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Abstract

\

\\\t:ghThis study examined relationships among perceived job scope, employee
need strengths, and turnover and absenteeism incidents among a sample of
employees in state and county government. Perceived job scope was negatively
related to both turnover and absenteeism. While the needs for achievement
and autonomy were both found to have a direct relationship to turnover,
job scope and boti. '‘eed strength measures intereacted in influencing absen-
teeism. As predicted absenteeism decreased for employees with a high need
for autonomy as job scope increased. Contrary to predictions, absenteeism
increased for employees with a high need for achievement as job scope in-
creased. The addition of a squared job scope term to each of the analyses
significantly increased explained variance and thus suggests that relation-

ships between job scope and employee withdrawal behaviors may be curvilinear.
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The Influence of Task and Personality Characteristics

on Employee Turnover and Absenteeism Incidents

The impact of the motivational properties of tasks on employee attitudes
and behaviors has received considerable attention in recent years. Steers
and Mowday (1977) reviewed several theories of job design which predict that
employees on high scope jobs (i.e., jobs high in skill variety, autonomy,
task identity, task significance, and feedback) will report higher levels of
job satisfaction and exhibit higher job performance and lower levels of
turnover and absenteeism than comparable employees on low scope jobs. These
predictions are particularly expected to hold for employees with high levels
of higher—order or growth needs. Considerable evidence is available to sup-
port the relationship between perceived job scope and job satisfaction, al-
though the extent to which this relationship is moderated by employee need
strengths is open to question (White, 1978), Less evidence is available on
the relationship between job scope and actual employee behaviors, particularly
withdrawal behaviors (i.e., turnover and absenteeism). Investigations of
such relationships would appear to provide an important test of job design
theory since relationships between task characteristics and employee behaviors
are free from the problem of common methods variance which generally plagues
job perception~iob attitude research.

The purpose of this study was to examine relationships between employee
perceptions of their job and subsequent turnover and absenteeism incidents.
Based on previous research, job scope would be expected to have a main effect
on both turnover and absenteeism (Mobley, Griffeth, Hand & Meglino, 1979;
Steers & Rhodes, 1978). A number of studies have found lower turnover and

absenteeism among employees on jobs involving high responsibility, autonomy,

and variety. 1In addition, several studies have been done which suggest that




employee personality characteristics are directly related to turnover behav-
ior (Bernardin, 1977; Mowday, Porter & Stone, 1978), In addition to the main
effects of task and personality characteristics on employee withdrawal be-
haviors, current job design theory (Hackman & Qldham, 1976) also predicts
that task characteristics and employee personality will interact in relation
to turnover and absenteeism, Several recent studies have examined these
predicted interactions with equivocal results, Mowday, Stone and Porter
(1979) found some support for the predicted interaction in a study of turn-
over behavior while Katerberg, Hom and Hulin (1978) failed to support this
prediction. In addition, Hackman and Oldham (1976) found no difference in
the relationship between task characteristics and absenteeism for employees
with low vs. high growth need strength,

In most previous research on job design it has been assumed that the
relationship between job scope and employee attitudes and behavior is linear.
Recent research by Champoux (in press), however, suggests that the form of
this relationship may depart from linearity at high levels of job scope., In
other words, behavioral and attitudinal responses diminish as jobs become
broader in scope. More specifically, he found that adding a squared job scope
term to the regression of job scope, personality characteristics, and the in-
teraction of job scope and personality on job satisfaction approximates a
quadratic response function with a positive linear effect coefficient and a
negative curvature effect coefficient. The curvature effect coefficient con-
sistently and significantly increased the explanatory power of the model,

The extent to which a curvilinear relationship characterizes relation-
ships between job scope and employee withdrawal behaviors remains to be inves-

tigated, Excessive stimulation by the job at high levels of job scope, how-

ever, might result in decreased job satisfaction and increased role stress




and anxiety which are made manifest by withdrawal from the organization, It
was hypothesized that the general relationship between job scope and

turnover and absenteeism would be negative, with the relationship departing

from linearity at high levels of job scope. The curvature effect coefficient
(i.e., regression weight of the squared job scope term) was expected to

be positive and significant, indicating the relationships between job

scope and the withdrawal behaviors would begin to level-off or even

become positive at high levels of job scope.

