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. Aa857RACT . .
~ The nation-wide sales force (N=540) of a large food and beverage firm
responded to a survey desijgned to investigate the role of value orientation as a
moderator of the relationship between organizational rewards and job -satisfaction.
From equifinality theory it was hypothesized that individuals who emphasize the
intrinsic (extrinsic) aspects of work can achieve the same relative level of overall
job satisfaction if intrinsic (extrinsic) organizational rewards match their, value
orientation. The conceptual form of the model was therefore:
n
J.S. =n =~ :E:(Value Orientation-Organizational Rewards)

] .
It was also hypothesized that those Ss who were high in intrinsic value
orientation and low in extrinsic value orientation would view sat 'sfaction with
the work itself as the most significant determinant of their overall job satisfaction.
Conversely it was hypothesized that those Ss who were high in extrinsic value orienta-.
tion and low in intrinsic value orientation would view satisfaction with work environ-
ment factors as the most significant determinant of their overall job satisfaction.
In order to put the present model into empirical perspective several alterna-
tive models of job satisfaction were applied to the same data pou!. These were:
the direct (Is Now) model, the muitiplicative (importance X Rewards) model, and
the alternative discrepancy model (Importance ijewaLdslﬁ '
Results indicated that the normative (Survey of Work Values) instrument
was most predictive of both intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation. The
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Abstract continued

intrinsic subscale of this instrument correlated 0.0 with the extrinsic
subscale. The two scales representing intrinsic and extrinsic organizational
rewards, however, correlated .41. These.results are counter to those reported
earlier by Lawler and Porter (1967) and Deci (1971, 1972). A modification of
the Lawler-Porter model relating performance to job satisfaction was suggested
to account for the positive spillover effect due to the interaction of intrinsic
and extrinsic organizational rewards.

A double cross-validation procedure was employed to arrive at the
best estimate of the predictive ability of each of the four models of job
satisfaction., In order of predictive ability they were: ''Is Now" (.55),
"Importance-Rewards' (.46), "Orientation-Rewards' (.40), and "'Importance X
Rewards'' (.32). It was suggested that each modei could have utility in
a specific context and within-a well-defined conceptual framework. An
attempt was made to relate each model! to those contexts in which its use
would be most appropriate. _ _

' For those Ss high in intrinsic value orientation and low in extrinsic

“value orientation, satisfactibn with the work itself was not the most significant

determinant of overall satisfaction. However, satisfaction with work environment
factors was the most significant determinant of overall satisfaction for those

- Ss high in extrinsic value orientation and low in intrinsic value orientation.

Finally the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group was significantly more satisfied
in terms of overall as well as job facet satisfaction across all facets than
the high extrinsic/low intrinsic group. These results were discussed in terms
of an organizational climate variable.
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INTRODUCTION

One of the most frequently researched topics in industrial/

organizational psychology is the relationship of job satisfaction to

. job performance. Brayfield and Crockett (1955) reviewed over 60 studies
bearing on this éuestion and the results were essentially the same as
those repofted in a much eaflier.investigation by Kornhauser and

Sharp (1932). Correlatibﬁs“betgeén satisfaction and performance

were consistently low posifive, while fhe correlations between
satisfaction and measures of turnover and absenteeism were consistently’
strongly negative.

Traditionally it was.tﬁpught that this relationship between
satisfaction and performance meant that satisfaction lead to effective
performancé.' Lawler and Porter (1967), however, proposed a model of
the relationship between satisfaction and performance which assumes
that overall job satisfaction results from, rather tﬁan causes,

- effective performaﬁce. Spe;ifically,»performance leads to both
.intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, and thésg rewards in turn lead
the workers to be satisfied. 'For this to wdrk'properly, extrinsic
reward systems must be structured so that effective pérforméncé is
rewarded, and further, jobs must bé»designed sﬁch that effectiye
performance will allow a person to feel intrinsically rewarded. The
Lawler-Porter model proposes that the effects of intrinsic rewards
(such as recognition, achievement, and personal growth) plus the

the effects of extrinsic rewards (such as salary, interpersonal

ERIC
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rela;ionshfps, and the work_environmenf) will sum to yield overall’
job satisfaction. Theif effects are independent and additive.

Cascio (1972)_presented.evidence virich questioned.the validity
of this assumption. Numerous studies were reviewed which showed that

extrinsic rewards can affect intrinsic motivation; therefore, when both

el

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are present on a job, the two will be

ingéractive rather than independent. This implies then thnt satisfaction
is not a simple linear combination.of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards.
Such a fact should Ee taken into account in the design and enlargement

of jobs.

To design jobs which are intrinsically interesting, andvthen to
make»rewards contingent on performance would be an appropriate'
prescription under the additivity assumption; tne non-additivity
evidénne, however, suggests that this;prescription would leaa to
having the extrinsic rewards decrease the intrinsic motivation
which was elicited by the néwly'designed job. |

Cascio further sugges;ed that people differ in the extent to
which they are intrinsically and extrinsically orientad., Therefore
if some people are oriented primarily toward thé achievement of
intrinsic rewards, whi!e.others are oriented primarily toward the
achievement of extrinsic rewards, then jobs should be designed so
as to capi;alize on these expectations. Orientation is here
defined as a ‘generalized sét of expectations with regard to the
type of rewards sought by an individual in his job situation.

Cascio (1972) reviewed the job enlargement literature and

concluded that '"bigger’ jobs are not necessarily 'better' jobs.



He hypothesizéd that perhaps one of the reasons th the expected
benefits:from'job enlérgement have not materialized is.that previous
job enlargement efforts have not taken orientation into account.
‘Intrinsically oriented employees respoﬁd differently from extrinsically
orierted employees. In the former case challenging, meaning%ul jobs
wiéh lots.of oppoftunity for worker participation should pay off
handsomely for the individual and the organization. For fhe extrin-
'sically oriented indivfduél,fhéuéQéf;w&ontingency payﬁent.schemes,
externally mediated rewards, and external controls are apbropriate.
This type of person is not particularly concerned with on=the-job
satisféction. For hfm, work is. a "necessary evil®,

This study is concefne; with the effects of individual orientation
as a moderator variable of the relationship between rewards ané job
satisfaction, Specific predictions wili be derived from the Lawler-
Porter model, and revisions propo;ed if warranted by the data.

There are two main elements in the present investigation. The
.first is concerned with fhe predictive efficigncy of two different
measures (one ipsative and one normatfve) of intrinsic - éxtrinsic
orientation. The second element is an empirical test of some pre-
dict{bns from the Lawler-Porter model, using the orient»tion measures

which were derived from the first part of the study.
The Measurement of Orientation

Job Attitude Scale

One approach to measuring orientation stems from the Herzberg

(1957, 1966) framawork. Saleh (1962) employed the two-factor theory

" ERIC -



as a theoretica]'basis'from which'he developed thé Job Attitude Scale
(JAS) to measure intrinsic-extrinsic orientation. Accordfng to Saleh,
when an employee is motivated and derives Satisfactién from performance
of the job itself he is considered to be intrinsically motivated. In
other words a person is intrinsically motivated to perform Séﬁe task

i f here is no apparent reward for_performance except the activity
itself and the feeling of satisfa;tion or enjoyment which is de:ived.
from doing the activity. ‘Alternatively one is extrinsically motivated
to perfofﬁ éhe task if he does it prirarily for some external rewardﬂ
For the intrinsically oriented person; therefore, the activity is |
an end in itself, whereas for the éxtrinsféally oriented individual,
the activity is a means to ;pme_end.

This classification of factors into intrinsic and extrinsic is
primarily ascribed to Herzberg (1957, 1966). After interviewing over
200 engineers and accountants Herzberg and his associates conciuded
that job satisfaction consisted of two separate and indepéndent
aimensfons: the first dimension was related to job satisfaction,
and‘the-second dimension to job dissatisfaction, These dimensions
are not épposite ends of the same continuum, but instead represent
two distfnct continua. High saﬁsféction is not brought about by
the absence of factors that eause dissatisfaction. Those job
characteristics that are important for; and lead to job satisfaction
but not to job dissatisfaction are calléd 'satisfiers'', while those
that are important for, and lead to, job dissatisfaction but not to
job satisfaction are classified as ''dissatisfiers."” A few job

characteristics. functioned in both directions.

ERIC



According to the theory, the satisfiers are'related to the nature
of the work itself and the rewards that flow directly.from the performance
of that work. These are called work-related (intrinsic) factors. Presence
of these factors leads to satisfaction, and absence of them makes the
person neutral. He is not satisfi;d, but neither will he be dissatisfied
since these factors are not related to dissatisfaction.

The dissatisfa;tion factors are associated with the individu#l;ﬁ
relationﬁhip to the context or envirdnment in whiéh he does his work,
These are the extrinsic factors. Comfortable warking conditions and
fringe benefits are examples of these. When they are present the
worker is neuﬁral; when they are absent he is dissatisfied.

in view of this, Saleh:’|962, 1964) postulated. that iqtrinsically
oriented employees would emphasize such factors as achievement,
recognition, requnsibility, creativity and challenge, advancement,
and growth in skill, while extrinsically oriented employees would

be more concerned with company policy, working conditions, interpersonal

ERIC

relationships, and supervision., Saleh developed a measure‘of'orientatioﬁ
which employs six intrinsic and ten extrinsic factors in a paired-

comparison, forced-choice format. The sum of an individual’s preferences

for intrinsic factors over extrinsic factors on those items where an

intrinsic factor is paired with an extrinsic factor represents the
measure of his intrinsic orientation. . ~

Due to the ipsatf#e format of the JAS,‘however, if an individual
is high on intrinsic orientation he must necessarily be low 6n extrinsic

orientation. Thus intrinsic and extrinsic orientation are viewad as



opposite ends of a continuum representing a single trait. Sal>h
(1972) readily admits chat this inverse relationship may not represent
the true state of affairs.

Survey of Work Values

Recently Wnllack, Goodale, Wijting, and Smith (1971) have develope;
a series of scales representing'attitudes toward work, The Survey of
work.Va[uggﬂ(swv) is based on'a number of dimensions of the Protestant
Ethic, speciffcally those asﬁects which deal wifh the meaning that an

individual attaches to his role at work. According to Wollack et al.

the SWV differs from previous scales in that it is directed toward
separate areas of values anﬁ is limited to the construct of secularized
Protestant Ethic (thus eliminating the primarily religious aspects)

with which work values seem to be clo5ely linked. As Wollack g£;a].

————

have stated,

"Probably the most widely accepted notion of the
Protestant Ethic deals with the intrinsic aspect
of work; that is, work as. its own reward. Work
is to be valued because it represents the best
use of man's time, not-merely because it is
instrumental to the attainment. of external
rewards. The employee high ‘in Protestant

Ethic is presumed. to prefer working to being:
idle, to be involved.in his wQrk, and to derive
considerable satisfaction from doing his job
well, " o

The authors ‘selected three dimensions of the Protestant Ethic that

cover tha intrinsic aspects of work:

Pridealﬂ.WOrk: the satisfaction and enjoyment a man feels from

‘doing his™ job well.....

Job. Involvement: the degrce to which a worker takes an active
interest in co-workers and company functions and desires to

contribute to job-related decisions.

" ERIC
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Activity Preference: a preference by the wo}ker to-keep‘himself

active and busy on the job.’ |

Although the traditional Ethic stressed the intrinsic rewards of
work, considerable value was placed oﬁ'extrinsic rewards as well. The
folloﬁing subsca{es reflect the extrin;ic.nature of fhe Ethic:

Attitude Toward Earnings: the value ar individual places in making

money on the job.

Social Status of Job: the effect the job.alone has on a person’s

standing among his friends, relatives, and co-workers, in his

own eyes, and/or in tke e;es of others.

Another dimension of the Ethic was inclﬁa;d.that.does not confofm
well to the intrinsic-extrinsic dichotomy, and is therefore.regarded to

be of mixed character.

Upward Striving: the desire to seek continually é-higher level job

and a better standard of living.

In sum therefore, we have two measures, products of diverseltheoretical
béckérounds, whicﬁ purport to measure (among other things) intrinsic-

extrinsic orientation. On the intrinsic side we have Szleh's intrinsic

~orientation and Wollack gk_gl:'s three dimensions of the Protestant

Ethic (pride in work, J¥ob involvement, and activity preference) wh}ch

are purportétho cover the intrinsic aspects of work. These three

dimensions will‘be combined into an overall intrinsiﬁ scale of the SWV,
The commonality among these intrinsic measures is their attempt

to measure the value an individual attachés to work itself. »The'main

di fference app=ars to lie in Wollack et al.'s inclusion (and Saleh's

exclusioﬁ) of the work group as the vehicle through which infrinsic—

orientation or SWV-intrinsic is expressed.
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Extrinsic orientation is meésured by Saleh'g extrinsié"orientation,
and Wollack et al.'s two scales (attitude tbward.earnings and social
status of job) which reflect the extrinsic nagure of the Protestant‘
Ethic. These two dimensions will be combined iﬁto an overall extrinsic
scale of the SWV. Saleh's extrinsic orientation and the extrinsic
scale of éhe SWV both represént attempts to measure the value an
individual attaﬁhes to the context or extrinsic aspects of work.

