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Abstract

The broad objective of this study was to examine the nature and causes

of job satisfaction. This was pursued through a literature review of the

more popular theories and models pertaining to job satisfaction. Included -

in the review are summaries of Maslow's and Alderfer's need hierarchy
theories, achievemert motivation theory, Herzberg's motivation-hygiene
theory, expectancy theory, job characteristics theories, discrepancy
theory, equity theory, and studies relating to the clustering of facet
satisfactions.

The specific objective of this research was to test the efficacy of
a three cluster model of facet satisfactions. This was accomplished
through a survey which was completed by 267 Air Force officers attending
Squadron Officer School and Air Command and Staff College.

Conclusions reached by the study were that for Air Force officers in
the ranks of captain and major:

1. Job satisfaction is higher for older officers who have more time
in the service.

2. There is no evidence of a relationship between education level
and job satisfaction.

3. Non-rated officers are more satisfied with their jobs than rated
officers.

4, Work environment facet satisfactions are interpreted by employees
to form three clusters: job properties, interaction features, and organ-
ization policy variables.

5. The three clusters of facet satisfactions vary in importance to
overall job satisfaction with job properties being most important and

organization policies being least important.
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JOB SATISFACTION: LITERATURE REVIEW AND EMPIRICAL |

TEST OF A JOB FACET SATISFACTIONS MODEL

I Introduction

In our quest for a better environment, we must always
remember that the most important part of the quality
of 1ife is the quality of work, and the new need for
Job satisfaction is the key to the quality of work.

President Richard M. Nixon
Labor Day Address |
September 6, 1971 |

Background

Job satisfaction probably has received more attention than any other
aspect of industrial psychology. In 1976 Locke conservatively estimated é
the number of published articles and dissertations on the subject of job
satisfaction to be at least 3,350 (Locke, 1976:1297). Since then, of
course, a great many more studies have been published. Consideration of
the amount of effort expended on the study of job satisfaction immediately
brings to mind the question: "What is it that makes job satisfaction so
important?" A very brief historical note provides the answer.

During the early part of this century, the scientific management
theory proposed by Frederick W. Taylor (1911) dominated the study of work
behavior, This theory implicitly assumed that workers who received the
highest possible earnings with the least amount of fatigue would be
satisfied and productive (Locke, 1976:1298). Consequently, the majority

of research was conducted on physical working conditions and the effects

of rest periods.




In the 1920's Elton Mayo and his associates conducted extensive J
studies at the Hawthorne plant of the Western Electric Company in Cicero, \
I1linois (Roethlisberger and Dixon, 1939). These now famous "Hawthorne

studies" began with the scientific management type research question:

What is the effect of illumination on productivity? However, when the

workers failed to respond in any consistent manner, the Hawthorne

researchers shifted their emphasis to the study of worker attitudes. )
After years of study, the researchers arrived at the (then) radical con-
clusions that workers have feelings which affect their work behavior and

that the way workers perceive objective reality may be more important in

understanding behavior than the facts of objective reality (Landy and |
Trumbo, 1976:341). This marked the beginning of what has become known %
as the "human relations" school of management which has generated intense '
interest in job satisfaction. @
The human relations school of thought de-emphasized the importance
of economic rewards in favor of the social aspects of the work environ-
ment. The roles of the informal work group and supervisory practices in
workers' contentment became the central issues in organizational behavior.
The function of the industrial psychologist was seen as improving the
happiness of the worker. The implicit assumption was that the satisfied
worker produces more (Gruneberg, 1976:x). "In fact human relations
might be described as an attempt to increase productivity by satisfying
the needs of employees" (Vroom, 1964:181).
Through the 1930's and 1940's the human relations school dominated
the field of industrial psychology. Consequently, many studies during
that time were predicated on the assumption that high job satisfaction

led to effective job performance. Most individual studies failed to




support this tenet, but it was not until 1955 when Brayfield and Crockett
published a systematic review of the empirical data that the assumption
was finally laid to rest (Porter and Lawler, 1968:121-2).

The most recent school of management thought is referred to by many
as the "human resources" model. This philosophy views humans as being
motivated and satisfied by a complex set of interrelated factors which
stem from numerous wants, desires, and needs. Basic to the human resources
school are several assumptions about the nature of people. First, it is
assumed that people want to contribute on the job. Second, it is assumed
that many kinds of work are actually enjoyable. Jobs which are high in
variety, autonomy, responsibility, and so on, are seen as being meaning-
ful and leading to high motivation. Third, the model asserts that employees
are capable of making significant and rational decisions concerning their
work and that the organization 1s best served by allowing employees to
have more latitude in decision making. Finally, it is assumed that by
a2llowing employees to have more self-control in their work and by provid-
ing more meaningful tasks, the level of job satisfaction will be increased
(Steers and Porter, 1975:17-20).

It is apparent from the assumptions listed above that the human
resources school sees people as being internally motivated by jobs which
provide them opportunities to make significant contributions. The model
further asserts that the same factors which lead to high motivation and
performance also lead to high job satisfaction. However, there is no
assertion that the more satisfied worker necessarily will be more
productive.

Even though researchers now generally agree that job satisfaction is

not the cause of high performance, the relationship between satisfaction




and performance continues to be of interest. Lawler and Porter (1967;
Porter and Lawler, 1968) have suggested that the direction of causation

is from performance to satisfaction. In other words, high performance
leads to job satisfaction. This view has received moderate empirical
support. However, the most salient conclusion reached by many researchers
i1s that the satisfaction-performance relationship is more complex than

one causes the other and yet it is not understood (Greene, 1972;

Vroom, 1964:186).

During the last 30 years job satisfaction research has broadened
into many areas of employee attitudes and the work environment. Usually
the studies have not been theoretically oriented, but have been corre-
lational type investigations of job satisfaction with factors such as
age, sex, education, job level, absenteeism, etc. These more recent
studies indicate that organizational psychologists are now studying job
satisfaction not as a purely economic concern of industry, but simply
because they are interested in finding its nature and causes. This
approach is congruent with the recent interest in the quality of 1life
since job satisfaction is generally accepted as being a critical factor
in the quality of working life. "What happens to people during the work
day has profound effects both on the individual employee's life and on
socliety as a whole, and thus these events cannot be ignored if the quality
of 1ife in a society is to be high" (Lawler, 1973:63).

An extensive government study conducted during the early 1970's
concluded: "Because work is central to the lives of so many Americans,
either the absence of work or employment in meaningless work is creating
an increasingly intolerable situation" (Special Task Force, H.E.W.,

1973:1186). The Task Force report suggests repeatedly that the way to
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combat meagingless work is to redesign jobs to increase workers' job

satisfaction. "“The main conclusion is that the very high personal and

social costs of unsatisfying work should be avoided through the redesign
of work" (Special Task Force, H.E.W., 1973:194; emphasis in the original).
In addition to the importance job satisfaction plays in the overall
quality of life, many specific factors have been shown to be related to
job satisfaction. Numerous studies have concluded that job satisfaction
influences absenteeism and turnover (Dachler and Schneider, 1978; Lawler,
1970:225; Porter and Steers, 1973; Smith 1977; Steers and Rhodes, 1978;
Vroom, 1964:175-8). Many researchers have found job satisfaction to be
significantly correlated with such varied outcomes as life satisfaction,
self-esteem, depression, psychosomatic illness symptoms, work-related

fatigue, work-related accident rates, physiological disfunctions like

ulcers and heart disease, work-related use of narcotic drugs, and on-the-
job destructive behavior such as theft and sabotage (Landy and Trumbo,

1976:359-62; Locke, 1976:1328-34; Seashore and Taber, 1975:359-60; {
Vroom, 1964:175-87). It is obvious from this list that the motivation

to study job satisfaction is still very strong.

Purpose of this Study (Daspit, 1978:70-92)

This research is a follow-up to a thesis written by Captain Paul i
Daspit, Air Force Institute of Technology section GSM-78S. Captain
Dasplt performed an extensive literature search and integrated the
popular contemporary theories of work motivation into a comprehensive
work motivation model. The purpose of this research is to more deeply
investigate one aspect of Daspit's model and to empirically test that
part of the model.

Daspit's model is patterned after the expectancy model proposed by




Porter and Lawler (1968); however Daspit expanded the model significantly
to account for the motivational factors explained by the various other
theories.

This research will focus on one specific area of Daspit's model: the
work environment facet satisfactions. Daspit based his model on the premise
that there are two levels of job satisfaction: facet satisfaction and over-
all satisfaction. The overall satisfaction is a weighted sum or product or
some other aggregation of the facet satisfactions resulting from different
aspects of the work. Examples of facet satisfactions are satisfaction with
pay, working conditions, status, and autonomy. As the examples demonstrate,
facet satisfactions result from job performance related outcomes as well
as organization membership related situations.

Based on research by Katz and Van Maanen (1977), Daspit further
divided the work environment facet satisfactions into three segments: job
property, interaction features, and organization policies. Job property
satisfactions, the first segment, are intrinsic to the individual; that is
they are administered by the individual to himself. The interaction feature
and organization policy satisfactions are extrinsic to the individual; they
are awarded to the individual by the organization or other external agent.

The three clusters of facet satisfactions are the result of identically
clustered job outcomes which are mediated through psychological states.

For example, the job property outcomes such as task variety, challenging
work, responsibility, and autonomy lead to the psychological states of
experienced task meaningfulness, experienced task responsibility, and
experienced job/task challenge and variety. These psychological states in
turn lead to the facet job property satisfactions. The level of satisfac-

tion is determined by the individual's perceptions of the equitableness,




or fairness, of the outcomes received. Simply stated, job outcomes as
experienced (or perceived) by the individual result in job satisfaction
to the extent that the individual perceives the outcomes to be equitable.

The three clusters of outcomes which lead to facet satisfactions are;

Job Properties - Task Variety

Challenging Work

Responsibility

Creativity

Achievement of Internalized Goals

Independence (Autonomy)

Ability Utilization

Task Significance

Performance Feedback (from the work itself)
i Closure or Cor ,leteness of the Job

Interaction
Features - Participation
Performance Feedback (from clients, co-workers
or supervisors)
Colleague Assistance
Supervision
Recognition (from clients, co-workers or
3 supervisors)
Other Workgroup Relations
Organization
; Policy - Compensation (amount, equity and practices) |
Promotion (fairness and opportunity) f
Advancement ;
Training I

Fringe Benefits §
Hiring and Staffing i

Based on the preceding discussion, the broad objective of this study I3
is to investigate the nature and causes of job satisfaction. This objec- 5
i tive is pursued primarily through the literature review which follows in 4
| Chapter II. The specific subobjectives of this study are to gather data

and test six hypotheses relating to job satisfaction. Several fairly
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standard hypotheses are examined, but the primary emphasis of this study

is on testing Daspit's three cluster model of facet satisfaction. Since

detailed theoretical development of each hypothesis is in Chapter III,

they are simply 1listed here.