METHOD

Subjects

Subjects for this study were N = 569 employees working in seven
agencies of state and county government in a Midwestern state. The agencies
included custodial hospitals and social service and administrative units
of government. The sample was largely composed of female employees (81%)
working in a variety of health care delivery and clerical jobs. The
average age of employees participating in the study was 37 years and average
length of tenure was 6.3 years. Most employees had at least some college
education,
Measures

Perceived Task Characteristics-- Employee perceptions of the character-

istics of their task were measured using a 14 item short-form of the Job
Diagnostic Survey developed by Hackman and Oldham (1975). The a4 items were

summed to form a measure of the overall motivating potential of the job

gince the simple summation of items has been found to produce essentially
similar results as the multiplicative combination of items suggested by
the instrument developers. Hackman and Oldham (1975) discussed the psychometric

properties of the scale. Coefficient alpha for the combined items was .72,
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Employee Need Strengths-- The strength of employee needs for achievement

and autonomy were measured using the Manifest Needs Questionnaire developed ;
by Steers and Braunstein (1976). Each need is measured by five items which
\ utilize behaviorally anchored preferences in the work setting. Steers and
Braunstein (1976) reported acceptable levels of reliability and convergent

and discriminant validity for the scales. The internal consistency for the

scales in this study, however, were lower than those reported by the instru-
ment developers. Coefficient alpha was .52 for the need for autonomy and

.43 for the need for achievement, compared with .66 and .61 for each need,
respectively, reported by Steers and Braunstein (1976)., It should be
recognized that the internal consistency of instruments designed to measure

complex personality traits seldom reaches the levels expected of other

measures., In fact, some personality theorists have questioned whether
estimates of internal consistency based on classical measurement theory are "4
appropriate for personality measures, while others suggest that statistics
such as coefficient alpha be considered a lower-bound estimate of the internal
consistency of a personality scale (see Jackson & Paunonen, 1980).

Turnover and Absenteeism Incidents-- Information on employee turnover

and absenteeism was collected from agency records approximately one year
following the distribution of questionnaires. Only employees who either
voluntarily resigned or who remained with the organization were included in
the study. Absenteeism incidents were the total number of incidents of absence
for each employee during the one year period. Multiple days of absence were

counted as one incident if the days were consecutive. Turnover and absenteeism

f were unrelated in this sample,
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Procedure

Employees participated in the study on a voluntary basis. Questionnaires
were distributed to groups of employees during working hours by the research-
ers. Employees were told that the general purpose of the study was to gain
a greater understanding of how employees view their jobs and that 1t was
necessary to get employee names on questionnaires in the event a follow-up
study was undertaken., Employees were assured that their completed question-
naires would be held in the strictest confidence. Less than 2% of the respon-

dents failed to comply with the request to provide their name.

RESULTS

Four separate moderated regression analyses were carried out that
incorporated the two dependent variables (turnover and absenteeism incidents)
and two need strength measures (need for achievement and autonomy). Each
analysis involved the eventual creation of a second-order polynomial response
function in which perceived job scope, need strength, the interaction between
perceived job scope and need strength, and the squared job scope term were
regressed, in that order, on either turnover or absenteeism incidents. The

results of these analyses are reported in Table 1,

Insert Table 1 About Here

As the results in Table 1 indicate, each of the overall regression ana-
lyses were significant, although the percentage of explained variation across
the analyses was generally small. The cumulative R's ranged from .179 to
.275, with the percentage of explained variance in withdrawal behavior ranging
from .032 to .075.

When the contribution of each independent variable entered in the
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analyses 1s examined, sever.l patterns emerged from the results. Perceived
fob L.upe was significantly related to both turnover and absenteeism,
generally explaining the largest proportion of variance in each dependent
variable. The need for achievement was also related to turnover and absentee-
ism incidents, while the need for autonomy was related to turnover but not
absenteeism,

When interaction tems between job scope and employee need strengths
were entered into the regression analyses, the results were not entirely as
predicted. Regression lines plotting scores one standard deviation above
and below the mean of each independent variable are presented in Figures 1,
2, 3, and 4 to assist in the interpretation of the results., The interaction
term using either need for achievement (Figure 1) or need for autonomy
(Figure 2) did not significantly increase explained variance in turnover,
However, the interactions between job scope and the needs for achievement
(Figure 3) and autonomy (Figure 4) were significantly related to absenteeism
incidents. As expkcted, the number of absenteeilsm incidents decreased for
employees with a high need for autonomy as job scope increased. In contrast,
the highest absenteeism for high need achievers was found on high scope jobs,

while absenteeism decreased for low need achievers as job scope increased.

