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ABSTRACT 

This study uses a survey of a large sample of public and private sector employees in 

Tucson, Arizona to reveal the determinants of employee extra work effort. Extra work 

effort is defined as those actions benefiting their employer performed by employees for 

which employees are not explicitly compensated. The current literature suggests 

employee empowerment through the variation of personnel systems to allow for greater 

employee responsibility and decision-making as a powerful determinant of employee 

extra work effort. The finding of this research suggest that while the implementation of 

these personnel systems may increase other positive occupational traits, such as job 

satisfaction and employee interest, no direct connection can be made between employee 

empowerment managerial systems and employee extra work effort. Instead, 

organizational commitment is a more robust determinant of employee extra work effort. 

Implications of these findings are suggested for the current literature and practical 

application. 
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Chapter 1: Antecedents of Employee Extra Work Effort 

Think back to your favorite teacher in elementary or high school. Remember what this 

individual did to make her your favorite teacher. She probably was well liked by her 

students, enjoyed coming to work everyday and left a lasting impression on many of her 

students. She may have not been every student's favorite teacher but she did something 

extra in the classroom to make her stand out in your memory. Think of the lessons that 

she taught and the approach she used to convey her message. How was she able to make 

such a lasting impression upon you as a student? It is likely that she was willing to put in 

extra time with her students to ensure their success. Perhaps she worked extensively after 

school almost everyday to create meaningful class projects. Maybe she was willing to 

tutor students during her free time to make sure they remained on grade level and kept up 

with the group. She may have provided extra material that she thought would allow the 

more gifted students to remain interested in the lesson. Most likely she took a personal 

interest in her students beyond the classroom and invested her own time in their lives by 

going to see them in a youth sporting event or a music recital or some other extra 

curricular activity. Nearly every one of us can think of an individual that fits this mold. 

Go beyond your childhood classroom. Have you experienced service by an individual 

that went well past what could be reasonably expected? Has a clerk kept a store open past 

closing hours to allow you to finish your shopping? Has a career civil servant at the post 

office picked up a package or your mail at your home so you did not have to make an 

extra trip to the post office? Has a salesperson advised you away from the most expensive 
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product to save you money even though it would reduce his sales commission? Within 

your own workplace, has one of your coworkers helped you or others on a project that is 

not explicitly called for in his contract? Are there individuals that you work with that 

sacrifice their own personal time and money to ensure success for the organization? 

Employees going the extra mile or completing tasks that are not specifically called for 

in their compensation contract are more the norm than an exception. The research 

contained within this study will investigate why individual employees exert a tremendous 

amount of extra work effort. The focus of this study is not on individuals putting in extra 

time at work to earn a few extra dollars or impress an overzealous boss. Those actions are 

easily explained by individual advancement and fit well within our models of self-

maximization. Instead, this research will investigate why many employees will give of 

themselves with their time, money and efforts without reasonable expectation of 

increased compensation or other form of benefits. 

The employee that 'goes the extra mile' is a manager's dream. But it is widely 

assumed within the academic literature that the presence of such employees is rare if not 

nonexistent. However, instead of being a rarity, this research shows that this is the norm. 

An examination of employees within Tucson, Arizona across a wide range of both 

occupations and employers reveals a majority of individuals exhibit extra work effort in 

their daily performance of their jobs. Most employees are willing to work beyond the 

terms stipulated in their contracts. Many put in extra hours to ensure the success of their 

institution or provide for the happiness of their clients. Other employees will spend 

significant amounts of money out of their own pockets without consideration of 
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reimbursement by their employer. Employee extra work effort is not simply a glitch in 

one of our behavior theories but a persistent and common occurrence within the 

marketplace which challenges our assumptions of the motives of human action. 

Misunderstanding Human Behavior 

The dominant model of human behavior in the past several decades within public 

administration and most of the social sciences is the rational actor model. Kristen Monroe 

(1991, p. 2) describes rational choice as "the dominant paradigm of political and social 

sciences, offering insightful, rigorous and parsimonious explanations." This behavior 

model succinctly summarizes human action with a remarkably few propositions. While 

not all the practitioners of rational choice agree on all of the components of rational 

choice theory, several general propositions can be forwarded as the basic building blocks 

of the theory. Chief among these propositions is utility-maximization. Simply put utility 

maximization assumes that when an individual is faced with a set of options, he chooses 

the option that best serves his objectives. As Olson (1965, p. 65) states, an individual's 

actions are rational when his objectives are "pursued by means that are efficient and 

effective for achieving those objectives." Nearly all of us would agree with this 

proposition since it is impossible to refute without reference to the objectives being 

sought. Rational choice does not take this step. It is assumed that individuals are pursuing 

some objective. No evaluation is made of the objective being sought. Since this is a 

tautological argument, most rational choice scholars allow that individuals seek 

objectives based on their own self-interest. For computational sake, self-interest is 

frequently stated in material terms. This applies to traditional material incentives such as 
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worker compensation or health benefit packages but is also applied to more amorphous 

concepts such as job satisfaction and enjoyment. Complicated mechanisms are created in 

an attempt to convert these concepts into monetary or material terms. 

This focus on self-interest does not preclude concern for other individuals. Altruism 

becomes an objective on par with any other. If the welfare of others is an objective held 

by an individual, it will be evaluated with other objectives and accorded its proper place 

in determining human behavior. Self-interest remains key. As Gordon Tuilock (1982, p. 

167) wrote, "[M]ost people, most of the time, have a demand curve, the overwhelming 

largest component of which is their own selfish desires." 

This implies that the extra work effort displayed in the data collected for this study is 

the result of a conscious decision by workers to promote their own interests through this 

action. Altruism is most commonly explained within the traditional rational model as 

simply delayed benefits. This theme is common throughout the rational choice literature. 

William Breit (1974) points out that malevolence towards the rich could explain the 

desires for redistribution as easily as genuine pity for the poor. He argues that the middle 

class want to take from the rich to give to the poor out of a self-interest desire to avoid 

"rioting, looting, burning and other crimes (p. 18)." Bruce Bolnick argues that altruistic 

activity enables one to avoid costs such as "social pressures, psychic unpleasantness, and 

religious pangs of conscience (1975, pp. 198-199)." Numerous other torturous 

explanations exist to conform altruistic behavior to the basic assumption of self-

maximization exist (see Marwell and Ames, 1981 for a brief summary). Instead of 

twisting the most fundamental assumption of utility maximization of the classical 
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economic model of man, researchers should acknowledge that rational action is an 

integral portion of decision-making but not the only portion. A more nuanced 

understanding of human behavior is necessary to comprehend the extra work effort 

displayed by employees examined in this study. 

While the criticisms forwarded here and extended in chapter two concerning the 

rational actor theory and its application to economic behavior are valid, differing 

criticisms can be leveled at theories developing out of applied psychology. Unlike 

rational choice theory it is not possible to create a short list of common assumptions 

among these theories. These theories span a wide range of perspectives, assumptions and 

empirical tests. Developing out of industrial or organizational psychology in the 1940's 

recent advances in psychological models of work motivation have moved away from the 

influence of incentives. As Blum (1949, pp. 132-133) over a half century ago noted, "the 

major error in industry has been the oversimplification of the concept of motivation." By 

the 1960's, little work had been done to fill the theory void suggested by Blum. Vroom 

(1964, p. 4) notes, "research in industrial psychology is still largely atheoretical with little 

use being made of the concepts and models which are an integral part of current theories 

of motivation." As the field progressed into the 1980's a multitude of theories were 

forwarded but little connection was made to create a more unified approach as has been 

done in the economic literature to motivation and human behavior. As the research 

developed, two more subtle questions began to advance: (1) How does motivation make a 

difference", and (2) "When does motivation make a difference?" This movement has 

resulted in a shift in the basic aim of motivational research. Most recently attempts have 
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been made to synthesize the multitude of theories to be outlined in chapter three into a 

more coherent understanding of motivation in general and its application to the 

workplace in particular (See Ford (1987), Heckhausen, Schmalt and Schneider (1985), 

Kanfer (1994) and McClelland (1985)). 

A broad range of theories focus on the joint effects of dispositional tendencies and 

environmental conditions on decision-making and personality causality. These 

personality-based theories have developed their own set of assumptions and hypotheses 

concerning worker motivation. A second larger group of theories focus on the role of the 

work environment in activating higher-order psychological states. Both social justice and 

intrinsic motivation theories argue that worker motivation can only be enhanced if 

workers achieve one of a number of higher-order psychological states. These two fields 

of study focus on the role of non-cognitive individual differences on choice and behavior 

within the workplace. 

Personality-based research has been on the rise during the last two decades of 

motivation studies. Building upon the advances in personal psychology, researchers have 

shown that non-cognitive individual differences influence long-term patterns of work 

behavior. Unfortunately, very little is know about how specific dispositions or personality 

characteristics affect the motivational impulses controlling behavior and human action. 

As of yet only Humphreys and Revelle (1984) have attempted to spell out this 

relationship. 

Motive-based work motivation theories, such as equity and intrinsic motivation theory 

have focused on the influence of a single or small set of universal and psychologically-
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based motives, such as mastery, control, competence, and the desire to reduce 

psychological tension. These theories do not focus on the differences among individuals 

but examine the environmental conditions that activate motives universal in all 

employees. Research success has been limited in these fields. There has been a recent 

movement away from the prediction of work behavior and instead a recognition that 

these theories are best able to predict the activation of a pattern of motivational processes. 

Individual differences in knowledge skills and abilities, as well as, evolving employment 

situations further influence the extent to which intrinsic motivation will influence 

employee behavior. While it appears that continued research is likely to better inform 

work behavior decisions within this theoretical field, current research has not yet been 

developed which can provide reliable predictions or substantial guidance in designing 

personnel systems aimed at increasing worker motivation and effort. 

A second collection of theories within motivational psychological research focuses on 

more proximal explanations of worker motivadon and behavior. Two general forces have 

contributed to growth in this area: (1) practical concerns about how to enhance work 

motivation and (2) renewed interest in the theoretical integration of cognition, motivation 

and emotion. The dominant paradigm within this area of motivational research has been 

Locke's (1968) goal-setting theory. A large body of research has been conducted tying 

the attributes of assigned goals to job satisfaction, motivation and productivity within the 

workplace. The results of these studies suggest that difficult and specific goal 

assignments facilitate task performance in most employment situations. Continued 

research attempts to refine the ability of goal characteristics to influence worker behavior. 
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An unexplored area pertains to the identification of the influence of affective states on 

goal commitment and self-regulatory processing. In organizations, various procedures 

and goals may induce a variety of affective states, such as anger, frustration, guilt or 

pride. Investigations of how various forms of affective emotion associated with 

performance goals within the employee's workplace affect self-regulation and, in turn 

productivity should help in designing more effective motivational interventions. 

As noted by Kanfer (1994), most of the recent advances in work motivation have been 

theory-driven. Clearly this is an advancement from the early foundation of the field in 

which theory was scarce but perhaps the field has taken Blums' advice too strongly. Most 

of the recent work has not been supported by solid empirical research or has relied on 

empirical research that is limited in its generalizability or application to the actual 

workplace at the beginning of the twenty-first century. While theory development should 

never be discouraged, more empirical studies are needed to evaluate the multitude of 

theories that exist. 

Employee Empowerment and Organizational Commitment 

Two of the most active fields of research in employee motivation and productivity 

concem employee empowerment and organizational commitment. Both of these 

approaches have gained wide acceptance in the managerial circles and have been 

implemented in one form or another in an extensive range of both public and private 

sector employers. Each posits that increased employee empowerment or organizational 

commitment is the key to productivity gains in the modem organization. These theories 

imply that incentive manipulation suggested under the economic theories outlined in 



21 

chapter two has been fully maximized and that only through more aggressive managerial 

alterations can firms remain competitive in the tightening marketplace and overall worker 

productivity continue to rise. 

Employee empowerment is a rarity in that this managerial suggestion is set in motion 

by a singular bestseller, Peters and Waterman's (1982) In Search of Excellence. Their 

research forced practitioners to reexamine their reliance on the static hierarchical model 

of employee management not just for academic purposes but for productivity potential. 

Personnel management was moved to the front of managerial discussions by the directors 

of both public and private sector firms as a means to enhance revenue and gain profits. 

Almost immediately personnel management advice became a cottage industry for 

consultants and scholars offering guidance for companies looking to gain an advantage 

on their competitors. Efforts that had been put into anti-shirking schemes suggested by 

the rational choice theory and the economic model were shifted to incorporating 

employees into the decision-making process of the organization. Attention was focused 

not just on the productive processes within most organizations but also towards 

motivational bases for employee effort. The bureaucratic, hierarchical model of command 

and control originally seen as the most efficient if not the only logical method to organize 

a firm became a hindrance to increase employee involvement and organizational 

productivity. 

Many organizational models developed to implement the suggestions forwarded by 

Peters and Waterman (1982). Four of the models have gained international notoriety and 

application; (1) employee involvement, (2) total quality management, (3) process 
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reengineering and (4) knowledge management. All of these personnel systems ask 

employees to take on more responsibility within their workplace. Along with this 

increased responsibility comes an increased need for employee knowledge about the 

workings of their entire employer. As a consequence, each of these models requires an 

advance in communication systems within the institution. If knowledge from multiple 

centers is to be fully maximized, channels must be created for this information to be 

collected, synthesized and distributed to each of the employees. Productivity and 

proficiency are elevated as the primary criteria used to judge all innovations and 

employees. Seniority and loyalty contracts are to be abandoned in favor of flexible 

agreements both within and among firms that emphasize the short-term benefits to each 

of the parties involved. 

What is lacking in employee empowerment research is concrete results supporting 

their success. As is noted in chapter three, much of the research investigating the 

relationship between various forms of employee empowerment and institutional 

performance is inconclusive. Claims of significant increases in both worker productivity 

and firm profitability have not been fulfilled. As of yet no research has conclusively 

shown which forms of empowerment are successful and what conditions must exist for 

this success to be replicated. This study will examine employee empowerment across a 

wide variety of employers and employees in Tucson to shed light on the constraints to 

employee empowerment success. The employees in Tucson that have undergone 

employee empowerment programs are significantly different from employees who have 
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not in many interesting characteristics. However, the ability of employee empowerment 

programs to increase worker productivity or extra work effort is not realized. 

A second more promising avenue of employee research investigates organizational 

commitment. Recent trends in organizational commitment fly in the face of expectations 

of traditional economic theory. While organizations are less and less likely to make long-

term commitments to their workers in the form of tenure-style contracts or expansive 

benefit and pension packages, employees continue to remain committed to their 

employers. This does not conform to the suggestions of the traditional economic model of 

human behavior. Instead individual workers should be reducing their commitment to their 

employers as the employer does the same to them. Yet, numerous studies (e.g., Frey, 

1997; Meyer and Allen, 1997; and Organ, 1997, etc.) have not witnessed a decline in 

commitment. Instead organizational commitment remains significant across employers 

and occupations. Traditional conceptions of employee behavior fail to predict this 

continuance of organizational commitment during the recent austere employment 

marketplace. 

As with many academic fields, research concerning organizational commitment 

contains little consensus surrounding the definition of the basic concept under 

investigation. Some researchers use organizational commitment to refer to perceived 

costs in exiting from a firm (see Rusbelt and Farrell, 1981 and 1983). This view of 

organizational commitment fits well within the economic model of human behavior. 

Several other views of organizational commitment exist to differentiate it from a simple 

cost calculation. Weiner (1982, p. 471) defines commitment as the 'totality of 
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internalized normative pressure to act in a way which meets organizational goals and 

interests." For researchers joining Weiner, organizational commitment is the loosely 

defined concept of 'the right thing to do.' It becomes a duty that workers are more likely 

to follow. 

Both of these conceptions of organizational commitment are minority conception 

within the current literature. Lead by the research of Meyer and Allen (1987, 1991), the 

majority of research conducted within organizational commitment concerns an emotional 

attachment to the institution such that an individual's conception of himself cannot be 

separated from the organization. This third conception of organizational commitment 

offers the greatest promise in discovering the antecedents of employee extra work effort. 

Employees who become emotionally attached or connected to their employers will have 

difficulty separating their own self-image from the work they conduct at the firm. This 

connection will result in long-term increases in productivity and job satisfaction as long 

as the positive affective commitment is maintained. 

It is expected that while incentives will have an impact instilling workers to create 

more for their organizations, these motivating factors will only result in temporary 

increases in productivity. As workers become more and more accustomed to the 

application of both positive and negative incentives, these incentive effects will dull and 

render their impact insignificant over time. This hypothesis runs counter to the broad 

range of economic literature associated with incentive systems and personnel 

management. 
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While the psychological literature provides insight into the motivational bases of 

employees, it does not ascribe a direct relationship between either internal non-cognitive 

attributes of employees or external environmental conditions and extra work effort. 

Promise remains but much of this research is underdeveloped and no systemic pathways 

have been identified that can directly trace observable and verifiable states or conditions 

with increased productivity, job satisfaction or employee extra work effort. 

This leaves organizational commitment when understood as an emotional commitment 

to the organization as the best predictor of employee extra work effort. This research 

contained within this study examines a broad sample of employees within Tucson, 

Arizona to discover what conditions are necessary to create organizational commitment 

within separate firms, across occupations and income levels. Once this link is found, 

work can begin developing managerial models to increase organizational commitment. 

This is not only a benefit for the employer due to increase productivity and profitability 

expected from a committed workforce but even more so to the average employee. It is 

expected that a clear positive relationship exists between increased employee 

empowerment and job satisfaction and employee welfare. 

Outline of the Work 

Chapter two of this work begins with an examination of the rational actor model. A 

brief summary of the assumptions contained within this dominant model of human 

behavior will be contrasted with a more reasonable model of human decision making. A 

quick discussion of the problem of collective action will addressed concentrating on the 

misapplication of this concept on individual behavior within the workplace. Finally, 



26 

personnel reward systems that implicitly rely upon the rational actor model will be 

outlined. 

A broad range of theories challenging the basic assumptions of the rational actor 

model will be outlined in chapter three. Following Kanfer (1994), psychological theories 

are categorized into distal and proximate theories. Distal theories focus on indirect 

antecedents that stress non-cognitive individual differences on choice to individual 

motivation. A broad range of theoretical perspectives are outlined focusing on the 

important lessons these theories can provide for understanding employee extra work 

effort. Proximal theories focus more on cognitive choices made by individuals. These 

perspectives, such as self-regulation and goal setting imply that non-cognitive attributes 

of workers are largely irrelevant to individual decision making. Each of these areas of 

research will be assessed for its ability to predict the existence of extra work effort in 

mid-level employees. 

Following a brief discussion of the methodology of this study, two promising 

explanations for the existence of employee extra work effort will be addressed. First, 

employee empowennent initiatives have been recently offered as a means of enhancing 

worker productivity. These programs stress the incorporation of employee decision

making within the direct operation of the institution. It is argued that the knowledge base 

of workers throughout the organization must be harvested to provide the most efficient 

leadership to the entire organization. Once individuals are incorporated into the decision

making process they will provide direction to the organization and create more efficient 
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mechanisms and processes to lead their organizations. Chapter five assesses the claims of 

these proponents. 

Organizational commitment has also been used to enhance the success of institutions. 

An emotional attachment to the goals or mission of your employer has long been believed 

to result in greater work effort and increase productivity. Using the data collected on the 

workers of Tucson, Arizona, the research in chapter six will attempt to locate the sources 

of organizational commitment across firm-type and occupation. This chapter will also 

estimate the importance of organizational commitment to instilling employee extra work 

effort. 

A final chapter will outline the current condition of today's workers. Recent trends 

have not been positive. Based on the most recent data, workers searching for employment 

are have more difficulty finding and retaining full-time positions. For those employees 

able to find a position, the last few years have seen a dramatic decline in benefit packages 

and job security. Each of these changes would imply that workers have less reason to feel 

connected to their employment or their employer. However, there has not been a 

corresponding decline in organizational commitment. Instead, commitment levels have 

remained constant. Next, the concluding chapter returns to the rational actor model most 

commonly used in economics and the other social sciences. The research presented in this 

study will continue to draw us away from a pure rational actor definition of human 

behavior. Instead the beginnings of a more subtle theory will be forwarded. Once the 

antecedents of employee extra work effort are better understood, practitioners and 
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scholars will be able to better guide personnel management to improve both employee 

productivity and satisfaction. 
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Chapter 2: Economic Models of Employee Motivation and Effort 

The use of financial incentives to alter worker bahvior continues to be a primary 

emphasis personnel management. News reports constantly remind us of this 

contemporary fact of American organizations. The reliance on performance incentives 

most clearly can be seen at the top of America's most successful companies. American 

executives have come under increasing attacks in the media for accepting huge 

compensation deals that can run into the tens of millions of dollars a year in salary, 

bonuses, and stock options - all justified as incentives for running more efficient and 

profitable firms. The total compensation of many executives now rivals the pay of 

successful rock, sports, and movie stars, and executive compensation packages continue 

to outpace the rate of inflation by a substantial margin. The average salary of the CEOs at 

the 365 largest corporations in the country hit $2.3 million in 1996, up 39% over the 

average CEO salary for the previous year. But salary represented less than half of the 

average CEOs total compensation, which was $5.8 million for the year, 54 percent higher 

than the year before (Reingold, 1997). The trend is evident. More and more organizations 

have begun to use stock options and other financial rewards as incentives for their CEOs. 

In 1992, only about 6% of the companies surveyed by Executive Compensation Reports 

provided "mega options," or options of more than 250,000 shares to their top executives. 

In 1996, nearly 25 percent of the surveyed companies doled out "mega options" (Koretz, 

1997). 
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Workers' pay is a pittance compared to the pay of company heads, averaging less 

than one half of 1% of CEO pay. Still, employee compensation is increasingly being tied 

to production through commission, bonuses, and employee stock option plans. Safelite 

Glass Corporation of Columbus, Ohio, a nationwide company that installs automobile 

glass, has followed what has become a well-worn pattern in employee compensation. In 

the mid-1990s, it moved its production workers from compensation based on hours of 

work (under which the minimum wage was $11 an hour) to a fixed amount ($20) for each 

glass unit installed (Koretz, 1997). The trend is highlighted in Abbey Ellin's article in 

The New York Times. She wrote that the use of stock options has not only expanded 

beyond the corporate boardroom but is now a fundamental aspect of any compensation 

package. John Williamson, chief operating officer of Surftnonkey.com notes, "There is 

no way we can hire someone without stock options, but even still, we must pay market 

rate [for valued employee salaries]" (Ellin, September 15, 2002, p. 9). Financial packages 

that contain a variety of material incentives have become the norm. 

The reliance on financial incentives has ventured well beyond personnel 

decisions. Consumers are being encouraged to become loyal customers by creative 

incentive programs that go beyond simply lowering the price of products. Through its 

frequent flyer program, American Airlines, as well as most of the other major airlines, 

has long encouraged repeat business among its flying customers. General Motors has also 
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attempted to "incentivize" customers by giving credit on purchases of GM cars when 

they use the GM-backed credit card. 

These changes have not been limited to the private sector. Spurred by the market 

emphasis highlighted by the anti-bureaucrat agenda of the Reagan era, governments have 

attempted to inject external incentives into the compensation plans of their employees to 

increase productivity and reduce payrolls (see Perry and Wise, 1990 for an overview). 

These initiatives in the public sector assume that there is no significant difference 

between public and private sector employees. Several researchers have examined this 

assumption with differing conclusions. Many have argued that public sector workers are 

not significantly different from private sector employees (Goodsell, 1985; Lewis, 1990; 

Seitz, 1978). However, recent findings building upon the research of Warner, Van Riper, 

Martin, and Collins (1963) assert that public employees significantly value prestige and 

ideological goals such as social benefit or altruism to a greater degree than private sector 

employees (Crevvson, 1997; Perry 1996; Perry and Wise, 1990). Agreeing with Lewis 

and his predecessor, many government organizations have implemented incentive 

programs based on external motivations. In general, the following assumption underlies 

each of these decisions: Employee motivation is a direct function of external, material 

incentives; employees will work hard, be more efficient and more effective if only they 

are properly motivated by the right combination of external incentives. 
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Where are the sources of this trend in personnel motivation? Several reasons have 

been cited for the increasing use of external incentives in both the public and private 

sector; 

• Production of goods and services in many organizations has become sophisticated 

and complex, which has required managers to draw on the creativity, skills, and 

human capital of lineworkers who often have local information about their work -

what can and cannot be done - that is not, and cannot be, available to their 

supervising managers (Miller, 1992). 

• Production processes for many goods and services have become global in scope, 

which necessarily means that many workers must work far removed from their 

supervisors, who have no way of monitoring what the workers are doing each day. 

• Organizations have, to a grov^ng extent, relied on contracting which means firms 

are buying more and more of their inputs - from parts to human resources services -

from outside suppliers whose business goals are not always in line with the business 

goals of the buyers. 

• The pace of technological and organizational innovations and change has speeded 

up, increasing the extent to which decision making has devolved to lower and lower 

levels within organizational structures. 

Examining these occupational changes, it appears that managers have been forced to find 

more methods to motivate workers to use their creativity, skills, and human capital to 



pursue the organization's goals. However, as we will see, instead of a growing diversity 

of motivational techniques, personnel management has increasingly relied on a singular 

motivator; external, material incentives. 

Within the realm of economic investigation a consensus now exists which stresses 

the importance of external incentives and downplays the importance of other motivators 

for employees. In short, within what I term the Economic Model of Human Action, 

organizations are warned that they must rely nearly exclusively on material incentives if 

they wish to maintain a productive workforce. This has become the primary, if not the 

only, method used to instill an organization's workforce. The belief in the external 

incentives approach contained within the economic model of human behavior is 

summarized by McKenzie and Lee (1998, p. 5), "[IJncentives are a popular solution for 

today's management dilemmas for a simple reason: incentives work and always have, 

often with dramatic effect." [emphasis added] This chapter first examines the theoretical 

foundation of this economic understanding of human motivation, the rational actor theory 

of human behavior; second, it will challenge many of the basic assertions of this theory 

with regard to employee motivation; third, it will outline the tenets of the Economic 

Model of Human Action and its basic conception of the individual within the 

employment situation; fourth, it will examine the type and function of reward systems 

within this theory along with summarizing the difficulties of implementing rewards 

systems within an employment situation; fifth, it will assess a recent movement away 
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from the rational actor model through the lens of new institutional research and determine 

if this alteration is simply a similar story with the same conclusion; finally, it will discuss 

the implications of this model of the motivation of workers and the ability of the 

Economic Model of Human Action in accurately portraying real-world employee 

motivation. 

Rational Actor Model of Human Behavior 

This section begins with a heuristic device'; Rationality is contrasted with 

cognitive common sense. Rationality is the concept employed by economists to analyze 

individual behavior. As I will show, however, it is in fact a misleading ideal and not 

descriptive of actual human behavior. Cognitive common sense is also an ideal located at 

the other end of the theoretical spectrum to describe and analyze individual behavior. 

Cognitive common sense has the following attributes: (a) It employs a set of concepts or 

schemata systematically and appropriately to identify and classify objects; (b) it 

maintains its concepts but permits flexibility to allow for change when evidence conflicts; 

(c) it operates at the abstract rather than a perceptual level allowing thinking about things 

that are in the distant future; and (d) it characterizes an object more on the basis of 

situational environment than on the basis of purely individual preferences." 

' Robert E. Lane suggests the use of this heuristic in his work, The Market Experience. Boston: Cambridge 
University Press. 1991. 
" The development of cognitive common sense is an amalgam of several psychological works: (1) O.J. 
Harvey, David Hunt and Harold M. Schroder. 1961. Conceptual Systems and Personality Organizations. 
New York: Wiley; (2) Susan T. Fiske and Shelley E. Taylor. 1984. Social Cognition. New York; Random 
House; and (3) Richard Nisbett and Lee Ross. 1980. Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of 
Social Judgment. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall. 
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Psychologists reveal in great detail how people fall short of either of these ideals. These 

two devices are not used to accurately describe actual behavior; rather they are employed 

in this work to investigate real-world behavior to discover the underlying principles that 

govern various kinds of behavior in various circumstances. 

Following a brief analysis of meanings, I turn to some of its uses and a defense of 

the rational model, a specification of its inadequacy in general and in its application to the 

logic of collective action; I point to the kinds of crucial decisions where it is unhelpful, 

show some of the unhappy consequences for those who adopt it as a guide, and reveal 

how the axioms of consumer behavior based on this rational model systematically 

undermine our understanding of employee behavior. 

Rationality and Cognitive Common Sense 

Cognitive common sense includes capacities to see the relations among several 

aspects of a problem, to see the object within a social milieu, to go beyond simple 

perception to an abstraction of the object, to see a figure in a complex environment, and 

to derive commonalties or rules from concrete cases, as a start. Clearly cognitive 

common sense understood on these terms is an ideal, an ideal properly compared to the 

ideal of economic rationality. 

The concept of rationality employed by economists refers to decision making, not 

scientific investigation or textual analysis. As such, it has four parts: (a) the consistent, 

coherent (transitive) scheduling of preferences, (b) the development of a matrix of 



alternative means whereby to achieve each preferred goal, (c) the assignment of risks and 

probable payoffs in satisfaction for the ordered preferences, and (d) the actual choice 

decision. The second of these parts is a version of the familiar concept of ends-means 

rationality. Although they need not be, the ends are assumed, because the overwhelming 

body of work on economic rationality suggests a single maximand, money,^ making 

economic rationality more like Weber's wirtrationality, where the end is given and the 

calculations are restricted to means. Weber distinguishes this from zweckrationality, 

where ends are to be weighed and compared, and from "substantive rationality," which 

deals with the selection of ends that truly reflect an individual's or society's genuine 

priorities after consideration. Weber's illustrations of wirtrationality focus on the goal of 

salvation, the economists on economic gain (Weber 1947). 

Because economists do not examine how "tastes" or preferences or, as others might 

say, "ends" are selected, or how people actually arrive at their choices of means, or their 

actual decisional procedures in selecting the appropriate means for any given ends, or 

what enters into their selection of risks (except the formal elements of probability theory), 

their version of economic rationality hardly comprehends the elements of cognitive 

common sense that are, in fact, implied. To be a helpful standard for decision making, 

rationality needs to include a set of standards for the decision processes implied. It would 

have to offer criteria for analyzing the relations among the components of a problem, for 

^ "The individual who attempts to obtain their respective maxima [utility and money] is also said to act 
'rationally'."' John von Neuman and Oskar Morgenstern, Theory of Games and Economic Behavior, 3d ed. 
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the accurate assessment of the positive and negative attributes of each object, and for 

evaluating the importance of the social environment within which decisions are made. 

Without analysis at this level alterations from the rational model are difficult to interpret. 

As a standard, cognitive common sense is more useful for most purposes because it 

specifies more of the dimensions of cognition than the economic rationality economists 

employ. The economists" policy of looking only at the outcome of decisional processes 

and their consequences for the economy is understandable due to the methodological 

difficulties it avoids, but self-limiting and unhelpful for a true understanding of human 

decision making. 

Both rationality and cognitive common sense are ideals or standards; neither 

describes behavior. As further explained below, Simon refers to the economists' version 

of rationality as "objective rationality" to distinguish it from the "subjective rationality" 

describing the processes of decision making, but it is also informative to make a different 

contrast with a different kind of "objective rationality," one referring to procedures of 

investigation as well as decision (Simon 1979). This form of objective procedural 

rationality implies a variety of processes that are to some extent summarized in 

treatments of the scientific method; clarifying concepts, inquiring into facts ascertained 

by suitably controlled observations and measures, testing theories with these 

observations, exploring alternatives, sound inference and valid logic, and so forth. 

Economic rationality ignores these basic procedural standards. 

(Princeton University Press, 1953), 9. 
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As a description of the way people do make their decisions, all theories of objective 

rationaUty are grossly optimistic and almost invariably misleading. As a result, a 

discipline based on these theories of human information processing will also be 

misleading. Beyond this, to the extent that people adopt procedural rationality as a 

description of their own behavior, they will consistently misinterpret that behavior. It is 

also probable that if in their concern to be "rational" people seek to eliminate emotional 

elements from their responses, they will choose less wisely and become less efficient in 

the choices that they make. I will show that, compared to theories of cognition outlined in 

the next chapter, all theories of rationality are inadequate descriptions of behavior. 