Hi: Job satisfaction increases with age, longevity, and rank,
H2: Job satisfaction decreases with education level.
H3: Job satisfaction differs with aeronautical rating.

H4: Objective work environment outcomes are interpreted
by employees to form three clusters: job properties,
interaction features, and organization policy variables.

H5: Work environment facet satisfactions are interpreted
by employees to form three clusters: job properties,
interaction features, and organization policy variables.

H6: The three clusters of facet satisfactions vary in
importance to overall job satisfaction with job
properties being most important and organization
policies least important.

Limitations

The 1limitations to this study are the following:

(1) The study is limited by the extent of the literature review.
Due to the voluminous amount of data on job satisfaction, total coverage
is impossible. The more popular theories of the nature and causes of job
satisfaction are covered thoroughly.

(2) The study is limited by the sample selected for the empirical
test. The sample consists of a randomly selected portion of the students
in a Squadron Officer School class and an Air Command and Staff College
class. The Squadron Officer School sample is representative of Air Force
Jjunior officers. However, the Air Command and Staff College sample
represents a select few of the more "successful" senior captains and
majors in the Air Force. The generalizability of the results of the
hypotheses tests is limited to the portion of Air Force officers repre-
sented by the sample.

The next chapter contains a review of the literature relating to

Jjob satisfaction.
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IT Literature Review: The Nature and Causes of Job Satisfaction
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As mentioned in the previous chapter, much of the research on job
satisfaction has not been based on strong theoretical statements. In
fact, almost all the theory available on job satisfaction is the result
of theoretical studies on worker motivation. In many of the motivation
theories, satisfaction is an explicit outcome of designing the job to
motivate the employees. In other theories satisfaction implicitly fol-
lows from need fulfillment or the satisfaction of primary drives.

Prior to the literature review, a section is devoted to defining

several of the terms used throughout this thesis.

Definitions of Terms

Definitions of job satisfaction vary from the very simple "a feel-
ing which develops when you approach or anticipate approaching the job"
(Landy and Trumbo, 1976:361) to many paragraphs (or a chapter) filled
with complex psychological concepts. This section presents definitions
of several terms related to job satisfaction study, and a working defi-
nition of job satisfaction itself,

OQutcomes and Rewards. A job outcome is an object received or an
event perceived by an individual which results from some facet of the
work situation. This is a very troad term. Outcomes can be material
objects awarded by the employer such as money; non-material items awarded
by the employer such as rank; responses from interaction with co-workers
or clients; or internal "feelings" resulting from some aspect of the job,
for example, feelings of accomplishment or frustration., Outcomes can be
either valued or disvalued by the individual; for example, a rodeo cowboy

most likely values the pay and prestige that come from winning the bull
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riding event, but he surely disvalues a broken arm which is also a pos-
sible outcome of that event.

Rewards are the desirable outcomes that result from the job or work
situation. The concept of rewards has received a great deal of attention
from researchers--one study systematically identified and categorized
1500 job rewards (Pritchard and Shaw, 1978). Often, when discussing Jjob
satisfaction, the term rewards is used almost exclusively. It should be
kept in mind, however, that the presence of disvalued outcomes is very
important to considerations of overall job satisfaction,

Intrinsic versus Extrinsic Outcomes. A major distinction which has

received widespread attention from researchers is the intrinsic-extrinsic
dichotomy. This distinction has been used in describing such things as
outcomes, motivations, values, and satisfactions. Additionally, researchers
have used the intrinsic-extrinsic differentiation when referring to indi-
vidual traits or states, when characterizing the work environment, and
when describing individual behavior (Broedling, 1977). The usage has
become so diverse that considerable confusion has resulted among psychol-
ogists as to the definitions of the terms and appropriate classification
of particular outcomes into intrinsic and extrinsic categories (Dyer and
Parker, 1975). 1In an effort to allay the confusion, Brief and Aldag
presented the following definitions:

An intrinsic work outcome is an object or event

received or experienced by a worker during or

following the completion of a set of task be-

haviors which is self- or task-mediated in that

the involvement of a source external to the

task-person situation is not required for deliv-

ery to take place...

An extrinsic work outcome is an object or event
received or experienced by a worker following
the completion of a set of task behaviors which

10




is dependent on a source external to the imme-

diate task-person situation for delivery to

take place (Brief and Aldag, 1977:497-8).
The operative part of these definitions is "source external to the task-
person situation." This term refers to "all environmental elements other
than the worker and the object or objects being processed by the worker"
(Brief and Aldag, 1977:497). The intrinsic-extrinsic distinction 1is
extremely important in several theories of job satisfaction.

Job Satisfaction. As mentioned above, the definitions of job sat-
isfaction vary from the simple to the complex. Based upon the foregoing
discussion of job outcomes and rewards, it is logical to begin by defin-
ing facet satisfactions.

Given that a job or work situation has a number of possible outcomes,
it follows that each outcome has the propensity to lead to satisfaction
or dissatisfaction. This leads to the concept of facet satisfactions:
an individual's affective response to the favorableness or unfavorable-
ness of specific facets of the job, such as pay, autonomy, task variety,
and co-worker interaction, The concept of (if not the specific term)
facet satisfactions is a part of many theories of job satisfaction
(cf. Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Herzberg,
Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959; Kalleberg, 1977; Lawler, 1973:74+; Smith,
Kendall, and Hulin, 1969; Vroom, 1964:102-3,279-80).

Overall job satisfaction can be formulated as some type of combin-
ation of facet satisfactions, for example, a weighted sum, average, or
product. It should be noted, however, that the relationship between
facet satisfactions and overall satisfaction is neither fully nor consist-

ently explained by such mathematical relationships. Conceptually, positive

facet satisfactions would lead to increased overall job satisfaction while

1




negative facet satisfactions would lead to decreased overall job satisfac-
tion. However, not all facet satisfactions are necessarily weighted
equally (Lawler, 1973:77-8; Wanous and Lawler, 1972).

Overall job satisfaction is, therefore, the overall affective orien-
tation an individual has toward his or her work situation, the "“pleasur-
able or positive emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one's
job or job experiences" (Locke, 1976:1300).

It is important to note that this definition places individual per-
ceptions in a preeminent position with respect to job satisfaction. An
individual's affective reactions are based on perceptions; these percep-
tions may or may not accurately reflect reality (Porter, Lawler, and
Hackman, 1975:24-5, 48-55).

It is worthwhile to explicitly address what job satisfaction is not.
Sometimes the job attitudes of intrinsic motivation, involvement, and
satisfaction are treated as being one and the same. Intrinsic motivation,
however, relates to the affective force upon an employee to perform well
because of some subjective rewards or feelings that he or she expects to
receive or experience as a result of performing well (Lawler and Kall,
1970:306). Job or work involvement is the degree of psychological iden-
tification an individual has with his or her job or work organization.
"Involvement may be thought of as the degree to which the job situation
is central to the person and his identity" (Lawler and Hall, 1970:311).
These attitudes may well be correlated with job satisfaction; however
they are not the same (Cummings and Bigelow, 1976; Lawler and Hall, 1970).

The remainder of this chapter presents brief descriptions of several

of the more popular theories and models of job satisfaction.
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Need Fulfillment Theories

Many of the theories and models of job satisfaction (and motivation)
are based on the concept that "job satisfaction will vary directly with
the extent to which those needs of an individual which can be satisfied
are actually satisfied" (Schaffer, 1953:3). As a matter of fact, some
type of a need fulfillment model provides the theoretical framework for
most concepts of job satisfaction.

Generally speaking, the basic need fulfillment model is simple.
People are assumed to have needs, wants, or desires, The job is assumed
to have a number of characteristics which provide outcomes. If the job
incumbent perceives the job characteristics as fulfilling his or her needs,
the result is satisfaction with the job. Figure 1 illustrates this

simplified model.

Characteristics

Job
Attitudes

Need
Fulfillment

Outcomes

Figure 1. Simplified Need Fulfillment Model

Salancik and Pfeffer (1977) identify five general components of
need fulfillment models.

1. There is an assumption of causality which begins with the job
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and its characteristics. Job characteristics are considered the stimuli

which lead to an attitude in the person.

2‘

Attitudes are conceived of as reactions by people to their envi-

i
3
£

ronment. Authors differ about whether the reactions are affective or

cognitive, and there are differences about how the resulting attitudes

are manifested by individuals.

3.

Needs are conceptualized as relatively stable characteristics of 3

people. Many authors assert that need strengths change, for example,

Alderfer (1972) and Maslow(1954). However, according to Salancik and !

{
Pfeffer, the underlying assumption in need fulfillment theories is that

the needs themselves are fixed characteristics of individuals.

“-

Need satisfaction models generally take job characteristics to

be realities in the environment to which the individual responds. Some

e T o e e i

; theorists speak of perceived job characteristics, tut they do not propose

that job characteristics are social constructions--that is, created in
and for a particular social context.

5. The final component of need satisfaction models is the functional

relationship of needs, job characteristics, and attitudes. Many theorists

propose mathematical models to explain this functional relationship,

several of which are presented later in this chapter.

The theories presented in the remainder of this section are based on

the need fulfillment concept of job satisfaction. Some of these theories--

specifically Maslow's need hierarchy theory and Existence, Relatedness,

and Growth theory--simply identify the human needs which cause certain

behaviors and attitudes. Herzberg's motivator-hygiene theory and the

various job characteristics models offer prescriptions for designing jobs

for maximum employee satisfaction and motivation. The final theory

14
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reviewed in this section, expectancy theory, presents a detailed model of
the process by which employees are motivated and become satisfied. 1In
other words, expectancy theory describes how one decides to behave in
order to fulfill needs and experience satisfaction,

Maslow's Need Hierarchy Theory. One of the older and more popular

models of human behavior is Maslow's need hierarchy theory (Maslow, 1943;
1954; 1970). Maslow's theory is based on two fundamental premises. First,
humans are seen as being motivated by a desire to satisfy certain types of
needs. The theory asserts that people have five basic categories of needs:

1. Physiological needs, such as food, water, air;

2. Safety needs, such as freedom from harm;

3. Love or belongingness needs;

L4, Esteem needs, including the need for mastery and achievement and

v the need for recognition and approval of others; and

5. Self-actualization need which is defined as "the desire to become
more and more of what one is, to become everything that one is capable of
becoming" (Maslow, 1954:91-2).

