unlikely to characterize many organizations. Indeed, it is now widely recognized that some volunt&
turnover is helpful, rather than harmful, to the organization in that it includes resignations 18
employees who perform poorly or are disruptive . . . Most organizations — and most managers ~ ¥E8
much more from committed employees than simply their continued membership in the organizafl®

On the basis of these findings, it might be t

udies that consider constructs at the most B

undifferentiated levels (e.g., Mathieu & Zajac, 1990) with more fine-grained analyses ?UCh ‘ -
Meyer et al. (1989), which look at the more precise subconstructs, highlights the imPOLES

defining constructs carefully and precisely before expecting to find relationships {im"ng {_' :
such as commitment and performance (Schwab, 1980). We saw the same issue arise calsy 7
chapter in connection with the long-sought-after linkage between job gatisfaction 3“_‘1_30
ance (see Fisher, 1980). Morrow (1983) is responsible for first pointing out the multidi? P
of commitment; the wisdom of her observation and argument set the stage for .

A comparison of the general findings of st

died. (The reader is referred to our
t.) However, most of the correl-
have varied in size and strength and have |

ommitment — as normative, affective, orl

& Sincich, 1993), leading to at least two closer examinations
hen, 1993; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). a3
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examination of elements of the overall construct in relati

on to performance by Meyer et al. (1989).
There is a lesson to be learned.

pes or elements of organiza-

: tud . %
1p§. V:as P{f‘t’;’lf::r&yuz formys Costs to employees of high commitment
redictor 0

-nover, and absenteeism). By In the foregoing sections, we examined the value of high worker commitment from the organiza-
ns, and continuance commit- tion’s point of view. What about the individual’s perspective? People who become highly committed
(The reader is referred to our often tend to anthropomorphize or reify their organizations. We noted earlier in this book that

However, most of the correl-

although organizations are made up of human beings, they are not them
in size and strength and have

selves human beings,
Organizations are complex social systems that structure themselves and be

have so as to survive,
_ as normative, affective, or They do not have memories, and they do not have hearts, Senior managers and executives may be
least two closer examinations | | capable of remembering who deserves support and loyal treatment for jobs done well in the past, but

senior executives come and go. Loyalty earned during one era can lose all
that the relationship between regimes evolve. The survival of the organization is tantamount; if it is

were measured relatively close support the faithful servants of the past, they will be
1 the observation of departure & exigencies arise to threaten the survival or effectiveness

hat we discussed this matt.er in individual’s loyalty is often i, ol B ]
eems clear that organizational

1), is predictive of employees’
tment, however, appear 10 be
mitment on turnover behavior
t al., 1993; and recall the thegry
rmed, the likelihood of leaving

value as new managerial
expedient to continue to
supported. But when economic or other
of an organization, the highly committed

ual may be left with organization-specific
skills that are limited and that restrict her mobility to find new employment (Randall, 1987).

" The author was personally acquainted with the senior executive of a large foreign airline who

devoted most of his adult life to the profitability and effectiveness of the firm. The exccutive’s hard

ork led to a stroke at age 46, although he eventually recovered most of his physical abilities and all
his mental skills. The company kept him on, but organizational policies requiring that he have
health examined by corporate doctors (rather than local doctors) precipitated a second stroke
ears later. Obeying the firm’s orders rather than acting according to his own best interest, the
aecutive undertook to travel halfway around the world for a medical check, despite his protestations
| Wit his health was poor at that time and that it would be further threatened by a trip of such
imanding proportions. His local doctors were able to perform the necessary work, making the

y unnecessary. The trip killed the executive, and his wife was granted a small settlement. The

els of commitment the executive had to the airline and the obedience that derived from that
dmmitment compelled him to pursue corporate advice that was not in the best interest of his health.
Aside from the possibility that commitment may not be reciprocated by one’s organization,
aing the person abandoned in hard times, there is the issue, of course, of the nature of the
tional goals to which individuals commit themselves. Clearly, if a person becomes
iidlled by the goals of an organization, the legality and the morality of those goals have import-
iplications for the committed employee (Weiner, 1982). Many cases of corporate corruption
\(iie have been perpetrated by highly committed employees whose zealous pursuit of their
r’s goals required them to engage in illegal and immoral activities in which they probably

ot have otherwise engaged.