The Consequences of Ultra-rationalism 

"The rational attitude," Schumpeter wrote, "presumably forced itself on the 

human mind from economic necessity; it is to everyday economic tasks to which we as a 

race owe our elementary training in rational thought and behavior - and I have no 

hesitation in saying that all logic derived from the pattern of the economic decision." As a 

result a wide variety of behavior is interpreted as being economic. But "capitalism 

develops rationality and adds a new edge to it in two intercormected ways . . . [First] it 

exalts the monetary unit... into a unit of account," and then "the costprofit calculus in 

turn reacts upon that rationality . .. [and] powerfully propels the logic of enterprise." 

(Schumpeter, 1950, pp. 122-123) 
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Later, economists propelled the theory of rational calculation into other fields. For 

example, Gary Becker, one of the leaders of this economic-theory enterprise, claims that 

"the combined assumption of maximizing behavior, market equilibrium, and stable 

preferences, used relentlessly and unflinchingly, form the heart of the economic 

approach" and can be applied to nearly all human behavior in all fields (Becker, 1976, p. 

S).** There is controversy over whetlier these efforts have been successful and whether 

their successes and failures have anything to do with rationality, depending, instead, on 

the assumptions employed.^ 

The reliance in social theory on rationality has been well-described elsewhere;^ here I 

wish to add to the account only a few observations on the manner this emphasis on 

rational it}' may have influenced the understanding of human motivation within the work 

situation. One reason for examining the premises of a discipline when we are actually 

* For examples of the application of the method, see Gary Becker. 1975. Human Capital: A Theoretical 
and Empirical Analysis, with Special Reference to Education, 2d ed. New York: National Bureau of 
Economic Research with the Columbia University Press and A Treatise on the Family. 1981. Cambridge: 
Harvard University Press. 
' See, for example, the critique of Becker by Joan Huber and Glenna Spitze. 1983. Sex Stratification: 
Children, Housework, and Jobs. New York: Academic,. These authors point out that Becker's theory does 
not specify which comes first, assignment to housework and therefore lower wages, or lower wages and 
therefore assignment to housework. Economists assume that women's socialization makes them more 
productive in the home, but the failure to consider the historical order of the assignment to housework 
makes misleading Becker's theory that differential economic productivity causes the prevailing household 
division of labor and lower wages for women. 

Max Weber. 1947. The Theory of Social and Economic Organization, trans, and ed. Talcott Parsons ("New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1947), especially 115-18; Talcott Parsons. 1937. The Structure of Social 
Action. New York: McGraw Hill; Karl Mannheim. 1948. Man and Society in an Age of Reconstruction, 
trans. E. Shils. New York; Harcourt Brace, pp. 51-75; Schumpeter. Capitalism, Socialism, and Democracy, 
121-30. Of the vast contemporary literature perhaps the most relevant for our purpose is: Tibor Scitovsky. 
1986. "Are Men Rational or Economists Wrong?" in Human Desire and Economic Satisfaction: Essays on 
the Frontiers of Economics. New York: New York University Press; M. Hasheim Pesaran. 1987. The 
Limits to Rational Expectation. Oxford, UK: Blackwell; Brian Barry and Russell Hardin, eds. 1982. 
Rational Man and Irrational Society? Beverly Hills, CA: Sage; Jon Elster. 1983. Sour Grapes: Studies in 
the Subversion of Rationality Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press; Robin M. Hogarth and Melvin 
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interested in the behavior that the discipline purports to describe is the possibility that in 

the social sciences, rationality becomes the guide of both a policy academia and a public 

audience and directs the thinking and behavior of those unaware of the theoretical basis 

of this understanding. Features of the theory of Economic Model of Human Action thus 

become the unconscious assumptions of employers and employees, alike. A similar 

concern with the law has been forwarded by Peachey and Learner, if the law teaches 

"rational, cost-accounting images of man ... essentially self-seeking, balancing in some 

cognitive ledger the personal costs and gains of a given behavior," there is a danger that 

people will then behave that way (Peachey and Learner, 1981, p. 452). 

A substantial literature shows that people do not behave according to the rational 

decision-making model.^ It is equally true that there are analytical gains in a model 

permitting, as the rational model does, deductive analysis based on theories of 

maximization. As Friedman points out, the test of a theory is not the truth of its 

assumptions, but the fruitfulness of the analysis that follows from the use of that theory 

(Friedman, 1953). And it is true that there are analytical advantages in formulating a 

standard, permitting a comparison of behavior with the standard. But these are 

outweighed by costs in the form of an imprecise or misleading theory based on erroneous 

assumptions. 

W. Reder, eds. 1987. Rational Choice: The Contrast Between Economics and Psychology Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 
^ Robert P. Abelson, "Social Psychology's Rational Man," in S. I. Benn and G. W. Mortimore, eds., 
Rationality and the Social Sciences (London; Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1976); Richard Nisbett and Lee 
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Herbert Simon suggests that the rationality assumptions do not help us to infer 

anything about behavior, for "human subjects do not possess consistent utility functions 

or probability assignments." As a consequence, it is not assumptions of rationality that 

advance our understanding. Rather, "the key premises in any theory that purports to 

explain the real phenomena . .. are the assumptions about goals and, even more 

important, about the ways in which people characterize the choice situation." (Simon, 

1985, pp.293-294) 

Simon further argued that the assumptions that economic rationality made about 

human capacities, knowledge, and information-processing procedures were quite 

unreasonable. The consequence was his model of "bounded rationality" that did not 

sacrifice the concept of rationality, but rather substituted subjective rationality for 

objective rationality and argued that individuals limit the range of alternatives they 

consider, value the infonnation-processing costs they must expend more highly than 

assumed, and settle for a process of "satisficing," that is, they assure themselves that the 

consequences of their decisions will be "good enough" for their purposes and proceed 

accordingly (Simon. 1979). 

The cognitive psychologist Robert Abelson (1976) proposed an alternative model 

where "the application of predictable processes which happen not to correspond to the 

rules of formal logic ... [are applied] by the individual to a specifiable but not 

Ross, Human Inference: Strategies and Shortcomings of Social Judgment (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: 
PrenticeHall. 1980). 
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necessarily accurate picture of the world." The idealized rational model cannot predict 

behavior; consequently, '"rationality as an ideal is very liable to be superseded by strong 

psychological mini-principles limited in scope and high in subjectivity. ... We have 

pictured the individual as overloaded with information which he does not quite know 

how to process  even i f  he were motivated to  invest  considerable  mental  energy . . . .  

Individual mental processes are subject to illusion and oversimplification because of 

biased or misleading experience, motivated self-enhancement, and insufficient awareness 

of social pressure, even though the individual may honestly try to follow common sense." 

(Abelson, 1976, pp. 62-63) The economist's assumption of rationality, he said, provides 

for a "succession of steps grossly implausible as a model of standard human functioning," 

and is, therefore, too prescriptive and presumptive; and, because it focuses attention on an 

unattainable ideal standard is preemptive (Abelson, 1976, p. 83). 

Lea and his colleagues conclude, "We have been able to find [cases and data 

compatible with the principle] of rationality but it has also consistently failed to make 

interesting predictions." (Lea, Tarpy, and Webley, 1987, p. 480) Subsequent writings 

where economists and cognitive psychologists have argued these issues have 

conclusively established the misleading character of the rational decision-making 

paradigm. 

The Case of the Misleading Logic of Collective Action 



The logic of collective action is a leading exemplar of the proposition that people 

decide on a course of action in a rational fashion in order to maximize individual returns 

to themselves. It holds that any person or subgroup who can gain advantages by not 

paying the costs of some collective benefit accruing to a larger group will do so. The 

main message of this logic is that, as in the case of public goods, if benefits and sacrifices 

are separated or disproportionate to each other, people will avoid the sacrifices (Olson, 

1971). Public goods are defined informally as those kinds of goods where "those who do 

not purchase or pay for any of the public or collective good cannot be excluded from 

sharing in the consumption of the good, as they can where noncollective goods are 

concerned." (Olson, 1971, p. 15) If they cannot be excluded, people will become "free 

riders," benefiting from collective goods but not paying for the benefits. 

Social psychologists have explored the same kinds of situations predicting free riding 

with initially similar results. In their experiments, Latane, Williams, and Harkins (1979) 

call free riding social loafing. This behavior occurs when people are asked to cooperate 

in a task with no division of labor in order to produce a joint, additive result. At first, 

individual contributions cannot be identified, though later this last condition is relaxed. 

Their experiments showed that when people pull on a rope, or are requested to make the 

loudest noise they can, or are asked to grade applications either individually or as a team, 

efforts by isolated individuals are always greater than efforts by the same individuals in 

groups. That is, people tend to be free riders. 
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Szymanski and Harkins (1987) noticed that the anonymity condition in these 

experiments was such that when the experimenter could not assess the individual efforts 

of the subjects, neither could the subjects assess their own individual efforts. Perhaps, the 

experimenters argued, it was the participants' ignorance of the contributions others were 

making that produced social loafing. They tested the idea that "the opportunity for the 

participants to evaluate themselves would be sufficient to eliminate the loafing effect." 

(Szymanski and Harkins, 1987, p. 891) First, however, they measured the effects when 

only the experimenter knew the participants' efforts and found, as others had, that this 

condition was sufficient to eliminate social loafing. The next experiment involved a 

situation where only the participants themselves, and not the experimenter, knew the 

comparative efforts put forth by each: "When the experimenter could not evaluate the 

participants' outputs [but the participants could evaluate their own outputs], the potential 

for self-evaluation reliably improved participant performance." (Szymanski and Harkins, 

1987, p.897) 

A study by Weldon and Gargano tested 25 male and 25 female undergraduate 

business administration students on the care they took in assessing the various merits of 

job candidates for student summer employment. The task was devised so that numeric 

scores could be given to amount of information used and to various shortcuts (e.g., 

sampling) in the task performance. Like the other social loafing studies, the task was such 

that no division of labor took place; each person did the same work as others with an 
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additive value of pooled judgments. The familiar individual versus shared responsibility 

dimension was manipulated by telling some subjects that they were alone in making the 

assessment while others were told that they were members of a committee of 16 persons 

reading the same files. But to this was now added an accountability dimension, 

manipulated by getting the names and telephone numbers of some students and telling 

them; "We may want to contact you later to ask you to explain your evaluations." 

Accountability of this kind "is assumed to raise concerns about social evaluation, so that 

an individual's interest in appearing thoughtful, logical, and industrious overcomes 

motivation to loaf." (Weldon and Gargano, 1988, p. 160) 

The results confirmed the authors' hypotheses: Judges who shared responsibility and 

were not accountable for their judgments "used less effortful judgment strategies." Those 

judges who believed that decisions hinged on their judgments alone and who were 

accountable worked hardest. In between, the shared-responsibility-but-accountable 

judges and the individually-responsible-but-unaccountable judges were each less diligent, 

but along somewhat different dimensions. Accountability does not fully make up for 

individual responsibility in reducing social loafing. The authors comment that "these data 

demonstrate the debilitating effect of shared responsibility, suggesting once again that 

two heads are not always better than one." The study also shows that "accountability 

discourages cognitive loafing in co-acting groups." By and large, these authors believe, 

"decision makers prefer 'least effort' solutions to information processing demands, so 



that information processors exert only enough effort to satisfy those to whom they must 

account." (Weldon and Gargano, 1988, p. 169) To this, Szymanski and Harkins would 

add that the self may be the person "to whom they must account." (Szmanski and 

Harkins, 1987, p. 897) 

If all it takes to eliminate free riding or social loafing is (a) that some authority knows 

the degree of effort put forward, or (b) that individuals know their performance compared 

to that of others, or (c) that individuals are made in some way accountable for their 

performances, the strength of the logic of collective action is greatly diminished. Nearly 

every employment situation that has any length of duration must certainly fulfill at least 

one of these attributes. Returning to Herbert Simon's point: Rationality assumptions are 

irrelevant; what are relevant are the factual assumptions regarding what goal is to be 

pursued. It seemed that the goals are as likely to be social approval and self-approval as 

they are to be self-maximization whether that be money or effort. What does rationality 

prove if the goal frequently is the approval of others and not material self-advancement? 

Unhelpfulness in the Labor Experience 

Not only do the assumptions of rationality mislead both analysts and ordinary 

people about the nature of decision making, they also fail to offer help on crucial social 

decisions - a damning defect in a heuristic designed to be helpful. In a collection by 

Barry and Hardin (1982), Rational Man and Irrational Society?, modem game theorists 

point with puzzlement to the apparently injurious consequences to the social order of 



individual rational behavior, a "paradox" anticipated by Garrett Hardin's "The Tragedy 

of the Commons" 14 years earlier. Rapaport (1982) seeks to solve the dilemma by 

suggesting two different forms of rationality, a social form and an individual form, but 

this does not help a person to decide which rationality to employ. Gauthier (1975) finds 

ways to reconcile maximizing self-interest with concern for society: In order to preserve 

opportunities for future maximization of self-interest, it is more rational to support 

societal interests now. This flies in the face of the logic of collective action, which shows 

that among rational people, even if one wanted to advance the interests of a collectivity, it 

is not possible to do so when others might take advantage of any lapse in the pursuit of 

short-term self-interest by any member of that collectivity (Olson, 1971). 

The main concerns of this work are determining what motivates individuals. It is 

assumed that individuals gain knowledge in their work experience. Individuals, then, will 

learn less if they adopt the rationalistic perspective because they will misunderstand this 

learning process. The learning process is fully misunderstood by the rational perspective. 

Economic rationalists treat learning, which is, in fact, often slow and misguided, as 

though it was prompt and responsive. People are, however, impeded in their learning by a 

variety of processes: (a) They have tendencies to verify (rather than to falsify) whatever 

initial hypothesis comes to mind; (b) their blunt and inaccurate perceptions of 

correlations among events distorts their causal attributions; (c) they are biased by their 

desires to protect and favor themselves or their preferred outcomes; (d) people's 



attributions of causes focus on the dispositions of others (a focus called "the fundamental 

attribution error"); (e) attending closely to their own cases and aware of the constraints on 

their own action, people focus on exonerating circumstances; (f) they reinterpret evidence 

dissonant with their more important beliefs to make the evidence more harmonious with 

these beliefs; (g) their schemata are often mere stereotypes, yet the default values 

(inferences therefrom) of these sketchy schemata guide their actions; and (h) their 

explanations of their own actions are often not the product of insight but rather their 

inferences of why persons (any person) in that culture would do what they did (Abelson, 

1976; Nisbett and Ross, 1980). Risk calculations are not rational, partly because people 

are risk averse in cases of possible gain but risk accepting in cases of preventing loss 

(Tversky and Kahnenian, 1981). Learning under stress is different from learning in 

tranquility (Irving and Mann, 1977); learning through experience is different from 

learning by imitation; learning to work for pay is very different from learning to work for 

quality or high standards. As the psychologists show in their commentary on economists' 

faith in the power of successive approximations to achieve rational outcomes, human 

learning is not so reliable as rationalists imagine (Hogarth and Reder, 1987). As a 

consequence, the long run is not likely to approximate the perfect model. 

The Rational Individual's Experiences 

To the extent that the rational approach is accepted and followed, the costs again 

are substantial: in interpersonal relations, in confidence in one's judgment, and in 
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appraisals of justice. Interpersonal relations are likely to be injured because people who 

make a point of their rationality, especially as it appears to subordinate their emotions, 

will likely be regarded as inhospitable. While this may be of little concern, Asch (1946) 

discovered 50 years ago that the warm/cold dimension seems to dominate all others in 

people's assessment of each other; people dislike coldness in their associates and think of 

cold people as selfish. Confidence in one's own judgments is greater when those opinions 

are based more on emotional or intuitional processes than when they are based on purely 

cognitive processes (Zajonic, 1980). As for assessments of justice, the rationalists' focus 

on payoffs and outcomes misleads people, for litigants and defendants are more 

influenced by how they are treated, the procedures of justice, than they are by the 

outcomes, and among the features of the procedures that impress them is the apparent 

sympathy of the judges (Lane, 1983; Lind and Tyler, 1988). Rational justice is not more 

appreciated by litigants and defendants than sympathetic justice. 

Assuming that there are elements of the employment experience that would profit 

from emotional neutrality, I will examine several theories of the effect on decision 

making of repressing emotions. First, Shlomo Maitel (1988) takes a favorable view of 

constrained emotionality, suggesting that the requirement for scheduling preferences or 

desires actually enhances pleasures; they become less chaotic, less demanding, and 

budgets tend to constrain excess. Two of the other theories of emotionality under 

cognitive control rely on psychoanalytic theory. Even if theories of emotionality are 
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rarely persuasive, we must see that cognitive control of the emotions may well not be the 

end of the matter. Thus, a second interpretation of the effect of controlling emotions in a 

rationalistic system relies on a theory of redirecting the emotion to another, more 

available target, that is, sublimation. If this process should prevail, cognitive control is 

not threatened and the emotion is not stifled but, rather, redirected. The third theory 

posits that if the impulse or emotion is repressed, then we may expect the "return of the 

repressed," often in an ugly form - as scapegoating, or self-punishment, or perversion -

each making rational choice more difficult. Whatever affective neutrality might then 

prevail is temporary and hazardous. In short, the consequences of an emotionally neutral, 

wholly "rational" approach to decision making in the workplace are hard to predict, but it 

is clear that an assumption that better decisions are made when emotions other than 

antiseptic "preferences" are withheld is likely to be false. 

Rationality Summarized 

"The rational attitude" may have emerged from "economic necessity," as 

Schumpeter states, but the paradigm of rational decision making emerged from 

economics. The model has its cost: It adds nothing to the analysis of behavior that is not 

present in the factual assumptions embraced; it severely misrepresents the behavior of 

individuals engaged in the work experience; embedded in the logic of collective action, it 

has created misunderstanding about the inevitability of free riding, a misunderstanding 
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corrected by psychological experiments on social loafing showing that feedback on 

performance and provision for simple accountability almost eliminate free riding. 

C ompeting theories of rational decision making show' that scientists, lawyers, and 

even employees employ quite different models; applied to politics and public policy, 

rationalism is likely to prove disastrous. The rational decision-making model is unhelpful 

in solving two problems; (a) assigning priority to social or individual benefits and (b) 

justifying what is to be rationally decided upon. 

The experience of people who might adopt the rational model would lead them to 

great unpopularity, reliance on a cognitive process that excludes the affective processes 

that give individuals a greater sense of confidence in their judgments, and, through 

overemphasizing outcomes and payoffs, would lead to a misinterpretation of justice 

processes where procedures that have been found to be more related to participant 

satisfaction than outcomes would be disregarded. Furthermore, repressing or diverting 

emotions, although sometimes hedonically beneficial, risks the return of the repressed or 

aggression following frustration. 

The Economic Model of Human Behavior 

The underlying assumption of the economic model in relation to employee 

motivation is that tying material incentives to an objective measure of the employee's 

performance is the most direct, efficient, and effective manner to increase employee 

productivity. The basis of this assumption, as we have seen, is embedded deep within the 
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rational actor paradigm. As Schumpter revealed, the origins of the current economic 

model and its directives to personnel managers precluded the development of rational 

actor theories. Before its amalgamation with the behavioral model of rationality 

economic theory sprang from drive theory developed at the beginning of the 20th 

century. It is the oldest and probably the best known of the motivation theories. Its 

origins can be found in the work of the ancient Greek philosophers as well as in the 

writings of English utilitarians such as Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill. They first 

clearly verbalized the principles of hedonism from which drive theory and contemporary 

economic theory developed. Hedonism assumes that people will always select from 

possible alternative actions that course of action which they believe will maximize their 

pleasure and minimize their pain. Because of its simplicity and commonsense approach, 

hedonism has gained widespread acceptance. Since it contains no clear-cut specification 

of what type of events will be pleasurable and painful and no explanation of why people 

behave in a particular manner to obtain a pleasurable outcome, it has limited ability to be 

tested. It is excellent at explaining why people behave in a certain manner, but it is unable 

to predict how people behave in the future. 

While it is difficult to boil the entire field of economic theory into a simple list of 

components, the economic model can be adequately summarized with the help of five 

elements: 
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Individualism 

Events that occur on the social level can be explained by the behavior of 

individuals. This does not mean that all individuals are isolated but that their behavior 

can only be understood as the result of interactions with their surroundings, other people, 

and institutions. Individuals are assumed to be independent and rational. The complex 

social structures that exist throughout society are only compilations of a web of 

individual actions. Researchers must examine the actions of individuals with the social 

milieu to understand even the most complicated of social structures. This is a clear 

divergence from psychological models in which collectivities act on their own, as is 

assumed, for example, in the organic conception of the state. For economists, no 

distinctions are made below the level of the individual. To take the individualistic stand 

also means that a person's evaluations and normative views are accepted. Concepts such 

as society and social consciousness lose much of their meaning within the economic 

model. What is of primary importance is how individuals evaluate the possibilities that 

are available to them. Individual actors are assumed to use a rational calculus to make 

decisions. Choices are analyzed to determine their positive benefit and negative 

consequences. The individual will always chose that option which maximizes benefits 

and minimizes costs. This is universal, not only within the economic sphere of 

everyone's life, but in all aspects of their existence (Becker 1976). 
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Incentives Determine Behavior 

All individual action has a purpose. Random human behavior exists only on the 

margin with no impact to important decisions. People react systematically and 

predictably. Decisions to act (or not to act) result when they consider a possibility for 

action to be more advantageous than all the other options currently available to them. 

Humans are viewed as discovering individuals using their resources to search for avenues 

of action that will increase their overall well-being. They have the ability to calculate and 

discount the payoffs in the future according to the probability of the occurrence of 

different outcomes. 

The economic model differs from a pure rational choice explanation of human 

behavior in that it recognizes that individuals face transaction costs and cognitive 

restrictions (Simon 1957). Individuals are not pure cost-calculators with unlimited 

analytical resources; they calculate to the point where the costs of further calculation 

outweigh the expected probability of increased utility. Decisions are not always costless, 

and individuals factor in the cost of making transactions within their rational decision 

matrix (Williamson, 1983). 

Incentives are Produced by Preferences and Constraints which are Clearly Dichotomized 

Changes in human behavior are attributed to observable and measurable changes 

of the opportunity set that is available to the actor at the moment of decision. Behavior 

changes are rarely the result of non-observable and non-measurable preference changes. 
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Preference changes, if they exist, are infrequently observed and usually misinterpretations 

of hidden cost alterations. While it is difficult to maintain that preferences remain 

constant throughout an individual's life, most proponents of the economic model would 

argue that behavior change that is the result of preference change is proportionally 

inconsequential compared to the vast majority of behavior which is guided by the 

consideration of incentives and constraints. 

A quick example will help draw out this distinction. Assume that employees within a 

particular organization increased their level of productivity. This change in behavior can 

be explained by arguing that workers have shifted their preferences and now place a 

higher value on the quality of the product they produce and a reduced value on the benefit 

of shirking (or not working). Nearly all proponents of the economic model would 

disagree. These researchers would begin with an examination of the costs of working for 

the workers. If a change in the costs available to these workers has changed, it is assumed 

that this change resulted in the increased productivity. The opportunities for action are 

determined by observable changes in the constraints. Primarily, changes in prices or costs 

of goods and actions are considered to have caused the change in behavior. The focus is 

then applied to the change in relative prices for alternative goods and products that are 

partially substitutable for the original good. To return to our example, an economist 

would search for an explanation of the employees' behavior, not in altered preferences, 

but in changes in the relative prices they face. Possible examples may be: rumors that 
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employee layoffs have increased or become more credible, production bonus pay levels 

are being set, loss of camaraderie among the workers (thereby lower the value of 

communication on break time), increase in camaraderie among employees creating a 

more pleasant work environment, and so on. It should be noted that rarely is a 'smoking 

gun' found. It is nearly methodologically impossible to hold all relevant factors constant 

in the real world to isolate the impact of a single change in an incentive. The real world is 

a fluid environment involving a complex web of continual relative price changes among a 

wide variety of possible incentives. Just because incentives change does not necessarily 

prove that these changes are the determinants of the observed behavior adjustment. 

Individuals are Self-interested and Pursue Their Own Interests 

This assumption is mistakenly believed to imply that individuals within the 

economic model are simply self-centered, selfish individuals who have little concern for 

their fellow man. Bruno Frey (1997) points out this misconception. Instead, self-interest 

assumes that individuals are neither purely egoistic nor can they be assumed to be serving 

to others. For Frey, selfish behavior takes a middle position. Human preferences can be 

modeled as a normal curve ranging from benevolence (benefits to other people) to 

malevolence (harms to other people) with most individuals residing in the bulk of the 

distribution in the middle. Human behavior is thus characterized by neither love, nor hate, 

nor envy; people act neutrally in this respect. Selfish behavior is assumed by most 

economists as a rule that individuals will act to their own advantage for ease of 



computation. Unfortunately, selfishness may take many different forms under varying 

conditions. Within a close knit work environment, selfishness may be applied to 

coworkers. The same may be said of interactions between individuals that have continued 

for an extended period of time. Individuals who act badly toward others may harm their 

own reputations. On the other hand, in an anonymous environment selfishness normally 

means that each person acts in her or his own narrow self-interest or in an opportunistic 

manner (Williamson, 1983). While Frey notes that self-interest is not always limited to 

the individual, in application this is almost always the case. Frequently, this reduced 

notion of self-interest becomes the intent of the theory if not its conclusion. 

Constraints Determine Possibility Sets and are the Results of Institutions 

Economists classify the most important constraints on individuals from pursuing 

their rational self-interest as (a) limited disposable income, (b) the relative prices of 

goods, and (c) the time required for consuming and acting. The first two conditions 

define a person's disposable real income or his or her economic ability in both the 

marketplace and employment. Goods are defined broadly as any commodity that is of 

value to the individual; examples include material items, such as automobiles or food 

along wath non-material objects, such as leisure and aesthetic beauty. The choice to 

increase one activity over another (say, working more hours for increased income) is 

always a balancing act. It is assumed that individuals are constantly maximizing their 

benefit through this balancing act. Institutions develop within society to enhance the 
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ability of individuals to maximize their benefits in an interacting society. Institutional 

constraints define the limits that are placed on certain individuals. A broad field of new 

institutionalism has developed with the social sciences to explain the limitations of 

certain situations and the pure rational choice model (for an excellent introduction to this 

field of research, see Perrow 1980). 

Reward Systems 

Building upon the assumptions embedded within the Economic Model of Human 

Behavior personnel managers have developed a system of rewards for their employees. 

Applying the concept of action and reward in its broadest sense as something given for 

goods received, we see that reward systems in organizations are an exchange relationship. 

Organizations, or those in the position to reward within organizations, provide employees 

compensations for "goods received." It is commonly assumed that the manner in which 

rewards are distributed within organizations and their relative amounts have a substantial 

impact on the levels of employee motivation. In fact this is an indispensable assumption 

in much of the literature. As we shall see, this is certainly not a forgone conclusion for 

several schools of psychological thought. However, most theorists, whether focusing on 

the implementation of reward systems or their fundamental design, regard these 

organizational components as integral and exhaustive in motivating employees. Despite 

the importance of reward systems to both employees and employers, it has been neither 

simple nor easy to design and implement systems that both parties view as equitable and 
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fair. It is in this disagreement not in a challenge to the importance of external incentives 

that a multitude of reward systems has been developed. 

Within the Economic Model there is a wide array of rewards that can be obtained in 

organizational settings, ranging from obvious ones such as pay, fringe benefits, and 

promotion, to praise and autonomy in decision making, and feelings of accomplishment 

and competency. All these rewards can be classified along two major dimensions: 

intrinsic/extrinsic and system-wide/individual. As we have seen emphasis is strongly 

placed on extrinsic-individual-based rewards within the Economic Model. The vast 

majority of reward systems discussed by practitioners of this model reside in the single 

quadrant of our categorization scheme. However, it is important to discuss the 

dichotomizations presented here to develop a firm understanding of the entire range of 

potential reward systems. 

Intrinsic rewards are those that the individual provides himself or herself (e.g., 

feelings of accomplishment) as a result of performing some task; for example, the 

pleasant emotion of self-worth in completing the Sunday New York Times crossword 

puzzle. Extrinsic rewards, on the other hand, are those that are provided to the individual 

by someone or something else. Much of the conceptual work on intrinsic motivation 

began following the influential writings of Edward Dec! (1975) and is incorporated in his 

cognitive evaluation theory. Briefly, this theory argues that an individual's level of effort 

on a task is determined largely by the nature of the rewards available for task 
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accomplishment. Two processes by which rewards influence intrinsic motivation can be 

identified. First there is the notion of locus of causality. When behavior is intrinsically 

motivated, an individual's perceived locus of causality is thought to be internal; that is, 

individuals feel that task accomplishment is under their own control. Under such 

circumstances, they engage in activities for intrinsic rewards. On the other hand, when 

individuals receive extrinsic rewards for task behavior, they will perceive their locus of 

causality to be external and will engage in those activities only when they believe that the 

extrinsic reward is forthcoming (Deci, 1972, 1975; Deci and Ryan, 1980). Deci's 

essential conclusion is that providing extrinsic rewards for an intrinsically satisfying task 

leads to a shift from internal to external sources of causality. As Deci (1972) states: 

Interpreting these results in relation to theories of work motivation, it seems clear 
that the effects of intrinsic motivation and extrinsic motivation are not additive. 
When extrinsic rewards such as money can certainly motivate behavior, they 
appear to be doing so at the expense of intrinsic motivation; as a result, 
contingent pay systems do not appear to be compatible with participative 
management systems, (pp. 224-225) 

The empirical evidence that has been obtained with regard to this hypothesis that 

providing extrinsic rewards reduces the impact of intrinsic motivation is only beginning 

to confirm the hypothesis (Fisher, 1978; Guzzo, 1979; Lepper and Greene, 1978; Notz, 

1975). Bruno Frey (1997) in his study of work motivation and compensation policy 

asserts a similar 'crowding-out effect." Following discrepancy theory he argues that when 

work activity incorporates both high internal morale and high external incentives, a 
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psychological discomfort occurs. He states, "The agent is 'over-motivated' as she would 

do the work even if one motivation was reduced or absent (p. 91)." Arguing from a 

rational actor framework he proposes that to reduce the psychological discomfort the 

individual will act to reduce the motivational factor over which she has control, in this 

case, intrinsic motivation. 

Second, rewards can also influence intrinsic motivations through changes in feelings 

of competence and self-determination. Deci (1975) argues rewards or outcomes that 

reassure people they are competent or self-determining tend to increase intrinsic 

motivation to perform. However, rewards or outcomes that convince people they are not 

competent or self-determining tend to decrease intrinsic motivation. 

The other major dimension that can be used to classify types of rewards in 

organizational settings is the distinction emphasized originally by Katz (1964): system-

wide rewards versus individual rewards. The distinction is this: system-wide rewards are 

those that are provided by the organization to everyone in a broad category of employees. 

Examples would be certain fringe benefits (e.g., medical insurance) that everyone in the 

organization receives simply by being an employee or the dining room provided to all 

managers above a certain level. Individual rewards, on the other hand, are provided to 

particular individuals within a category for individual performance. 
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If we combine these two dimensions, intrinsic/extrinsic and system-wide/individua!, 

we have a convenient manner of categorizing any particular reward, as shown in Table 2-

1. 

Table 2-1 Reward Categorization 

System-wide Individual 

Extrinsic Example: company wide 
insurance plans 

Example: bonus incentives for 
performance goal achievement 

Intrinsic Example: Sentiment realized by 
most workers at a public service 
organization, such as UNICEF 

Example: Feeling of self-
fulfillment in a job well-done 

The Function of Reward Systems 

Organizations reward their employees for several interconnected reasons. March 

and Simon presented a categorization scheme in 1958 which is summarized in Table 2-2. 

As can be seen, rewards in and from organizations can potentially motivate individuals in 

two broad categories of behavior: participation in the organization and performance 

within the organization. The first of these categories, participation, can be subdivided into 

membership and attendance. Membership refers to the decision to join the organization as 

well as the decision to remain with it. It is important to note that the design of an 
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appropriate reward system to induce employees to join the organization and subsequently 

remain loyal to the organization is simply not enough. The implementation of that reward 

system is as significant as its design. A faulty implementation of any reward system will 

negate any positive benefits of its design. The other category of participation involves the 

attendance of employees or the avoidance of absenteeism. This component of the 

participation objective of reward systems varies greatly among organizations with some 

having little attendance problems and other having rampant absenteeism. To an even 

greater extent, attendance objective can be hampered due to poor implementation of the 

reward system. 