Maslow states that to the extent that 2 need is unsatisfied, tensions
are produced within individuals which cause them to behave in manners
which lead to satisfaction of the needs and consequent reduction of the
tensions., Once a need is satisfied, it no longer produces tensions lead-

ing to behavior. In other words, "a satisfied need is not a motivator"

(Maslow, 1954:105). The one exception to the increased satisfaction-

decreased importance pattern is the self-actualization need. For this
need increased satisfaction leads to increased need strength: '"When we
examine people who are predominantly growth-motivated . . . gratification

breeds increased rather than decreased motivation, heightened rather than
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lessened excitement" (Maslow, 1968:30).

The second premise fundamental to Maslow's theory is that the five
needs are arranged in a hierarchy (from low to high as given above) such
that the higher needs are not motivating until the lower needs are satis-
fied. This implies that for a given individual at a given time, one class
of needs will be more salient than any other., Then, as those needs become
satisfied, needs at the next higher level will become stronger. (Figure 2
shows a model of Maslow's hierarchy of needs.) This prepotency concept
has a great deal of intuitive appeal, expecially when referring to the
lower level needs. Additionally, there is evidence from studies on star-
vation and thirst which strongly suggests that when the basic biological
existence needs are not satisfied, higher order needs do not come into

play (Keys, et al.,1950; Wolf, 1958).

Social
Needs
Safety
Needs
Physiological
Needs

Figure 2, Maslow's Hierarchy of Needs

Maslow suggests that a hierarchy of needs is a universal character-

istic of humans. However, he does specify that the five-step hierarchy
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named in the theory is not a rigidly fixed order that is the same for

? all individuals. Especially in the case of needs in the middle of the
hierarchy, the order may vary from person to person. Maslow further
specifies that movement up the hierarchy is a long term affair. In fact,
he speculates that the hierarchy may take an entire lifetime to unfold

(Maslow, 1970:20).

Alderfer's Existence, Relatedness, and Growth Theory. A second need

1 hierarchy theory which has received considerable attention is Alderfer's
Existence, Relatedness, and Growth (ERG) theory. This theory proposes
] three rather than five needs:
1. Existence needs include all the physiological and material needs;
2. Relatedness needs are needs for relationships with significant
other people; and

3. Growth needs are the needs which cause an individual to be

creative or productive (Alderfer, 1972:10-1).

Alderfer asserts that these needs are arranged in a hierarchy (from
low to high as given above) but he does not assign a prepotency to the
needs as Maslow does. ERG theory allows for all needs to be motivating
at the same time, and it allows for an individual to move up and down the
hierarchy readily as needs are satisfied or frustrated.

Other than the number of basic needs and the prepotency of lower
level needs, Alderfer's theory is very similar to Maslow's. The lower
level needs are seen as decreasing in importance as they are satisfied,
and 1ike Maslow's self-actualization need, Alderfer's growth need becomes
stronger as 1t is satisfied. Figure 3 shows the relationship of Alderfer's
and Maslow's theories.

Implications of the Need Hierarchy Theories. Maslow's and Alderfer's
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MASLOW ERG
CATEGORIES CATEGORIES
Physiological
Existence

Safety-Material

Safety-Interpersonal

Love (Belongingness) Relatedness

Esteem-Interpersonal

Esteem-Self-confirmed

Growth
Self-actualization

Figure 3. Comparison of Maslow and ERG Concepts
(Alderfer, 1972:25)
need hierarchy theories are applied to job satisfaction by assuming that
if outcomes from the job provide for fulfillment of the needs, the work
situation will be a satisfying experience. The hierarchical concept has
received a great deal of attention from organizational psychologists. If
the concept is valid, it can provide a valuable tool for predicting what
outcomes are likely to be important to employees. The hierarchy theories
suggest, for example, that if people "have tenure'" and their lower level
needs are satisfied, they will be more concerned with self-actualization
and growth. The theories further suggest that an organization can satisfy
employees' lower level needs, such as security, but it can not provide
enough growth and development to satisfy employees' higher order needs.
A number of empirical studies have been less than totally supportive
of the need hierarchy theories presented here. 1In a five year longitu-

dinal study, Hall and Nougaim (1968) found almost no support for Maslow's

hypothesized hierarchy of needs. Specifically, their results were contrary

to the theory's predictions that: (1) as a need is satisfied it ceases
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to be important as a motivator, and (2) as a need is satisfied at one
level, the next higher level need increases in importance. Lawler and
Suttle (1972) suggest that there is little evidence to support more than
a two-level hierarchy. They argue that the lower level is made up of
biologically based needs (hunger, thirst, reproduction, physical safety,

etc.) while all other needs are on the second level (Lawler and Suttle,

1972:285). Porter, Lawler, and Hackman take this concept one step further
i by stating, "It is safe to assume that unless the lower-order needs are
satisfied the others will not come into play in any major way. However,

which higher-order need or needs will become salient after the lower ones

2
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are satisfied (and the order in which they develop) cannot be stated"™

(Porter, Lawler, and Hackman, 1975:44),

One important application of the need theories in research is the

. association between need strengths and work values. Specifically, it i
appears that individuals high in the higher-order (or growth) needs are
more satisfied by jobs which provide intrinsic rewards, that is jobs high
in autonomy, variety, challenge, responsibility, and significance
(Hackman and Lawler, 1971; Hackman and Oldham, 1976; Porter and Steers,1973).

Achievement Motivation Theory. Achievement motivation theory is, as

the name states, a motivation theory. However, like Maslow's and Alderfer's
theories, it is a need theory which implies that if the proper needs are
satisfied, the individual will be satisfied.

Achievement motivation theory is based on a theory of personality
developed in the 1930's by Murray (1938). Based on long term clinical
observations, Murray and his associates proposed that an individual's
personality i1s formed by many divergent needs. These needs can be divided

into two broad classes: viscerogenic needs which are biologically based
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and have to do with physical satisfactions, and psychogenic needs which
are psychologically based and associated with mental or emotional satis-
factions. Among the psychogenic needs that Murray identified are the
needs for achievement, affiliation, power, autonomy, recognition, aggression,
and deference. The model further posits that the individual needs can be
either manifest or latent. Latent needs may be quite strong, but for some
reason they have been inhibited and consequently have not found an overt
form of expression. This means that a person might have a strong need

for achievement, but due to some impediments in the environment (such as
the lack of a challenging task) the need has not been strongly aroused.
Another important aspect of Murray's theory is that the psychogenic needs
are viewed as largely being learned, rather than innate characteristics

of the human animal. This concept has been important in the more recent
developments of the theory. In fact, McClelland (1965; 1966) has devel-
oped a program to teach people to have a strong need for achievement.

The more recent studies which have led to the achievement motivation
theory have focused primarily on the need for achievement (n Ach). Need
for achievement represents an experienced need to accomplish something
important or compete with a standard of excellence. The basis or reward
for this type of behavior is posited to be the satisfaction associated
with successful performance (McClelland, 1961:43).

Litwin and Stringer (1975) summarized the characteristics of an
individual high in n Ach as follows:

1. Individuals high in n Ach like situations in which they take
personal responsibility for finding solutions to problems.

2. Another characteristic of individuals with a strong achievement

concern is their tendency to set moderate goals and to take calculated
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risks.

3. People with strong concern for achievement also want concrete
feedback as to how well they are doing (Litwin and Stringer, 1975:53-5).

The implications of the achievement need theory for job design are
obvious. The theory predicts that, for employees high in n Ach, enriching
a job by providing more responsibility, challenge, and feedback will lead
to increased performance, involvement, and satisfaction, On the other
hand, enriching the job of an individual who is low in n Ach will have
no impact on performance and could lead to frustration, anxiety, and job
dissatisfaction.

Several aspects of the achievement motivation theory have been
examined in empirical studies. The theory's prediction of the job scope-
Job performance relationship has received some support. In a study of
115 managers in various departments of a major manufacturing firm, Steers
and Spencer (1977) found that increases in job scope were associated with
increased job performance for high n Ach employees, but not for low n Ach
ones. However, support for the theorized effect of n Ach on the job scope-
Jjob satisfaction relationship has been mixed. In a study of 454 workers
and supervisors in 3 different manufacturing firms, Stinson and Johnson
(1977) found considerable moderating effect of n Ach in satisfaction with
task structure and autonomy. On the other hand, Steers (1975; 1976) in a
study of 133 female first-line supervisors in a large public utility
company, found that need strengths had no effect on job satisfaction.
Similarly, Stone, Mowday, and Porter (1977), studying 340 employees at ji
levels of a large manufacturing firm, found n Ach to be of no practical
importance as a moderator in the job scope-job satisfaction relationship.

Interestingly, however, they did find n Ach to be very important as an
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independent predictor of job satisfaction. Further, Steers (1975) reported
that n Ach was a significant moderator in the job performance-job satis-
faction relationship. The confused, sometimes contradictory, nature of
these reported results indicates that more study is needed.

The achievement motivation theory has received criticism in several
areas., First, the model is seen to place too much emphasis on one var-
iable (n Ach). Some researchers contend that more complex analyses are
needed to take a more comprehensive approach to the issues of motivation
and satisfaction. A second criticism is that with few exceptions the
n Ach model has been studied only under laboratory conditions. More field
testing is needed before the applicability of the theory can be firmly
established. Finally, the model does not make specific managerial recom-
mendations for employees with low n Ach (Steers and Mowday, 1977:650-1).
Despite these criticisms, however, achievement motivation theory has
received fairly consistent support in predicting individual reactions to
task design.

Motivation-Hygiene Theory. The motivation-hygiene theory, also

called the two-factor or the dual-factor theory, is without a doubt the
most controversial theory in industrial psychology. Numerous research

efforts have been based on attempting to support or refute the theory.

A summary of some of this research follows the review of the theory.

The motivation-hygiene theory is based on the results of 203 "semi-
structured interviews" with accountants and engineers in the Pittsburgh
area (Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959). The subjects were asked
to identify periods in their own histories when feelings about their jobs
were unquestionably higher or lower than usual. The subjects were also

asked to describe how their attitudes affected their behavior during these
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high and low feelings. The contents of the interviews were then analyzed
and coded as to what type of events led to what type of attitudes and
behaviors.

The resulting theory states that the factors involved in producing
job satisfaction--and motivation--are separate and distinct from the fac-
tors which lead to job dissatisfaction. A corollary of this view is that
the opposite of job satisfaction is not job dissatisfaction, but no job
satisfaction. In other words, job satisfaction-dissatisfaction is not
a continuum but rather two separate attitudes.

Herzberg and his associates argue that job satisfaction and dissatis-
faction should be viewed as s=parate constructs because they result from
separate human needs. One set of needs stems from the human's animal nature.
The drive to avoid pain from the environment plus all the learned drives

which become conditioned to meet the basic biological needs make up this

first set, called hygiene needs. The other set, called motivator needs,
results from the ability to achieve and, through achievement, to exper-

ience psychological growth. Figure 4 presents this aspect of the theory.