Wenty years ago, Schaef and Fassel (1988) advanced the idea that work organizations can be

S48 addictive substances, and that adherence to the goals and work expectation of these organ-

can result in a condition of process addiction for employees (Schaef & Fassel, 1988, p. 119).
Hig to these authors:

ions reached a decad_e earlier bg
yrganizational commitn}ent an

As in the case of Cohen’s (1993
ynal commitment and laten
so associated with attendzm
in Cohen’s study between COIE
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unless employee retention s t 15
he exclusion of r.serformam::’;lry
recognized that some yoiur;_m |
at it includes resignations e
ons — and most managers —tion
nembership in the organizatiotg
constructs at the mo}ft sg w .
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«cts, highlights the 1mp " :
nd relationships i}mongﬁer F
the same issue arise ear ;

i 1 D
1 job satisfaction aiqgiﬁ:m
inti the multi IO
et the for the d iz

it set the stage

g in and of itself is addictive. Anything can be addictive when it becomes so central in one’s life
¢ fecls that life is not possible without the substance or process. Organizations function as the
€ substance in the lives of many people. We recognized [in our work] that for many people, the
Ce, the job, and the organization were the central foci of their lives. Because the organization
 Primary in their lives, because they were totally preoccupied with it, they began to lose touch
Hier aspects of their lives and gradually gave up what they knew, felt, and believed.

$ this: Organizations require the commitment of their members in order to survive, so
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they do what they can to develop a
benevolent of employers t0 lay off,

effective. Even in Japan, where loyalty to one’s

managers, and employees at all levels have been
d by Japanese industry h

advantage previously enjoye
p. 105; Watanabe, 1996). In short, although commitment

i it may or may not be best for a person’s long-term i
& notwithstanding.

e —————

: in connection with the linkage between job satisfacti

study in which she follow!
and then again in 1984.
sequences of employee commitment
Although the effects were not strong,
tional commitment has positive benefit for
areas such as satisfaction with their families, the
hobbies, and so on. She also found that high leve

Of interest to Romzek n this

the interpretations Romzek placed on her
toward either positive or negative attitudes in
most or all aspects of a person’s life, including work

hypothesis was discussed earlier in this chapter;
1992; Judge, 1992).

s
i
i
!
i

Multiple, Conflicting Commitments

One interesting consequence
of commitment to other sources of support (as
functional for the organizatio
development engineers who were mor
i and innovative, probably because devot
5 to one’s employer (see also Shepard, 1956).
On the other hand, some feel
commitment for the employees invol
experience allegiance to the goals, pro
constituencies associated with their workp
professional associations, and so ©
one person is likely to be entirely diffe
commitment(s) vary from person to person.
may be primarily a function of the perception that
products at a reasonable price: another
individual’s belief that the organization espouses

(Reichers, 1985, p. 473).
Taking the multiple constituencies concep

an employee might be attac
ment (recall the three bases mentioned earlier:
reason for the argument is that attachment to
outcomes than is attachment, which is predicate

nd foster it. But economic neces
or otherwise abandon, those wh
organization is an in
laid off, North American style, as the economic
as declined over the years (e.g., Rifkin, 1995,

nterests, all the things our parents told us -

&
5 Romzek (1989) pursued the old hypothesis that ben

over” and have a positive influence on a person’s NON-wor
on and life satisfaction). She has reported a ¥

ed a panel of 485 employees through two waves of data collection, in 1982 1

on non-work and career qatisfactions are post
she found consistent supp
people’s lives outside the employment relationship, in
cities in which they live, their friendships and
Is of organizational commitment as measured
' in 1982 were predictive of high levels of job satisfaction &
findings is that people tend to possess a disposition
life in general, and that these predispositions cove

of extreme levels of organizational ¢
mentioned earlier). Sometimes this can be &

n involved. For example, Rotondi (1975)
e committed to their organization tended to be less creal
ion to one’s scientific discipline can o

that work organizations repr
ved. Hence, according to
ducts and services, values, of people as
laces, such as unions, suppliers, customers,
n. Therefore, the nature of the “commitmen
rent from that experienced by another, because
“Thus one individual’s ‘organizationa! commite

person’s commitment may depend to a

t a step further, Becker (1992) a

differentiate between the foci of commitment, meaning
hed, and the bases of commitme
Compliance, identification, and 1
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d on different psychologica

sities can force even the most
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| B30ffs, cutbacks, downsizing, and “right-sizing”
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In fact, Becker was able to demonstrate that this may be the case. He found negative correlations
ween people’s commitment to their organizations, work groups, and supervisors, and their inten-
tions to quit. In other words, attachment to the various groups tended to reduce a person’s desire to-

» he found positive correlations between these interpersonally

logical dynamics, on the other - a sort of a

Reichers (1985) and, particularly, of Becker (1992) points to the wisdom of disentangling the foci of
commitment (the people to whom we are committed) from the bases of the commitment (the
psychological motives for the attachments). For as O’Reilly and Chatman (1986) demonstrated,

different psychological bases for one’s attachment to an organization can result in entirely different
outcome dynamics for people.