Table 2-2 March and Simon's Categorization of Reward System Functions 

Participation 

Membership 
Joining 
Remaining 

Attendance 

Performance 

"Normal" Job Performance 

"Extra Role Behavior" 

The other major category of behavior that reward systems are designed to facilitate is 

that of job performance (or "the decision to produce" in March and Simon's 

terminology). Here again there are two distinct subcategories: what March and Simon 



refer to as the "normal" or expected job performance and what is referred to as the "extra-

role behavior." The former is a performance level that meets the expected standards of 

the organization for someone in a particular job. When this expected level is met, the 

employer would consider that the employee's psychological contract with the 

organization is fulfilled. It should be noted that rarely is this expected level clearly drawn 

out to both the employee and the employer's full realization and that normally this 

expectation is a non-static understanding. The common assumption made within 

organizations is that if the reward system is created well enough, the vast majority of 

individuals will be given sufficient motivation to attain this normal level of performance. 

Extra-role behavior goes above and beyond what is normally expected by the 

organization in the psychological contract. According to Katz (1964), it is behavior that is 

spontaneous and innovative. We can all think of employees that we employ or have come 

in contact with that go the extra mile. Examples abound such as the car mechanic that 

remains open to finish a job beyond the normal hours or the instructor who advises 

students outside of his or her office hours. The essential point is that most organizations 

would function at a barely adequate level if it were not for these extra-role behaviors due 

to the indeterminacy of most organizational processes. It is therefore imperative that 

organizations find ways to motivate their employees to go beyond the normal 

expectations. The problem is that reward systems that are more than capable to achieve 

normal levels of performance may be woefully inadequate to instill extra-role behavior. 
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Thus to the extent that such extraordinary behavior is needed, the organization is 

presented with considerable challenge in the design and implementation of reward 

systems, particularly as these involve individual rewards. 

Implementation Issues 

As has been noted, sometimes the best designed reward systems often go awry not 

due to their elemental structure, but due to the manner in which they are operationalized. 

One important issue in implementing a motivational system is the ability of the employer 

to accurately evaluate the performance of his or her employees. If we assume that 

rewards are to have a positive impact on the motivation of employees, it is essential that 

the organization have an effective means for assessing the quality and quantity of 

performance. If an organization's evaluation system is invalid or unreliable and this is 

evident to the employees, it can hardly be expected that employees will be properly 

motivated by rewards. Beyond this, the employee must be informed of the organization's 

methods and ability to conduct such an evaluation. Without the trust of the employees in 

the method of their appraisal, it is unlikely they will put faith in the rewards predicated on 

such evaluations. 

A second question may be even more basic: In many organizations it is difficult to 

find the clear link between the evaluation of individual employee production and reward 

systems under which they operate. While it seems elementary that organizations will 

reward those employees who are most productive, most if not the large majority of 
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organizations do not base their reward systems on productivity. One reason is the 

aforementioned difficulty in measuring productivity on an individual level. Another 

reason is the possibility that rewarding achievement in a performance measure may draw 

attention away from another valued objective. Most employees are expected to maximize 

several interdependent objectives. In most cases only a few of the objectives are accorded 

importance in their reward systems. Third, rewarding individuals may have a negative 

consequence on neighboring employees. Over-reward of individual employees in an 

attempt to create dissention among employees continues to be a common tactic used by 

employers to prevent united employee action. 

Another issue relates to the managerial style inherent within an organization. 

Organization theorists often distinguish between two broad categories of management 

style at the most base level, an open/participative/team style versus a more traditional 

hierarchical/authoritarian/pyramid style. Currently there has been a push advocating the 

more open management style (Chisholm, 1989; Miller, 1992) but most organizations 

represent a blend of both theoretical opposites. To the extent that a particular organization 

or employer is managed in accordance with one or the other of these styles, the more 

likely it will be that a reward system will be ineffective if it is implemented in a way that 

is inconsistent with a particular management style. 
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New Institutionalism's Adoption of Rational Choice 

Turning from the rational choice and behavioralist models of human decision-making, 

scholars have begun to reassess the importance of institutions in the decision-making 

process. B. Guy Peters describes this new field as containing seven differing conceptions 

of institutions now flourishing within political science (Peters, 1998). While it is beyond 

the scope of this research to highlight the differences in each of these approaches, several 

conceptions speak directly to the motivation of employees within their workplace. 

Normative Institutionalism as developed by March and Olsen emphasizes the role of 

values and a 'logic of appropriateness' in defining an institution. Historical 

institutionalism stresses the persistence of choices and the 'path dependency' of 

institutions. Finally, rational choice institutionalism uses the basic assumptions of the 

rational choice method to analyze institutions. This approach to institutions attempts to 

use a rational choice explanation of behavior to describe the actions of individuals within 

complex organizations. Some of the most widely read work within this field concerns 

discussion of common pool resources and the institutions that develop around these 

entities to reduce the free rider problem. Studies by Lubell, Schneider, Scholz and Mete 

(2002), OStrom, Gardner and Walker (1994), Ostrom (1990 and 1999) and Schlager, 

Bloomquist and Tang (1994) have all suggested that institutional relationships can 

develop in large organizational structures even under the assumptions of the rational actor 

paradigm. The use of the rational model of costs and benefits is typical of this research; 
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"As with all voluntary exchanges, partnership contracts are most likely to emerge when 

potential benefits are high and transaction costs of developing and negotiating, 

monitoring, and enforcing the political contract are low. (Lubell, Schneider, Scholz and 

Mete, p. 149)" 

As with the bulk of the research within this expanding field of new institutional 

research, a common assumption is made that human interaction within organizations 

follows rational self-maximization. Unlike the assumptions made by normative and 

historical institutionalism, rational choice institutionalism uses institutions simply as 

constraints on rational actors. The basic model of human decision-making remains the 

same as the economic model of man. As a result, there is no consideration on the 

importance of shared social norms and cultural influences that may work beyond the 

rational calculation of the individuals involved. For the rational choice institutional 

perspective, self-governing institutions develop despite of collective action problems 

because they reproduce mutually beneficial solutions to resource conflicts in the social 

context that are Pareto superior to a command-and-control organization. This 

understanding of institutions provides a simplified model of human interaction that is 

identical to a rational-choice model and does not account for the societal impact of social 

norms and cultural differences. 
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Economic Model of Employee Motivation 

The vast amount of research in the economic model of individual behavior results in a 

rather constrained model of human action. Human action, in total, is understood as 

responses to changes in external stimuli. As a result representation of this behavior will 

have a single motivating factor; external, material incentives. These incentives may take 

numerous forms, such as changes in salary, benefits, or working conditions. Developing 

out of the new institutionalist school led by Simon, North, March and Olson, the 

economic discipline has maintained the basic behavioral model asserted within the 

rational actor paradigm through the development of theories of institutional constraints 

and limitations. While the behavioral assumptions have been maintained, there has been a 

growing recognition in the importance of the institutional environment in which action 

takes place. This institutional environment does not alter the decision-making 

assumptions of the rational model but simply limits the available choices confronting the 

individual through constraints such as costs of information processing, lack of 

information processing abilities and regulator)' constraints within the social milieu of 

action. With this understanding, a simple model is provided in Figure 2-2. 

The driving factor within this heuristic is external incentives. In most cases these 

incentives take on material value such as bonuses in compensation that are tied to 

performance measures. As has been depicted, the model of human behavior is simplistic 

in the economic model of man. It is assumed that individuals respond to external 



incentives and that their behavior is both predictable and universal. What is lacking in 

this description of behavior is a discussion of the larger cultural context within which this 

decision is occurring. Individuals are assumed to be self-contained utility maximizers. 

Social context and cultural influences, if they are accounted for, are simply assumed to 

alter the maximization calculus of the rational actor. We shall see in the next chapter that 

most of the research conducted in the field of applied psychology rejects this atomistic 

version of human decision-making and calls for a more robust model of motivation. 



Figure 2-1; A Heuristic Framework of Motivation Constructs 
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Chapter 3: Psychology Models of Employee Motivation and Effort 

One of the central issues - if not the central issue - in considering moti vation and 

employee effort: in work situations concerns the reward systems used in and by 

organizations. As we have seen, this has come under intense scrutiny by economists and 

management theorists. However, these discussions generally ignore an even more 

fundamental element involved in employee motivation and work effort. They say little 

about the psychological aspects of the employee. The psychology of how individuals 

make decisions within organizations and employment situations is often lost in an 

attempt to achieve parsimony and theoretical simplicity through the application of ever 

more complicated incentive systems. A large body of literature exists within 

organizational psychology that addresses the psychological underpinning of human action 

in the work environment. Unfortunately, researchers within public management wedded 

to a limited, bounded-rational conception of the individual have largely ignored this 

psychological literature. This chapter will highlight the most important recent findings of 

organizational psychology and attempt to flesh out lessons that will guide our 

investigation of the determinants of employee work effort. 

Theoretical Development 

Reward systems are only the begiimings of motivational apparatuses manipulated 

by employers to instill employee dedication and enhance employee work effort. In this 



section 1 will briefly summarize the most influential theoretical development currently 

conducted in organizational psychology relating to employee relations and the employee 

work agreement. At its most simple level, the environment they work in, their physical 

makeup or heredity, and their interactions with each of these determines individuals' 

motivation in their job. In moving from indirect to more direct influences, these factors 

influence individual characteristics such as personality, motives, attitudes, beliefs, 

knowledge, abilities, and values. In turn these mid-level attributes guide one's choice of 

goals and actions, the intensity and character of effort and the endurance of goal-directed 

behavior overtime. Ruth Kanfer (1994) provides an overview of the theoretical 

development and locates relevant theories with respect to their conceptual proximity to 

action. Theories of distant constructs, such as achievement motivation and expectancy-

value, stress the impact of non-cognitive individual differences on choice. She refers to 

tliese constructs as distant or distal because the impact of such constructs on behavior 

and effort is often indirect. Personality determinants of action, for example, may exert a 

regular influence on goal choice, and thereby indirectly affect long-term patterns of 

behavior across situations. However, to gain support for these theoretical models it is 

necessary to map and test the full pathway by which these factors influence performance. 

Proximal construct theories focus on motivational structures at the level of 

purposive action. Analyses of motivational processes in these theories tend to begin with 

an individual's goals rather than the factors that shaped the individual's objective. (Note 
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that most of the work within the economic theories of motivation ignores the 

development of goal and concentrates on the methods used to achieve a set of goals.) Such 

theories concentrate on the processes and variables that affect the goal-performance 

relation. Social-learning, self-regulation, and goal-setting approaches represent some of the 

more developed proximal theories. 

The framework laid out by Kanfer implies that indirect theories of motivation 

most strongly influence intermediate cognitive choice processes. These processes 

determine an individual's intentions, rather than behavior or performance. Choice 

processes yield intentions that set the stage for action. Kanfer hypothesizes that indirect 

models of motivation yield accurate predictions of an individual's performance when 

intentions can be accomplished with relative ease. However, when accomplishment of 

intentions is difficult, or requires a complex sequence of behaviors, or requires the 

interrelated intervention of other individuals, accurate explanations and predictions of 

individual behavior require additional motivational constructs. Self-regulation and 

volitional activities pertain to the portion of the motivational system through which we 

translate goals into actions. These constructs and processes, such as goals and self-

reactions, are termed proximal or direct since the product of these processes typically 

exerts a direct influence on behavior. 

At the turn of the 20th century, motivation was broadly viewed as the processes 

involved in both choice and implementation of action. (James, 1890; Wood worth, 1929) 
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For example, Woodworth notes, "the motive plays a part in determining what response 

shall be made to the stimulus . .. [and] motivation is the producing of such a state or 

activity" (p. 228). In American psychology, the advent of cognitive theories of 

motivation during the early and mid-20th century led many researchers to focus almost 

exclusively on cognitive processes underlying choice, rather than volition. (Lewin, 1938; 

Rotter, 1954; Tolman, 1932) The impact of this theorizing cannot be understated within 

organizational psychology. Theories based nearly exclusively on cognitive constructs held 

sway within the discipline into the 1970s. 

The recent revival of volitional constructs and theorizing began both within North 

America and Europe. In American psychology, advances in self-regulation theory and 

research by clinical, experimental, and instructional psychologists have demonstrated the 

importance of motivational processes that take place within a context of action and an 

interaction with an individual's environment. In European psychology, the increasing 

emphasis on volition and the interchange between distal and proximal constructs may be 

traced to the development and expansion of achievement motivation models (Heckhausen, 

1977) and to cognitively focused theories of action (Nuttin, 1984). In organizational 

psychology issues related to volition first appeared in context of goal-setting research. In 

1968, Locke proposed that an individual's goals serve as the immediate regulator of 

action. Numerous studies investigating Locke's basic tenets of his goal-setting model 

showed that explicit goal assignments exert a substantial impact on task performance. 
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Attempts to understand the psychological processes behind these conclusions developed 

into theories of self-regulation and social-cognitive theories. 

In the recent literature, several new models of motivation have been proposed that 

represent both a mix of cognitive and volitional constructs. Goal setting researchers, for 

example, have included indirect concepts such as the need for achievement (Hollenbeck 

and Klein. 1987). Socio-personality theorists have also expanded their models to consider 

how disposition may directly affect behavior and performance through their impact on 

direct activities such as self-regulation (Kuhl and Beckmann 1985). 

A Predictive Caution 

Before we delve into the relevant theories of behavior motivation, a word of 

warning. It is common to evaluate and compare theories of work motivation and effort by 

the extent to which they successfully predict behavior and job performance. However, 

most motivation theories are not intended to predict performance but rather to predict 

decision processes and volitional behavior. Although the distinction between behavior and 

job performance is not typically made in everyday parlance it is essential to recognize 

this in organizational psychology. In any organizational setting individuals engage in a 

wide variety of motivated behaviors. Not all behaviors are related to their job 

performance. Investigators typically determine an individual's performance on a basis of 

an evaluation of a subset of workplace behaviors. Moreover, job performance ratings 

typically refer to an evaluation of the product of the individual's behavior. Motivation 
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theories aim at the prediction of behaviors - either in isolation or over a range of time. 

Although motivational effects on patterns of work behaviors can certainly affect work 

performance, the prediction of performance per se requires consideration of several 

additional factors, including but not limited to, individual difference variables (natural 

ability, training, comprehension) and environmental factors (resources, varying demands). 

(For a further discussion of these issues, see Kanfer, 1990.) In this study of the 

workforce of Tucson, each of these factors will be estimated. 

The distinction between behavior and performance has become more important 

over the past decade. In complex jobs and tasks involving a great deal of behavioral 

variability, it is possible to accomplish similar levels of performance in many different 

manners. For example, a high level of sales may be accomplished through changing the 

technique of selling, or through identifying different potential client bases, or by 

incorporating more efficient technology (e.g., cellular phones). Analysis of the effects of 

motivational interventions on job effort and performance requires more nuanced 

assessment of behaviors than clinical research studies typically allow. Nolen (1988) 

suggests in recent self-regulation research that particular goal assignments may be linked 

to particular forms of cognitive and behavior change clouding the conclusions supported 

by the researchers. This is a limitation that is difficult to deal with. This investigation 

identifies situations in which multiple behavioral reactions are aptly appropriate. 

The Drift and Rebirth of Motivational Theorizing 
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The discussion of work motivation began in a scientific effort that came about 

through the positivist revolution emphasized during the Second World War. In the 1940s, 

work motivation was often limited to the influence of proper incentives; individuals were 

assumed to be simple respondents to external stimuli. The limits of this approach were 

recognized by Blum (1949) when he noted that "the major error in industry has been the 

oversimplification of the concept of motivation" (pp. 132-133). In 1964, Vroom 

acknowledged increasing sophistication in dealing with motivation concepts, but also 

noted that research remains largely atheoretical with use of models based on speculation 

and assumption. Heeding Vroom's advice, theoretical models abounded in the 1970s and 

1980s. With the growth of valid theoretical models, the scope of motivational research 

expanded beyond simple incentive systems to include other determinants of job 

performance, such as cognitive abilities, situational constraints, and institutional 

adaptations (e.g., Kanfer and Ackerman, 1989). Scientific progress had moved from 

questions of "Does motivation make a difference in work performance?" to other more 

subtle questions such as, "How does motivation make a difference?" and "In what 

situations does motivation matter?" 

This increase in theorizing during the 1970s and 1980s has prompted a shift in the 

basic aims of motivational theory. Most contemporary work motivation theory has been 

directed at synthesizing and combining existing models of work motivation (e.g., Ilgen and 

Klein, 1988; Katzell and Thompson, 1990). Several researchers have argued for the 
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integration of expectancy and goal setting approaches (see e.g., Hollenbeck and Klein, 

1987; Kanfer, 1987; Locke, Motowidlo and Bobko, 1986; and Naylor and IIgen, 1984). 

Bandura and Cervone (1986) have suggested an integration of goal-setting research and 

social-cognitive theory. A small branch of research has developed investigating 

motivational influences within the workplace from a dispositional perspective (see e.g.. 

Helmreich, Swain, and Carsrud, 1986; McHenry, Hough, Toquara, Hanson, and 

Ashworth 1990). 

Figure 3-1: A Heuristic Framework of Motivation Constructs 
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The heuristic framework shown in Figure 3-1 helps to organize the growing 

motivational literature. Motivation is determined by three separate components. First 

economic incentives are an important means of motivation. As we have seen in the 

previous chapter, these factors have been oversubscribed in most personnel systems. A 

second motivational factor concerns both individual and environmental differences. While 

beyond the research presented in this work, these factors act as constraints on the 

importance or relevance of most external incentives and can have a direct impact on work 

effort beyond their impact on an employee's motivation. This current chapter will 

examine a third component of employee motivation, distal and proximal motivation 

factors. These two broad areas of motivational research contain a wide variety of 

motivational theories and hypotheses. Each of these fields will be briefly summarized and 

their importance findings to worker extra work effort will be revealed. 

We begin with a discussion of distal or indirect constructs, such as individual 

differences in personality, motives and cognitive choice processes. The section thereafter 

examines advances in proximal or direct constructs, including goal-setting, social-learning, 

and self-regulation. The final portion of that section will consist of a synthesis and 

fleshing out of the theories summarized to develop a trimmed-down model for our testing 

purposes. Finally, amalgamating the lessons learned from these theories, several 

propositions will be offered. 

Distal Constructs: Personality, Motives, and Choice Determination 
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Personality-based theories, such as needs achievement models, stress the joint 

effects of dispositional tendencies and environmental conditions. Motive-based theories, 

such as intrinsic motivation models, focus on the role of the environment in activating 

higher-order psychological states, which drive choice and behavior. Dispositional 

approaches emphasize the role of non-cognitive individual differences on choice and work 

effort. During the 1970s these approaches were out of favor in the organizational 

psychology literature. This perspective was attacked on two fronts: simplistic situation-

versus-heredity debates (Mischel, 1973) and poor field testing results (Guion and Gottier, 

1965). In the area of work motivation, dispositional models were most closely associated 

with models of motivation that had come under disfavor: Maslow's Need Hierarchy 

Theory (Maslow, 1943, 1954) and Alderfer's Existence-Growth-Relatedness Theory 

(Alderfer, 1969). However, over the past 20 years the research of personality bases of 

motivation has witnessed a rebirth. Led by the work of Tellegen and his colleagues 

(Tellegen, 1985; Watson and Tellegen 1985) as well as others, progress has been made in 

establishing a categorization of personality types. McCrae and Costa's research (1990) 

has outlined five basic personality dimensions or traits: (a) Neuroticism, (b) Extroversion, 

(c) Openness to Experience, (d) Agreeableness, and (e) Conscientiousness. Not all of 

these traits bear directly on motivation and work performance. Conscientiousness, or the 

will to succeed, (Dignian and Takemoto-Chook, 1981) represents the dimension that most 

closely resembles volition. McCrae and Costa identify persons high in this trait as 
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hardworking, achievement-oriented, and persevering. Barrick and Mount (1991) 

conducted an analysis investigating the relation between each of McCrae and Costa's 

personality traits and three job performance criteria: job proficiency, training proficiency, 

and persormcl data. Their results indicated that only the conscientiousness trait was a 

statistically significant factor affecting job proficiency. As the authors note, "those 

individuals who exhibit traits associated with a strong sense of purpose, obligation, and 

persistence generally perform better than those who do not" (p. 18). 

Dispositional Research 

An important finding in dispositional research relates to individual differences in 

personality characteristics and persistence measures. Helmreich, Sawin, and Carsrud 

(1986) examined the influence of individual differences in three forms of achievement 

motivation on job performance of airline reservation agents. Two measures of job 

performance (percentage of time spent on the phone with customers and percentage of 

time agents were able to receive calls) were obtained at three different intervals during 

employees' first year of employment (within 90 days of hiring, 4-6 months after hiring, 

and 7-8 months after hiring). Results of this study revealed that personality traits were 

unrelated to job performance in the first two measurement periods. However, a trait 

closely resembling McCrae and Costa's conscientiousness measurement was significant in 

the last period. Day and Silverman (1989) found similar results in an investigation of 

motivation among accountants. Further evidence for the influence of motivationally-
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related dispositions on job performance was recently provided in a large study of military 

personnel (McHenry et al., 1990). The authors note that individual differences in 

dispositions relating to personal discipline and leadership likely play a role in naturally 

occurring instances of goal selection and self-regulatory activity in the workplace. 

A separate branch of research attempts to demonstrate the influence of non-

cognitive individual differences on self-regulation. Self-regulation refers to the ability of an 

individual to adjust his or her means to achieve recognized goals. This research begins 

with the assumption that dispositional tendencies affect the direction and form of 

attention during action. Carver and Scheier (1981) develop the concept of self-focus. Self-

focus refers to the pattern of preferences e.xhibited with respect to the source and location 

of an individual's attention. Persons measured high in self-focus are characterized by self-

generating sources of information about themselves. Individuals low in self-focus must 

receive information from their environment to develop an image of themselves. Carver and 

Scheier propose that high self-focus within individuals promotes the activation of a self-

regulatory process. In particular, high self-focus increases the frequency of comparisons 

between the current state of affairs as judged by the individual and a goal or positive 

objective. If a discrepancy is discovered between the observed state and the desired goal, 

high self-focus individuals will initiate efforts to reduce this distance. Kuhl and Beckman 

(1985) have proposed a similar response, action control. According to these authors, 

persons who are high in action control (a self-reported measure) are suggested to direct 
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attention, toward task resolution rather than difficulties involved in completing tasks. In 

contrast, individuals who are low in action control are expected to focus attention on 

internal emotional states and external conditions that are tangential to task performance or 

completion. 

Both the research and proposals forwarded by Carver and Scheier (1981) and 

Kuhl and Beckmarm (1985) have been confirmed by further research. Hollenbeck and 

Williams (1987) investigated the impact of self-set goals, goal importance and self-focus 

on sales performance. They found that persons high in self-focus who viewed goals as 

important set the highest goals for themselves and worked more intently toward those 

goals. Kuhl and Geiger (1986) found that individuals low in action control, on average, 

performed at a lower level than employees with high action control on a number of tasks. 

Motive Theories 

A second area of recent research surrounding distal constructs focuses on the 

influence of a small set or single universal motive, such as mastery, control, competence, 

and psychological tension regulation. In contrast to personality formulations, motive 

theories place less emphasis on the differences between individuals, instead focusing on 

the conditions that activate a particular motive within all individuals. Two fields of 

research have developed out of Adams' (1963, 1965)) foundational work on equity 

theory; Thibaut and Walker's (1975, 1978) Organizational Justice Theory and Deci's 

(1975) Cognitive Evaluation Theory. 
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As distinguished by Thibaut and Walker, the basic premise of organizational 

justice theories is that employees seek fairness and balance in their employee-employer 

relationship. Perceptions of imbalance in this relation are suggested to create psychic 

tension that initiates cognitive and behavioral changes directed toward reducing this 

tension. Thibaut and Walker (1975) identify two distinct forms of fairness: distributive 

fairness and procedural fairness. Distributive fairness refers to perceptions with respect 

to the allocations of outcomes; procedural fairness refers to perceptions of the 

organizational procedures used to make outcome decisions. The field of organizational 

psychology focused nearly exclusively on distributive fairness until the 1980s (e.g., 

Campbell and Pritchard 1976; Cosier and Dalton, 1983; Greenberg, 1982). During the 

past 20 years, however, the field has turned to examine procedural justice (See Lind and 

Tyler, 1988 for a review.). Toward the end of the 1980s, the findings by Thibaut and 

Walker (1975, 1978) that acceptance of legal decisions increased independently of 

distributive outcomes if the interested parties were accorded the opportunity to provide 

input into the decision-making process was applied to the work environment. In 1987, 

Greenberg proposed a theoretical framework that suggested that perceptions of 

procedural injustice spur cognitive and behavioral changes, such as noncompliance and 

resentment when procedures, such as performance evaluations, are interpreted by the 

employee as a terminal outcome. In contrast, when procedures are interpreted by the 

employee as first-level outcomes, or a simple "means-to-an-end" measures, perceptions 
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of procedural fairness are less influential than perceptions of distributive fairness. 

Greenberg's model suggests that the manner of evaluation is linked to the choice of 

individual goals. 

Developed out of organizational justice research, participative decision-making 

(PDM) refers to organizational procedures that provide the employee with some fonn of 

input to the decision-making process. In implementation, PDM ranges from token input 

to full employee control of decisions. Reviews of the success of PDM in motivating 

employees have been mixed. Schweiger and Leanna (1986) found that PDM enhanced job 

satisfaction but has no statistically significant impact on job productivity. Locke and 

Latham (1991) suggest that participatively set goals enhance performance expressly 

through their effects on goal commitment as well as the difficulty of the goal the 

individual wishes to adopt. For Locke and Latham, employees must be provided a 

rationale for the choice of goals they are asked to attain if PDM is to accomplish its goals. 

In conclusion, it appears that adherence to procedural fairness results in indirect 

motivational effects on the level of employee work effort. 

Deci (1975) began his interest in intrinsic motivation by suggesting that 

overreliance on extrinsic motivational techniques will reduce intrinsic motivation in 

individuals. This proposition has been widely studied (see e.g. Fisher, 1978; Guzzo, 

1979; Lepper and Greene, 1978; Notz, 1975) with results providing mixed support for 

Deci's original hypothesis. 
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These findings led Deci to elaborate his proposal into a more robust Cognitive 

Evaluation Theory. According to this theory, the detrimental effects of extrinsic events on 

intrinsic motivation depend on the perceived salience of "controlling" versus 

"informational" properties of the extrinsic event. Further research by Deci (Deci and 

Ryan, 1980), as well as others (Bandura, 1986; Malone and Lepper, 1987), has proposed 

different forms of intrinsic motivation. Malone and Lepper organized intrinsic 

motivations into three groups on the basis of theories about various forms of intrinsic 

motivation. One group contains theories that emphasize curiosity, incongruity, and 

discrepancy motives. Within these theories, intrinsic motivation refers to the need for 

stimulation and arousal (Berlyne, 1966). A second group stresses competence, master and 

challenge motives. These theories view intrinsic motivation as stemming from an 

individual's need to display personal competency (White, 1959). A final group of 

theories emphasize personal control over their environment and self-determination (Deci, 

1975). Bandura's (1986) framework distinguishes between different forms of intrinsic and 

extrinsic motivation based on the locus of the outcome and type of behavior. Outcomes 

that occur within the person, such as self-satisfaction, are termed internal. External 

outcomes refer to those that occur within the environment, such as a promotion. Both 

Bandura (1986) and Malone and Lepper's (1987) frameworks emphasize that similar 

intrinsically motivated behaviors may have different origins. 
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More importantly, most organizational events may involve both intrinsic and 

extrinsic outcomes. The problem of sifting through the causes and multiple effects has 

been the focus of the most recent research on intrinsic motivation. By adopting a motive 

approach, the primary research question has become identifying the conditions necessary 

for a shift from intrinsic to extrinsic motivation and vice versa. According to Deci's 

(1975) original propositions, situations that are interpreted by the individual as 

informational should enhance intrinsic task interest, especially when the perception 

enhances a feeling of competency. Several studies have confirmed Deci's theory. Sansone 

(1986) suggested that performance feedback would enhance intrinsic motivation only if 

such feedback provided the individual with information to assess personal competence. 

Sansone conducted his research on college students and their reactions to differing 

feedback concerning performance on word puzzles. Students who obtained feedback that 

could be utilized to evaluate self-competence reported significantly higher task enjoyment 

and competence compared to those not receiving such feedback. Sansone projected 

improved notions of self-competence and enjoyment would result in higher performance 

on future tests. However, this conclusion was left unverified. 

Recent research on intrinsic interest suggests the importance of the features of the 

work environment. Findings by Sansone (1986) suggest that cultivation of an intrinsic 

work motivation orientation may be enhanced through the use of instructional 

modifications, goal-setting procedures, and provisions for regular competency-heightening 
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work evaluation. However, this research has been unable as yet to provide systematic 

suggestions to employers in implementing the findings of their academic research. 

Cognitive-Choice Theories 

A final area of indirect models of motivation is contained within a broad 

assemblage of theories unified under the heading of cognitive-choice or decision theories. 

Cognitive choice theories emphasize two determinants of choice and action: (a) the 

individual's expectations and (b) the individual's subjective valuation of expected 

consequences associated with various alternative actions. These theories reached their 

peak in popularity within psychology in the 1970s with research associated with 

Expectancy X Value (EXV) type theories in social psychology (Fishbein and Ajzen, 

1975), personality psychology (Atkinson and Birch, 1974; Heckhausen, 1977; Raynor, 

1969), and organizational psychology (Campbell and Pritchard, 1976; Naylor, Pritchard, 

and Ilgen, 1980). Through the 1980s, organizational research focused on tests of the basic 

tenets of the theory and investigations into the predictive validity of various models (for a 

review, see Heckenhausen, Schmalt, and Schneider, 1985). 

Most EXV models of motivation share two basic assumptions. First, persons are 

assumed to behave hedonistically when choosing tasks or levels of effort. This 

assumption implies that persons seek to maximize positive affects and minimize negative 

affects by behaving in a manner designed to attain outcomes associated with the greatest 

perceived positive overall value. As with economic models, there has been considerable 
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discussion, among EXV scholars as to the exact process these decisions are determined. 

Second, EXV models are considered episodic. That is, these models account for behavior 

in terms of changes in the individual's expectancies and anticipated valences. A change in 

motivation is due to a change in either of these components. As noted by Kuhl and 

Atkinson (1984) this has proved to be a major difficulty in EXV theories in that 

motivation has been observed as non-stable when these components have remained 

unchanged. 

As the limitations associated with EXV models have been detailed, more sophisticated 

frameworks have emerged. One of the most promising is Naylor, Pritchard, and Ilgen's 

(1980) Resource Theory. According to this theory, motivation is defined as "the process 

of allocating personal resources in the form of time and energy to various acts in such a 

way that the anticipated effect resulting from these acts is maximized" (p. 159). Similar to 

previous EXV models, Naylor, Pritchard, and Ilgen (1980) cast the problem of motivation 

as determining the factors and processes that influence choice in the direction of behavior. 

However, these authors move beyond the episodic limitations of EXV theory in several 

respects. First by conceptualizing choice in terms of a resource allocation process, the 

theory permits analysis of decisions involving a range of events and outcomes. Second, 

they propose that individuals make choices based on perceived contingencies. Third, 

Naylor, Pritchard, and Ilgen (1980) refme the contingency by separating it into two 

distinct forms; (a) outcome-evaluation contingency and (b) an evaluation-reward 
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contingency. Outcome-evaluation contingencies refer to the perceived relation between 

the amount of an outcome and the likely evaluation of that outcome by other personnel, 

especially supervisory personnel. In contrast, evaluation-reward functions pertain to the 

perceived relation between an evaluation of a product and the level of organizational 

reward for that outcome. 

