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Abstract continued

intrinsic subscale of this instrument correlated 0.0 with the extrinsic
subscale. Thetwo 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 mode; 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 he 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 question and the results were essentially the same as

those reported in a much earlier investigation by Kornhauser and

Sharp (1932). Correlatibns between satisfaction and performance

were consistently low positive, while the correlations between

satisfaction and measures of turnover and absenteeism were consistently.

strongly negative.

Traditionally it was thought that this relationship between

satisfaction and performance meant that satisfaction lead to effective

performance. Lawler and Porter (1967), however, proposed a model of

the relationship between satisfaction and performance which assumes

that overall job satisfaction results from, rather than causes,

effective performance. Specifically, performance leads to both

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards, and these rewards in turn lead

the workers to be satisfied. For this to work properly, extrinsic

reward systems must be structured so that effective performance is

rewarded, and further, jobs must be designed such that effective

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

Chi effects of extrinsic rewards (such as salary, interpersonal



relationships, and the work environment) will sum to yield overall'

job satisfaction. Their effects are independent and additive.

Cascio (1972) presented evidence which questioned the validity

of this assumption. Numerous studies were reviewed which showed that

extrinsic rewards can affect intrinsic motivation; therefore, when both

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

interactive rather than independent. This implies then that satisfaction

is not a simple linear combination of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards.

Such a fact shouH be taken into account in the design and enlargement

of jobs.

To design jobs which are intrinsically interesting, and then to

make rewards contingent on performance would be an appropriate

prescription under the additivity assumption; the non-additivity

evidence, however, suggests that this prescription would lead to

having the extrinsic rewards decrease the intrinsic motivation

which was elicited by the newly designed job.

Cascio further suggested that people differ in the extent to

which they are intrinsically and extrinsically oriented. Therefore

if soma people are oriented primarily toward the achievement of

intrinsic rewards, while others are oriented primarily toward the

achievement of extrinsic rewards, then jobs should be designed so

as to capitalize on these expectations. Orientation is here

defined as a generalized set 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.
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Ha hypothesized that perhaps one of the reasons why the expected

benefits from job enlargement have not materialized is that previous

job enlargement efforts have not taken orientation into account.

Intrinsically oriented employees respond differently from extrinsically

orierted employees. In the former case challenging, meaningful jobs

with lots of opportunity for worker participation should pay off

handsomely for the individual and the organization. For the extrin-

sically oriented individual,' however, contingency payment schemes,

externally mediated rewards, and external controls are appropriate.

This type of person is not particularly concerned with on-the-job

satisfaction. For him, work is a "necessary evil".

This study is concerned with the effects of individual orientation

as a moderator variable of the relationship between rewards and job

satisfaction. Specific predictions will be derived from the Lawler-

Porter model, and revisions proposed if warranted by the data.

There are two main elements in the present investigation. The

first is concerned with the predictive efficiency of two different

measures (one ipsative and one normative) of intrinsic - extrinsic

orientation. The second element is an empirical test of some pre-

dictions from the Lawler-Porter model, using the orientation 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) framework. Saleh (1962) employed the two- factor theory
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as a theoretical basis from which he developed the Job Attitude Scale

(JAS) to measure intrinsic-extrinsic orientation. According to Saleh,

when an employee is motivated and derives satisfaction from performance

of the job itself he is considered to be intrinsically motivated. In

other words a person is intrinsically motivated to perform some task

iflthere is no apparent reward for performance except the activity

itself and the feeling of satisfaction or enjoyment which is deved.

from doing the activity. Alternatively one is extrinsically motivated

to perform the task if he does it priaarily for some external reward.,

For the intrinsically oriented person, therefore, the activity is

an end in itself, whereas for the extrinsically oriented individual,

the activity is a means to some 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 concluded

that job satisfaction consisted of two separate and independent

dimensions: the first dimension was related to job satisfaction,

and the second dimension to job dissatisfaction. These dimensions

are not opposite ends of the same continuum, but instead represent

two distinct continua. High satisfaction is not brought about by

the absence of factors that cause dissatisfaction. Those job

characteristics that are important for, and lead to job satisfaction

but not to job dissatisfaction are called "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.
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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 satisfied, but neither will he be dissatisfied

since these factors are not related to dissatisfaction.

The dissatisfaction factors are associated with the individual's

relationship to the context or environment in which he does his work.

These are the extrinsic factors. Comfortable working conditions and

fringe benefits are examples of these. When they are present the

worker is neutral; when they are absent he is dissatisfied.

in view of this, Saleh.(1962, 1964) postulated.that intrinsically

oriented employees would emphasize such factors as achievement,

recognition, responsibility, creativity and challenge, advancement,

and growth in skill, while extrinsically oriented employees would

be more concerned with company policy, working conditions, interpersonal

relationships, and supervision. Saleh developed a measure. of orientation

which employs six intrinsic and ten extrinsic factors in a'paired-

comparison, forced-choice format. The sum of an individual'f5 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 ipsative format of the JAS, however, if an individual

is high on intrinsic orientation he must necessarily be low on extrinsic

orientation. Thus intrinsic and extrinsic orientation are viewed as

.J
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opposite ends of a continuum representing a single trait. Saith

(1972) readily admits chat this inverse relationship may not represent

the true state of affairs.

Survey of Work Values

Recently Wollack, Goodale, Wijting, and Smith (1971) have developed

a series of scales representing attitudes toward work. The Survey of

Work Values (SWV) is based on a number of dimensions of the Protestant

Ethic, specifically those aspects which deal with 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 and is limited to the construct of secularized

Protestant Ethic (thus eliminating the primarily religious aspects)

with which work values seem to be closely linked. As Wollack et al.

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 irivolvedin his wgrk, and to derive
considerable satisfaction from doing his job
Well."

The authors -selectad three dimensions of the Protestant Ethic that

cover the'intrinsic aspects of work:

Pride.in Work: the satisfaction and enjoyment a man feels from

',doing his' job well..

Job. Involvement: the degree to which a worker takes an active

interest in co-workers and company functions and desires to

contribute to job-related decisions.
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Activity Preference: a preference by the worker to keep himself

active and busy on the job.

Although the traditional Ethic stressed the intrinsic rewards of

work, considerable value was placed on extrinsic rewards as well. The

following subscales reflect the extrinsic nature of the Ethic:

Attitude Toward Earnings: the value an 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 the eyes of others.

Another dimension of the Ethic was included that does not conform

well to the intrinsic-extrinsic dichotomy, and is therefore regarded to

be of mixed character.

Upward Striving: the desire to seek continually a higher level job

and a better standard of living.

In sum therefore, we have two measures, products of diverse theoretical

backgrounds, which purport to measure (among other things) intrinsic-

extrinsic orientation. On the intrinsic side we have Szlehls intrinsic

orientation and Wollack et al.'s three dimensions of the Protestant

Ethic (pride in work; 1,3b involvement, and activity preference) which

are purported .to cover the intrinsic aspects of work. These three

dimensions will be combined into an overall intrinsic scale of the SWV.

The commonality among these intrinsic measures is their attempt

to measure the value an individual attaches to work itself. The main

difference appears to lie in Wollack et al.'s inclusion (and Saleh's

exclusion) of the work group as the vehicle through which intrinsic-

orientation or SWV-intrinsic is expressed.



Extrinsic orientation is measured by Saleh's extrinsic-orientation,

and Wollack et al.'s two scales (attitude toward earnings and social

status of job) which reflect the extrinsic nature of the Protestant

Ethic. These two dimensions will be combined into an overall extrinsic

scale of the SWV. Saleh's extrinsic orientation and the extrinsic

scale of the SWV both represent attempts to measure the value an

individual attaches to the context or extrinsic aspects of work.

The SWV measures extrinsic orientation by using only two of the ten

extrinsic factors tapped by the JAS, and both instruments consider

the influence of the work group only tangentially. Of the two

instruments, only the JAS considers the effect of supervision

directly as it affects extrinsic orientation.