The SWV measures extrinsic orientation by usiﬁg only two bf fhe.ten
extrinsic factors tapped by the JAS, and both instruments consider
the influeﬁce of the work group only tangentially. Of the two
instruments; only the JAS considers the.effec;'of supervision
directly as it affects extrinsié orientation. |

Given these differences in definitional emphasis, one wonders
if the JAS and SWV are measuring the same thing. f an individua:

is given the opportunity to rate independently the importance of a’

universe aof job elements, intrinsi: as well as extrinsic, presumably

his ratings indicate his expectations with respect to what he considers
important in his work‘situation,.that is,ito which elements of his work
situation he is predominantly oriented. Which of these two instruments,
the JAS or SWV, is the most‘efficient predictor (that is, yields the
highest number of positive hits) in terms of orientation? The first
part of this study is addressed to this question.

Why are 'we concerned with rated importance as a criterion fqr
orientation? Locke (1969) defines job satisfaction as the p]ea;urable

emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's job as achieving .
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or facilitating the achievement of one's job values. It is a function

¥

of tne perceived rélétionship betﬁeen what a man perceives'his job
entails or offers and what he values., Values in turn have been
defined by Rand (1964) and Branden (1966)-respective19, as “That
which one acts to gain or keep,'" or ''That which one regérds as
conducive to one;s welfare!,

Every value has two attributes, content and intensity. Content
pertains to what it is tee person wants to Qaﬁn or keép; intensity
pertains to how much he wants to gain or keep it. Attaining and
failing to attain a more importanf yélue produces greater satisfaction
and greater dissatisfaction{-reSpectively, than do the same outcomes
with respect to a lesslimportant value. Satisfaction is therefore
a function cf the amount of percept-value discrepancy as wzll as the
importance of that value to the individual; These correspond to the
two at;ri?utés of value-content and intensity.

| In éhe fjrst part of this study we are principally concerned with

measuring value orientation, the importance of n given value to an

individual., It is this value importance according to Locke, that

determines the degree of affect produced by a given amount of

percept-value discrepancy. In terms of our measures of orientation,

therefore, rated importance is the proper criterion.
Expectancy Theory and the Lawler-Porter Model

One of the most popular approaches to understanding motivation is
that of expectancy theory. According to this view, effective work is

determined by two variables:
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1. effort-reward probability, that is, the individual's expectancy
that his performing efféctively will result in a given reward, and
2. the individual's perception of the value of the reward (its valence.)
Working within this framework, Vroom (1964) aefines a person’s motivation
to perform a *aik or job in terms of the relative strength of forces acting
on him to exert different level; of effort. These forces will depend upon:
]. the strength of his preference for effective perfdrmance over
ineffective performance, and |
2. his expectanﬁies regarding the conseqﬁences of different levels
of effert on the aftainment of effecfiQe and ineffective performance. -
In sum expectancy theory says fhat people-arc\mot?vated to do things
which they feel have a high°pfobability of leading to rewards which they
Qalu$. “
Lawler and_Porter's (]967) model fits into an expectancy theo;y
framework, and builds upon the earlier wark of Georgopoulos, Mahoney,
and Jones tl957), and Vroom (1964). The argument is as follows (see
Figure 1). Performance is a multiplicative function of motivation
times ability. Motivation.in turn is a multiplicative function of
valence (the worth or value of an ocutcome to an individual) times
instrumentality (or effort-reward probabilitf; it is the subjective
probabilfty that a given level of effort will result in rewafd);
Lawler anvaorter assume that rewards cause satisfaction, that
in some cases. performance ]eéds to rewards, and therefore the relationship
. found between sétisfaction and performance comes about ;hrough the action

of a third variatle - rewards. Briefly stated, good performance may lead

ERIC
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. Figure l_. First half of Lawler and Porter's (1967) model.
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to rewards, whi;ﬁ in turn lead to.satisfaction; fhus satisfaction,
rather than causing performance as was previously assumed (Brayfield
and Marsh, 1953; Gadel and Kriedt, 1952), is caused by it. The model
is presented graphically in Figure 2.

The model fifst shows that performance leads to rewards, and it
distinguishés between twa kinds of fewards, intrinsic and extrinsic,
The wavy liné between performance and extrfnsic rewards indicates
that such rewards are likely to be imperfectly related to performance.
Extrinsic rewards such as pay, promotions, status, and security are
externally mediated and satisfy mainly lower order needs in the Maslow
hierarchy:- far éxample; physiological:and safety needs (Maslow, 1354).
The connectian is weak because of the difficulty of tying gxtrinsic
rewards directly to performance. Even though an organization may have
a policy of rewarding merit, pérformance,is difficult to méasure, and
in diSpersinglrewards like pay;many other factors are frequently taken
into consideration.
| Intrinsic rewards are interrally mediated, HOWever, and given‘to :
the individual by himself for good perforﬁance.' Intrinsic rewards are
subject to fewer disturbin§ influences and thus are iikely to be more
directly related to good pafformance. This connection is indicated in
the:model b* a semi-wavy line. An exahple of an intrinsic reward is
the fealing of having écéomﬁlighed something worthwhi}e.‘ Any rewards
that satisfy higher order growth needs in the Maslow hierarchy, for
example, self-esteem and'self-actualization (Maslow, 1954) , are gbod

examples of intrinsic rewards.
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PERCEIVED
EQUITABLE
REWARDS
. [iINTRiNsIC] | -
REWARDSN | -
PERFORMANCE J\‘J \
(ACCOMPLISHMENT)“LLLLR SATISFACTION
| | EXTRINSIC |
REWARDS

Figure 2, Second half of Lawler and Porter's (1967) model.
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The'model also shows that intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are not
directiy relatéd,to job satisfaction since the relatianghip is moderated
by expected equitable rewards. This Qariable refers to the level or
amouﬁt of rewards an inﬁividual feels he should receive as a result of
his job performance. Thus an individual's satisfaction is a function
both of the nuube; and amount of rewards he recelves as well as what
he considers té be a fair level of reward. An individual can be
satisfied with a small amount of reward if he feels it is a fair

amount of reward for his job (Porter, 1961).
The Relationship Between Intrinsic~Extrinsic Rewards

According to the Lawléf and Porter (1967) model, the effects of

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are additfve._ Thié §um,.except as
'moderate& by the individual's percepti?n of the equity of these rewards.
for performance, leads either to job satisfaction or to job dfssat;sfaétion.-
If the effects of these two kinds of rewards are independent or addi tive,
"then it would veem that the most appropriate job design would be one in
which jobs are structured to arouse intrinsic motivation on the one

hand, and ét the same time péovide extrinsic {(and contingent) rewards
for doing well. In a recent paper, however, Cascio (1972) questioned
this assumption. 1s participative management, which focuses on

intrinsic motivaticn, compatible with piece-rate payments and other
extrinsic reward systems?

Cascio presented the results of a two year laboratory research

" program which investigated the effects of external rewards on intrinsic

ERIC .
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motivation. The overafl pattérh of Fesults suggested the following

interpretation. |If a person is intrinsicaily motivated to perform
a certain taSk and then he begins to receive external rewards or
punishments for perférming that task, his Intrinsic motivatipn will
decrease. in short, contingent monetary rewards (Deci, 1971, 1972),
threats of punishment (Deci and Cascio, 1972), and negative verbal
feedback (Cascio and Deci, 1972) cause a decrease in intrinsic
motivation; on the other:hand,-non-continéent monetéry rewards
(Deci, 1972) result in no change in intrinsic motivétion. and
positive veiisal .feedback (Deci, 1971, 1972) increases intrinsic
motivation for male subjects, but decreases>it for fem#les (Cascio,
Deci, and xrusel_'l, 1973). |

The results of the Deci and Cascio program of research indicate
that piece rate payments or other extrinsic reward sysvems which tfe;
re@ards_to performance are not compatible with participative manageheﬁt,

which focuses on developing intrinsic motivation for performing thc

“task itself, since the contingent payment system will decrease that

tntrinsic motivation, 1In sum intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are .

not independent or additive.
How Important is Work?

It is clear from the interactive nature of intrinsic and extrinsic

reviards that extrinsic rewards can affect intrinsic motivation. . Further-

.more, people differ in the extent to which they are intrinsically or

extfinsiqally oriented. This suggests, therefore, that such information

should be taken into consideration in the design or enrichment of jobs.

-
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Individuals differ in héw important they judge their work to be
in their total lifespace; éor some people their work is their central
focus; for others it is not; Seeman (1971) séeaks of fhose who are
"alijenated" from work, that is, engaging in an zc¢tivity that is nbf
rewarding in itself (i.e. not intrinsically rewarding). The concept
of work alienation,thWever, may not be closely related to total job
satisfaction because it Implié§’€;21 the individual réceives satisfaction
from other parts of his work environment (tﬁat is, e*trinsic rewards) .
Fér the alienated worker, therefore, job satisfaction may thﬁs

represent a process of accommodation to a bad situation. Iris and

- Barrett (1972) selected two groups of foremen, one which was considered

to be in a.good job situation and the other in a job situation that
yielded less job satisfaction. The two groups couid effectively
differentiate the overall satisfaction thcy received from their jobs.

For those individuals who were in a bad job situation, the less

" importance placed upon the work itself, the more satisfaction was

found from both life in generél and job in general.

- Iris and Barrett (1972) concluded that; while all people place
some importance upon work itself, the functional consequence of being
in a poor job environment can beppverggﬁe as the individual attaches
less impértance to those aspects of the job which are not favorable
for him. In othef words in ﬁény cases the most adabtivé course of
actibn.ﬁight be fo downplay thé»intrinsic aspects of -the work and
emphasize its extringic agpects.

’

—d
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Job Satisfaction Theory and Measurement

What are the implications of these findings for job satisfaction
theory and measurement, and in particular for the Lawler-Porter mode

as -presently conceived?

The concept of equifinality (von Bertalanffy, 1950) seems relevant

'in\this context. According to this principle, a system can reach the

samé final state from differing initial conditions and by a variety of
pathﬁ, In the case of job satisfaction the same overall level should
be attainable from a variety of paths, namely,_thag path which derives
from intrinsic orientation and that path which derives fr&m extrinsic
orientation.

If overall job satisfaction can be represented by the sum of
satisfactions with different facets of tﬁe job, then dissatisfactions

with certain job facets can be balanced by satisfactions with other "

.job facets. Recent evidence (Wanous and Lawler, 1972) suggests that

it s possible to measure satisfaction validly with di fferent job

facets. They investigated the empirical re]ationships betwéen nine
different measures of job satisfaction, and.conc]uded that there are
severai types of feelings that people have which can be called
satisfaction (joﬁ facet satisfaction) or which influence their
feelings of satisfaction about their job. In the present context
these job facets can easily be ;lassified fntd one of two categofies;

,

work itself (intrinsic) or work environment (extrinsic).



18

It seems logical to hypothesize, therefore,'that two people
may attain the same overall level of job satisfaction by emphasizing
di fferent facets of the job. Those who are primarily concerned with
the intrinsic aspects of work will seek to satisfy those job facets
concerned with.the work itself, Those who are primarily concerned

. ; .
with the extrinsic aspects of work will seek to satisfy those job facets
concerned with the work environment. If job outcomes and ofganizational
. ! .
rewards follow values and expectancies, then the same level of overall
job satisfaction should obtain, |f the principle of equifinajity is
valid in this context, then some modification of tﬁe Lawler-Pﬁrter madel
Qould‘appear warranted, One pqssiﬁle M?diffcaz}on is presented in
Figure 3. o |

In sum it is suggested that people differ in their orientation, Some
are more‘extrinsic, some hore intrinsic. |f someone who is intrinsically
{extrinsically) oriented is in a job which offars intrinsic {extrinsic)
_rewards, then he will be satisfied. However, if the infrinsicélly
(extrinsically) oriented person {s in a job which offers primarily
extrinsic (ihtrinsic) réwérds, then he will be dissatisfied., Even
when a. job offers.substant%al rewards, a person won't be satisfied
unless those rewards match his orientation and expectations.