Insert Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4 About Here

Finally, the squared job scope terms was signficantly related to turnover
and absenteeism incidents in all four analyses. The increment to R2 attri-
butable to the curvilinear term was generally small, ranging from .007 to
.018, However, the significance of this term across analvses suggests that
the relationship between perceived job scope and turnover and absenteeism

was not linear. In all polynomial equations, the linear effect coefficient
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for job scope was negative and the curvature effect coefficient was positive.

DISCUSSION

The results of this study provide additional empirical 1nforma£ion to
the growing literature on job design, as well as the literature on employee
withdrawal behavior. Although job design theorists have long suggested that
the motivating potential of tasks has important implications for employee
behavior (cf., Hackman & Oldham, 1976), research examining the impact of
task characteristics on job satisfaction has far exceeded studies which have

investigated actual behaviors such as turnover and absenteeism. The findings

of this study help fill this gap in our knowledge.

The general pattern of results with respect to the influence of job
scope on withdrawal behaviors 1s consistent with previous research. As expected,
job scope was significantly related to both turnover and absenteeism. The ;
nature of the task itself has been found in previous research to be a major
influence on employee affective reactions at work. Employee affective reactions
to the job are a major component of most theoretical models of turnover and
absenteeism (Mobley et al., 1979; Steers & Rhodes, 1978) and thus provide
a theoretical linkage between task characteristics and turnover and absentee-

ism. The generally weak direct relationships found between perceived job

scope and turnover and absenteeism may be attributable to the failure to
take such affective reactions into account in the present study and the
failure to consider the numerous situational factors that may constrain an

employee from acting on his or her behavioral intentions.

The influence of employee need strengths on turnover and absenteeism is
much less clear. The finding that the needs for achievement and autonomy had

a small but significant direct influence on turnover is generaily consistent
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with other recent studies (Bernardin, 1977; Mowday et al., 1978), although
other studies have failed to support this relationship (Mowday et al., 1979).
The influence of personality characteristics on absenteeism has not been
extensively studied but the present results are consisteu: with the few
existing studies which suggest such personal characteristics may influence
the propensity to be absent (Bernardin, 1977).

The moderating influence of employee need strengths on the job scope-
withdrawal behavior relationships found in the present study adds to the
already confusing picture which exists in the literature. The lack of any
significant impact of such interactions on turnover is consistent with the
recent work of Katerberg et al., (1978) but not Mowday et al. (1979). Moreover,
the finding that employee need strengths moderated the job scope-absenteeism
relationships is consistent with theory, but not the recent empirical findings
of Hackman and Oldham (1976). Finally, the finding that need for achlevement
moderated the job scope-absenteeism relationship in a direction opposite
than predicted is inconsistent with theory but not previous research.
Hackman, Pearce and Wolfe (1978), for example, found that absenteeism in~
creased for clerical employees with high growth needs who had their jobs
enriched. In addition, Stone, Mowday and Porter (1977) found a significantly
stronger relationship between job scope and job satisfaction for employees
with a low need for achievement than employees with a high need for achievement.
Both of these studies would appear to be inconsistent with the work of Steers
and Spencer (1977) who found that employees with a high need for achievement
perform better on jobs high in scope than jobs low in scope.

The accumulated evidence on the moderating influence of employee need
strengths on the job scope-employee behavior relationship hardly inspires

confidence in our understanding of this area. One problem in interpreting the
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results of previous research is that investigators have used quite different
measures of employee personality characteristics, although contradictory
results have also been found when the same instrument has been used. Greater
consistency in the personality constructs and measures used in future
investigations may help overcome, but not eliminate entirely, the problems
involved in interpreting previous research. Future research and theory may
also need to reconsider the role of employee withdrawal behaviors in organ-
izations, Our tendency in the past has been to consider both turnover and
absenteeism as negative influences on organizational effectiveness. As

Staw and Oldham (1978) have suggested, however, such a narrow view may have
caused us to overlook the role of organizational withdrawal from an employee
perspective, It is possible, for example, that absenteeism provides a mechanism
for employees to cope with the increasing pressures associated with high
scope jobs or for employees with growth needs to adapt to less challenging
work. Clarification of the theoretical role of withdrawal behaviors in
organizations may be a necessary step in developing a greater understanding
of how these behaviors relate to both task characteristics and employee need
strengths.