NEEDS OF MAN

Hygiene Needs

Animal
Job dissatisfaction <¢———— Avoidance ————No job dissatisfaction
Needs

Motivator Needs

Human ;
No job satisfaction——————Activity —Job satisfaction {
Needs 5

Figure 4. Diagram of the Two Basic Need Systems (Herzberg, 1976:84)
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The motivation-hygiene theory goes on to specify the outcomes which
lead to satisfaction of the two basic need sets. The stimuli for ful-
fillment of the animal avoidance needs are found in the job environment
and designated "hygienes". The hygiene factors are company policy and
administration, supervision, interpersonal relationships, working con-
ditions, salary, status, and security. The stimuli for fulfillment of

\\\ the growth needs are found in the job content and designated "motivators",
‘The\potivator factors are achievement, recognition for achievement, the
work itself, responsibility, growth, and advancement.

The explicit ihplicatinn of the preceding is that if the work and
work environment are such that hygiene needs are not met, the employee

will be dissatisfied; however meeting hygiene needs Will not lead to

satisfaction. Also, if motivator needs are met, the employee will be
satisfied; however not meeting motivator needs will not lead to dissat-

isfaction, only a lack of satisfaction (Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman,

PN et o

1959:113-9).
The use of the term "motivator" for those factors which can lead to

satisfaction is indication of this theory's very specific tie between

satisfaction and motivation. "It should be understood that both kinds of
factors meet the needs of the employees; but it is primarily the 'motiv-
ators' that serve to bring about the kind of job satisfaction and . . .
the kind of improvement in performance that industry is seeking from its
work force" (Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959:114).

An important aspect of the theory is that it leads to a clear pre-
scription for job design. Specifically, the theory asserts that a job
will enhance positive work motivation and employee satisfaction to the

extent that it provides opportunities for employees to achieve, to gain
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recognition and responsibility, to advance in the organization, and to
grow in competence (Herzberg, 1968). Since this theory and its resulting
paradigm for job design are relatively simple and straightforward, they
have become very popular with managers who are concerned with the problems
of human behavior. As the following paragraphs demonstrate, however, the
theory appears to be less popular with organizational researchers.

The motivation-hygiene theory has stimulated a great deal of research,
much of which has not been supportive. For example, Dunnette, Campbell,
and Hakel (1967), Stahl, Young, and Scoville (1977), and Wernimont (1966)
have shown that the factors which produce job satisfaction are not sep-
arate and distinct from the factors that lead to job dissatisfaction.

King (1970) pointed out that the motivation-hygiene theory could be inter-
preted in at least five different ways. After an extensive review of the
relevant literature, King concluded that there was no clear support for
the validity of any of the five versions.

On the other hand, a number of studies have been supportive of the

. theory. Herzberg (1966) reviews the results of 10 different studies of

i?Hdifferent populations. He states that these studies support the
motivation—hygiege>theerx“in 97 percent of the cases. Unfortunately,
though, the supportive studigé used the critical-incident storytelling
method that Herzberg and his associates uséd. ‘Tids_leads to the first
major criticism of the theory--that it is methodologicaily bound (Dunnette,
Campbell, and Hakel, 1967; King, 1970; Locke, 1976). Vroom (1964) argues
that the results of the critical-incident method may be distorted by
defensive processes within the individual respondents. '"Persons may be
more likely to attribute the cause of satisfaction to their own achieve-

ments and accomplishments on the job. On the other hand, they may be
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more likely to attribute their dissatisfaction, not to personal inade-
quacies or deficiences, but to factors in the work environment, i.e.,
obstacles presented by company policlies or supervision" (Vroom, 1964;129).

A second major criticism of the theory is that the research upon
which the theory is based is fraught with procedural deficiencies.
Specifically, the coding of interview responses is not completely deter-
mined by the rating system and the data, but requires interpretation by
the researchers. This necessity for interpretations of the data by a
rater may lead to contamination of the coded data. In other words, the
dimensions derived from the stories might reflect the raters' hypothesis
rather than the respondents' perceptions (House and Wigdor, 1967).

A third major criticism is that the motivation-hygiene theory is
inconsistent with other evidence. If the theory is correct, satisfaction
produces higher motivation which in turn leads to improved performance.
As previously mentioned, an exhaustive review of the literature by

Brayfield and Crockett (1955) concluded that satisfaction does not lead

to strong motivation for good performance. Vroom (1964) reviewed 20

G ey

studies which correlated one or more measures of job satisfaction with
performance. Seventeen of the studies showed a positive relationship ]
(however the median correlation was only .14) and three studies showed a

negative relationship. In Herzberg's own literature review, he found

that "in 54 percent of the reported surveys high morale (satisfaction)
was associated with high productivity; in 35 percent morale and produc-
tivity were not found to be related; in 11 percent high morale was
associated with low productivity" (Herzberg, Mausner, Perterson, and
Capwell, 1957:103). Further, as Friedlander (1966:143) pointed out, the

baéié“bf the»sgtisfaction-motivation relationship in the theory is
iy i ;
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respondents self-reports of improved performance when satisfied. There
is no evidence presented to support the validity of these self-reports.

Finally, the theory is criticized for ignoring individual differences
and simply asserting that workers will be more satisfied if they have jobs
high in motivators. To put it another way, the theory presupposes that
all workers will respond favorably to "enriched" jobs. There is, however,
considerable evidence that not all workers desire jobs which are high in
motivators (Hulin and Blood, 1968; Stinson and Johnson, 1977; Turner and
Lawrence, 1965). Many authors stress that the characteristics of indi-
vidual workers must be considered if the impact of job design on the
affective and behavioral responses is to be a good one (Porter, Lawler,
and Hackman, 1975:300; Wanous, 1977).

In spite of the many severe criticisms of Herzberg's theory, through
it he has made a major contribution to the knowledge of the nature of job
satisfaction. This contribution stems from his stress on the importance
of psychological growth in job satisfaction and the importance of the
difference between intrinsic and extrinsic factors. The research which
has been spurred by the motivation-hygiene theory has resulted in a much
better understanding of the variables relating to job satisfaction and
how to measure them (Landy and Trumbo, 1976:350).

Expectancy Theory. Campbell, Dunnette, Lawler, and Weick (1970)
observed that theories of motivation (and satisfaction) have tended to
divide themselves into two groups which they labeled (1) process theories
and (2) content theories. Process theories first define the major classes
of variables that are important, for example, needs, rewards, and percep-
tions, and then attempt to specify how those variables interact to produce

certain kinds of behavior or response. Content theories, on the other
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hand, are more concerned with the identification of what specific things
it is within individuals and their environment that energize and sustain
behavior or lead to responses by the individuals.,

The theories presented thus far in this chapter are decidedly content
theories, concerned with listing the specific needs which, when fulfilled,
lead to satisfaction. The theory presented in this subsection is the
epitome of a process theory. The emphasis is on the interaction of the
major variables that lead to satisfaction and the process through which
individuals choose what their behavior will be.

Expectancy theory had its beginnings when Tolman (1932) and Lewin
(1935) began proposing cognitively oriented theories of human motivation
with concepts of expectations, valences, and motivating force. The first
complete treatment of expectancy theory with regard to the work environ-
ment was developed by Victor Vroom (1964). Vroom presented an extremely
thorough theory of satisfaction and motivation which has gained wide
acceptance by organizational psychologists. The theory consists of two
models, referred to by some as the valence model and the behavioral choice
model (Mitchell, 1974:1053-4). Job satisfaction is described by the
valence model, so it receives most of the attention in this review.

Valence is defined as an individual's affective orientation toward
particular outcomes. Basically, there are two reasons why outcomes may
be valent: (1) they directly satisfy a person's needs, or (2) they lead
to an outcome or set of outcomes that satisfy a particular need or set of
needs (Lawler, 1973:51). In Vroom's model valence is assigned a numerical
value ranging from -1 to +1. If a person would prefer having a certain
outcome to not having it, that outcome is positively valent. If the

preference is in favor of not having the outcome to having it, that
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outcome is negatively valent, If an individual is indifferent to a given
outcome, the valence of that outcome is zero, Valence is further dis-
tinguished from value: Valence refers to anticipated satisfaction asso-
ciated with an outcome, whereas value refers to the actual satisfaction
resulting from attaining the outcome (Vroom, 1964:15).

The valence model states that the valence of an outcome to a person
is a function of the algebraic sum of the products of the valences of all
other outcomes and the person's conceptions of the specific outcome's
instrumentality for the attainment of these other outcomes:

n

LR v 1))
: & e tad
where
Vj = the valence of outcome j

I.k = the instrumentality of outcome j for the
J attainment of outcome k

(Vroom, 1964;17)

Instrumentality is the degree to which the person sees the outcome
in question as leading to the attainment of other outcomes. Instrumen-
tality varies from -1 (when the perception is that outcome k is certain
without outcome j and impossible with it) to +1 (outcome j is seen as
necessary and sufficient for the attainment of outcome k).

Expectancy is defined as the belief concerning the likelihood that
a particulaf act will be followed by a particular outcome. An expectancy
of one indicates a subjective certainty that the act will be followed by
the outcome while an expectancy of zero indicates subjective certainty
that the act will not be followed by the outcome.

The behavioral choice model states that the force on a person to

perform an act is a function of the algetraic sum of the product of the
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valences of all outcomes and the strength of the person's expectancies

that the act will be followed by the attainment of these outcomes:

n
F = f[ Y (&, v.)l
i =1 13 "2
where
Fi = the force to perform act i
B the strength of the expectancy that act i 1
J will be followed by outcome j
Vj = the valence of outcome j

(Vroom, 1964:18)

In terms of the valence model, Vroom proposed that job satisfaction

could be viewed as the valence of a work situation to an individual.

Since a job is made up of many outcomes, each having its own valence to
the individual, job satisfaction could be considered as a function of the
algebraic sum of the products of the valences of all other outcomes and !
an individual's conceptions of the instrumentality of the job for the
attainment of these other outcomes (Vroom, 1964:101, 279).
Vroom's view of job satisfaction differs from most other researchers
in one respect. He was very careful to point out that valence refers to
anticipated satisfaction from an outcome not yet received; therefore, his
model indicates that job satisfaction is the result of the anticipation of
receiving outcomes from the job. Most researchers operationalize the
valence model by using value, the satisfaction resulting from outcomes
already received. It appears that the optimal measure is a combination
of value and valence. A person's job satisfaction would definitely be a
function of the rewards he has received from his job, as well as antic-
ipated rewards he expects to receive. The best approach to take in this

matter, however, remains an empirical question (Mitchell, 1974:1071;
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Wanous and Lawler, 1972).