The key notion.in this model of job saiisfac;ion is that of the
Nfie! crv”match" between individual or'entafipn, values, and preferences
and job outcomes or organizaticnal rewards; According.to-tﬁe conceptual
model job satisfaction with each job facef éan vary between zéro and

/

ERIC - o
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ORIENTATION
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Figure 3. Proposad rmodification of the Lawler-Porter model,
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one and is the result of one minﬁs the absolute ;alue of the discrepancy"
between indiv}dual orientation and organizational rewards. Mathematically
. facets
the conceptual model is as follows: J.S. =n - é%IO-RI. Overall job
satisfaction can therefore vary between zero aﬁd the number of facets. The
absolute value of the discrepancy has been chosen because the p}imary
concern in the ;resent investigation is with the magnitude, not thé.
direction, of the discrepancy. -
Several hypotheses follow from this framework. Hf: The closer
the match Between individual orientation and ofganizatioﬁal rewér&;M-_
the smaller the discrepancy (which in the limit is zero, or a perfect
match), and the higher the measured job~satisfaction. Conversely the
poorer the match between individual orientation and organizatio.al.
rewards the larger the discfepancy (wiich fﬁ the iimit is one, or a
perfect mismatch) and the.lower the measured job satisfaction.
AThe dependent vériablé’in Hl fs overall job satisfaction. Overall
'jbp satisfac;ioﬁ is computed by summing the scores representing satisfaction
with different facets.of'the job; There are five such scores for each
4 S in the present study. These scores represent satisfactions with
the work itself, supervision, pay, opportunffy for promotions,
and co-workers on the job. Hypotheses 2 and 3 will use these job
facet'satisfaction scores as separate predictors of overall job
satisfaction using multipie regression.
H2: For those Ss who are high in intrinsic orfeﬁtation, Tow

in extrinsic oreintation, and whose job outcomes are intrinsically

rewarding, the highest job facet score contributing to overall job

ERIC



satisfaction will be that which méasures satisfa;tion with the work
itself. (This is becéuse their’most valent job outcomes are intrinsic
to the work itself).‘ |

FH3: For those Ss who are high in extrinsfc orientation, low in
intrinsic orieqtation, and whose job outcomes are extrinsically
rewarding, the highest job facet scores contributing to overall
job satisfaction will be those which measure satisfaction with the
work environment. .(This is beéause their'mo;t valent job outcomes

are extrinsic to the work itself).
METHOD

Research Setting and Subjects

This invéstigation was conducted in a large food and béverage
corppration and inciuded three méjor subsidiary compan?es, each with
nation-wide sales representation.and product distribution. 'The
specific focus was on the beverage Qroup field sales forces, including
field representatives, that is, entry level sales positions, their
immediate supervisors (known as state managers), and also the
second, third, and fourth supervisory levels of the respective
companies. These included regional sales managers, open and
control states sales managers, divisional vice presidents, and national
sales managers,

Data vias collected from approximately 320 field sales representatives
(located both in urban and rural areas), 120 district/state/territory
managers, 57 regional managers, 28 open/control state sales managers,

12 divisional sales managers, and 3 national sales managers, for a

total of 540 respondents.

ERIC
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Procedures

Due to the geographical dispersion of the sales and management
personnel the study was conducted by mail. All materials were presented

in a single booklet compased of four separate parts, one each representing

the Job Attitude Scale (JAS), the Survey of Work Values (SWV), the Job

Descriptive Ind;x (4D1), and the Work Itself = Work Environment
Questionnaire (Wi-WE). Each of these instruments will be more fully
described below. The order of appearance was counterbalanced. such
that each instrument occupied each of four ordinalipositions cne
fourth of the time. |

Gne yeek_prior to the.mailing of the §poklet, eachjé_receiyed a -
cover letter from the beverage group senior vice-president explaining
the pverall purpose of:the study, lending top management support to
its implementation, asking for the cooperation of the individuals

involved, and explaining that the results will be used as a basis -

~ for improving the company's poliries and practices in a number of

key areas. The overall purpose of the study was described as an

-attempt to get some idea of how employees feel about their jobs and

what elements of their jobs are important or unimportant to them.

One week later, 785 booklets were ﬁai}ed to the home addrgsses of

the individual employees. An addressed, stamped envelope was also

en;losed. Subjects had iwo weeks to complete and mail the booklet

{unsigred). All bookliets were mailed directly to the exparinenter.
Page two of each booklet contained a short biographical inventory

which included such items as: name of company, immediate supervisory

¢
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level, region, race, sex, age, religious preferéﬁce, place of birth,
geographical region lived longest before 18 years of age, geographical
region lived longest after 18 years of age, nﬁmbe; of times moved,
education, length of service with presént company, and lenétﬁ of |
service in present position. | |

At the top)of page I, subjects were instructed that the booklet
contained four parts, that each partwas a separate unit, and that they
need not complete all four parts at one time. They were also informed
that the-bipgraphical data found on page 2 would be used for research
purposes only. Subjects were then instructed to proceed to Part i,
read the instruc;ions, and begin. At the end of Part | subjects were
iﬁstructed to proceed to Pa}t I}, read its instructions, and so forth,
until the entire booklet had been completed, At the end of Part IV,
each subject was thanked for his cooperation and participation, and
asked to mail the entire booklet in thé enclosed ‘'stamped, addressed .
envelope., |

Instruments and Measures

The Job Attitude Scale (JAS). As described by Saleh (1964, 1971)

the JAS consists of 120 items involving 16 statements, each being

paired with the other 15 in a forced choice format. Six of the
statementslrepresent'the following intrinsic factors: achievement,
responsibility, recognition, advancement, nature of work, and growth

in skill. .The other 10 represent extrinsic factors; working ;onditions,
company or organizational policy, salary, security, status, technical
supervision, salary needs for family's sake, and interpersonal interactions

with supervisor, subordinates and equals.

ERIC
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The subject is asked to indicate in each of.the 120 items of the
scale which of the two factors will be more satisfying to him as he
performs his job. 'He is also asked to make only one choice for every
pair of statements, not to skip any pair, and if he finds it hard to
choose.betwéen two statements, tolmake the best choice he can. .

»

For example:

a) Receiving a salary increase {extrinsic)
b) Perfdrming creative work (intrinsic)

The Abbreviated Form; This form'includes on]y the 60 items in
which an intrinsic factor is paired with an extrinsic one, ﬁt has
the same instructions as the complete fbrm.

A general intrinsic score is obtaingd by giving 1 poiﬁt whenever
the intrinsic factor is checked in the 60 items where an intrinsic
factor is.pa{red with an extrinsic one. The possible score range
is then 0 to 60. The scoring procedure for obtaining the general .
Intrinsic score applies to both the complete and the abbreviated form.
| To test if there is any difference between the results obfained
on the complete form and on the abbreviated form Saieh {1971)
administered both forms.to two groups. Each included hourly,
clerical, and supervisory employees. The complete form was
administered first to one group (N = 32) and after two weeks the
abbreviated form was administered. The order of adhinistratioﬁ'
was reversed for the other group (N = 22) to guard against order
effect. The means of intrinsic scores, in the first case, were

33.0 and 31.8 for the complete and abbreviated form, respectively,



.25

In the second case, the mean for the abbreviated‘forﬁ, which was
: aéministered first, was 34.4, and for the complete form the mean
wa§ 32;8. in boéh cases, the differences weré not significant,
indicating that the abbreviated form could be used as a substitute
for the qompletg form if the general fntrinsic‘score was the-only
score required, Sinée this was the only score required in the present
study, as -well as for reasons of practicality, the abbreviated form 6F
the JAS was employed. The split-half reliability of the JAS is .94
and the test-retest reliability is .88. Norms for the JAS have been
‘developed along four dimensiong: Qex,:age, education, and occupation.
The complete form of the JAS used in the present study is presented in
Apbendix A. ' - .

The Survey of Work Values (SWV). In its present form the SWVY employs

unweighted multipoint scoring of 64 items presented in a Likert-type
format. The subject.is instructed to read each statement caréfully‘
and then indicate the degree to which he agrees (strongly agree ¥46)
 §r disagrees (strongly disagree = 1) with each statement. For example:
s Attitude toward earnings: A man should choose one job over anotﬁer
mostly because of the higher wages. . °
Intfinsic values: A worker should feel some responsfbility
to do a decent job whether or not his
supervisor is around.
Social status of job: My friends would not think much of me if
| did not have a good job.
Test-retest reliabilities (1 month apart) for each_subscale vary

from .65 to .76. According to Wollack et al. (1971) the SWv has met
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some of the common criteria for construct validity. First Smith

and Kéndall's (1963) realiocation procedure demonstrated that the

six work values are discriminably different frém.one another and

that the itéms represent the constfucts that they were intended to
mezsure. Secﬁnd, the internal consistencies (coefficienf élpha) of
the subscales (rénging from .53 to .66) are relatively'high in view
of the small number of items comprising each 'subscale. Third, SWV
scores have discriminated meaningfully émong occupa;i&nal‘grbups~
(Wollack, 1968), and have correlatéd substantiélly wfth background
variables that have been associated with other measures of work values

(Wijting, 1969). Due to its recent development, however, there are as

- yet no norms for the SWV. The complete form -f the SWV used in the

present study is presented in Appeﬁdix B.

The Job Descriptive Index (iDl). One of the most carefuily

~ researched and well-documented measures of job satisfaction is Smitﬁ;

Kendall, and Hulin's 11969) JDi. The JDI is a 72-item instrument
that measures satisfactions with five areas of a job: the type of
work, the pay,.the opportunities for promotion, the supervision, and

the co-workers on the job., For each area there is a list of adjectives-

or short phrases, and the respcndent is instructed to indicate whether

each word or phrase applies with respect to the partichlar facet of his
job -in question (e.g. his pay). If a word applies to his pay, he is
asked to write "Y" (for Yes) beside the word. If the word does not
apply to his pay, he is asked to write "N" (7or No) besi-i2 the word.

If he cannot decide, he is asked to enter a question mark (?). This
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format is useda to minimize response sets which are more likely to

arise if respoise alternatives are printed in a fixed order on the

page. The JD! employs direct weighted scoring according to the

[N

following scheme:

?

Response ) Weight

Yes to a positive item

No to = .negative item

7 to any item

Yes to a negative item .
No to a positive item

OO ~wwWw

The validity of the JDI was assessea in a series of four studies
employing veryrdiffef?n;“sampies (e;g. employees of a farmer's cooperative,
electronics industry ;mployees, and undergraduates) and different measures
"{e.g. interview ratings, graphic ratings, and the direct "Faces' scale,

Kunin, 1955). A modificétion of the Campbell and Fiske (1959) method
for establishing convergent and discriminant validity, ramely, cluster
analysis or principal components analysis, was used in all studies.
The complete factor analytic and cluster anal?tic results are too
unwieldy to report here; the interested reader is referred to Smith,
Kendail, and Hulin (1969). Suffice it to say that the JDI exhibits
satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity.. Madian item

validities range from .35 (satisfaction with co~workers) to .52

| ERIC
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(éafisfaction'witﬁ promotions). Splfx-half internal consfstencies
for each scale, correctéd to full lenéth by the Spearman-Brown
formula, range from ;80.to .88. | -

There are numerous correlations above .7 and .8_betﬂeen Jbi
measufes anﬁ othz2r measures 6f_satisfaction obtainéd by different
méthods, either concurrently or with very short time intervals.
These data indicate lower bounds of the rejiability of the JDI
(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969) .

As Smith et al. (1969) point out, there are sevéral advantages
to using the JDI ag a measure of job satisfaction. First of all,
it is directed toward spgciﬁic areas of satisfaction ra;her‘fhan
global ov general saéisfactibn. Several different areas of job
satisfaction must be measured separately if any substantial under~
standing is to be a;hievéd. This does not imply that satisfactions
in.several areas are necessarily statistically independent, but it
does provide for those important §ituati§ns where there are
discriminable differences whiéh the respondent can report with some
assurance.

Second, the verbal level required to answer the JdBl -is quite:
low. |In one plant studied, the.qual educational level was fourtﬁ
grade, yet all the respondents who could read English at all were
able to cuomplete the JDI.

Third, the JDI does not ask the respondent directly how satisfied
he is with his work, but rather it asks him to describe his work. Thus,

the responses have a job-referent rather than a seif-referent. In
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|
describing his jdb, the respondent does, Howéver,-provide information
‘which may be used to infer his satisfaction. Some of the descriptfqn
involves the use of words which are evaluative (e.g., satisf*ing, good)
as well aS-;hose which-are objective (e.g., on my feet}. In addition,
the respondent's attitudes toward his job influence his responses even
. :

to the more objective words. Finally, some of the words describe actual
wbjective featu(es of the job situation which influence satisfaction
directly (e.g., strict supervision). The complete form of the JOI

used in the present study is presented in Appendix C.

