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ABSTRACT

This study was designed to test the hypotheses that
The relationship between organizational commitment and job satisfaction in
public and private sectors, the relationship between organizational commitment
and demographic variables in public and private sectors.

Organizational Commitment Questionnaire, Job Satisfaction Questionnaire
and Demographic Form were given to Ministry of Finance and Economics
(Public) and Telsim (Private) and Turkcell (Private) personnel.
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INTRODUCTION

Organizations have a pervasive influence on our lives. Most of
us will spend the majority of our working life as member of
organizations. The way these organizations are set up and managed
influences the work we do how effectively we perform our jobs, and
how we feel about ourselves.

Organization is a system that co-ordinates people, jobs,
technology and management practices to achieve goals.

Organizational Behavior represents the behavioral approach to
management. It studies the human aspects of organizations, including
individual behavior, group behavior and their interaction between
organizational structure and culture with the goal of improving
organizational effectiveness."’Organizational Behavior wants to
prescribe better ways to manage organizations. Several organizational
effectiveness components are profitability, growth, resource
acquisition, adaptability, innovation, productivity, customer/ client
satisfaction and employee satisfaction/commitment‘®.

In this thesis I am interested with two components such as job
satisfaction and organizational commitment. The purpose of the study
is to analyze the relationship between job satisfaction (and its

factors) and organizational commitment in several aspects.

1.Umstot, D., 1988, Understanding the Organizational Behavior. Second
Edition. West Publishing Company, St.Paul, pp.45-49.

2. Arnold, J.H., Feldman, C.D., 1986, Organizational Behavior. McGraw-Hill
Company, NewYork, pp.156-186



Job satisfaction and organizational commitment receive
considerable attention from industrial and organizational
psychologists, management scientists and sociologists. Three
thousands studies had been done on job satisfaction alone by the time
Locke prepared his study nearly 20 years ago. )

Much of the interest in analyzing job satisfaction and
organizational commitment stems concern for the ©behavioral
consequences that are hypothesized to result from job satisfaction
and/or organizational commitment.

Job satisfaction is defined as a pleasurable state resulting from
the appraisal of one’s job or job experience. Organizational
commitment on the other hand, is defined as an attitude about
employees’ loyalty to their organization and is an ongoing process
through which organizational participants express their concern for
the organization and its continued success and well-being.

First step of this thesis was literature survey of job satisfaction
and organizational commitment. After literature survey theoretical
framework was done and methodology used in this thesis will be
explained. Methodology part includes information about hypotheses
and questions, sampling definition, sampling method, sample size,
sample characteristics, job satisfaction questionnaire, organizational
commitment questionnaire, demographic information form and finally
analysis of data and methods used to analyze collected data. And final
section will be the results and discussion part.

The first purpose of this thesis was to analyze the relationship
between organizational commitment and factors of job satisfaction

such as the work itself, co-workers, promotion opportunities, pay,



supervision and also compare a scale of organizational commitment
and scale of job satisfaction in public and private sectors.

The second purpose, was to analyze several demographic factors
such as age, sex, marital status, education, occupation, total working
years, total years spent in a particular job which influence
organizational commitment.

Here, organizational commitment is a dependent variable, job
satisfaction is independent variable and demographic factors are
moderating variables. They were described in theoretical framework

section.

3. Locke, E., 1976, The Nature and Causes of Job Satisfaction. Handbook of
Industrial and Organizational Psychology, pp.1297-1340



1 LITERATURE SURVEY
1.1 ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
1.1.1 Historical Overview of Organizational Commitment

Employee commitment is a quite important concept in the field
of organizational and industrial psychology. First, it is assumed to be
a relatively stable employee attitude, and therefore, it may disclose
reliable linkages between attitudes and behavior. Secondly, it has
been empirically linked to a wide array of determinants and
consequences. The analysis of organizational commitment has also
very important implications for organizational life, and certainly
management must deal with this construct.®

It has also been suggested that commitment may represent one
useful indicator of the effectiveness of an organization."®’ According
to (), an organization must:

(1) induce its members to join and remain(participate),

(ii) motivate dependable role behavior, as prescribed by the

organization,

(iii) motivate spontaneous and innovative behaviors besides

from organizationally prescribed behaviors.

4. Koch, J.L., & Steers, R.M., 1976. Job attachment, satisfaction and turnover
among public employees. Technical Report, No.6, Office of Naval Research,
University of Oregon. Cited in R.M. Steers, 1977. Antecedents and outcomes of
organizational commitment. Administrative Sciences Quarterly, 22, 46-56.

5. Steers, R.M., 1977. The role of achievement motivation in job design. Journal
of Applied Psychology, 62, 472-479.

6. Katz, D. and Kahn, R.L., 1966. The social psychology of organizations.
NewYork, John Wiley and Sons.



These requirements are also described as the elements of the
organizational commitment. Therefore, it is assumed that
organizations whose members are strongly committed will have both
high participation and high production. In addition, it is more
probable that committed employees will engage in spontaneous and

innovative behaviors on behalf of the organization (7

A chronological chart of organizational commitment studies is

given below.

1956 Whyte He described the overcommitted man
name ‘organization man’ and stated his

possible dangers to the organization.

1958 March and Simon They adopted exchange model of

organizational commitment.

1960 Becker He proposed ‘the side-bet’ theory of
organizational commitment. - This
theory has been the basis for many

exchange based studies.

7. Angle, H.L. & Perry, J.L.;1981. An empirical assessment of organizational
effectiveness. Administrative Sciences Quarterly, 26, 1-13.Cited in J.P. Meyer,
S.V. Paunonen, I.R. Gellatly, D.N. Goffin & D.N. Jackson, 1989. Organizational
commitment and job performance. Journal of Applied Psychology, 74(1), 152-
156.



1961 Etzioni

1964 Lodahl

1966 Grusky

1967 Downs

1968 Mintzer

1970 Patchen

He 1s the first person making the
categorization of
involvement as: alienative, calculative

and moral.

He found that social involvement
affected organizational

commitment positively.

He studied education, gender and
commitment relationship.

He studied rewards and the realization
expectations and

their dangers to the organization.

He described the overcommitted
employees as ‘zealots’

and their dangers to the organization.

He found that utilitarian organizations
decreased their member’s level of

commitment.

He used the term organizational
identification to mean the organizational

commitment. He found group attitudes



1970 Schein

1971 Lee

1972 Hrebibiak

1972 Hall & Schneider

1974 Buchanan

towards the organization are related to
organizational commitment. He found
the same results for organizational

dependability and trust variables.

He stated that organizational
commitment is one of the
useful indicators of the effectiveness of

an organization.

He concluded that positive supervisor
subordinate interactions increased the

organizational commitment.

He adopted exchange commitment model.
Also he studied the gender and

commitment relationship.

They concluded that felt challenge and
responsibility offered by the task on
hand increased the organizational

commitment.

He adopted attitudinal model of



1974

1975

1975

1976

1977

1977

Mowday & Porter

Dubin

Steers

Steers

Steers

Salancik

organizational commitment. He stated
that the nature and quality of an
employees’ work experience during his
tenure on the organization is essential in
determining the level of organizational

commitment.

They studied performance and

commitment relationship.

He found that central life interests are

related to organizational commitment.

He stated commitment is an indicator of

the effectiveness of an organization.

He studied the relationship between the

turnover and organizational commitment.

He developed an organizational
commitment model. This is a longitudinal

model.

He concluded that communication
processes kept individual informed with
valued aspects of the organizational

commitment.



1978 Salancik & Pfeffer

1978 Kidron

1979 Mowday

1979 Mowday & McDade

1979 Gould

1980 Morris & Steers

They found that degree of control
exercised on employees by the
organization is related to organizational

commitment.

He found strong personal work ethic is

related to organizational commitment.

He also adopted the psychological
approach to the organizational

commitment.

They stated that information obtained
before employment begins is very
important in determining final level of

organizational commitment.

He used the term organizational
identification to mean the

organizational commitment.

They studied the effects of education on

determining organizational commitment.



1980 O’Reilly & Caldwell

1981 Rhodes & Steers

1981 Morris & Sherman

1981 Angle & Perry

1982 Mowday

1982 Morris & Sherman

1983 Morrow

They concluded that reason behind the
choice of that organization is important

in predicting later commitment level.

They examined the perceived pay equity

and the commitment relationship.

They studied the effects of need for
achievement, sense of competence and
higher order needs on organizational
commitment. Also they studied the
effects of age and tenure on

organizational commitment.

They stated that highly committed
employees are necessary for innovative
and spontaneous behavior. Also they
examined the age and tenure effects on

organizational commitment.

He developed a process model of

organizational commitment.

They adopted psychological approach to

the commitment.

He reviewed the commitment theory and

10



1983 Rusbult & Farrell

1984 Stumpf & Hartman

1986 O’Reilly & Chatman

1987 Randall

1989 DeCotiis & Summers

research.

They developed the investment model of
organizational
commitment. Their model is also as an

example of exchange approach.

They stated that final commitment of an
employee is predicted by pre-entry career

exploration behaviors.

They emphasized the internalization of
organization’s goals and values element
in organizational commitment

definition.

She stated the possible dangers of

overcommitted employees.
They developed a commitment model

based on psychological approach to the

commitment.

11



1.1.2 Meaning and Definition of Organizational Commitment

The human factor in organizations is an important subject to be
considered in order to understand how organizations work and how
the organization can become more productive and more successful. No
matter how good the structure of an organization is, how well the
organization is known in the business, the capacity and the attitudes
of individuals can influence and change the organization.

Even though it is very difficult to recruit and select the right
personnel, it is harder to keep these individuals in the organization
for a long period of time. In addition to economic factors, employees
have certain needs regarding work conditions and work experiences,
job satisfaction and other role-related variables, the structure of the
organization and their personal characteristics; and to meet these
needs is not so easy.

Still, there are many people who work in the same organization
for years, or even a lifetime. How do people or organizations succeed
in this? How can an organization keep employees from whom it
benefits so much? How can one be so satisfied that he or she does not
change the organization in which he or she works?

The answers to these questions could be ‘organizational
commitment’. Organizational commitment is a multifaceted and
complex concept, and therefore there are different views in
explaining what it is exactly. A number of definitions exist in the
literature, some being parallel views and some being more

comprehensive than others.

12



The concept of organizational commitment has been variably
and extensively defined and researched for several decades. With the
increased importance given to organizational commitment, there have
been considerable developments in terms of theory and research. ¥

Organizational commitment is best conceptualized as a complex
and multidimensional construct. According to Porter, Steers, Mowday
& Boulian®”commitment is “the strength of an individual’s
identification with and involvement in a particular organizatioh”.
Becker!”defined commitment differently as “coisistent lines of
activity because of the perceived cost of doing otherwise. In this
definition, activity refers to staying with the organization, and
perceived cost refers to the loss of attractive benefits, seniority and
the difficulties associated with looking for another job, in the face of
leaving the organization. Recently, Meyer and Allen®defined three
components of organizational commitment: (a) affective commitment
(refers to the definition of Porter et ai., 1974), (b) continuance
commitment (refers to definition of Becker, 1960) and (c) normative

commitment (refers to an obligation to remain in the organization).

8. Meyer, J.P., Allen, N.J. & Smith, C.A.,1993. Commitment to the
organizations and occupations: Extension and test of a three-component
conceptualization, Journal of Applied Psychology, 78, and 538-551.

9. Porter, L.W. , Steers, R.M., Mowday, R.T. & Boulian, P.V., 1974.
Organizational Commitment, Job Satisfaction and Turnover among psychiatric -
technicians. Journal of Applied Psychology, 59(5), 693-699.

10. Meyer, J.P., Paunonen, S.V., Gellatly, I.R., Goffin, R.D. & Jackson,
D.N.,1989.0rganizational commitment and job performance. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 74(1), 152-156.

13



Individuals with a strong affective commitment want to stay with the
organization because they are emotionally attached to their
organization, whereas employees with strong continuance commitment
have to stay with the organization because they need the benefit that
they get from the organization. Those with a strong normative
commitment stay with the organization since they feel an obligation
to remain in the organization because of the favours the organization
has done for them.

Commitment is often included as a variable in studies where it
is not the main purpose of the study, as well as studies that are
primarily focused on the development and consequences of
commitment. It is now accepted that commitment may have different
forms, therefore researchers should clearly state what form or forms
of commitment they are interested in.(8.Meyer, Allen &

Smith,1993:538-551.)

1.1.3 Various Forms of Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment has been defined and explained in
many ways. If the commitment literature has been reviewed
thoroughly, it can be seen that it is possible to place all these
definitions and explanations in two broad categories:

Behavioral versus Attitudinal commitment and

Psychological versus Calculative commitment.

14



1.1.3.1 Behavioral versus Attitudinal Commitment

Behavioral Commitment: The first approach is based on a
distinction made between behaviors and attitudes. Salancik and
Staw'!) state that behavior is the basis for commitment. According
to them, commitment is a behavior and results mainly from the
constraints on a worker’s ability to leave the organization and from
the choices binding the worker to the organization. The behavioral
approach does not view commitment as an attachment resulting from

shared values and goals of the worker and the organization.

Attitudinal Commitment: Attitudinal approach, on the other
hand, views commitment as a process by which an individual comes to
desire organizational membership and to identify with the goals and
values of the organization. According to Buchanan'®, commitment is
a partisan emotional devotion to the goals and values of an
organization (identification), to the individual role considering these
goals and values (involvement) and to the organization disregarding
any instrumental benefit to the individual. In this definition,
organizational identification and involvement terms are used. These
terms are sometimes used in place of organizational commitment

concept.

11. Salancik, G.R., 1977. Commitment and the control of organizational
behavior and belief. In B. Staw and G. Salancik(Eds). New Directions in
organizational behavior. Chicago: St. Clair Press, 1977, 1-59.

12. Buchanan, B.,1974. Building organizational commitment: The socialization
of managers in work conditions. Administrative Sciences Quarterly, 19, 533-
546.
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Organizational identification refers to the interests and goals shared
with the other members of the organization, a feeling of
belongingness to the organization, and a loyalty component whereby
the individual supports and defends the goals and policies of the
organization (Patchen, 1970). Organizational involvement, on the
other hand, is the willingness of a person to engage in activities
which are consistent with and supporting the objectives of the
organization, and characterized by a desire to maintain membership,
job involvement, and a congruency between the individual’s values
and the policies and goals of the organization (Gould, 1979). These
concepts should be thought as the dimensions of organizational
commitment and not be used instead of it. Porter and his colleagues
also followed the attitudinal approach (1974) and suggested that
commitment has three components:

(1) a strong belief in and acceptance of the goals of the

organization,
(11) a willingness to exert considerable effort on behalf of the
organization,

(iii) a definite desire to maintain organizational membership.

Many research conducted between 1970 and 1974 are based on this

approach.
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1.1.3.2 Psychological versus Calculative Commitment.

Calculative commitment: The second approach is based on a
distinction made between calculative (instrumental or exchange
based) commitment ('*-'* and psychological (or moral) commitment .
(Buchanan,1974:533-546) Etzioni (1961) first made this type of
distinction. He identified three types of commitment: calculative,
moral and alienative. Alienative type of commitment is the least
relevant item to the subject of organizational commitment, because it
results from coercive control and/or entrapment casing continued
membership. This is not the type of commitment as defined by
loyalty, a desire to remain, and so forth. Calculative (instrumental or
exchange) and moral (psychological) types of commitment have been
very influential in organizational commitment theory and research.