Expectancy theory has been used to explain one way of conceiving
the relationship between job satisfaction and performance. Job satis-
faction results from the rewards that people receive (or anticipate
receiving) from their jobs. Performance level often is closely affected
by attainment of rewards. Therefore, "individuals are satisfied with
their jobs to the extent to which their jobs provide them with what they
desire, and they perform effectively in them to the extent that effective
performance leads to the attainment of what they desire" (Vroom, 1964:246).

Based on this view of the performance-satisfaction relationship,
Lawler and Porter (1967) suggest that since in many cases good perfor-
mance produces rewards, and rewards cause satisfaction; therefore per-
formance causes satisfaction. This relationship constitutes a major part
of their model relating managerial attitudes to managerial performance
(Porter and Lawler, 1968). In two separate studies the model has been
tested against a total of 783 managers from twelve organizations located
throughout the United States (Lawler and Porter, 1967; Porter and Lawler,
1968). Generally the results of the empirical studies support the model.

The performance-satisfaction portion of Porter and Lawler's model
is in Figure 5. The wavy line between performance and extrinsic rewards
indicates that these rewards often are not tied to performance, and if
they are, there is often a time lag between the performance and receipt
of the reward. The semi-wavy line from performance to intrinsic rewards
is to indicate that a direct connection exists between performance and
intrinsic rewards if the design of the job is such that it provides the
proper outcomes for the individual who has performed well to reward him-

self. In other words, the amount of intrinsic rewards to be received by
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Figure 5. Model of the Relationship of Performance
to Satisfaction (Lawler and Porter, 1967:23)
good performance is dependent upon the make-up of the job duties.

The dashed line between performance and perceived equitable rewards
indicates that self-ratings of performance have a direct bearing on this
variable. Satisfaction, then, is the result of an individual's comparison
of perceived equitable rewards and perceived actual rewards., Porter and
Lawler assert that if this comparison determines that actual rewards meet
or exceed perceived equitable rewards, the individual will experience
satisfaction., Obviously this model predicts that organizations which
(1) design jobs to maximize employees' intrinsic rewards and (2) attach
extrinsic rewards to performance will have employees who are higily
satisfied with their jobs.

Job Characteristics Theories. The job characteristics theories

propose that certain characteristics of jobs provide outcomes which
fulfill employees' needs, thus leading to satisfaction. These theories
are primarily job design theories which either explicitly or implicitly
list job satisfaction as an outcome of designing jobs with certain

characteristics.
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Requisite Task Attributes. The first influential job characteristic

theory was developed by Turner and Lawrence (1965). They developed a
list of Requisite Task Attributes (RTA)--characteristics required by the
intrinsic nature of the task--which they believed lead to better job
satisfaction and attendance. The RTA characteristics are variety,
autonomy, required interaction, optional interaction, knowledge and skill,
and responsibility. Turner and Lawrence examined 47 blue-collar jobs in
11 industries, and computed an RTA score which reflected the level of the
characteristics present in the jobs. Employees working in those jobs
were surveyed to determine their job satisfaction; and employee attendance
records were obtained.

Turner and Lawrence found a consistent and positive relationship
between attendance and the RTA scores. This relationship held both for
the overall RTA scores and the separate task attribute scores. They
concluded that job design had a strong positive influence on attendance
(Turner and Lawrence, 1965:#8). However, the study did not find a signif-
icant relationship between RTA scores and job satisfaction for the entire
sample. Turner and Lawrence discovered that the lack of association
between task characteristics and satisfaction was explained by cultural
setting. Employees from rural areas were much more satisfied with
enriched jobs while workers from urban areas were more satisfied with
unenriched jobs (Turner and Lawrence, 1965:69-90).

In spite of the RTA model's failure to address the process by
which the task attributes affect behavior and satisfaction, Turner and
Lawrence's work has been influential in the area of job design. One
substantial contribution was their focusing on the need to consider the

influence of individual and situational differences on employees' reactions
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to jobs (Steers and Mowday, 1977:648).

Core Characteristics and Higher Order Need Strengths. By applying

expectancy theory to Turner and Lawrence's work, Hackman and Lawler (1971)
proposed explanations of the interactive processes between job character-
istics and employee responses, Hackman and Lawler identified four of the
Turner and Lawrence task attributes that they felt were core job charac-
teristics leading to meaningful personal satisfaction: variety, autonomy,
task identity, and feedback. They surveyed 208 employees of an eastern
telephone company to determine the perceived level of the core character-
istics and the employees' desires for satisfaction of higher-order needs.
Hackman and Lawler were careful to point out that employees' reactions
result from the perceptions of their jobs rather than objective job
characteristics. Therefore, no attempt was made to objectively measure
the "actual" level of core characteristics in the jobs studied.

All the workers surveyed were high in higher-order need strengths;
therefore theory predicted positive relationships between job satisfaction
and jobs high on the core dimensions. The results strongly supported this
hypothesis. A comparison of subjects who were among the top third in
higher-order need strength with those in the bottom third generally
showed significant differences in the correlations of job satisfaction
with the core dimensions, especially the core dimensions of variety,
autonomy, and feedback.

The Hackman and Lawler study presented evidence that individual
differences are important in considering the impact of various job
designs. Specifically, the effect of job characteristics on employee
reactions is dependent upon the employee's perceptions and the employee's

needs or values (Hackman and Lawler, 1971:280),
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The Job Characteristics Model. In an attempt to further extend and

refine the relationships outlined above between job'characteristics and
individual responses to the work, Hackman and Oldham (1976) developed the
Job Characteristics Model (see Figure 6). The model specifies three
psychological states--experienced meaningfulness of the work, experienced
responsibility for the outcomes of the work, and knowledge of the results
of the work activities--which are the causal core of the model (Hackman
and Oldham, 1976:255). These psychological states are stimulated by five
core job dimensions: skill variety, task identity, and task significance
lead to experienced meaningfulness; autonomy leads to experienced respon-
sibility; and feedback leads to knowledge of results. The model further

states that the three psychological states are moderated by individual

3 CORE JOB CRITICAL PERSONAL
DIMENSIONS PSYCHOLOGICAL AND WORK
STATES OUTCOMES
Skill Variety e
Experienced
Task Identity Meaningfulness High Internal
of the Work Work Motivation
Task Significance
’ High Work
gxperiep%??.t Quality and
esponsibility
Autonomy — forpOu o o Performance
of the Work High Work
Satisfaction
Knowledge of
FOSIRROK smsse—=—==Actual hesults Low Absenteeisnm
of Work Activitiqi__ and Turnovers

\K\\\\\\-~_- Employee __‘—_”’,,///ﬂf
Growth-Need

Strength

Figure 6.

The Job Characteristics Model of Work Motivation

(Hackman and Oldham, 1976:256)
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growth need strength. The resulting outcomes predicted are high internal
work motivation, high quality work performance, high satisfaction with
the work, and low absenteeism and turnover,

Probably the most important aspect of Hackman and Oldham's theory
is that they specify that the job design model may not apply to all
employees or in every work situation (Hackman and Oldham 1976:275-277).
In conjunction with the model Hackman and Oldham developed the Job
Diagnostic Survey, a questionnaire designed specifically for the purpose
of determining if a job and/or employee would benefit from job redesign
(Hackman and Oldham, 1974; 1975).

Studies have generally been supportive of the job characteristics
model, except for its predictions of employee performance. However,
some have suggested that need for achievement would be preferable to
growth need strength as a moderator of ithe task characteristic-perform-

ance relationship (Steers and Mowday, 1977:652).

Discrepancy Theory

Recently, many organizational psychologists have argued for a dis-
crepancy approach to thinking about job satisfaction. They maintain
that job satisfaction is determined by the differences between the actual
outcomes a person receives from his work and some other outcome level.
There are differences of opinion about what this other outcome level is,
however. Some theorists say it is the outcome level the individual feels E
should be received, others say it is the outcome level the person expects
to receive. Regardless of what is used for the baseline, all the approaches

agree that what is received is compared with another outcome level. When
there is a difference-~when received outcomes fall short of the comparison

level--dissatisfaction results (Lawler, 1973:66-67).
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Discrepancy theorists also agree that people desire outcomes which
satisfy their values, not theilr needs. This is a difficult distinction;
but judging from the emphasis which they give it, it is an important dis-
tinction to these theorists. A "value is that which one acts to gain and/or
to keep" (Locke, 1969:315). According to Locke, values differ from needs
in that needs refer to objective requirements of an organism's survival and
well-being. A value, on the other hand, is what a person consciously or
subconsciously desires, wants, or seeks to attain. Thus, while needs are
objective in that they exist regardless of what the individual wants,
values are subjective in the sense that they are "in the consciousness"
(that is, they are standards in the person's conscious or subconscious
mind) (Locke, 1976:1304). Kalleberg takes this idea one step further
and asserts that it is work values, '"the conceptions of what is desirable
that individuals hold with respect to their work activity," which are
important in the study of job satisfaction (Kalleberg, 1977:129).

Katzell (1964) and Locke (1969) have probably presented the most
fully developed discrepancy theory approaches to job satisfaction. Katzell
asserts that dissatisfaction with an outcome is directly proportional to
the absolute discrepancy between the amount of the outcome received and
the desired amount, and inversely proportional to the desired amount of
the outcome--a percentage discrepancy. He then defines satisfaction with

an outcome as the complement of dissatisfaction.

5 Ix - vl
o aefligh)
where
S = the relative satisfaction with the outcome
X = the actual amount of the outcome
\'} = the desired amount of the outcome

(Katzell, 19641344),
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There are two implications of Katzell's formulation which deserve
to be mentioned. Like many discrepancy theorists, Katzell believes
satisfaction to be a function of the difference between desired and
actual outcome levels. However, he asserts that this difference should
be divided by the desired amount of the outcome. This means that the
more a person wants of an outcome, the less dissatisfaction will be felt
with a given discrepancy. Katzell offers no explanation for this assump-
tion, but it does have some intuitive appeal. It is analogous to saying
that the more of something one wants, the less "noticeable" a given deficit
will be.

A second implication of Katzell's model is that getting more than
the desired amouht of an outcome results in less satisfaction than getting
the desired amount. Nowhere does Katzell address any difference between
the reactions to too much and too little of a desired outcome. This is
a definite shortcoming in the model. It is doubtilul that receiving
more than the desired amount of a given outcome and receiving less than
the desired amount would result in the same affective response. Later
developments in the theory have addressed this deficiency.