The Work Itself = Work Environment Questionnaire (Wi-WE). The

Wi-WE was'developed{by the staff of the Management Research Center
of the Uﬁiver;ify Qf Rochester. The aim of the WI-WE is to provide
a ;omprehensive inventory of discrfminably different job elements,
thaf is, properties of the igg'itself'(for example éiternal Feedbaﬁk,
variety, responsibility, and so forth), as_&ell{as properties of the
environment surrounding the performance of the work {for example,
salary, jnterbersonal relationships, company policy and adhinisfration,
etc.) which make it attractive to the job holder. 'The overall aim
of the WI-WE is-to presenf a set of elements that reflect both the
intrinsic and extrinsic motivational properties of jobs,

A literature review and synthesis of existing theory and data
served as a starting point in the devélopment of the W!-WE. These
results weré then combined with information gathered from interviews

With a wide variety of job incumbents to yield a univarse nf job-

related elements., Items were written to cover the full range of scale
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values for each of the'elements, and then both items and elements
were reallocated-and scaled by a pool of 150 judges according to the
Smi:h and Kendall (1963) procedure. The results of this procedu;e

provided a measure of.construct validation for the items as well

as for the job elements.
. . ]

Thirty-nine job elements survived the reallocation pfocedure and

" comprised the total universe of job elements related to the work

itself and to the work énvironment. In any given organizational
context some of these elements will be more salient or important
than others., |In the present investigation job elements‘relating
to the nature of the working conditions, task intefdependencg,
responsibility for human life, and so forth; were not particularly

significant factors since the job of the salesman was the primary

focus. The pool of thirty-nine elements and their definitions was

therefore submitted to a panel of salesmen. -The salesmen

then eliminated those elements which were not particularly relevant

to the job context of the salesman,

The initiai list of 39 elements was then reduced to a final list’
of 19, Of these 19 elements ten were related to the work environment
and nine were related to the work itself. These nineteen elements,
together with fheir practical definitions, ére presented in Apﬁendix D.
The exact form of the WI-WE Questionnaire used in the present study is
presented in Appendix E,

The measures of perceived intrinsic-extrinsic organizational rewards

are the summated ratings of the '"How much is there now?'" elements of
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the respective work ‘itself and work environment sections of ‘the
instrument. Instructions to thé WI-WE Questionnaire read as

follows:

us understand how you feel about your jos. Please
make all iudgments with reference to yout present
job; that is, the job on which you are nov working.
This questionnaire is a measure of your opinions.
There are no right or wrong answers.

As you begin reading, you will notice that an element
or aspect of your job w'll be named, foilowed by a
definition of that element, Under this you will find
five statements which express different amounts of
this element.

For examEle:

I. Interpersonal Relations (Buddies) - How well '
you get along with your buddies.

1. | really like the people | work with,
2. The people | work with make this a
© better job than it would otherwise be.
3. Some of the people | work with are difficult
to get along with.

4. If it weren't for the people | work with,
this job would be OK.

5. Many of my problems at work result from the
people | have to deal with.

Read each statement and then choose the numbers of as many
statements as described 'how much'' of that element is on
your job. HNow tear out your separate score sheat (see
Figure 4). Next to the name of each element you will find:
three blanks: - '

Above the first blank are written the words, ''how much is
there now?'' Write the numbers of the statements that you
have chosen in- this blank.
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j | I ] ' ]
Extremely Rather Neutral Rather Extremely
unimportant unimportant nei ther .important imhortant
to me to me important to me to me

personally

.
12,
13.
4,
15,

personally

fnterpersonal relations:
Supervisor

Interpersonal relations:
Subordinates

Variety

Learning new skills:
Necessity

Learning new skills:
Opportunity

.Foliqw-through'

Independence: Hethods
Independence: Pace
Goal clarity

External feedback

Job/person fit

Job security
Work scheduling
Salary

Company policy and
administration

internal feedback
Status inside the company
Status outside the company

Service to others

Figure 4,

nor unimportant

How much is
there now?

personally

. How much do you:

expect in the
' 1future?

personally

How important
is it to you?

Score sheet for WI-VWE questionnaire. .
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Above the second column are written the words, '""How much
do you expect in the future?" Choose the numbers of as
many statements as apply and put them in the blank under
column 2. )

Above the third column are written the words, ''How
important is it to you?" Now, notice the top of the
scoring sheet. On a scale from 1 to 9 are listed some
. statements which reflect possible degrees of importance.
Please chouse one of these numbers and write it in the
blank under column 3. .

Do the same thing for each element until al]‘the blanks
are filled. Please answer all questions.

For examgle:'

How much How much do How important
is there you expect is it to you?
now? _ in the
future?
30‘" ‘ 102 7

vlnterpersohél Relations

e —————

RESULTS

The Measurement of Value Grientation

"Of tH; 785 booklets that were origfnally mailéd out, 68.5%, or 538,

 were returned. Of these 538 booklets -the vast majority were completely
usable. In all analyses to be reported, however, a listwise deletion
procedure was employed, whereby a missing valﬁe on oﬁe variable caused fhat
entire case %o be ignored for ail variables involved in a particular analysis.
Under these conditions, all means,lstandard deviations, and correlations

were based on' the same universe of data. In no analysis to be reported,
however, did the workable N size drop below 438, unless a specific group

was Se]e;ted, ba;ed on certain criteria for a particular analysis. Such

exceptions are noted,
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The initial objective of this study was to synthesize the best
p;edictdr or ccmbination of predictors of intrinsic and extrinsic value
orientation from the subscales of the Job Attitude Scale (JAS) and the
Survey of Work Values (SNV). The criteria for these analyses were the
rated importance, of work jtself and work environment elements of tie
WI-WE Questionnaire. That is, either the JAS or the SWV or a conbination
of the two will be selected based on which accounts for the greatest
amount of variance on the work ftself and work environment elements,
respectfvely. The correlation between the rated importance of the work
itself elements and the rated importanﬁe of the work environment elements
was .56. It abpears thén théf‘these conceptually independent criteria
are not empirically independent. Therefore, hefore any further analyses
could be performed it was necessary to achieve empiricul independence
between the two criteria. Iltem analysis (itemftotal correlations btetween
all itéms aﬁd the two scale total s;ores) indicated that although aif
_jtems correlated highest with the scale for whiéh they were originally

intended, many items also correlated 5ubstantially with the other scale

as well. Plots of the distributions‘of scale total scores'(from the

. sample of 540 respondents) for work itself importance and work environ-

ment importance indicated that these were approximately normal, although
somewhat leptokurtic. |

Frequency distribution plots for the responses on each item in the
respactive scales, however, indicated that many of these were badly skewed left.
Ac;ording!? an exponential transformation OF the form e (where e is the

natural logarithm base and a is the value of the particular variable) was
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applied to the data in an attémpt to eliminate the skewness. Such a
transformation has the effect of spreading out the distribution, and
eliminated the skewness for all variables. The scale totals for work
itself and work environment still cérre]ated .56 after the data was
transformed. Therefofe in order to develop two new scales which would

>
be independent, the pool of items from the questionnaire was first factor

~analyzed according to the method of principal components with both

varimax and oblique rotations. .

The factor analysi; yielded two relatively independent factors
(correlatiaon .22) of ‘hich one was clearly a>WOrk envi ronment factor
and the other a work itself factor. Two scales were then synthesized
from the items that loadedion the tWO‘faCtOFS by uti]izfng.a unit

weighting scheme, and a minimum factor loading criterion of .30. The

~‘two scales which resulted turned out to be correlated .64, which of

course, means that these two scales are even more highly correlated

'thah the original two. Examination of the principal components matrix

indicated that ine first factor was accounting for 60.9% of the variance,
and the second only 11.2%. It appeared fhat a single general factor
was operating, thus makiﬁé it difficult to formulate two independent
scales to measure work itself and wofk'environnent.

In order to control statistically for this general effect, it was
decided to employ a differential weighting scheme, using the factor

score coefficient ot each variable on each factor as the appropriate

weight. A matri.. of factor score coefficients was then derivad, and a
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differential weighting procedure was utilized, using the semi-complete
factor estimate method. |f factor scales are built which employ only
those variables that have a substantial loading on a given factor, the

influence of variables not included in the scale construction is not

controlled. They do affect the scale, however, through their inter-

33
correlations with the variables used in the scale. In the semi-complete

estimation method, some variables are simply used as suppressor variables
tc give the best estimate of the given factor; In the present study, any
variable with a factor score coefficient greater than +0.10 was utilized.
0f the 19 original variables, 12 were used in the final form of the two
scales. S$ix variables (with either positive or ﬁegative factor score -
coefficients) formed the wo%k itself factor and six variables formed
the work environment factor. These variables, together with their
factor score coefficients, are presented in Table 1. The two scales
correlated .28. In sum, it appears that although the final forms of
these two criteria were not completely independent, the reduction in
shared variance from the initial form (.31) to the final form (.08) was
substantial. Giyen'these two relatively independent criteria, the next
task was to synthesize the best predictor or combinafion of predictors
of intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation by utilizing a step-wise
multiple regression procedure.

Let us first conéider the interrelationships among the ipsative
(Job Attitude Scale) and normative (Survey 6f Work Va¥uesi measures
of value orientation. The.matrix of corrclations between the subscales

of the two measures is presented in Table 2. The distributions of a!l

?
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.26

.11

-.12

-.10
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Table 1

Job Elements and Facto} Score Coefficients for Work

Itself and Work Environment Scales of Importance

Work Itself
Variety
Independenca: Methods
Independence: Pace
Job/Person Fit
Job Security

Company Policy and Administration

Work Environment

External Feedback

Job/Person Fit

Job Securi;*

Company Policy and Administration
Internal Feedback

Follow=Through
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" Table 2

—

Correlations Among Measures of Intrinsic-Extrinsic Value Orlentation®

JASI  JASE  SWV| SWVE Activity Work

Involve Earnings Status Upstrive

JAS| 1.0

JASE -1.00 1,00
SWVI A5 = 15
SWE  |-.09 .09

Activity Jﬁw - .13
Work |- rcw - .08
Involve 17 = .15
Earnings| = .13 .13

Status | - .0 .01 .09 .81 2 .06

Upstrive| .26 - .25 .38 .15 35 .28

*Explanation of Symbols:

JASI Intrinsic Scale of the Job Attitude Scale
JASE - Extrinsic Scale of the Job Attitude Scale

SWVI = Intrinsic Scale of the Survey of Work Values
SWVE - Extrinsic Scale of the Survey of Work Values
Activity - Activity Preference

-

/
.03 .29 1,00
.29 .13 12
Work - Pride in Work

Involve = Job involvement :
Earnings - Attitude Toward Earnings
Status - Social Status of Job
Upstrive - Upward Striving

ERIC



scales were approximately normal. The normative measure of value orientation,
the Survey of Work Values (sWV), exhibited good psychometric properties.'

The infrinsic scale (composed of the sum of the subscales representing
Activity Preference, Pride in Work, and Job Involvemant) correlated .00

with the extrinsic scale (composed of the subscales representing

Attitude Toward Earnings and Social Status of Job). The subscales

themselves possess high internal consistency with strong subscale~

total correlations and relatively weak subscaie-subscale correlations,

Since the JAS is an ipsative measure, the two scales (intrinsic
and extrinsic) necessarily correlate ~l. The JAS correlated .15 with
the intrinsic subscale of the SWV, and the extrinsic subscale of the
JAS corré]aged only .09 with the'extrinsic subscale of the SWV,
Cdrrelations_of the JAS with the subscaie; of the WV were similarly
low. It would appear, therefore, that the intrinsic and extrinsic
scales of the JAS areﬁmeasuring something quite di fferent from thata.
measured by the intrinsic and extrinsic scales of the SWV. ‘

Having examined the interrelationships between the two different
measures of intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation, let us now
consider their relationship to the reépecfive work itself and work
environment criteria. The result of the regression of the ipsative
and normative measures of value orienta;ion on the rated importance
of work itself is presented in.fable 3, aﬁd the regression for work
environment job elements is presented in Table 4., Examination of
Table 3 reveals that the intrinsic scale of the SWV has a multipie R

of .31 which accounts for 9.7% of the total variance. The addition

“ERIC |
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Table 3
Regressions of Importance of Work Itself
Job Elements on Ipsative and Normative

Orientation Measurest*

Dependent Variable: Importance of Work lItself
5

Predictor Multiple R R_ Beta F
SWv | 31 .10 .29 45.07%
- JASI .34 1 Jd2 7.96%
Dependent Variable: Importance of Work itself
Predictor Hultiple R ‘ B_z_ Beta E
Involve .27 .07 .16 9.32%
Activity 31 B .09 .12 5.48%
JASI .33 - 1 .12 7.48%
Pride in Work .34 Coan © .09 '2.,70%x
"Upstrive . .34 ' 1 .05 1.28

t F-values refer to the significance of Beta weights.
% Significant at p < .01

#% Significant at p < .05

ERIC -‘
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Table 4

Regressions of Importance of Work Environment Job

Elements on lpsative and Normative Orientation Measurest*

Dependent Variable: Importance of Work Environment

Predictor ' Multiple R R” Beta
JASE .10 .01 .09
SWVE . R ] 01 .06

Dependent Variable: Importance of Work Environment

Predictor Multiple R Bi Beta
Upstrive Al .02 17
JASE | 19 .0k .15
Status .21 .04 .10
Earnings ’ - .22 | .05 -.08

+ F-values refer to the significance of Beta weights.

* Significant at p < .0l

#% Significant at p < .05

Im

3.69**

1.38

I™

11.67*
8.98*
h.36+%

2 ,50%%
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.of the JASl as a second prédictor in the regression equation yields

a rultiple R of .11, orban incremental RZ of only .01, Further,
when the SWV! is split into its component subscales and these
subscales plus the JAS] are regressed against the criterion, the )
resulting jncr%mental RZ is .00, Because the ﬁpward Striving
subscale correlated significantly positively with both the SWVl
and the SWVE; it was included in both regression analyses. lﬁ
the caée of the work itself regression analy;is, its addition'to"
the prediction equation resulted in an increl;mental.R2 of .00.