According to calculative commitment, organization and its
members are in an exchange relationship.

Each of them makes certain demands on the other and provides
something in return. In other words, calculative commitment is a

utilitarian gain from the employment relationship;

13. Etzioni, A.,1975. A comparative analysis of complex organizations.
NewYork: Free Press. Cited in J.P. Meyer & N.J. Allen,1991. A three-
component conceptualization of organizational commitment. Human Reésource
Management Review, 1, 61-98.

14. Hrebiniak, L.G., Alutto, J.A.,1972. Personal and role-related factors in the
development of organizational commitment. Academy of Management Journal,
17, 649-662.

17



the organization provides inducements to the employees; and in
return, gets contributions from the employees .('*1617)

Farrell and Rusbult’s (1981) investment model is also an
example of calculative approach. According to them, commitment is a
function of job rewards, job costs, and size of the investments and the
quality of alternatives. In other words, all these parameters determine

the degree of commitment.

Psychological commitment: the employece can define it as a
non-instrumental, affective loyalty to the firm. Here, commitment
refers to identification with the company goals and policies, and even
internalization of these goals. (Angle & Perry,1981:152-156) It
occurs as a result of the internalization of the organizational values,
and is relatively independent from inducement or reward levels. It
should be noticed that identification occurs when an individual
accepts influence for establishing or maintaining a satisfying
relationship and may feel proud to be a member of the organization.

He respects its values without adopting them as his own.

15. Marsh, J. & Simon, H.,1958. Organizations. NewYork: Wiley. Cited in
reichers,1985. A review and reconceptualization of organizational commitment.
Academy of Management review,10(3),465-476.

16. Morris, J.H. & Sherman, J.D.,1981. Generalizability of an organizational
commitment model. Academy of Management Journal, 24, 50-57.

17. Stevens, J.M., Beyer, J.M. & Trice, H.M.,1978. Assessing personal role and
organizational predictors of managerial commitment. Academy of Management
Journal, 21, 380-396.
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But in case of internalization, values of the individual and the
organization are the same. These concepts should not be confused
with compliance, which means adoption of attitudes and behaviors
simply to gain specific rewards, not because of shared beliefs.!!®
stated that organizational commitment refers to the extent to which an
individual accepts and adopts the goals and values of an organization
and perceives his/her organizational role in terms of its contribution
to these goals and values, without calculating any tangible (material)
gains of his/her own benefits, whereas calculative commitment is
based on calculation of material gains, such as job rewards and
money. If the definitions of attitudinal and psychological commitment
are examined, it can be seen that there is no difference between them
and they are just a part of two different approaches for classifying

organizational commitment definitions.

1.1.4 Consequences of Organizational Commitment

Researchers have focused on organizational commitment for
several reasons:
() committed workers contribute to innovations and creativity '*)
(2) committed workers are willing to work more to serve their

organization, contributing to greater effectiveness in there

organizations *%;

18. DeCotiis, T.A. & Summers, T.P., 1987. A path analysis of the antecedents
and consequences of organizational commitment. Human Relations, 40, 445-470.
19. Aven, A.F., Parker, B. & McEvoy, G.M.,1993. Gender and attitudinal
commitment of organizations: A meta-analysis. Journal of Business Research,
26(1), 63-74.

20. Osiroff, C.,1992. Relationship between satisfaction and performance: An
organizational level analysis. Journal of Applied Psychology, 77(1), 963,974,
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(3) committed employees perform better *!);

(4) commitment predicts turnover which is very costly issue for

organizations.(Porter, Steers, Mowday & Boulian, 1974:693-699)

It has been found that commitment has a significant negative
correlation with performance.(22’23’24)Organizational commitment
correlates negatively with absenteeism and tardiness, which also
influences the decrease of performance. Withdrawal, which correlates
negatively with organizational commitment, is another consequence
found by both Wiener and Vardi, (1980) and Blau (1986).

Since turnover is costly to an organization, this relation has
been studied thoroughly. A negative relation between organizational

commitment and turnover was found by Porter, Smith, Mowday and

(9)

Boulian , where the more committed the employee is, the less

turnover the organization has. This findings was supported by Allen
& Meyer, Angle & Perry, Aven, Parker and McEvoy, Koch & Steers,
Mathieu & Zajac, Reichers and Steers.*>)

21. Jaush, L.R., Glueck, W.F.;1978. Organizational Loyalty, professional
commitment, and academic research productivity. Academy of Management
Journal, 21, 84-92.

22. Reichers, A.E.,1985. A review and reconceptualization of organizational
commitment. Academy of Management Review, 10(3), 465-476.

23. Wiener,Y. & Vardi,Y.,1980. Relationships between organization and career
commitments and work outcomes. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance, 26, 81-96.

24. Allen,N.J. & Meyer, J.P.,1990. The measurement and antecedents of
affective, continuance and normative commitment. Journal of Occupational
Psychology, 63, 1-18.

25. Mathieu,J.E. & Zajac,D.M.,1990. A review of and meta-analysis of the
antecedents, correlates and consequences of organizational commitment.
Psychological Bulletin, 108, 171-194.
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In Japan, Marsh and Mannari®®found fewer turnovers than in
the United States and they explained this on the basis of the fact that
there is more hierarchical authority in Japanese companies. In these
companies, due to high hierarchical authority, there is a better change
of promotion; there is better bonus and regular pay and this lead to
more commitment as well.

Steers (1977) found that low level of organizational
commitment is an antecedent of the intention to leave the company.
(Angle & Perry, 1981:152-156) Arnold and Feldman (1982), Michels and
Spector (1982) and Stumpf and Hartman (1984) support this with their
findings of a negative relationship between organizational
commitment and intention to leave.?”:2% Begley and Czajka (1993)
and Lee and Mowday (1987) also support these findings.*”) In a study
conducted in Japan, Marsh and Mannari (1977) found that employees
with low organizational commitment have more intention to leave the
organization. In all of these studies, intention to leave has been
measured through two different questions 'Do you intend to leave the
organization in which you work?" and ‘Are you looking for
alternative jobs?'.The Organizational Commitment Questionnaire
developed by Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian (1974) has been
used to measure the degree of organizational commitment.

26. Marsh,R.M. & Mannari,H.,1977. Organizational commitment and turnover: A
prediction study. Administrative sciences Quarterly, 22, 57-75.

27. Michaels,C.E. & Spector,P.E.,1982. Causes of employee turnover: a test of
the Mobley, Griffith, Hand and Meglino model. Journal of Applied Psychology,
g;’ ;?L-lrsngp.f,S.A. & Hartman,K.,1984.Individual exploration to organizational
commitment withdrawal. Academy of Management Journal,27, 308-329.

29. Begley,T.M. & Czajka,J.M.,1993. Panel analysis of the moderating effects

of commitment on job satisfaction, intent to quit and health following
organizational change.. Journal of Applied Psychology, 78(4), 552-556.
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As a summary of all the above findings, it can be said that
organizational commitment influences organizations in two ways:
Benefiting more from employees because of their presence-they
perform better and contribute more than individuals who are not

committed, and not losing a such good employee.

1.1.5 Theories of Organizational Commitment

The definition given by Porter and Smith (1970) is the one
which has been accepted as ‘the’ definition (Reichers,rl985) and it
has been used in more than 90 published studies (Mathieu & Zajac,
1990).%% According to this view, organizational corﬁmitment is an
identification with and involvement in the organization, characterized
by the internalization of values and goals of the organization, a
willingness to work extra hard on behalf of the organization, and a
strong desire to remain in the organization.

Meyer presents an Allen (1991 who defined commitment in
terms of three separate themes an alternative view an Allen (1991)
who defined commitment in terms of three separate themes. They
distinguished between commitment as an attachment based on the cost
of leaving the organization (continuance commitment), as an
emotional attachment and identification with and involvement in the
organization (affective commitment), and a feeling of obligation to
stay in the organization (normative commitment).

30. Porter,L.W. & Smith,F.J.,1970. The etiology of commitment and managerial
turnover. Unpublished manuscript. University of California at Irvine. Cited in

H.L. Angle & M.B. Lawson,1993. Changes in affective and continuance
commitment in times of relocation. Journal of Business research, 26(1), 3-15.
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They suggest that continuance commitment develop due to the number
and amount of investments made in the organization, like pension
contribution or the degree to which employees have employment
alternatives. An economic rationale is the basis of continuance
commitment. Affective commitment develops due to work
experiences, which increase the employee’s feeling of challenge and
comfort in the organization. Normative commitment develops due to
early socialization experiences and other experiences and other
experiences taking place after entering the organization.

These components of organizational commitment are related
with one another such that affective and normative commitment and
normative and continuance commitment correlate positively, and
affective and continuance commitment correlate negatively.(Meyer,
Allen & Smith, 1993:538-551; Allen & Meyer, 1990:1-18)

There 1s a similarity between affective commitment and Porter
and Smith’s (1970) definition. A correlation of 0.83 was also found
between this concepts. Although this reinforces the emotional
components of Allen and Meyer’s definition, the rest of their theory
has not received support. For example, Angle and Lawson (1993) have
criticized the idea of normative commitment, stating that this is a
factor causing commitment and not a type of it.C!

Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982) propose another definition.
They distinguish between behavioral commitment, which is persistent
behavior and attitude and attitudinal commitment, which is an

attachment to the social system.

31. Angle,H.L. & Lawson,M.B.,1993. Changes in affective and continuance
commitment in times of relocation. Journal of Business Research, 26(1), 152-56.
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The concept of attitudinal commitment is similar to the definition of
Porter and Smith. The behavioral component is more attributional and
is due to the consequences of an individual’s behavioral acts.
Mowday et al. (1982) believes that there is a reciprocal relationship
between these, where attitude forms behavior and behavior reinforces
attitude.

The basis for behavioral commitment according to Salancik
(1977) is that overt and volitional acts can not be denied and that this
causes more commitment because people do it in public. .(Salavncik,
1977:1-59) The finding that commitment has an attributional

(32) is the basis of attributional commitment.

nature

Other theories of organizational commitment which are
presented below are only theoretical and they have not been used in
any research. However, as they suggest guidelines to this concept,
brief descriptions are given.

According to organizational theory, organizations are made of
coalitions and constituencies; therefore there are different goals and
values. This suggests that organizational commitment can not be
formed through one goal but that there should be multiple
commitments to the organization. Accordingly, people related to an
organization should be divided into groups sharing the same objective
in order to be studied. March and Simon (1958) stated that

organizational meaning is provided through a dominant group which

is usually composed of managers. (Marsh & Simon,1958:465-476)

32. O’Reilly,C.A. & Caldwell,D.F.,1980. The commitment and job tenure of
employees: Some evidence of post-decisional justification. Administrative
Sciences Quarterly, 26, 597-616.
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Besides organizational theory, reference group theory and role
theory also suggest multiple commitments to multiple constituencies,
however all research done until now has shown consistent results in

defining commitment ‘globally’.

1.1.6 Antecedents of Organizational Commitment

As organizational commitment became an important issue, more
research was done to find the determinants of the phenomenon.
Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982) defined these antecedents in terms
of five components: personal characteristic, role-related variables,
work experiences, structural factors and cultural factors. Findings
related to each of these components are summarized in the following

sections.®3)

1.1.6.1 Personal Factors

Personal factors that relate to organizational commitment are
stated to be age, gender, tenure, educational level, and race and
personality traits. DeCotiis and Summers (1987), Hrebiniak (1974),
Lee (1971) and Sheldon (1971) all found that age is an antecedent

condition of organizational commitment.*:3%

33. Mowday,R.T., Porter,L.W. & Steers,R.M.,1982. Employee organization
linkages. SanDiego, CA: Academic Press.

34. Sheldon,M.E.,1971. Investments and involvements as mechanism producing
commitment to the organization. Administrative Sciences Quarterly, 16,143-150.
35. Lee,J.M.,1971. An . empirical analysis of organizational identification.
Academy Management Journal,14, 213-226.
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In the study conducted by Luthans, McCaul and Dodd(1985) age
was found to have a consistent positive relation with organizational
commitment, as in previous studies.®® Allen & Meyer (1993) found
that affective commitment correlated positively with age and the
reasons suggested for this relation were that older employees are
more mature, they have better explanations for the experiences lived;
also generational differences were posited.( Allen & Meyer,1990:1-18) In
China, Mobley and Hwang (1982) and Near (1989) found that the
stronger predictors of organizational commitment are age and gender,
and in Japan both Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985) and Near (1989)

(37,38,39)

found the same results. A contradictory finding that age

correlates significantly negatively with organizational commitment is
found by Marsh and Mannari (1977).

Steers (1977) fourtd a negative correlation between education
and organizational commitment and he suggested that this could be
due to more educated people being harder to satisfy. (Steers, 1977:472-
479)

36. Luthans,F., McCaul,H.S. & Dodd, N.G.,1985. Organizational Commitment. A
comparison of americani Japanese and Korean employees. Academy of
Management Journal, 28(1), 213-219.

37. Lincoln,J.R. & Kalleberg,A.L.,1985. Work organization and workforce
commitment: A study of plants and employees in U.S. and Japan. American
Sociological review, 50, 738-760.

38. Mobley,W.H. & Hwang,K.K.,1982.Personal, role, structural, alternative and
affective correlates of organizational commitment. ONR technical Report No:2,
Department of Management, Texas AM University.

39. Near,J.P.,1989. Organizational Commitment among Japanese and U.S.
workers. Organization Studies, 10(3), 281-300.
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Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985) who support this finding, add that more
educated people have more expectations which can be harder to
satisfy. Marsh and Mannari (1977) found by Koch, and Steers (1978);
Angle and Perry (1981); Morris and Sherman (1981); and in Japan the
same result.

There are two conflicting theories on the influence of gender on
organizational commitment. The gender model suggests that women
accept housework as the main source of identity and therefore they
have a different orientation towards work than men and they less
committed than men. Aranya, Kusnir and Valency (1986) found that
women are less committed than then.“® A related findings that
women leave work more (Marsh & Mannari, 1977) could be due to
this fact, although there are many other plausible explanations for
women’s turnover.

The job model suggests that since women suffer from
discrimination they are more committed once at work. Alvi and
Ahmed (1987) in their study in Pakistan found that women were more
committed than men.“*" Also Angle and Perry (1981) state that
females enjoy less interorganizational mobility and therefore are
more restricted to their present organization. This view says that
gender alone has no effect but the work experience is the reason.
Mowday et al. (1982) report four studies where women are more

attitudinally committed.

40. Aranya,N., Kushnir,T. & Valency,A.,1986. Organizational Commitment in a
male dominated profession. Human Relations, 35{(5), 433-448.