Given these differences in definitional emphasis, one wonders

if the JAS and SWV are measuring the same thing. If an individuit

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

universe of job elements, intrinsic as well as extrinsic, presumably

his ratings indicate his expectations with respect to what he considers

important in his work situation, that is, to which element's 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 posit;ve 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 for

orientation? Locke (1969) defines job satisfaction as the pleasurable

emotional state, resulting from the appraisal of one's job as achieving



or facilitating the achievement of one's job values. It is a function

of the perceived relationship between 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) respectively, as "That

which one acts to gain or keep," or "That which one regards as

conducive to one's welfare".

Every value has two attributes, content and intensity. Content

pertains to what it is tte person wants to gain or keep; intensity

pertains to how much he wants to gain or keep it. Attaining and

failing to attain a more important value produces greater satisfaction

and greater dissatisfaction, respectively, than do the same outcomes

with respect to a less important value. Satisfaction is therefore

a function of the amount of percept-value discrepancy as well as the

importance of that value to the individual. These correspond to the

two attributes of value-content and intensity.

In the first part'of this study we are principally concerned with

measuring value orientation, the importance of 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 effectively 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) defines a person's motivation

to perform a task or job in terms of the relative strength of forces acting

on him to exert different levels of effort. These forces will depend upon:

1. the strength of his preference for effective performance over

ineffective performance, and

2. his expectancies regarding the consequences of different levels

of effort on the attainment of effective and ineffective performance.

In sum expectancy theory says that people arc motivated to do things

which they feel have a high-probability of leading to rewards which they

value.

Lawler and Porter's (1967) model fits into an expectancy theory

framework, and builds upon the earlier work of Georgopoulos, Mahoney,

and Jones (1957), 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 outcome to an individual) times

instrumentality (or effort-reward probability; it is the subjective

probability that a given level of effort will result in reward).

Lawler and Porter assume that rewards cause satisfaction, that

in some cases performance leads to rewards, and therefore the relationship

found between satisfaction and performance comes about through the action

of a third variable - rewards. Briefly stated, good performance may lead
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Figure 1. First half of Lawler and Porter's (1967) model.
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to rewards, which in turn lead to satisfaction. Thus 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 first shows that performance leads to rewards, and it

distinguishes between two kinds of rewards, intrinsic and extrinsic.

The wavy line between performance and extrinsic 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: for example, physiological and safety needs (Maslow, 1954).

The connection is weak because of the difficulty of tying extrinsic

rewards directly to performance. Even though an organization may have

a policy of rewarding merit, performance is difficult to measure, and

in dispersing rewards like pay,many other factors are frequently taken

into consideration.

Intrinsic rewards are internally mediated, however, and given to

the individual by himself for good performance. Intrinsic rewards are

subject to fewer disturbing influences and thus are likely to be more

directly related to good performance. This connection is indicated in

the model by a semi-wavy line. An example of an intrinsic reward is

the feeling of having accomplished something worthwhile. Any rewards

that satisfy higher order growth needs in the MasloW hierarchy, for

example, self-esteem and self-actualization (Maslow, 1954), are good

examples of intrinsic rewards.
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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

directly related to job satisfaction since the relationship is moderated

by expected equitable rewards. This variable refers to the level or

amount of rewards an individual feels he should receive as a result of

his lob performance. Thus an individual's satisfaction is a function

both of the nuober and amount of rewards he receives as well as what

he considers to 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 Lawler and Porter (1967) model, the effects of

intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are additive. This sum, except as

moderated by the individual's perception of the equity of these rewards

for performance, leads either to job satisfaction or to job dissatisfaction.

If the effects of these two kinds of rewards are independent or additive,

then it would t:eem that the most appropriate job design would be one in

which jobs are strictured to arouse intrinsic motivation on the one

hand, and at the same time provide extrinsic (and contingent) rewards

for doing well. In a recent paper, however, Cascio (1972) questioned

this assumption. Is participative management, which focuses on

intrinsic motivation, 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
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motivation. The overall pattern of results suggested the following

interpretation. If a person is intrinsically motivated to perform

a certain task and then he begins to receive external rewards or

punishments for performing that task, his intrinsic motivation 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-contingent monetary rewards

(Deci, 1972) result in no change in intrinsic motivation, and

positive vefal feedback (Deci, 1971, 1972) increases intrinsic

motivation for male subjects, but decreases it for females (Cascio,

Deci, and Krusell, 1973).

The results of the Deci and Cascio program of research indicate

that piece rate payments or other extrinsic reward sysrems.which tie

rewards to performance are not compatible with participative manageMent,

which focuses on developing intrinsic motivation for performing the

task itself, since the contingent payment system will decrease that

intrinsic motivation. In sum intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are

not independent or additive.

How Importan is Work?

It is clear from the interactive nature of intrinsic and extrinsic

rewards that extrinsic rewards can affect intrinsic motivation. Further-

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

extrinsically 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 how important they judge their work to be

in their total lifespace. For some people their work is their central

focus; "for others it is not. Seeman (1971) speaks of those who dre

"alienated" from work, that is, engaging in an 7ctivity that is not

rewarding in itself (i.e. not intrinsically rewardin g). The concept

of work alienation, however, may not be closely related to total job

satisfaction because it implies that the individual receives satisfaction

from other parts of his work environment (that is, extrinsic rewards).

For the alienated worker, therefore, job satisfaction may thus

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 could 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 general 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 be_overcothe as the individual attaches

less importance to those aspects of the job which are not favorable

for him. In other words in many cases the most adaptive course of

action might be to downplay the intrinsic aspects -of -the work and

emphasize its extrinsic aspects.
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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 model

as presently conceived?

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

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

same final state from differing initial conditions and by a variety of

paths. In the case of job satisfaction the same overall level should

be attainable from a variety of paths, namely, that path which derives

from intrinsic orientation and that path which derives from extrinsic

orientation.

If overall job satisfaction can be represented by the sum of

satisfactions with different facets of the 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 is possible to measure satisfaction validly with different job

facets. They investigated the empirical relationships between nine

different measures of job satisfaction, and concluded that there are

several types of feelings that people have which can be called

satisfaction (job facet satiifaction) or which influence their

feelings of satisfaction about their job. In the present context

these job facets can easily be classified into one of two categories:

work itself (intrinsic) or work environment (extrinsic).
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It seems logical to hypothesize, therefore, that two people

may attain the same overall level of job satisfaction by emphasizing

different 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 organizational

rewards follow values and expectancies, then the same level of overall

job satisfaction should obtain. If the principle of equifina.lity is

valid in this context, then some modifit:Ition of the Lawler-Porter model

would appear warranted. One possible mAificeLion is presented in

Figure 3.

In sum it is suggested that people differ in their orientation. Some

are more extrinsic, some more intrinsic. If someone who is intrinsically

(extrinsically) oriented is in a job which offers intrinsic (extrinsic)

rewards, then he will be satisfied. However, if the intrinsically

(extrinsically) oriented person is in a job which offers primarily

extrinsic (intrinsic) rewards, then he will be dissatisfied. Even

w'en a job offers substantial rewards, a person won't be satisfied

unless those rewards match his orientation and expectations.

The key notion in this model of job satisfaction is that of the

"fit" or "match" between individual orientation, values, and preferences

and job outcomes or organizational rewards. According to the conceptual

model job. satisfaction with each job facet' can vary between zero and
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INTRINSIC INTRINSIC EXTRINSIC

INTRINSIC INTRINSIC EXTRINSIC INTRINSIC INTRINSIC EXTRINSIC

Figure 3. Proposed modification of the Lawler- Porter model.
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one and is the result of one minus the absolute value of the discrepancy

between individual orientation and organizational rewards. Mathematically
facets

the conceptual model is as follows: J.S. = n - Overall job

satisfaction can therefore vary between zero and the number of facets. The

absolute value of the discrepancy has been chosen because the primary

9

concern in the present investigation is with the magnitude, not the

direction, of the discrepancy.