Locke (1969) proposed a discrepancy theory which differs from thzell's
in two significant features. First, Locke stresses that individuals'
perceptions of outcomes received are critical to the determination of
any discrepancy from the desired amount. In other words, it is the per-
ceived discrepancy, not the actual discrepancy, which leads to dissatis-
faction. Second, Locke asserts that the level of satisfaction is deter-
mined by the simple difference between what a person wants and what that

person perceives as getting from the job. Locke does not include the

notion of dividing the discrepancy by the desired outcome level.
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It is apparent from the preceding that both Katzell and Locke believe
that individuals experience satisfaction or dissatisfaction from each
individual type of outcome in the work environment. These facet satis-
factions are then aggregated to arrive at an overall satisfaction level,
Locke states that overall satisfaction is "the sum of the evaluations
of the discriminable elements of which the job is composed" (Locke,
1969:330). In a somewhat different approach, Kalleberg recommends viewing

Job satisfaction as a multiple regression model:

n n
JS = a+ 2: b, R, + z:tl V, + e
= RS =

where
JS = overall job satisfaction
R = 1level of a type of reward or outcome
V. = the value of that type of reward or outcome
a, b, and ¢ = the regression Beta coefficients
e = a statistical error term

1 varies over all types of outcomes
(Kalleberg, 1977:133).

He points out that in this model all the c, are negative because for a

)
given level of outcomes (i.e., holding outcomes constant) the more one
values those outcomés the more 1likely they are not fulfilled. Conse-
quently, Kalleberg's regression equation provides a good summary model
for the discrepancy approach to job satisfaction. In general it implies
that, in the aggregate, the highest levels of job satisfaction will be
experienced by those workers with high rewards and low values, while the
lowest levels of job satisfaction will be experienced by those workers

with low rewards and high values. Note that this view predicts that an
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individual receiving more than the desired amount of a valued outcome

will be more satisfied than if the desired amount were received.

Equity Theory

Formal conceptions of equity theory have been developed independently
by Adams (1963;1965), Homans (1961), Jacques (1961), and Patchen (1961).
Adams' presentation of the theory forms the basis for the discussion
here for two reasons. First, Adams' development of equity theory is
more explicit and extended than the others. Second, Adams' theory has
received much more attention from other researchers and consequently
more empirical testing.

Basic to equity theory is the concept of an exchange, or specifically
social exchange. Social exchange, defined as any social situation in
which exchange takes place, is inherent in the relationships between
employees and employers, students and teachers, lovers, etc. Any time
social exchange takes place, there is the possibility that one or more
of the participants in the exchange may feel that the exchange was inequit-
able. Equity theory includes a model of the process through which a
participant determines the equity of an exchange and the affective response
to that determination. Prior to presenting the model, a few terms are
defined as they pertain to this theory.

Fquity theory is based on the concepts of inputs and outcomes in the
exchange process. Inputs are those attributes which are brought to the
exchange and which are perceived as relevant for the exchange. Some
examples of inputs are education, experience, training, skill, ethnic
background, social status, and appearance. It is apparent from this list
of examples that anything might be an input, as long as it is perceived

as relevant. Outcomes are, as defined earlier, an individual's receipts




from the exchange. Again, outcomes may be positively valued or negatively
valued. Outcomes, like inputs, are as perceived by the individual.

The stress on perceptions in equity theory make it difficult in many
cases to determine a priori whether a particular aspect of the exchange

relationship is an input or outcome. Pritchard gives an example which

illustrates this difficulty:

A great deal of responsibility on the job may be
seen by one person as an outcome. He is important
to the operations of the organization and his
superiors trust his judgement. To another person,
however, responsibility is an input in that he
must '"take the job home with him at night," and
must bear the burden for anything that goes wrong.
(Pritchard, 1969:179)

The frame of reference in equity theory is in terms of Person and
Other. Person is the individual for whom equity or inequity exists--the
individual of interest. Other is any individual with whom Person makes
a comparison. Other can be involved in a direct exchange relationship I3

with Person, or both Person and Other can be in an exchange relationship

with a third party.

Equity theory asserts that in any social exchange relationship Person
makes a comparison between the values of his or her inputs and outcomes

and the values of Other's inputs and outcomes. (It is stressed again that

all these values are as perceived by Person.) Adams states that the

specific comparison takes the form of a ratio of outcomes to inputs:

0 0
and L.

a
where

0 1is a weighted sum of all relevant outcomes

I 1is a weighted sum of all relevant inputs
p denotes Person
a denotes Other
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Equity results when

0 0
o
I I
P a
and inequity results when
0] 0 0] 0
I < Ia and > -
P a Ip Ia.

(Adams, 1965:280-1)
It is important to note that inequity results from overpayment as
well as underpayment. However, equity theorists assert that the affec-

tive responses will be different for these two inequities. Underreward

is said to result in feelings of unfair treatment and dissatisfaction
whereas overreward will lead to feelings of guilt and discomfort. Adams

further asserts that the thresholds for inequity are different (in abso-

;o

lute terms from a base of equity) in cases of under and overreward. The
threshold would be higher presumably in cases of overreward, "for a cer-
tain amount of incongruity in these cases can be acceptably rationalized
as good fortune" (Adams, 1965:282).

Empirical studies designed to investigate hypotheses developed from E
equity theory have generally been supportive. As a result of some studies,

several extensions have been suggested to Adams' statement of the theory.

: Weick and Nesset (1968) propose that there are actually three kinds of
l inequity which are important:
3

1. "Own inequity" is a comparison of Person's outcome-input ratio
with some internal standard derived from past social experiences. Equity
is experienced when this ratio is unity (H/H or L/L).

2. "Comparison inequity" occurs when Person's ratio is not equal to

Other's ratio, but Person's own ratio is unity (for example, Person's
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ratio is L/L while Other's is H/L).

3. "Own-Comparison inequity" occurs when Person's own ratio is not
unity and is also unequal to Other's ratio (for example, Person's ratio
is L/H while Other's is H/H) (Weick and Nesset, 1968:401). Much of the
more recent research has accepted these three types of equity (cf. Lane
and Messe, 1972; Pritchard, 1969).

Following an extensive review of equity theory research, Pritchard

, (1969) made several summary statements. First, feelings of inequity (and

their consequent dissatisfaction) arise first and foremost from the cor- 1

respondence between Person's own outcomes and inputs--Weick and Nesset's

“"own equity". 1In other words, if Person perceives his own outcome-input

ratio to be L/H, Person will be dissatisfied regardless of the ratio of

anyone else in Person's environment., Lane and Messe (1972) provide

empirical support for this proposition. Second, if the exchange relation- H
ship is impersonal, like that occurring in the industrial environment,
Person will not experience dissatisfaction from being overrewarded with
respect to Other. Pritchard proposes that Person will feel that the
system is unjust, but Person will not feel responsible for it. Pritchard
does not rule out the possibility of Person's feeling guilty or uncom-
fortable in this situation, though.

Using an extremely rigorous experimental design, Pritchard, Dunnette,
and Jorgenson (1970) showed that dissatisfaction resulting from perceived
pay inequities caused significant lowering of overall job satisfaction.
This same experiment failed to support the theory that overreward does
not lead to dissatisfaction in impersonal exchange relationships. In
fact, Pritchard, Dunnette, and Jorgenson found that in 15 of 20 compar-

isons, the mean satisfaction of the overpaid subjects was less than that
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of the equitably paid groups.

Even though equity theory has received considerable support from a
number of laboratory experiments, there are problems with using equity
theory to explain differences in job satisfaction. First, the theory is
very general in nature. Specific statements of how one's '"own equity"
standard or the values of one's own inputs are derived are not available.
Second, and most critical, equity theory covers a large number of var-
iables with complex interactions. As Vroom points out, equity theory
leads one to predict that job satisfaction is a function of:

1. Person's beliefs concerning the degree to which he possesses
various characteristics;

2. Person's perception of the values of those characteristics as
Jjob inputs;

3. Person's beliefs concerning the degree to which he receives
rewarding outcomes from his Job;

4, Person's beliefs concerning the degree to which others possess
various characteristics;

5. Person's beliefs concerning the extent that others receive
rewarding outcomes from their jobs; and

6. The extent to which Person compares himself to Other (Vroom,
1964:171-2).

It may be that there is no simpler model which is appropriate, but the
complexity of the interrelationships of these six variables make equity

theory very difficult for managers to use as an operational model.

Lawler's Model of Facet Satisfactions

Lawler has integrated a number of the concepts of discrepancy theory

and equity theory into a model of facet satisfaction (Lawler, 1973:74-81).
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A diagram of Lawler's model is in Figure 7. It is apparent that the
single most important process implied in the model is perception. Per-
ceived job characteristics, perceived personal inputs, and perceived
outcomes and inputs of referent others combine into a single perception
of the amount of outcomes that should be received. On the other side of
the model perceived outcomes of referent others combine with actual out-
comes received to form a perception of the amount of outcomes received.

This model is a discrepancy model in that it shows satisfaction as
the difference between what a person feels should be received (g) and
what the person feels is actually received (b). If the individual feels
that a equals b, the result is satisfaction. When a is greater than b
the person will be dissatisfied. If b exceeds a the individual will
experience feelings of guilt or discomfort. This comparison is made
with each facet of the work situation, resulting in a number of facet
satisfactions. The individual facet satisfactions then are combined by
the individual to arrive at an overall job satisfaction affect.

Lawler summarizes the implications of the model by making several
statements about who should be dissatisfied if the model is correct.
All other things being equal,

1. People with high perceived inputs will be more dissatisfied
with a given facet than people with low perceived inputs.

2. People who perceive their job as demanding will be more
dissatisfied with a given facet than people who perceive
their jobs as undemanding.,

3. People who perceive similar others as having a more favor-
able input-outcome balance will be more dissatisfied with
a given facet than people who perceive their own balance
as similar to or better than that of others.

4., People who receive a low outcome level will be more
dissatisfied than those who receive a high outcome level.

5. The more outcomes a person perceives his comparison-other
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receives, the more dissatisfied he will be with his own
outcomes. This should be particularly true when the com-
parison-other is seen to hold a job that demands the

; same or fewer inputs (Lawler, 1973:77).

As far as this writer has been able to determine, Lawler's model of
facet satisfactions has not been the subject of detailed empirical test-

ing. Indeed, like equity theory, the model encompasses so many variables

with such complex interactions that it is difficult to conceive of a way
to test the entire model. However, since the theories upon which the f

model is based--discrepancy theory and equity theory--have received a

great deal of empirical support, the model would appear to be valid. At

a minimum Lawler's model provides an intuitively appealing way of concep-

SN

tualizing the determinants of job satisfaction.