41. Alvi,S.A. & Ahmed,S.W.,1987. Assessing organizational commitment in a
developing country: Pakistan. A case study. Human Relations, 40, 267-280.
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In contradiction to these findings, Aven, Parker and Mcevoy
(1993) found no gender differences with respect to attitudinal
commitment. They suggested that if organizations provided equitable
opportunities to both genders they might have gotten similar degrees
of commitment from both genders. They also suggest that there may
be moderators like job satisfaction, role states, leader behavior,
organizational characteristics and age. Burning and Syneder (1983),
Cromie (1981), Fry and Grensfeld (1980), and Stevens Beyer and
Trice (1987) also found that gender is not related to organizationai
commitment,(*2-43-44)

Tenure, the length of time in the job, has been found to have a
consistent positive relation with organizationai commitment
(Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1973; Lee, 1971; Sheldon, 1971; Luthans,
McCaul & Dodd, 1985). Allen & Meyer (1993) found that affective
commitment correlated positively with tenure and they suggested that
this effect may be due to attaining a better position in time, which
satisfies the person, or maybe the less committed employees leave the
organization and therefore people with longer tenure and more
committed. In the same study it was also found that affective
commitment declines after the first year and they reasoned that it
could be due to having higher expectations after working for a certain
period of time.

42. Burning,N.S. & Syneder,R.A.,1983. Sex and the position as predictors of
organizational commitment. Academy Management Journal, 26, 485-491.

43. Cromie,S.,1981. Woman as managers in Northern Ireland. Journal of
Occupational Psychology, 54, 87-91.

44. Fry,L.W. & Grensfeld,S.,1980. An examination of attitudinal differences

between policewoman and policemen. Cited in N.Aranya, T.Kushnir & A. :
Valancy (1986). Human relations,39(5), 61-81.
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Buchanan (1974) following previous research proposed a model
of how tenure is related to forming organizational commitment. In his
model, during the first year, the employee has the question of safety
and adjusting to demands in mind. Therefore guiding and reassuring
him is important. Other important factors that he presents are
fulfilling the employees’ expectations (Grusky, 1966), not making
him feeling threatened, and stimulating and challenging work."*) The
hypothesis that if an employee’s first assigned work is unchallenging,
the person develops an unfavourable attitude towards the organization
and is less committed, is supported by Witt (1993).¢*®)

In the second to fourth years, the employee is concerned to
increase his or her organizational status and he or she has a fear of
failure. An expectation of loyalty to the organization from the
organization increases the commitment. After the fifth year comes the
maturity stage, where making organizational decisions increases
organizational commitment.

Employees with short-term tenure are found to have more
reward commitment and employees with long-term tenure have more
norm-based commitment (Butler & Vodanovich 1993). In the same
study it was also found that external commitment has a negative

correlation with tenure.*”

45. Grusky,0.,1966. Career mobility and organizational commitment.
Administrative Sciences Quarterly,10, 488-503.

46. Witt,L.A.,1993. Reactions to work assignment as predictors of occupational
commitment. Journal Business Research, 26(1), 17-30.

47. Butler,G. & Vodanovich,S.J.,;1991. The relation between work values and
normative and instrumental commitment. The Journal of Psychology,126(2),
139-146.

29



Gregersen (1993) found that only people with tenure of 2-8
years show a relation between organizational commitment and extra
role behavior, which is not a requirement of the job but an act on
which the organization depends. Actions like employee suggestions to
improve work environment or overtime to finish work are beneficial
for organizations. These acts may be continuing after eight years, but
probably it is not related to the individual commitment anymore.*®

Identification (Begley & Czajka, 1993) and achievement
motivation are other personality factors, which highly positively
correlate with organizational commitment (Morris & Syneder, 1979;
Steers & Spencer, 1977).4%) Another factor found by Brooke, Rousell
and Price (1987) is that family responsibility has a positive relation
with organizational commitment.

Although there are contradictory findings, to sum up, it can be
stated that age, gender, education, tenure and personality traits are

personal factors influencing the organizational commitment.

48. Gregersen,H.B.,1993. Multiple commitments at work and extrarole behavior
during three stages of organizational tenure. Journal of Business Research,
26(1), 31-48.

49. Steers,R.M. & Spencer,D.G.,1977. The role of achievement motivation in
job design. Journal of Applied Psychology, 62, 472-479.
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1.1.6.2 Role Related Factors

Role related variables like role ambiguity and role conflict
correlate negatively with organizational commitment (Begley &
Czajka, 1993; DeCotiis and Summers, 1987; Hrebiniak and Alutto,
1972; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990; Stevens, Beyer and Trice, 1978).
Allen and Meyer (1990) found that role clarity and freedom from
conflict correlate positively with organizational commitment, and this
finding is supported by Glison and Durick (1988); and Podsakoff,
Williams and Todor (1986).°Y Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972') found
that role stress is another factor relating negatively to organizational
commitment and Morris and Sherman (1981) support this finding. A
contradictory finding is that although indirect, role strain has a
positive, and training within the company has a negative effect on
organizational commitment (Mathieu, 1991).

In the light of the above findings, it can be concluded those role
ambiguities; conflicts and the stress caused by these uncertainties
influence the degree of organizational commitment. (Mathieu & Zajac,

1990:171-194)

50. Podsakoff, P.M., Williams, L.J. & Todor, W.D., 1986. Effects of
organizational formalization alienation among professionals and
nonprofessionals. Academy of Management Journal, 29. 820-831.
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1.1.6.3 Work Experiences

Mathieu (1991) found that commitment reciprocally related with
satisfaction and the effect of satisfaction on commitment was more
than the reverse. °!) Mathiew and Farr (1991) sampled different
employee populations and found that satisfaction and commitment
correlate highly. % In many studies, like those by Hrebiniak and
Alutto (1972); Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian (1974); Price and
Mueller (1986); William and Hazer (1986); Mathieu (1988); Mathieu
and Harnel (1989); it was found that job satisfaction precedes job
commitment causally. (°4:3%) However, Bateman and Strasser (1984)
found that job satisfaction is a consequence of commitment. In Japan,
Marsh and Mannari found that 11% of the variance in organizational
commitment was explained by job satisfaction, employee cohesiveness
perceived job autonomy and organizational status.®®®

It has been suggested that employees have distinct commitments
to top management, supervisors, coworkers and customers and that
these correlate positively with organizational commitment.

51. Mathieu,J.E.,1991. A cross level nonrecursive model of the antecedents of
organizational commitment and satisfaction. Journal of Applied Psychology,
76(5), 607-618.

52. Mathieu,J.E. & Farr,J.L.,1991. Further evidence for the discriminant
validity of measures of organizational commitment, job involvement and job
satisfaction. Journal of applied Psychology,76(5), 607-618.

53. Bateman,T.S. & Strasser,S.,1984. Longitudinal analysis of the antecedents
of organizational commitment. Academy of Management Journal, 27, 95-112.
54. William,L.J. & Hazer,J.T.,1986. Antecedents and consequences of
satisfaction and commitment in turnover models. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 76(5) ,607-618.

55. Price,J.L. & Mueller,C.W.,1986. Absenteeism and turnover among hospital
employees. Greenwich, CT: JAI Press Inc.
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Gregersen (1993) found that immediate supervisors, coworkers and
customers are sources of commitment after the first two years, while
the relation with top management was not clear.

Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982) found that the antecedents of
commitment were the job itself and work experiences measured by job
scope and job stress and the treatment of employee measured by pay
equity, supervisory quality and social involvement. Begley and
Czajka (1993) found that work experience like the degree of job
challenge and side benefits were antecedents of commitmecnt. Witt
(1993) supported previoﬁs findings that early work experience relates
to later commitment (Pierce & Dunham, 1987) and that fairness
affects commitment (Konovsky, Folger and Cropanzano, 1987).036:57
Morrow (1983) found that job attachment, job involvement and career
satisfaction relate to commitment.*®

As a summary, even though the direction of the relation is not
clear, satisfaction, the job stress, job scope, the treatment of the

employee and other characteristics of the job are closely related with

organizational commitment.

56.Pierce,J.L. & Dunham,R.B., 1987. Organizational Commitment:
Preemployment propensity and initial work experiences. Journal of Management,
13, 163-178.

57. Konovsky,M., Folger,R. & Cropanzano,R.,1987. Relative effects of
procedural and distributive justice on employee attitudes. Representative
Research in Social Psychology, 17, 15-24.

58. Morrow,P.C. & McElroy,J.C.,1987. Work commitment and job satisfaction
over three career stages. Journal of Vocational Behavior,30, 330-346.
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1.1.6.4 Structural Factors

The structural variables that are found to be positively related
with organizational commitment are decentralization of decision
making (Brook, Russel and Price, 1988; Morris and Steers, 1980) and
formalization of policy and procedure (Morris and Steers, 1980;
Podsakoff).°?:®) DeCotiis and Summers (1987) supported the
previous findings that centralization correlated negatively with
organizational commitment. Steers (1977) found that organizations,
which are perceived to be high in autonomy, have higher levels of
commitment.

Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985) suggest that organizational
structure elicits organizational commitment, and that in organizations
where there is highly differentiated authority and status hierarchy
there will be more commitment because this feature creates promotion
opportunities (Edwards, 1979; Nakane, 1970).v This finding is
supported by Marsh and Mannari (1977).¢1:62

59. Brooke,P.P., Russell,D.W. & Price, J.L.,1987. Discriminant validation of
measures of job satisfaction, job involvement and organizational commitment.
Journal of Applied Psychology, 73(2), 139-145.

60. Morris,J.H. & Steers,R.M.,1981. Generalizability of an organizational
commitment model. Academy of Management Journal, 24, 512-526.

61. Edwards,R.T.,1979. Contested terrain .NewYork: Basic Books.
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The type of control used on employees is related to
organizational commitment (Etzioni, 1975; Salancik 1977; Salancik
and Preffer, 1978). Mintzer (1968) found that employees from
coercive organizations are least committed, those from utilitarian
organizations are committed and those from normative organizations
are the most committed.®® Etzioni (1975) supported that employees
of utilitarian organizations are less committed than those of
normative organizations.

To conclude from the above findings, making the employees feel
more a part of the decisions and giving them more autonomy could

lead to increased organizational commitment.

1.1.6.5 Cultural Factors

As culture deeply influences management ideas and practice,
studies were conducted in different countries with different cultures.
In a meta-analysis of twenty-seven studies conducted in different
countries (Randall,1993), personal characteristics like age, tenure,
gender and education were found to be highly significant in
determining organizational commitment in England, Israel, although
they were insignificant in Canada. The relation of participation and
peer cohesion with commitment was consistent in all countries

studied. ¢

63. Mintzer,M.,1968. An investigation of the relationship of prestige,
compliance patterns and dogmatism to interpersonal perception of esteem in the
chain of command of a formal organization. Unpublished Doctoral dissertation.
Ernory University.

64. Randall,D.M.,1993. Cross-cultural research on organizational commitment:
A review and application of Hofstede’s Value Survey Module. Journal of
Business Research, 26(1), 91-110.
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The relation of job satisfaction and organizational commitment was
inconsistent, since in some studies job satisfaction was found to be
the antecedent of commitment while in others it was found to be the
consequence of commitment. The type of organization and ownership
of firm, role clarity and role ambiguity, employment opportunities
and attitude of family and friends were not to found to determine
organizational commitment.

Some studies conducted in this field studied cultural differences
by means of Hofstede’s Value Survey Model. This model studies
culture in terms of power distance, uncertainly avoidance,
masculinity versus femininity and collectivism versus individualism.
Power distance indicates how equality and inequality are perceived in
the society. Uncertainty avoidance is the lack of tolerance for
ambiguity and uncertainty and taking action to reduce them.
Masculinity means emphasis on goals like assertiveness, recognition
and earnings. Individualism signifies emotional independence from
the organization and collectivism signifies owing loyalty to the
organization.

Individualism and collectivism are relevant to organizational
commitment because cultural values influence individual values. It
may be that employees from collectivistic cultures have more
commitment to their organization due to their ties with managers,
owners or coworkers while employees from individualistic cultures
have commitment due to their job or compensation (Boyacigiller,
Adler, 1991). Randall (1993) found that commitment is less in

collectivistic cultures.
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High uncertainty avoidance cultures have less tolerance for
ambiguity and therefore organizations may try to decrease internal
uncertainty by rules. In cultures with high uncertainty avoidance
there may be high affective commitment because loyalty to the
employer is seen as a virtue (Hofstede, 1980). However Randall
(1993) found that people with less uncertainty avoidance had higher
commitment than in cultures with high uncertainty avoidance, which
conflicts with Hofstede’s predictions.®>

Although it was suggested that high masculinity, leads to morc
calculational involvement due to an interest in earnings,
advancement, assertiveness and high femininity leads to more
affective commitment due to nurturance interests like cooperation,
atmosphere and manager-subordinate relations, the relation of
organizational commitment with masculinity and femininity was not
clear in Randall’s (1993) study.

In high power distance cultures, employees believe in inequality
and superiors are seen as unattainable. The organization is more
centralized and therefore there is less affective commitment. Randall
(1993) also found that cultures with less power distance have higher
commitment. This is parallel to previously mentioned studies of
Brook, Russel and Price (1988), Morris and Steers (1980) and
DeCotiis and Summers (1987).

65. Hofstede,G.,1980a. Culture’s consequences: International differences in
work-related values. Sage, Beverly Hills. Cited in D.M. Randall (1993). Cross
cultural research on organizational commitment. Journal of Business Research,
26(1), 91-110.
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1.1.7 Importance of Organizational Commitment

Employee commitment is quite important in the field of
organizational and industrial psychology. First, it is assumed to be
relatively stable employee attitude and therefore it may disclose
reliable linkages between attitude and behavior. Secondly, it has been
empirically linked to a wide array of determinants and consequences.

The analysis of organizational commitment has also very
important implications for organizational life, and certainly
management must deal with this construct. Also, it is often a better
predictor of turnover than job satisfaction (Koch and Steers, 1976;
Porter, 1974). Findings of Mowday, Porter and Dubin (1974) suggest
that highly committed employees may perform better than less
committed ones.‘*® It has also been suggested that commitment may
represent one useful indicator of the effectiveness of an organization
(Yildiz, Y, 1993).(67)

Acco‘rding to Katz (1964) an organization must:

(i) induce its members to join and remain (participate),

(ii) motivate dependable role behavior, as prescribed by the
organization,

(iii1) motivate spontaneous and innovative behaviors besides from

organizationally prescribed behaviors.

66. Mowday,R.T., Porter,L.W. & Dubin,R.,1974. Unit Performance, situational
factors, and employee attitudes in spatially separated work units.
Organizational behavior and Human Performance,12, 231-248.

67. Yildiz,Y.,1993. A study of the relationship between organizational climate
and organizational commitment. Unpublished Master Thesis, Marmara
University, Istanbul.
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These requirements are also described as the elements of the
organizational commitment. Therefore, it is assumed that
organizations whose members are strongly committed will have both
high participation and high production. In addition, it is more
probable that committed employees will engage in spontaneous and
innovative behaviors on behalf of the organization (Yildiz,Y.,1993).

People who are committed to the organization will be major
assets when compared to those who are not. Japanese employees
certainly show a high degree of orgamnizational commitment. In fact,
this was seen as a major competitive advantage for Japanese
organizations (Umstot, 1988).

Outcomes of organizational commitment such as job
satisfaction, attendance, turnover, loyalty, job related effort are
important and effort must be expanded to improve and maintain high
levels of organizational commitment (Umstot, 1988).