Pritchard, Jones, Roth, Stuebing, and Ekeberg (1988) developed a productivity 

measurement system based on Nay lor, Pritchard, and Ilgen's (1980) model and used this 

measure to conduct a large-scale investigation to assess the effects of group-level 

feedback, goal-setting, and incentives on productivity. The results indicated the positive 

effects of both group-feedback and, independently, individual goal-setting among US Air 

Force units. Several other researchers have focused on factors affecting the development 

of perceived contingencies and the effects these contingencies have on resource allocation 

decisions (e.g., Sawyer, 1990; Switzer and Sniezek, 1991). Sawyer (1990) found that 

uncertainty affected resource allocation decisions. As expected, resources were held back 

on outcomes that were perceived to be unsure. Switzer and Sniezek (1991) found that by 

reducing social uncertainty among group members through the provision of social 

feedback among the membership of several groups, individuals increased their resource 

allocation to the group regardless of the outcome certainty. In summary, individuals were 

more likely to commit themselves to uncertain goals to a higher degree if other similarly 

situated individuals were willing to reveal their commitment regardless of the perceived 
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probability of success in attaining their goal. Individuals were willing to take a greater risk 

if they believed that they would be joined by others in assuming the risk. 

Proximal Constructs: Goals, Self-Regulation, and Resource Allocation 

Distal theories of motivation base their hypotheses on the role of non-cognitive 

differences between individuals and the impact of activation of particular motives. These 

theories assume a behavioral action will result from these differences or reactions. By 

contrast, proximal constructs focus on factors at the level of purposive action. These 

theories move the research closer to the individual action by focusing on the individual's 

goals instead of the factors that shape those goals. Scholars that fall within this area of 

research do not discount the importance of distal constructs. However, they focus on the 

direct links of motivation to action and believe, whether explicitly or implicitly, that distal 

constructs such as personality type or other non-cognitive factors can be modified or 

overcome by more purposive cognitive action. 

In organizational psychology the dominant paradigm for studying work 

motivation has been the goal-setting paradigm established by Locke (1968) and his 

colleagues. Research within this broad framework has focused on the attributes of 

assigned goals that promote job performance. As research mounted during the 1970s 

stressing the benefits of specific job goal assignments, the field began to turn to 

investigate the processes and mechanisms by which this result occurred. This section will 

review the recent literature regarding goals and the self-regulation processes. 
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Locke's Goal-Setting Model 

Locke (1968) proposed that persons assigned difficult and specific goals are likely 

to outperform those who are provided with more general, "do-your-best" objectives. 

Numerous studies have validated Locke's claim (Latham and Lee, 1986; Locke, Shaw, 

Saari, and Lantham, 1981; Mento, Steel, and Karren, 1987; Wood, Mento, and Locke, 

1987). Locke proposed (Locke et al., 1981) that goals influence job behavior through four 

separate but dependent mechanisms: (a) directing attention, (b) mobilizing on-task effort, 

(c) encouraging task persistence, and (d) easing strategy development. Locke et al. (1981) 

also specified two relevant goal characteristics: intensity and content. Goal intensity 

refers to the strength of the goal and is influenced by factors such as the perceived 

importance of the goal and the commitment by the individual to the goal. Goal content 

refers to features such as difficulty, specificity, complexity and multiplicity of goals. 

Most research on goal-setting has focused on the effects of assigned goals on job 

performance. In such research, job performance is measured comparing vague goal settings 

(e.g., "Do your best.") with task-specific performance goals (e.g., "Process 100 widgets 

per hour."). Goal difficulty is altered by moving out from the group average mean 

performance for a reference sample of the task being investigated. Thus goal difficulty is 

based on a normal distribution of performance among employees for each particular task. 

While the normal probability assumption is difficult to maintain in medium to small firms 
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or ill organizations in which job tasks vary significantly among employees, the findings of 

the researchers shall be addressed. 

Social-Learning/Social-Cognitive Theories of Self-Regulation 

Researchers have focused tlieir attention on the importance of goals in work 

environments and the manipulation of goals to instill higher performance levels. Social 

learning and social cognitive theories have their roots in clinical psychology. In these 

approaches, goals represent the critical feature of self-regulation. According to Bandura 

(1986), goals supply the individual with a cognitive representation of desired outcomes. 

Attainment of specific and difficult goal objectives occur through self-regulation activities 

within the individual involving three components; (a) self-observation, (b) self-evaluation, 

and (c) self-reactions (e.g., dissatisfaction, self-efficacy expectations) (Bandura, 1982). 

Self-monitoring refers to the direction and quality of attention. According to this 

approach, self-monitoring of activities corresponding to one's goal is as an essential 

prerequisite for effective self-regulation. Self-evaluation refers to the comparison of one's 

behavior or condition with the goal-state. Comparison of one's current state and the goal-

state results in self-reactions. Self-reactions depend directly on the awareness and size of 

the discrepancy between the current state and the goal-state. A large negative discrepancy 

between one's goal and the current level of performance, for example, is posited to result 

in dissatisfaction and lowering of one's expectations of goal attainment. Bandura (1988) 

argues that goal objectives do not remain static but, due to both feedback and forward 
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projections of individual expectations, self-development occurs through the adoption of 

more difficult goals in the future. 

Several studies have verified the hypotheses forwarded by Bandura and other 

social-cognitive theorists. Results of these studies provide some support for each of the 

components of self-regulation. Recent studies have aimed at understanding the conditions 

that foster and sustain high levels of performance motivation in achievement contexts (see 

Bandura and Schunk, 1981). Bandura and Cervone (1983), for example, examined the roles 

of goals and feedback on performance on stationary bicycling. They found that the 

combination of moderately difficult and specific goals along with performance feedback 

resulted in higher levels of performance than either goal assignments or feedback alone. 

Studies investigating the influence of self-reactions on performance motivation indicated 

that the pattern of self-reactions that maximizes motivation depends on specific features 

of the situation. For example, when a task is new to the individual or a goal is difficult, the 

optimal pattern of self-reactions appears to be one of dissatisfaction and high self-

confidence. When the task is familiar, however, high self-efficacy expectations may 

diminish on-task effort and performance. 

Resource Allocation Theories 

Another equally important area of research within proximal theories of motivation 

has been provided by Naylor and Ilgen (1984), as well as Kanfer and Ackerman (1989). 

Naylor and Ilgen (1984) suggest that the benefits of difficult and specific goal assignments 
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on work effort and performance stem from the influence of goal assignment on 

perceptions of utility functions linking effort to performance and performance to 

evaluation. Their research provides an explanation for how specific attributes of a goal 

assignment affect allocation of cognitive effort and task performance. In particular, this 

research suggests that provision of non-specific goals and/or extremely difficult goals may 

dampen performance through their influence on the perceived utility of various amounts 

of effort. Another resource allocation perspective on the influence of goal assignments on 

job performance is provided by Kanfer and Ackerman (1989). This study proposed that 

the beneficial effects of difficult and specific job goal assignments depend on the cognitive 

demands of the task and the individual differences of the cognitive abilities of the 

individuals involved. Kanfer and Ackerman (1989) propose that a limited amount of 

cognitive resources are available for task performance. As such, job performance will be 

impeded for those tasks that are both novel and complex coupled with goals which are 

difficult to obtain. Individuals will be forced to expend cognitive assets to deal with 

increasingly difficult task goals. These resources will not be available for task processing. 

Results from Kanfer and Ackerman's (1989) research suggest that performance levels of 

individuals with lower ability levels will be harmed by the use of too difficult goal 

assignments. Their research challenges the conclusion of Locke that the provision of 

difficult goal assignments instills increased performance in all individuals. 
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Overall, proximal theories examined here provide complementary, rather than 

contradictor}', perspectives on goals and self-regulation. Locke's (1968) goal-setting 

model focuses primarily on the influence of goal attributes on performance, whereas 

social-learning approaches, such as Bandura's (1986), focus on the cognitive and affective 

mechanisms underlying the goal-performance relation with little attention paid to the 

influence of specific goal characteristics on performance. Naylor, Pritchard, and Ilgen's 

(1980) Resource Allocation Theory provides theoretical explanations for goal-setting 

research that consider goal and self-regulation processes in a broader context of learning. 

These perspectives suggest several boundary conditions for the effectiveness of goal 

assignments on performance. Differences between the perspectives are limited to several 

topics. In goal-setting perspectives, researchers have focused largely on issues that appear 

to affect the strength of the goal assignment-performance relation, namely (a) goal 

commitment and (b) task complexity. 

Goal Acceptance 

Locke's original goal-setting model did not specify the process or factors that 

influence acceptance and commitment to externally-determined goals (Locke, 1968). 

Locke indicated that goal assignments will only influence performance if the individual 

accepts them. Erez, Early, and Hulin (1985) showed the necessity of goal acceptance for 

the relevance of the goal-performance relation suggested by Locke. Given the critical 
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importance of goal acceptance in modifying motivation for employees, goal acceptance 

has received considerable attention over the past 20 years. 

Empirical research on goal commitment has focused on two lines of inquiry; (a) 

assigned versus participator)' goal-setting and (b) person/situation determinates of goal 

commitment. As noted above, in goal-setting research, participative goal-setting refers to 

situations in which the individual aids or independently establishes his or her performance 

goals. In assigned goal-setting procedures, the goal is established beyond the influence of 

the worker involved. As we have seen, Locke's model argues that participatively-set goal 

assignments should enhance performance through their effects on the difficulty level of 

the goal that the individual adopts. Studies investigating this hypothesis have been mixed. 

Latham and Saari (1979) show that goal-setting method (participator}-' or assigned) has no 

affect on goal commitment or performance when the level of goal difficulty is held 

constant. However, other studies have indicated a differential effect. Earley and Kanfer 

(1985), Erez and Arad (1986), Hollenbeck and Brief (1987) and Hollenbeck, Williams, and 

Klein (1989) all found that participative goal-setting procedures did affect goal 

commitment, which in turn affected performance. The studies conducted by these 

researchers suggest that personal involvement in the goal-setting process, provision of an 

opportunity to express one's opinion about the goal, and enhanced sense of personal 

control achieved through participator)' procedures enhances goal commitment and 

consequent performance. A second line of inquiry concerning goal commitment pertains 
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to broader person-situation characteristics that may affect commitment to an assigned 

goal. In Hollenbeck, Williams and Klein's (1989) study investigating the relationship 

between goal commitment and task and personal characteristics, these authors found that 

individual differences in need achievement and public knowledge of individual goals affect 

individual goal commitment. 

The systematic research comparing participative and assigned goal-setting 

methods is consistent with theory and research suggesting the critical importance of goal 

orientation for mobilization of self-regulatory processes. Investigations of person-

situation influences on goal commitment provide further support for the general notion 

that the process of transformation also depends on dispositional tendencies and the 

precise situational characteristics surrounding goal assignments. 

Task Complexity 

Another issue that has received considerable attention in organizational 

psychology pertains to the potentially moderating effects of task complexity on the goal-

performance relation. Simply, once a task becomes either complex or requires the input 

and performance of other individuals, the relationship between goal assignment and 

performance can become muddied. Kanfer and Ackerman (1989) and Ruber's (1985) 

studies have foimd negative effects on goal assignments in a variety of complex tasks. 

Kanfer and Ackerman provide a theoretical explanation based in the resource allocation 

perspective for this effect. They argue that goal assignments made during the initial 
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cognitively-demanding phases of skill acquisition may exert little positive or negative 

effect on performance due to the lack of cognitive resources available for self-regulation. 

In a further study, Kanfer et al. (1990; cited in Kanfer, 1994) suggest the beneficial 

influence of goal-setting on mental rehearsal during periods of off-task activity may 

compensate for the negative effects of complex and difficult goal assignments. That is, 

although self-regulatory processing during initial learning may be detrimental, these 

negative effects can be overcome by goal assignments that promote covert rehearsal and 

planning when persons are not engaged in the task. 

Synthesizing Research and Theory 

As stated by Ryan and Smith (1954) a half-century ago: "The motivation of work 

cannot be considered independently of other problems of motivation, and the industrial 

psychologist must work with others in searching for an adequate general theory of the 

initiation and control of activity" (cited in Kanfer, 1994, pp. 353-354). While the 

numerous theories briefly outlined here continue to compete in explaining the motivation 

of individuals at work, several recent models have been forwarded that break through the 

disciplinary boundaries established over the past several decades and present a unified 

general theory of motivation. This recent broadening of work motivation theorizing and 

research may be directly related to advances in related disciplines and to a renewed 

interest in the topic of motivation among psychologists and other social scientists. 

Interest in the role of dispositions and emotions corresponds to continuing progress in the 
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personality domain. New directions in organizational justice stem from analyses of 

psychological procedures in negotiation and the legal domain. Recent emphasis in intrinsic 

motivation on the role of goal design in shifting an individual's motivation from internal to 

external motivators closely relates to the advances in child psychology. The recent focus 

by expectancy theorists on factors that affect judgment and decision processes 

correspond to advances in decision theory and information-processing psychology. 

Finally, the latest focus on the role of self-efficacy among goal-setting researchers 

capitalizes on new advances in social-cognitive theory. 

In refining the varied theories presented in this chapter into a workable model to 

test motivation and determinants of employee effort within the Tucson labor market 

several lessons need to be heeded. First, performance is a joint function of abilities and 

motivation constrained by an individual's environment. No longer can we argue that 

individuals are interchangeable or that the environment in which they operate is an 

indirect or minor factor in shaping their preferences and work actions. Empirical research 

by Revelle (1989) suggests that motivationally-related dispositional tendencies have 

specific effects on cognitive information processing. As we have seen, theoretical 

conceptions of cognitive-based motivation processes accord perceptions of self-efficacy 

and perceived abilities a central role in self-regulatory activities. A second question 

concerns the relationship between individual differences in cognitive abilities and the use 

of cognitively-based motivational processes. Kanfer and Ackermann (1989) found that 
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among adults performing complex tasks, participants with lower cognitive abilities were 

much less able to affectively self-regulate. This suggests that individual differences in 

cognitive abilities are influential in implementation and achievement of goals. 

A second lesson concerns the importance of the social milieu of the work 

environment. Due to research limitations, most research concerning work motivation has 

ignored or given little attention to the social milieu inherent in the work situation. A few 

recent studies have attempted to rectify this imbalance. Ashford and Mael's (1989) 

analysis of feedback-seeking in organizational contexts posits that feedback seeking is 

directly related to the potential costs to self-esteem within the work environment. 

Hollenbach, Williams, and Klein (1989) have found that when goals are made public there 

is a significant increase in employee effort across a wide range of employment 

occupations and organizational structures. 

Finally, most motivational studies have examined the motivational processes 

behind what can be aptly termed maximum effort situations in which individuals are 

expected to work at their greatest level of effort for a brief period of time . Little work has 

been done concerning the motivational bases of normal or typical work activities. This 

glaring inconsistency is largely the result of methodological limitations. Sackett, Zedeck 

and Folgi (1988) examined the performance of supermarket cashiers under typical and 

maximum conditions. They found relatively low performance correlation between these 

two conditions. They suggest that motivational factors may play a more significant role in 



103 

typical work environments than maximum or test environments. The research contained 

within this study avoids this difficulty by inquiring about everyday work situations not 

specially designed work routines that remove the worker from his or her social milieu or 

normal work situation. 
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Chapter 4: Research Design, Research Subjects and Study Limitations 

This chapter briefly describes the research design used to collect and analyze 

employee extra work effort. The subjects under investigation and the criteria used for 

their selection are delineated. The chapter is concluded with a discussion of the 

limitations of this study. Due to the nature of the data collection as a self-administered 

survey, employee responses may be biased in several directions. 

Research Design 

The present study investigated the role of multiple factors influencing the level of 

extra work effort among a set of employees. Related to this subject were investigations 

concerning employee empowerment or involvement and the role of organizational 

commitment as antecedents to employee extra work effort. Using a survey design 

conducted on a large sample of employees within the city of Tucson, Arizona, multiple 

techniques were used to examine a range of explanatory variables. Three fundamental 

questions were asked: First, what are the primary antecedents to extra work effort? 

Second, does the implementation of employee empowerment programs increase the level 

of employee extra work effort? Third, does the presence of organizational commitment as 

currently discussed in the literature increase the level of employee extra work effort? 

Research Subjects 

Subjects for this study were both public and private sector employees within the city 

of Tucson, Arizona. Tucson is a growing, medium sized city with a population just under 

one half of a million people at the time of this study. Tucson's labor force approximates 
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the national workforce. The education level of its residents is slightly above the national 

average but the difference is statistically insignificant when compared with similarly 

situated cities. Slightly more than eighty percent of its workforce has a high school 

diploma or its equivalent, while twenty-three percent have a bachelor's degree or higher. 

The civilian workforce consisted of 231, 117 individuals in 1998 with an unemployment 

rate of 3.0%. 

In creating the sample of this study, employers were selected on a stratified, random 

basis. Employers were first divided into several groups corresponding to their 

compensation plans. These plans theoretically ranged from pure commission 

compensation to pure salary pay plans. Pure commission compensation plan employers 

would offer their employees compensation based solely on the output of each employee 

with no bottom level or floor of compensation. Pure salaried compensation plan 

employers would offer their employees their compensation with no adjustments for 

performance or productivity. Each of these two extremes is nearly impossible to find 

within the employment sector of Tucson or any other city in the United States. A second 

dichotomy was created among workers who are paid on a salaried basis and those who 

are paid hourly. Combining these two factors, employees were divided into six separate 

groups: salaried, salaried plus commission, hourly, hourly plus commission, and 

commissioned. No study exists of the population of each of these categories within the 

Tucson employment market. Once separated, a random sample was taken of employees 

within each category. This study produced the following percentages of employees who 

completed the survey: 
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Table 4-1: Employee Compensation Plans 
N Percentage 

Salary only 121 33.9 
Salary plus commission 57 16.0 

Hourly 95 26.6 
Hourly plus commission 21 5.9 

Commission only 38 10.6 

While originally hypothesized as an important explanatory variable, the difference in 

compensation plans for employees had no significant effect on employee extra work 

effort. A simple logistic regression on a dichotomous measure of employee extra work 

effort with compensation plans as the lone explanatory variable revealed a Chi-square 

measure of 1.29 with a significance level of .256. 

The survey was provided to the appropriate agent at each employer. All employees at 

their respective employers were allowed to complete the survey. There were no 

restrictions on the occupations or levels from which subject were recruited. Employees 

were informed that their responses were to be confidential and no information about their 

responses would be returned to their employer. As an added protection, employees were 

provided an envelope within which they could seal their completed survey. Completed 

surveys were collected approximately three days after they were distributed to the 

employers. Table 4-2 contains a list of employers contacted to distribute the survey. 
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Table 4-2: Employers Contacted and Organizational Type 

Organization Business Type 
Smith Barney Incorporated Financial Broker 
Desert Toyota Auto Dealership 
Don Mackey BMW SAB Auto Dealership 
Merrill Lynch Financial Broker 
Ouebedeaux Pontiac Auto Dealership 
Charles Schwab Financial Broker 
Desert Mazda-Hyundai Auto Dealership 
Federal Express Postal Service 
LP&G Integrated Marketing Agency Marketing Agency 
Hilton and Myers Advertising Advertising Agency 
Golseth and Gregson Insurance Services Insurance Agency 
Koty-Leavitt Insurance Agency Insurance Agency 
Citizen Transfer and Storage Moving Company 
D.M. Lovitt Insurance Insurance Agency 
Ralph's Transfer Incorporated Moving Company 
The Mahoney Group Financial Broker 
Horizon Moving Systems Moving Company 
Beck Office Systems Office Furniture Retailer 
United Postal Service Postal Service 
Immigration and Naturalization Service Public Law Enforcement 
Border Patrol Public Law Enforcement 
Sunnyside School District Public School District 
Jani-King Janitorial Service 
Muscular Dystrophy Association Charity Organization 
American Airlines Teleservices Teleservices Firm 
Sears Home Services Customer Network Teleservices Firm 
Arizona State Highway Department Public State Agency 
University of Arizona Public University 

Survey Design 

The research questionnaire was designed to gain a broad understanding of the many 

possible antecedents to worker extra effort. The survey is a compilation of a multitude of 

items from a wide range of literature. Let us begin by examining the measurement of 

employee extra work effort. 
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- Employee Extra Work Effort 

In determining employee extra work effort, several components were considered. First 

employees were asked how many hours do they work per week. To verify the number of 

hours reported, a second question asked what were there normal hours at the workplace and 

the number of days worked per week. Using this information I calculated a measure of the 

number of hours worked and compared this figure with the one directly reported by the 

respondents. Workers who either overreported or vmderreported their work hours were 

removed from the dataset. Once this was complete, we obtained an estimate for the number 

of regular hours worked by each respondent. 

To measure employee extra work effort, a measure of paid overtime was obtained. Table 

4-3 outlines these findings. Overtime hours varied significantly based on the employer and 

whether the employer was a public or private organization. Public service organizations such 

as the Immigration and Naturalization Service, the Border Patrol and the United States Postal 

Service showed the highest rates of weekly overtime. 

Table 4-3: Employee Reported Overtime 

On average how many overtime hours do you work a week? 
N Percent 

None 145 44.2 
Up to five hours a week 55 16.8 

Between five and ten hours a week 75 22.9 
Over ten hours a week 53 16.2 
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Overtime is not the only aspect of employee extra work effort. Several other factors can 

be used to estimate the amount of work put in beyond the expected workday. First, I 

measured the amount of money that individuals spend on job related items for which they are 

not reimbursed. Forty-three percent of employees reported weekly spending on items for 

their job for which they were not reimbursed. On average employees spent $18.34 on their 

job out of their own pocket with a standard error of $1.35. The total weekly spending on job 

related items for which they are not reimbursed reported employees was $3136.00 or over 

$150,000 per year. 

A third measure concerning employee extra work effort was the amount of time 

employees thought about their job while they are not at the work site. Seventy^six percent of 

employees report that they do spend time thinking about their work responsibilities. 

Another form of employee work effort occurs when employees report to work when 

feeling sick. To assess this component, three questions were asked on the employee survey, 

see Table 4-4. First it is informative to note that over four of every five workers report that 

they come to work even when they are feeling ill. Also, over the past year more than half of 

all employees report that they used less than three sick days and that over eighty percent used 

five or less. Finally, workers report coming to work even when they are feeling ill. 

Specifically over 5 of every six workers report coming to work at least one day within the 

last year when they have felt ill. 
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Table 4-4: Employee Illness and Extra Work Effort 
How many days were you absent from work over the last year due to sickness? 

N Percent 
None 50 15.2 

One or two 120 36.5 
Three to five 101 30.7 

Five to ten 45 13.7 
More than ten 13 4.0 

When you are feeling ill. do you usually come to work or not? 
Usually come to work 263 80.2 

Usually do not come to work 65 19.8 
Over the past year, about how many days have you come to work when feeling ill? 

None 41 12.9 
One or two day(s) 77 24.2 
Three to five days 121 38.1 

Five to ten days 46 14.5 
Ten to twenty days 16 5.0 

Over twenty days 17 5.3 

Using all of the four measures outlined above I created two separate measures of 

employee work effort. First, I collapsed each of the component variables used to measure 

employee extra work effort into dichotomous variables. The frequencies for these constituent 

parts are provided in Table 4-5. 
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Table 4-5: Recoded Components of Employee Extra Work Effort 
N Percent 

Did you spend any money on job related items for which you were not reimbursed? 
Yes 139 42.9 
No 185 57.1 

Do you spend any time thinking about your responsibilities at work when you are off of 
work? 

Yes 253 76.0 
No 80 24.0 

Do you usually come to work when feeling ill? 
Yes 263 80.2 
No 65 19.8 

Do you spend any time at work that could be considered overtime? 
Yes 214 63.9 
No 121 36.1 

Two composite measures were created using the new dichotomous component variables. 

One includes each measure except overtime while the second includes all four measures. A 

separate measure was created excluding overtime because it was not determined whether the 

overtime reported by employees was compensated. Theoretically if the extra work hours are 

compensated it can be argued that these hours do not represent extra work effort by 

employees. The two primary measure of employee extra work effort are outlines in Table 4-
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Table 4-6: Measures of Employee Extra Work Effort 
Employee Extra Work Effort Without Overtime 

N Percent 
High 99 27.7 

Medium 145 40.6 
Low 47 13.2 

None 27 7.6 
Employee Work Effort With Overtime 

Very High 50 15.7 
High 97 30.5 

Medium 111 34.9 
Low 44 13.8 

None 16 5.0 

- Antecedents of Worker Extra Effort 

Measures were created to assess the importance of many of the correlating factors identified 

with worker effort in the previous two chapters. First, a measurement of compensation 

fairness was estimated using two questions, see Table 4-7. The sample is nearly equally 

divided on whether they believe that are being fairly compensated at work. This may raise 

concern about the lack of fairness in our workplace but I think it speak more generally of a 

surprising satisfaction among today's workers. 



113 

Table 4-7: Fairness and Relative Fairness 
Do you feel that you are fairly compensated at work? 

N Percent 
Yes 179 54.2 
No 151 45.8 

In comparison to your coworkers are you paid about what they are, more than they are or 
less than they are? 

What they are 199 66.6 
More than they are 25 8.4 
Less than they are 75 25.1 

Second, several items were included to measure an individual employee's ability to affect 

the decisions of their organization, see Table 4-8. The information provided by these 

questions is difficult to interpret. Only slightly more than half of respondents perceive that 

their supervisor seeks their input on major decisions. However, over 7 out of every 10 

respondents report that they are actively involved in at least some of the decisions of their 

workplace. 

Table 4-8: Influence on Organizational Decisions 
Does your supervisor seek your input when major decisions are made within your 
section? 

N Percent 
Yes 181 54.8 
No 149 45.2 

Do you feel you have an important say in your section? 
Yes 189 57.1 
No 142 42.9 

On how many decisions of your section are you actively involved? 
Nearly all decisions 79 26.5 

Some decisions 137 46.0 
No decisions 82 27.5 



114 

Research has also asserted the importance of evaluations in motivating employees to work 

at their fullest level. Evaluations must be fair and the criteria used to assess the employee 

must be known and understood by the employee to be an effective motivator. Two questions 

were aimed directly at this possible motivating factor, see Table 4-9. It is interesting to note 

that the majority of employees who responded to the survey were evaluated and nearly 9 out 

of every 10 believe that their evaluation was fair. 

Table 4-9: Employee Perceptions of Supervisor Evaluations 
Are you formally evaluated by your supervisor? 

N Percent 
Yes 274 82.3 
No 59 17.7 

For those who reported being evaluated; 
Do you know your supervisor's standards by which you were evaluated? 

Yes 241 88.3 
No 32 11.7 

Do you feel your evaluation was fair? 
Yes 230 89.8 
No 26 10.2 

Other researchers have suggested that an individual's interest in his job is positively 

related to employee extra work effort. Also, those individuals who are involved with their 

fellow coworkers and are interested in what their coworkers are doing on the job are also 

more likely to be more motivated. Three questions were asked to examine the importance of 

these two factors, see Table 4-10. A quick examination of Table 4-6 reveals an interested and 

involved work force. Over 4 out of every 5 employees report their jobs as interesting. This 

translates into a workforce that relates to one another about their employment. Nine out of 

ten workers report that they discuss their jobs with fellow coworkers at several times a week. 
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Table 4-10: Employee Interest and Interaction with Coworkers 
How interesting do you find your job? 

N Percent 
Nearly always interesting 123 36.8 

Frequently interesting 92 27.5 
Occasionally interesting 56 16.8 

Usually boring 35 10.5 
Nearly always boring 28 8.4 

How well do you know what your coworkers are working on? 
Very well 154 46.1 

Somewhat 158 47.3 
Not very well 22 6.6 

How often do you discuss your tasks at work with your coworkers? 
Daily 220 65.9 

A few times a week 80 24.0 
Rarely 28 8.4 
Never 6 1.8 

Several investigators have suggested that work motivation is strongly affected by difficult 

of the work assigned. They assert that as tasks become more difficult, motivation is drawn 

away and the employee will reduce their work effort. They also theorize that jobs that are 

easy for employees and do not posed a significant challenge will have the same diminishing 

effect on employee motivation. Two questions were incorporated into the research instrument 

to assess these hypotheses, see Table 4-11. 
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Table 4-11: Job Difficulty 
Are the jobs your supervisor asks you to do relatively easy or difficult to accomplish? 

N Percent 
Extremely difficult 11 3.4 
Relatively difficult 103 31.8 

Moderately difficult 112 34.6 
Pretty easy 84 25.9 
Very easy 14 4.3 

How often do you feel you can successfully complete the tasks given to you at work? 
Nearly all the time 226 68.3 

Most of the time 82 24.8 
More than half the time 13 3.9 
Less than half the time n 

J 0.9 
Rarely 7 2.1 

A common assumption is that employees who believe in the basic mission or purpose of 

the organization are more likely to put in more work effort to achieve that goal. For many 

organizations it is difficult if not impossible to define in concrete terms what is meant by an 

organization's mission. However, what is important for this research is employee perception 

of the mission and not the mission itself. Three combined questions are used to discover the 

strength of employee belief in their organization's mission, see Table 4-12. Surprisingly 

nearly all the respondents reported that their workplace has a mission or goal. Remember 

these are not all non-profit organizations or human service based organizations. Many are 

common private enterprises that are not normally identified as mission driven. Also, of those 

individuals that could identify a goal or mission for their organization, more than 4 out of 

every 5 were willing to personally sacrifice for the attainment of that goal. Combined with 

the data concerning belief in an organization's mission, nearly every respondent that believes 

in an organization's goal is also willing to personally sacrifice to see that goal or mission 

achieved. 
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Table 4-12: Employee Support of Their Workplace Mission or Goal 
Does your workplace have an overall mission or goal? 

N Percent 
Yes 314 95.4 
No 15 4.6 

For those individuals that could identifv at organizational soal; 
How much do you believe in the overall goal or mission of your workplace? 

Very much 143 45.5 
Somewhat 113 36.0 

Not very much 58 18.5 
How much are you willing to personally sacrifice to help your workplace achieve its 
goal? 

Very much 133 42.5 
Somewhat 129 41.2 

Not very much 51 16.3 

A repeated theme in the motivation literature concerns the relationship among worker 

proficiency and work effort. It is asserted that workers who feel more proficient at their jobs 

are more likely to enjoy their work and take an active role in their performance at the 

workplace. As a result, we would expect to see a higher level of employee extra work effort 

for those workers who have been properly trained and are proficient at their jobs. Table 4-13 

provides evidence that the large majority workers believe that they are competent at their 

jobs and have been properly trained to handle difficult tasks. 
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Table 4-13: Worker Proficiency and Training 
How proficient do you feel you are at your current job? 

N Percent 
One of the best 116 34.9 
Above average 151 45.5 

Average 56 16.9 
Probably below average 2 0.6 

Not too good 7 2.1 
For difficult tasks, do you feel you have been properly trained to complete these tasks? 

Yes 257 79.3 
No 67 20.7 

Finally, an attempt was made at measuring the direct motivation of employees in their 

workplace. A 5-point Likert scale was created around ten different motivations. Each 

respondent was asked how important each of the ten motivating factors were in the 

completion of their work assignments, see Table 4-14. Unfortunately, these measures were 

badly skewed with the majority respondent reporting that six of the ten motivating factors 

were very important. Some information can be gained from the data presented. It is 

interesting to note that the most important factor based on mean and median average was job 

security. This survey was completed during very prosperous economic times with most 

economists noting the lack of employees. Also, recognition in the organization and the 

possibility of promotion were two of the weakest motivating factors. 
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Table 4-14: Motivators in the Workplace 
How important are t le following items about t leir job to you? 

Very 
important 

Somewhat 
important 

Moderately 
important 

Somewhat 
unimportant 

Unimportant 

Recognition from your organization 
N 122 95 66 33 13 

Percent 37.1 28.9 20.1 10.0 3.9 
Higher pay than you now receive 

N 221 56 46 5 1 
Percent 67.2 17.0 14.0 1.5 0.3 

Possibility' of promo tion 
N 156 77 43 41 12 

Percent 47.4 23.4 13.1 12.5 3.6 
Job security 

N 252 52 17 7 1 
Percent 76.6 15.8 5.2 2.1 0.3 

Good relationships with coworkers 
N 202 77 42 8 0 

Percent 61.4 23.4 12.8 2.4 0 
A sense of worthwhile accomplis iment 

N 180 67 43 23 15 
Percent 54.9 20.4 13.1 7.0 4.6 

Development of your own skills 
N 225 72 25 0 0 

Percent 69.9 22.4 7.8 0 0 
The ability to make a good deal o • money 

N 141 112 61 14 1 
Percent 39.5 31.4 17.1 3.9 0.3 

Doing work that is helpful to others 
N 165 87 63 2 6 

Percent 51.1 26.9 19.5 0.6 1.9 
Achieving status anc honor 

N 86 101 78 38 20 
Percent 26.6 31.3 24.1 11.8 6.2 
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- Demographic Information 

The following information presents a profile of the subjects who participated in the study. 