Several hypotheses follow from this framework. HI: The closer

the match between individual orientation and organizational rewards

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 discrepancy (which in the limit is one, or a

perfect mismatch) and the lower the measured job satisfaction.

The dependent variable in Hl is overall job satisfaction. Overall

job satisfaction is computed by summing the scores representing satisfaction

with different facets of the job. There are five such scores for each

S in the present study. These scores represent satisfactions with

the work itself, supervision, pay, opportunity 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 multiple regression.

H2: For those Ss who are high in intrinsic orientation, low

in extrinsic oreintation, and whose job outcomes are intrinsically

rewarding, the highest job facet score contributing to overall job
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satisfaction will be that which measures satisfaction with the work

itself. (This is because their most valent job outcomes are intrinsic

to the work itself).

H3: For those Ss who are high in extrinsic orientation, low in

intrinsic orientation, 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 because their most valent job outcomes

are extrinsic to the work itself).

METHOD

Research Setting and Subjects

This investigation was conducted in a large food and beverage

corporation and included three major subsidiary companies, each with

nation-wide sales representation and product distribution. The

specific focus was on the beverage group 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 manager:.

Data was 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.
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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 composed of four separate parts, one each representing

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

Descriptive Index (JD!), 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 ordinal positions cne

fourth of the time.

One week prior to the mailing of the booklet, each. S received a

cover letter from the beverage group senior vice-president explaining

the overall 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 polif,ies 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 mailed to the home addresses of

the individual employees. An addressed, stamped envelope was also

enclosed. Subjects had imo weeks to complete and mail the booklet

(unsigned). All booklets were mailed directly to the expar:menter.

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 preference, place of birth,

geographical region lived longest before 18 years of age, geographical

region lived longest after 18 years of age, number of times moved,

education, length of service with present company, and length of

service in present position.

At the top of page 1, 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 biographical data found on page2would be used for research

purposes only. Subjects were then instructed to proceed to Part 1,

read the instructions, and begin. At the end of Part 1 subjects were

instructed to proceed to Part 11, 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 the 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

statements represent the following intrinsic factors: achievement,

responsibility, recognition, advancement, nature of work, and growth

in skill._ The other 10 represent extrinsic factors; working conditions,

company or organizational policy, salary, security, status, technical

supervision, salary needs for family's sake, and interpersonal interactions

with supervisor, subordinates and equals.



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 between two statements, to make the best choice he can.

For example:

a) Receiving a salary increase (extrinsic)

b) Performing creative work (intrinsic)

The Abbreviated Form: This form includes only the 60 items in

which an intrinsic factor is paired with an extrinsic one. It has

the same instructions as the complete form.

A general intrinsic score is obtained by giving 1 point whenever

the intrinsic factor is checked in the 60 items where an intrinsic

factor is paired 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 obtained

on the complete form and on the abbreviated form Saleh (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 administration

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.
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In the second case, the mean for the abbreviated form, which was

administered first, was 34.4, and for the complete form the mean

was 32.8. In both cases, the differences were not significant,

indicating that the abbreviated form could be used as a substitute

for the complete form if the general intrinsic score was the only

score required. Since this was the only score required in the present

study, as well as for reasons of practicality, the abbreviated form of

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 dimensions: sex, age, education, and occupation.

The complete form of the JAS used in the present study is presented in

Appendix A.

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

unweighted multipoint scoring of 64 items presented in a Likert-type

format. The subject is instructed to read each statement carefully'

and then indicate the degree to which he agrees (strongly agree = 6)

or disagrees (strongly disagree = 1) with each statement. For example:.

Attitude toward earnings: A man should choose one job over another

mostly because of the higher wages.

Intrinsic values: A worker should feel same responsibility

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

I did not have a good job.

Test-retest reliabilities (1 month apart) for each subscale vary

from .65 to .76. According to Woliack et al. (1971) the SWV has met



soave of the common criteria for construct validity. First Smith

and Kendall's (1963) reallocation procedure demonstrated that the

six work values are discriminably different from one another and

that the items represent the constructs that they were intended to

measure. Second, the internal consistencies (coefficient alpha) of

the subsca!as (ranging from :53 to .66) are relativelyhigh in view

of the small number of items comprising each 'subscale. Third, SWV

scores have discriminated meaningfully among occupational groups.

(Wollack, 1968), and have correlated substantially with 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 :-..omplete form 7f the SWV used in the

present study is presented in Appendix B.

The Job Descri tive Index (JDI). One of the most carefully

researched and well-documented measures of job satisfaction is Smith,

Kendall, and KIIIn's (1969) 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 re..;pect to the particular 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" (for No) besi a the word.

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

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

page. The JDI employs direct weighted scoring according to the

following scheme:

Response Weight

Yes to a positive item
No to a negative item
7 to any item
Yes to a negative item
No to a positive item

3

3

0
0

The validity of the JDI was assessed in a series of four studies

employing very different samples (e.g. employees of a farmer's cooperative,

electronics industry employees, and undergraduates) and different measures

(e.g. interview ratings, graphic ratings, and the direct "Faces" scale,

Kunin, 1555),, A modification of the Campbell and Fiske (1959) method

for establishing convergent and discriminant validity, namely, cluster

analysis or principal components analysis, was used in all studies.

The complete factor analytic and cluster analytic re5ults are too

unwieldy to report here; the interested reader is referred to Smith,

Kendall, and Hulin (1969). Suffice it to say that the JDI exhibits

satisfactory convergent and discriminant validity. Median item

validities range from .35 ( satisfaction with co-workers) to .52
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(satisfaction with promotions). Split-half internal consistencies

for each scale, corrected to full length by the Spearman-Brown

formula, range from .80 to .88.

There are numerous correlations above .7 and .8 between JDI

measures and oth3r measures of satisfaction obtained by different

methods, either concurrently or with very short time intervals.

These data indicate lower bounds of the reliability of the JDI

(Smith, Kendall, and Hulin, 1969).

As Smith et al. (1969) point out, there are several advantages

to using the JDI as a measure of job satisfaction. First of all,

it is directed toward specific areas of satisfaction rather than

global ow general satisfactiOn. Several different areas of job

satisfaction must be measured separately if any substantial under-

standing is to be achieved. This does not imply that satisfactions

in several areas are necessarily statistically independent, but it

does provide for those important situations where there are

discriminable differences which the respondent can report with some

assurance.

Second, the verbal level required to answer the J01 is quite,

low. In one plant studied, the modal educational level was fourth

grade, yet all the respondents who could read English at all were

able to c=plete 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 self-referent. In
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describing his job, the respondent does, however, provide information

which may be used to infer his satisfaction. Some of the description

involves the use of words which are evaluative (e.g., satisfying, good)

as well as those 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

ubjective features of the job situation which influence satisfaction

directly (e.g., strict supervision). The complete form of the JD!

used in the present study is presented in Appendix C.

The Work Itself - Work Envielnment Questionnaire (WI-WE). The

WI-WE was developediby the staff of the Management Research Center

of the University of Rochester. The aim of the WI-WE is to provide

a comprehensive inventory of discriminably different job elements,

that is, properties of the 1511 itself (for example external feedback,

variety, responsibility, and so forth), as well, as properties of the

environment surrounding the performance of the work (for example,

salary, interpersonal relationships, company policy and administration,

etc.) which make it attractive to the job holder. The overall aim

of the WI-WE is to present 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 development of the WI-WE. These

results were then combined with information gathered from interviews

with a wide variety of job incumbents to yield a universe of 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

Smith and Kendall (1963) procedure. The results of this procedure

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

as for the job elements.

Thirty-nine job elements survived the reallocaLion procedure and

comprised the total universe of job elements related to the work

itself and to the work environment. 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 interdependence,

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 their practical definitions, are presented in Appendix 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 ofthe

i:-,strument. Instructions to the WI-WE Questionnaire read as

follows:

."The purpose of this part of the booklet :s to help
us understand how you feel about your joo. Please
make all judgments with reference to you! resent
job; that is, the job on which you are now workIng.
This questionnaire is a measure of your opiniors.
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, foNnwed 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. I really like the people I work, with.