High levels of employee commitment are generally viewed as a
positive factor for both individuals and organization (Mowday, Porter
and Steers, 1982; Simon, 1976; Stevens, Bejer and Trice, 1978).
Highly committed employees provide the organization with a secure
and stable workforce (Steers, 1977). Due to their devotion, highly
committed employees willingly accept the organization’s demands for
greater production (Etzioni, 1975). Thus, the organization is assured
of high levels of performance and task completion (Mowday, Porter,
Dubin, 1974). Positive consequences for the organization also include
longer tenure (Mowday, 1982), limited intention to quit the job

(Steers, 1977), limited subsequent turnover .(S‘tumpf and Hartman,
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1984) and greater job satisfaction (Hall and Schneider, 1972; Porter,
1974). (63:69)

1.2 JOB SATISFACTION
1.2.1 Historical Overview of Job Satisfaction

The fist intensive study of job satisfaction was published by
Hoppock in 1935(cited in Dunette, 1976).7" He used samples which
included most employed adults in one small town and 500 school
teachers from several communities. Hoppock study included several
factors that could affect job satisfaction such as fatigue, monotony,
working conditions, supervision and achievement. The Howthorne
studies rather than Hoppock’s, shaped the research in the area for the
next two decades. The growth of this work in World War II resulted
“Human Relations” movement. This view emphasized the importance
of the supervisor and the work group in determining employee
satisfaction and productivity. The “Human Relations” movement was

influential in the late 1950°s and 1960’s.

68. Stumph,S.A. & Hartman,K.,1984. Individual exploration to organizational
commitment withdrawal. Academy of Management Journal, 27, 308-329.

69. Hall,D.T. & Nougaim,K.E., 1968. An examination of Maslow’s need
hierarchy in an organizational setting. Organizational Behavior and Human
Performance,3. 12-35.

70. Dunnette,M.D.,1976. Handbook of Industrial and organizational Psychology,
Chicago: Rand McNally College Publishing Company, pp.110-125.
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Herzberg, Mayner and Snyderman published a monograph in
1959 and this publication started a new trend, which refocused
attention on the work itself. This new trend suggested that allowing
individuals enough responsibility to enable them to grow mentally
could only provide real satisfaction with the job. (Herzberg, Mausner
and Snyderman, 1959).C7"

There has been considerable research aimed at determining the
Job characteristics that are related to job satisfaction.

Gurin, Veroff and Feld (1960) (cited in Katz and Kahn, 1966)
have done a study based upon a national sample of the US population.
They have found that the greatest amount of job satisfaction occurs
among professional, technical and managerial personnel and that the
least amount of satisfaction occurs among unskilled workers. Forty-
two percent of people employed in professional-technical occupations
reported that they were very satisfied with their jobs, while only
thirteen percent of the unskilled workers said they were satisfied with
their jobs.

Porter (1963) conducted a study with 2000 managers and asked
them to what extend their needs (physiological, safety, social,
esteem, self-actualization ) were satisfied. Holding age constant,
respondents were classified into five managerial levels: (1)
presidents, (2) vice-presidents, (3) upper-middle managers, (4) lower-

middle managers, (5) lower managers.

71. Herzberg,F., Mausner,B. & Snyderman,B.,1959. The motivation work,
NewYork: Wiley.
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Findings showed that satisfaction of self-actualization needs
increased as the level of management increased; whereas security and
social need satisfaction was high and relatively constant across all
levels of management. One can easily conclude that the high
satisfaction found in high-occupation levels is probably due to
greater opportunity to satisfy the esteem, autonomy and self-
actualization needs and also because people at higher levels have
their basic needs satisfied already. |

In another study done by Davis Weiss, England and Lofquist
(1966), 1430 employees were interviewed. Findings showed that at -
higher occupational levels “intrinsic” job factors such as
responsibility and achievement were more valued, as opposed to the
“extrinsic” factors such as salary and working conditions being more
valued at lower occupational levels.

Centers and Bugental (1966) conducted a study with working
adults of an urban area, where the subjects were asked to rank six
factors in terms of their importance in keeping them in their present
jobs. They found that for the white-collar workers interesting work,
use of skills and intrinsic satisfaction were ranked as the first three
factors; whereas the blue-collar workers ranked salary co-workers and

security as the first three factors (cited in Bass and Barrett, 1972).
(72)

72. Bass,B.M., & Barrett,G.V.,1972. Man work and organizations. Boston:Allyn
and Bacon. '
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In 1971 Armstrong did yet another similar study (cited in
Locke, 1973) with engineers and assembly-line workers. He found
that engineers ranked intrinsic factors higher than extrinsic factors;
while assembly-line workers ranked extrinsic factors like salary and
security highest.

In another study done by Harris and Locke (1974) white-collar
and blue-collar employees were asked to describe the factors causing
satisfaction and dissatisfaction on the job. They also found that
white-collar employees were more likely to dcrive satisfaction from
achievement whereas blue-collar employees derived satisfaction
through salary.

Carrell and Elbert (1974) have done a study of job satisfaction’
among postal clerks. They have found that those clerks with higher
occupational levels were more satisfied than those at lower levels.

In 1981k, Bergman has done a study with 1158 managers from
three organizations. The aim of the study was to examine the
interaction of age, education, occupational level and job satisfaction.
The results of the study showed that hierarchical level had the most

pervasive effect on job satisfaction.

1.2.2 Meaning and Definition of Job Satisfaction

Analysts often define job satisfaction with reference to the
needs and values of individuals and the extent to which these needs
and values are satisfied in the work place. Such definitions assume

that the needs of individuals are fairly stable (there is often explicit
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or implicit reliance upon Maslow’s hierarchy of needs) and that the
characteristics of jobs are also fairly stable. However, there have
been those who have questioned the needs-satisfaction model and the
assumptions it is built upon (Hopkins, 1983).

| Analysts typically argue that job satisfaction is | multi-
dimensional. The job setting is viewed as being composed of different
constituent parts with which and individual may be either satisfied or
dissatisfied. The Job Descriptive Index developed by Smith, Kendall,
and Hulin (1969) breaks out the overall measure of job satisfaction

into satisfaction with:

(1) Pay: The amount of financial renumeration that is
received and the degree to which this is viewed as
equitable.

(2) Work itself: The extent to which the job provides the
individual interesting tasks, opportunities for learning,
and the chance to accept responsibility.

(3) Promotion: The changes for advancement in the
hierarchy. It has a moderate impact on job satisfaction.

(4) Co-workers: It is the degree to which fellow workers
technically proficient and socially supportive.

(5) Supervision: The abilities of the superior to provide

technical assistance and behavioral support.
Another commonly used measure, the Job Diagnostic

Survey of Hackman and Oldham (1975), maintains that job

satisfaction is associated with five core dimensions:
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(1) skill variety,

(2) task identity,

(3) task significance,

(4) autonomy,

(5) feedback from the job itself.

Many analysts rely upon the judgement of individuals to give an
overall assessment of job satisfaction where other researchers
compute composite measures of job satisfaction from the different
dimensions of the job identified as being important. Each approach
has its strengths and limitations. Measuring the different dimensions
of job satisfaction directly allows for pinpointing specific problem
areas. For example, respondents may indicate that they are very
satisfied with the salary they receive but may be dissatisfied with
other aspects such as quality of supervision. While it is always
possible to aggregate the individual components of job satisfaction
into an overall measure of job satisfaction, it is not possible to work
in the reverse direction if only overall job satisfaction is measured.

Allowing respondents to assess their overall job satisfaction
also has its advantages. First, overall measures of job satisfaction
often correlate highly with composite measure of job satisfaction.
Also, creating a composite index of job satisfaction typically
necessitates that the researcher decide on how much weight to give to
each individual component when indexing job satisfaction. Asking a
respondent for his or her overall impression of job satisfaction allow
for the respondent to mentally assess what the respondent feels are

relevant dimensions in formulating a response to the issue of job
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satisfaction. However, Hopkins notes that critics of facet-free
measures of job satisfaction due claim that they overestimate the

degree of job satisfaction (Hopkins, 1983).

1.2.3 Theories of Job Satisfaction

There have been three major theories of job satisfaction.

1.2.3.1 Maslow’s Need Hierarchy Theory

Most conceptions of the process of motivation begin with the
assumption that behavior is directed towards the satisfaction of needs
or motives. Maslow, a personality theorist and clinical psychologist,
has developed a theory of motivation, which helps us to understand
the motivation to work. Maslow’s therapy in 1973 (cited in Leavitt
and Pondy, 1973)7% suggests that man has five basic categories of

needs:

1) Physiological Needs. These needs include food, water, air, etc. It
would be difficult to identify jobs in business, industry or
government, which block the satisfaction of basic physiological
needs.

2) Safety Needs. These needs include freedom from physical threats

and harm as well as economic security.

73. Leavitt,H.J. and Pondy,L.R.,1973. Readings in managerial psychology.
Chicago: the university of Chicago Press.
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3) Belongingness or Social Needs. Physiological and safety needs

4)

3)

center on the person himself. Belongingness needs involve
interaction with other people for purposes of giving and receiving
love, or to feel part of a group. Organizations wusually provide
opportunities to satisfy social needs. Two exceptions might be
when an individual dislikes his co-workers or when he is placed in
an isolated position.

Esteem Needs. These needs include the need for mastery and
achievement, and the need for recognition and approval of others.
They are based on the belief that people want esteem in terms of
both their own standards and the standards of others. There is a
reciprocal relationship here. Respect from others usually leads to
self-respect. In general, people must have positive attitudes toward
the nature of their work (consider their job worthwhile) in order to
satisfy esteem needs through their jobs.

Self-actualization. This represents the highest level need. It is

113

defined as the tendency to become actualized in what he is
potentially” or “ the desire to become more and more what one is,
to become everything that one is capable of becoming” (Leavitt
and Pondy, 1973). Self-actualization takes into account an
individual’s own goals and potentials. Jobs, which provide people
opportunities to work toward self-actualization, are infrequent.
Higher level managerial and some professional jobs are among the

kinds of occupational activities that can contribute to self-

actualization.
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The theory argues that these needs are arranged in a hierarchy
of “prepotency”, the order from most to least proponent is being that
given above. According to Maslow, the less proponent needs are not
desired until the more proponent needs are satisfied. He maintains
that when a lower need is satisfied, the next need in his hierarchy is
aroused. The main supporting evidence for this theory comes from the
lowest needs in the hierarchy. When people are very hungry, thirsty,
cold, or afraid they are not concerned about higher needs, as the
studies of Cofer and Appley in 1964 have shown ( cited in Argyle,
1972). There is no clear evidence about the upper part of the
hierarchy. However, studies of the motivational concerns of workers
at different occupational levels are consistent with Maslow’s
hypothesis. At lower levels people are most concerned about pay and
security, at higher levels where they are paid more) they are
concerned about achievement and success. Vroom (1964) found that
higher-level managers attach more importance to autonomy and self-
actualization. %) ( Maslow did no develop a specific theory of work
motivation, but the implications of his theory are obvious. If the
individual is in a situation where his needs are met, then he evaluates
the situation positively. On the other hand, if his needs are not met,
then he evaluates the situation negatively. According to this theory,
job satisfaction is positively related to the degree to which the
individual’s personal needs are satisfied in the job situation. This
theory is criticized for many reasons and the studies that have been

done using this approach have not shown support for it.

74. Vroom,V.H.,1964. Work and Motivation. NewYork:John Wiley and Sons.
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For example, Hall and Nougaim in 1968 (cited in Argyle, 1972) tested
this theory in a study of 49 young managers over an interval of five
years. Only very weak connections were found between greater lower-
need satisfaction and increases in higher-need strength, much the
same was found for correlations at one point of time between lower

satisfaction and higher needs.

1.2.3.2 Social Reference Group Theory

This fheory is similar to “need hierarchy theory” except that it
does not emphasize the needs of the individual but it emphasizes the
opinions of the group to which the individual looks for guidance.
These groups are defined as the “reference group” for the individual
because they define “social reality” for him. According to this theory
if a job meets the requirements and interests of the individuals
reference group, he will like it, and if it does not, he will not like it.
An example of this type of theory and how it can be tested has given
by Hulin in 1966 (cited in Korman, 1971).77%) In this study data were
obtained which measured the job satisfaction of female clerical
workers employed in 300 different catalogue order offices. In
addition, information was also obtained as to the prosperity,
unemployment, slums, farming productivity and general economic
condition of the communities in which the catalogue order

establishments were located.

75. Korman, A.K.,1971. Industrial and organizational psychology. New Jersey:
Prentice-Hall,pp.120-135.
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Hulin hypothesized that such economic conditions would be
negatively related to the job satisfaction of the employees. In other
words, with job conditions held constant, if one’s neighbourhood is
wealthy, the less likely it is he will like the job. But, if one’s
neighbourhood is poor, the more likely he is to see any particular job
condition as favourable. Hulin’s results indicate strong support for
his predictions and for his explanation of the findings as being due to
the general frame of reference with which a person evaluates his
outcomes. What is of most importance for us here is that Hulin
provides strong evidence that such frames of reference for evaluation
may be provided by one’s social groups and general social
environment. It is clear that, the social reference-group model can be
used to interpret a large number of studies in the area of job

satisfaction.

1.2.3.3 Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory

This theory of job satisfaction has influenced research in recent
years. Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman developed it in 1959. The
original basis for the “Motivator-Hygiene Theory” was a study of
some 200 engineers and accountants who were asked to describe a
time when they felt especially satisfied and a time when they felt
especially dissatisfied with their job (Herzberg, Mausner, and
Snyderman, 1959).09

76. Herzberg,F., Mausner,B. & Snyderman,B., 1959. The motivation to work.
NewYork: Wiley.
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They used a semistructured interview technique to get respondents to
recall events experienced at work, which resulted in a marked
improvement or a marked reduction in their job satisfaction.
Interviewees were also asked, how their feelings of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction  affected their work performance, personal
relationships etc. Content analysis of the interviews suggested that
certain job characteristics led to job satisfaction, while different job
characteristics led to job dissatisfaction. For example, job
achievement was related to satisfaction while working conditious
were related to dissatisfaction. Poor conditions led to dissatisfaction,
but good conditions did not lead to satisfaction.