The information was gathered from the survey questiormaires and covers age, gender 

education, and marital status for each individual who chose to report this information. 

Information is also provided for their type (public or private) of employer, length of tenure 

with their current employer and in their occupation, as well as, both individual and tamily 

income. 

The largest number of employees can be found in the 30 to 59 year old age range (72.5%). 

The ranges were created to differentiate among employees first entering the workforce, those 

just beginning their careers, those who are in the prime of their careers and those likely to be 

nearing retirement. A frequency distribution for age is shown in Table 4-15. 

Table 4-15: Age 
N Percent 

Under 20 6 1.7 
20-29 64 17.9 

30-59 259 72.5 
60 and over 3 0.8 

Total 332 93.0 

Of those who responded, 63.6 percent were male and 31.8 percent were female. Table 4-

16 presents the frequency data for gender. 
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Table 4-16; Gender 
N Percent 

Male 227 68.2 
Female 106 31.8 

Total 333 100.0 

A wide range of educational attainment exists for the respondents recorded within this 

data set. Slightly less than one third of the respondents have achieved a bachelor's degree 

and 87.4 percent of all respondents have at least a high school diploma. Table 4-17 

presents the frequency data for educational attainment. 

Table 4-17: Educational Attainment Levei 
N Percent 

Up to grade 12 45 12.6 
U.S.  or GED 99 27.7 

Associates Degree 73 20.4 
Bachelors Degree 100 28.0 

Masters Degree 14 3.9 
Professional Degree 1 0.3 

Total 332 93.0 

Nearly four of every fi ve of the respondents have been married. 61.3 percent of all 

respondents reported being married at the time the survey was conducted. Table 4-18 

presents the frequency data for marital status. 

Table 4-1. 3: Marital Status 
N Percent 

Single 73 20.4 
Married 219 61.3 

Divorced 39 10.9 
Widowed 1 0.3 

Total 332 93.0 
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59.1 percent of respondents reported that they worked for a public employer. This is a 

higher percentage than for the population of workers within the city of Tucson and is a 

result of an oversampling of public employees and a higher response rate for employees 

at public organizations. Table 4-19 presents the frequency data for organizational type. 

Table 4-19: Public or Private Employer 
N Percent 

Public 211 59.1 
Private 122 34.2 

Total 333 93.3 

Tenure is measured for both the occupation and for the employee's current employer. 

61.5 percent of respondents reported working within their current occupation for at least 

five years. Only 18.5 percent reported being new to the occupation with less than two 

years experience. Table 4-20 presents the frequency data for occupational tenure. 

Table 4-20: Occupational tenure 
N Percent 

Less than 2 years 66 18.5 
2 to 5 years 83 23.2 

5 to 15 years 85 23.8 
Over 15 years 99 27.7 

Total 333 93.3 

Length of service for an employee's current employer is described in Table 4-21. 

Nearly every range of the tenure scale is well represented. 
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Table 4-21: Tenure at Current Employer 
N Percent 

Less than 2 years 74 20.7 
2 to 5 years 106 29.7 

5 to 15 years 82 23.0 
Over 15 years 71 19.9 

Total 333 93.3 

A second measure of tenure at the current employer concerns the employee's position 

with the organization. Table 4-22 reveals that nearly two thirds of employees who 

responded have been in their current position for five years or less. Movement within the 

organization is also show by the low percentage of individuals who have been in the 

same position for more than fifteen years. 

Table 4-22: Tenure at current position 
N Percent 

Less than 2 years 100 28.0 
2 to 5 years 130 36.4 

5 to 15 years 86 24.1 
Over 15 years 17 4.8 

Total 333 93.3 

A final demographic measure concerns both individual and family earnings of 

respondents. This study was designed to measure extra employee work effort for mid-

level employees in a wide range of fields and occupations. Individual earning data reveal 

a wide range of income levels with no dominant category. Table 4-23 presents the 

frequency data for individual earnings. 
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Table 4-23: Individual Earnings 
N Percent 

Below $20,000 40 11.2 
$20,000 to $34,999 68 19.0 
$35,000 to $49,999 84 23.5 
$50,000 to $75,000 87 24.4 

Over $75,000 42 11.8 
Total 321 89.9 

Budgetary concerns and decisions concerning employment are likely to be influenced 

by other earnings with the family. Table 4-24 presents the frequency data for family 

earnings. 12.9 percent of respondents had a family income below $50,000. This indicates 

that most respondents did not work under extreme financial pressure. 

Table 4-24: Family Earnings 
N Percent 

Below $20,000 16 4.5 
$20,000 to $34,999 30 8.4 
$35,000 to $49,999 89 24.9 
$50,000 to $75,000 69 19.3 

Over $75,000 103 28.9 
Total 307 86.0 

- Subject Summary 

An attempt was made to create a sample of employees across a wide range of 

occupations in the center of the income distribution. Also, both public and private sector 

employees were sought for this investigation. Finally, a large number of employees were 

sought who are paid by commission, salary and mixed compensation systems. 

Examination of the demographic and distributional data presented above reveals relative 
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success. Individuals within the study range across a diverse group of occupations and do 

not fit a single category. As well a robust number of both private and public sector 

employees allow the study to investigate the differences between these two groups of 

employees. Finally, compensation plans display enough variability to reveal any 

important differences concerning this explanatory variable. 

Study Limitations 

In interpreting the results of the present study, the following limitations were 

encountered; 

1. Given that the use of self-report measures is not as objective as direct 

observation, the accuracy and honesty in subjects' responses to the 

questionnaire could not be controlled. This is a difficulty that is recognized 

but cannot be controlled under the constraints of this investigation. Without 

detailed personal investigation of each employee at their workplace it would 

be difficult to assess the extent to which employees biased their responses to 

the survey. It is likely that some of the response information obtained portrays 

employees in a more positive light than is reality. However, this bias is likely 

to be inconsistent throughout the survey responses. 

2. Although each measure independently showed little evidence of social 

desirability, the questionnaire focused on subjects' attitudes and feelings 

concerning themselves and their work environment. Consequently social 

desirability may have been a factor in their responses. This was kept to a 

minimum since respondents were informed that the answers they provide 
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would only be revealed to the researcher and would not be provided to either 

their coworkers or the management of their employer. 

3. While every effort was made to assure respondents that their responses were 

anonymous and would not be revealed to their employers, employees may 

have altered their responses based on their fear of lack of confidentiality. 

Surveys were distributed to each employee and the selected employers. 

Employees were given an envelope to seal their responses once the survey 

was completed. Any surveys received that were not delivered in a sealed 

envelope were discarded. These procedures were explained to each respondent 

prior to taking the survey in an included cover letter to the investigation. 

4. The results may not be generalizable to organizations other than those 

participating. The employees of the participating organizations may not be 

representative of employees in general. There may be specific conditions 

relevant to the participating organizations that prevent generalizing the results 

to other organizations. As noted above, the survey design attempted to collect 

across a wide range of occupations and compensation plans. However, it is 

impossible to fully rule out the possibility that the sample obtained is 

significantly different from the general population. Several factors that may 

create this significance would be the surveys limitation to a single city and the 

occupational makeup of that city. 

5. The employment economic climate during the course of the study may have 

impacted the responses of the participants and could alter these responses as 



127 

economic conditions change. The survey was completed during the closing 

period of a long-term economic growth period for the country in general and 

the city under investigation in particular. The presence of strong economic 

conditions may have conditioned employees and altered their perceptions to 

some of the response items on the survey. As the economy has worsened, the 

responses for each of these items may be significantly different. 

Conclusion 

The survey design implemented for this study was able to obtain a large and 

diverse set of responses for the investigation. Adequate information was obtained 

to assess the importance of employee empowerment and organizational 

commitment as determinants of employee extra work effort. The next two 

chapters will examine these two issues. 



128 

Chapter 5; Employee Empowerment as an Antecedent to Extra Work Effort 

One of the most relevant questions asked by any personnel manager is, "Does 

employee empowerment improve job satisfaction, productivity, or work effort?" This 

chapter explores the concept of employee empowerment and its connection to employee 

satisfaction, worker motivation, and effort. First, I will examine the research dealing with 

this question over the past several decades. To be anticlimactic, this literature provides 

little conclusive evidence concerning the power of employee empowerment programs. 

Even with this limited record, the research has been used by the leading practitioners of 

personnel management to create a plethora of managerial models based on employee 

empowerment in the past quarter of a century. Almost monthly a new managerial model 

appears in popular literature claiming to increase worker productivity and organizational 

efficiency through increased empowerment. I will briefly outline four of the most widely 

adopted managerial models emphasizing the importance of employee empowerment in 

one form or another. While each model calls for differing forms of employee 

empowerment, each of these managerial systems is based on the assumption that if an 

employee is more involved with his or her work, he or she will be more motivated and, 

more importantly, more productive to the organization. To test the validity of this 

assumption, I return to my study of employees in Tucson, Arizona. We shall see if these 

individuals confirm the motivational assumptions generated by the literature and the 

modern managerial models. 

The Employee Empowerment Revolution 



Locke and Schvveiger (1979) provide the best-known review of employee 

empowerment, or as they referred, employee participation research/ They divided the 

literature up into four broad subsections based on methodology: laboratory studies, 

correlational field studies, multivariate experimental field studies, and univariate 

controlled experimental field studies. Laboratory studies examine the impact of employee 

empowerment programs in created laboratory settings. Locke and Schweiger (1979) 

review their own small study of artificial employee empowerment using 18 students. 

They found no correlation between employee empowerment and increased productivity 

or motivation. The generalizability of this study along with other laboratory tests is 

limited in that these studies employed such a small number of respondents and the tasks 

were of short duration with limited long-term consequences for the participants. Their 

second category, correlation field studies, examined employee participation by 

correlating outcome measures such as productivity and work activity with employee 

empowerment procedures. Of the 25 studies examined by Locke and Schweiger, they 

found no connection between productivity and employee empowerment but did find that 

those employees that worked in organizations stressing employee empowerment had 

significantly higher levels of satisfaction in their jobs. It is difficult to judge the 

importance of this relationship. Perhaps, more satisfied employees simply like to 

' Cotton (1993) presents a convincing argument for referring to the concept as employee 
empowerment or involvement instead of employee participation. Throughout this work 
the general application of employee empowerment theories will be referred to as 
employee empowerment to differentiate with the more limited employee involvement 
models discussed. Please see chapter one in his work for a fuller discussion of this 
distinction. 
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participate more. Since the studies examined were all conducted at a single time period it 

is impossible to determine the causal direction of the correlation. 

Locke and Schweiger's third category, multivariate experimental field studies, 

refers to experiments where participation was manipulated but other factors were also 

varied. For example, if an entirely new managerial system was implemented, not only 

would the participation rate of employees be altered but so would their pay plans and 

many other variables. Of the 12 studies reviewed by Locke and Schweiger, most reported 

improved performance (measured in varied methods) after an employee empowerment 

program was implemented. However, they were correct to observe that due to variability 

in numerous other potential factors, it is difficult to gauge the true importance of 

employee empowerment. Many other factors could explain the observed result. 

In their most strict methodological category, Locke and Schweiger examined 17 

separate studies that used controls to parse out the effects of participation models. These 

controlled experimental field studies found little support for the positive relationship 

between employee empowerment and productivity gains. The majority of these studies 

did provide evidence that increased employee empowerment resulted in greater employee 

satisfaction. The authors note the apparent disconnect between satisfaction and 

performance that is assumed in much of the literature. While Locke and Schweiger's 

summary does not provide support for employee empowerment programs, it did not 

detract for its proponents. 

A second meta-analysis found more positive results (Katzall and Guzzo, 1983). 

Their study reviewed 207 research efforts that employed one of 11 psychological models 



131 

to improve productivity. They reported that in 87% of the studies examined which 

implemented a form of employee empowerment, productivity increased. Guzzo, Jeffe, 

and Katzell (1987) continued this research by conducting a meta-analysis of 98 new-

studies. They found that generally employee empowerment programs increased worker 

productivity by approximately one-half of one standard deviation. However, they noted 

that there were significant differences among various types of programs. Sociotechnical 

types of interventions or interventions based on the infusion of new cumulative 

technology tended to show the most impressive improvements followed closely by job 

redesign efforts. Gain-sharing efforts showed no significant impact. Guzzo et al. 

hypothesized that gain sharing did not have an impact due to the enormous variance in 

the material incentives in each of the organizations studied. Several organizations had 

incentive levels below 1% of the average employee's annual compensation, which were 

regarded as substantively meaningless by a majority of the employees. 

Guzzo et al. also found surprising impacts in relation to the size and type of 

organization. Smaller firms and institutions revealed more significant positive impacts for 

employee empowerment programs. Also, employee empowerment was more effective for 

public sector workers, as well as workers in managerial and white-collar positions as 

opposed to blue-collar workers. Guzzo et al. offered little explanations for these findings. 

Spector (1986) presented a similar meta-analysis of employee empowerment 

attempts. In the 88 studies that he examined, he found that employee empowerment was 

associated with improved overall employee satisfaction including satisfaction with pay, 

supervision, promotion, and organizational mission. Employee empowerment was also 
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positively related to employee outcomes. His meta-analysis found that employees within 

employee empowerment systems showed greater work effort, more motivation, less 

turnover, and greater productivity. 

This leaves us with a puzzle. Why are the findings of Locke and Schweiger so 

lukewarm concerning employee empowerment and increased satisfaction, motivation, 

and performance, while Guzzo et al. and Spector show more optimistic findings? There 

are several possible answers to this dilemma. 

Contextual facto rs 

Each of the authors examined notes the importance of context in the success of 

employee empowerment programs. A multitude of factors are cited in the literature. I will 

review the most common. First, an obvious contextual factor is personality. While 

research in this area has cooled, seminal works by Vroom (1959) and Singer (1974) noted 

the marked differences among individual employees. As Singer notes, "to assume that all 

workers desire [involvement] opportunities is to lack sensitivity to individual needs" (p. 

359). Vroom found that individuals with weak needs for independence were unaffected 

by employee empowerment initiatives, while employees with strong drives for 

independence did see a significant change as a result of employee participation plans. As 

economic rationality models of human behavior have ascended in the last 20 years, 

research has mistakenly turned away from this avenue of investigation. 

Miller and Monge (1986) investigated what variables affect the relationship 

between employee empowerment and productivity. They focused on three general 

models: contingency, cognitive, and affective. Contingency models predict that employee 
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empowerment programs will affect each employee differently depending on his or her job 

type and organizational setting. Cognitive models suggest that participation is affective 

because it enhances the flow and use of information within organizations. Affective 

models argue that empowerment is affective because it satisfies employees' needs and 

therefore increases satisfaction and morale. 

Miller and Monge found no support for the contingency models. Neither job type 

nor organizational type had a significant influence on the relationship. They did reveal 

some evidence that increased productivity may result from increased communication 

within the organization brought about by the organizational change. However, they did 

not conclude that this increased communication was nearly as important as the affective 

model predictions. They found very strong relationships between increased participation 

and employee satisfaction. They especially noted that productivity increased most 

dramatically in organizations that incorporated employee empowerment programs 

throughout the organization and did not limit it to a single department or section. 

The second important contextual variable that may explain the differences found 

in the meta-analyses cited above concerns the form of employee empowerment. Lead by 

the work of Cotton and his fellow researchers, many researchers are beginning to 

examine the subtle differences in the form of employee empowerment programs. Cotton, 

Vollrath, Froggatt, Lengnick-Hall, and Jennings (1988) argue that confusion reigns 

because we are counting apples and oranges together. They note that in Locke and 

Schweiger's (1979) analysis quite differing plans are lumped into the same category. 

Locke and Schweiger place together Scanlon plans (Frost, Wakeley, and Ruh, 1974), 
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Lewin's research on group discussions versus commands (Lewin, 1948), goal setting 

(Locke, 1968), and self-directed work teams (Trist and Bamforth, 1951). Clearly these 

are very different interventions. Cotton et al. (1988) divided their categorization into six 

groups. These categories consisted of participation in work decisions, consultative 

participation, short-term participation, informal participation, employee ownership, and 

representative participation. Their review found positive effects for participation in work 

decisions, informal participation, and employee ownership on performance or 

productivity. Short-term participation and informal participation showed no effects for 

productivity. Consultative participation had inconclusive results for the authors. 

Leana, Locke, and Schweiger (1990) argued that the Cotton et al. classification 

scheme was inadequate and that the sampling was flawed. Their study presented a 

differing classification scheme that again echoed the inconclusive results of the previous 

Locke and Schweiger (1979) study of a few years earlier. It appears that the manner in 

which empowerment programs are classified goes a long way in determining their 

importance to an organization's overall productivity change. In a separate analysis, 

Wagner and Gooding (1987a; 1987b) found similar confusion as a result of methodology. 

The literature is left with little conclusion. It appears that some forms of 

empowerment are beneficial to an organization's performance but determining which 

exact form of empowerment is most beneficial in all situations may be intractable. There 

are many different forms of empowerment, each having its own issues and associated 

factors and each producing its own results. This study will not solve this problem. Our 

purpose is to determine if any form of employee empowerment has an impact on the 
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extra work that workers elect to perform. Before we tackle the answers provided by the 

employees in Tucson, let us quickly examine the most recent trends in personnel 

management. The four models to be reviewed all incorporate some form of employee 

empowerment. However, each presents a different emphasis on what employees are 

expected to do under the new managerial system. 

New Managerial Approaches to Employee Empowerment 

Much of the recent interest in employee work effort and motivation has centered 

on the amorphous concept of employee empowerment. Unlike most academic trends, this 

emphasis can be centered on a single scholarly effort. In 1982 Peters and Waterman 

published their bestseller In Search of Excellence which forced the business and 

management community to view the field of managing complex organization as not just a 

dry field of academic theory but a potential means to productivity gains and profit 

maximization. Improving management effectiveness through organizational change 

became a major industry as consultants and scholars began billing companies and other 

organizations for a mushrooming amount of books, tapes, seminars, and meetings which 

were all designed to increase the empowerment of their employees. 

The drive toward a concern for employee empowerment does not get its impetus 

from the academic literature but from a quick awakening of management to the 

profitability of properly motivated workers. Management began to realize that properly 

motivated workers not only reduce the costs of anti-shirking techniques but also increases 

the overall profitability of the firm. While the motivation of employees was never fully 

ignored, most firms and public institutions focused on the production process of their 
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operations instead of personnel management. Nearly all organizations accepted the 

bureaucratic, hierarchical model of command and control as the most efficient method of 

organization with little thought given to structure or procedures for their employees. 

With the breakdown of the preeminence of the hierarchical model of organization, 

several models developed to take its place. To this day, little consensus has developed 

over which of these new paradigms offers the most positive innovations for modem 

organizations. Three models received the most attention over the past 20 years: employee 

involvement, total quality management (TQM), and process reengineering. All three have 

caught the wave of popularity during the past quarter of a century and seen their success 

ebb and flow with the fads of the business and management community. Recently another 

model has joined the fray as a potential challenger to the traditional, command-and-

control hierarchical model. Knowledge management has paralleled the expansion of the 

Internet and the communications revolution that has transformed modem organizations. 

Along with employee involvement, TQM and process reengineering, knowledge 

management has sought to move the organizational field away from the strict rigidity of 

the hierarchical model to the new open systems model of modem administration. In this 

section, I will review that basic components of each of these models, address their 

potential impacts on modem organizations and their ability to further motivate public and 

private sector employees. 

Employee Involvement 

The employee involvement model began in the early writings on democratic 

leadership coming out of the Great Depression of the 1930s (For a review, see Lawler, 



1986.). This early research focused on. the impact of employee decisions on 

organizational effectiveness. It showed that employees are more committed to decisions 

in which tliey are involved and more efficient solutions to problems are developed with 

strong employee involvement. An important part of employee involvement concerns the 

design of work tasks and their influence on the internal motivation of workers. Research 

on individual job satisfaction, as well as that of work teams, forms an essential 

component of employee involvement theory. The leading contribution of employee 

involvement is locating organizational decisions at the lowest level of the organization 

(Lawler, 1986). Employee involvement is the basis for a bottom-up approach to 

management. Jobs at the lowest level are considered to be the repositories of 

organizational knowledge and the impetus to organizational change. Organizations are 

best designed when individuals or teams make or produce an entire product or service for 

the organization. (Hackman and Oldham, 1980). Along with this total integration, 

individuals or work teams are expected to be given the power, information and control 

they need to work independently from management directives when they recognize a 

potential innovation. The job of management is not to oversee the employees but to 

prepare these individuals or teams to work autonomously. As Lawler (1986) notes, 

"Management is an enabler, a culture setter, and a supporter rather than a director of 

employee action." (Lawler, Mohrman, and Benson, 2001, p. 6). A subfield of employee 

involvement focuses on the structure of reward systems within the work contract. They 

suggest combining participation in decision making and democratic supervision with 

bonuses for skill acquisition and overall organization performance. Profit-sharing plans 
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and employee ownership are important employee reward systems associated with 

employee involvement. 

Employee involvement programs inevitably lead to a flattening of the hierarchical 

structure of most organizations. Mid-level managerial functions traditionally reserved for 

management are transferred to street level workers or, in some instances, to outside 

management firms. Employee involvement theory also argues that much of the work 

done by management is unnecessary because it simply supports a command-and-control 

approach that is inappropriate for an organization made up of empowered workers. 

Organizational change is seen as a radical departure from past managerial practices and, 

as such, is not viewed as a slow gradual adaptation process. Unlike most organizational 

adjustments, employee involvement stresses bottom-driven innovation. Supervisors are to 

be retrained to either take on the tasks of a street-level bureaucrat or worker or to become 

an advocate for the employees that they once controlled. In this, the entire organizational 

culture is expected to change. 

The increasing spread of information technology has provided for new 

opportunities for employee involvement. With the spread of job-relevant information to 

all levels of the organization, more and more decisions are better handled at the lowest 

level of the organization. Instead of viewing organizations as collections of knowledge 

resident holding companies that are protective of their information, employee 

involvement advocates emphasize the spreading of information throughout the 

organization but especially to the lowest levels. For employees to make accurate business 

decisions in immediate decisions they must be provided with the most up-to-date 
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information available. The World Wide Web has provided the apparatus for this 

spreading of information. Now, employee involvement advocates stress that management 

practices must keep pace and allow for this information to the filtered completely through 

the organization. Indeed, we have seen in recent years that it is possible using company 

intranets and other forms of technology to create large, complex organizational structures 

in which current organizational information is at the fingertips of every employee 

instantly. 

The spread of information described above has lessened the importance of 

information centers within an organization. Instead of isolating the relevant information 

for public or private sector organizations into a department or set of departments, modern 

organizations structured around employee involvement have begun an equalitarian form 

of information sharing. Also, training can now be provided either universally to all 

members of the organization through module web-based classes or on an as-needed basis 

for employees at any time and for any schedule. Since employees can gain the necessary 

skills they need at almost any time, they can take much greater control of their careers. If 

they wish to advance, there are multiple opportunities for advancement not only within 

their home department but also throughout the entire organization. As a result, 

individuals are becoming generalists with specialized knowledge when needed. This 

allows an organization to be much more flexible in its mission and enables much faster 

reaction to changes in the environment. 

Total Quality Management 
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Total Quality Management (TQM) developed from the research and practices of 

American management experts such as Deming, Duran and Crosby, as well as Japanese 

expert Ishikawa. Their writings along with the practices of many Japanese and American 

firms can allow us to identify the typical practices of most TQM firms and organizations. 

Total quality management is best viewed as a combination of statistical process controls 

and quality and continual improvement. Beginning in the Japanese private business 

sector, the philosophical underpinnings of TQM began to be adopted in the recovering 

Japanese firms. The success of the Japanese business model brought the TQM 

innovations to the attention of European and United States business interests by the end 

of the 1970s with United States public sector organizations following suit in the 1980s 

and 1990s. 

While employee involvement stressed the importance of lower-level employees 

within the organization, total quality management focuses on the consumer or clientele of 

the firm or institution. Quality is measured through perceptions of the clientele. TQM 

focuses on both internal and external consumers to measure quality. Internal consumers 

may consist of employees within a different department or institutional organs within the 

institution that has interaction with multiple parts of the firm or bureaucracy. The focus 

on both external and internal consumers or clientele is considered the best way to gain 

competitive advantage within the marketplace. It is believed that as quality is improved 

within the organization, costs of production will decline and organizations will respond 

more quickly to consumer requests. As a result, the actual costs to the company of 

production and provision will decline in relation to the improved product. 
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Total quality management advocates believe that most quality problems within an 

organization exist because of management not in spite of them. Deming (1986) estimates 

that the percentage of quality problems that can be traced back to worker performance 

ranges from a high of 25% to under 10% in differing firms. Deming suggests managers 

adjust their organizational systems to allow the innovation and resident knowledge of 

employees and consumers to improve the work process. In TQM programs, workers are 

asked to provide their ideas and are frequently given responsibility for monitoring the 

quality of the work they perform. 

Total quality management is very explicit in its directions toward quality 

improvement. The practices and techniques that are used to support high quality 

production are highly visible and nearly omnipresent. A typical program includes 

techniques that aid in issue identification and problem solving. Employees are trained in 

the use of these techniques. A sample of TQM techniques includes process control 

methods, cost of quality measures, cause and effect analysis, as well as group decision

making techniques. Problems within the production process are carefully analyzed and 

measured to ensure improvement. 

All employees are expected to be indoctrinated into the TQM culture. The TQM 

literature refers to this inculturalization as empowerment. Employees are expected to take 

responsibility for quality in the product they produce. More importantly, they are 

expected to be on the constant lookout for possible avenues for innovation for the 

organization as a whole. To be able to accomplish both of these tasks, employees must be 
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provided with the skills and information necessary to recognize quality problems. Not 

only that but they must be provided the avenues to allow them to implement change. 

In most TQM organizations, quality circles and improvement groups are the 

primary vehicles for employees to advocate change. Employees are expected to meet at a 

regular basis either in their normal work teams or through division-wide meetings to 

work on problems of lateral coordination and make suggestions about how to improve the 

work process of the work environment. Unlike other methods of modem organizations, 

TQM does not attempt to create organic work environments with little structure or 

rigidity. Instead, TQM usually emphasizes work process simplification and codification. 

The objective is to create a simple workflow that carefully delineates work activities for 

each employee. 

With the expansion of the World Wide Web, TQM has adapted to integrate the 

increased flow of communication into its managerial system. This increased use of 

information allows employees to better monitor their own work quality and gain an 

overview of the entire organization's productive capacities. As with employee 

involvement, the spread of the Internet has allowed for much more pervasive and 

immediate employee training. Also, it has allowed the more technical aspects of quality 

control to be grasped by a larger percentage of the workforce through the use of computer 

programs and modem statistical programs. 

Process Reengineering 

Process reengineering is a new managerial model that emphasizes the increased 

empowerment of lower-level employees. In the early 1990s, following a set of articles by 
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Hammer in the Harvard Business Review, process reengineering exploded with 

unprecedented success in the managerial marketplace. Unlike employee involvement and 

total quality management process reengineering's success was driven mainly by a group 

of consulting firms that marketed reengineering programs to major United States 

corporations. Process reengineering comes out of the field of information technology and 

the works of Tom Davenport. Much of the change initiatives supported by process 

reengineering are driven by efforts to improve the utilization of computer systems within 

large organizations. 

In its first articulation, process reengineering was primarily concerned about 

improving the lateral processes of an organization and creating an organization that is 

more focused on processes than functions. More than any other managerial model 

investigated here, process reengineering resulted in corporate downsizing and drastic 

reductions of the mid-level managerial levels of an organization. This initially resulted in 

increased profitability for the corporation and increased profit for investors through 

dividend and stock price increases. 

Although process reengineering efforts differ significantly across consulting 

firms, several common traits can be used to band these techniques together. The effort to 

change the organization is clearly top-down. Management is given the task of using 

modem technology to improve the lateral processes of the organization by decreasing the 

time necessary to carry out routine tasks. Information is used to allow individuals or 

small groups to execute a task quickly and respond appropriately to consumer inquiries 

about their order or service request while this process is underway. 
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Process reengineering differs from employee involvement and total quality 

management in the source and speed of managerial change. While employee involvement 

and TQM envision gradual downsizing and processes are transitioned and less 

management is needed, process reengineering is much more aggressive in changing the 

organization. Instead of waiting for employee input, managers are expected to make 

drastic cuts on the assumption that the organization will be able to function without these 

mid-level employees. In a sense, the success of employee involvement and TQM 

programs has resulted in the advent of process reengineering. While employee 

involvement and TQM wait for employees to gradually adjust their roles to a more active 

managerial approach by lower level workers, process reengineering cuts first then lets 

employees scramble to discover their new roles. These cuts are justified based on the 

success of employee involvement and TQM models within other organizations. In 

essence, what process reengineering managers advocate is not waiting to learn from their 

own employees but assume that the employees of similarly situated firms that have 

successfully undergone employee involvement or TQM changes are models and simply 

jump to the step of radical reorganization. 

The spread of communication technology has been even more important to 

process reengineering than to employee involvement and total quality management 

systems. For the past 50 years many articles have suggested that the rapid spread of 

technology would reduce the need for much of middle management (Zuboff, 1988). This 

assumption has proved correct and has only accelerated in the past decade. By connecting 

employees with databases directly and providing them with information and expertise, 
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information technology is able to make certain staff and support operations unnecessary. 

It removed the need for staff to coordinate the work of individuals within departments, as 

well as eliminating organizational wide operations such as quality control, inventory 

control, and scheduling. 

The Internet has only increased this downsizing. The Internet has allowed both 

customers and lower-level workers to view the flow of product in many organizations, 

along with creating new avenues of information for public sector clientele. The Internet 

has also allowed companies to jettison off sections of their productive process to more 

efficient suppliers. This has happened repeatedly not only in the private sector but to an 

even greater extent in the public sector. 

Knowledge Management 

The most recent theoretical system to reach prominence in the managerial 

literature is knowledge management. Many of the new organizations created during the 

economic expansion of the 1990s specialized in the creation and management of 

information. The same can be said of much of the work of modern governments. Instead 

of a firm or organization's assets being captured in physical capital, these new firms are 

based on knowledge capital. These new organizations are focused on being able to collect 

and interpret data and to use the resulting information to develop better products and 

services to precisely defined individuals and market segments. 

Each of the new managerial models provides a new means to view managerial 

obstacles. Knowledge management is focused on organizing workers most efficiently to 

use the new information technology. Organizations following this intend to create an 



organizational context that enables the organization to create and enhance, input, 

combine, and apply knowledge in order to achieve the organization's mission. This 

extends not only to knowledge based in computer databases that is added to daily, but 

also to the stored knowledge and experience contained in the minds of an organization's 

employees. 

Knowledge management breaks with the traditional approach to information 

administration in attempting to embed information throughout an organization. 

Traditionally, information was housed in functional or discipline departments. The 

previous arrangement made it simple to organize and manage information as it entered an 

organization. It was all in one sector's hands. However, this greatly restricted both the 

speed and the access to information for the rest of the organization. Knowledge 

management leads the way in dispersing this information. Instead of intertwined and 

dependent units within an organization, modern approaches call for autonomy and self-

direction. Also, temporary units can be created and disbanded as needed. Both of these 

trends call for knowledge to be pervasive throughout an organization and immediately 

updated and accessible. 

One of the most pressing problems today dealing with knowledge management 

pertains to cross-functional processes rather than increasing knowledge within a single 

department. The ability of an organization to use knowledge from multiple disciplines 

has become the main drive in innovation. This requires dismantling discipline-based 

knowledge centers and having employees able to learn new knowledge fields. At the 

same time, the immense amount of knowledge that is being produced is increasing 
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geometrically. Luckily, categorizing this knowledge is precisely what the new 

information technology can do best. 

Software applications have been developed for establishing shared data and 

information libraries, cataloguing information, and providing user-friendly interfaces. 

The Internet has allowed physically diverse groups to share information and knowledge 

in real time. The new computer tools can be programmed to integrate the new knowledge 

obtained as it is being created. Storehouses are being created to account not only for 

internal data but also information about clients and customers. 