The Past, Present, and Future of Organizational Commitment

x“;

people of previous generations that being committed to one’s
The virtues of organizational commit-
al benefits that would accrue, but also
was summarized in an important book

nent seemed self-evident ~ again, if not for the instrument
ause it was somehow inherently virtuous. This sentiment
he mid-1950s, The organization man (Whyte, 1956).

A few generations of experience in North America of intermittent recessions and the attendant

that comes with recessions have seen a change in
ational commitment, Twenty-five years ago, for
he area of work motivation and commitment wrote

€ common values as they pertain to organiz
dmple, three influential American scholarsin t

¥nal freedom, greater expectations for immediate need gratification
in their lives, better awareness of Jjob alternatives than in the past, and, interestingly, a sort of
ance at societal levels that low commitment is legitimate: If it were to become a cultural norm
high organizational commitment, more people would feel free to do so (Mowday, Porter, &
1982).
Afew years later, Baruch (1998, p. 136) wrote an essay that reiterated this
lideed, the aggregate experiences of working people had dashed the traditi
#lizational commitment: “Recent processes and develo
"ployees raise doubts about whether the
d8ment and industrial relation [sic] systems.”
yees (from the organization) is a major ca
-return from employees. Moreover, as
; the years before Baruch wrote his ess
2l decline as well, and he predicted that
n the basis of this argument, Baruc
¢e in importance as a determinant

, demands for more than

argument, claiming
onal values favoring
pments in the way organizations treat
traditional concept of OC fits the new age of
First, he noted that organizational commitment
usal factor in the commitment organizations can
the former declines — as it had appeared to be
ay - the latter (employee commitment to organiza-
both would continue to decline downward for years
h (1998) concluded that organizational commitment
of positive individual and organizational outcomes.
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He cited the results of three meta-analyses conducted by other researchers to show that the apparent
impact of OC on organizational outcomes was lower among studies conducted in the late 1980s :
than those conducted in either the early 1970s or the early 1980s. For Baruch (1998) “recent actual ;
practice [had] put the developments of OC on a dead end track.” It was not that organizational
commitment was not inherently important, but that it had become much less useful in explaining
organizational outcomes than it had been in previous decades: Survival requirements had trumped

the softer values of loyalty.
ademics in the early work on commit-

In part a response to Baruch (1998), one of the key ac
ment, Mowday (1998) wrote an essay that, in part, acknowledged that organizational commitment

by employees is a critical contributing factor to organizational success and that, in spite of the fact | |
that many organizations continue to lay off people during good times as well as bad times, the
underlying importance of the commitment factor will not be diminished. He added that recent
advances in what have come to be called “high-performance management systems” (see Chapter 7),
the purpose of which is to create employee commitment and engagement, have proven to be effective

for organization—level performance (cf. Benson, Young, & Lawler, 2006; Combs, Yongmei Liu, Hall}

& Ketchen, 2006; Pfeffer, 1998).

Meyer and Allen (1997), two scholars who have championed the commitment construct over he
past 20 years, noted that most small organizations are particularly dependent on core groups of
devoted people who will offer the energy and citizenship behavior required for their survival and
success. Second, even though many organizations are outsourcing much of their work to oth
organizations, they must be concerned about the commitment of the personnel in these other orgas
«Admittedly, the commitment may be different, perhaps being of a shorter duratig
and with a focus on a contract of project rather than on the organization itself” (Meyer & Allet
1997, p. 5). Finally, Meyer and Allen (1997) claimed that commitment develops naturally in peopl
Not to be committed to something is to be alienated. SO workers who do not commit to employ8
will naturally seek commitment with some other source of gratification, such as a hobby, a churt
a friend, a job, or an occupation. Hence, even if organizational commitment itsell declinesy
will remain important for social scientists 1O pursue an understanding of commitment i

varied forms. ,
i

jzations.