Herzberg used Maslow’s theoretical explanations while he was
formulating his model. He argued that “having the lower needs
satisfied will not lead to satisfaction since these are petty will
guaranteed by our society. The best types of feelings that such need
fulfilment can lead to is job attitude neutrality. However, not having
such fulfilment will lead to dissatisfaction. Therefore, being satisfied
on a job is basically a function of having the higher-order needs (such
as ego and self-actualization) satisfied since these needs are hard to
get. For the same reason, not fulfilling these needs will not lead to
job dissatisfaction, but rather to job attitude neutrality” (Herzberg,
Mausner, and Synderman, 1959).0On the basis of these explanations
Herzberg proposed his “two-factor theory” of job satisfaction. This
theory argues that job satisfaction and dissatisfaction result from
different causes, satisfaction depends on motivator factors while
dissatisfaction is the result of “hygiene” factors. The major

“motivators” or “satisfiers” are achievement, recognition, work itself,
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responsibility and advancement. The findings of their study suggest
that these factors are effective in motivating the individual to
superior performance and satisfy the individual’s need for self-
actualization at work. Herzberg (1968) explained why the “motivator”
factors provide job satisfaction. He argued that growth is dependent
on some achievements, but achievement requires a task. The
motivators are task factors and are necessary for growth. They
provide the worker a sense of accomplishment through the work
itself. The major “hygiene” factors or “dissatisfieis” are company
policy and administration, supervision, salary, interpersonal relations
and working conditions. Since these factors is work supporting or
environmental rather than task-determined, they do not induce people
toward extra effort. Herzberg (1968) suggested that the "hygiene"
factors operate only to fulfil man’s physical needs, while the
“motivators” serve to fulfil man’s growth needs. Thus, it can be
understood that “hygiene” factors enable the employees to maintain
physical and social health, but, “motivator” factors make the
employees creative on their jobs. The classification of “salary” as a
“hygiene” factor rather than “motivator” is significant. As we all
know, many organizations attempt to motivate employees with salary
increases. Herzberg (1968) argued that the payment technique is a
“hygiene” factor because it does not have the effect of producing an
“increasing commitment” to job performance. On the other hand,
“motivators” are more reliable in producing employee commitment
because they are psychological in their influence (Herzberg,
1968).C77)

77. Herzberg,F.,1968. Work and the nature of the man. London: Crosby
Lockwood Staples.
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On the basis of their well-known study involving a series of
interviews with engineers and accountants, Herzberg, Mausner, and
Snyderman (1959) have revealed that “motivator” and “hygiene”
factors determine the intrinsic and extrinsic aspects of job
satisfaction. They suggested that alternative labels of “motivators”
are “intrinsic factors” or “job content factors”. The intrinsic factors,
according to these researchers, are derived from the individual’s
relation to the job itself. Alterhative labels of “hygiene factors” are
“extrinsic factors” or “job context factors”. The extrinsic factors,
according to these researchers, describe the work environment and
they are the sources of need satisfaction that stem from the
organizational context. A number of investigations have been carried
out using Herzberg’s division of two sources of satisfaction. The
theory has been influential, particularly in directing attention to the
importance of the motivators. Perhaps the most important contribution
of Herzberg’s writings is in pointing to some of the intrinsic features

of the work such as achievement and responsibility.

1.2.4 Effects of Intrinsic and Extrinsic Factors on Job Satisfaction

The terms “intrinsic” and “extrinsic” have been used in the job
satisfaction literature for a long time. By using these terms, it is
possible to distinguish between general factors that are responsible
for job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction. However, there are
differences among authors in their definitions and classifications of

the intrinsic and extrinsic factors. For example, in 1969, Saleh and
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Grygier (cited in Dyer and Parker, 1975) defined “intrinsic factors”
as “those directly related to the actual performance of the job” and
“extrinsic factors” as “those related to the environment in which the
job is being performed”.!”® In 1972, Deci defined intrinsic rewards as
“those mediated by the person himself” and extrinsic rewards as
“those mediated by someone other than the employee himself” (cited
in Dyer and Parker, 1975). Also, in 1971, Slocum argued that
“intrinsic rewards are associated with the satisfaction of higher-order
-needs, while extrinsic rewards, such as pay, promotion and security
are often primarily associated with satisfaction of the lower order
needs discussed by Maslow” (cited in Dyer and Parker,1975).
Similarly Wernimont in 1972 said that “all the intrinsic factors are
internal feelings, while extrinsic factors are external situations”
(cited in Dyer and Parker, 1975).

These definitions lead to some difficulties in the classification
of factors as either intrinsic or extrinsic. Herzberg, Mausner, and
Snyderman (1959) classified the extrinsic and intrinsic factors in the

following way:

78. Dyer,L. & Parker,D.F.,1975. Classifying outcomes in work motivation
research: an examination of the intrinsic-extrinsic dichotomy. Journal of
Applied Psychology, 60, 455-458.
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“Extrinsic Factors

1) Pay, or salary increase

2) Technical supervision, or having a competent supervisor
3) The human relations quality of supervision

4) Company policy and administration

5) Working conditions, or physical surrounding

6) Job security

Intrinsic Factors

1) Achievement, or completing an important task successfully
2) Recognition, or being singled out for praise

3) Responsibility for one’s own or other’s work

4) Advancement, or changing status through promotion

5) Work itself”.

Dyer and Parker (1975) argued that “two frequently used factors
that are symptomatic of the classification problem are recognition and
advancement”. They stated that “recognition was used as an outcome
in 12 articles, in 8 it was classified as intrinsic and in 4 as extrinsic
and advancement was used 15 times, 6 times as an intrinsic outcome

and 9 as an extrinsic one” (Dyer and Parker, 1975:455-458).
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In 1967, Dawis, Weiss, England, and Lofquist (1967) proposed a
“Theory of Work Adjustment” and they made a distinction between
intrinsic and extrinsic factors, which looked very, much like
Herzberg’s intrinsic versus extrinsic dichotomy. In the present study,
the classification system developed by Dawis, Weiss, England, and
Lofquist (1967) was adopted. The factors, that describe the
individual’s relationship to what he does, were classified as intrinsic

factors, that describe his relationship to the environment in which he

does his job, were classified as extrinsic.”?

The intrinsic factors included:
Activity :Being able to keep busy all the time.
Independence :The chance to work alone on the job.
Variety :The chance to do different things from time to time.
Social Status :The chance to be “somebody” in the community.
Moral Values :Being able to do things that do not go against one’
conscience.
Security :The way one’s job provides for steady employment.

Social Service :The chance to do things for other people.
Authority :The chance to tell other people what to do.
Ability Utilization: The chance to do something that makes use of

one’s abilities.

79. Dawis,R.V.,Weiss,D.J., England,G.W. & Lofquist,L.H., Manuel for the
Minnesota satisfaction questionnaire (Minnesota studies in vocational
rehabilitation:XXII). Minneapolis: University of Minnesota, Industrial
Relations Center, Work Adjustment Project,1967.
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Responsibility :The freedom to use one’s own judgement.

Creativity :The chance to try one’s own methods of doing the
job.
Achievement :The feeling of accomplishment one gets from the
job.

The extrinsic factors included:

Advancement :The chances for advancement on the job.
Company Policies and Practices :The way company policies are put

into practice.

Co-Workers :The way one’s co-workers get along with each
other.
Recognition :The praise one gets for doing a good job.

Working Conditions :The working conditions.

Compensation :The pay and thé amount of work one does.
Supervision-Human Relations :The way one’s boss handles his
employees.

Supervision-Technical :The competence of one’s supervisor in making

decisions.

As we can see from this classification the intrinsic factors come
from the performance itself and are ihternally mediated since the
individual rewards himself. These factors can be thought of as
satisfying higher order needs such as self-esteem and self-

actualization. They involve such outcomes as feelings of
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accomplishment, feelings of achievement, and feelings of using and
developing one’s skills and abilities. On the other hand, the extrinsic
factors are part of the job situation and are given by others. They are
externally mediated and can be thought as satisfying lower order
needs. The fact that intrinsic factors are internally mediated sets them
apart from the extrinsic factors in an important way. Herzberg,
Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) and Mitchell and Nebeker in 1973
(cited in Dyer and Parker, 1975) have presented data indicating that
intrinsic factors are better motivators than extrinsic ones. Centers and
Bugenthal in 1966 (cited in Argyle, 1972) found that intrinsic factors
are more strongly related to job satisfaction than extrinsic factors and
that individuals at higher occupational levels regard intrinsic factors
as more important. These findings may be due to the fact that the
connection between the reception of intrinsic factors and performance
is more direct than the connection between the reception of extrinsic
factors and performance. Thus, it is probable that intrinsic factors can

be excellent motivators.

1.2.5 Job Satisfaction and Employee Variables
1.2.5.1 Job Satisfaction and Job Levels

One of the most important correlates of job satisfaction is job
level. Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman (1959) and Vroom (1964)
have reported a positive relationship between the level of the
employee’s job and his or her job satisfaction. Comparisons of

occupational groups show that the more skilled the job, the more its
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members enjoy their jobs. A study of Hoopock in 1935 (cited in Katz
and Kahn, 1966) revealed that more than 90 percent of a group of 500
teachers liked their work, whereas Bell in 1937 (cited in Katz and
Kahn, 1966) found that 98 percent of young people working in
canning factories and textile mills hated their jobs. In another study
by Hoopock in 1935 (cited in Katz and Kahn, 1966), of 309 people in
a small Pennsylvania town, the greatest dissatisfaction with work
occurred among the unskilled laborers. Satisfaction increased with
occupational level, with the greatest satisfaction among professional-
groups. The reason of the positive relationship between job level and
Jjob satisfaction were summarized by Tiffin and McCormick in 1965
(cited in Korman, 1977). They argued that “Blauner has attempted to
explain the gross differences that exist among people in different
occupations and industries, and has set forth four factors that seem
useful in explaining the difference. These are (1) occupational
prestige, (2) control, (3) integrated work groups and (4) occupational
communities. Of these, differences in occupational prestige seem to
be particularly important, as reflected by the fact that the rank order
of job satisfaction of various occupational groups corresponds
generally with the rank order of prestige of the groups. The control
factor deals with the relative amount of “control” inherent in jobs.
Satisfaction generally is higher in the case of people whose jobs
involve control over their own work and that of others, and is lowest
for those people who are in jobs that are at the lower end of the
organizational hierarchy, for whom there is little opportunity for such

control...” (Korman, 1977)
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The positive relationship between job satisfaction and
occupational level has also been found in studies by Hull and Kolstad
in 1942, Thorndike in1935, Super in 1939, and by Uhrbrock in 1934
(cited in Katz and Kahn, 1966). A study by Gurin, Veroff, and Feld in
1960 (cited in Katz and Kahn, 1966) is important since it was based
upon a national sample of the United States population. These
researchers report that the greatest amount of job satisfaction occurs
among the professional, technical, and managerial personnel, and the
least amount among unskilled workers. 42 percent of persons
employed in professional-technical occupation report that they are
very satisfied with their jobs as compared with only 13 percent of
workers 1in the wunskilled category. In general, reported job
satisfaction declines with occupational level. The groups intermediate
in satisfaction are the clerical, sales, and manually skilled and
semiskilled. The conclusion drawn by Vroom (1964) is that the
positive relationship between job level and job satisfaction is due to
the fact that positions at high levels provide more rewards to their
occupants than those at lower levels. Jobs which are high in level are
generally more highly paid, less repetitive, provide more freedom and
require less physical effort than other jobs low in level (Vroom,
1964). In most of the studies, job satisfaction is used to cover overall
liking for the job situation as well as intrinsic job satisfaction
deriving from the content of the job. For example, in 1953, the
Survey Research Center of the University of Michigan conducted a
survey of employee moral in which 580 employees were interviewed
(cited in Katz and Kahn, 1966). In this research intrinsic job

satisfaction was measured by an index which summarized the answers
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to four questions: How well do you like the sort of work you are
doing? Does your job give you a chance to do the things you feel you
do best? Do you get any feeling of accomplishment from the work you
are doing? How do you feel about your work, does it rate as an
important job with you? In this study employees were grouped into
four classes on the basis of job level: high-level technical, semi-
supervisory, varied clerical, and repetitious clerical. In the high-level
technical group only 7 percent of their members reported low
intrinsic job satisfaction, compared with 41 percent of the group
doing repetitive clerical work. This relationship was not reduced
when salary was held constant. These results suggest that the greater
satisfactions found among high-level occupational groups are not a
function of salaries and conditions of work. Individuals derive
satisfaction in the expression of their skills, in interesting and
challenging work, and in the sense of accomplishment from successful
performance. In the same study, the employees who were higher on
intrinsic job satisfaction tended to be the people who described their
jobs having variety and as giving them some chance to make
decisions. Also, when comparing managers, Bass and Barrett (1972)
found that the higher the level of management, the greater the job
satisfaction. These finding of increased satisfaction with high job
level in the organization is not suprising, since a number of other
satisfaction related job factors are implied by higher levels,
including responsibility, social status and more intrinsically
rewarding work.

In a study by Porter in 1962 (cited in Vroom, 1964) 2000

managers were questioned about how well five of their needs were
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being satisfied. Respondents were classified into five managerial
levels: Presidents, Vice Presidents, Upper-Middle Managers, Lower-
Middle Managers, and Lower Managers. Holding age constant, Porter
observed a tendency for the amount of difference between ratings.
Satisfaction was found to increase with each higher level of
management for the esteem, autonomy and self-actualization needs.
But security and social need satisfaction was high and relatively
constant across all level of management sampled. These results imply
that the greater satisfaction of higher level managers is due to greater
opportunities to satisfy esteem, autonomy, and self-actualization
needs. Moreover, a large number of studies have reported that, at
different levels in the organization, different needs are important to
employees. For example, Dawiz, Weiss, England and Lofquist (1966),
in their study of 1430 employees, found that at higher occupational
levels “intrinsic” job factors such as achievement, responsibility were
more valued, while “extrinsic” job factors such as salary, working
conditions, were important for the employees at lower level jobs.
Centers and Bugental in 1966 (cited in Locke, 1973) obtained results
similar to those of Dawis, Weiss, England and Lofquist (1966) with
a cross-sectional sample of working adults in a major urban area.
These subjects were asked to rank six factors in terms of their
importance in “keeping you on your present job”. Centers and
Bugental found that white-collar workers were more likely to rank
work interest, use of skills, and intrinsic satisfaction and less likely
to rank pay, co-workers, and security among the top three factors than
were blue-collar workers. A study of 1000 white-collar workers and

400 blue-collar workers by Friedlander in 1966 (cited in Bass and
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Barrett, 1972) found that, white-collar employees rated social-
environmental factors such as security, co-workers as significantly
less important and intrinsic factors such as achievement, use of
abilities as significantly more important than blue-collar employees.
In 1971, Armstrong (cited in Locke, 1973) compared engineers with
assemblers using the same type of importance ratings as Friedlander.
The engineers ranked job content factors or intrinsic factors
(responsibility, achievement, work itself) higher and the job context
factors or extrinsic factors (salary, security, supervision, company
policy, working conditions) lower than the assemblers. In a recent
study by Harris and Locke (1974) white-collar and blue-collar
employees were asked to describe sources of satisfaction and
dissatisfaction on the job. The Harris and Locke (1974) study
revealed that, white-collar employees were more likely to derive
satisfaction and dissatisfaction from “motivator” events (especially
achievement), and blue-collar employees from “hygiene” (especially
money).®?

From these studies it seems clear that employees in different
occupational levels find different satisfactions in work. The
conclusion that can be drawn from these findings is that, individuals
in high-level jobs can aspire the satisfaction of higher needs since

their lower needs are satisfied.

80. Harris, T.C. & Locke,E.A.,1974. Replication of white-collar blue-collar
differences in sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction. Journal of Applied
Psychology, 59, 369-370.
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For this reason they may derive satisfaction from intrinsic factors
that enable the individuals to fulfil their higher needs (growth needs).
Also, in a study, which measured the generality of Herzberg’s theory,
Ewen in 1964 (cited in Zytowski,1968) found that, the nature of

satisfiers and dissatisfiers were different in different jobs.®D

1.2.5.2 Job Satisfaction and Job Choice

In the previous section, the relationship between job level and job
satisfaction has been discussed. We now shift our focus to deal with
the factors that the individual considers in making a job choice
because these factors are important in affecting the employee’s job
satisfaction. The individual must make a decision to choose one firm
and job. Therefore, the following questions need to be posed: On what
basis does the individual make this decision?