The finding that the squared job scope term added a small but significant
portion of the variance in both turnover and absenteeism replicates the
earlier findings of Champoux (in press) who studied job satisfaction. The
implication of this finding is that the benefits to be derived in terms of
reduced absenteeism and turnover from increasing the motivating potential of
the job may increase at a decreasing rate, In other words, the marginal benefit
of increasing the scope of jobs decreases at high levels of job scope and
may disappear entirely at extreme levels of job scope. Additional research
on a variety of jobs and occupations will be necessary before the nature of

this curvilinear relationship is fully understood.
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FOOTNOTE

Support for this study was provided by the Office of Naval Research, Contract
NOOO14-76-C-0164, NR 170-182, Request for reprints should be sent to Rich-
ard T, Mowday, Graduate School of Management, University of Oregon, Eugene,

Oregon 97403,
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Figure 1

Relationship between Motivating Potential Score,

Need for Achievement, and Turnover
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Figure 2
Relationship between Motivating Potential Score,

Need for Autonomy, and Turnover
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Figure 3
Relationship between Motivating Potential Score,

Need for Achievement, and Absenteeism Incidents
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Figure 4
Relationship between Motivating Potential Score,

Need for Autonomy, and Absenteeism Incidents
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Code 1424

Monterey, CA 93940
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LIST 7
HRM

4 Officer in Charge

Human Resource Managewment Detachment

Naval Air Station .
Alameda, CA 94591 ) g

Of ficer in Charge

Human Resource Management Detachment
Naval Submarine Base New London

P.0. Box 81

4 Groton, CT 06340

Officer in Charge

Human Resource Management Division
Naval Air Station

Mayport, FL 32228

PP LIT Y U I

SalEnd

Commanding Officer
Humano Resource Management Center
Pearl Harbor, HI 96860

wim 2 s’ AL

Commander im Chief :
Human Resource Management Division
U.S. Pacific Fleet

Pearl Rarbor, HI 96860

Officer in Charge

Human Resource Management Detachment
Naval Base

Charleston, SC 29408

Commanding Officer

* - Fomam Resourre Management School
Y¥aval Alr Station Memphis
Millington, TN 38054

Human Resource Managewent School ;
i Naval Air Station Memphis (96)
Millington, TN 38054
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List 7 (Continued)

Commanding Officer

Human Resource Management Center
1300 Wilson Boulevard

Arlington, VA 22209

Commanding Officer

Human Resource Managewent Center
5621-23 Tidewater Drive

Norfolk, VA 23511

Commander in Chief
Human Resource Management Division
U.S. Atlantic Fleet
Norfolk, VA 23511

Officer in Charge -
Human Resource Management Detachment
Naval Air Station Ehidbey Island -
Oak Harbor, WA 98278 )

Commanding Officer
Human Resource Management Center
Box 23 - '
FPO New York 09510

Coumander in Chief

Human Resource Management Division
U.S. Naval Force Europe

FPO New York 09510

Officer in Charge

Human Resource Management Detachment
Box 60

FPO San Francisco 96651

Officer in Charge

Buman Resource Management Detachpent
COMNAVFORJAPAN

FPO Seattle 98762

452:KD:716:tan
78u452-883
6 Novenmber 197!




P4-5/A23 452:KD:716:tan

Sequencial by Agency 78u452-883
6 November 1979

LIST 11
OTHER FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

Naticanal Institute of Education
Educational Equity Grants Program
1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washiangton, DC 20208

National Institute of Education
ATTN: Dr. Fritz Muhlhauser
EOLC/SMO

1200 19th Street, N.W.
Washington, DC 20208

National Institute of Mental Health

Minority Group Mental HRealth Programs
i Room 7 - 102

5600 Fishers Lane

Rockville, MD 20852

Oifice of Personnel Management

, Organfizational Psychology Branch
1 1900 E Street, NW.