Conclusion: The Ebb and Flow of
Organizational Commitment

The author has been teaching students in several North American business schools for mOTEESS
35 years, observing the changing attitudes of students regarding life’s important issues. Itist
values swing like a pendulum on most issues, the issue of commitment being no exception-
years ago, it was heretical to suggest to business school students that to become commitied 8
employer was foolish. In recent years, young people who are leaving college and joining the
force for the first time seem to be fully aware of the issues of loyalty and commitment. Many O35
of these students have known someone who was the victim of harsh or inconsiderate freatfiss
the hands of an organization. Most have known people who were Jaid off because of downsE
mergers, and other corporate necessities for survival. Regardless of whether it 1 wise or DODSS
person to expect commitment from an employer, and whether it is fair of an employer 10888
loyalty from its workers, are matiers of opinion, rooted in the values each of us hold. T
For their part, North American employers seem to be trying to recapture the “’-":‘;
employees as they had in years gone by. Management texts and journals these days rar® ¥
word commitment however — these days ferms such as employee attachment, engﬂgémem* B
fication are used — but, to a large extent, thes new bottles:

s to keep (good) employees locked in, happy at their jobs, creative and less 3
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[
that the apparent of some of these newer constructs.) The author hopes only that the foregoing discussion will bring
S t?i Shtog in the late 1980s the matter of commitment, its costs and its benefits, to a conscious level for consideration by readers
ucte :
on 1 (1998) “recent actual of this book. . ' o
aruc ' that organizational We turn next to a study of a similar work-related attitude — job involvement.
vas no

ch less useful in explaining
requirements had trumped

the early work on commit- JOB INVOLVEMENT

organizational commitment
and that, in spite of the fact

Il as bad times, the A third psychological construct related to work behavior that has received considerable attention is
35 as well as ded that recent § referred to as job involvement. There have been a number of attempts to define this concept and to
shed. He a,? : Chapter7), § differentiate it from related constructs such as job satisfaction and intrinsic motivation (Lawler &
nt systems” (see be eﬁectiv;, | Hall, 1970; Lodahl & Kejner, 1965; Saleh & Hosek, 1976). Job involvement, loosely defined, has to do
ltzjhavel;f ?’Z?;Tfei Liu, Hall, § with the strength of the relationship between a person’s work and his or her self-concept.
; LomDs, B |

epencent on core zf?‘;?stg; . Definition of Job Involvement
}:Efrréd for their survival and
much of their work to other 8§
ersonnel in these other organ-
being of a shorter duration
ration itself” (Meyer‘& Allen,
t develops naturally in people. |
5 do not commit to employers
on, such asa hobby, a c.hurckf,
commitment itself declxqes,‘lt
anding of commitment 1 its

Specifically, a person is said to be involved in her job if she:

;; finds the job motivating and challenging

i ‘;p is committed to her work in general, to her particular job, and to her organization, making her
| 10 less likely to consider leaving her position

‘engages closely with coworkers in such as way that she can get feedback about her work and
performance (Brown, 1996).

E

ecent study in Sweden (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006) confirmed the separate identity of job
folvement, as distinct from organizational commitment, which we discussed in the forgoing sec-
03, and work engagement (which is defined as a positive feeling of energy and joy in working).
People who are highly job involved can be obsessed with their work. When they perform poorly,
&y feel poorly. They like others to know them for their work and to know that they do it well. For a
job-involved person, work is one of the most important aspects of life, if not the most
ant. There is some evidence that job-involved people tend to be more satisfied with their work
& Kanungo, 1980) and more intrinsically motivated (Lawler & Hall, 1970), but it is important
at that involvement, satisfaction, and intrinsic motivation are distinct constructs (Lawler &
970). Moreover, this construct has to do with one’s commitment to her job, not to her employer

wand these two forms of commitment are only slightly related to one another (Stevens, Beyer,
e, 1978; Weiner & Vardi, 1980).
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lses/Antecedents of Job Involvement

to expe i _.Qtermines the level of involvement a person has in his Job? A number of studies have

2oltd that, as in the case of the determinants of commitment, characteristics of both the

and of the organization must be taken into account. For example, Rabinowitz and Hall
und that job involvement was correlated with the strength of the person’s growth needs (see
£07) and with the strength of one’s belief in the “Protestant work ethic.” In addition, the length
PErson was on the job, as well as the scope provided by the job, were positively associated
ement. Another study found that employees whose Jobs served to satisfy their most
£ds (regardless of whether these were intrinsic or extrinsic) were higher in both involvement
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with the particular jobs they held at the time, as well as with work in general (Gorn & Kanungo, health. Alth
1980). In a third study, it was found that employees who participated more in the decision making depfes.si()n C
related to their jobs were more involved in those jobs (Siegel & Ruh, 1973). the job inv’o?