At the psychological level, a number of researchers have
examined how individuals choose among jobs. Since we deal with the
relationship between job choice and job satisfaction, we have to
analyze the factors under which the job choice decision is made. A
person is described as “intrinsically motivated” if he performs an
activity for its own sake and “extrinsically motivated” if the activity
is performed to obtain a reward or to avoid a punishment (Ross,

1975).6%8

81. Zytowski,D.G.,1968. Vocational Behavior: Readings in theory and research.
NewYork: Holt, Rinehart and Winston.

82. Ross,M., 1975. Salience of rewards and intrinsic motivation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 32, 245-254.
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In other words, if the person attributes his behavior to external
consequences, it is assumed that he or she will act as if he was
extrinsically motivated. Similarly, if the person perceives himself as
performing the activity for its own sake, it is assumed that he will
behave as if he was intrinsically motivated.

In 1971, Kruglanski, Friedman, and Zeevi (cited in Ross, 1975)
found that, subjects tended to rate a task as less enjoyable when it
was performed for a reward. DeCharms in 1968 argued that
“increasing extrinsic rewards lead individuals to perceive their
behavior as under the control of the rewards and that this, in turn,
reduce their intrinsic motivation” (cited in Calder and Staw, 1975).
Ross (1975) and Calder and Staw (1975) tested this hypothesis and
revealed that the presence of an extrinsic reward reduce intrinsic
motivation.®*) Deci, has also followed deCharms in predicting that
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are not additive in their effect on
motivation, and that the introduction of monetary rewards reduces
intrinsic motivation to perform an activity (Deci, 1971, Deci and
Cascio, 1972). Pritchard and Campell (1977) also demonstrated that
attitudinal measures of intrinsic motivation, such as ratings of

interest and liking for a task, could be used with similar results.®%

83. Calder,B.J., & Staw,B.M., 1975. Interaction of intrinsic and extrinsic
motivation: Some methodological notes. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology, 31, 76-80.

84. Deci,E.L. & Cascio, W.F.,1972.Intrinsic motivation, extrinsic reinforcement
and inequity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 22, 113-120.
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In 1958, Heider argued that “when a person is intrinsically motivated
the locus of causality is within himself. However, when he receives
external rewards he begins to perceive that he is doing the activity
for the external rewards, so the perceived locus of causality changes
from within himself to the external reward leaving him with less
intrinsic motivation” (cited in Deci, Cascio, and Krusell, 1975).(85)

In studying the factors under which the job choice decision is made,
it is important to understand whether the individual chooses his job
for intrinsic reasons or extrinsic reasons. The intrinsic job factors
may include the intrinsic interest in the job itself, the responsibility
the job provides and the opportunity for advancement. The extrinsic
job factors may include the salary provided, the family pressures, and
the location of the job and the advice of others. Based on the findings
of the previous studies we can conclude that, if the individual
chooses a job for extrinsic rather than intrinsic reasons, such as,
salary or location rather than intrinsic interest in the job, it may be
that job satisfaction will be lower. In a study of Reserve Officers’
Training Corps (ROTC) cadets, Staw (1974) found that the removal of
an extrinsic reasons to enroll in ROTC increased the commitment of
those already obligated to the program. Similarly, the studies by
Lepper and Greene (1975) and Wortman (1975) revealed that, when a
person perceived the job choice to be based on external factors such

as family pressures or salary,

85. Deci,E.L., Cascio,W.F. & Krusell,J.,1975. Cognitive evaluation theory and
some comments on the Calder-Staw critique. Journai of Personality and Social
Psychology, 31, 81-85.
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the individual was less satisfied than when the decision was made
free from these factors. *%%") Algo, a study conducted by O’Reilly III
and Caldwell (1980) examined the job choice process by focusing on
those factors perceives by the decision-maker as important in the
choice of jobs. They found that, subjects who made job choices on
intrinsic bases (e.g. , intrinsic interest in the job, opportunity for
advancement) were more satisfied and committed than those who

made the decision based on extrinsic factors (e.g., external pressures

such as family concerns and preference for geographic location).

Their results are consistent with previous studies, which have
demonstrated that extrinsic reasons for job choice process decrease
commitment and satisfaction.

Herzberg’s (1959) “two-factor theory” suggested that the
“intrinsic” aspects of work such as responsibility and achievement
were more satisfying than “extrinsic” factors such as working
conditions and company policies. Although certain problems have
been identified with the theory, research has shown general support
for it. Thus, a job choice based on extrinsic aspects of the job may be
associated with lower satisfaction than one based on more intrinsic

job factors.

86.Lepper,M.R. & Greene,D.,1975. Turning play into work: effects of adult
surveillance and extrinsic rewards on children’s intrinsic motivation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 31, 479-486.

87.Wortman,C.B., 1975. Some determinants of perceived control. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 31, 282-294.
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1.2.5.3 Job Satisfaction and Organizational Level

For a number of years job satisfaction has been a primary focus
of researchers and managers. The term job satisfaction is generally
viewed as the total body of feelings that the individual has about
his/her particular job. There are different descriptions of job
satisfaction. For example Locke in 1976, defines job satisfaction as a
pleasurable and emotional state resulting from the perceptions of
one’s job as fulfilling or allowing the fulfilment of one’s important
job values. These feelings are thought to be a result of complex
interrelations among many factors. The nature of the job, pay
rewards, physical working, promotional prospects, nature of
interaction with co-worker’s needs and values all contribute to the
emotional state one experiences from the job (cited in Daly, 1986).¢3%®

Job satisfaction has been defined as an affective state
describing feelings about one’s work by (Smith, Kendall and Hulin,
1967, Wanous, 1962; Locke, 1976). Brayfield and Rothe (1951)
described it as how people feel about different jobs (all cited in
Arches, 1989). According to Porter and Lawler (1968), job
satisfaction is the degree to which rewards meet or go beyond one’s
expectations for what is reasonable on the job.

Job satisfaction has been described as the fulfillment and
individual requires from experiencing various job activities and

reward (Gibson, Vanacevich and Donnely, 1979; cited in Scott, 1986).

88. Daly,J.E. ,1986. Nurse Faculty Work Motivation, Publication Productivity in
relation to core jobs characteristic, job satisfaction and demographic variables.
Unpublished Ph.D. dissertation. Boston University.
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Kuhlen says that job satisfaction is proportionate to the degree
that the elements of the job satisfy the particular needs which the
person feels most strongly (Zytowski, 1968).

According to Locke (1976), if internal and external rewards
provide the individual with what he or she wants or values and
considers appropriate or beneficial, the individual experiences
satisfaction with the job. Locke (1984) also defines job satisfaction
as the result of a positive appraisal model is congruent with Lazarus
and Folkman’s (1984) appraisal approach to stress. Job satisfaction is
neither a result of the person alone nor the job alone, but of the
person in relation to the job. Thus, if the job is viewed as fulfilling
or facilitating the attainment of one’s values, satisfaction is
experienced; if it is viewed as blocking or negating one’s values,
dissatisfaction is experienced (all cited in Kleinbeck et al., 1990).
Porter defined satisfaction as the difference between how much of
something there should be and how much there actually is. This is
basically similar to Locke’s (1969; cited in Muderrisoglu, 1984)
discrepancy theory. According to it, satisfaction or dissatisfaction
with some aspects of the job depends on the discrepancy between
what the person is expecting to get and what he desires. The desired
amount is the minimum amount that fills the person’s current needs.
Locke gives emphasis to needs in evaluating the job, whereas Porter
puts more emphasis on equity considerations.

Henne, based on Henne and Locke (1985; cited in Kleinbeck et
al., 1990) asked people to list the consequences of dissatisfaction. He
found that there were at least 6 possible categories of responses: 1)

avoidance (come late, be absent, quit job) 2) complaint (complain to
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boss, company) 3) formal protest (grievance, lawsuit) 4) illegal acts
(steal from company, sabotage) 5) passive aggressive response (lower
output or quality, withhold information) 6) substance abuse (alcohol,
drugs). The category most related to dissatisfaction was the first one
that was avoidance, especially quitting the job.

A literature review on the basic theories of job satisfaction
reveals three emphases : the work environment, the nature of one’s

job and individual (Scott, 1986).

Work Environment: Porter and Miles in 1974 (cited in Scott,
1986) report that the peer group and the supervisor appear to be the
most important variables in the immediate context of the job. A
leader’s consideration of the situational factors which include the
needs and motivation of the individual as he or she influences them to
work toward‘meeting the goals of the organization is important
(Moloney, 1979; cited in Scott, 1986). The worker who feels that his
personal needs are being met, but who also feels that a personal
contribution is being made to the overall effectiveness of the
organization should be optimally satisfied.

Nature of the job: Herzberg’s two factor theory holds that work
satisfaction is the result of intrinsic or content factors such as
achievement, recognition, the work itself, growth and responsibility;
while job dissatisfaction results from other totally different extrinsic
or context factors such as company policy, supervision, job security,
social climate, salary and working conditions (Scott, 1986).

The Individual: In the hierarchy of needs theory, Maslow in
1954 (cited in Scott, 1986) proposes that individuals are motivated to
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try to meet their lowest unfulfilled need in the hierarchy. If a need
that has least briefly before proceeding to his or her ultimate goal of
becoming self actualized, or completely fulfilled. ‘

According to the fit hypothesis, Locke in 1976 (cited in
Mortimer and Borman ed., 1988), the essential meaning of job
satisfaction lies in the congruence of the worker and job. Workers are
expected to respond differently to their job experiences depending on
their particular needs, prior experiences and orientations to work.
These are determined largely by their structural locations in society.
A study that compared the American and Saudi managerial values
found that the Arabian managers favour a traditional approach to
management, largely influenced by their cultural and historic values
( At-Twaijri, 1989).

Mirza S. Saiyadain (1985) investigated the relationship between
job satisfaction and personal characteristics on samples of Nigerians
and Indians. Results indicate no relationship between sex, marital
status and annual income and job satisfaction for both of the samples.
Satisfaction increased with increasing number of dependents and work
experience and decreased with increasing years of education for both
samples. The results were interpreted in terms of culture and level of
industrialization.

While this hypothesis is quite plausible, there 1is another
reasonable point of view that says that certain attributes of work are
universally satisfying or dissatisfying irrespective of the particular
incumbents of the job. For example, in studying the most satisfying
aspects of managers’ job, Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman found

that the six most frequently mentioned sources of satisfaction are
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achievement, recognition, work, responsibility, advancement and
salary, in that order (Maier, 1965).

Herzberg’s thesis cannot be said to be fully confirmed. There is
evidence that pay and other extrinsic concerns are also of importance
in fostering job satisfaction and dissatisfaction (Locke, 1976; Fein,
1976; Strauss, 1974 and Tannenbaum, 1974; Voydanoff, 1978; cited in
Mortimer and Borman, 1988).

Porter and Lawler found that job satisfaction or morale
increases steadily with increasing levels of management. Middle
managers are more satisfied than those below them in the
organization, but less satisfied than those above (Milton, 1981).

Porter (1961) used Maslow’s needs as a measure of satisfaction.
He collected data from various managers. The results of the study
show that more managers express higher order need dissatisfaction
than express lower order need dissatisfaction. The results also show
that middle level managers tend to be better satisfied in all areas than
lower level managers. Porter’s data also show that managers consider
the areas of dissatisfaction to be the most important areas. It is not,
however clear, whether the dissatisfaction causes the importance or
the importance causes the dissatisfaction.

The research shows that personal factors affect job satisfaction
because they influence perceptions of what outcomes should be. The
higher the person’s perceived inputs, that is the greater his education,
skill, and performance, the more he feels he should receive. Thus,
unless this person receives what he wants, he will be dissatisfied with

his job (Hackman, 1977).
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Locke (1973) interviewed a sample of white and blue-collar
employees concerning satisfying and dissatisfying job incidents. The
same categories of events led to both satisfaction and dissatisfaction
within each job level. However, different agents are responsible for
these. White-collar subjects mentioned task events significantly more
often and reward and context events significantly less often than blue
collar subjects as sources of satisfaction and dissatisfaction.

Costello and Lee’s (1974) study investigated the relationship
between need fulfillment and job satisfaction among professional
employees in a publicly owned firm. Findings indicated an overall job
satisfaction level of 80%, that most subjects were satisfied with their
social security needs, and that their greatest deficiency was among
the higher order needs.

Another study analyzed the relationship between perceived job
characteristics and job satisfaction among a national probability
sample of workers in five occupational status groups. Self-expression,
role strain and financial rewards/promotion were related to job
satisfaction in all occupational groups although their relative
importance varied among groups. The results indicate that both
intrinsic and extrinsic job characteristics contribute to overall job
satisfaction (Voydanoff, 1978).

Vroom (1965) has found that managers report higher job
satisfaction than nonmanagers. Porter (1961, 1962) and Rosen (1961)
mention that higher level managers tend to report more satisfaction
than lower level managers (all cited in Cambell, 1970).09

Leigh and Futrell’s (1985) study was conducted among different

managerial groups. It was found that subjects at higher managerial
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levels had more favorable perceptions on their jobs and were more
satisfied with them. Relative to marketing managers and district sales
managers, presidents and marketing vice presidents had more positive
perceptions of the management control system and organizational
climate, greater job satisfaction, and higher satisfaction with pay and
promotion.

When it comes to the concept of financial reward, it is seen that
the amount of money a manager receives is positively related to his
satisfaction. (Andrews and Henry, 1964; Mullen, 1954; Smith and
Kendall, 1963). According to‘ Lawler and Porter (1963), this is also
true when management level is held constant. However, with pay held
constant, job satisfaction is negatively related to management level
(all cited in Campbell, 1970).¢?

Baycan (1985) reported similar findings in her study in Turkey.
She investigated job satisfaction of employees from different
occupational levels and found that higher level of the job, the greater
the general satisfaction of the individual.

Comparisons of occupational groups show that the more skilled
the job, the more it is enjoyed. The conclusion drawn by Vroom
(1964) is that the positive relationship between job level and job
satisfaction is due to the fact that high level positions offer more

rewards than lower level positions.

89.Campell,J.P.,Dunette,M.D.,Lawler,E.E.&Weick,K.E.,1970. Managerial
Behavior, Performance and Effectiveness. NewYork, McGrawHill.
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Bass and Barrett (1972) found that evens among the managers,
the higher the level of management, and the greater the job
satisfaction. Davis, Weiss, England and Lofquist (1966) in their study
of employees found that intrinsic job factors such as achievement and
responsibility were more valued then extrinsic job factors such as
salary and working conditions for higher level people. Employees at
lower level jobs gave importance to extrinsic job factors (all cited in
Baycan, 1985).

The result of a study by Porter in 1962 (cited in Campbell,
1970) implies that greater satisfaction of higher level managers is due
to greater opportunities to satisfy self-actualization needs.

There is some data showing that income level is positively
associated with job satisfaction. Lawler and Porter (1963) determined
the level of wage received by almost 2000 managers and found that
this variable is positively related to satisfaction with job satisfaction
with managerial level held constant.