2. The people I work with make this a
better job than it would otherwise be.

3. Some of the people I work with are difficult
to get along with.

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

5. Many of my problems at work result from the
people I 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. Now tear out your separate score shectt (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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Extremely Rather
unimportant unimportant

to me to me
personally personally

7

1. interpersonal
Supervisor

2. Interpersonal
Subordinates

3. Variety

4. Learning new skills:
Necessity

5. Learning new skills:
Opportunity

6. Follow-through

7. Independence: Methods

8. Independence: Pace

9. Goal clarity

10. External feedback

11. Job/person fit

12. Job security

13. Work scheduling

14. Salary

15. Company policy and
administration

16. internal feedback

17. Status inside the company

16. Status outside the company

19. Service to others

Figure 4. Score sheet for WI -WE questionnaire.

relations:

relations:

4
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Neutral

neither
important

nor unimportant

How much is
there now?

Rather
important

to me
personally

Extremely
important
to me

personally

How much do you-
expect in the How important
luture? is it to you?
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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 choose one of these numbers and write it in the
blank under column 3.

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

For example:

How much How much do
is there you expect
now? in the

future?
3,4 1,2

Interpersonal Relations

RESULTS

The Measurement of Value Orientation

How important
is it to you?

7

Of the 785 booklets that were originally mailed 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 value on one variable caused that

entire case 4.o be ignored for all variables involved in a particular analysis.

Under these conditions, all means, standard deviations, and correlations

were based on the same universe of data. In no analysis to be reported,

however, did the workable 11 size drop below 438, unless a specific group

was selected, based on certain criteria for a particular analysis. Such

exceptiogs are noted.
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The initial objective of this study was to synthesize the best

predictor or combination of predictors of intrinsic and extrinsic value

orientation from the subscales of the Job Attitude Scale (JAS) and the

Survey of Work Values (SWV). The criteria for these analyses were the

rated importance, of work itself and work environment elements of the

WI-WE Questionnaire. That is, either the JAS or the SWV or a combination

of the two will be selected based on which accounts for the greatest

amount of variance on the work itself and work environment elements,

respectively. The correlation between the rated importance of the work

itself elements and the rated importance of the work environment elemerits

was .56. It appears then that these conceptually independent criteria

are not empirically independent. Therefore, before any further analyses

could be performed it was necessary to achieve empiric,..1 independence

between the two criteria. Item analysis (item-total correlations hetween

all items and the two scale total scores) indicated that although all

items correlated highest with the scale for which they were originally

intended, many items also correlated substantially 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

respective scales, however, indicated that many of these were badly skewed left.

Accordingly an exponential transformation of the form ea (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 attempt 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 correlated .56 after the data was

transformed. Therefore 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 analysis yielded two relatively Independent factors

(correlation .22) of Ithich one was clearly a work environment factor

and the other a work itself factor. Two scales were then synthesized

from the items that loaded on the two factors by utilizing 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 scale:: are even more highly correlated

than the original two. Examination of the principal components matrix

indicated that first factor was accounting for 60.9% of the variance,

and the second only 11.2%. It appeared that a single general factor

was operating, thus making it difficult to formulate two independent

scales to measure work itself and work environment.

In order to control statistically for this general effect, it was

decided to employ a differential weighting scheme, using the factor

score coefficient of each variable on each factor as the appropriate

weight. A matri,: of factor score coefficients was then derived, and a
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differential weighting procedure was utilized, using the semi-complete

factor estimate method. If 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-

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

estimation method, some variables are simply used as suppressor variables

to 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.

Of the 19 original variables, 12 were used in the final form of the two

scales. Six variables (with either positive or negative factor score

coefficients) formed the work 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. Given these two relatively independent criteria, the next

task was to synthesize the best predictor or combination of predictors

of intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation by utilizing a step-wise

multiple regression procedure.

Let us first consider the interrelationships among the ipsative

(Job Attitude Scale) and normative (Survey of Work Values) measures

of value orientation. The matrix of correlations between the subscales

of the two measures is presented in Table 2. The distributions of all
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Table 1

.22

Job Elements

Itself and

Work Itself

and Factor Score Coefficients

Work Environment Scales

for Work

of Importance

Work Environment

Variety .24 External Feedback

.48 Independence: Methods .20 Job/Person Fit

.26 Independence: Pace .13 Job Security

.11 Job/Person Fit .38 Company Policy and Administration

-.12 Job Security .18 Internal Feedback

-.10 Company Policy and Administration .12 Follow-Through
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scales were approximately normal. The normative measure of value orientation,

the Survey of Work Values (SWV), exhibited good psychometric properties.

The intrinsic scale (composed of the sum of the subscales representing

Activity Preference, Pride in Work, and Job Involvement) 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 subscale-subscale correlations.

Since the JAS is an ipsative measure, the two scales (intrinsic

and extrinsic) necessarily correlate -1. The JAS correlated .15 with

the intrinsic subscale of the SWV, and the extrinsic subscale of the

JAS correlated only .09 with the extrinsic subscale of the SWV.

Correlations of the JAS with the subscales of the FAV were similarly

low. It would appear, therefore, that the intrinsic and extrinsic

scales of the JAS are measuring something quite different from that

measured by the intrinsic and extrinsic scales Cif" 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 respective work itself and work

environment criteria. The result of the regression of the ipsative

and normative measures of value orientation on the rated importance

of work itself is presented in Table 3, and 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 multiple R

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

Predictor Multiple R R
2

Beta

SWVI .31 .10 .29 45.07*

JASI .34 .11 .12 7.96*

Dependent Variable: Importance of Work Itself

Predictor Multiple R

Involve .27

Activity

JASI .33

Pride in Work .34

Upstrive .34

R2

.07

.09

.H

Beta

.16 9.32*

.12 5.48*

,;12 7.48

.09

.05 1.28

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

* Significant at p < .01

* Significant at p < .05
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Table 4

Regressions of Importance of Work Environment Job

Elements on Ilisative and Normative Orientation Measurest*

Dependent Variable: Importance of Work Environment

Predictor Multiple R R2 Beta

JASE .10 .01 .09 3.69**

SWVE .11 .01 .06 1.38

Dependent Variable: Importance of Work Environment

Predictor Multiple R R2 Beta FJI.

Upstrive .14- .02 .17 11.67*

JASE .19 .04 .15 8.98*

Status .21 .04 .10 4.36*

Earnings .22 .05 -.08 2.50**

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

Significant at p < .01

** Significant at p < .05
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of the JASI as a second predictor in the regression equation yields

a multiple R of .11, or an incremental R
2
of only .01. Further,

when the SWVI is split into its component subscales and these

subscales plus the JASI are regressed avainst the criterion, the

resulting incremental R
2

is .00. Because the Upward Sti-iving

subscale correlated significantly positively with both the SWVI

and the SWVE, it was included in both regression analyses. In

the case of the work itself regression analysis, its addition to

the prediction equation resulted in an incremental R
2

of .00.

In sum, the intrinsic subscale of the SWV has a multiple R of

.31 which is significant at p < .01. The addition of the JASI or

the splitting of SWVI into-its subscales does not significantly

increase the predictability.

Table 4, on the other hand, shows opposite results 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 R
2

of .003. In this

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

a significant incremental R
2

of .04. One reason for this increase

in the amount of explained variance was the emergence of Attitude

Toward Earnings as a suppressor variable. Earnings correlated -0.00

with the criterion and appreciably (.29 with Status, .16 with Upstrive,

and .14 with JASE) with the other predictors in the equation. The major

reason for the increase, however, was the addition of Upward Striving
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to the regression equation. Upward Striving turned out to be the best

predictor of extrinsic value orientation, in terms of its relation to

the criterion as well as to the other predictors..