In short, the level of involvement people feel with regard to their jobs is determined by the el s k
interaction of their own needs and values with a variety of features of the job and the job setting, Hessthan &l‘eS(
we might assume that job involvement may be somewhat manipulable through the oo DEOpie(

Consequently,

enactment of appropriate organizational policies and procedures. people who be

Consequences of Moderate Job Involvement | Work Ad
the Extre|

nt, we can suitably ask whether job involvement is a good '

thing; and as before, we must conclude that the answer may depend on who provides it. There is
some evidence that job-involved employees tend to be more satisfied with their jobs than are =
employees who are less job involved (Cheloha & Farr, 1980; Gannon & Hendrickson, 1973; Gorn & &
Kanungo, 1980; Lawler & Hall, 1970). Similarly, there is suggestive evidence that job-involved
employees are likely to be somewhat happier with their organizations (Schwyhart & Smith, 1972), as
well as more committed to them and less absent from them (Cheloha & Farr, 1980), although a;
mentioned earlier, the relationships are mixed and of only moderate strength (Gorn & Kanungo
1980). This means that it is quite possible for employees to enjoy their jobs but not feel fully involved
in them. Or it is possible for people to be attached to their jobs and to enjoy them but not be very
committed to their employing organization. This is often the case with managerial, professional
technical, and other highly skilled employees. Physicians working under terribly constrained budget
and limited resources in equipment and supplies often are terribly unhappy with their jobs, totall
uncommitted to the hospitals in which they function, yet remain unflaggingly committed to thef
chosen profession of medicine. :
Is there any relationship between job involvement and employee effort and performance
Very little research has been reported on this issue, SO caution is necessary. One study found modd
ately strong linkages between involvement and self-report measures of effort and performafi
(as measured by salary) among a group of insurance sales representatives who worked on ¢o Tt
sion (Gorn & Kanungo, 1980). It is critical to note that virtually all of the studies reported €3
were conducted in a cross-sectional manner, making it impossible when there were relationsk
observed to determine which variables were causal and which were the results of the working

As we did in our discussion of commitme
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For example, are highly involved employees more likely to devote higher levels of effort 0% ithin limits, of
i Or is it the other way around: Could more 1 ir own va!.ue&c‘

jobs because of the fulfillment it provides them? '
involved employees become more satisfied with their jobs because their devotion to them resE

mastery and feelings of achievement and competence? What seems most plausible is that &8
characteristics of employees, their jobs, and their organizations are likely to be responsive
causing levels of commitment, satisfaction, and involvement; these in turn both influencé @ ;-
influenced by, the person’s performance level. Therefore, managers may be able to affect this G5
of events and associations by thoughtful application of enlightened policies and practices, =
probable that the characteristics of their employees will limit (or magnify) the impact that 1

have on these various outcome variables. 3
In simple terms, the job involvement construct has to do with how seriously people %
work. Therefore, it would follow that people who are characteristically high in job i“"oj"e :
be more prone to permit the stressors they encounter on their jobs to “get 0 thgm,' o
deleterious to their well-being, than would be the case for people who are lower I
In fact, a study by Frone, Russell, and Cooper (1994) suggested this may be the case. 25
ling for a set of sociological variables that are normally associated with poor health, the T
found that job involvement exacerbated the relationship between job stressors anC S
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-
Gorn & Kanungo, health. Although the results were mixed across the various dependent variables studied (such as
;ener_al (Go ision making depression, alcohol use, and physical symptoms), they were consistent with our understanding of
ore in the dect the job involvement construct as well as with common sense. People who “eat, breathe, and sleep
3?' . mined by the their work” seem more susceptible to health difficulties, particularly if they do not engage in prac-
: Jops is detm;l iob setting. tices that are designed to assuage tension and relieve the stress that their work entails for them. What
the _]Ob. and ‘; e tjhrough e about people who are exceptionally committed to their work? We turn next to an examination of
at manipulable people who become addicted to their work, commonly referred to as workaholics.

who provides it. There is L Before we leave our discussion of the benefits of job involvement, we should ask whether extreme
o h their jobs than arc ¥ levels of job involvement, like extreme levels of commitment, might have any unfortunate con-
o chti ickson, 1973; Gorn& & sequences for the employee. The person on the street often uses the term workaholism to refer to the
;Her_x r1 e thz;t job-involved S  construct labeled job involvement by students of organizational science. What is workaholism?
;c;:;l:gr;t & Smith, 1972}, as - Aziz and Zickar (2006) have concluded that workaholism can legitimately be conceived of as a

a & Farr, 1980), although as
strength (Gorn & Kf:munga,
jobs but not feel fully involved
to enjoy them but not bE_: very
vith managerial, professional,
er terribly constraix_aed budgets
nhappy with their_ jobs, totall.y st : - - ‘ | | | ‘
flaggingly commitied to their S : intances think of them as workaholics, and more likely to have relatively low life satisfaction

| syndrome, consisting of at least three factors:

&l

1 14 excessive work involvement

| 2 ahigh drive to work (intrinsic motivation)
| 3.5 lack of work enjoyment.
i A

n early work on the issue, Killinger (1991) pointed out that not everyone who works hard is a
fkaholic. She noted that “work is essential for our well-being. Through work we define ourselves, -
8¢lop our strengths, and take our places in society. Work gives us satisfaction, a sense of
Wniplishment, and mastery over problems. It provides us with a sense of direction, and gives us
is'to reach and hurdles to overcome” (p. 5). Further to this point, Friedman and Lobel (2003)
2isted that “happy workaholics” are people who legitimately love their work so much that they are
48 being authentic to their values when they put in long hours. The notion of work-non-work
fice” should be replaced by a norm of such authenticity, whereby people should be encouraged,
i limits, of course, to apportion their time to work and non-work activities in accordance with
bivn-values.
0r Killinger (1991), work addiction is a different matter. It usually happens to middle-class

sWho are necessarily driven by economic necessity. A workaholic is “a person who gradually
8 emotionally crippled and addicted to control and power in a compulsive drive to gain
sitand success” (p. 6). Such people are competitive and driven to acquire the “fix” of fame,
SELOn, and success that comes with hard work and long hours. Without this fix, the workaholic

D in the form of anger, hurt, guilt, and fear. Working becomes a state of mind more than
W8 job. Working permits people an overly inflated sense of responsibility and an escape from

th other people (Killinger, 1991).
holics are people who live to work. They plan their work during periods when they

S¢ at play, such as during holidays and vacations (Killinger, 1991). Machlowitz (1980)

Lthat about 5% of the adult population are workaholics, but that the proportion of the

ho are workaholics is probably higher since, almost by definition, these people tend not
ployed. Although not all hard workers are workaholics, all workaholics are hard workers.
eir lives round their jobs and love it. Both men and women can be workaholics,
1€ difficulties faced by female workers are different (and sometimes worse) than those
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faced by male workaholics. Many workaholics contribute to the effectiveness of their organizations
at levels that are detrimental to their own health (Caplan & Jones, 1975) but don’t mind doing so and
are often not aware that they are doing so (Killinger, 1991).

The author is not aware of any research that has attempted to apportion workaholic tendencies
between people’s organizational commitment and their job involvement, as we have defined these
phenomena here. Research on workaholics suggests that people who work too hard for their own

good can be driven by either high commitment t0 their institu
some blends of both. The precise origins of the phenomenon are less important than the con-

sequences of workaholism for the people who are affl

with them.

Types of work addiction |
According to Fassel (1992), there are at least four categories of workah $
the similarities among the names of the categories, the characteristics of the people in the categories,
and the nouns and verbs that are used in common reference to addictions and addicts related g
other substances and processes. There is the compulsive worker, the person who is simply driven to
work all the time. This is the category we usually associate with workaholism. They keep long and
strange hours, they never plan vacations, and they seldom make plans in their outside lives becaust
they are always concerned about what might come up for them at work. But these people are not
only category or type of workaholic, according to Fassel (1992). :
There are also binge workers, people who work with high intensity when they work, even if if
only at intervals. When work has to be done, they are obsessed and driven to get it done. Fassel likes
the patterns of these people to those of binge drinkers, who “save it up” and then go on working will
nothing else in their lives for short, sharp spurts of it. 3
A third category consists of what Fassel (1992) refers to as closet workers. People in this categdt
have “a niggling awareness” that something is dysfunctional about their work style (p. 20). They £

to make promises to reform themselves but seldom keep their promises. They hide work-related
and problems away similar to the ways that alcoholics hide bottles of liquor in closets, baseme
ften pretend not to be working, as when they are on “yacation,§

and nooks and crannies. They o

they are thinking, dreaming, and making plans about their work. They are the types of people
take cellular telephones with them to museums, libraries, and gymnasiums, into places and
activities where, otherwise, they might be thought of as relaxing or not working. They are bagk