Findings by Dubey (1977) indicate a direct relationship between
the subjects’ overall job satisfaction and their satisfaction with
regard to the present salary they were receiving. Subjects were
classified as highly satisfied, satisfied or highly dissatisfied and it
was found that money and status were the most satisfying factor for
all groups. The need hierarchy pattern obtained in all groups was also
similar (food, security, social, self-actualization and ego needs).

General findings of studies looking at the relations between job
satisfaction and financial reward and the importance of nonfinancial
factors in creating worker satisfaction indicate that money in itself is

a secondary motive for working efficiently and that job
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characteristics such as security, job interest, chances for
advancement, human relations, prestige, recognition and achievement
are powerful influences on work. However, financial gain must not be
completely neglected as work motivator (Strivastava, 1974).

As a result of behavioral research and writing there has been a
tendency to downgrade the importance of money as a motivator. The
Herzberg theory of motivator and maintenance factors tends to place
pay in the latter category. Salary systems should be planned to
prevent dissatisfaction rather than to encourage improved
performance. Both Herzberg and Maslow tend to emphasize the
importance of higher needs of recognition and self-actualization
which can issue from interesting and meaningful work (Flippo, 1970).

Edward Lawler suggests that people work for salaries as well as
less tangible returns. Lawler maintains that a transition has
historically taken place from economic motives to those based largely
on psychological or sociological needs. Thus, pay has decreased in
relative importance as the individual has received more money and
the returns of this utility function have diminished. However, in his
view, pay represents a unique incentive that satisfies both lower and
higher order needs; thus money has dual role. For lower level needs it
contributes directly, for higher order needs it provides a mark of
achievement and therefore status (Burack,1975).

Job satisfaction of an individual is important, not only in terms
of what he or she feels, but because of its effect on what he can do
for the organization. Although there is no one-to-one direct relation
between job satisfaction and performance, there might be one between

job satisfaction and commitment. Job satisfaction affects the
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commitment. Job satisfaction affects the commitment of the
individual and may at the end result in performance.

William and Hazer (1986) found that job satisfaction affected
organizational commitment, which in return affected the intent to
stay, Lee and Mowday (1987) obtained similar findings. Curry,
Wakefield, Price and Mueller (1986) found stronger associations
between satisfaction and commitment, but claimed that these were due
to both variables being associated with exogenous variables such as
the nature of the work (all cited in Kleinbeck, 1990).

Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982) found that work experiences
of the type that would lead to satisfaction were job scope or
challenge, considerate supervision and .compatible work groups. These
were associated with commitment (all cited in Kleinbeck et al., ed.,
1990).

In sum, individuals who are both satisfied with and thus
committed to the organization are more likely to stay with the
organization and accept the challenges that it presents to them. The
decision to quit when the individual because dissatisfied is not
typically a decision that is made quickly, but rather one that evolves
gradually, incrementally, out of day to day experience (Kelinbeck,
1990).

Job satisfaction is a result of combinations of many factors,
such as the nature of the work, the individual, etc. It is an emotional
state that does not guarantee work performance, although the
commitment of a highly satisfied person to his job is high.

Studies done on job satisfaction and organizational level are

many. Most of them, as seen in the review above, have produced
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similar results. Higher level managers report greater job satisfaction.
The interpretation of this could be that higher level managers are
engaged in higher level positions. These positions usually require a
higher level education and thus, in return, makes the individual more
mature. Also higher level positions offer more rewards in terms of
power and /or salary.

In studies where this trend is not found, we could explain it by
taking into consideration the expectations of the individual and what
the work environment offers in return. If the persvnal needs of the
individual are not satisfied by the working conditions, then the job
satisfaction level may drop no matter at what occupational level

individual is.

1.2.5.4 Job Satisfaction and Organization Size

Organization size often is inversely related to job satisfaction.
The term “organization size” refers to the size of and operating unit,
such as a branch plant, rather than that of an entire corporation or
governmental unit.

As organizations grow larger, job satisfaction tends to decline
moderately unless corrective action is taken to offset the trend.
Without corrective action, large organizations tend to overwhelm
people and disrupt supportive processes, such as communication,
coordination and participation. Because decision-making power is so
far removed, employees begin to feel that they are losing control over

the events that affect them. The work environment also loses elements
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of personal closeness, friendship, and small-group teamwork that are
important to the satisfaction of many people.

The size-satisfaction tendency can be overcome by taking
corrective action to maintain the human responsiveness that the firm
had when it was smaller. Large firms need not necessarily have low
satisfaction among their employees. It develops only when they

become careless and lose their human responsiveness.

1.2.6 Job Satisfaction and Performancec

For many years it was assumed that high satisfaction leads to
high employee performance, but this assumption is not correct.
Satisfied workers may be high or low, or only average producers. The
satisfaction-performance relationship is more complex than the simple
path of “satisfaction leads to performance”. As suggested by
Herzberg’s motivation-maintenance model, satisfaction typically is
not a strong motivator.

The more accurate relationship is that high performance leads to
high job satisfaction, which then becomes feedback to influence
future performance. When people perform well, they are likely to
develop more satisfaction with their work. The sequence is that better
performance typically leads to higher rewards. If these rewards are
seen as fair and equitable, then improved satisfaction develops
because employees feel that they are receiving rewards in proportion
to their performance. On the other hand, if rewards are seen as
inadequate for one’s level of performance, dissatisfaction tends to

occur. In either case, one’s level of satisfaction becomes feedback
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that affects future performance, so the result is a continuously

operating performance-satisfaction feedback loop.

1.2.7 Importance of Job Satisfaction

Highly satisfied employees tend to have better mental and
physical health, learn new job related tasks more quickly, have fewer
on the job accidents and file fewer grievances.

Modern managers recognize that an organization’s performance
should be measured in human dimensions as well as in terms of return
on investment ,market share and profit after taxes. A variety of
reasons support desirability of attending to worker’s satisfaction.
Perhaps the foremost reason is a moral one. Given that most people
must work and that most people will spend the majority of their adult
lives at work, it can be argued that employers have a moral obligation
to make the experience personally rewarding or, at minimum, not
painful or dehumanizing.

Job satisfaction can also play an important role in a company’s
ability to attract and retain qualified workers. An organization’s
survival rests heavily on this ability and a company that is known to
mistreat its personnel will have difficulty in drawing the best people

to staff its positions.
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1.3 RELATION BETWEEN JOB SATISFACTION AND
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

Job satisfaction and organizational commitment receive
considerable attention from  industrial and organizational
psychologists, management scientists, and sociologists. Three
thousand studies had been done on job satisfaction alone by the time
Locke prepared his study nearly 20 years ago (Locke, 1976). Much of
the interest in analyzing job satisfaction and organizational
commitment stems from concern for the behavioral consequences that
are hypothesized to result from job satisfaction and/or organizational
commitment have been shown or argued to be related to productivity,
attendance at work, turnover, retirement, participation, labor
militancy, sympathy for unions and psychological withdrawal from
work.

Analysts have also given much consideration to identifying,
often with an eye to manipulating, the antecedents of job satisfaction
and organizational commitment (Loher, Noe, Moeller, Fitzgerald,
1985).

Not all analysts, though, agree that either job satisfaction or
organizational commitment is useful for predicting organizationally
relevant behavior, such as turnover. Hodson, for one, argues that the
concept of job satisfaction is severely flawed because “it lacks
behavioral referents, its connection with productivity is based on a
naive theory of human behavior, it is too summary a measure of
workers’ complex cognitive structures, and it is too individualistic”
(Hodson, 1991). Hodson claims that commitment is a step in the right

direction as it expresses behavioral intentions (the intention to
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remain with the organization being primary), but it too suffers the
problems that beset job satisfaction. Hodson advocates moving away
from research based on attitudes to more behavioral research.

Even researchers who generally favor job satisfaction and/or
organizational commitment can not agree on the relative merits of job
satisfaction and organizational commitment for explaining behavioral
outcomes. Analysts often treat only one or the other in their analyses.
Many researchers place emphasis on organizational commitment
rather than job satisfaction. Interesting cross-cultural research has
questioned the nature of the relationship between job satisfaction and
behavioral outcomes in the work place. Cole (1971) found that
Japanese workers neither do nor rate high on measures of job
satisfaction when compared to workers in other countries such as U.S.
However, Japanese workers score “better” on the measures usually
hypothesized to result from higher levels of job satisfaction. Japanese
workers have lower rates of absenteeism than American workers do,
work longer hours on average, and seldom use all of their allotted
vacation time. Japanese workers to the economic success of their
firms (Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1990) have argued.

Lincoln and Kalleberg (1990) hypothesize those differences in
organizational commitment of Japanese and American workers are due
to differences in organizational structures and strategies of Japanese
and American firms rather than cultural differences in attitudes
toward word. While their results are not unequivocal, Lincoln and
Kalleberg (1990) do generally find support for their theoretical
position that organizational commitment accounts for much of the

difference in organizational behavior noted between American and
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Japanese workers and that organizational commitment is facilitated by
differences in organizational structures and practices among
American and Japanese employers.

On the other hand, Roznowski and Hulin (1992) maintain that
well constructed, validated scales of job satisfaction are “the most
informative data an organizational psychologist or manager can have”
for predicting organizationally relevant behavior in individuals.
Roznowski and Hulin maintain that low levels of job satisfaction
create one (or a combination) of four types of undesirable behavior.
First, dissatisfied individuals may attempt to increase job outcomes
by stealing, using work time to pursue personal tasks, or by
moonlighting. Second, they may withdraw from the job
psychologically as manifested in such behavior as not attending
meetings, drinking on the job, or wandering about trying to look
busy. Third, dissatisfied employees may practice behavioral
withdrawal from the job as in absenteeism, turnover, or early
retirement. Finally, employees may undertake specific change
behaviors that attempt to alter the work situation. This may include
remaining in a particular job and trying to affect changes through
union or other activity, or it may involve attempts to change the locus

of the job through transfer or demotion (Roznowski & Hulin, 1992)
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1.4 DIFFERENCE BETWEEN ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT
AND JOB SATISFACTION

Job satisfaction focuses on employee’s attitudes toward their
jobs and organizational commitment focuses on their attitudes toward
the overall organization.

Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982), Williams and Hazar (1986)
and others have specifically distinguished commitment from job
satisfaction by defining the former as an affective response to beliefs
about the organization and the latter as a response to the experience
of specific job tasks. Hence commitment emphasizes attachment to
the employing organization including its goals and values, whereas
satisfaction emphasizes the specific task environment where an
employee performs his or her own duties(Mowday, Porter, Steers,
1982). Although the two variables could be expected to be highly
correlated within a given sample, it is at the same time possible to
imagine an employee who holds positive beliefs about and is attached
to a specific organization and its goals and values but is unhappy
with the experience of certain aspects of a specific job within that

organization (Glisson, Durick, 1988).

90. Glison,C. & Durick,M.,1988. Predictors of job satisfaction and
organizational commitment in human service organizations. Administrative
Sciences Quarterly,33, 61-81.
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Also, unlike job satisfaction, commitment is thought to develop
slowly and is therefore not likely to change with day to day events in
the workplace, whereas job satisfaction is believed to be more
sensitive to such events (Mowday, Porter, Steers, 1982)

Finally, most researchers would agree that the organizational
commitment attitude is a somewhat better predictor than job
satisfaction of outcome variables such as turnover. In general it is
thought to have a somewhat stronger relationship with organizational

outcomes such as turnover and absenteeism (Luthans, 1992)
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2 THEORETHICAL

FRAMEWORK

Figure ITHEORETHICAL FRAMEWORK

Job Satisfaction

| Organizational Commitment

|

Demographic
Factors

I'h1s 1s the diagram o

Dependent Variable
Independent Variable

Moderating Variable

I the relationships among the three variables:

:Organizational Commitment

:Job Satisfaction and its factors such as Pay,
promotion, Work Itself, Supervision,
Co-workers.

: Demographic factors such as Age, Gender,
Marital Status, Education, Total Working

Years, Total Working Years in Particular

Work.
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3

METHOD

.1 HYPOTHESES AND QUESTIONS

There will be a positive correlation between organizational
commitment and age.

There will be a positive correlation between job satisfaction and
age. |

There 1s a difference between males and females with respect to
organizational commitment.

There is a difference between males and females with respect to
job satisfaction.

Organizational commitment score varies with respect to marital
status.

Job Satisfaction score varies with respect to marital status.
Organizational commitment score varies with respect to education.
Job Satisfaction score varies with respect to education.

There will be a positive correlation between organizational
commitment and total working years.

There will be a positive correlation between job satisfaction and
total working years.

There will be a positive correlation between organizational
commitment and total working years in particular work

There will be a positive correlation between job satisfaction and

total working years in particular work

87



e There will be a relationship between organizational commitment
and pay.

e There will be a relationship between organizational commitment
and work itself.

e There will be a relationship between organizational commitment
and co-workers.

e There will be a positive correlation between organizational
commitment and job satisfaction.

e There is a difference between organizational commitment in public
sectors and organizational commitment in private sectors.

e There is a difference between job satisfaction in public sectors and

job satisfaction in private sectors.

3.2 SUBIJECTS

3.2.1 Sampling Definition

The population for the thesis comprised employees in Ministry of
Finance and Economics (Public), TURKCELL and TELSIM (Private).

3.2.2 Sampling Method

A convenience sampling methods was utilized.
Data collection method that is used in thesis is questionnaires.
The questionnaires were administered on the premises on a Monday

morning and a Friday afternoon, because all the employees report to
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work these days. I assured the employees that their responses would

be anonymous and confidential.

3.2.3 Sample Size

Questionnaires were conducted with 165 employees that 100 from
Ministry of Finance and Economics ,35 from Telsim and 30 from

Turkcell.

3.2.4 Sample Characteristics
165 subjects were participated in this study.

Purpose of the Thesis :Hypothesis Testing

Type of the Thesis :Correlational

Time Horizon :Cross-sectional

Unit of Analysis :Individuals

Location :Ministry of Finance and Economics,

TELSIM and TURKCELL.
165 subjects were participated in this study. Demographic

characteristics of these subjects are given below tables:

Table 1 AGE

Age N %

20-25 31 18.78

26-30 36 21.80

31-35 35 21.20

36-40 33 20 ’ "
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41-45 18 10.90
46-50 6 3.64
51-55 4 2.42
56-60 2 6.06
61-65 0 0
Total 165 100%
The mean age is :33.21

The minimum is :20

The maximum is :60

Table 2 GENDER

Gender N %
Female 89 54
Male 76 46
Total 165 100%
Table 3 MARITAL STATUS

Marital Status N %
Single 43 26
Married 118 71.6
Widow 2 1.2
Divorced 2 1.2
Total 165 100%
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Table 4 EDUCATION

Educational Level N %
Primary 2 1.24
Middle School 1 0.62
High School 73 44.3
University 74 44.8
Post Graduate 15 9.03
Total 165 100%
Table STOTAL WORKING YEARS

Years N %
0-1 18 10.9
2-5 38 20.08
6-10 36 23.13
11-15 26 16.75
16-20 24 14.54
21-25 15 9.09
26-30 8 4.86
31-35 0 0
36-40 1 0.65
Total 165 100%
The mean is :10.12 years

The minimum is :3 months

The maximum is :38 years
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Table6 TOTAL WORKING YEARS IN PARTICULAR JOB

Years N %
0-1 57 34.56
2-5 35 21.22
6-10 34 20.60
11-15 15 9.09
16-20 17 10.30
21-25 6 3.63
26-30 1 0.60
Total 165 100%
The mean is :6.8 years

The minimum is :3 months

The maximum is :29 years

Table 7 PUBLIC AND PRIVATE SECTORS

Sectors N %
Public 100 60.60
Private 65 39.40
Total 165 100
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3.3 INSTRUMENTS
3.3.1 Job Satisfaction Questionnaire

Job Satisfaction Questidnnaire that consists of 11 items which

was developed by researcher and has 5 subconcepts such as:

Work itself (Q-2,3,7)
Pay (Q-8,11)
Promotion (Q-4)
Supervision (Q-9,10)
Co-workers (Q-5,6)

Question 1 is the core concept question.