While the new technologies are necessary for the spread of information in modem 

organizations, they do not replace the workforce. In fact, the modem workforce is even 

more important to the success of the organization. Knowledge management builds upon 

and subsumes the emphasis on organizational learning that was developed by Peter Senge 

(1990). He characterizes learning as a process that can be established by focusing on 

finding a common purpose, dialogue, and system of thinking. While Senge's work 

focuses on learning in small work circles, the work of John Seely Brown and others has 

extended the model to large system-wide learning communities. This more recent work 

has emphasized the importance of learning through communities of practice and the 

sharing of knowledge through functional stories (Brown and Duguid, 2000). They focus 

on the connectivity of individuals through the sharing of tacit knowledge and open-ended 

qualitative thinking. This contrasts nicely with the systematic, statistical model of 

learning expressed in the total quality management theories. 

Parallels and Differentiation 
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The basic principles in each of the four managerial systems examined share some 

characteristics. All ask employees to take on much more responsibility at their workplace. 

This exists not only in the work they are to perform daily but also in conceptualizing 

where the organization should be going in the future. Also, each of the models imposes 

on its employees a much greater knowledge requirement. No longer can employees feel 

confident that they just need to know their own department or subunit and the limited 

tasks that may be contained in their daily job. Instead, they must be familiar with the 

entire workings of the organization. This increased knowledge is not functional alone. It 

is only useful to the company if it is shared with others. As a result, employees must 

become proficient in the use of modem communication technologies such as the Internet 

and email. Modem communication has enabled both employees and management to 

become more and more cognizant of the performance of their fellow coworkers. As a 

result, proficiency has become the measure for employees within the modem 

organization. Seniority and loyalty contracts are being pushed aside for contracts based 

on short-term results and performance measures. Not only are employees being asked to 

compete among themselves to increase proficiency, but more and more public and private 

sector institutions are searching outside of the organization to increase efficiency (Balz, 

2002). The past decade has seen a dramatic increase in organizations fulfilling some of 

their most basic needs with out-of-house contracting on a temporary basis. 

Similarities also exist system-wide as organizations are reshaped into new 

organizations. Instead of a command-and-control model of management, each of these 

managerial systems emphasizes the increased autonomy of individuals and divisions 
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within the organization. Instead of a traditional flow of information coming from the top 

of the organization, information now must flow both vertically and laterally throughout 

the organization's structure. Organizations are being redesigned as complex webs of sub-

autonomous units instead of encapsulated units of the traditional style of management. 

Table 5-1 is adapted and modified from Molirman, Galbraith, and Lawler's 

(1998) study of Fortune 1000 companies. This table summarizes the four managerial 

approaches outlined across the most relevant components. 

Table 5-1: Four Modern Managerial Models 

Employee 
Involvement 

Total Quality 
Management 

Process 
Reengineering 

Knowledge 
Management 

Utilization of 
Work Teams 

Self-
managing 
teams 

Problem-
solving work 
cells or units 

Negligible Functional and 
cross-functional 
teams or 
networks 

Feedback Business unit 
overall 
performance 

Customer and 
employee 
feedback; 
quality 
measures 

Process 
performance 

Learning curve 
acceleration 

Disciplinary 
Base 

Social 
Sciences 

Quality 
engineering; 
Popular 
business 

Information 
technology 

Systems 
management 
and information 
technology 

Implementation 
Process 

Bottom-up Top-down; 
Managerial 
driven and 
structured 

Top-down; 
forced 
adaptation 

Top-down and 
bottom-up 

Preferred Work 
Design 

Enriched Standardized 
and simplified 

Mixed Network webs 
across work 
disciplines 

Unique 
Contributions 

Motivational 
model; group 
processes 

Quality 
emphasis; 
Statistical 
modeling 

Downsizing; 
Lateral 
management 

Knowledge 
communication; 
worker 
networks 



Methodological Conceptualizations 

The research concerning employee empowerment stresses the increased 

involvement and responsibility of today's workers. It is largely assumed that as 

employees become more incorporated into the organization of their employer, they will 

become more active and productive workers. To measure this assumption, I have created 

a five-part measure of employee empowerment from my survey of workers in Tucson. 

Each of the five components measures an aspect of employee empowerment as revealed 

through the survey instrument. The five questions used to create my measure of employee 

empowerment are; 

1. In how many of the decisions of your section are you actively involved? 

2. Do you feel you have an important say in your section? 

3. Does your supervisor seek your input when major decisions are made within 

your section? 

4. Do your coworkers and/or supervisor have times when you meet to discuss 

your work? 

5. How well do you know what your coworkers are working on? 

The bivariate correlations for these five measures of employee empowennent on 

job interest and work effort are provided in Table 5-2. Each of these measures provides 

data on a different aspect of employee empowerment. The first survey question deals 

with role each employee plays in the decision making of his or her organizational unit. 

Each of the four managerial models highlighted stresses the importance of employee 

involvement and responsibility for the success of their institutional component. This is 
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also measured with the second survey item listed above. Instead of measuring simply the 

proportion of decisions actively involved, it attempts to measure the employee's 

perception of their influence on the decisions that are made. A third survey item 

examines the flow of information within the organization. Are the opinions of employees 

actively sought by their supervisors'? The fourth item above examines whether this input 

is formalized. It is expected that the more formalized the communication between 

employees and their supervisors, the greater impact that advice will be heeded and have a 

direct effect on the direction of each organization. Finally, research has suggested that 

employees that are knowledgeable concerning the activities of their fellow employees are 

more likely to be concerned about these activities and, as a result, more likely to take an 

active participation in the leadership of their institution. 
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Table 5-2: Bivariate Correlations for Job Empowerment 

Variables Work Effort Work Effort without 
Overtime 

Number of 
decisions actively 
involved 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

-.004 -.038 

Kendall's Tau b .937 .465 
Important say in 
your organization 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.050 .028 

Kendall's Tau b .329 .598 
Supervisor seeks 
your input 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.089 .075 

Kendall's Tau b .084 .155 
Frequency of 
meeting with your 
supervisor 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.248** .246** 

Kendall's Tau b .000 .000 
Know what your 
coworkers are doing 

Correlation 
Coefficient 

.111* .076 

Kendall's Tau b .026 .138 

Significance Tests: *- significant at .05; ** - significant at .01 

An examination of Table 5-2 reveals the strength of the various measures of 

employee empowerment. Only the measures of the frequency of supervisor/employee 

interaction and knowledge of coworker tasks are significantly significant in relation to 

either measure of employee work effort. This is surprising. We will delve deeper into this 

lack of significance later. 

Suggested Hypotheses 

An examination of the literature has provided us with a list of hypotheses to test. 

Where relevant, I will note the source of these hypotheses and the expected direction of 

the relationship in my data. 
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Hypothesis One - Employees that work within organizations that stress employee 

empowerment are more likely to experience higher job interest (Locke and Schweiger, 

1979; Miller and Monge, 1986). 

To test this hypothesis I conducted a bivariate logistic regression on my measure 

of employees' interest in their job. The results for this analysis are provided in Table 5-3. 

I recoded my measure of job interest into a dichotomous variable with an employee 

showing interest in his or her job coded as the indicator variable, else the variable is 

coded zero. An examination of Table 5-3 reveals that job interest is significantly related 

to few of the measures of employee empowerment contained within my survey. Limited 

support is provided for the hypothesis in the measurement of employees' perception that 

they have an important say within their organization, as well as how often an employee 

meets with his or her supervisor. However, these significant impacts are outweighed by 

the frequency of no effect provided by other measures of employee empowerment. No 

significant relationship is found among employees who believe that their supervisor is 

interested in their input and those who do not. Also, those employees who perceive that 

they are consulted frequently on important decisions show no greater interest in their jobs 

than those who do not. In fact, for those employees who are familiar with what their 

fellow employees are doing we see a decline in their job interest. While the results are 

mixed there seems to be limited evidence to suggest that increased employee 

empowerment results in greater job interest. 



154 

Table 5-3; Job Empowerment as a Detenninant of Job Interest -Binomial Logistic 

Regression Procedure 

Variables Job 
interest 

Coefficient 

Anti-log % Change in odds 
for a unit increase 

in covariate 
Supervisor seeks input .086 .9176 8.24 Supervisor seeks input 

.856 
.9176 8.24 

Believe you have an important say .945 .3887 61.13 Believe you have an important say 
.049* 

.3887 61.13 

Number of important decisions on 
which employee consulted 

.337 .7139 28.61 Number of important decisions on 
which employee consulted 

.195 

.7139 28.61 

Know what your coworkers are 
doing 

-.440 1.5527 -55.27 Know what your coworkers are 
doing .112 

1.5527 -55.27 

Frequency you meet with 
supervisor 

1.085 .3379 66.21 Frequency you meet with 
supervisor .002* 

.3379 66.21 

Work with your supervisor to craft 
your goals 

.128 1.1366 13.66 Work with your supervisor to craft 
your goals 

.751 

1.1366 13.66 

Constant -4.618 101.2913 Constant 
.000** 

101.2913 

Model Summary -2 Log 
Likelihood 

Chi-
square 

Nagelkerke R 
Square 

261.477 35.598 .180 
Significance Tests: *- significant at .05; ** - signil leant at .01 

There are several possible explanations for this intriguing result. First, the survey 

responses do not directly assess the impact of a unified employee empowerment program. 

I do not have data on whether or not the employers studied have undergone an extensive 

employee empowerment program. Instead, employee empowerment programs are 

ascertained through employee perceptions of their work environment. Familiarity with 

several of the employers studied suggests that this is the case but no data were collected 

categorizing organizations on the specific extent of their employee empowerment 
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programs. Second, one's interest in his or her job could be a very fluid assessment. Since 

the survey is not conducted repeatedly over a period of time, we cannot assess whether 

the dependent variable job interest experiences a large degree of fluctuation over time. 

Finally, no clear measure of employee empowerment can be constructed from the survey 

provided. As such, I have used a number of related variables in an attempt to create a 

measurement of employee empowerment. While this is the best that can be done with the 

data gathered, it has its limitations. As a result, my analysis can not confirm or deny the 

relationship between employee empowerment and job interest. 

Hypothesis Two - Employee empowerment initiatives will result in increased employee 

perception of their own competence (Hackman and Oldham, 1980). 

As employees gain more direct control of their work environment through 

employee empowerment programs, it is suggested that employees will increase in their 

work proficiency. To test this hypothesis I recoded my measure of perceived job 

proficiency into a dichotomous variable with those respondents replying average or 

above average proficiency coded as the indicator variable and all other respondents coded 

as zero. Once this was completed, I conducted a logistic regression on my new 

dichotomous proficiency variable on each of the measures of employee empowerment. 

The results of this analysis are presented in Table 5-4. When we examine the impact of 

our measures of employee empowerment, we see little support for our hypothesis. Only 

the measure of the number of important decisions in which our employee is involved is 

deemed significant at the .05 level. However, the magnitude of this variable is minor in 



156 

relation to the constant. While the model provides a decent goodness-of-fit measure, no 

other variable is deemed significant. 

Table 5-4. Job Empowerment as a Determinant of Perceived Job Proficiency - Binomial 

Logistic Regression Procedure 

Variables Job interest 

Coefficient 

Anti-log % Change in odds 

for a unit increase in 

covariate 

Supervisor seeks input -12.6870 .000003 99.99 Supervisor seeks input 
.8180 

.000003 99.99 

Believe you have an 

important say 

-.0270 .9734 2.66 Believe you have an 

important say 
.9820 

.9734 2.66 

Number of important 

decisions on which 

employee consulted 

-2.6890 .0680 93.21 Number of important 

decisions on which 

employee consulted 

.0270* 

.0680 93.21 

Know what your coworkers 

are doing 

-1.4020 1.2790 75.39 Know what your coworkers 

are doing 
.2670 

1.2790 75.39 

Frequency you meet with 

supervisor 

-9.5630 .00007 99.99 Frequency you meet with 

supervisor 
.0730 

.00007 99.99 

Work with your supervisor 

to craft your goals 

9.232 10218.9000 1021795.90 Work with your supervisor 

to craft your goals .0680 

10218.9000 1021795.90 

Constant 38.0760 9.8 X 10^' Constant 
.7290 

9.8 X 10^' 

Model Summary -2 Log 
Likelihood 

Chi-square Nagelkerke R Square Model Summary 

46.9980 33.4160 .449 

Significance Tests: *- significant at .05; ** - significant at .01 
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Is the failure of this hypothesis due to poor logic or poor methodology? First, let's 

examine our logic more closely. It is argued in the literature (Hackman and Oldham, 

1980) that proficiency will result from greater employee empowerment. Increased 

employee empowerment also assumes that employees are in greater contact with one 

another. This greater contact would enable employees to make a better assessment of 

their own abilities and performance in relation to their coworkers. Perhaps, employees 

that have experienced employee empowerment programs inflated their own proficiency 

prior to this experience due to a lack of knowledge of what their fellow employees do. 

Also, since much of the employee empowerment initiative is based on the concept of 

increased teamwork, there may be an increased incentive to attribute success not to 

individual efforts but to the collaboration of the team. The existence of a team may 

reduce the tendency of individual employees to self-evaluate themselves as superior to 

their fellow workers. This logical reassignment would hide any true improvement of an 

employee empowerment program. 

While the logical flaws of our second hypothesis may hold some power, I believe 

that methodological flaws are the more significant factor explaining our rejection of the 

hypothesis. First we are measuring perceived proficiency, not actual proficiency. It is 

possible or even likely individuals are unreliable j udges of their own proficiency. No 

measurement of objective proficiency was possible with the design of this research. Also, 

the measurement of proficiency in all but the most routine tasks is problematic. Employee 

interaction and cooperation in the completion of many tasks is increasing in the modem 

workplace further clouding our ability to accurately measure of employee output. 
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Hypothesis Three - Organizations with a smaller number of employees are more likely to 

see greater work effort as a result of employee empowerment programs than larger firms 

(Guzzo, Jeffe and Katzell, J 987). 

To test the hypothesis that the impact of employee empowerment initiatives are 

more likely to have a greater impact in smaller institutions than larger organizations, I 

constructed an analysis of variance model among three organizational sizes. 

Organizations were broken into three categories: those with less than 50 employees, those 

between 51 and 200 employees, and those with over 200 employees. Results for the 

ANOVA analysis and descriptive statistics are provided in Table 5.5a. A first glance at 

this table provides support for our hypothesis. The overall model is strongly significant 

and the relationship is in the predicted direction for all of the explanatory variables. 

However, when paid employee overtime is taken into account the strength of the 

relationship disappears, and the model is statistically insignificant. 
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Table 5-5a. Job Empowerment with Organizational Size as a Determinant of Employee 

Effort - Analysis of Variance Procedure 

Model Statistics 
Sum of 
Squares 

Df F Significance 

Work Effort 306.85 302 8.258 .0000** 
Work Effort 
w/o Overtime 

219.35 302 1.935 .1460 

Descriptives 
N Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Standard 

Error 
Work Effort Small 40 6.00 .78 .12 Work Effort 

Medium 131 5.65 .89 .078 
Work Effort 

Large 132 5.33 1.12 .097 
Work Effort 
w/o Overtime 

Small 40 4.20 .72 .11 Work Effort 
w/o Overtime Medium 131 3.92 .75 .066 
Work Effort 
w/o Overtime 

Large 132 3.92 .97 .084 
Significance Tests: *- significant at .05; ** - significant at .01 

There are several explanations for this result. First, overtime is strongly correlated 

to organizational size. An examination of Table 5.5b reveals this relationship. Nearly 

three quarters of employees at smaller institutions work on a salaried basis as opposed to 

slightly more than half of the employees at large organizations. As a result, paid overtime 

is more readily available to employees at larger firms. 

Table 5-5b. Cross-tabulation of Organizational Size and Overtime 

Salary Hourly Commission 

Small 74.5% 16.3% 9.3% 

Medium 49.2% 37.5% 13.2% 

Large 55.4% 33.8% 10.8% 
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A second explanation is offered. Employees at smaller organizations may be 

already incorporated into the decision-making process. Since there are fewer employees, 

many of these employees have traditionally taken on the tasks ascribed by the modem 

empowerment models. This would mute any impacts of empowerment programs in these 

institutions. Also, the availability of paid overtime may conceal the existence of increased 

work effort that would have been completed with or without the increased financial 

incentive of paid overtime. 

Hypothesis Four - Employee approval of pay. supervision, and organizational mission 

are all positively related with experiencing employee empowerment (Spector, 1986). 

Several authors have argued that employees who work within organizations that 

emphasize employee empowerment are more likely to accept the circumstances of their 

employment. Specifically, Spector (1986) suggests that employees will accept their pay 

and supervision if they are involved in the establishing of these contracts or relationships. 

Also, employees that are actively involved in their organizations are more likely to accept 

the primary goal of their organization. Tables 5.6a-c provide analysis of variance 

procedures for each of these three hypotheses. 

First, Table 5.6a reveals a nearly universally significance of each of our 

component measures of employee empowerment. Individuals who perceive that their 

supervisor seeks their input in making important decisions for the organization are more 

likely to believe they are fairly compensated. The same can be said for employees who 

believe they have an important say in their organization and those who perceive they are 

actively involved in making decisions for the institution. A similar result appears for 



161 

individuals who meet frequently with their supervisors and believe they are instrumental 

in developing the goal of their organization. 

This analysis clearly reveals the importance of employee empowerment initiatives 

on the approval of employees of the world within which they work. A caution must be 

suggested in reading these results, however. It is possible that employees that are more 

likely to be supportive of their work organization are attracted to organizations that reveal 

an employee empowerment management style. If tliis is the case, the relationship that 

appears apparent could be an attribute of the employees prior to their arrival at the firm. 

Again, since the survey used in this study is only a snapshot of employee perceptions, it 

is impossible to discount this alternative hypothesis. 
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Table 5-6a. The Importance of Employee Empowerment Programs on Employee 

Approval of Compensation - Analysis of Variance Procedure 

Sum of 
Squares 

Df F Significance 

Supervisor seeks your input 80.89 325 19.84 .000** 
Important say in your 
organization 

80.34 326 49.70 .000** 

Number of decisions actively 
involved 

160.00 296 28.26 .000** 

Know what your coworkers are 
doing 

122.35 329 3.70 .055 

Frequency of meeting with 
your supervisor 

66.20 327 17.66 .000** 

Goal development with 
Supervisor 

80.66 327 20.75 .000** 

Descriptives 
N Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Standard 
Error 

Supervisor seeks your input High 176 1.35 .477 .036 Supervisor seeks your input 

Low 150 1.59 .494 .040 

Important say in your organization High 176 1.27 .444 .033 Important say in your organization 

Low 151 1.63 .485 .039 

Number of decisions actively 
involved 

High 162 1.81 .692 .054 Number of decisions actively 
involved Low 135 2.24 .717 .062 

Know what your coworkers are 
doing 

High 179 1.55 .552 .041 Know what your coworkers are 
doing Low 151 1.68 .667 .054 

Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor 

High 177 1.19 .391 .029 Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor Low 151 1.39 .490 .040 

Goal development with 
Supervisor 

High 177 1.45 .499 .038 Goal development with 
Supervisor Low 151 1.70 .462 .038 
Significance Tests: *- significant at .05; ** - significant at .01 

Interestingly, the significant relationship we see in Table 5.6a is muted when we 

address employee support of their supervisor. Only for the components of our employee 
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empowerment measure that specifically account for supervisor interaction, do we see a 

corresponding approval of employee supervision. It appears that employee empowerment 

programs do not enhance employee approval of their supervisors. The data suggest that 

the relationship between employees and their immediate supervisors goes beyond the 

managerial style of the organization in which employees work. Instead this relationship is 

strongly related to the personal relationship between these two groups no matter the 

managerial style used. 



Table 5-6b. The Importance of Employee Empowerment programs on Employee 

Approval of Supervision - Analysis of Variance Procedure 

Sum of 
Squares 

Df F Significance 

Supervisor seeks your input 61.20 254 8.16 .000** 
Important say in your organization 60.94 255 13.09 .000** 
Number of decisions actively 
involved 

122.90 239 2.27 .105 

Know what your coworkers are 
doing 

96.72 255 2.12 .122 

Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor 

44.76 253 2.42 .091* 

Goal development with Supervisor 63.18 253 1.63 .198 

Descriptives 
N Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Standard 

Error 
Supervisor seeks your input High 229 1.36 .482 .032 Supervisor seeks your input 

Low 25 L76 .436 .087 

Important say in your organization High 230 1.34 .476 .032 Important say in your organization 

Low 25 1.84 .374 .075 

Number of decisions actively 
involved 

High 215 1.96 .725 .049 Number of decisions actively 
involved Low 24 2.21 .588 .120 

Know what your coworkers are 
doing 

High 230 1.59 .612 .040 Know what your coworkers are 
doing Low 25 1.84 .625 .125 

Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor 

High 228 1.21 .412 .027 Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor Low 228 1.32 .476 .095 

Goal development with Supervisor High 228 1.52 .501 .033 Goal development with Supervisor 

Low 25 1.68 .476 .095 
Significance Tests: *- significant at .05; ** - significant at .01 

To fully reveal the relationship between employee empowerment programs and 

the overall mission of the organization, I parsed out those individuals who have either 

undecided or lukewarm perceptions of their organization's mission. This left me with 



individuals strongly in support of their organization or strongly opposed. Table 5.6c 

reveals the ANOVA procedure for this hypothesis. Each of the component variables of 

employee empowerment trends in the predicted direction and four of the six components 

are statistically significant at the .01 level. This result supports Spector's (1987) claim 

that employee empowerment programs enhance employee acceptance of their 

organization's mission. 

Puzzling are the two insignificant factors. One would be led to believe that 

individuals who are actively involved in making decisions within their organizations and 

employees who are knowledgeable about their coworker's duties would also be 

supportive of the organization's overall mission. While the predicted direction is 

revealed, neither of these two variables is statistically significant. Several hypotheses 

could be proposed to explain this result, such as individuals who know about their 

coworker's tasks may be only doing so to "keep an eye" on employees that are working 

to achieve an unacceptable goal. Or perhaps individuals who are not happy with the 

organization's mission attempt to gain access to as many organizational decisions as 

possible to temper the mission of the organization. For me, neither of these hypotheses is 

satisfactory. Not withstanding the methodological concerns expressed above, my analysis 

confirms this hypothesis. 
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Table 5-6c. The Importance of Employee Empowerment Programs on Employee 

Approval of Their Organization's Mission - Analysis of Variance Procedure 

Sum of Squares Df F Significance 
Supervisor seeks your input 75.64 309 6.33 .002** 
Important say in your 
organization 

74.95 310 11.43 .000** 

Number of decisions actively 
involved 

149.00 279 1.83 .162 

Know what your coworkers are 
doing 

116.37 313 2.00 .138 

Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor 

64.04 311 18.54 .000** 

Goal development with 
Supervisor 

76.96 311 12.44 .000** 

Descriptives 
N Mean Standard 

Deviation 
Standard 
Error 

Supervisor seeks your input High 139 1.32 .467 .040 Supervisor seeks your input 

Low 58 1.55 .502 .066 

Important say in your organization High 140 1.28 .450 .038 Important say in your organization 

Low 58 1.62 .490 .064 

Number of decisions actively involved High 118 1.94 .695 .064 Number of decisions actively involved 

Low 56 2.16 .826 .110 

Know what your coworkers are doing High 143 1.58 .598 .050 Know what your coworkers are doing 

Low 58 1.76 .657 .086 

Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor 

High 142 1.16 .370 .031 Frequency of meeting with your 
supervisor Low 58 1.57 .500 .066 

Goal development with Supervisor High 142 1.42 .500 .042 Goal development with Supervisor 

Low 58 1.61 .421 .055 
Significance Tests: *- significant at .05; ** - significant at .01 
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Hypothesis Five - Employees who strongly value independence and have undergone an 

employee empowerment program are more likely to show more work effort (Singer, 

1974). 

Finally, our fifth hypothesis tests the primary concern of this chapter: do 

employees that work within employee empowerment managerial systems work harder? 

This is the essential justification for nearly all employee empowerment initiatives. Table 

5-7 provides the results of multinomial logit regression models with first just 

demographics included, then with our measure of employee effort with overtime included 

and our measure of employee work effort without overtime included. An examination of 

the table reveals that employee empowerment initiatives have little impact in increasing 

extra employee effort. Nearly all of the measures of employee empowerment have no 

significant impact on the amount of extra work effort produced by employees. The 

models' strengths are only slightly improved with the inclusion of the employee 

empowerment factors. The Chi-square statistics increases insignificantly in both the 

effort with overtime and the effort without overtime model. 

Also, an examination of the parameter estimates finds little significant impact for 

any of the individual components of employee empowerment. Only two variables reveal 

consistent impact on the dependent variables. No matter the level of employee extra work 

effort observed, those employees who report meeting more frequently with their 

supervisors tend to have a higher level of employee extra work effort than their fellow 
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employees. While it is expected this should be the case, it is more puzzling why none of 

the other measures of employee empowerment reveal a significant impact. 

These findings call into question the common assumption that employee 

empowerment managerial techniques produce greater employee work effort. There is 

little evidence provided in my data to support this assumption. Instead, employee work 

effort appears to be even between those institutions that have empowerment management 

styles and those that do not. 

Table 5-7. Employee Empowerment and Extra Work Effort - Multinomial Logit 

Regression 

Demographics 
Only Model 

Employee 
Effort with 
Overtime 

Employee Effort 
Without 
Overtime 

Model Strength and Significance 
Chi-Square 83.804*** 85.805*** 102.360** 
-2Log Likelihood 116.208 264.438 228.697 
Naelkerke R-Square .247 .278 .334 
Demographic Factors 

Sex Male 214 
Female 102 

Public or 
Private 

Public 199 

Private 117 
Education 
Level 

<=BA 205 

>BA. 111 
Parameter Estimates 

Employee Effort with 
Overtime 

Employee Effort without 
Overtime 

B Std.E. Sign.. B Std.E. Sign. 
High Extra Work Effort -

Intercept -2.028 1.247 .104 -.222 1.080 .837 
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Supervisor seeks 14.95 1057 .989 14.09 584.2 .981 
input 
Important say in 
decisions 

14.20 1026 .989 14.27 568.9 .980 

Number of decisions 14.58 1497 .992 -.0008 1.344 .928 
involved 
Know activities of 1.445 1.312 .271 -1.313 1.050 .222 
coworkers 
Frequency meet w/ 2.988 .955 .002 3.183 .797 .000 
supervisor 
Goal development 13.34 13.48 .992 -.585 1.070 .584 

Medium Extra Work Effort -
Intercept -1.198 1.170 .104 -.124 1.046 .906 
Supervisor seeks 14.65 1057 .989 13.61 584.2 .981 
input 
Important say in 
decisions 

14.92 1026 .988 15.12 568.9 .979 

Number of decisions 14.60 1497 .992 .912 1.322 .490 
involved 
Know activities of .904 1.269 .476 -1.159 1.039 .264 
coworkers 
Frequency meet w/ 2.585 .914 .005 2.132 .797 .007 
supervisor 
Goal development 14.75 1348 .991 .254 1.071 .813 

Low Extra Work Effort -
Intercept -18.80 .516 .000 -17.93 .565 .000 
Supervisor seeks 14.80 1057 .989 13.99 584.3 .981 
input 
Important say in 14.07 1026 .989 14.70 568.9 .979 
decisions 
Number of decisions 15.24 1497 .992 1.558 1.402 .267 
involved 
Know activities of 18.51 .924 .000 14.60 .736 .000 
coworkers 
Frequency meet w/ 1.125 .957 .239 2.609 .868 .003 
supervisor 
Goal development 15.08 1348 .991 -.433 1.107 .696 
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Conclusions 

This chapter challenges the notion that employee empowerment programs are the clear 

path to improved employee productivity. While employees that work under employee 

empowerment programs do show a greater level of approval for various aspects of their 

job, there is no significant impact on employee extra work effort. It appears that 

employee empowerment programs do influence the satisfaction of employees but this 

satisfaction does not translate into increased employee effort. 

This is a fascinating result. While it appears that the proponents are correct in 

asserting the employee empowerment programs in any of the forms presented enhance 

the desirability of the workplace to those who are employed, the connection is not made 

to extra work effort. While this study does not reveal the cause of this disconnection, a 

hypothesis can be forwarded. Individuals within organizations that have implemented an 

employee empowerment program have been given more responsibility over their work 

and also the control of the direction of the organization. This will only be a significant 

motivator towards extra work effort if those employees deeply care about the mission of 

their organization. While having greater control over the decisions that are made within 

your organization is likely to improve employee satisfaction, it may not be enough to 

instill extra work effort. 

It should be noted that these assertions are based on a single-time study. Without 

access to a wide ranges of firms or employers both before and after an employee 

empowerment program is implemented it is impossible to know whether a relationship 

exists and its magnitude between employee empowerment and employee extra work 
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effort. Also, empowerment programs may vary within an organization. As of yet no study 

has been conducted to examine the range of effects for an empowerment program within 

a single employer to establish whether the results of this program change are universal. 

Without extensive further research it is unclear if the varying methods of employee 

empowerment outlined at the beginning of this chapter have significantly different 

impacts for employees and organizational productivity. While employee involvement, 

total quality management, process reengineering, and knowledge management have all 

been implemented in the previous decades in a multitude of firms, no strong research has 

suggested the choice of one technique over the others. Indeed, the research presented in 

this chapter challenges the utility of any of these managerial techniques and suggests that 

the answer to instilling employee extra work effort may be elsewhere. 
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Chapter 6: Organizational Commitment as an Antecedent of Extra Work Effort 

Times are worsening for America's workers. Over the past 50 years the average 

worker has seen a decline in his or her real income and an increase in the hours he or she 

works each week. Stories abound in the popular press of continued downsizing at 

American firms as good, hard-working employees are let go by their employers. The 

managerial trend of reducing personnel has continued since the mid-1980s. The concept 

of spending an entire working life with a single organization is becoming more and more 

rare. Articles in the recent press literature have decried the end of job security but little 

has changed this modem organizational trend. Employees are advised to keep their 

resumes up-to-date and always keep their bags packed. 

This chapter examines the continued existence of employee commitment in spite 

of these recent changes. While nearly everyone has described the changing managerial 

environment, we repeatedly observe employees who remain committed to their 

employers. While greater emphasis is being placed on flexibility and efficiency in 

management of personnel, employee commitment remains an important part of 

organizational life. At the same time, employees are being advised not to become too 

attached to their employers, but instead to look out for themselves and to ensure that they 

remain employable in the event of a layoff (Hirch, 1987; Meyer and Allen, 1997). It 

appears that modem economic realities suggest that neither employers nor employees 

should be committed anymore. 
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The dissonance between current economic conditions and the continued existence 

of organizational commitment insinuates an even greater need to examine commitment. 

An understanding of commitment remains important for several reasons. First, while they 

may be shrinking and becoming more "lean," organizations are not disappearing. They 

must maintain a core of people who are the organization, be it a private firm or a modern 

public bureaucracy. As organizations reduce their workforce, each employee that remains 

becomes more and more important to the success of the organization. As they have been 

given greater responsibility and in most cases expanded workloads, these individuals are 

becoming both the "brains and brawn" of the organization, simultaneously. Bridges 

(1994) argues that the concept of the "job" as a fixed collection of tasks and 

responsibilities is disappearing and being replaced by broader "roles" that require a 

greater variety of skills and the ability to adapt to the changing demands of the 

organization. The new models of management discussed in the previous chapter all are 

asking more of employees. Employees are expected to expand their own knowledge base 

and to become semiautonomous within the organization. With the reduction of middle-

management and the flattening of organizational structures, employees have lost the 

security of daily routines and modeled behavior. As a result, it is even more important for 

management to be able to trust employees to do what is best for the organization. All the 

traits suggested to reside in the successful modem employee are expected to be 

heightened in an employee committed to the organization. We would expect more from 

an employee committed to the organization. Also, as tasks become more complex, 

routine and simple tasks are increasingly automated within a wide variety of 
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organizations. Consequently, employees are expected to use higher-level thinking skills 

and increased knowledge to guide their institution. Employers must invest in their 

employees to obtain these skills if they expect to be successful. This investment in 

individuals is an expense that any corporation or bureaucracy does not wish to see wasted 

as a result of premature employee turnover or exit. As a result, employers will pursue 

avenues to ensure that their employees remain committed to their employer. 