In sum, the intrinsic 5ubs§ale of-the SWV has a multiple R of
.31 which is significant at p < .0l. The addition of the JASI or
the splitting of SWVI iﬁtO'its subscales does not significontly
increase the predictability.

Table 4, on the other hand, shows opposite reéults from those

of Table 3. The multiple R for JASE is .10 and accounts for 1% of. -

the variance (p < .05) and the addition of the SWVE to the prediction

equation yields a non-significant incremental RZ of .003. In this

case, however, splitting the SWVE into its component subscales yields

a sigﬁifidant'ihcfementa] R2 of .04, Oﬁe reason for this increase

in the amount of explained veriance was the emergence of Attitude

Toward Earnings as a suppreséor variable., Earnings correlated ~0,00
with the.criterion and appreciably (.29 with Status, .16 with Upstrive,
and .14 with JASE) with the other prédictors in the'équation. The major

rcason for the increase, however, was the addition of Upward Striving
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to the regression equation. Upward Striving tur&ed out to be the bést
predictor of extrinsic value oriéntation,- in terms of its relation to
the criterion as well as to the other predictérs.

In sum, the best predictor of work environment is achieved by
regressing the ?ubsca}es-of the SWVE plus.the JASE, though even this
accounts for only 4.8% of the total variance. Based on these resulti,

a best llnear combination of predictors of |ntr|nS|c value oruentatxon
and a best llnear combination of predictors of extrinsic value orlentatlon
were synthesized. 7These respective combinations are 'best’ in terms of

explained criterion variance. The beta weights utilized for each of the

.subscales are presented in Tables 3 and 4. The composite predictor of

intrinsic orientation was termed Intro, and the composite predictor of
extrinsic orientation was termed Extro. Intro and Extro were then put
into standard score form and served as predictors of value orientation

in the models to be reported later.

~The Prediction of Job Satisfaction

The job satisfac;ion criterion used in the present study was the
total score on the Job Descriptive Index (JDI), an unweighted sum of
its five subscale scores. |If we are to assess the predictive value of
a particular model of job safisfaction, however, it is essential that
our criterion for job satisfaction demonstrate satisfactory psychometric
propercies. The reliability and validity of the JD! were reported
ear]ier,'and are acceptable, Let us now consider its internal
con;istency, pased on the presen. results, |

The subscale-total correlations, as weil as the subscale-subscale

é

correlations, are presented in Table 5. Subscale-subscale intercorrelations
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Table 5
Subscale-Total and Subscale-Subscale Correlations

Among J0I Subscales .

?

Total Pay Promotions Supervision Co-Workers Work Itself

Total

Pay
Promotions
Supervision
Co~Workers

Work ltself

ERIC
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are low, with a mean intercorrefation of .26, wh}le‘subs;ale-total
intércorrelations are very high, with a mean intercorrelation of .64.
All subscales as well as total scores were normally distributed. In
sum, the reliability and validity of the JDI are acceptable and its
internal consistency is sound. In terms of an appropriate criterion
for job satisfé&tion, it is a worthy candidafe.

The next issue to be considered concerns the measures of intrinsic
and extrinsic organizational rewards to be used in testing the present
model of job satisfaction. Intrinsic and extrinsic organizational
rewards were measured by summing responses to the WI-WE Questionﬁaire.

As with the criteria for intrinsic-extriﬁsic value.ofiuntatfon, these
conceptually independent s;ales apheared t6 be empirically non-independent.
The scale representing organizational rewards from the work itself (that
is, intrinsic rewards) correlated .65 with tﬁé scale represanting organi-

zational rewards from ti:2 work environment (extrinsic rewards). The

scores for these scales were conputed as .ollows. Individual scores

from each of nine elements related to the work itself, and ten elements

related to the work environment,-were summed "o yield total scores,

which were then put into standard score form. In this sectian of thé
booklet each element was followed by five alternatives numbergd'l through
5; the respondent was instructed to check as many as described that
aspect of his job {(up to a maximum of three). Each alternative had a
specific scale value associated with it, MNo assumption was made

concerning equal interval scales. Computerized scoring made it
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possible to first ''look-up' thé appropriate scaie values corresponding
to as many alternatives as were checked for a given element, sum these
values, and then take their mean as the beét estimate of the level of
organizational rewards corresponding to that particular aspect of the
individual's job.

Because the scores on many of the variables were badly skewed.left,
another exponential transformation of the form e was applied. The
skewness was eliminated, the scores were put into standard score foﬁn,

and then the tctal pool of variables was factor analyzed using principal

- components with oblique as well as varimax rotations. Factor analysis

was employed in an attempt to arrive at two empirically independent

scales representing the aﬁbunt of érganizational'rewards acquired

from the work itself and from the work environmeni respectively,
Examination of the principal'components results indicated that

again a single general factor was accounting for 61.1% of the‘varignce;

with a second factor accounting for 15.2% of the variance. 1t was

.decided that to achieve some measure of empirical independence a differ-

cential weighting scheme should be employed. Accordingly a factor score
coefficient matrix was derived for this purpose. The variables used
in the final scales, as well as their factor scoré coefficients, are-
presented in Table 6. The correlation between the two differeﬁtially
wcighted scales was stil) a si;gnificant .4).

Althcﬁgh in their final forms these two scales were still not
cmpirica!ﬂ/independent, therewas adecided drop in the shared variance

‘rom the ::itial form (:65) to the final form (.41). 1t was felt that

’
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Table 6
Job Elements and Factor Score Coefficients for Work

Itself and Work Environment Measures of Organizational Rewards

Work ltself , Work Environment

.16 Variety .20 Interpersonal Relations: Supervisor
.47 Learning New Skills: Necessity +17 Interpersonal Relatjons: Subordinates

.39 Learning Mew Skills: Oppnrtunity .27 External Feedback

.31 Follow=Through .13 Job/Person Fit

.33 Independence: Methods «21 Job Security

.18 Independence: Pace .13 Salary

.45 Goal Clarity . +25 Status Outside Company

-.13 Company Policy and Administration .34 Status Inside Company
.25 Service to Others

.40 Company Policy and Administration

CERIC
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the latter relationship was a Valid approximatioﬁ of the‘trpe relationship
between these measures and therefore no further analyses were undertakeﬁ.
The scores on each of these'twa predictors were used as the measures of
intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rewards in the analyses to be
reported next.

The discre;ancy model of job satisfacfion proposed earlier was
then tested. The conceptual format of this model is

FACETS
0

| | J.S. =n - Z |o-R]

where satisfaction is equal:to the sum of the absolute value of the
differences‘betWeenlvalué orientation and 6rganizational rewards
subtracted from the number of. facets. In order to achieve a common unit
of measurement in predictor and criterion, however, all scores

were put into standard score form. A logical condition was set

up such that if the value of the discrepancf (0-R) was less than

zero, this value was multiplied by =1 in order to arrive at an

absnlute value. The main difficulty with this apprpach. howeVer,

is that in forcing a distributibn.of standard scores tb-take on

sbsolute values, the end result is no longer a.normél'éistribution,

but rather a chi square distribution. Since predictor and criterion
have very differehtly shaped distributions, & degree of nonlinearity

and a degree of heteroscedasticity are artificially forced in the
relationship, thus precluding meaningful comparisons (Nunnally, 1967).

It should be pointed out, however, that the linear regression model makes

-*inn about the distribution characteristics of predictors, but
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" only that errors are normally distributed. This model} yielded a

double cross-validated multiple R of .10. Consequently the model

was altered to the conceptual form

FACETS

» J.S. =n -2 {n-R)

where the algebraic value of the differences were considered. More
FACETS

precisely, the model was J.S5. =n -Z ((UI-R!) + (OE-RE)) where

(OI-RI) and (OE-RE) refer to the discrepancies between intrinsic and
extriﬁsic value orientation and rewards respectively. This model
vielded a double cross-va{idated ﬁultiple R of .40.

Somewhat surprising was the finding that the dfscrepancy between
intrinsfc value orientation and rewards from the work itself provided

a non-significant contribution to the multiple R (beta weight = 0.01).

. The discrepancy between extrinsic value orientation and rewards from

the work environment, however, yielded a significant beta weight of
-.41, This suggested that organizational rewards were more -significant
determinants of overall satisfaction than value orientation in the

relationship (0-R). The final form of the model was thus:

J.5. =1 -Z(OE-RE)

It should be indicated, however, that because the correlation betwean
(Oi—Rl) and (OE-RE) was .30, and the partial correlation of (OI-RI)

with the criterion was a meager .02, this term was adding little unique
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variance to the prediction equatici. It could easily be deleted
Qithout incurring a significant diop in fhe size of the multiple R.

In order to put the predictive ability éf this model into empirical
perspective, several alternative models of job satisfaction were applied
fo the same data pool.

Let us fi;st consider a "direct" model of jab satisfact’on. Job
satisfaction has been operationalized as the sum of goal attainment or

need fulfillment when summed across job facets. The model is straight=-

forward and s}mple

FACETS
J.S. = (Organizational Rewards)

JDI total scores wers regressed on two predictors: “'How much is thare
now?" (the measure of organizational rewards from each job facét)
responses to the work itself as well as work environment elemunts of
the job. This model yielded a double cross-validated multiple R of ".55.
Once again, the responses to thz work itself elements did not add signi-
" ficantly to the prediction equation (beta weight = 0.08),

In u;ing rated importance as a criterion for value crientation;
the assumption is being made that this criterion is a good measure of
value orientation., |If this.is the case, then it would seem appropriate
to use this criterion itself as a measure of v;lqe orientation.b The

conceptual form of this sezond alternative model is

FAGETS
J.S. =p - :§: ((tmporrancei - Rewardsl) + (lmportanceE - RewardsE))

Z
where satisfaction is ;Onceptualized as being equal to the sum of the

discrepancies tetween importance and organizational rewards {(for both -

ERIC
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intrinsic and extrinsic job elementsi subtracted from fhe number of
job facets. This model yielded a double cross-yalidqted multiple R
of .46, As predicted,'the beta weights representing both the intrinsic
(=.20) and the extrfnsic (-.33) discrepancieg were negative and
signi.ficant at p<.0l.

| The thira alternative model of job satisfaction to be considered
may be termed a multiplicative modei. According to a multiplicative
model of job satisfaction (Qroom,,196h). individua! needs are multiplied
by the degree to which the job fulfills that need, and these products

are then summed over all needs. Conceptually,

FACETS S | <
J.S. =:§§ ((Importancel x Rewards|) + (lmportanceE X RewardsE))

where | and E subscripts refer to work itself and work enyironment.elements,
reSpectively.‘ This model ﬁroduced a double crbss-validated multiple R of
.32. Again the preéi;tor representiﬁg the work itself elements d}a nof

make a significant contribution to .the multiple R,

Residuals from each of these models were plotted and tested for
normaljty of distributiun. With an average N size of 475, none of the
distributions showed any marked departure ffom normality. The results
from each of these models are presented in Table 7.

I summary, the model of job satisfaction proposed in the present
paper was not as predictive of overall joB satisfaction as either the
direct ('Is How') model or the (Importaﬂce ~ Rewards) model, It was,

however, more predictive than the multiplicative model.



52

Table 7

’

Regressions of JDI Total Scorés on Four Different

Models of Job Satisfactionf® %

: _ Double Cross~Validated
:0am~ :c_nmt_mw

FACETS

J.S. =nqn - (0 - R) 4o
FACETS

J.S. =n n“M” (Importance-Rewards) b6

.. FALETS .
J.S, =- (Rewards) L .55
FACETS ,
J.S. = M (Importance x Rewards) .32

t F-values refer to significance of Beta weiglts

% Significant at p .0l

% Amv
()

Work environment
Work itself

il

=

.16

21

<30

.10

oI
[¢]
ot
o

(E) .488L

(1) 0.0848

—
- m

-~
A2 I

et s

1

.
—
Ut

O w

L5, :w.....
16.91%*

79, 48
2,39

2k, 70%
0.33
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The seﬁond,and third hypotheses of fhe study were only partially
supported. According to these hypotheses, for those Ss scoring high
on intrinsic orientation and low on extrinsiclorientation, the prediétor
which accounts for the largest portion of_the variance in overall job
satisfaction should be the measure of satisfaction with the work itseif.
Conversely, fo; those Ss scoring high on extrinsic‘orientation and low
on intrinsic o;?entatfon, the predictoké éccounting for the most vafiance

in overall job satisfaction should be those which measure satisfaction
with the work environment.