These 11 questions are measured on a 6-point scale. The highest
score person can take is (11*6) 66 and the lowest (11*1) 11. The
scale is prepared such as the lowest the score the more satisfied

person. Question 5 and 11 are reversed.

The results of factor analysis showed that we have 3 factors.
The table of Orthogonal Transformation Solution-Varimax shows
that:

Factor1:Q1,Q2,0Q3,Q04,Q7,Q9,Q10 (The work)

Factor2:Q5,Q6 (Co-workers)

Factor3:Q8,Q11 (Pay)

The purpose in using Factor analysis is to see if the original

dimensions of the questionnaire have any significant meaning for the

sample in the study. The job satisfaction questionnaire consists of
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five subdimensions or factors. Factor analysis was applied to
responses given by 165 subjects and three factors were identified.
These original subdimensions were used in this thesis. The
contribution level of the factors is:

1.Factorl

2.Factor2

3.Factor3
Cronbach alpha is 0.75.

3.3.2 Organizational Commitment Questionnaire

Another measuring instrument used in this thesis is organizational
commitment questionnaire developed by Porter and Steers, Mowday
and Boulian in 1974 and translated into Turkish by professors and
assistants of Organizational Behavior Dept. of Marmara University.
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire consists of 15 items (6 of
them are reversed items and each item is answered on a 7-point
scale). The reversed questions are Q-3,7,9,11,12,15. The highest
score a person can take is (15*7) 105 and lowest (15*1) 15. The
scale is prepared such as the highest score the more committed
person. (alpha coefficient changes between 0.83-0.93 and Cronbach
alpha is 0.92).
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3.3.3 Demographic Information Form

This part consists of questions about learning information about
the subjects. The first 6 demographic questions were about age,
gender, marital status, education, total working years and total
working years at a particular job.

The second part éonsists of also 6 questions asking whether the
subject had taken an orientation and training program when first
become part of this, whether there were alternative jobs available at
the time of choice and whether there were alternative jobs available
after the subject has taken the particular job. Also there were two
questions asking whether the subject is thinking about no going to

work and whether is thinking about quitting the work.

3.4 ANALYSIS OF DATA

Proficiency with statistical software packages is indispensable
today for serious research in the sciences. SPSS (Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences) is one of the most widely available and
powerful statistical software packages. It covers a broad range of
statistical procedures that allow you to summarize data (e.g., compute
means and standard deviations), determine whether there are
significant differences between groups (e.g., t-tests, analysis of
variance), examine relationships among variables (e.g., correlation,

multiple regression), and graph results (e.g., bar charts, line graphs).
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In this thesis, Correlations, ANOVA and T-test are used.

Correlation  procedure computes Pearson’s correlation,
Spearman’s rho and Kendall’s tau-b with their significance levels.
Correlations measure how variables or rank orders are related.

Analysis of variance, or ANOVA, is a method of testing the null
hypothesis that several group means are equal in the population, by
comparing the sample variance estimated from the group means to
that estimated within the groups.

T-test procedure comparcs means for two groups of cases.
Ideally, for this test, the subjects should be randomly assigned to two
groups, so that any difference in response is due to the treatment and

not to other factors.

4 RESULTS
4.1 Demographic Variables and Organizational Commitment

4.1.1 Age and Organizational Commitment

Correlation was computes to see if organizational commitment
level changes with age. Table8 shows the result of correlation

analysis.

Table 8 CORRELATION BETWEEN AGE AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

N P-value

165 0.380
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P-value 0.380 is greater than significance level of 0.1. So, there is a

negative correlation between age and commitment level.

4.1.2 Gender and Organizational Commitment

Unpaired t-test was used to see if the commitment level changes

with gender or not. Table9 shows the results.

Table 9 UNPAIRED T-TEST BETWEEN GENDER AND ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

Gender N Mean ’P-value
Female 89 67.03 0.3443
Male 76 67.01

P-Vale 0.3443 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, there is
no difference between males and females with respect to

organizational commitment.

4.1.3 Marital status and Organizational Commitment

One factor ANOVA was used to see if the commitment level
changes with marital status or not.

Tablel0 shows the results.

Table 10 ONE-FACTOR ANOVA BETWEEN MARITAL STATUS AND ORGANIZATIONAL COM.

Marital Status | N Mean P-Value
Single 43 67.2093 0.911
Married 118 66.9068

Widow 2 68.0000

Divorced 2 71.0000
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P-Value 0.911 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So,
organizational commitment score does not vary with respect to

marital status.

4.1.4 Education and Organizational Commitment

One factor ANOVA was used to see if the commitment level
changes with education or not.

Tablell shows the results.

Table 11 ONE-FACTOR ANOVA BETWEEN EDUCATION AND ORGANIZATIONAL COM.

Education N Mean P-VALUE
Primary 2 69.0000 0.130
Middle School |1 69.0000

High School 73 68.8767

University 74 65.5405

Post Graduate |15 65.2000

P-Value 0.130 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So,
organizational commitment score does not vary with respect to
education.

4.1.5 Total Working Years and Organizational Commitment

Correlation was computes to see if organizational commitment level
changes with total working years. Tablel2 shows the result of

correlation analysis.
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Table 12 CORRELATION BETWEEN TOTAL WORKING YEARS AND ORGANIZATIONAL
COMMITMENT

N P-value

165 0.958

P-value 0.958 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, there is a
negative correlation between total working years and commitment

level.

4.1.6 Total Working Years in Particular Organization and
Organizational Commitment (Total working years in this job)

Correlation was computes to see if organizational commitment level
changes with total working year’s in particular job. Tablel3 shows

the result of correlation analysis.

Table 13 CORRELATION BETWEEN TOTAL WORKING YEARS IN A PARTICULAR JOB AND
ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT

N P-value

165 0.795

P-value 0.795 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, there is a
negative correlation between total working years in a particular work

and commitment level
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4.2 Sectors and Organizational Commitment

One factor ANOV A was used to see if the commitment level
changes with sectors or not.

Tablel4 shows the results.

Table 14 ONE-FACTOR ANOVA BETWEEN SECTORS AND ORGANIZATIONAL COM.

Sectors N Mean P-VALUE

Telsim 35 66.6286 0.607

Turkcell |30 |68.4000

Ministry 100 |66.7900

P-Value 0.607 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, There is
no difference between organizational commitment in public sectors

and organizational commitment in private sectors.

4.3 Demographic Variables and Job Satisfaction

4.3.1 Age and Job Satisfaction

Correlation was computes to see if Job Satisfaction level

changes with age. TablelS5 shows the result of correlation analysis.
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Table 15 CORRELATION BETWEEN AGE AND JOB SATISFACTION

N P-value

165 0.354

P-value 0.354 is greater than significance level of 0.1. So, there is a

negative correlation between age and satisfaction level.

4.3.2 Gender and Job Satisfaction

Unpaired t-test was used to see if the satisfaction level changes

with gender or not. Tablel6 shows the results.

Table 16 UNPAIRED T-TEST BETWEEN GENDER AND JOB SATISFACTION

Gender N Mean P-value
Female 89 26.98 0.374
Male 76 28.73

P-Value 0.374 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, there is
no difference between males and females with respect to satisfaction

level.

4.3.3 Marital status and Job Satisfaction

One factor ANOVA was used to see if the satisfaction level

changes with marital status or not.
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Tablel7 shows the results.

Table 17 ONE-FACTOR ANOVA BETWEEN MARITAL STATUS AND JOB SATISFACTION

Marital Status | N Mean P-Value
Single 43 27.8372 0.597
Married 118 28.0339

Widow 2 22.0000

Divorced 2 29.5000

P-Value 0.5971 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, job

satisfaction score does not varies with respect to marital status

4.3.4 Education and Job Satisfaction

One factor ANOVA was used to see if the satisfaction level
changes with education or not.

Tablel8 shows the results.

Table 18 ONE-FACTOR ANOVA BETWEEN EDUCATION AND JOB SATISFACTION

Education N Mean P-VALUE
Primary 2 21.0000 0.541
Middle School |1 23.0000

High School 73 28.1918

University 74 27.9730

Post Graduate |15 27.6667

P-Value 0.541 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, job

satisfaction score does not vary with respect to education.
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4.3.5 Total Working Years and Job Satisfaction

Correlation was computes to see if satisfaction level changes with

total working years. Tablel9 shows the result of correlation analysis.

Table 19 CORRELATION BETWEEN TOTAL WORKING YEARS AND JOB SATISFACTION

N P-value

165 0.036

P-value 0.036 is lower than significance level of 0.05. So, there is a
positive correlation between total working years and satisfaction

level. .

4.3.6 Total Working Years in Particular Organization and Job
Satisfaction (Total working years in this job)

Correlation was computes to see if satisfaction level changes with
total working year’s in particular job. Table20 shows the result of

correlation analysis.

Table 20 CORRELATION BETWEEN TOTAL WORKING YEARS IN A PARTICULAR JOB AND
JOB SATISFACTION

N P-value

165 0.003

P-value 0.003 is lower than significance level of 0.05. So, there is a
positive correlation between total working years in a particular work

and satisfaction level.
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4.4 Sectors and Job Satisfaction

One factor ANOVA was used to see if the satisfaction level
changes with sectors or not.

Table21 shows the results.

Table 21 ONE-FACTOR ANOVA BETWEEN SECTORS AND JOB SATISFACTION

Sectors N Mean P-VALUE

Telsim 35 25.5714 0.002

Turkcell 30 26.0000

Ministry 100 129.3000

P-Value 0.002 is lower than significance level of 0.05. So, there is
not a significant relationship between sector and satisfaction level.

4.5 Job Satisfaction Factors and Organizational Commitment

4.5.1 Work and Organizational Commitment

Correlation was used to see if the commitment level changes
with work itself or not.

Table22 shows the results.
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Table 22 CORRELATION BETWEEN WORK ITSELF AND ORGANIZATIONAL COM.

Work Itself N P-VALUE

Work(Q1,Q2,Q3,Q4,Q7, | 165 0.007
Q9,Q10- Factorl)

P-Value 0.007 is lower than significance level of 0.05. So, there is a

significant relationship between work itself and commitment level.

4.5.2 Co-Workers and Organizational Commitment

Correlation was used to see if the commitment level changes
with co-workers or not.

Table23 shows the results.

Table 23 CORRELATION BETWEEN CO-WORKES AND ORGANIZATIONAL COM.

Co-Workers N P-VALUE
Co-workers(Q5,Q6- 165 0.753
Factor2)

P-Value 0.753 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, there is
not any significant relationship between co-workers and commitment
level.

4.5.3 Pay and Organizational Commitment

Correlation was used to see if the commitment level changes
with pay or not.

Table24 shows the results.

105




Table 24 CORRELATION BETWEEN PAY AND ORGANIZATIONAL COM.

Pay N P-VALUE

Pay(Q8,Q11-Factor3) 165 0.659

P-Value 0.659 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, there is

not any significant relationship between pay and commitment level.

4.5.4 Job Satisfaction and Organizational Commitment

One factor ANOVA was used to see if the commitment level
changes with job satisfaction or not.

Table25 shows the results.

Table 25 ONE-FACTOR ANOVA BETWEEN JOB SATISFACTION AND ORGANIZATIONAL
COMMITMENT

Job Satisfaction N ' P-VALUE

Job Satisfaction 165 0.346

P-Value 0.346 is greater than significance level of 0.05. So, there is
not any significant relationship between job satisfaction itself and

organizational commitment.
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S DISCUSSION

The major objective of this study was to investigate the concepts
of job satisfaction and organizational commitment and their
relationship with each other. Also, this study investigates the effects
of demographic factors on organizational commitment. In another
word, I studied several factors that influence organizational
commitment.

First of all, the impact of several demographic variables to
organizational commitment was investigated.

The first demographic variable is age. Results of correlation
analyses showed that there is no significant and positive relationship
between age and organizational commitment. These results are in
conflict with the findings of Salancik (1977). He found that older
employees tend to be more committed than younger ones. Also Morris
and Sherman (1981) reported that older employees have higher levels
of commitment.

Second demographic variable is gender. Results of unpaired t-test
showed that being male or female does not make any difference on
commitment.

Third demographic variable is marital status. Results of anova
showed that being married or being single or being widow does not
make any difference on organizational commitment.

Fourth demographic variable is education. Results of anova
showed that education plays no role on organizational commitment.

Fifth demographic factor is total working years. Results of

correlation analyses showed that there is no significant and positive
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relationship between total years working and organizational
commitment. These results are also conflict to findings of Hall,
Schneider and Nygren (1970), Lee (1971) and Hrebiniak (1974) that
tenure has generally been reported to be positively related to
commitment.

Sixth demographic factor is total working years in a particular
organization. Results of correlation analyses showed that there is no
significant and positive relationship between total working years in a
particular organization and organizational commitment.

Secondly, the impact of several demographic variables on job
satisfaction was investigated.

The first demographic variable is age. Results of correlation
analyses showed that there is no significant and positive relationship
between age and job satisfaction.

Second dekmographic variable is gender. Results of unpaired t-test
showed that being male or female does not make any difference on
satisfaction.

Third demographic variable is marital status. Results of anova
showed that being married or being single or being widow does not
make any difference on job satisfaction.

Fourth demographic variable is education. Results of anova
showed that education plays no role on job satisfaction.

Fifth demographic factor is total working years. Results of
correlation analyses showed that there is a significant and positive
relationship between total years working and job satisfaction.

Sixth demographic factor is total working years in a particular

organization. Results of correlation analyses showed that there is a
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significant and positive relationship between total working years in a
particular organization and job satisfaction.

Thirdly, the impact of public and private sectors on organizational
commitment was investigated.

Results of anova showed that there is not any relationship between
sectors and organizational commitment.

Fourthly, the impact of public and private sectors on job
satisfaction was investigated.

Results of ‘anova showed that there is a relationship between
sectors and job satisfaction.

And the last one, the impact of job satisfaction factors was
investigated.

First job satisfaction factor is work. Results of correlation showed
that there is a significant and positive relationship between work and
organizational commitment.

Second job satisfaction factor is co-workers. Results of
correlation showed that there is not any relationship between co-
workers and organizational commitment.

Third and the last one is pay. Results of correlation showed that
pays plays no role on organizational commitment.

And the last, the impact of job satisfaction itself was investigated.
Results of anova showed that there is not significant and direct

relationship between job satisfaction and organizational commitment.
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