Second, organizations that have begun to contract out much of their productive 

processes are still concerned about commitment. These organizations may not have direct 

control of the employees that work for their contractors, but it is certainly in their interest 

to ensure that these employees remain committed to their work and maintain excellence 

for their own employer. Commitment may be even more important in these situations as 

the ties that bind the employee to the contracting organizations are more limited. 

Third, commitment seems to be a natural response in the world. There is reason to 

believe that people need to be committed to something; the opposite of commitment is 

alienation, and alienation is deemed unhealthy (e.g., Kobasa, Maddi, and Kahn, 1982). If 

they become less committed to their organization or employer, it is likely that individuals 

will become committed to something else in their environment (hobbies, athletics, family, 

church, etc.). The behavior consequences may have important implications for the 

employees' relationships with their organizations. For example, employees who do not 

feel a mutual commitment coming from the company in which they work may begin to 

turn their commitment toward other attachments reducing the amount of time and effort 

they perform at their workplace. They may be there "just for a paycheck." While 
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commentators continue to lament the decline of organizational commitment from both 

employees and employers, it certainly does not follow that commitment is no longer 

important to the modem organization. 

The Meaning of Commitment 

Commitment has been conceived and measured in several differing manners in 

the organizational literature. Nearly universal in all the writings concerning commitment 

has been the concept's negative correlation with employee turnover; employees that are 

committed to their institution are least likely to leave. There remains a wide variation in 

the meaning of commitment aside from its relationship to employee turnover. These 

differences involve the psychological state reflected in commitment, the antecedent 

conditions leading to its growth and development, and the various behaviors that may be 

expected to result from commitment. 

Differing conceptions of commitment exist throughout the literature but each 

corresponds to three general themes; affective attachment, perceived costs, and obligation 

(Allen and Meyer 1991; Meyer and Allen, 1987). 

Affective Commitment 

The most common portrayal of commitment is one in which commitment is 

considered an emotional or affective attachment to an institution such that an individual 

identifies himself through, actively participates in, and/or enjoys membership in the 

organization. This view was first expressed by Kanter (1968) who described commitment 

as "the attachment of an individual's fund of affectivity and emotion to the group" (p. 

507) and by Buchanan (1974) who conceived of commitment as a "partisan attachment to 
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the goals and values of the organization, to one's role in relation to the goals and values, 

and to the organization for its own sake, apart from its purely instrumental worth" (p. 

533). This early research was brought to fruition by Porter and his colleagues (Mowday, 

Steers, and Porter, 1979; Porter, Crampton, and Smith, 1976; Porter, Steers, Mowday, 

and Boulian, 1974). They conceptualized affective commitment as "the relative strength 

of an individual's identification with and involvement in a particular organization" 

(Mowday, Steers, and Porter, 1979, p. 226). 

Two measures of affective commitment have been developed. First, Porter and his 

colleagues developed the Organizational Commitment Questiormaire (OCQ) to measure 

commitment (Mowday, Steers, and Porter, 1979). This 15-item scale has been used 

extensively over the previous 20 years. Cook and Wall (1980) created a corresponding 

measure in Britain for use with blue collar workers. 

Perceived Costs 

For other authors trained in the economic model of human behavior discussed 

earlier, affect or emotion plays a minimal or insignificant role in the importance of 

commitment. Instead commitment is expressed as a tendency to "engage in consistent 

lines of activity" (Becker, 1960, p. 33) based on the individual's recognition of the 

"costs" (or lost side-bets in Becker's terms) associated with discontinuing the activity 

(Becker, 1960; Farrell and Rusbult, 1981; Rusbelt and Farrell, 1983). Kanter (1968) 

recognized this opposing view of commitment and wrote that "'cognitive-continuance 

commitment' is that which occurs when there is a 'profit' associated with the continued 

participation and a 'cost' associated with leaving" (p. 504). Stebbins (1970) wrote along a 
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similar vein in defining this form of commitment as the "awareness of the impossibility 

of choosing a different social identity ... within the organization .. because of the 

immense penalty in making the switch" (p. 527). 

Several measures have been created to measure cost-induced commitment 

(Hrebiniak and Alutto, 1972; Ritzer and Trice, 1969) which requires respondents to 

indicate the likelihood that they would leave their organization when presented with 

numerous financial and promotional incentives. However, critics of these measures have 

noted that respondents who are unwilling to leave their organization in the face of 

financial and prestige inducements may simply be reacting to their own affective 

commitment (Meyer and Allen, 1984). 

Obligation 

A third conceptualization of commitment has been the least examined but remains 

an equally valid description of the construct. Weiner (1982) defmed commitment as the 

"totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a way which meets organizational 

goals and interests" (p. 471) and suggests that individuals act solely because "they 

believe it is the "right' and moral thing to do" (p. 421). Prestholdt, Schwarz and their 

colleagues (Presholdt, Lane, and Matthews, 1987; Schwarz, 1973; Schwarz and Tessler, 

1972) have identified personal norms (defined as internalized moral obligation) as 

important contributors to behavior, including voluntary termination of employment 

(Prestholdt, Lane, and Matthews, 1987). 

Two measures of this obligation-based commitment have been forwarded. Weiner 

and Vardi (1980) used a three-item scale in which respondents were asked the extent to 
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which they feel "a person should be loyal to his organization, should make sacrifices on 

others behalf, and should not criticize [the organization]" (p. 86). Allen and Meyer (1990) 

adopted a second measure using one of the measures of the Organizational Commitment 

Norm Scale presented by Buchanan (1974). This item measured whether employees 

believed that the organization expects their loyalty. 

Allen and Meyer summarize their categorization in the following manner: 

Affective commitment refers to an employee's emotional attachment to, 
identification with, and involvement in the organization. Employees with a 
strong affective commitment continue employment with the organization 
because they want to do so. Continuance commitment refers to an 
awareness of the costs associated with leaving the organization. 
Employees whose primary link to the organization is based on continuance 
commitment remain because they need to do so. Finally, normative 
commitment reflects a feeling of obligation to continue employment. 
Employees with a high level of normative commitment feel that they 
ought to remain with the organization, (p. 67) 

Each of these conceptualizations of commitment is summarized in Table 6-1. 

Table 6-1; Various Definitions of Commitment 

Affective Orientation 

The attachment of an individual's fund of affectivity and emotion to a group. 
(Kanter, 1968. p. 507) 

An attitude or an orientation toward the organization which links or attaches the 
identity of the person to the organization. (Sheldon, 1971, p. 143) 

The process by which the goals of the organization and those of the individual 
become increasingly integrated or congruent. (Hall, Schneider, and Nygren, 1970, 
pp. 176-177) 

A partisan, affective attachment to the goals and values of the organization, to 



179 

one's role in relation to goals and values, and to the organization for its own sake, 
apart from its purely instrumental worth. (Buchanan, 1974, p. 533) 

The relative strength of an individual's identification with and involvement in a 
particular organization. (Mowday, Porter, and Steers, 1982, p. 27) 

Perceived Costs 

Profit associated with continued participation and "cost" associated with leaving. 
(Kanter. 1968. p. 504) 

Commitment comes into being when a person, by making a side bet, links 
extraneous interests with a consistent line of activity. (Becker. 1960, p. 32) 

A structural phenomenon which occurs as a result of individual-organizational 
transactions and alterations in side bets or investments over time (Hrebiniak and 
Alutto, 1972, p. 556) 

Obligation 

Commitment behaviors are socially accepted behaviors that exceed formal and/or 
normative expectations relevant to the object of commitment. (Weiner and 
Gechman, 1977, p. 48) 

The totality of internalized normative pressures to act in a way that meets 
organizational goals and interests. (Weiner, 1982, p. 421) 

The committed employee considers it morally right to stay in the company, 
regardless of how much status enhancement or satisfaction the firm gives him or 
her over the years. (Marsh and Mannari, 1977, p. 59) 

Applying the Three-Factor Model 

The newly organized field of commitment research began to move beyond 

organizational psychology in the 1980s. Research has studied commitment to unions 

(e.g., Fullagar, and Barling, 1989; Gordon, Philopot, Burt, Thompson, and Spiller, 1980), 

employment (e.g., Jackson, Stafford, Banks, and Warr, 1983), differing professions (e.g., 

Aranya, Pollock, and Amernic, 1981; Morrow and Wirth, 1989), and general careers 
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(e.g., Arnold, 1990; Blau, 1985, 1988, 1989). While this spread of research is 

informational, many of the studies have made little attempt to generalize beyond their 

field. Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) use the three-dimensional model described above 

to examine occupational commitment in a similar manner as organizational commitment 

to bridge the gap between these studies and find a common pattern in employee 

occupational commitment. They argue that "the value of taking a multidimensional 

approach to the study of occupational commitment is that, as in the case of organizational 

commitment, it provides a more complete understanding of a person's tie to his or her 

occupation. Although all three forms of commitment might be related to an individual's 

likelihood of remaining in an organization, the nature of the person's involvement in that 

occupation might be quite different depending on which form of commitment is 

predominant" (Meyer, Allen, and Smith, 1993, p. 540). For example, an individual who is 

affectively committed might be more likely than someone who is not so attached to keep 

up with developments in his or her occupation, to join relevant trade associations, to 

attend institutional conferences or meetings, and so on. In contrast, those with a strong 

continuance commitment might be less inclined to take part in these activities unless they 

are directly necessary for promotion or related to their continued employment within that 

occupation. 

Meyer, Allen, and Smith's (1993) research based on a sample of student and 

professional nurses revealed several strong findings. First, for the student nurses, age 

correlated negatively with affective commitment and positively with continuance 

commitment. This is expected. As students become more invested in their academic 
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optimi sm that is seen in many early college students begins to wear off and the reality of 

the profession becomes embedded. Also, the need for financial support becomes 

increasingly more important as students come closer to entering the professional 

workforce. For the professional nurses, age correlated positively with all measures of 

commitment. Ratings of job satisfaction correlated positively with affective commitment 

and negatively with continuance commitment. As expected, those employees who are 

satisfied in their job tend to have a greater emotional attachment to both their 

organization and their occupation. However, job satisfaction does not trend with 

continuance commitment. This has been replicated in other research (Frey, 1997). Frey 

argues that over-reliance on material incentives both impedes motivation and dampens 

job satisfaction. 

Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) took the next step and measured whether 

occupational commitment is distinct from organizational commitment. Using a 

hierarchical regression analysis, they determined that indeed there was a difference. 

Including occupational commitment increased their ability to predict intention to leave 

the profession. It also increased the ability to predict the amount of professional activity, 

loyalty to the institution, absences from work, tardiness from work, use of time, and 

willingness to assist others. They conclude that their models produce "evidence that 

organizational and occupational commitment contribute independently to the prediction 

of important organization-relevant outcome variables" (Meyer, Allen, and Smith, 1993, 

p. 546). 



Commitment research continued with an examination of the role personal 

attributes have as correlates of commitment attitudes. While this focus is not new (see 

Edwards. 1991, for example), only a few studies have examined personal attributes as 

they relate to organizational commitment (e.g., Blau, 1987; O'Reilly, Chatman, and 

Caldwell, 1991; Vancouver and Schmitt, 1991). Several problems existed in the 

methodology of these studies (see Edwards, 1994) and all of these studies treated 

commitment as a uni-dimensional construct. Meyer, Irving, and Allen (1998) move 

beyond these limitations in studying personal attributes as an antecedent to commitment 

attitudes. Their study of 257 recent university graduates found that the influence of work-

related experiences on commitment to the organization are moderated by an employee's 

work values. However the relationship among these constructs is complex. They found, 

"the relations between some work experiences and affective commitment to the 

organization were stronger when employees attributed the experiences to the 

organization. Similarly, to the extent that experiences were attributed to the job and the 

supervisor, correlations between these experiences and affective reactions to the job or 

the supervisor, respectively, were stronger. It is possible, therefore, that those who valued 

competence-related experiences the most were less likely to attribute such experiences to 

the organization" (p. 48). The authors suggest that "perhaps they took personal 

responsibility for finding a job that afforded them such opportunities, or were more 

sensitive to the fact that other organizations offered similar opportunities" (p. 48). 
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Organizational Citizenship Behaviors 

Organizational commitment theory has developed a small research program into 

organizational citizenship behaviors. Organizational Citizenship Behaviors (OCB) are 

work-related activities performed by employees; such behaviors increase organizational 

effectiveness but are beyond the scope of job descriptions and formal, contractual 

sanctions or incentives (Organ, 1990; 1997). OCB are beneficial and desirable from an 

organizational perspective, but managers have difficulty eliciting their occurrence or 

punishing their absence through contractual arrangements or formal rewards because the 

behavior is voluntary. The benefit from an employee who assists a coworker with a job-

related problem, who steps outside his or her formal job description to address or correct 

a customer concern, or who publicly supports the organization at outside events is clear. 

Several recent research initiatives have sought to discover what organizations can do to 

elicit OCB. 

Several variables such as organizational commitment (Becker 1992; Meyer, 

Allen, and Smith, 1993; Weiner, 1982), interpersonal trust (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, 

Moorman, and Fetter, 1990), and employee mood (Williams and Wong, 1999) may be 

antecedents of OCB. Williams, Pitre, and Zainuba (2002) examined organizational justice 

as a construct related to OCB. Building from the work on employee perceptions of 

fairness (Konovsky and Pugh, 1994; Moorman, 1991; Moorman, Blakely, and Niehoff, 

1998; Moorman, Niehoff ,and Organ, 1993; Organ and Moorman, 1993), these 

researchers found OCB related to a particular form of organizational justice. Greenberg 

(1990) notes that employees are concerned with both fairness of outcomes that they 
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receive and the fairness of the treatment within the organization. The first fairness 

perception, distributive justice, addresses the organizational reward system (i.e., equity 

theory), whereas, the second, procedural justice, involves the organization's decision

making procedures. Organ (1990) suggested that distributive-justice concerns may 

influence citizenship behaviors based on Adam's (1965) depiction of equity theory. If 

employees perceive unfair compensation, then they may be less likely to perform OCB 

because such behavior is voluntary and is not being counterbalanced by the organization. 

Organ (1990) also suggested that perceived procedural unfairness alters an employee's 

relationship with the organization from one of social exchange (i.e., diffuse obligations 

based on reciprocal trust), in which citizenship behaviors are likely, to one of economic 

exchange (i.e., contractual obligations and precise terms of exchange), in which 

employees do only what is required and detailed in their formal contract. 

Moorman (1991) suggested that procedural justice involves fairness of the 

procedures to determine the outcomes for employees. According to Moorman, procedural 

justice is concerned with both the organization's formal procedures and the employees' 

interaction with or involvement in the decision-making process. Moorman found that 

only employees' perceptions of fair treatment by supervisors influenced their citizenship 

behaviors, although he hypothesized organizational justice was related to OCB. 

According to his analysis, only the perceptions of interactional fairness influenced actual 

citizenship behaviors. Moorman theorized that personal fair treatment by supervisors 

conveyed more fairness information to employee than did a more general assessment of 

the fairness of overall procedures. From an employee's perspective, fair procedures may 



be in place throughout the organization, but the practice of fairness by supervisors 

demonstrates that justice actually occurs. Williams, Pitre, and Zainuba's (2002) findings 

confirm those presented by Moorman. They note that the employees who believed that 

they personally were treated fairly by their supervisors also reported that they were 

significantly more likely to exhibit citizenship behaviors. They also note that perceptions 

of traditional distributive or procedural organizational j ustice did not have a significant 

impact on OCB. They note, however, that their data were collected at a single period of 

time and precludes determining causality. As well, they note that their sample was from 

the same organization limiting its generalizability. However, the findings of Williams, 

Pitre and Zainuba, combined with the research previously conducted by Moorman, 

challenge the notion that all forms of organizational justice have an equal impact on 

OCB. 

Commitment and Organizational Politics 

A final sub-fie Id of organizational commitment concerns organizational politics. 

Conceptual work on workplace politics can be put into two categories (Gandz and 

Murray, 1980). Authors such as Eisenhardt and Bourgeois (1988) have defined 

organizational politics as a process inherent in the use of power in decision making. 

Alternatively, researchers have described politics as reflecting self-serving behaviors that 

yield individual and organizational ineffectiveness. Most definitions focus on the 

negative consequences of organizational politics. For example Vredenburgh and Maurer 

(1984) suggested that political behavior at work: 

(a) is undertaken by individuals or interest groups to influence directly or 
indirectly target individuals, roles or groups toward the actor's personal goals, 
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generally in opposition to others' goals; (b) consist of goals or means either not 
positively sanctioned by an organization's formal design or positively sanctioned 
by unofficial norms; and (c) is objective and subjective in nature, involving real 
organization events as well as perceptual attributes, (p. 50) 

Empirical evidence suggests that perceptions of organizational politics are related not 

only to lower levels of organizational commitment, but also to higher levels of stress, 

anxiety, and job dissatisfaction, as well as lower levels of extra work effort (see Kacmar 

and Baron, 1999). 

Ferris, Russ, and Fandt (1989) argued that employees are unlikely to feel 

committed to organizations they see as political. Similarly, Cropanzano, Howes, 

Grandey, and Toth (1997) suggested that the lack of predictable support at work makes 

risky the investment of long-term organizational membership. Organ and Konovsky 

(1989) argue that politics-commitment link is based on the exchange of both economic 

and social benefits between the employee and his or her employer. For example, if the 

employee works diligently and produces at his or her utmost level it is expected in 

exchange the employer will provide adequate compensation, desired job assigrmients, and 

opportunities for occupational advancement. Organizational politics can damage this 

relationship. When employees see promotions awarded primarily to clique members or 

for reasons other than merit, damage is done to the economic exchange relationship. The 

social exchange may suffer when either side engages in sabotage, strategic manipulation, 

or other political behaviors that are acted out in self-interest and that come at the expense 

of others. The greater workers view advancement, support, and job security as employer 

obligations and loyalty and minimum stay as their obligations, the more likely 



occupational politics that hamper this exchange will result in decreased commitment to 

the organization (Taylor, Audia, and Gupta, 1996). 

While common sense suggests that perceptions of negative politics are inversely 

related to expressions of organizational commitment, recent fmdings have been mixed 

(Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, and Toth, 1997; Drory, 1993; Randall, Cropanzano, 

Borman. and Birjulin, 1999). This inconsistency suggests the possible existence of 

moderators clouding the true relationship between organizational politics and 

commitment. Several recent studies suggest that both supervisory practices and employee 

behaviors moderate the relationship between organizational politics and employee work 

effort (e.g., Harrell-Cook, Ferris, and Dulebohn, 1999; Witt, 1998; Witt, Andrews, and 

Kacmar, 2000). 

Witt, Patti, and Farmer (2002) attempt to go beyond occupational commitment 

with their research on work identity. They argue that occupational commitment is too 

restrictive. Instead they argue for a focus on work identity which they define as, "the 

work-relevant target with which the individual primarily identifies; the occupation or the 

employing organization (i.e., the overall organization or various subsystems in it)" (p. 

488). This directly challenges the fmdings forwarded by Moorman (1991) and Williams, 

Pitre and Zainuba's (2002) that immediate supervisors are of much greater relevance in 

comparison to the overall justice found within the organization. 
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Suggested Hypotheses 

My research examines the impact organizational commitment has upon employee 

extra effort. Let us now turn to hypothesize concerning the importance of commitment in 

the employees of Tucson, Arizona. 

Hypothesis One: Affective, perceived costs, and obligation all represent different aspects 

of organizational commitment. 

Affective commitment is defined as "an attitude or an orientation toward the organization 

which links or attaches the identity of the person to the organization" by Sheldon (1971, 

p. 145). Combining two items within my survey captures the essence of this definition. 

Of those workers who recognized the mission of their employer, I asked whether they 

believe in that goal and how much they are personally willing to sacrifice to achieve this 

goal. Combining these two measures created a five-point scale of affective commitment. 

A similar measure was created reflecting perceived cost commitment. Becker (1960) 

notes the implicit calculation of external benefits and costs in this form of commitment. 

In my survey, workers were asked to identify motivating factors. Two factors, "desire for 

higher pay" and "ability to make a good deal of money" relate directly to this conception 

of commitment. Responses for these two questions are combined to create a measure of 

perceived cost commitment. Finally, a measure of obligation commitment is created 

using two other motivating factors. "A sense of worthwhile achievement" and "achieving 

status and honor" come closest to capturing the notion of duty associated with this form 

of commitment. The frequencies for each of these variables are presented in Table 6-2. 
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Table 6-2: Three Measures of Commitment 

Affective Perceived Costs Obligation 

Frequency Percentag 

e 

Frequency Percentag 

e 

Frequency Percentag 

e 

Low 23 6.4 29 8.1 69 20.4 

Low-

Medium 

50 14.0 33 9.2 38 10.6 

Medium 66 18.5 69 19.3 81 22.7 

High 

Medium 

83 23.2 78 21.8 73 20.4 

High 90 25.2 120 33.6 57 16.0 

Missing 45 12.6 28 7.8 35 9.8 

The correlations of these three variables are presented in Table 6-3. Several of the 

correlations among these variables are significant. However, the Pearson's correlation 

coefficients remain relatively small with the largest being .276. As a result, there is value 

in including separate measures of the tliree forms of commitment identified in the 

literature. These three measures will be used separately to predict employee extra work 

effort. 
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Table 6-3; Correlations of the Measures of Commitment 

Affective Perceived Cost Obligation 
Commitment Commitment Commitment 

Affective Pearson 1.000 -.046 .162 
Commitment Correlation 
Affective Sig. (2-tailed) , .422 .005 
Commitment N 312 307 300 
Perceived Cost Pearson -.046 1.000 .276 
Commitment Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) .422 .000 
N 307 329 322 

Obligation Pearson .162 .276 1.000 
Commitment Correlation 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .000 
N 300 322 322 

Hypothesis Two: Increased commitment results in a lower level of employee turnover. 

This assumption is universal in the commitment literature. Unfortunately, 1 do not 

have a measure of turnover within my study. This investigation was concluded at a single 

time period and does not trace the employment path of the employees under 

investigation. However, I do have a measure of time missed due to illness. Employees 

who miss work due to sickness may be expressing a weaker form of exit displayed by 

turnover. Therefore, it is expected that increased organizational commitment would result 

in fewer days missed due to illness. As a result, we can modify the above hypothesis to: 

Hypothesis Two: Increased commitment results in fewer days missed due to illness. 

I used the three measures of commitment crafted above to predict the number of 

days absent from work due to illness. The results are presented in Table 6-4. 
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Table 6-4: Organizational Commitments Ability to Reduce Absences from Work Due to 

Illness 

Unstandardized 
Coefficients 

Standardize 
d 

Coefficients 

t Significance 

B Std. 
Error 

Beta 

B Std. 
Error 

Beta 

f Constant) 2.864 .332 8.622 .000 
(Constant) 2.864 .332 8.622 .000 
Affective Commitment -.204 .047 -.249 -4.348 .000 
Perceived Cost 
Commitment 

5.885E-02 .044 .078 1.333 .184 

Obligation Commitment -3.395E-02 .033 -.061 -1.035 .301 

As can be seen, affective commitment is the only significant form of commitment 

in relation to days absent due to illness. This is interesting. Several possible explanations 

exist for this result. First, perceived cost commitment measures the perception individuals 

have conceming the material benefits lost or gained through employment. If there is not a 

direct tie between the number of days absent from the organization and employment 

benefits, it would be expected that this form of commitment would be insignificant. Also, 

obligation commitment refers to the connection with the organization, not necessarily to 

the amount of time spent at work. In fact an argument could be presented that attendance 

at work while sick could be detrimental to the organization (potential to make other 

employees ill, poor performance of work tasks, etc.). As a result, lower number of 

absences due to illness would relate inversely to duty to the organization. Such logic 

would mute the relationship between obligation commitment and the number of days 
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missed due to illness. While each of these explanations is plausible, they are not proven 

by the data. Further research is needed to explain this relationship. 

Hypothesis Three: As age increases, all forms of commitment will increase. 

In their examination of registered nurses who were members of the College of 

Nurses of Onatrio, Canada, Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) found that age and all forms 

of commitment correlate positively and significantly at the .05 level. My data reveal a 

more complex relationship. Table 6-5 reveals the correlations found by Meyer, Allen, and 

Smith (1993) along with my findings. While affective commitment trends in the 

predicted direction, it is not statistically significant. Also, perceived cost and obligation 

commitment are both negatively related to age in my survey of Tucson employees. 

Perhaps the importance of external incentives indicated by my perceived cost 

commitment measure becomes less important as employees progress within their 

profession. This hypothesis is bolstered by evidence that age and time in your current 

position are significantly correlated within my sample. It is more difficult to explain the 

findings concerning obligation commitment and age. One could hypothesize that as 

individuals become older, their duty to the job begins to decrease. However, age and 

obligation commitment do not correlate significantly. More study will be needed to 

further understand this relationship. 
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Table 6-5; Correlations of Age and Commitment 

Meyer, Allen, and Smith's 

(1993) Study'; 

Affective 

Commitment 

Perceived Cost 

Commitment 

Obligation 

Commitment 

Variable: Age .20* .11* .18** 

Current Study; 

Variable: Age .076 -.20** -.178** 

*p>.05**p<.01  

' Data obtained from Table 8 on p. 548 in Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993). 

Hypothesis Four: As commitment increases, job interest will increase. 

Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) along with several others (Cropanzano, Howes, 

Grandey, and Toth, 1997; Drory, 1993; Moorman, 1991; Organ, 1990; and Williams. 

Pitre, and Zainuba, 2002) suggest that job interest is positively correlated with 

commitment. This is one of the main purposes for cultivating organizational 

commitment. The common belief posits that if individuals are more committed to their 

employer, they will take more interest in the their job and this will, in turn, improve the 

quality of their work and increase their productivity. Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993) find 

that not all forms of commitment are positively correlated with job interest. For their 

student nurses, they find that none of the measures of commitment are significantly 

related to job interest at the end of the nursing students' academic year. When they turn 

to examine their professional, registered nurses, they note that job interest is significantly 

correlated to all measures of commitment but that only affective and obligation 

commitment are positively correlated with job interest. My results challenge the findings 

of Meyer, Allen, and Smith (1993). Table 6-6 reveals that within my study job interest 
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correlates positively only with perceived cost commitment. Both of the other measures 

correlate negatively with job interest. This is clearly counterintuitive and leaves little 

explanation. 

Table 6-6: Correlations of Job Interest and Commitment 

Meyer, Allen, and Smith's (1993) 

Study': 

Affective 

Commitment 

Perceived Cost 

Commitment 

Obligation 

Commitment 

Student Nurses Variable: Job 

Interest 

.05 -.06 .04 

Registered 

Nurses 

Variable: Job 

Interest 

-.22** 37** 

Current Study: 

Variable: Job Interest -.501** .186** -.135* 

* p>.05. ** p<.01 

^ Data obtained from Tables 6 and 8 on pp. 546 and 548 in Meyer, Allen, and Smith 

(1993). 

Hypothesis Five: Increased perceptions of organizational justice will result in greater 

levels of organizational commitment. 

Moorman (1991) and Williams, Pitre, and Zainuba (2002) suggest that 

organizational justice is positively related to organizational commitment. However, they 

note that this relationship is not straightforward. Following Greenberg (1990) they divide 

organizational justice into distributive justice and procedural justice. Distributive justice 

refers to the fairness in the compensation offered to employees and procedural justice 

relates to integrity of the mechanisms to evaluate employees within the organization. 
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Several of the items contained within my study relate to these separate forms of 

organizational justice. Distributive justice is estimated using employee perceptions of 

fairness concerning their compensation and relational fairness in consideration of their 

compensation to other coworkers. Procedural fairness is gauged using the perceptions of 

employees who have been evaluated by their supervisors concerning the fairness of those 

evaluations. Both of these measures create dichotomous variables depicting the existence 

or lack of their particular form of organizational justice. Table 6-7 provides the 

descriptive figures for the two measures of organizational justice, and tables 6-8a and 6-

8b display the results of logistic regression analysis using the three forms of commitment 

as predictors of these measures of organizational justice. 

Table 6-7: Frequencies of Distributive and Procedure Justice 

Distributive 

Justice 

Frequency Percent Procedural 

Justice 

Frequency Percent 

Yes 148 55.0 Yes 101 30.5 

No 181 45.0 No 230 69.5 

Total 329 100.0 Total 331 100.0 

It is important to note that the majority of workers surveyed believe they are 

compensated fairly. This casts a shadow on the common notion that most employees 

believe they are underpaid or ill compensated. Also, more than two-thirds of employees 

do not believe that they are evaluated fairly. In my sample of Tucson employees, it is 
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evident that if there is a problem concerning employee beliefs of organizational justice, it 

is centered on the evaluation systems used at these employers. 

Interestingly, when the three measures of commitment are regressed on 

distributive justice, only affective commitment has a significant positive impact. 

Employees who have an emotional commitment to their employer are more likely to 

believe that they are being fairly compensated. It is more troubling to note that as the two 

other forms of commitment increase, employees are less likely to believe that their 

employer fairly compensates them. Perhaps a crowding-out effect is at work. Namely, as 

employees perceive injustice concerning their compensation, they lose their emotional 

attachment to their employer. Unfortunately, with a static time survey it is impossible to 

test this hypothesis with my data. 

A nearly identical finding exists for procedural justice. While only perceived cost 

commitment has a significant relationship with procedural justice at the .05 level, each of 

the coefficients trends in the same direction as the logistic regression model of 

distributive justice. This result combined with the research by Moorman (1991) leads us 

to our next hypothesis. 
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Table 6-8a: Logistic Regression of Measures of Commitment on Distributive Justice 

Model Summarv 
Chi-

square 
df Significance -2 Log 

likelihood 
Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 

29.285 3 .000 378.909 .095 .126 

Variables in the Equation 
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Affective 
Commitment 

.376 .106 12.557 1 .000 1.456 

Perceived Cost 
Commitmenl 

-.207 .097 4.563 1 .033 .813 

Obligation 
Commitment 

-.206 .075 7.674 1 .006 .813 

Constant L502 .741 4.108 1 .043 4.493 

Table 6-8b: Logistic Regression of Measures of Commitment on Procedural Justice 

Model Summarv 
Chi-

square 
df Significance -2 Log 

likelihood 
Cox & Snell R 

Square 
Nagelkerke R 

Square 

27.079 3 .000 337.286 .087 .123 

Variables in the Equation 
B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Affective 
Commitment 

.177 .107 2.713 1 .100 1.193 

Perceived Cost 
Commitment 

-.509 .125 16.541 1 .000 .601 

Obligation 
Commitment 

-.063 .076 .684 1 .408 .939 

Constant 4.266 .961 19.710 1 .000 71.241 
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Hypothesis Six: Only procedural justice has a significant influence on extra work effort. 

Moorman (1991) suggests that OCB are only affected by employee's perceptions 

of the procedural justice exhibited by their supervisor. In essence, he argues that 

employees do not look beyond their immediate supervisors in assessing the procedural 

justice of their employer. While the entire organization that an employee works within 

may contain flaws of procedural justice, Moorman argues that if an employee is treated 

fairly by his supervisor in relation to the procedures used in their evaluation, they will 

exhibit increased OCB. OCB are described by Organ (1990) as behavior "beyond the 

scope of job descriptions and formal, contractual sanctions or incentives" (p. 43). This is 

what we are attempting to discover with our two measures of employee extra work effort. 

When we regress either form of justice on our measures of extra work effort no 

significant relationship is revealed. This challenges the notion that OCB are significantly 

affected by the perception of organizational justice. 

Hypothesis Seven: Organizational politics has an impact on organizational commitment 

One of the most fascinating areas of research investigates the role office politics plays 

in the work environment. Several researchers have recently begun to investigate the 

function organizational politics has on the strength of organizational commitment (e.g., 

Cropanzano, Howes, Grandey, and Toth, 1997; Ferris, Russ, amd Fandt, 1989; Organ and 

Konovsky, 1989). No consensus has developed concerning the importance of this factor 

to the existence of organizational commitment. While my study does not directly assess 

organizational politics, my measure of fairness approaches the definition of 

organizational politics. Table 6-9 presents the results of a one-way ANOVA analysis of 
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my dichotomous proxy for organizational politics and my three measures of commitment, 

and Figure 6-1 presents the means of the three measures of organizational commitment 

on the dichotomous variable organizational politics. 