Originally jt was intended to use only those Ss séoring in the uppér
and lower thirds of the d{strib’:ions of intrinsic and extrinsic orientation
scores respectively, in order to test these hypotheses; but surh stringent
criteria decreased N to 43 Ss in the upper third on intrinsic orientation
and the lower third on extrinsic orientation, and 47 Ss in the upper third
on extrinsic nrcientation and the lower third on intrinsic orientaﬁi;ﬁ.
Relaxing the criteria to permit Ss scoring in the upper and lower halves
of the intrinsic and extrinsic orientation dimensions to be selected
increased the sample sizes in the two samples to 88 and 102 Ss
respectiveiy. The resuits of this ana]yﬁis aré Fresented in Table 8,

In the high intrinsic/low extrinsic orientation group, satisfaction
with the work itself, although a sfgnifiqant-predictorﬁ(F = 178.12) ranked
fourth of the five predictors used. The other four predictors vere
satisfaction with pay, promotions, supervision, and co-workers. In the
high extrinsic/low intrinsicloriéntatfon group, hoﬁevef, satisfaction with

the work itself again ranked fourth, while satisfactions with supervision,

+

ERIC



ERIC

54

Taﬁle 8

Regressions of JDI Total Scoreson

Facet Satisfaction

Scores for High Extrinsic/Low Intrinsic and

High Intrinsic/Low Extrinsic Ss#*

# All Beta weights are significant at p < .0l

High Extrinsic/Low Intrinsic Ss N=88
Facet Multiple R & Beta
Supervision .72 .52 b2
Promotions .85 .72 .31
Co-Workers .94 .89 .39
Work ltself .98 .96 .28
Pay | ' 1.00 1.00 .22

High fﬁtriﬁgic/Lcw E;trinsic Ss N=102
Facet Multiple R R? Beta
Subervfsion .76 .58 .31
- Co-Workers .86 _ <7k .39
Promotions .94 . .88 .31
Vork o .98 .96 .28
Pay 1.00 "_1,_09 .22
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co-workers, and promotions account for 88.7% of ghg varianée in
the total score. Satisfaction with pay, although correlated .42 wi;h
the total score in this analysis, ac?ounts'for a change in R2 of only
.0k and ranks fifth of thé five predictors.
| Examination of the means aﬁd-standard deyiations of the job facet

>
satisfacticn scores as well as the overall satisfaction scores of these
two grOQPS uéing Hotelling's Tz-test, indicatied that the multivariate
F(3.74, p < .01) as weil as.eVgry one of the ﬁnivariate Fs was significant.
The high intrinsic/low extrinsic orientation grbup is significantly more

satisfied than the high extrinsic/low intrinsic orientation group. These

results are presented in Table 9.

DISCUSSION

Value Orientation and Organizational Rewards ~=- Intrinsic and Extrinsic

One of the relevant questions in this study concerned the nature of

~the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation and

between intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rewards. The intrinsic
scale of the normative measure of value orientation, the Survey of Work
Values (3WV) correlated 0.0 with the extrinsic sczle, while the measure
or iﬁtrinsic organizational rewards correlated .hi with éhe-%easure-of
extrinsic organizational rewards. These results indicatetihat analysis
of the relationship betwéen intrinsic and extrinsfc value orientation
deserves separate cons%deration from analysis of the re?ati;nship between
intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rewards. First let us cqnsider

value orientation.

’-
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Table 9
Means and Standard Deviations of Job Facet Satisfaction
Scores for High Extrinsic/Low Intrinsic and

High Intrinsic/Low Extrinsic Sst*

Hi INTR/Lo EXTK  Hi EXTR/Lo iNTR Scale F
x s X SD

. OveFa’{ 5. 7h*
27.39  {1.53 23.87 12,14 Pay ,..' 2?33**.‘
3h.é3 16.74 . 27.99 16.71 Promotions  3.12%
£7.,93 9.74 ha. 71 12.29 Supervision 2,28%%
45.89  10.45 42.63  12.47  Co-Morkers  2.22%%%
k2,21  7.06 39.79  8.32 Vork Itself 2.L6%

+ All ‘scales except Pay and Promotions have 18 items. The latter
have nine items; therefore their scores were multiplied by two
in order to facilitate comparisons.

Significant at p < .01

%% Significant at p < .02
#%% Significant at p < .05

A~
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In theii attempts to measure intrinsic and extrinéf; value-
orientation, some writers (e.g. Saleh, 1971; Bass, 1967) assume
that intrinsic orientarion and éktrinsic orientation are opposi te
ends of the same continuum, while others (e.g. Wollack, Goodale,
Wijting, and Smith, 1971) assume that they represent separate
continua. 7 | _ _

The éomplete lack of relationship (r ='0.00) between the
}ntrinsic and e::trinsic scale of thé normative measure of value
orientation, the Survey of Work Values (SWV); indicates that whatever
the infrinsic subscale is meaSuring is something Sepafate and independent
from whatever the extrinsic subscale is méasuring. On the other hand,
the ipsative measure of value orientation, the Job Attitude Scale (JAS),
appears to be somewhat of an enigma. Because of the_nature of tﬁe

instrument, the correlation between the intrinsic subscale and the

extrinsic subscale is perfectly negative. Attempts at construct

_validation, however, proved futile. The intrinsic subscale of the

JAS correlated .15 with the intrinsic subscale of the SWV. One would
expect a higher corre]atian_between different measures of the same
trait, In addition, the i;iriﬁsic scale of the JAS correfated .16
with the rated importan;g{%f’the work itself (versus .3) for the
intrinsic subscale of the:SQV), and .14 with tﬁe total score éf the
JD! (versus .25 for the.SWV).

It is possible,.however, that a summary measure such asuihc total

score of the JD!, because of its complexity, may be masking a relationship



which involves only dne aspect of the employee's.feelings. The

intrinsic score on the JAS should theoreticaiiy correlate highest
with the Work scaie of the JDI, yet the relationship is only .06
(versus .22 for the correlation of the intrinsic subscale of the

SWV with the Work scale of the .JDI).

- -

In 5ummary,'therefure, it is .not clear exactiy what the JAS is
neasuriﬁga Based on the results of the SWV, however, it appears that .
the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic valu. orientation is
independent.

The‘oppésite conclusiqn apbears plausible in the case of intrinsic
and extrinsic organizationéi‘rewafds. Accbrding.to the Lawiér-Porter _
model (1967), the effects of intriﬁsic and extrinsic rewards are indepen-
dent{ That is, the effects of a person's infrinsic and extrinsic rewards
are additive to determine_his overall job satisfactioﬁ. If this is the
case then an increase (or decrease) of X units of extrinsic reward .should

.in no way affect the amount of intrinsic rewards a person feels he is
receiving on his job, so the increase in satisfaction wqp]d be a simple
function of X. : J;F;j |

According ‘to the results of studies by Deci (197],‘1§72) and Caécio
and Deci (1972), however, intrin:ic and extrinsic rewards are interactive,
If an individual ‘engages in an activity that is intrinsically rewarding
to him, and subsequently.begins to receive extrinsic rewards (or punishments)
for engaging in that acthity he will be less intrinsically motivated to do
the activity, Therafore; the amount of intrinsic.rewards he feels he is

receiving from the activity would deciecase.

-
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The measure of organizational rewards was-thé “"How much is there
now?' responses to each of the work itself and work .environrent elements.
The final form of these two di fferentially weighted scales still correlated
.41, Employees who feel they receive substantial rewards from performance
of the work itself also tend to feel they receive substantial rewards

) _ .
from the work environment.

Perhaps this. sizeable relationship bethnn intrinsic and extrinsic
‘rewards has come about because of the uncontrélléd fnfluence of some
third variable. People who feel good (bad} about ohe area of their jobs
which is important to them may tend to géneralize and feel good (bad)

about all the other areas of their jobs. In the present investigation

this uncontrolled third vartable would appear to be overall job satisfaction.

.In order to test this hypothesis a partial correlation was computed between

tﬁg ﬁls Now" responses to work itself and work environment items, con;ro?liﬁg
for the effect of overall job satisfaction. The correlation still }émaihed.
a significant .35. |

It appears, therefore, that whén an individual must.express an
ab;olute,iébéﬁext-indepenqent, internal standard (value orientation) he
cén c?earif:d;stinguish two separate domains related to his job. One
domain relates to the performance of the work itself (intrinsic), the
other to the conditions which surround the performance of the work
(extrinsic). When that samé individual is fofced to make judgments
with respect to the amount of these elements pr§$eﬁt‘on his job at a

certain point in time, that is, relative to extarnal standards which
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are specific to a given context, these two conceptually di@tinct areas
of value orientation tend to fuse together, at leasf for phe salesmen
considered in the present analysié. In sum, there is a positive
correlation between the intrinsic rewards and extrinsic rewards o
the job for the sample of salesmen considered. This may be an accurate
description q# the state of ;heir world, or it may be a result of
psychological processes that affect their perceptions of their world.
For the salesman working on a commission (piece rate) basis, pay
is an integral part of his work. Pay is tied so.directly to performance,
in this case, tnat content and context tend to become a single entity.
Achievement; recognition, gdvancement, challenge, supervision, inter~
personal relationships, status, and so on are interreiated in an intef-
active fasion. It is possible that pay has more symbolic secondary
reinforcing properties for the salesman than fpr the sala;ied worker.

For the salesman pay equals achievement. In sum the amount of rewards

a person feels he is receiving in relation to the performance of the

ERIC

work itself is not independent of the amount haifeels he is. receiving in
relation to the work environment. They tend.to¥;6vary.
Inspfar as the Lawler-Porter model expréssg% Job ﬁatisfaction as

a function of the simple sum of intrinsic an& Eggzigﬁj; revards it
éppears to be incorrect, at least with regard to the samble of salesmen
and managers used in tha present study. A riéorous test of the Lawler-
Porter model, however, would require a longitudinal investigation.,

;cording to the Lawler-Porter modzl if an individual is receiving

10 units of intrinsic rewards and 10 units of extrinsic rewards, his

¢
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total satisfaction is a direct function of 20 units. If that same

individual receives 10 additional units of extrinsic rewards, his

_total satisfaction would, according to this model, be a function of

30 units, The4interaétion between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards

is assumed to be zero. It is possible to have an inferaction of zero
ahd.still havéfa_non-zero correlation at any poiﬁt in.time as was the

case in this study. This would imply only that the correlation is an
accurate reflection of the amount of intringic and extrinsic rewards-

that are present at that time and not that one affects the other.

If extrinsic rewards were increased and intrinsic rew;rds remained
constant, the Lawler-Porter model WOL]d be correct and the correlation
between the two kinds of rewards would chanée. This means the correlation
Qould be changing continually as the mix of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards
change. It is more likely, however, that the correlation bétween intrins}c
and extrinsic rewards means thaf-the two are not independént and that the

Lawler-Porter model is not accurate, though the static nature of the

present investigation is merely suggestive of this and does not test

' the model adequately.

According to Deci and Cascio when that individual receives the
additional ten units of extrinsic reward, his total gatisfaction would
not be a function of 30 units, but rather some lesser amount, for an
increése‘iﬁAextrinsic rewardé'ténds to decrease the amount of intrinsic
rewards a person feels he is receiving. One would expect from these
findings that the amount of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards would be

negatively related, which was not the case ir. the present study. Agsin,

’
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however, this does sot represent an adequate test of the De;i and
Cascio resu]ts because they assert a dynamic interplay between extrinsic
rewards and intrinsic motivation. A longitudinal study is also reqhired
to test their assertion adequately. It could be, for example, that the
salesmen in this study who began with very high intrinsic motivation

’
may have lost a substantial amount of intrinsic motivation as a result
of their extrinsic rewards, Stilf, there could be.a modest correlation
such as the .41 obtained in the present studf; The Deci and Cascio
results would imply that this correlation would, over time, be decreasing.
Still, the current dataare counter to what one might have expected from
their hypotheses, though it does not disconfirm them,

With regard to the hypothetical situatfon described above, ths present
results indicate that when.IO additional units of extrinsic reward are
received, overall satisfaction will be equai to some amount greater
than 30 units, due to ﬁhe spillovar effe;t caused by the positive inter-
_re]ationsﬁip between intrinsic and'extriﬁsic rewards. In summary, the

three models imply the folldwing relationships:

; FACETS
Lawler-Porter (1967) ‘ = :Z, (t + E)
. . "FACETS ‘
Deci (1971, 1972) and Cascio and Deci (1972) J.S. = :E: ({(t +E - (1 x E))
B FACETS :
Cascio (1973) J.S. = Zg: ({1t + E+ (I x E))

Intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation appear to be indepandent constructs;

intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rewards appear to be interactive.