Washington, DC 20415

Chief, Psychological Research Branch
ATTN: Mr. Richard Lanterman

4 U.S. Coast Guard (G~P-1/2/62)
Washington, DC 20590

: Social and Developwental Psychology
Program - T e )
e National Science Foundatfion - -

. oRaskingron, DC 20550
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LIST 15
CURRENT CONTRACTORS

Dr. Clayton P. Alderfer

School of Organization
and Management

Yale University

New Haven, CT 06520

Dr. H. Russell Bernard

Department of Sociology
and Anthropology

West Virginia University

Morgauntown, WV 26506

Dr. Arthur Blaiwes

Human Factors Laboratory, Code N-71
Naval Training Equipment Center
Orlando, FL 32813

Dr. Michael Borus
Ohio State University
Columbus, OH 43210

Dr. Joseph V. Brady

The Johns Hopkins University
School of Medicine

Division of Behavioral Biology

Baltimore, MD 21205

Mr. Frank Clark
ADTECH/Advanced Technology, Inc.
7923 Jones Branch Drive, Suite 500 - -

.JﬂﬂJunhiilffzzlﬂz '

Dr. Stuart W. Cook

OUniversity of Colorado
Institute of Behavioral Science
Boulder, CO 80309

Mr. Gerald M. Croan

Westinghouse National Issues
Center

Suite 1111 .

2341 Jefferson Davis Highway

Arlington, VA 22202
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LIST IS5 (Continued)

Dr. Larry Cummings

University of Wisconsin-Madison

Graduate School of Business

Center for the Study of
Organizational Performance

1155 Observatory Drive

Mad{son, WI 53706

Dr. John P. French, Jr.
University of Michigan
Institute for Social Research
P.0O. Box 1248

Ann Arbor, MI 48106

Dr. Paul S. Goodman

Graduate School of Industria)
Administration

Carnegie-Mellon University

Pittsburgh, PA 15213

Dr. J. Richard Hackman

School of Organization
and Management

Yale University

56 Hillhouse Avenue

New Haven, .CT 06520

Dr. Asa G. Billiard, Jr.
The Urban Institute for —

Human Services, Inc.
P.0. Bax 15068

. San ‘Praarisca, TA D415

Dr. Charles L. Hulin
Department of Psychology
University of Illinois
Champaign, IL 61820

Dr. Edna J. Runter

United States International
University

School of Human Behavior

P.0. Box 26110

San Diego, CA 92126
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LIST 15 (Continued)

Dr. Rudi Klauss
Syracuse University

Public Administration Department

Maxwell School
Syracuse, NY 13210

Dr. Judi Komaki

Georgia Institute of Technology
Engineering Experiment Station

Atlanta, GA 30332

Dr. Edward E. Lawler

Battelle Human Affairs
Research Centers

P.0. Box 5395

4000 N.E., 4lst Street

Seattle, WA 98105

Dr. Edwin A. Locke
University of Maryland

College of Business and Management
and Department of Psychology
College Park, MD 20742

Dr. Ben Morgan
Performance Assessment
Laboratory - .
Old Dominion Universit
Norfolk, VA~ 23508

. Dr- Richard T. Mowday

Graduate School' of ‘Managemeut

and Business
University of Orecgon
Eugene, OR 97403

Dr. Joseph Olmstead
Human Resources Research

Organization
300 North Washington Street
Alexandria, VA 22314
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Dr. Thomas M. Ostrom

The Ohio State University
Department of Psychology
116E Stadium

404C West 17th Avenue
Columbus, OB 43210

Dr. George E. Rowland

Temple University, The Merit Center
Ritter Annex, 9th Floor

College of Education

Philadephia, PA 19122

Dr. Irwin G. Sarason
University of Washington
Department of Psychology
Seattle, WA 98195

Dr. Benjamin Schneider
Michigan State University
East Lansing, MI 48824

Dr. Saul B. Sells
Texas Chriscian University
Institute of Behavioral Research

Drawer C : o
Fort Worth, TX 76129 - - . LR
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Dr. H. Wallace Sinaiko - SR S e e s e i e
Program Director, Manpower Research . : o B SL I SUNLNE

-..and Advisory Sexvirces . ’ R A ST SN toe-d

" Suithsouizn Insritotdom - - - : - L

801 N. Pitt Street, Suite 120
Alexandria, VA 22314

Dr. Richard Steers

Graduate School of Management
and Business

University of Oregon

Fugene, OR 97403