In sum, the best predictor of work environment is achieved by

regressing the subscales of the SWVE plus the JASE, though even this

accounts for only 4.8% of the total variance. Based on these results,

a best linear combination of predictors of intrinsic value orientation

and a best linear combination of predictors of extrinsic value orientation

were synthesized. These 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 satisfaction criterion used in the present study was the

total score on the Job Descriptive Index (JD!), an unweighted sum of

its five subscale scores. If we are to assess the predctive value of

a particular model of job satisfaction, however, it is essential that

our criterion for job satisfaction demonstrate satisfactory psychometric

propercies. The reliability and validity of the JDI were reported

earlier, and are acceptable. Let us now consider its internal

consistency, based on the present. results.

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

correlations, are presented in Table 5. Subscale-subscale intercorrelations
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Pay

Promotions

Supervision

Co-Workers

Work Itself
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Table 5

Subscale-Total and Subscale-Subscale Correlations

Among .101 Subscals

7

Total Pay Promotions Supervision Co-Workers Work Itself

.5v 1.00

.64 .28

.74 .22

.72 .19

.60 .21

1.00

.30 1.00

.27 .36

.21 .30

1.00

.34 1.0
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are low, with a mean intercorrelation of .26, while subscale-total

intercorrelations are very high, with a mean intercorrelation of .64.

All subscales as well as total scores were normally distributed.

sum, the reliability and validity of the Jill are acceptable and its

internal consistency is sound. In terms of an appropriate criterion

for job satisfaction, it is a worthy candidate.

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 Questionnaire.

As with the criteria for intrinsic-extrinsic value oriontativa, these

conceptually independent scales appeared to be empirically non-independent.

The scale representing organizational rewards from the work itself (that

is, intrinsic rewards) correlated .65 with the scale representing organi-

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

scores for these scales were canputed as ;allows. Individual scores

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

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

which were then put into standard score form. In this section of the

booklet each element was followed by five alternatives numbered 1 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. No assumption was made

concerning equal interval scales. Computerized scoring made it
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possible to first "look-up" the appropriate scale values corresponding

to as many alternatives as were checked for a given element, sum these

values, and then take their mean as the best estimate of the level of

organizational rewards corresponding to that particular aspect of the

individual's job.

Because tile scores on many of the variables were badly skewed left,

another exponential transformation of the form ea was applied. The

skewness was eliminated, the scores were put into standard score form,

and then the tc.tal 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 amount of organizational rewards acquired

from the work itself and from the work environment respectively.

Examination of the principal components results indicated that

again a single general factor was accounting for 61.1% of the variance,

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

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

ential 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 score coefficients, are

presented in Table 6. The correlation between the two differentially

weighted scales was still a :,:gnificant .41.

Although in their final forms tese two scales were still not

t.mpirically independent, therewasariecided drop in the shared variance

rom the ;-itial form (.65) to the final form (.41). It 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 Itself Work Environment

.16 Variety .20 Interpersonal Relations: Supervisor4

.47 Learning New Skills: Necessity .17 Interpersonal Relations: Subordinates

.39 Learning Hew Skills;; Opportunity .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 .3 4 Status Inside Company

.25 Service to Others

.40 Company Policy and Administration
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the latter relationship was a valid approximation of the true relationship

between these measures and therefore no further analyses were undertaken.

The scores on each of these two predictors were used as the measures of

intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rewards in the analyses to be

reported next.

9

The discrepancy model of job satisfaction proposed earlier was

then tested. The conceptual format of this model is

J.S. a n

FACETS

10-R1

where satisfaction is equal to the sum of the absolute value of the

differences.betweenvalue orientation and organizational rewards

subtracted from the number of. facets. in order to achieve 'a common unit

of measuremtmt 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 discrepancy (0-R) was less than

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

absolute value. The main difficulty with this approach, however,

. is that in forcing a distribution of standard scores to take on

values, the'end result is no longer a, normal distribution,

but rather a chi square distribution. Since predictor and criterion

have very differently shaped distributions, a degree of nonlinearity

and a degree of heteroscedasticity are artificially forced it the

relationship, thus precluding meaningful comparisons (tiunnally, 1967).

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

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 - (0-R)

where the algebraic value of the differences were considered. More

FACETS

precisely, the model was J.S. = n - ((01-R1) (0E-RE)) where

(0
1

-R
1

) and (0
E
-R

E
) refer to the discrepancies between intrinsic and

extrinsic value orientation and rewards respectively. This model

yielded a double cross-validated multiple R of .40.

Somewhat surprising was the finding that the discrepancy between

intrinsic 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.S. = 1 -R
E

)

It should be indicated, however, that because the correlation between

(0
1

-R
1

)
,

and (0
E
-R

E
) was .30, and the partial correlation of (0

1

-R
1

)

with the criterion was a meager .02, this term was adding little unique
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variance to the prediction equation. It could easily be deleted

without incu ring a significant drop in the size of the multiple R.

In order to put the predictive ability of this model into empirical

perspective, several alternative models of job satisfaction were applied

to the same data pool.
9

Let us first consider a "direct" model of job 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 simple

FACETS

J.S. = (Organizational Rewards)

JDI total scores were regressed on two predictors: "How much is there

now?" (the measure of organizational rewards from each job facet)

responses to the work itself as well as work environment elements of

the job. This model yielded a double cross-validated multiple R of .55.

Once again, the responses to the work itself elements did not add signi-

ficantly to the prediction equation (beta weight = 0.08).

In using rated importance as a criterion for value orientation,

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 value orientation. The

conceptual form of this setond alternative model is

FACETS

J.S. = n ((Importance, Rewardsi) (ImportnnceE - RewardsE))

where satisfaction is conceptualized as being equal to the sum of the

discrepancies Letween importance and organizational rewards (for both
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intrinsic and extrinsic job elements) subtracted from the number of

job facets. This model yielded a double cross-validated multiple R

of .46, As predicted, the beta weights representing both the intrinsic

( -.2.0) and the extrinsic (-.33) discrepancies were negative and

significant at pie .01.

The third alternative model of job satisfaction to be considered

may be termed a multiplicative model. According to a multiplicative

model of job satisfaction (Vroom, 1964), individual needs are multiplied

by the degree to which the job fulfills that need, and these products

are then summed over all needs. Conceptually,

J.S. = ((Importance, x Rewardsi) (ImoortanceE x RewardsE))

where I and E subscripts refer to work itself and work environment elements,

respectively. This model produced a double cross-validated multiple R of

.32. Again the predictor representing the work itself elements did not

make a significant contribution to.the multiple R.

Residuals from each of these models were plotted and tested for

normality of distribution. With an average N size of 475, none of the

distributions showed any marked departure from normality. The results

from each of these models are presented in Table 7.

In summary, the model of job satisfaction proposed in the present

paper was not as predictive of overall job satisfaction as either the

direct ("Is Now") model or the (Importance - Rewards) model. lt was,

however, more predictive than the multiplicative model.
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The second and third hypotheses of the study were only partially

supported. According to these hypotheses, for those Ss scoring high

on intrinsic orientation and low on extrinsic orientation, the predictor

which accounts for the largest portion of the variance in overall job

satisfaction should be the measure of sati!faction with the work itself.

Conversely, for those Ss scoring high on extrinsic orientation and low

al) !htinsic oiFentation, the predictors accounting for the most variance

in overall job satisfaction should be those which measure satisfaction

with the work environment.

Originally it was intended to use only those Ss scoring in the upper

and lower thirds of the distrib' .ions of intrinsic and extrinsic orientation

scores respectively, in order to test these hypotheses; but such stringent

criteria decreased N 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 rcientation aod the lower third on intrinsic orientation.

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

respectively. The results of this analysis are vesented in Table 8.