4
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A simple modification of the second half of the Lawler-Porter model is

presented in Figure 5,

High Intrinsic Versus High Extrinsic Value Orientation

The results of ﬁhe extreme groups analyses (high intrinsic/low

extrinsic versus high extrinsic/low intrinsic) were somewhat perplexing.
»

According to the hypotheses, for those 5s scoring high on intrinsic
orientation and low on extrinsic orientation, the predictor which accounts
for the largest portion of the variance in overall jéb.sgtisfaction should
be fhe measure of satisfaction with the work itself. 'CQHverser for those
Ss scoring high on extrinsic orientation and low on intrinsic orientation,
the predictors accounting fqr the most variance in overall j-b satisfaction
should be those which measure satisfaction with the work envi?onment.. In
both groups, howeVer,'the Work and Pay scales of the JDI| ranked fourth
and fifth, respéct?vely, of the five predictdrs of overall job satisfaction.
In addition the high intrinsic/low ex;rinsic group was sﬁgnificantly_mdre
;étisfied across all fives scales as well as total job satisfaction.

lntérviews with several responidents subsequent to the administration
of the booklets corroborated certain working hypotheses regarding the
present reshlts. Anecdotal evidence suggests that in general the members
of this sales force enjoy their work.. They.re]Ish the challenge of -sales,
and are optimistic about opportunities for advancement. Their attitudes
towvard the amount of their pay are genzrally negative. The interviewees
seemed to feel that this was characteristic of many salesmen. ''They
all feel they're not being paid what they're worth' was a common

response to queries on attitudes toward pay.
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Figure 5. Propcsed rmodification of the seacond half of the Lawler-Porter

(1967) model,
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The validity of these responses to questioﬁs on characteristics
of the overall sales force was buttressed when JD! scores fér this
salas force wefe compared to JDI| norms for the overall.population
N = 1950) reported by Smith, Keﬁdall, and Hulin (1969). Scores
on the Vork scale for the present sample were in the 6lth percentile
for the overall population, while scores on the Pay scale ranked in
the 39th percentile for the'overall population.

Both the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group and the high extrinsic/
low intrinsic group were relatively homogeneous in their attitudes toward
the Work and Pay (positive and negative, respectively). fhe possibility
thus exists that because of this homageneity the Work scale did not makse
a more significant contrib@tion to the prediction of overall job satis-
faction %or the high fntrinsic/low exfrinsic group and the Pay scale
did not make a more‘signfficant .contributibn to the prediction of
overall job satisfaction for the high extrinsic/low intrinsic_grohﬁ.

One possible interpretation of the greater satisfaction expressed

by the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group is that of stimulus generalizatibn.

These people get their primary rewards from the performance of the work
itself. They prefer working to being idle, they prefer to get involved
with“their work, and they take pride in doing it well, Their satisfaction
with the wofk itself may very well generalize to satisfaction with conditiens
surrounding the pertformance of the work., In systems terminology, their
positive feelings about one subsystem which is very important to them

have positive ramifications o; é{i othzar subsystems related to thefr job,

Conversely the high extrinsic/low intrinsic worker finds dissatisfaction
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with one very important aspect of his work envifbnment (pay) and these
negative feelings also generalize to all gther aspects of his job.
Although no importance ratings of job facetsIWeEe taken in the present
study, post hoc interviews with a subsample of the respondents indicated
that pay was the most important element of the salesman's work environ-
ment.

Certain qualifying remarks are in order, however. It is entirely
possible that these results are due to the Zeitgeist or organizational
climate peculiar to this particular organization. The environment of
this organization is,dyna@{c”;nd.high~pOWered; growtﬁ and change are
everyday«:ccurrences. _If this study had taken piace in a settled or
even a.declining organization, one might quite plausibly expect exactly
the opposite results. The high intrinsic/low extrinsic group would.
likely be very dissatisfied with the performance of the work itéelf
and this negative affect might_éasily generalize'fo all other aspecfs
of the job. Conversely the high extrinsic/low ihtrinﬁicbgroup migﬁt
‘find conditions surrounding the performance of the work quife comf;rtable~
and this positiye affect hight also generalize to all other_aspects of
the jog. A future research effort is now beirg planned to test this

intriguing possibility.

The Present Model of Job Satisfaction
As was reported earlier, the present model of job satisfaction

bears an ostensible resemblance to Locke's (1969) model of job satisfaction.

<

Closer examination, howzver, reveals both theoretical and procedural differences

which clearly distinguish the two.
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Both models hypothesize that job sétisfactioﬁ and job dissatisfaction
are functions of the perceived relationship between what one values
(desires from his job) and what o;e perceives on his job. Both models
operationally measure goal attainment or need ful fillment by asking for
a "How much is ghere now?" response to various job facets. The
differences between the two models lie in the frame§ of referencé
within which the constfuct "values' is considered. The present model
considers values from the standpoint of iong-term, context-independent,
evaluative standards. The measurement of values via the SWV {which
assesses the meaning an individual attaches to his role at work) and the

JAS (which seeks to establish a context~independent preference hierarchy.

. within the individual for intrinsic versus extrinsic rewards) is consistent

with the theoretical underpinnings of the model.
Locke (1969) is inconsistent in his approach to the measurement of

values. The studies he reports (1969) sometimes use a ""How Much Should

. . FACETS
There Be?" item similar to Porter's (1961) model'(J.S. = jg: (Should Be -

Is Now)) and at other times ask 'Ss to think in terms of ideal standards or

FACETS
what they "Would Like" (J.S. = Z {(Would Like - Is Mow)). Wanous and

Lawler (1972) have emphasized that it is important to diétinguish between

thesa two approaches. The formar reprasents an equity comparison (Homané,
1961; Patchen, 1961; Adams, 1963) in which one asks himself if his job

provides equitable outcomes. The latter requires one to ask if his pEEScnt'

job comes close to his ideal job.. One can easily imagine an individual who
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believes his job is not right for him because it.doesn't match his
ideal job, yet it provides an equitéble amount of outcomes for the
inputs it requires. In the studies reported by Locke, both types of
judgmen;s are made within the context of a specific external referent.
These theoretical and mocedural differences may explain the
differences in predictive abilities of the two models. Locke (1969)
reports average correlations of .61 to .81 (gbsolute value) between
his context-dependent discrepancy model and‘jbb facet satisfaction
ratings. Wanous and Lawler report an average correlation of .kl
between Locke's model and facet satisfaction ratings. ThHe present
results yielded avmultiple R of .10 using the context-independent
absolute value of the discrepancy between value orientation and
organizational rewaras. This model was simply not supporfed by the
data. Multiple correlations of .40 resulted, however, using coﬁfext-
indgpeﬁdent measures of values (Oriéntation - Rewards) and .46 usiﬁgt-
context-dependent measures of vaqus (Importance - Rewards). To the
extént that similar élemeqts;are ﬁresent in pfedictor.(cbﬁte¥tﬁdependent)
' and'criterion (context-dependént) observed relationships will tend to be
higher because the covariance of the two distributions increases.
in the present investigation when Ss were asked to rate the
importance.of work itself and work environﬁent elements in the cont. t
of their present jobs they did so within that particular fr;mework;
their fat]ngs viere theref;re contgxt-dependenﬁ. The relatively low
‘multiple co;}é]ations (.33 and .Zf regpggtively) between the‘measﬁres'

of inrinsic'value orientation {context-independent) and the rated importance

ERIC
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éf work itself cleménts (cohtext-dependent) and between extrinsic
value orientation (context-independent)Aand the rated importanhce of
work environment elemer.cs (context~dependent) are probablé reflections
of the differing frames of reference within which the judgments were
made, ,

The Present Model Versus Alternative Models

in general the rank order of the predictive anilities of the
various models of job satisfaction employed in the present study is

sdmewhat different from that reported earlier by Wanous and Lawler (1972).

FACETS
The direct "How Much Is There Now?'' model (J.S. = {Organizationat

Rewards)) is moscvpredictive (.55)! while the multiplicative model

FACETS ' S ' .
(J.s. = :E: (Importance=x Rewards)) is least predictive (.32). The
latter result is somewhat surprising in view of the fact that Wanous and
Lawler (1972) found it second most predictive (.55) of the nine mcdels
they studied, Why do the four models yield substantial diffefences in

the size of the multiple R?

2

ﬁérhapé the present results are due to differences in thef?eljabiiities
of ihe scales, Unreliable measures will be le;s predictive., - As.a check on
this *he average interitem correlations were computed for each measure
and the reliability coefficient for the entire measure determined from
this average interitem corrélatidn (ﬂupnal}in1967; p. 193). The
reliabilities for the different mndé?s are as Tollows: 'Is Méw“ (.75),

"Importance-Rewards'' (.57), '"Orientation-Rewards' (.62), "Importance x
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-

- Rewards' (.77). The reliabilicies of the two discrepancy'models are

lower than either the direct 2r multiplicative modei because they are
computed from di fference scores (according to the methodAprovided by
Magnusson, 1967, pp. 90-97). The reliability of a difference score
will clways be, lower than either of ffs combdnent measures (Brown;
1970); Diffcrqpces in reliability do not completely explain the
"iadings, howe;ér, since the most reliable -scale (multiplfcative) is
least predictive., |[f the differences in predictive ability were due
to differences in reliability one would expect the most reljable
measure to be most predictive.

One possible explanation for the difference in predictability of
the multiplicative model in the Wanous and Lawler (1972) study (.55)
and in-the»bresen; study (.32) may lie in procedural differences.,
Wanous and Law'er didvnof emp loy é multiple regfession approach to

test theAmodel, but merely repoirt ine average correlation between the

predictions of the model and job Facet'satjéféction ratings. One

problem with the multiplicative model 'is that it implies a second

degree equaticn of: the form: Z = ax2 + by2 + cxy + dx + ey where
a=b=0. One characteristic of polynomial regressiion is its inability
to hold up upon crOSS-va!idation (Ward, 1954). This is acccunted’far by
the inhcrent instability of sampling and may account for the're}ctive1y7'r

low multiple R which resulted from the double cross-validation procedure.

-

Differences in predictive ability might be due to similar response

styles with regard to ratings of importance, - Ross and Zander (1957)
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reported a tendency for every respondent to judge every goal or facet

of the job as equally important to him with a consequent restriction
in the varjation of range in the measure. Such a finding in the present
investigation may explain the relatively modest multiple R(.32) of the
multiplicative model. Heésgres_éf skewness and'kuffosis togethesr with
nlets of the ratings of the importance.of the work itself and the work
environment, however, indicated roughly normal distributions, slightly
negatively skewed and somewhat leptokurtic. Restriction of range,
therefore, does not appear to be a causal factor.

Perhaps the high prédictabilit§ of the "Is HNaw" model is dué to
a tendency on the part of people always to use the extfemes of theé scales
coupled with'a tendence to ‘'yea'' saying on the JDl. Such response sef
variance common to measures of different variables may artffically
inflate the correlation between them (Husek, 1961). MHeasures of

skewness and kurtosis together with plots of the '"lIs Now" responses

~to work itself and work environment elements demonstrated that this

-was not the case. Kurtosis was normal although skewness was slightly

negative. fln addition, Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) reported two
studies which investigated.the effect of acquiescence and response set
on the JD). Partialling out recsponse set measures had very little effect
on the convergent validity coefficients of the JDJ scales.

In summary, it appears that asking a person simply to ratslhis‘
organizational rewards (“ls Mow'') produces differ.at results théﬁ'asking
him to rafe the differcnt facets of his job and then taking the%r differcnce

or prodict as a measure of satisfaction. As was already pointed out, this
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is most prbbably due to the similarity cf elements in prédictor and
criterion. The context within whizh evaluations are to’be made is specified
(present job), and thus evaluations are relative ratﬁer than absolute, the
measure ijs descriptive rather than evaluative, and the time frame is
rel~tively short-term. dudgment§ are - not being made with reference to

the totality of jobs of ‘vhich the wofker is aware, but rather with -
reference to the day-ﬁo-day or week-to-week activities of hi§ job. This

" is not to imply that the other models are without erit, however. Given

a specific purpose, aﬁd relative to the particular kindsvof behavior to

be predicted, aiiv vne of the other models may very well be more useful.
What is required is a preci;é speci fication of the purposes and conditions
under which each medel fs most appropriate. 1t has been démonst}gted
that each of the four alternative models of job satisfaction shows
significant correlations with overall job satisfacfion. Since this
is the case the inv;stigator would do well to choose that model whfch

_is most congruent with his conceptual framework.

Job Satisfaction -- A Cdnceptuai Framework

The focus of the present study was on the pred?ctive’ability and
potential practical uti?ity of one particularfhodel of job satisfaction,
namely:

FACETS
-n . <o

s, =
AT

1

((0y=Rp) + (0g=Rg))

-~

Although the model demon-trated significant predictive ability, it was

not as effective as. the alternative mod:zls:

?,
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e FACETS _
J.S. = :g: (Organizational Rewards)

’ or
FA%ETS

J.S. =n - :E: ((Importancel-Rl) + (ImportanceE-RE))
;

The latter model has previously been labeled ''theoretically meaningless"
(Evans, 1969;?Naﬁbus and Lawler, 1972), and its use not recommended in
situétions where overall satisfaction scores are being computed, or
where individuals are béing.cohpared, The‘major criticism of fhis
approach is that a 9 - 9 = 0 discrepancy (high importance coupled witﬁ
high fulfillment) is treated as equal to a 2 - 2 = 0 discreépancy (low
importance couple& with low fulfillmeﬁt). The model’fails‘to take
into accouﬁt differénces in levels of satisfaction. Although this
mode] has been used by a Aumber of investigators as an iﬁ&ex of
overall job satisfaction (Kuhlen, 1963; Pelz and Andrews, 1966; Beer,
1966), its use for that purpose seems inappropriate.