Clustering of Facet Satisfactions

Almost without exception, industrial psychologists agree that overall

Jjob satisfaction is some kind of aggregation of many individual facet
satisfactions. One question to which there has not been general agree-
ment, however, is how the individual facet satisfactions group or cluster
to define the dimensionality of job satisfaction. Prior to attempting to
answer this question, one must decide upon the level of specificity desired.
Porter, Lawler, and Hackman (1975:41-3) present an excellent argument
concerning the desired level of abstraction to consider in determining 5
the number of human needs. Their argument seems to apply equally well to
the question of how many factors make up job satisfaction; therefore
their line of reasoning is followed here.
Since satisfaction is an affective response to the outcomes provided
by the job, the question could be restated as how many clusters of specific

outcome satisfactions must be considered to determine overall job
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satisfaction. Consider, for example, the physical working conditions
inherent in a certain job. On a low level of abstraction, one could list
satisfactions with temperature, lighting conditions, noise level, comfor-
table chairs, color of walls, etc., as important to the determination of
Job satisfaction. On a higher level of abstraction these satisfactions
can be grouped together into one category of satisfaction with the physical
working conditions. On a still higher level of abstraction physical work-
ing conditions can be grouped with company policies, pay, co-workers,
security, and supervision to form a category called extrinsic satisfaction.

The problem, of course, is to determine the level of abstraction
which results in the most parsimonious 1ist of dimensions while still
providing adequate information concerning the nature of job satisfaction,
“Conceptually, the best approach would seem to group only those outcomes
whose attractiveness is found to have an empirical relationship to each
other." This means that a number of outcomes should be grouped together
"only if when one of the outcomes is obtained the attractiveness of the
others changes, and if as more of one is obtained a person's satisfaction
with the whole cluster of outcomes is affected" (Porter, Lawler, and
Hackman, 1975:142).

During the past 20 years, generally since Herzberg published the
motivation-hygiene theory, many industrial psychologists have posited that
the intrinsic-extrinsic distinction constitutes the basic dimensionality
of job outcomes and facet satisfactions. Broedling (1977) and Guzzo (1979)
present recent reviews of the many intrinsic-extrinsic conceptualizations
in the literature. As these reviews conclude, the problem with the
intrinsic-extrinsic dichotomy is precisely that there are so many differ-

ent conceptualizations. In other words, to many theorists the attempt to

48

A




use this two factor approach is simply trying to jam too many concepts
into too few dimensions. Researchers are beginning to question if the
intrinsic-extrinsic dichotomy might not be an "over-simplification"
(Broedling, 1977:274).

A number of studies and reviews have recommended a three factor
solution to the question of how many groups are formed by facet satis-
factions. Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell (1957) reviewed a
number of studies that had attempted to determine the relative importance
of 16 job factors simply by asking people to rate these factors in terms
of importance. The result of this review, compiled from 16 studies
including over 11,000 employees, show that an extrinsic reward (promotion),

an intrinsic factor (interesting work), and an interpersonal factor

(appreciation from supervisors) are rated as relatively high in impor-
tance (Herzberg, Mausner, Peterson, and Capwell, 1957:44). Although }

sometimes called by different names, these same three types of factors--

extrinsic, intrinsic, and interpersonal--recur in many studies.
Friedlander (1963) factor analyzed the results of satisfaction

questionnaires completed by 600 employees of a large midwestern manu-

facturing company. The respondents represented engineers, supervisors,

and various salaried employees. Friedlander's interpretation of the

results is that the underlying sources of job satisfaction group into
three factorss

1. Social and Technical Environment. This factor is made up
primarily of interpersonal and "other directed" sources of job satis-
faction.

2. Intrinsic Self-Actualizing Work Aspects. Each item in this

factor relates to the work process itself and to the development and
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growth of the individual.

3. Recognition through Advancement. Most items in this factor are
recognizable signs of achlevement, such as promotion and merit pay in-
creases, as a source of job satisfaction (Friedlander, 1963:248).

Using a different perspective in the data analysis, Mustafa and
Sylvia (1975) arrived at similar conclusions. They gathered facet sat-
isfaction data from 240 employees of the Public Works Commission of a
medium-sized North Carolina city. Mustafa and Sylvia used Q techniques
to determine how the respondents grouped in their feelings of satisfac-
tion. Q technique or Q analysis differs from the more common R analysis
in what are treated as the individual manifestation variables in the
analysis. R analysis uses the questionnaire items as the measured vari-
ables. In Q analysis, the data are transposed prior to factor analysis
being performed, making the individual respondents the manifestation
variables. The result is that each factor is made up of groups of respon-
dents who display similar attitudes. By analyzing these attitudes, con-
clusions can be drawn concerning the important factors in job satisfaction.

Mustafa and Sylvia conclude from their study that in addition to
intrinsic factors which appeal to self-actualization and growth needs,
there are two other types of variables important in determining job sat-
isfaction. These are (1) social variables resulting from interactions
with co-workers, and (2) working conditions and certain attendant rewards
such as pay and going-home time (Mustafa and Sylvia, 1975:170).

The final study to be cited in this section involved over 2500 muni-
cipal, county, and state employees (Katz and Van Maanen, 1977). Ques-
tionnaires completed by the sample contained items measuring satisfaction

with 25 facets of the work environment and items measuring 9 "objective"
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characteristics of the respondents' jobs.

The primary purpose of this study was to investigate the underlying
dimensionality of the factors which make up job satisfaction. To address
this issue, Katz and Van Maanen subjected the questionnaire responses to
a hierarchical clustering algorithm. They used a correlation matrix of
the 25 satisfaction items as input measures of similarity. A mulitdimen-
sional scaling routine, using the same correlation matrix as input, was
used to determine the relative positions of the facets on a satisfaction
map.

The results of this data analysis are shown in Figure 8. Three dis-
tinct clusters are depicted by the contour lines enclosing certain satis-
faction items, The hierarchical nature of the clustering algorithm is
shown by contours embedded within other contours. Katz and Van Maanen
identified the three distinct nonembedded contours--referred to as loci--
as job properties, the intrinsic features of the job; interaction features,
the social interaction features of the work environment; and organizational
policies, the policies concerning pay, promotion, training and staffing.
The axes upon which the loci are plotted represent the result of the multi-

dimensional scaling analysis. Katz and Van Maanen found that the relation-

ships uncovered by the cluster analysis could be fully defined in two
dimensional space. These two dimensions were interpreted as an intrinsic-
extrinsic dimension and a long term-short term dimension. i
Partial correlation and canonical correlation analyses indicated
i that each satisfaction locus was related to a specific job design feature
and that all three loci were about equally important, The implications

of these findings are important for any job design effort. Satisfactions

are seen as being derived from three separate aspects of the work situation.
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1. Ability utilization 9. Staffing 17. Working cond.
2, Advancement 10. Supervision-capable 18, Security
3. Aims & purposes 11, Supervision-affective 19, Participation
4. Policies & practices 12, Work challenging 20. Promotion
5« Pay-amount 13, Recognition 21, Variety
6. Pay-comparison 14, Creativity 22. Training needs
7. Pay-practices 15, Moral values 23, Train, programs
8. Feedback 16. Independence 24, Responsibility

25. Social service

Figure 8, The Loci of Facet Satisfactions
(Katz and Van Maanen, 1977:476)

Any activity aimed at influencing job satisfaction should explicitly
attend to all three of those areas.

The studies presented in this section all identify three underlying
dimensions of job satisfaction. These dimensions, though not identically
defined, are very similar for all three studies; and they provide a logic-
ally appealing extension to the intrinsic-extrinsic dichotomy. The in-
trinsic factor is left intact. It is made up of the many facets of the
work itself--autonomy, task variety, challenge, responsibility, etc. The

extrinsic factor 1s expanded into two extrinsic factors. The first is

52




made up of the interpersonal or social facets of the work environment.
The second is composed of rewards or outcomes which are controlled by the
organization--pay, promotion, working conditions, etc. In addition to
its logical appeal, this conceptualization appears to better satisfy the
requirements of the criteria for determining the proper level of abstrac-
tion which was presented at the beginning of this section., The facets
within each cluster are empirically related since the techniques used to
derive the clusters are all based on measures of similarity between the
individual facets.

A second important aspect of this three-factor concept is its paral-
lel with the historical job satisfaction theory in the United States. The
opening pages of this thesis presented the major trends in job satisfac-
tion theory as background. By way of review, three different schools of
thought can be identified. First is the traditional or scientific manage-
ment school which emphasizes good pay, promotions, and other extrinsic
rewards provided by the organization. Second is the human relations
school where social interaction is stressed as leading to satisfaction.
Finally, the human resources school of thought stresses that individuals
can find satisfaction in the work itself. This school emphasizes the
importance of intrinsic rewards and intrinsic satisfaction (Steers and
Porter, 1975:115-20). The three groups of facet satisfactions identified
in this section correspond very closely with the three different approaches
to job satisfaction. This correspondence (human resources with job prop-
erties, human relations with interaction features, and traditional with
organizational policies) lends more Wweight to the propriety of a three-

cluster model.
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Summary
This chapter has presented only a brief overview of a few of the
most widely promulgated theories and models of job satisfaction. They

range from the rather simplistic need hierarchy theories to complex models

of job characteristics, psychological states, and moderating need strengths.
Most theories of job satisfaction are based on some type of need
fulfillment model. Job satisfaction is seen as occurring to the extent
that outcomes from the work environment satisfy individual needs. The
simplest need models are Maslow's hierarchy of needs and Alderder‘'s ERG
theory. Both these theories assert that individuals have a few basic needs
which motivate all behavior through the tensions produced when a need is

frustrated. When the need is satisfied, the tension is relieved and the

individual responds with feelings of satisfaction. Satisfaction of the
e self-actualization or growth needs, even though not reducing the need

: strength, results in positive affective response also.

! Achievement motivation theory stresses the importance of n Ach.
Individuals high in n Ach are seen as desiring jobs high in intrinsic

outcomes. The theory posits that these individuals will be very satis-

fied in jobs which provide resp 1ity, challenge, and feedback.
Associated with achievement motivation theory is the idea that n Ach can

be learned. This implies that organizations may benefit by training

executives in n Ach.
Herzberg's motivation-hygiene theory asserts that individuals have ]
two separate and distinct need sets, hygiene needs and motivator needs.

Hygiene needs are seen as being satisfied by outcomes extrinsic to the ;

work itself. Satisfaction of hygiene needs leads to no job dissatisfac-

tion. Motivator needs are seen as being satisfied by outcomes intrinsic
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to the work itself. Satisfaction of motivator needs is said to result in
Jjob satisfaction., Herzberg's theory also states that satisfaction of
motivator needs results in high employee motivation and improved produc-
tivity.

In expectancy theory job satisfaction is 1ikened to the valence of
a particular job., Valence is defined as an individual's affective
orientation toward particular outcomes. Since a job leads to many out-
comes, job satisfaction is proposed to be a function of the sum of the
products of the valences of all the outcomes and the individual's per-
ceptions of the instrumentality of the job for the attainment of all the
outcomes. The logical extension of this view leads to the proposition
that if valued rewards (intrinsic and extrinsic) are closely tied to good
performance, then good performance will lead to high satisfaction through
the intervening variables, rewards.