In the high intrinsic/low extrinsic orientation group, satisfaction

with the work itself, although.a significant predictor(F = 178.12) ranked

fourth of the five predictors used. The other four predictors were

satisfaction with pay, promotions, supervision, and co-workers. in the

high extrinsic/low intrinsic orientation group, however, satisfaction with

the work itself again ranked fourth, while satisfactions with supervision,
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Table 8

Regressions of al Total Scores on Facet Satisfaction

Scores for High Extrinsic/Low Intrinsic and

High Intrinsic/Low Extrinsic. Ss*

High Extrinsic/Low Intrinsic Ss

Facet Multiple R

N=88

R
2

Beta

Supervision .72 .52 .42

Promotions ,,,,,5:- .72 .31

Co-Workers .94 .89 .39

Work Itself .98 .96 .28

Pay 1:00 1.00 .22

High Intrinsic/Low Extrinsic Ss

Facet Multiple R---.
N=102

R
2

Beta

Supervision .76 .58 .31

Co-Workers .86 :74 .39

Promotions 94 .
.88 .31

Work :98 .96 .28

Pay 1.00 A.po .22

All Beta weights are significant at p < .01.
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coworkers, and promotions account for 88.7% of the variance in

the total score. Satisfaction with pay, although correlated .42 with

the total score in this analysis, accounts for a change in R2 of only

.04 aid ranks fifth of the five predictors.

Examination of the means and standard deviations of the job facet

satisfaction scores as well as the overall satisfaction scores of these

two groups using Hotelling's T
2
.test, indical:ed that the.multivariate

F(3.74, p < .01) as well as every one of the univariate Fs was significant.

The high intrinsic/low extrinsic orientation group 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 (SWV) correlated 0.0 with the extrinsic scale, while the measure

of intrinsic organizational rewards correlated .4i with the measure of

extrinsic organizational rewards. These results indicate that analysis

of the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation

deserves separate consideration from analysis of the relationship between

intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rec:ards. First let us consider

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 EXT1i)

x SD

Hi EXTR/Lo iNTR

SD

Scale

Overall 3.74*

27.39 11.53 23.87 12.14 Pay 2.33**

34.63 16.74 27.99 16.71 Promotions 3.12*

1 :::.93 9.74 42.71 12.29 Supervision 2.28***

45.85 10.45 42.63 12.47 Co-Workers 2.22***

42.21 7.06 39.79 8.32 Work Itself 2.46**

t 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
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In their attempts to measure intrinsic and extrinsic value

orientation, some writers (e.g. Saleh, 1971; Bass, 1967) assume

that intrinsic orientation and extrinsic orientation are opposite

ends of the same continuum, while others (e.g. Wollack, Goodale,

Wijting, and Smith, 1971) assume that they represent separate

continua.

The complete lack of relationship (r = 0.00) between the

intrinsic and e;.trinsic scale of the normative measure of value

orientation, the Survey of Work Values (SWV), indicates that whatever

the intrinsic subscale is measuring is something separate and independent

from whatever the extrinsic subscale is measuring. 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 the

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 correlation .between different measures of the same

trait. In addition, the intrinsic scale of the JAS correlated .16

with the rated importance, Of-the work itself (versus .31 for the

intrinsic subscale of the SWV), and .14 with the total score of the

JDI (versus .25 for the SWV).

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

score of the JDI, because of its complexity, may be masking a relationship
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which involves only one aspect of the employee's feelings. The

intrinsic score on the JAS should theoretically correlate highest

with the Work scale 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 summary, therefore, it is .not clear exactly what the JAS is

measuring- Based on the results of the SWV, however, it appears that

the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic valui orientation is

independent.

The'opposite conclusion appears plausible in the case of intrinsic

and extrinsic organizationarrewards. According to the Lawler-Porter

model (1967), the effects of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards are indepen-

dent. That is, the effects of a person's intrinsic and extrinsic rewards

are additive to determine his overall job satisfaction. 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 would be a simple

function of X.

According to the results of studies by Deci (1971, 1972) and Cascio

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 activity he will be less intrinsically motivated to do

the activity. Therefore, the amount of intrinsic rewards he feels he is

receiving from the activity would decrease.
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The measure of organizational rewards was the "How much is there

now?" responses to each of the work itself and work;enviroment elements.

The final form of these two differentially 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 betwenn intrinsic and extrinsic

rewards has come about because of the uncontrolled influence of some

third variable. People who feel good (bad) about one area of their jobs

which is important to them may tend to generalize and feel good (bad)

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

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

in order to test this hypothesis a partial correlation was computed between

the "Is Now" responses to work itself and work environment items, controlling

for the effect of overall job satisfaction. The correlation still remained

a significant .35.

It appears, therefore, that when an individual must express an

absolute, comiext-independent, internal standard (value orientation) he

..

can clearly distinguish 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 same individual is forced to make judgments

with respect to the amount of these elements present on his job at a

certain point in time, that is, relative to external standards which
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are specific to a given context, these two conceptually di:itinct areas

of value orientation tend to fuse together, at least for the salesmen

considered in the present analysis. In sum, there is a positive

correlation between the intrinsic rewards and extrinsic rewards cw

the job for the sample of salesmen considered. This may be an accurate

description of the state of their 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, advancement, challenge, supervision, inter-

personal relationships, status, and so on are interrelated in an inter-

active fasion. It is possible that pay has more symbolic secondary

reinforcing properties for the salesman than for the salaried worker.

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

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

work itself is not independent of the amount he feels he is receiving in

relation to the work environment. They tend toicovary.

Insofar as the Lawler-Porter model expresses Job satisfaction as

a function of the simple sum of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards it

appears to be incorrect., at least with regard to the sample of salesmen

and managers used in the present study. A rigorous test of the Lawler-

Porter model, however, would require a longitudinal investigation.

According to the Lawler-Porter model 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. The interaction between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards

is assumed to be zero. It is possible to have an interaction of zero

and still have anon -zero correlation at any point in time as was the

case in this-study. This would imply only that the correlation is an

accurate. reflection of the amount of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards

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

If extrinsic rewards were increased and intrinsic rewards remained

constant, the Lawler-Porter model would be correct and the correlation

between the two kinds of rewards would change. This means the correlation

would be changing continually as the mix of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards

change. It is more likely, however, that the correlation between intrinsic

and extrinsic rewards means that the two are not independent 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 satisfaction would

not be a function of 30 units, but rather some lesser anount, for an

increase in extrinsic rewardS tends to decrease the amount of intrinsic

rewards a person feels he is receiving. One would egpect from these

findings that the amount of intrinsic and extrinsic rewards would be

negatively related, which was not the case ir, the present study. Again,
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however, this does shot represent an adequate test of the Deci and

Cascio results because they assert a dynamic interplay between extrinsic

rewards and intrinsic motiv-Ation. A longitudinal study is also required

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. Still, there could be.a modest correlation

such as the .41 obtained in the present study. The Deci and Cascio

results would imply that this correlation would, over time, be decreasing.

Still, the current data are counter to what one might have expected from

their hypotheses, though it.does not disconfirm them.

With regard to the hypothetical situation described above, the present

results indicate that when 10 additional units of extrinsic reward are

received, overall satisfaction will be equal to some amount greater

than 30 units, due to the spillover effect caused by the positive inter-

relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic rewards. In summary, the

three models imply the following relationships:

FACETS
Lawler- Porter (1967) (I E)

FACETS
Deci (1971, 1972) and Cascio and Deci (1972) J.S. = ((1 + E - (1 x E))

FACETS
Cascio (1973) J.S ((1 + E (1 x E))

Intrinsic and extrinsic value orientation appear to be independent constructs;

intrinsic and extrinsic organizational rewards appear to be interactive.
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A simple modification of the second half of the Lawler-Porter model is

presented in Figure 5.

H. h Intrinsic Versus IC h Extrinsic Value Orientation

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

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

According to the hypotheses, for those Ss scoring high on intrinsic

orientation and low on extrinsic orientation, the predictor which accounts

for the largest portion of the variance in overall job satisfaction should

be the measure of satisfaction with the work itself. Conversely for those.

Ss scoring high on extrinsic nr!entation and low on intrinsic orientation,

the predictors accounting for the most variance in overall jib satisfaction

should be those which measure satisfaction with the work environment. In

both groups, however, the Work and Pay scales of the al ranked fourth

and fifth, respectively, of the five predictors of overall job satisfaction.