dishonest about their priorities and cheat in the way they relate to others about those priorities
A fourth category of workaholic identified by Fassel (1992) are people whom she refersi€
work anorexics. They are people who act as if the way to get out of their problems (analogg
overeaters) is by not doing anything at all. Their theme, according to Fassel (1992, p. 23), &
darned good at what I do, but I seldom do it.” Work becomes such an addiction to these peops
they do everything they can to avoid it, to pretend that it is not a problem for them. They prog
ate and then feel guilty about their procrastination. S0 they place themselves in positions of e
deadlines, and pressures where they must produce to survive and to save face. They force sc&
upon themselves because pacing and spacing of assignments fail to provide the thrill' O.f g
gency in which the work must get done at once. They like to “slip under the gate justas it1s G
according to Fassel (1992, p. 24). :
Is there a problem? In an economy worried about the motivation o
itself and be competitive, we can ask: Is workaholism 2 good thing? A qu
research and writing on the issue has brought mixed answers (see Fassel, 1
Machlowitz, 1980; Oates, 1971). Without workaholics, many organizations could not
effectively as they do (Oates, 1971). Workaholics are always there to backstop the eI
others. (Of course, they are also often the cause of many of these errors themselves) i’:
make up for the low commitment of others. They can be counted on 1o perform the ¢
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avoid, and generally, to attack them with passion. They work hard; they provide management more
“bang for the buck.” Every person reading this volume must be familiar with at least one workaholic,
as well as with how others around that person have grown dependent on him, or her, in the job
setting.

There has been disagreement over the years among people who have studied workaholics on the
issue of whether they are healthy or normal. One early authority, for example, claimed that work-
aholics are generally healthy and happy people (Machlowitz, 1980). By the same token, it is common
to pity workaholics, or even to look upon them with disdain, as if they are afflicted with some form
of social or occupational disease. For example, Schwartz (1982) defined involvement as a manifest-
ation of neurotic obsession/compulsion, while Schaef and Fassel (1988) and Fassel (1 992) cast overly
involved work as an addiction, a “process addiction that features all the common characteristics of
other addictions.” According to Schaef and Fassel (1988) and Fassel (1992), these symptoms include
confusion, self-centeredness, dishonesty, perfectionism, a preoccupation with control, frozen feel-
ings, ethical deterioration, stress, low self-esteem, an inability to relax, depression, negativism, and a
variety of other forms of maladjustment, Workaholism is a major source of marital breakdown. It is
asubstitute for normal religious experiences for many who are afflicted by it (Killinger, 1991).

+ Most commonly, addicts of all types make great use of denial: They claim steadfastly that there
isnothing wrong with them, that they have no problems (Fassel, 1992; Killinger, 1991). An interest-
ing comment once made by a friend to this author about work addiction is that “people are work-
dholics who work harder than I do.” In other words, for many hard-working persons, the pace they
stand the goals they accomplish are, to them, defined as somehow “normal.” Anyone else who
ificantly exceeds these standards is typically defined by anyone else as being abnormal, as being a

| workaholic.

Workaholics typically come from dysfunctional families, families in which behavior and inter-
sonal relations deviate from normal. Frequently, these families feature addiction to substances

8t as alcohol or drugs or to processes such as sex, perfectionism, or orderliness (Killinger, 1991).
g t, workaholism is often “the addiction of choice” of adult children of alcoholics (Schaef &
t tl}esr e Bl B0L , 1988). Typically, these people are better at work than they are at personal relationships, so
mises. They b Josets, basements their lives with work — too much of it. Therefore, employees who are addicted to their work,
tles of liquor n ClOSE™,
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ieextreme, are anything but healthy, according to Fassel (1992) and Schaef and Fassel (1988).
Machlowitz (1980) claimed that while they spend long hours of intense effort at their jobs,
Kaholics are often very poor performers, for a variety of reasons. One reason is that they have an
iGiEnt aversion to delegating responsibilities to other people. They insist on maintaining control
ould generally rather do everything themselves. As a result, they often spread themselves too
iyand take on so many tasks that they simply cannot be effective at all of them, despite the long
ey spend at their work. Workaholics often try to create and foster the impression that they
pensable (due to their reluctance to delegate, this is often the case). But much of the flurry

oy others around them who are not so completely obsessed with work. As supervisors, they
Wiheir subordinates with impunity, often causing high levels of stress and low levels of job
On among them, and sometimes driving away talented people. There is no cause to believe

gh levels of energy they expend necessarily result in greater levels of performance effi-
would be attainable by working at more “normal” speeds. Workaholics often lose si ght of
ties; in their attempts to get everything done, they often get little actually accomplished.
¢ssion with their own time and time schedules means they frequently fail to honor the time
ts of others; they are characteristically late for meetings and frequently leave in the

S work indicated that workaholics become hooked on both a physiological (or “sub-
~°land a process or activity level, making this form of addiction especially pernicious. The
adrenaline; the rush comes when the person is under pressure. The process aspect comes
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careful reader will pay attention to these three constructs as important but will realize that in many

ways they represent the mental events of the researchers and scholars who have identified (created?)
and discussed them (see Schwab, 1980).