Table 6-9: The Relationship Among Organizational Politics and Commitment 

ANOVA 

Sum of 

Squares 

df Mean 

Square 

F Significance 

Affective 

Commitment 

Between 

Groups 

63.724 1 63.724 45.941 .000 Affective 

Commitment 

Within 

Groups 

424.445 306 1.387 

45.941 .000 

Perceived 

Cost 

Commitment 

Between 

Groups 

7.807 1 7.807 3.907 .049 Perceived 

Cost 

Commitment Within 

Groups 

645.350 323 1.998 

3.907 .049 

Obligation 

Commitment 

Between 

Groups 

8.631 1 8.631 2.607 .107 Obligation 

Commitment 

Within 

Groups 

1046.15 316 3.311 

2.607 .107 



Figure 6-1: Means of Organization Politics and Measures of Commitment 
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Organizational politics does have a significant impact on organizational commitment 

but not all forms of commitment correlate positively with organizational politics. As can 

be seen from the plots, perceived cost and obligation commitment decrease as employees 

recognize organizational politics. Politics within the workplace appear to have a 

detrimental impact on employee extra work effort. This is the expected relationship from 

the majority of the research presented. However, the opposite is true for affective 

commitment; as employees perceive organizational politics, we see an increase in 

affective commitment. This is impossible to explain with the previous research that has 

been conducted. Clearly this is area that needs further research and could provide a 
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valuable addition towards the understanding of the importance of organizational 

commitment in the workplace. 

Hypothesis Eight: Increased organizational commitment results in increased extra 

employee work effort. 

Finally, the literature surrounding organizational commitment would suggest that 

as organizational commitment increases, employees would be expected to work beyond 

their formal contracts. When we look at each of the measures of organizational 

commitment we would expect to see a stronger relationship for affective and obligation 

commitment as perceived cost commitment is based on a rational calculation of perceived 

benefits and costs of action. 

Perhaps of all the results presented in this chapter, it is most important that all of 

the measures of commitment correlate positively with extra employee work effort. Also, 

perceived cost commitment is the only measure of organizational commitment that is 

statistically insignificant. These correlations are presented in Table 6-10. This provides 

the strongest evidence that organizational commitment is a driving force behind extra 

employee work effort. 
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Table 6-10: Correlations of Measures of Commitment and Measures of Extra Employee 

Work Effort 

Affective 
Commitment 

Perceived Cost 
Commitment 

Obligation 
Commitment 

Extra 
Work 
Effort 
with 
Overtime 

Extra 
Work 
Effort 
without 
Overtime 

Extra 
Work 
Effort 

with 
Overtime 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.142 .040 .262 1.000 .890 

Sig. (2-taiIed) .014 .474 .000 
• .000 

N 300 318 311 318 318 

Extra 
Work 
Effort 

without 
Overtime 

Pearson 
Correlation 

.161 .056 .277 .890 1.000 

Sig. (2-tailed) .005 .323 .000 .000 
N 300 318 311 318 318 

Conclusions 

The last hypothesis reveals a clear relationship between organizational commitment 

and the amount of employee extra work effort observed in the job arena. This is not a 

surprise to anyone who has worked within a modem organization. It is close to common 

sense to remark that individuals who have a greater level of commitment to their 

employer are more likely to put in that extra effort above and beyond their formal 

contract. This is exactly the type of worker sought in the modem organization. What is 

most interesting is that this relationship is far from simple. Organizational commitment is 
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shown to exist in multiple forms, each with differing abilities to affect characteristics 

related to employee motivation and work effort. The multiple forms of commitment are 

an antecedent to many of the qualities that are desired in the modern workforce such as 

loyalty, productivity, and innovation but the ability of each of these forms of 

organizational commitment to affect these outcomes is still largely unknown. 

My research confirms the findings of Allen and Meyer (1990, 1997) that multiple 

expression of organizational commitment exist distinct from one another. They are 

correct to note that differing outcomes can be expected based on the presence or lack of 

the three forms of commitment identified. For example, my research shows that 

individuals with a strong sense of affective commitment are less likely to be absent from 

their jobs due to sickness. This is not the case with the other two forms of commitment. 

Further research should be able to extend this finding to other forms of employee 

behavior sought by employers such as unauthorized use of company material, outright 

theft, or employee sloth to name a few examples. 

A second finding challenges the current literature (Meyer, Allen, and Smith, 1993) 

that suggests that age has a positive correlation with commitment. Instead, my results 

find that age is only significantly correlated with perceived cost and obligation 

commitment, and the correlation is negative. At this early stage of understanding, I would 

hypothesize that while age may be significantly related to commitment, this relationship 

is molded by several interaction effects not tested here such as the political culture of an 

organization and the nature of the employment under consideration. It is believed that 

individuals undergo a socialization process within their employment environment as with 
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all long-term relationships with an institution. As individuals grow with their employer 

they lose the naive notions that may have drawn them to their employer originally. 

Instead they may come to recognize their employer as a flawed institution that is not able 

to fully translate its organizational mission into an effective work process. Perhaps as 

employees age this recognition drains the commitment they have towards their employer. 

Clearly, more study is needed to fully understand this relationship. 

Third, it is surprising that little support is given to the notion that organizational 

justice is positively correlated with organizational commitment. Nearly all of the previous 

research (Moorman, 1991; Williams, Pitre and Zainuba, 2002) and common sense would 

suggest that this relationship be evident and strong. My data and analysis do not conform 

to previous research. This result suggests that we have a poor understanding of the 

relationship of office politics and employee motivation and extra work effort. More 

research is needed in this area. 

Finally, and perhaps most importantly for my study, a clear relationship exists 

between organizational commitment and employee extra work effort. This relationship 

remains strong and statistically significant no matter the form of the organization or the 

type of organizational commitment. This provides a clear message to human resource 

managers to provide close attention to the level of organizational commitment within 

their employees. More effort must be paid to ensure that organizational commitment 

remains strong in the modem workforce if we can expect to continue to increase 

productivity and satisfaction among both public and private sector employees. 

Organizational commitment appears to be the clear determinant of employee extra work 
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effort. Of the two main determinants, it strongly outweighs the importance of employee 

empowerment. As was suggested at the conclusion of the previous chapter, without the 

emotional attachment best identified as affective commitment, managerial systems such 

as total quality management can only go so far in inducing increase productivity and 

effort among employees. It is necessary to develop an emotional attachment between 

employees and their employers to gain the extra effort that most human personnel 

managers seek. Interestingly, little attention has been paid to this determining factor in 

relation to adjustments to both external incentive systems and managerial structural 

realignments. We are missing the mark by continually adjusting either the compensation 

plans or the organizational structure under which employees work. Each of these 

adjustments will have an impact on the satisfaction of employees and may increase the 

desirability of the employment. However, enhanced productivity and extra work effort 

can only be fully achieved if more attention is paid to the emotional attachment workers 

have to their employer. 
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Chapter 7: Assessing Theory and Evidence 

The motivation of employees is an integral topic to a wide range of social 

investigations. What we do on the job largely determines the success or failure of the 

complex social organizations we have created in both the public and private sector. The 

beginning of the twenty-first century has not been easy for the American worker. As the 

economy has declined and compensation and benefits to workers have followed, workers 

have been forced to adjust to a shrinking market of available employment and benefits. 

This adjustment would imply that the motivations employed by the workforce will also 

need to adjust. Further research is needed to suggest how these adjustments are being 

made. However, the information gathered within this study can provide clues to these 

future adjustments. 

Assessing Motivational Models and Avenues for Advancement 

To begin this exercise, let us return to the lessons gained in chapter two and three. 

These two chapters outlined two competing theories concerning human motivation. For 

simplicity I defined these as economic and psychological aspects of investigation. This 

concluding chapter will first outline the relevant assertions of each of these broad 

theoretical lenses on worker motivation and employee extra work effort. Next this 

information will be used to begin the process of developing a new model of motivation. 

This attempt will be purely speculative and must be supported by further research and 

empirical investigation. Once a new model of worker motivation is forwarded, the 

assumptions and hypotheses can be tested and the model can be evaluated. I will 

conclude the chapter with an examination of employment environment currently faced by 
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the American worker and its implication for the importance of understanding what drives 

employee extra work effort. 

The concept of motivation currently used in economics (see Becker 1976) assumes 

that individuals maximize their own utility subject to the constraints imposed externally. 

The individual is taken to be egoistic and to be interested mainly in material benefits and 

costs. This crude, simplistic model has proven to explain a wide range of human behavior 

in a multitude of environmental settings. It has been subjected to many empirical tests, 

and has performed well compared to other models of human behavior (Hirshleifer, 1985; 

Frey, 1992). 

Several attempts have been made to extend the economic model outside of the free-

market sphere of traditional economic research. Becker (1981) has introduced altruism to 

account for behavior in the family, in particular the relationship between parents and 

offspring. Akerlof (1984) has integrated prestige and social norms to explain social 

exchange more fully. Frey (1997) has moved even further from the traditional model by 

asserting a more refined motivational structure. He suggests four basic propositions: (1) 

Intrinsic motivation presents an important determinant of human behavior; (2) Monetary 

incentives (under identifiable conditions) undermine intrinsic motivation; (3) Other 

interventions external to a particular individual may also limit the strength of intrinsic 

motivation. Specifically, in addition to material incentives, commands, controls and 

punishments that are externally applied may also reduce intrinsic motivation. Finally, (4) 

in very limited circumstances, external motivations may induce intrinsic motivations. 
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Frev's movement away from the traditional model of economic motivation challenges 

some of the basic understandings of basic economics. The traditional model of economics 

hinges on the price effect (Becker, 1976; Stigler, 1984) stating that a higher the monetary 

reward provides for a greater external motivation and results in more of an action. For 

supply, this principle produces a positive relationship between price and quantity; for 

demand, it produces a negative relationship between price and quantity. 'Price' can take 

on many meanings within traditional economics such as non-material items such as 

prestige, honor and happiness. 

The price effect is interpreted differently for Frey. While he acknowledges the 

importance of the price effect he also argues that "the positive relationship posited for 

supply, and the negative one for demand, is no longer generally valid. (Frey, 1997, p. 

119)" He suggests a crowding effect where the addition of a price effect (material 

incentive) results in a reduction of the corresponding activity over the long-run. He posits 

that over-reliance on material incentives, whether they are positive or negative will 

reduce any intrinsic or internal incentives that may reside within the worker. 

Many other deviations for the traditional economic model of motivation; 

• People evaluate alternatives not in terms of total wealth but relative to a reference 

point of which the most common condition is most prominent. 

• People tend to take forgone costs into account in their decisions even though they 

refer to the past and cannot be regained. 

• A benefit or good currently owned by an individual is more highly valued than a 

similar item that is not currently owned. 
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• The way a decision is framed has a significant impact on the decision made. 

• More recently obtained information or events are overvalued in making a 

decision. 

• Actual cost is usually overvalued in relation to opportunity cost. 

• Probabilities are commonly miscalculated and misapplied to future events. 

All of these problems are inconsistent with the model of the individual presented by 

traditional economics. All of these anomalies are present in the employment market and 

have a direct impact on the decisions made by employees. As a result, we must look 

elsewhere to establish a new model of motivation for employees. The model presented by 

traditional economics does not accurately predict the actions of the average employee and 

will lead to miscalculations when developing management systems conceming these 

employees. 

While the psychological literature presented in chapter three is much less coherent 

than traditional economic theory, lessons can be synthesized from this research to build a 

new model of motivation. As stated previously, at its most basic level, individual 

motivation is determined by the environment in which he or she works, his or her 

physical makeup or heredity and his or her interactions with each of these determinants. 

Each of these antecedents influence individual characteristics such as personality, 

motives, attitudes, beliefs, knowledge, abilities and values. These mid-level attributes 

further guide an individual's choice of goals and actions, the intensity and character of 

effort exerted and the length of goal-directed behavior over time. Following Kanfer's 

(1995) categorization, theories can be subdivided into two categories based on their 



211 

proximity to action. Distal construct theories such as achievement motivation and 

expectancy-value theory, stress the importance of non-cognitive individual differences on 

choice. Personality, social norms and genetic or hereditary differences in individual 

workers that guide decision-making would be located in this spectrum of theory. More 

immediate constructs such as social-learning, self-regulation and goal-setting are 

considered proximal since they focus on motivational structures at the level of purposive 

action. These theories implicitly assume that background or social demographic 

characteristics of individuals are largely irrelevant in understanding worker motivation. 

Instead volition is integral to uncovering the motivational bases of action. 

Examining the findings of chapters five and six reveal some lessons concerning these 

differing theories of motivation. Perhaps most significantly, increased material incentives 

is not a strong predictor of employee extra work effort. Extra work effort is not 

significantly related to compensation type. Indeed those individuals who receive a 

significant potion of their income based on a pay-for-performance compensation system 

are less likely to exhibit extra work effort. This provides strong support to Prey's (1997) 

assertion that extrinsically-based incentive plans are likely to inhibit or retard intrinsic 

forms of motivations. This is what he refers to as his crowding out effect. The research 

conducted in this study appears to confirm that reliance of strictly material rewards tied 

directly to performance does not increase extra work effort. 

A second major finding of tliis study suggests that employee involvement or 

empowerment programs do not produce the expected increase in worker productivity or 

increase extra work effort suggested by their practitioners. While each of the different 
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forms of empowerment managerial systems outlined in chapter five were not directly 

tested due to a limitation of the dataset, there is little reason to believe that the model 

applied would produce a significant difference from the overall trend. Employee 

empowerment may be simply another managerial trend that is pitched beyond its 

performance. 

A final major finding of this research suggests that organizational commitment 

generally defined is a strong predictor of employee extra work effort. As was outlined in 

chapter six, there exist many differing conceptions of organizational commitment. Meyer 

and Allen (1987) outline these differing conceptions and suggest a three-part 

categorization scheme. Most important for these authors is the conception of affective 

commitment. They present affective commitment as an emotional attachment to an 

employer such that an individual identifies herself through, actively participates in and/or 

enjoys membership in the organization. It is this form of commitment that creates a clear 

link between employee conditions and extra work effort. As noted in chapter six, this 

form of organizational commitment is positively related to extra work effort across 

organizational type and managerial systems. From the research conducted in this study, 

affective commitment to one's employer is the clearest avenue to employee extra work 

effort. 

How do these findings inform the behavior models outlined in chapters two and three? 

First, they call into question the economic model used as the basis of traditional 

economics. While this model has been remarkably successful in explaining the behavior 

of individuals and firms in a firee market system, it does not account for actions of 



213 

individuals within a complex employment marketplace. Decisions within an organization 

are not based upon externally applied economic incentives alone. This research does not 

argue that these incentives are unimportant. Rather, it argues that externally applied 

incentives most conform to the distal and proximal constructs that already exist within 

the environment of the organization. External incentives may increase the existence of 

employee extra work effort but they will only do so under specific conditions that are 

driven by the commitment of the employee to his or her workplace. Commonly used 

incentives such as stock options or compensation bonuses will only be successful if there 

already exists an affective commitment of the workforce towards their employer. If this 

condition does not exist it is likely that application of external incentives will have the 

perverse effect of only temporarily increasing extra work effort for a short period of time. 

This short increase would be followed by a long-term decline in extra work effort below 

that observed before the incentive was assigned. It appears that personnel managers 

would be well served to refrain from tinkering with their incentive systems and instead 

focus on increasing overall organizational commitment within their workplace. Too little 

research has been conducted into bolstering organizational commitment in a variety of 

workplaces but research in this area shows great promise. 

The purpose of this study was to discover the antecedents of employee extra work 

effort. This research encompasses a wide-ranging field that does not reside in any single 

academic discipline. Differing fields of study have examined this problem under their 

own methodology and points of perspective. This has created a disjunction among the 

academic fields as they have sought to discover what motivates workers to put in extra 
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work effort. Each academic discipline has used their own behavioral assumption to 

inform and guide their research. As a result each has been unable to use the information 

gathered within neighboring fields to enhance their own research. This study is an 

attempt to bridge the gap among these fields and draw upon the research in differing 

disciplines to develop a common understanding of the antecedents of extra work effort. 

Before we synthesize the findings detailed in this work, it is important to assess the state 

of the American worker. 

State of the American Worker 

Times are tough for the American worker. Regardless of educational background, 

geographic location or occupation, the last two years have been difficult ones in the 

workplace. When most Americans look at the job outlook, this is what they see: days 

before Christmas in 2002, Verizon Communications laid off 3,500 workers in the 

Northeast and Mid-Atlantic regions. Shortly thereafter, K-Mart Corporation said it would 

come out of bankruptcy earlier than plarmed by closing 326 stores and cutting the jobs of 

37,000 employees over by the summer of 2003. This is in addition to closing 283 stores 

and laying off 22,000 workers in 2002. In the month of January the following year, 

supermarket giant Food Lion announced it would close 41 stores and eliminate 1,500 

jobs. This was followed by Eastman Kodak announcing a future cut of as many as 2,200 

jobs (Bernstein, 2003). 

It is little surprise that Americans' confidence in the economy has continued to erode. 

The Conference Board, a not-for-profit research organization, recently reported that their 

consumer confidence index decline in February of 2003 for the third month in a row. 
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Consumer confidence is at its lowest level since October of 1993 (Consumer Research 

Center. Press Release, February 25, 2003). The Conference Board reported that the 

employment outlook was grim. Consumers reporting that jobs were difficult to get rose to 

a nine-year high of over 30% and outpaced consumers reporting that jobs were plentiful 

more than two to one. This is not a surprise. Only two years ago, the unemployment rate 

was at four percent. In the past few months the unemployment rate has hovered around 

6%. The nation has lost 1.7 million jobs over the past two years after adding to the 

nations stock of employment positions by over 5 million in the two previous years 

(Bureau of Labor Statistics). According to the Department of Labor, there are 

approximately two and a half job seekers for every available position. 

Not only are we seeing an increase in the number of unemployed, the duration of 

unemployment is growing longer. Currently, nearly two million workers within the 

United States have been imemployed for at least six months and are actively pursuing 

employment. This is a three-fold increase from two years ago. Another 2 millions 

workers have been on the job market without success for at least six months (Bureau of 

Labor Statistics). 

The increase in unemployment duration is taxing the unemployment compensation 

systems. Over the three months between September and December 2002, more than one 

million workers exhausted their regular state unemployment benefits. For those workers 

who qualify for the federal Temporary Emergence Unemployment Compensation 

Program, an estimated 2.2 million exhausted this benefit during the program's initial nine 
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months of operation (March - December 2002) (Bernstein, p. 3-5). Of these individuals 

over 1 million remain unemployed. 

Times are severe for those workers who are employed. More than 4 million are 

estimated to work part time because they are unable to find full-time positions. Of those 

working full-time, an estimated 300,000 individuals lost their health insurance coverage 

during the first six months of 2002. Four of the five Americans living without health 

insurance, over 32 million individuals, live in families with at least one full-time worker. 

Workers who still have health insurance are paying significantly more for this benefit. 

Workers' premium payments rose 27 percent for single coverage and 16 percent for 

family coverage in 2002 (Bernstein, p. 5-7). 

Over the past year, worker productivity has continued to rise but real (inflation-

adjusted) wages have fallen. For the fiscal year that ended in September 2002, worker 

productivity grew by nearly 6 percent but inflation-adjusted hourly wages rose by only 2 

percent. Hourly wages have remained stagnant since the end of 2001 and weekly earning 

of the American worker declined by one half of a percent in 2002 (Bureau of Labor 

Statistics). 

Declining wages has been matched by income inequality. At the end of the 1970's, the 

richest 20 percent of American families had average incomes of 7.4 times greater than the 

poorest 20 percent (Economic Policy Institute). By the end of the 1990's the ratio had 

increased above 10:1. In fact the only group of families to see a real increase in income in 

the last two years are those in the top five percent of the income distribution (Bernstein, 

p. 6). 



217 

Even with the unparalleled growth of investment income in the 1990's, the retirement 

wealth of American workers is suspect. The Economic Policy Institute reported last May 

that more than 40 percent of families with workers beyond the midpoint of their careers 

would be unable to replace half of their pre-retirement income when they retire, and that 

20 percent would live below the current federal poverty line (Eisenbrey, p. 2). The past 

two decades have witnessed a shift away from employer-provided, guaranteed pension 

plans ("defined-benefit" plans) in favor of defined-contribution savings plans, funded by 

the workers and their employers or by workers alone. In 1979, 37 percent of all private-

sector workers had guaranteed pension plans. By 1998 only 27 percent of private sector 

employees had guaranteed pension plans (Eisenbrey, p. 7). 

The shift away from guaranteed pensions to defined contribution retirement savings 

plans has made workers' retirement security vulnerable to the vagrancies of the 

investment markets. By midyear 2002, nearly two-thirds of all 404(k) assets were 

invested in stocks. The Institute for America's Future has estimated that Americans lost 

$175 billion in 401(k) savings in 2001 (Reimer, p. 3). Between 1999 and 2001, the 

avergae 401(k) account fell 20 percent from $45,681 to $36,390. An investment of 

$10,000 in a Dow Jones Industrial Average index fund at the end of 1999 would now be 

worth just under $7,000. Even if the markets were to produce average historical returns, 

an investor would not be able to recover the full value of the initial investment until 

sometime in 2009 (Reimer, p. 11). 

Wealth is another important measure of the success of the American worker. 

Unfortunately, for the typical household, rising debt was the big story of the past decade. 
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Household debt grew much more rapidly than household income. By 2001, total 

household debt exceeded total household disposable income by almost ten percent. 

Households in the middle of the wealth distribution; those likely outlined in this study, 

absorbed the largest share of this run-up in debt. The most recent government data show 

that 14 percent of middle-income households have debt-service obligations that exceed 

forty percent of their income; one of eleven have at least one bill that is sixty days past 

due. Finally, personal bankruptcy rates reached all time highs in both 2001 and 2002. 

As economies rise and fall, the American worker is forced to adjust to the changing 

economic conditions. Under assumptions of the economic model of man, as employers 

began to reduce the positive incentives toward employment such as a reduction in 

benefits, lack of long-term commitments and increased employee turnover, employees 

should respond by reducing their commitment to their employer. However, this is not 

occurring. Organizational commitment has not shown a decline. Employees remain 

remarkably committed to their employees across occupational categories and 

organizational type. This directly questions the rational-choice theory upon which we 

have built our models of employee action. This work has pointed the direction for a new 

understanding of human behavior. Much research needs to be done. A more robust model 

of human decision-making is necessary if we are to fully understand the motivation of 

employees within the workplace. 

As was revealed in the previous chapter, organizational commitment is the foundation 

of employee extra work effort. Employees who have a positive emotional attachment to 

their employer are much more likely to put in the extra effort that every personnel 
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manager seeks from his or her employees. Adjustments to the economic incentive 

packages offered to employees has gain great notoriety over the past several decades as 

the source of increased employee productivity. The continual adjustments of 

compensation plans and benefit packages to match employee external incentives fill the 

pages of personnel management journals. As well, managerial systems such as total 

quality management, process reengineering and knowledge management have all had 

their time in the spotlight. Each has asserted that they are the solution to the shirking 

dilemma of the modem employee. However, as this research as well as others have 

shown, adjustments to managerial systems has not translated into the employee extra 

work effort that proponents have suggested. An increased emphasis on organizational 

commitment is called for by this research and shows the greatest potential to increasing 

employee extra work effort. 

Organizational commitment is the only discovered means to increasing employee 

extra work effort. Across a wide range of occupations and organizational types 

employees who are committed to their employer and have not just an economic 

relationship but also an emotional attachment to their employer are more likely to put in 

extra effort at the workplace. This is what all personnel managers desire and what has 

also been shown to increase employee satisfaction with their jobs. 
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Appendix A: Survey lustriiment 

This survey is used to learn what employees want here in Tucson. Arizona. This survey is conducted by 
Peter Yacobucci through the auspices of the Political Science Department at the University of Arizona. It 
is fully confidential. Unless you provide your name at the end of the survey, it is not possible to know the 
individual who is responding. You can be certain, therefore, that your responses are confidential. Please 
take approximately 20 minutes to complete the survey and return it in the attached self-addressed stamped 
envelope. If you have any questions about the study, please call Peter Yacobucci at 621-7600 or any 
questions concerning your rights, please call the Human Subjects Committee at 626-6721. The purpose of 
this study is to help improve work conditions for employees. I hope you will complete the survey and 
return it but you may decline at any time. Thank you very much for your time! 

The following questions examine possible areas of interest or concern to workers. 

I. Do you feel that you are fairly compensated 6a. If yes to #6 - Do you know your 
at work? supervisor's standards by which you are 
a. yes evaluated? 
b. no a. yes 

b. no 
2. In comparison to your coworkers are you 

paid about what they are, more than they are 
or less than they are? 
a. what they are 
b. more than they are 
c. less than they are 

6b. If yes to #6 - Do you feel your evaluation 
was fair? 

a. yes 
b. no 

3. Does your supervisor seek your input when 
major decisions are made within your 
section? 
a. yes 
b. no 

7. How interesting do you find your job? 
a. nearly always interesting 
b. frequently interesting 
c. occasionally interesting 
d. usually boring 
e. nearly always boring 

4. Do you feel you have an important say in 
your section? 
a. yes 
b. no 

8. How well do you know what your coworkers 
are working on? 
a. very well 
b. somewhat 
c. not very well 

5. On how many of the decisions of your 
section are you actively involved in? 
a. nearly all decisions 
b. some decisions 
c. no decisions 

9. How often do you discuss your tasks at work 
with your coworkers? 
a. daily 
b. a few times a week 

6. Are you formally evaluated by your 
supervisor? 
a. yes 
b. no 

c. rarely 
d. never 
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10. In your experience at work when you have 
difficulty in completing a task, what is your 
usual response(s); (please choose up to two) 
a. Discuss your difficulty with your 

supervisor 
b. Turn to a different job and hope to return 

later 
c. Continue to work until you completed 

the task 
d. Attempt to get help from coworkers 
e. Attempt to transfer the problem to 

someone else 

11. Does your workplace have an overall mission 
or goal? 
a. yes 

b. no 

11a. If yes to #11, how much do you believe 
in the overall goal or mission of your 
workplace? 

a. very much 
b. somewhat 
c. not very much 

lib. If yes to #11, how much are you willing 
to personally sacrifice to help your workplace 
achieve its goal? 

a. very much 
b. somewhat 
c. not very much 

12. Does your coworkers and/or supervisor have 
times when you meet to discuss your work? 
a. yes - how often? 
b. no 

15. In general, are you given specific instructions 
or are you given more general instructions on 
what to do at work? 
a. specific, detailed instruction; "Process 

10 items per hour" 
b. general, broad instruction; "Do your 

best" 
c. both 

16. For difficult tasks, do you feel you have been 
properly trained to complete these tasks? 
a. yes 
b. no 

17. For difficult tasks, can you usually complete 
these tasks by yourself or do you need the 
assistance or cooperation of others? 
a. by yourself 
b. assistance or cooperation of others 

18. Are the jobs your supervisor asks you to do 
relatively easy or difficult to accomplish? 
a. extremely difficult 
b. relatively difficult 
c. moderately difficult 
d. pretty easy 
e. very easy 

19. How often do you feel you can successfully 
complete the tasks given to you at work? 
a. nearly all the time 
b. most of the time 
c. more than half the time 
d. less than half the time 
e. rarely 

20. Briefly describe your present position? 

Position Title -

13. Do you help develop your individual goals 
with your supervisor? 
a. yes 
b. no 

14. How proficient do you feel you are at your 
current job? 
a. one of the best 
b. above average 
c. average 
d. probably below average 
e. not too good 

Position Description -



222 

The following section examines the extra effort 

17. On average, how many hours a week do you 
spend at work? 
a. up to 20 hours 
b. if more than 20 hours, how many? 

18. On an average day, what hours are you at 
work? 

: am or pm to : am or pm 

19. On average how much of the time you spend 
at work a week is overtime? 

a. none 

b. up to five hours a week 

C. between five and ten hours a week 

d. over ten hours a week 

20. On average, how much money do you spend 
on items related to your job for which you are 
not reimbursed? 

a. none 

b. approximately $ per week 

21. During the average week when you are off of 
work, do you ever do tasks or spend time 
thinking about responsibilities related to 
work? 
a. yes 
b. no 

21a. If you answered yes on #21, on average, 
how often? 

a. almost every week 
b. most weeks 
c. a few weeks 
d. rarely 

21b. If you answered yes on #21, about how 
many hours, on average, per each week? 

r^ees put in at their workplace. 

22. How many days were you absent from work 
over the last year due to sickness? 

a. none 

b. one or two 

C. three to five 

d. five to ten 

e. more than ten 

23. Is this number of sick days about average for 
you? 

a. yes 

b. no, below average 

C. no, above average 

24. When you are feeling ill, do you usually 
come to work or not? 

a. usually come to work 

b. usually do not come to work 
25. Over the past year, about how many days 

have you come to work when feeling ill? 
a. none 
b. one or two day(s) 
c. three to five days 
d. five to ten days 
e. ten to twenty days 
f. over twenty days 

26. Is it part of your formal job description to 
mentor or counsel fellow employees? 
a. yes - how many hours per week? 

b. no 

26a. If no on #26, do you engage in 
mentoring or counseling even though it is not 
a formal part of your job description? 

a. yes - how many hours per week? 

b. no 
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The next section gauges what are the meaningful motivators for different employees at the workplace 

27. How important are the following items about your job to you: 

a. Recognition from Your Organization (awards, praise, etc.): 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

b. Higher Pay than You Now Receive: 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

c. Possibility of a Promotion: 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

d. Job Security 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

e. Good Relationships with Your Coworkers: 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

f. A Sense of Worthwhile Accomplishment: 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

g. Development of Your Own Skills: 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

h. The Ability to Make a Good Deal of Money; 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

i. Doing Work that is Helpful to Others: 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

j. Achieving Status and Honor: 
Very important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

The following section of questions are used to identify important demographic differences between 
individuals 

k. Other: 
Veiy important Somewhat important Moderately important Somewhat unimportant Unimportant 

28. What is your gender? 

a. male 

b. female 

d. bachelors degree (e.g. - B.A., B.S.) 

e. masters degree (e.g. - MA, MEduc, 
MBA) 

29. Is your employer a public or private 
organization? 

a. public 
b. private 

f. professional degree (e.g. - MD., JD., 
PhD.) 

30. What is your highest level of completed 
education? 

a. up until grade 12 

b. high school diploma or GED 

C. associates degree 

31. How long have you worked in your current 
occupation? 

a. less than two years 

b. between two and five years 

C. between five and fifteen years 

d. over fifteen years 



224 

32. How long have you worked for your current 
employer? 

a. less than two years 

b. between two and five years 

C. between five and fifteen years 

d. over fifteen years 

33. How long have you held the current position 
with this employer? 

a. less than two years 

b. between two and five years 

C. between five and fifteen years 

d. over fifteen years 

34. What are your yearly earnings? 
a. below $20, 000 
b. between $20,000 and $34,999 
c. between $35, 000 and $49,999 
d. between $50, 000 and $74, 999 
e. over $75,000 

35. What are your immediate family's yearly 
earnings? 
a. below $20, 000 
b. between $20,000 and $34,999 
c. between $35,000 and $49,999 
d. between $50, 000 and $74, 999 
e. over $75,000 

36. On what basis are you paid? 
a. salary 
b. salary plus commission 
c. hourly 

d. hourly plus commission 
e. commission only 
f. other: 

36a. if you answered b or d on #37, what 
percentage of your income, on average, is on 
commission? 

a. less than 5 percent 
b. between 5 and 9 percent 
c. between 10 and 24 percent 
d. over 25 percent 

36b. if you answered b or d on #37, is your 
commission based on individual goals or 
team goals? 

a. individual 
b. team 
c. both 

37. What is your marital status? 

a. single 

b. married 

C. separated 

d. divorced 

e. widowed 

38. What is your age? 
a. under 20 years old 
b. between 20 and 29 years old 
c. between 30 and 59 years old 
d. between 60 and 69 years old 
e. over 69 years old 

If you are willing to be contacted by a researcher at the University to discuss the issues addressed in 
this survey further, please complete the following; 

Name-

Best time to be contacted - Day - _ 

Phone-

Time(s) -

Thank you very much for your time and responses!! Please return the survey in the self-addressed 
envelope provided. 
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