In addition the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group was significantly more

satisfied across all fives scales as well as total job satisfaction.

Interviews with several respondents subsequent to the administration

of the booklets corroborated certain working hypotheses regarding the

present results. Anecdotal evidence suggests that in general the members

of this sales force enjoy their work. They relish the challenge of sales,

and are optimistic about opportunities for advancement. Their attitudes

toward the amount of their pay are generally 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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EQUITABLE
REWARDS

ORGANIZATIONAL REWARDS
INTRINSIC + EXTRINSIC +(Ix E) 'SATISFACTION

Figure 5. Propc.Ied modification of the second half of the Lawler-Porter
(1967) model.
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The validity of these responses to questions on characteristics

of the overall sales force was buttressed when JD1 scores for this

sales force were compared to JD! norms for the overall population

(I/ = 1950) reported by Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969). Scores

on the Work scale for the present sample were in the 64th 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). The possibility

thus exists that because of this homogeneity the Work scale did not make

a more significant contribution to the prediction of overall job satis-

faction for the high intrinsic/low extrinsic group and the Pay scale

did not make a more significant contribution to the prediction of

overall job satisfaction for the high extrinsic/low intrinsic groUp.

One possible interpretation of the greater satisfaction expressed

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

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 work itself may very well generalize to satisfaction with conditions

surrounding the performance of the work. In systems terminology, their

positive feelings about one subsystem which is very important to them

have positive ramifications on all other subsystems related to their job.

Conversely tilt--; high extrinsic/low intrinsic worker finds dissatisfaction
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with one very important aspect of his work environment (pay) and these

negative feelings also generalize to all other aspects of his job.

Although no importance ratings of job facets were 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 dynamic and high-powered; growth and change are

everyday occurrences. If this study had taken place 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 itself

and this negative affect might easily generalize to all other aspects

of the job. Conversely the high extrinsic/low intrinsic group might

find conditions surrounding the performance of the work quite comfortable

and this positive affect might also generalize to all other aspects of

the job. A future research effort is now being 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 Lockets (1969) model of job satisfaction,

Closer examination, however, -reveals both theoretical and procedural differences

which clearly distinguish the two.
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Both models hypothesize that job satisfaction and job dissatisfaction

are functions of the perceived relationship between what one values

(desires from his job) and what one perceives on his job. Both models

operationally measure goal attainment or need fulfillment by asking for

a "How much is there now?" response to various job facets. The

differences between the two models lie in the frames of reference

within which the construct "values" is considered. The present model

considers values from the standpoint of long-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. = :5- (Should Be -

Is Now)) and at other times ask 5s to think in terms of ideal standards or

FACETS

what they "Would Like" (J.S. = (Would Like - Is Now)). Wanous and

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

these two approaches. The former represents an equity comparison (Homans,

1961; Patchen, 1961; Adams, 1963) in which one asks himself if his job

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

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 provides an equitable amount of outcomes for the

inputs it requires. In the studies reported by Locke, both types of

judgments are made within the context of a specific external referent.

These theoretical and procedural differences may explain the

differences in predictive abilities of the two models. Locke (1969)

reports average correlations of .61 to .81 (absolute value) between

his context-dependent discrepancy model and job facet satisfaction

ratings. Wanous and Lawler report an average correlation of .44

between Locke's model and facet satisfaction ratings. The present

results yielded a multiple R of .10 using the context-independent

absolute value of the discrepancy between value orientation and

organizational rewards. This model was simply not supported by the

data. Multiple correlations of .40 resulted, however, using context-

independent measures of values (Orientation - Rewards) and .46 using

context-dependent measures of values (Importance - Rewards). To the

extent that similar elements are present in predictor (context-dependent)

and criterion (context-dependent) 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 environment elements in the cont. t

o.F their present jobs they did so within that particular framework;

their ratings were therefore context-dependent. The relatively low

.multiple correlations (.33 and .21 respectively) between the measures

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



69

of work itself elements (context-dependent) and between extrinsic

value orientation (context-independent) and the rated importance of

work environment elemerts (context-dependent) are probable 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 abilities of the

various models of job satisfaction employed in the present study is

somewhat different from that reported earlier by Wanous ane Lawler. (1972).

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

Rewards)) is most predictive (.55), while the multiplicative model

FACETS
(J.S. = (Importancet-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 models

they studied. Why do the four models yield substantial differences in

the size of the multiple R?

Perhaps the present results are due to differences in the reliabilities

of the scales. Unreliable measures will be less predictive. As a check on

this '.he average interitem correlations were computed for each measure

and ti.e reliability coefficient for the entire measure determined from

this average interitem correlation (tlunnally, 1967, p. 193). The

reliabilities For the different mDdels are as follows: "Is Mow" (.75),

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



70

Rewards" (.77). The reliabilities of the two discrepancy models are

lower than either the direct lr multiplicative model because they are

computed from difference scores (according to the method provided by

Magr.Jsson, 1967, pp. 90-97). The reliability of a difference score

will always be, lower than either of its component measures (Brown,

1970). Differences in reliability do not completely explain the

'lnding, however, since the most reliable scale (multiplicative) is

least predictive. If the differences in predictive ability were due

to differences in reliability one would expect the most reliable

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 present study (.32) may lie in procedural differences.

Wanous and Lawler did not employ a multiple regression approach to

test the model, but merely report the average correlation between the

predictions of the model and job facet satisfaction ratings. One

problem with the multiplicative model is that it implies a second

degree equation dl the form: Z = ax
2

by
2

cxy + dx + ey where

a = b = O. One characteristic of polynomial .regression is its inability

to hold up upon cross-validation (Ward, 1954). This is accounteefnr by

the inherent instability of sampling and may account for the re;atively

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. ..floss 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 variation of range in the measure. Such a finding in the present

investigw:ion may explain the relatively modest multiple R(.32) of the

multiplicative model. Measures of skewness and kurtosis together with

plots 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 predictability of the "Is Nov" model is due to

a tendency on the part of people always to use the extremes of the scales

coupled with a tendence to."yea" saying on the JDI. Such response set

variance common to measures of different variables may artifically

inflate the correlation between them (Husek, 1961). Measures of

skewness and kurtosis together with plots of the "Is Now" responses

to work itself and work environment elements demonstrated that this

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

negative. In addition, Smith, Kendall, and Hulin (1969) reported two

studies which investigated the effect of acquiescence and response set

on the JDI. Partialling out rcisponse set measures had very little effect

on the convergent validity coefficients of the JDI scales.

In summary, it appears that asking a person simply to rate-his'

organizational rewards ( "is Mow") produces differ_it results than asking

him to rate the different facets of his job and then taking their difference

or product as a measure of satisfaction. As was already pointed out, this
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is most probably due to the similarity cf elements in predictor and

criterion. The context within which evaluations are to be made is specified

(present job), and thus evaluations are relative rather than absolute, the

measure is descriptive rather than evaluative, and the time frame is

rel;-tively short-term. Judgments are not being made with reference to

the totality of jobs of *.fhich the worker is aware, but rather with

reference to the day-to-day or week-to-week activities of his job. This

is not to imply that the other models are without :lerit, however. Given

a specific purpose, and relative to the particular kinds of behavior to

be predicted, a;: one of the other models may very well be more useful.

What is required is a precise specification of the purposes and conditions

under which each model is most appropriate. It has been demonstrated

that each of the four alternative models of job satisfaction shows

significant correlations with overall job satisfaction. Since this

is the case the investigator would do well to choose that model which

is most congruent with his conceptual framework.