RELATIONSHIPS AMONG THE CONCEPTS

Although the various forms of work-related attitudes are thought of as conceptually distinct from
one another, empirically they tend to be inter-correlated: A person who tends to be high on one of
these dimensions will tend to be relatively high on the others (Blau & Paul, 1993; Morrow, 1983,
1993). One study of more than 700 U.S. men and women found that job satisfaction had a significant
effect on job involvement, but the obverse was not the case (Mortimer & Lorence, 1989). Although
the researchers failed to show that satisfaction at one time may predict levels of involvement 4 years
later, their cross-sectional analysis did support a weak but significant satisfaction-causes-
involvement connection. This particular paper is cited because it is typical of the many that have
been conducted on these matters, as are the findings reported.

« In fact, the empirically observed relationships among job satisfaction, organizational commit-
ment, and motivation are so consistent (although not overwhelmingly high) that two reviewers
suggested that the three variables “may be conceived of as rather specific aspects of a more general-

| ied affective response to the work environment” (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). On the other hand, the

more recent Swedish study mentioned earlier (Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006) concluded that job
olvement is in fact distinct from organizational commitment, and work engagement.

*Some working people may not be able or willing to disentangle their feelings about their jobs
am their beliefs and attitudes regarding their employers. That explanation may have a lot of merit;
il everyone we study is as cerebral or as contemplative about work-related matters as organiza-
al researchers wish them to be.” Another explanation is that organizational researchers may
iply not be able to measure these various dimensions with sufficient validity and precision using
i particular time sequences in longitudinal designs that are appropriated to the phenomena
fived, to find any relationships that actually exist among these variables. Difficulties of this sort
Rintroduced and discussed at length in Chapter 2.'¢

the author suspects that the truth lies in some combination of these two explanations. There are
dly of intuitive grounds to believe that people who are satisfied with parts of their jobs may
game committed to their employers, out of gratitude or for no particular reason, such that we
ilid expect satisfied employees to be more committed employees. The causal connection may work
ediher way: People who, for whatever reason, are committed to their employers may tend to see
siwork as satisfying (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). As is the case on many points throughout this
# the author suspects that the intuitive truth about matters related to work motivation may not
Widlly discernible by the crude tools of behavioral researchers. Hence, in this case, there is still
S¢ to expect causal relationships between motivation, commitment, and other job attitude
S, although the relationships may be complex and circular.

$iore we leave our extended discussion of job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and
svivement, it is worth considering briefly how these concepts might interact in practice.

less, at least two studies, involvin g different categories of workers, found that measures of job involvement,
al commitment, and job satisfaction are distinct from one another; that is, that the people studied did differenti-

€ three forms of work-related attitudes (Brooke, Russell, & Price, 1988; Mathieu & Farr, 1991).

ess has, however, been made: A study examined four possible causal models linking commitment and satisfac-

101 causes commitment; commitment causes satisfaction; the two are related reciprocally; and that there is no

ate relationship between the two constructs). The evidence supported the “commitment causes satisfaction”
andenberg & Lance, 1992).
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be like for someone who is high in job involvement (meaning they live to work)
¢ with conditions of her current job. Con-

but who is exceptionally dissatisfied with her company 0
o is high in job involvement but who has no job or who is capable of

sider the case of the person wh

holding only part-time work. People of this sort are commonplace; in the next few years they may
become the norm. There will then be major consequences for people to redefine the concept of
careers as we have known them, and for many people, there may be a regression to an increased
importance to simple survival needs, to do “whatever work needs to be done” (Bridges, 1994).

Consider what it may

LOOKING AHEAD

we introduced the cognitive approach to understanding work motivation and

d the general nature an
In the current chapter, we surveyed the scientific literature dealing

with three important types of work-related attitude: Satisfaction, commitment, and involvement,
While attitudes are not motivation, per se, attitudes can instigate behavior: Job attitudes can instigatg:
work-related behaviors such as joining an organization, leaving it, staying with it, forming a trade

d so on. Attitudes are slippery and hard tg

union, working hard, stealing from the organization, an
powerful precursors to employee work

discern or observe directly. But job attitudes are common,
al basis for an understanding for work motivation

behavior. They provide an important conceptu
and behavior that complements the need-based theories presented in Chapters 3 through 8.
t three separate bodies of formal theory of work

In the following three chapters, we presen
motivation, all of which rely on the cognitive model of human functioning introduced in Chapter§

In Chapters 9 and 10,
behavior. In Chapter 9, we studie
and their connection to behavior.

d functioning of human beliefs and attitudes = |

q