Ross and Zander {1957) used this model! as an index of dissatisfaction.

In an attempt to pfédict turnover, significant differences wefe‘found
betweer leavers and those who remained on the job in term§ of discrepancies
between desires and fulfillment in needs for recognition (.64) and autonomy
(.53). Glennon, Owens,_Smith;and Albvight tISGO) recommended this model
as an aid to managemenf in identifying ''sore spots'" or low satisfaction
issues. | | .

The model appears most «ppropriate in that particular context. It

is a‘valhahlé tool which will enable management, and especially the job

designer, to identify situations in which low satisfaction is coupled
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with high importance, as well as the opposite situation in which high
satisfaction is coupled with low importance. As such it would function
as an "organizational barometer'. Résults from such a model could be
used as.signposts (Goodenough, 1949) pointing toward those areas where
management as well as the job designer miéht most fruitfully concentrate

their resources and efforts,

_ , FACETS
To the extent that the straightforward J.S. = :E: (Organizational

Rewards) model controls for time perspective;-aSRs for descriptive rather
than evaluative information, and forces the respondent to collapse all
the cues ffom his past experiences, expectations, and social reference
group into a simple "'Is Now' resvonse, its demonstrated predictive
superiority over other conceptually more elegant models is not surprising.
As an index of overa!l satisfaction as well as of job facet satisfaction,
tﬁis model was the best of those -tested.. It should be reemphasizea,
_howevef,'that a model is '"best" rélative to a speqificfpurpose and under
specifigd conditions. It i$ the task of future }esearch to point these

out.
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Names and Definitions of the Nineteen Work

Itself and Work Environment Elements
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Work Itself Elements ‘

Variety - How much your job requires you to do a large number
of activities.
Learning New Skilis: Necessity = How much you need to learn new skills in

order to do your job.

Learning New Skills: Opportuhity - How much your job gives you a chance to

learn new skiils.

Follow-Through - How much your job requires you to keep at a task until

it is finished.

Independence: Hethods - How much you can act independently to use

your own methods, if you are going to do a certain task.

Independence: Pace - How much you can act independently to set your

own pace, if you are going to do a certain task.

Goal Clarity - The extent to which you know exactly what you have to

do in order to do your job well,.

internal Feedback - Whetner you know if you've done a good or a bad job,

just from doing the job.
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Work Environmziic tlements

Interpersonal Relat.ons:

o

Interpersonal Relations:

Exterual Feedback -~

Job/Person Fit -

Job Security -

Work Scheduling =

Salary -

Company Policy and Administration-

Status Inside the Company -

Status Outside the Company =
¢

Service to Others -

Supervisor - How well you get along with

your supervisor,

Subordinates- How well you get along with

your subordinates.

How often someone else gives me infarmation

on whether |'ve done a good or a bad job.

The extent to which you.feel you are doing

the job for which you've been trained.
How secure vour job is.

The extent to which you feel the hours of

work -are unreasonably long,
The extent to which you are equitably paid.

How well the company is run and how Vi it

is to its employees.
The prestige of your .job inside the compény;

The prestige of your job outside the company.

The degrze of opportunity to help others,
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Appendix B: Work Itself - Work i'nvironment Questionnaire
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WORK ETSELF - WORK ENVIRONMENT QUEST!ONNAIRE

The purpose of this part of the booklet is to help us understand
how you feel about your job. Please make all judgments with reference
to your present job, that is, the job on which ycu are now woi'ing.

This questionnaire is a measure of your opinions. There are nc right
Oor wrong answers.

As you begin reading you will notice that an element or aspect of
your job will be named, followed by a definition of that element. Under
this you will find five statements which express different amounts of
this element.

For example:

1. Interpersonal Relations (Buddies) - How well you get along with
your buddies.

1. | really like the people | work with.
R 2, The people | work with make this a better job than it would
o otherwise be.
3. Some of the people ! work with are dlfflcult to get along with.
4, If it wasn't for the people | work with, this job would be OK.
5. Many of my problems at work result from the people | have to
’ deai with.

Read each statement and then choose the numbers of as many statements
as describe '"how much' of that element is one your job. HMow tear out your
separate score sheet (next page). .lext to the name of each element you
will find three blanks. Above the first blank are written the words, ‘‘How
much is there now?' Write the numbers of the statements that you have
chosen in this blank. Above the second column are written the words, 'How
much do you expect in the future?' fhoose the numbers of as many statements
as apply and put them in the blank under column 2. Above the third column
are written the words, ‘'How important is it to you?'" Now notice the top
of the scoring sheet. 0On a scale from | tc 9 are listed some statements
which reflect possible degrees of importance. Please choose cne of these
numbers and write it irn the blank under ¢olumn 3. Do the same thing for
each eleinent until all tne blanks are filled.

For example:
How much i¢ How much do How important
there now? you expect in is it to you?

the future?

Interpersonal Relations 3,4 1,2 7

ERIC
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INTERPERSONAL RELATION;: SUPERVISOR - How we!l you get along with your
supervisor,
V. My supervisor is insensitive to people,
2. | find it difficult to talk with my supervisor in a meaningful way.
3. My supervisor and | sometimes see eye to eye.
4. | can often talk freely witﬁ ﬁy boss.
5. | get along Qell with my sﬁpervisor.
INfERPERSONAL RELATIONS: SUBORDINATES - How well you get along with your
subordinates.
1. | have extremely poor working relationships with my subordinates,
2. 1 occgsionally get along we]l-wifh hy subordinates. |
' 3. | often get along well with my subordinates.
L. Frequently if not always | get along with ﬁy subordinates.,

5. My subordinates and | always see eye to eye.

VARIETY = How much your lcb requfres you to do a large number of activities.

l. | do th; job the same way every day.

2, This job is éften_dong the sghé‘way.

3. This job is sometimesmaone the say way.

b, Only a small part of my work is routine.

5. Each job | do reguires its own.unique agproach.
~ LEARHIHNG NEW SKILL: HéCESS]TY - How much you need to léarn new skills in

' order to do your job.

1. | never have to learn anything new'in order to do my job.

2. Occasionally | must lcarn SOmething new in Order to do hy job.

3. | often have to learn new th:ngs :n order to do my Job
\

L, I'm COnstantly forced to laarn new skills to do thls Job
. \ - - :
: 5. It's an abSolute musg for me to learn new slnlls 1f I want to be able
(S to do my 1ob well., ' ' o - -
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LEARNING NEW SKILLS: OPPORTUNITY ~ How much your’ job gives you a chance
to learn new skills. '

l. There is no opportunity for me to learn new skills on my job.

2. Seldom do | get a chance to learn anything new on this job.

-

3. 'Sometimes I get a chance to learn new things on this job.

k. Training is available if | want to learn new skills.

5. If | want to | can learn many new éki]ls on my job.

FOLLOW-THROUGH = How much your job fequires you to keep at a task until
it is finished. '

I. | never get a chance to finish a job | start.

2. Occasionally | get a chance to finish a job | start.

3. Quite often | get a chance to finish a job | start.

L, Frequently if not always | get a chance to finish a job | start.
5. No matter how long it takes | finish each job.
INDEPENDENCE: METHODS - How much you can act independently to use yéur
; own methods, if you are going to do a certain task. -
1. Even though | know what has to be done, | still can't do it the way | want.

2. People are constantly telling me to lo my -job the way they think is best. ‘

\

3. | decide how to do certain parts of the job, but am told how to do the rest.
L, | can choose among‘a.number of ways of doing my job.
5. | use my own judgment in determining how a job is to be accomplished,

- LY
INDEPENDENCE: PACE - How much you can act {sdependently to Set 'your own
: pace, if you are going to do a certain task.

1. | have to work at the pace |'m told.

- 1

2. 'Sometimas | get to do my job at the pace | want.
" 3. How fast | work dépends on how much | héve to do each day.
L., Frequently if not a{wayé | do my job at the pace | want{ .

Q . o el K L e S
: - 5. | decide 'how fast }'11 work each- day.
ERIC ~° ° " 0 7 e ese e
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GOAL CLARITY - The extent to which you know exactly what you have to do
-.in order to do yourjob weil,

1. | have to be constantly asking people what to do on this job.

2, Often it is hard for me to understand what others want me to do.

3. Sometimes it is hard for me to undérstand what others want me to do.

L, 1t is clear what someone in my job should accomplish,

5. 1 clearly undersfand what | ain supposed to accomplish.

EXTERNAL FEEDBACK - How often someon~ else gives me information on whether
I've done a good or a bad job.

1. No one ever tells me how well 1've done my job. >

2. Once in a while | find out how well 1've done ﬁy Jjob. |

3. Sométimes | find out how well ['ve done my job.

L. Others often tell me when-I‘ve done a good job.

5. Others.always teil me when I've Jdone a good job.

JOB/PERSON FIT - The extent to which you feel you are doing the job for

which you've been trained.

1. 1'm not doing what |'ve been trained for.

2. Often | feel‘that I can]f»dse my best abilities on this job,

3. Sometimes | feel that my skills aré nét fully used on the'job.

4, Mow and then | feel that my skills are not fully used on the job.

5. This job makes full use of my ‘abilities.

JUB SECURITY - How securelyour job is,

1. | never know how long l'jl be able to keep my job.

2. Sqmetimes 1 think | have a secure job.

3. Employees know they!ve got to really S;Few ﬁp {n order to get fired,

L, You don't have to worry,about losing youf job when you work here.
3 . . N AN

5. iy job will always be SGCure."'
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WORK SCHEDULING - The extent to-which you feel that the hours of work
are unreasonably long.

1. The hours | work are just right for my job.
2, | seldom feel that m§ job would be better if there were sliorter work hours.

3. How and then | feel that my job would be Lketter if there were shorter
work hours, '

4, Very frequently | feel that my job would be better if there were
shorter work hours.

5. The hours on my job are much too long.

SALARY ~ The extent to which you are equitably paid.
1. I'm under.paid for the amount of work i do.
2. The job is more important than the income.

3. In order to get a pay boost in this organization, it's 'who you know',
not ''what you know',

L, -salaries are uﬁually reviewed fairly.

5. .y pay is more than fair for the work l.do.

COMPANY POLIdY AND ADMINISTRATION - How well the company is run and héw fair

it is to its employees.

1. This company treats it's employeegw?otten.

2. Morking here you seldom if every feel that the cémpany cares about you.

3. Some of the time you feel that the company cares about-you.

4, Employees are nearly always treated fairly by management.

5. This company gives ail it's empléyees a fair shake.

INTERHAL FEEDBACK - Whether you know if you've done a good or a bad job,
just from doing the job.

!. l-never know ifal'm doing a good job or not. -

2. It is clearer on some parts of my job than on others, how well | am doing,

3. At the end ofneach day | can teil how well |'ve done.

4, 1 can tell when |'m doing a good job,

. \} i . ) .
Ijil(, 5. VWhan | stand back and look at my work, | know immediately whether it
= is good or bad.

N
A i
S
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STATUS INSIDE THE COMPANY -~ The prestige of your job inside the company.
1. Everyone here looks down on my job.
. ._ 2. A lot of people inside the company look down on my job.
3. Some people inside the company look .down on my job.
4, My joib is very well thought of in my organization.

5. My job has special prestige in this company.

STATUS OUTSIDE THE COMPANY ~ The prestige of your job outside the company.
1. It embarasseg me when people ask me what work | -do,

2. Some people outside the company don't think much of my job.

3. A lot of people think | have an important iob.

-

5. Outside people respect me for what | do.

SERVICE TO OTHERS - The degree of opportunity to help others.

1. Doing service for someone is seldom rewarding.

?. Once in a while doing éervi;e for someone is rewarding.

3. Doing:serbice for someone is frequently rqwarding.

4, 1 like to find out that people are well off because |'ve done my job.

5. On this job you know that you are doing something to help other people.

ERIC
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The Management Research Center (MRC) conducts selected programs of research in individual, smali group,
and organizational nsychology with special emphasis on the study of managerial behavior in industrial organizations.
Through enlarging our understanding of how torday’s manager deals with incressingly complex organizational
problems, the Center hopes to furnist: behavisra' foundations for the development and education of the manager of
the future. Grants from the Ford Fournriation, ‘ke Jffice of Naval Research, the Esso Educational Foundaticn, the
Department of Transportation, and the Rocheste * Y outh Board have supported this effort.

Transnational studles of managerial behavior in standardized organizationz! simulations are being conducted
by MRC in conjunction with the International Research Groups on Management (IRGOM).

MRC maintains a bank of data collected at training centers in over 36 countries, and provides cooperating
agencies with assistance in experimental design, statistical analysis, and data collection.

MRC conducts other research at the interface of man and his organization. Currently, interest is focused on
self-instructional methods for increasing interest and ability in self development, woman at work, metivation to
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