Job Satisfaction -- A Conceptual Framework

The focus of the present study was on the predictive ability and

potential practical utility of one particular model of job satisfaction,

namely:

FACETS

. J.S. = n (( 01-R1) + (0E-RE))

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

not as effective as the alternative models:
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FACETS
J.S. = (Organizational Rewards)

or
FACETS

J.S. =n ((Importance) -RI) (ImportanceE-RE))

The latter model has previously been labeled "theoretically. meaningless"

7

(Evans, 1969; Waribus and Lawler, 1972), and its use not recommended in

situations where overall satisfaction scores are being computed, or

where individuals are being compared. The major criticism of this

approach is that a 9 - 9 = 0 discrepancy (high importance coupled with

high fulfillment) is treated as equal to a 2 - 2 = 0 discrepancy (low

importance coupled with low fulfillment). The model fails to take

into account differences in levels of satisfaction. Although this

model has been used by a number of investigators as an index 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 predict turnover, significant differences were found

between leavers and those who remained on the job in terms of 'discrepancies

between desires and fulfillment in needs for recognition (.64) and autonomy

(.53). Glennon, Owens, Smith, and Alb,ight (1960) recommended this model

as an aid to management in identifying "sore spots" or low satisfaction

issues.

The model appears most Lppropriate in that particular context. It

is a valuable 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". Results from such a model could be

used as signposts (Goodenough, 1949) pointing toward those areas where

management as hell as the job designer might most fruitfully concentrate

their resources and efforts.

FACETS
To the extent that the straightforward J.S. (Organizational

Rewards) model controls for time perspective, asks for descriptive rather

than evaluative information, and forces the respondent, to collapse all

the cues from his past experiences, expectations, and social reference

group into a simple "Is Nov?' resoonse, its demonstrated predictive

superiority over other conceptually more elegant models is not surprising.

As an index of overall satisfaction as well as of job facet satisfaction,

this model was the best of those tested. It should be reemphasized,

.however,. that a model is "best" relative to a specific purpose and under

specified conditions. It is the task of future research to point these

out.
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Appendix A: Names arid 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 Skills: Necessity - How much you need to learn new skills in

order to do your job.

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

learn new skills.

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

it is finished.

Independence: Methods - 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 orderto do your job well..

Internal Feedback - Whether you know if you've done a good or a bad job,

just from doing the job.
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Work Environmeia Elements

Interpersonal Relations: S6perVisor - How well you get along with

your supervisor.

Interpersonal Relations: Subordinates- How well you get along with

your subordinates.

Extental Feedback - How often someone else gives me information

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

Job/Person Fit The extent to which you feel you are doing

the job for which you've been trained.

Job Security - How secure your job is.

WOrk Scheduling - The extent to which you feel the hours of

work are'unreasonably long.

Salary - The extent to which you are equitably paid.

Company Policy and Administration- How mill the company is run and how 1,ir it

is to its employees.

Status Inside the Company The prestige of your. job' inside the company.

Status Outside the Company - The prestige of your job outside the company.

Service to Others The dejree of opportunity to help others.
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Appendix B: Work Itself - Work CnviTonment Questionnaire
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WORK ITSELF WORK ENVIRONMENT QUESTIONNAIRE

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 yc., are now wol. ing.
This questionnaire is a measure of your opinions. There are nc right
or 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. I really like the people I work with.
2. The people I work with make this a better job than it would

otherwise be.
3. Some of the people I work with are difficult to get along with.
4. If it wasn't for the people I work with, this job would be OK.
5. Many of my problems at work result from the people 1 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. Now tear out your
separate score sheet (next page). :text 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 tha statements that you have
chosen in this blank. 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 thtrd column
are written the words, "Now important is it to you?" Now notice, the top
of the scoring sheet. On a scale from 1 to 9 are listed some st,ltements
which reflect possible degrees of importance. Please choose one of these
numbers and write it in the blank under column 3. Do the same thing for
each element until all toe blanks are filled.

For example:

How much i

there row?
How much do
you expect in
the future?

How important
is it to you?

Interpersonal Relations 3,4 1,2 7
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INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS: SUPERVISOR - How well you get along with your
supervisor.

1. My supervisor is insensitive to people.

2. I find it difficult to talk with my supervisor in a meaningful way.

3. My supervisor and I sometimes see eye to eye.

4. I can often talk freely with my boss.

5. I get along well with my supervisor.

INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS: SUBORDINATES - How well you get along with your
subordinates.

1. I have extremely poor workins relationships with my subordinates.

2. I occasionally get along well with my subordinates.

3. I often get along well with my subordinates.

4. Frequently if not always I get along with my subordinates.

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

VARIETY - How much your job requires you to do a large number of activities.

1. I do the job the same way every day.

2. This job is often done the same way.

3. This job is sometimes done the say way.

4. Only a small part of my work is routine.

5. Each job I do requires its own unique approach.

LEARNING NEW SKILL: NECESSITY - How much you need to learn new skills in
order to do your job.

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

2. Occasionally I must learn something new in order to do my job.

3. I often have to learn new things in order to do my job.

4. I'm constantly forced to learn new skills to do this job.

5. It's an absolute must for me to learn new skills if I want to be able
to do my job well,
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LEARNING NEW SKILLS: OPPORTUNITY - How much your'job gives you a chance
to learn new skills.

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

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

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

4. Training is available if I want to learn new skills.

5. If I want to I can learn many new skills on my job.

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

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

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

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

4. Frequently if not always I get a chance to finish a job I start.

5. No matter how long it takes I finish each job.

INDEPEUDEIICg: METHODS - How much you can act independently to use your
own methods, if you are going to do a certain task.

1. Even though I know what has to be done, I still can't do it the way I want.

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

3. I decide how to do certain parts, of the job, but am told how to do the rest.

4. I can choose among a number of ways of doing my job.

5. I use my own judgment in determining how a job is to be accomplished.

INDEPENDENCE: PACE - How much you, can act Lidependently to set your Own
pace, if you are going to do a certain task.

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

2. Sometimes I get to do my job at the pace 1 want.

3. How fast I work depedds on how much I have to do each day.

4. Frequently if not always I do my job at the pace I want.

5. I decide hew fast I'll work-each-day.
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GOAL CLARITY - The extent to which you know exactly what you have to do
-.in order to do yourjob well.

1. I 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 understand what others want me to do.

4. It is clear what someone in my job should accomplish.

5. I clearly understand what I supposed to accomplish.

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

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

2. Once in a while I find out how well I've done my job.

3. Somttimes I find out how well I've done my job.

4. Others often tell me when I've done a good job.

5. Others always tell me when I've done a good job.

JOB/PERSON FIT - The extent to which you feel you are doing the job for
which you've been trained.

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

2. Often I feel that I can't use my best abilities on this job.

3. Sometimes I feel that my skills r're not fully used on the'job.

4. Now and then I feel that my skills are not fully used on the job.

5. This job makes full use of myabilities.

JOb SECURITY - How secure your job is.

I. I never know how long I'll be able to keep my job.

2. Sometimes I think I have a secure job.

3. Employees know they've got to really screw up. in order to get fired.

4. You don't have to worry about losing your job when you work here.

5. My job will always be secure.
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WORK SCHEDULING - The extent towhich you feel that the hours of work
are unreasonably long.

1. The hours I work are just right for my job.

2. I seldom feel that my job would be better if there were shorter work hours.

3. Now and then I feel that my job would be better if there were shorter
work hours.

4. Very frequently I 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 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 yob know".

4. 'Salaries are usually reviewed fairly.

5. II), pay is more than fair for the work I do.

COMPANY POLICY AND ADMINISTRATION - How well the company is run and how fair
it is to its employees.

1. This company treats its employeg rotten.

2. Working here you seldom if every feel that the company 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 all it's employees a fair shake.

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

1. I never know if, I'm doing a good job or not.

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

3. At the end of each day I can tell how well I've done,

4. I can tell when I'm doing a good job.

5. When I stand back and look at my work, I know immediately whether it
is good or bad.



89

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 joi: 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 embarasses me when people ask me what work I do.

2. Some people outside the company doillt think much of my job.

3. A lot of people think I have an important job.

5. Outside people respect me for what I do.

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

1. Doing service for someone is seldom rewarding.

2. Once in a while doing service for someone is rewarding.

3. Doing, service for someone is frequently rewarding.

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

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