The job characteristics theories form the basis of many job design
models. The theories propose that a few core job dimensions stimulate
critical psychological states. This process is seen to be moderated by
growth need strength or the strength of n Ach. The results of this
hypothesized psychological stimulation are high work motivation, good
performance, high job satisfaction, and low absenteeism and turnover.

The strength of these models lies in their emphasis on the importance of
individual differences in the receptivity of employees to job design
efforts, and the concomitant recommendations to assess the situation prior
to redesign programs.

The second major type of job satisfaction model derives from dis-
crepancy theory. Discrepancy theorists argue that work values, not

needs, are at the core of job satisfaction. Individuals theoretically
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compare the perceived level of outcomes received from their job with a
desired level of outcomes (or values). Dissatisfaction results when the
perceived level attained is less than the desired level. There is some
disagreement among theorists as to whether outcome levels greater than
desired lead to dissatisfaction, guilt, or simply higher satisfaction.

The third major type of model reviewed in this chapter is equity
theory. Equity theory states that individuals form a ratio of their
perceived relevant inputs to the job and perceived relevant outcomes from
the job. This ratio is then compared with some internal standard and/or
the person's perceptions of some referent other's input-outcome ratio.

If these ratios are in balance, the individual will be satisfied with the
situation. If the individual perceives his or her ratio to be less favor-
able than the internal standard or referent other's ratio, dissatisfaction
results. Equity theory specifies feelings of guilt or discomfort (pos-
sibly even dissatisfaction) result when the individual perceives his or
her ratio to be more favorable than the comparison other's.,

The final section of this chapter is devoted to the question of
the basic dimensionality of job satisfaction. Put another way, the ques-
tion is how many different types of facet satisfactions are important in
determining overall job satisfaction. A correlated question is how many
different types of facet satisfactions must be considered in an attempt
to improve job satisfaction through redesign of the job. Several empirical
studies are presented which, along with theoretical arguments, point very
strongly to a three factor concept of job satisfaction. Facet satisfac-
tions are believed to be divided into three segments of the work environ-
ment: the job properties segment includes the intrinsic facet satisfac-

tions, the interaction features segment contains the social and inter-
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personal facet satisfactions, and the organizational policy segment is
made up of facet satisfactions resulting from outcomes distributed by
the organization.,

The next chapter presents a model of job satisfaction based on the

three cluster concept, and an empirical test of that model.




III THE EMPIRICAL STUDY

This chapter presents the details of an empirical study designed
primarily to investigate the efficacy of a three cluster model of facet
satisfactions. 1In addition to testing the model, however, a number of
other hypotheses were investigated. Since many of the hypothesis tests
are most easily explained in terms of the data gathered for their test-
ing, the chapter begins with a description of the questionnaire used in
the study. Following that is a description of the sample which was sur-
veyed. The final section of this chapter presents each hypothesis indi-
vidually and describes the data analysis techniques used for each

hypothesis test,

The Questionnaire

The questionnaire used in this study was designed around three pri-
mary issues. The first issue, being studied by another student, was that
overall job satisfaction results from outcomes associated with organiza-
tional membership and outcomes associated with job performance. Section
III of the questionnaire provided data relevant to this first issue.
Since details of the membership-performance research and Section III of
the questionnaire are provided elsewhere, they are not included here
(ef. Dixon, 1979).

The second concern basic to the questionnaire design was that job
facet satisfactions group into three identifiable areas. This issue
required the survey instrument to measure satisfaction with a number of
different facets of the work environment. A corollary requirement estab-
lished the need to measure the strength of outcomes leading to the various

facet satisfactions.
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Finally, validity was an important consideration. Since the re-

searchers knew from the outset that time would not allow for rigorous

validation of the survey instrument, a concerted effort was made to use
established, previously validated instruments wherever possible.

The requirement to measure satisfaction with a number of different
facets using a well validated instrument led to the selection of the

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) as the core of the survey

NP UPRIPRS:, RS- SSR e

instrument. The MSQ has been used extensively in research for approx-
imately 15 years, and its validity has been supported by numerous

studies (Dunham, Smith, and Blackburn, 1977; Gillet and Schwab, 1975;

Weiss, Dawis, England, and Lofquist, 1967).
The remainder of this section provides the details of the question- 5

naire used in the empirical study. The entire questionnaire is in

Appendix A.

Strengths of Outcomes. The first section of the questionnaire
provided information on the degree to which certain properties exist
in the respondents' work environments. The intent of Section I was to
provide a measure for the strengths of outcomes associated with each
facet satisfaction measured by the MSQ. In other words, ideally Section
I should have measured the "objective" strength of each outcome leading
to facet satisfactions measured irn Section II. Unfortunately, several
of the facet satisfactions were not amenable to objective measurement.
For example, how does one ask for the degree to which pay exists in a
work situation? Certainly there is pay associated with any formal work
or job which might be of interest to this research. However, as soon as
one attempts to measure "how much" pay there is, the question requires

some kind of value judgement from the respondent concerning how much
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pay there should be. Consequently, a question asking how much pay is
available would, in actuality, be a question about satisfaction with

pay. Several other facets, such as supervision, Air Force policies and
practices, physical working conditions, and co-workers, similarly were

not suited to objective measurement. After deleting facets which
exhibited this measurement difficulty, Section I was left with 12 items:
social service, creativity, moral values, independence, variety, authority,
utilization of abilities, social status, advancement, recognition, feel-
ing of achievement, and activity.

To satisfy the validity criterion, the questions in Section 1 were
closely patterned after Section I of the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS)
(Hackman and Oldham, 1974; 1975). Where possible, qucstions were taken
from the JDS without modification.

The general form of each question was a stem which contained the
basic question as well as a brief explanatory sentence expanding on the
specific issue being addressed. Responses were made on a five point
Likert scale anchored at both ends and the center. An example of a Sec-

tion I question follows:

5. How much variety is there in your work situation. That is,
to what extent are you able to do many different things at work,
using a variety of your skills and abilities?

Atloct'oiBoonll.l.th-.!-.loDiuv-..lcE

Very little, I Moderate Variety Very much, I am
do the same able to do many
routine things different things,
over and over using a number of
again. different skills

and talents.

Section I questions were scored by setting A answers equal to one,
B equal to two, C equal to three, and so forth, In subsequent data

analyses, the researcher assumed the data gathered by these questions
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could be treated as measured on interval scales, a standard assumption

for Likert scales such as used here.

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire. The 1967 version of the

Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ) was used to measure respon-
dents' satisfaction with 20 facets of their jobs (Weiss, Dawis, England,

and Lofquist, 1967). The MSQ, a copyrighted instrument, was used with

ro.
=

permission of Vocational Psychology Research, University of Minnesota

(see Appendix B).

T

The MSQ consists of 100 questions, 5 for each of 20 scales. The

questions are arranged in blocks of 20, with items constituting a scale

appearing at 20-item intervals. Each MSQ scale provides a measure for

satisfaction with a facet of the work environment. Table I contains a
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list of the 20 MSQ scales and an item representative of each.

Responses to each question were made on a five point Likert scale

which ranged from "not satisfied" to "extremely satisfied". The
specific response instructions are given below:
Ask yourself: How satisfied am I with this aspect of my job?

(a) means I am not satisfied (this aspect of my job is
much poorer than I would like it to be);

(b) means I am only slightly satisfied (this aspect of
my job is not quite what I would like it to be);

(¢) means I am satisfied (this aspect of my job is what
I would like it to be);

(d) means I am very satisfied (this aspect of my job is
even better than I expected it to be);

(e) means I am extremely satisfied (this aspect of my job
is much better than I hoped it could be).

The individual MSQ items were reworded slightly to make them more
applicable to the sample surveyed--Air Force officers. For example,

Company Policies and Practices was changed to Air Force Policies and
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Table I

MSQ Facet Scales and Representative Items

Facet Scale

Representative Item

Ability Utilization

Achievement

Activity
Advancement

Authority

Company Policies
and Practices

Compensation

Co-workers
Creativity

Independence

Moral Values

Physical Working
Conditions

Recognition
Responsibility

Security
Social Service
Social Status

Supervision-Human
Relations

Supervision-Technical

Variety

The chance to do something that makes
use of my abilities.

The feeling of accomplishment I get
from my job.

Being able to keep busy all the time.

The chances for advancement on this job.,

The chance to tell other people what
to do.

The way company policies are put into
practice.

My pay and the amount of work I do.

The way my co-workers get along with
each other,

The chance to try my own methods of
doing the job.

The chance to work alone on the job.

Being able to do things that don't go
against my conscience,

The physical working conditions of
the job,

The praise I get for doing a good job.

The freedom to use my own judgment.

The way my job provides for steady
employment.

The chance to do things for other
people.,

The chance to be "somebody" in the
community.

The way my boss handles his men.,

The competence of my supervisor in
making decisions.

The chance to do different things from
time to time.
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Practices, and references to "company" were changed to "Air Force".
Further rewording was required on some items to eliminate any appear-
ance of sexual bias. For example, "The way my boss handles his men" was
reworded to, “The way my boss handles subordinates."

Scoring of the MSQ is accomplished by setting A equal to one, B
equal to two, and so forth. Each scale or facet score is computed as
the sum of the scores of the five items which make up that scale. This
scoring method assumes interval scaled measurements, a standard assump-
tion which has been supported by numerous validation studies (Gillet and
Schwab, 1975; Weiss, Dawis, England, and Lofquist, 1967).

As a check on the scoring method just described, principal com-
ponent analysis was used to evaluate the correlation structure of the
five questions defining each scale. If the results of a principal com-
ponent, or factor, analysis show the five items to define only one
underlying factor, and the five items have similar and high loadings on
that factor, summing the five responses to arrive at a single scale
score is supported (Guilford, 1954). Detailed results of the principal
component analysis are given in Appendix C, To summarize the results,
for all scales the first factor explains from 64.5 percent to 87.4 per-
cent of the total variance in the five items and in all cases it is the
only factor with an eigenvalue greater than one. For all 20 facet scales,
the eigenvalue associated with the first factor is at least four times
larger than the next largest eigenvalue.

The individual item loadings on the first factor range from . 566
to .956. Generally, all loadings are similar and large--only 4 of the
100 individual loadings on the respective first factor are less than ,70.

The results of this analysis strongly support summing the responses of
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the five items defining each facet to arrive at a facet scale score.

The Manual for the Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire recommends

checking the internal reliability for each scale (Weiss, Dawis, England,
and Lofquist, 1967:14). This was accomplished by computing coefficient
alpha for each scale as recommended by Nunnally (1967:210-1). Coefficient

alpha is defined by:

k 1 20f
rkk ) k=1 I qyz
where
k = number of items in the scale

z:dfa sum of the variances of the items
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