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commitment as “the likelihood that an individual will stick with a job and feel 

psychologically attached to it, whether it is satisfying or not” (P. 430). Kiyak and 

Namazi’s view of commitment (1997),. excludes any overt components of 

psychological attachment, and defines commitment as “the likelihood that the 

employee will or will not seek another position that provides more favorable 

conditions than the current job” (P. 225). Clearly, definitions lie on a spectrum that 

ranges from those that reflect “congruence between personal and organizational 

goals and values,” (Kacmar and Carlson 1999: 976) to those that view commitment 

as the employee’s strength of involvement in the organization, to those that describe 

“an exchange o f behavior for valued rewards” (Kacmar and Carlson 1999: 976).

As with job satisfaction, the result has been a blurring of the distinction 

between commitment and other variables and of the relationship of commitment to 

other variables, such as job involvement, thought to be correlated with turnover. Of 

particular interest is the relationship between commitment and the variable turnover 

intentions. Indeed, a number of researchers have noted the overlap between the two 

constructs (Mobley et al. 1979; Porter et al.1974; Michaels and Spector 1982; Stone- 

Romero, 1994; Kacmar and Carlson 1999). This overlap is clear in the way that the 

two constructs have been operationalized. Rusbult and Farrell (1983), in measuring 

the commitment criterion included the item, “How likely is it that you will quit this 

job in the near future” (P. 433). Whereas Kiyak and Namazi (1997) assessed intent 

to leave through responses to a similar question: “Taking everything into 

consideration, how likely is it that you will try to find another job within the next
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year” (P. 232). Some researchers have regarded commitment as an indicator of 

turnover intentions (Price 1977; Price and Mueller 1981; Kiyak and Namazi 1997), 

where others have regarded it as a component of turnover intentions (Koch and 

Steers 1978). Kiyak and Namazi (1997), assert that the absence of commitment is 

“best assessed by determining an employee's intent to leave a job” (P. 226). And in 

fact, intent to leave is the operational definition used for commitment in their study.

Overall, research has found that commitment is antecedent to actual turnover. 

Despite the lack of consensus on the definition, evidence consistently suggests a 

significant, negative relationship between commitment and actual turnover (Blau and 

Boal 1989; Vandenberg et al. 1994; Balfour and Wechsler 1996; Kacmar and 

Carlson 1999; Kiyak and Namazi 1997, Michaels and Spector 1982, Dailey and Kirk 

1992).

Many variables have been found to influence organizational commitment 

itself. Among the demographic variables are the positive predictor, age, (Dunham et 

al. 1994) gender, and marital status, with women and married employees frequently 

reporting higher levels of commitment (Mathieu and Zajac 1990; Grusky 1966; 

Angle and Perry 1983; Blau and Boal 1989; Cook and Wall 1980; Green et al. 1996; 

Luthans et al. 1987; McFarlin and Sweeney 1992). Other variables that have been 

found to predict commitment include job satisfaction (Dailey and Kirk 1992; 

Williams and Hazer 1986), distributive justice (Kacmar and Carlson 1999, McFarlin 

and Sweeney 1992, Hendrix et al. 1998), procedural justice (Folger and Konovsky 

1989), work schedule flexibility and supervisor work-family support (Aryee et al.
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1998), and positive relationships between supervisors and subordinates (Kacmar and 

Carlson 1999). Additionally, higher rewards and poorer quality job alternatives also 

encourage commitment (Rusbult and Farrell 1983). The results of Rusbult and 

FarrelTs study (1983) further suggest that investment size and job costs also impact 

commitment but that their influence increases over time from no substantial 

influence initially to “an increasingly powerful impact” (P. 436).

Investments

Evidence suggests that commitment “exerts a reasonably powerful impact on 

job turnover” (Farrell and Rusbult 1981). In fact, although there is no consensus on 

the question, some studies have found commitment to be a better predictor of 

turnover than satisfaction (Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Porter et al. 1976; Porter et al. 

1974; Koch and Steers 1978). Commitment, in turn, is theorized to be the product of 

an employee’s “side bets” (Becker 1960). That is, the employee has an investment 

in the organization because other interests, which were originally extraneous to 

his/her employment, are significantly impacted by work-related decisions he or she 

has made. Consequently, the person finds his/her future activity constrained by 

his/her employment. This sense of constraint can result from (1) cultural 

expectations: for example, an expectation to hold a job for a certain period o f time 

before moving on to another, thus avoiding the reputation of a “job hopper;” (2) 

impersonal bureaucratic arrangements, like pension funds that may be lost when an 

employee terminates; (3) individual adjustments to social positions, as in cases 

where an employee becomes proficient in a job whose skills are not readily
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transferred; and (4) the wish to “save face” as when people constrain their activity so 

as not to be incongruent with the front they have presented.

Although Becker’s work (1960) is often quoted in the study of commitment, 

Farrell and Rusbult (1981) have observed that research on commitment generally 

studies the impact of abstract theoretical constructs (like side bets) on commitment, 

but does not provide a general, predictive theory. Farrell and Rusbult’s aim (1981), 

therefore, was to outline such a theory, which they termed the investment model. In 

applying this theory, Farrell and Rusbult (1981) found that investment size is not 

significantly correlated with satisfaction, but that it is significantly correlated with 

commitment.

Distributive and Procedural Justice

In keeping with suggestions from Mobley (1977, 1978) and Porter and Steers 

(1973), the study of worker turnover has evolved from repeated replications of the 

job satisfaction-withdrawal relationship to a study of the withdrawal decision process 

in which intermediate steps hypothesized to lead to worker turnover are being 

examined. In their attempts to develop a comprehensive model o f turnover, 

researchers have only recently begun to turn serious attention to distributive and, 

particularly, procedural justice as factors predictive of turnover (Hendrix et al. 1998; 

Dailey and Kirk 1992; Folger and Konovsky 1989). Now, studies have found that 

job satisfaction is “highly sensitive to... organizational systems of fairness...” (Daily 

and Kirk 1992:311), and that “forms of justice appear to be stronger predictors of 

intent to quit than core work attitudes” (Dailey and Kirk 1992:314)
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Distributive justice “addresses employees’ concerns about the fairness of 

managerial decisions relative to the distribution of outcomes such as pay, 

promotiQns., etc” (Dailey and Kirk 1992:307). This definition is based on a 

perception of fairness that employees develop by measuring their input/output ratios 

against those o f their co-workers (Adams 1965). Procedural justice refers to 

employees’ perceptions of fairness regarding how such decisions (i.e. managerial 

decision regarding the distribution of pay, promotions, etc) are made. Procedural 

justice is conceptualized in two forms—feedback and planning (Dailey and Kirk 

1992).

Dailey and Kirk (1992) found that, although they tend to increase together, 

distributive justice and procedural justice are indeed two distinct concepts. And, the 

two forms of justice have differential effects. For instance, pay satisfaction was 

found to be influenced more by distributive justice than by procedural justice (Folger 

and Konovsky 1989; Agho et al. 1993). Moreover, distributive justice has been 

found to have a direct effect on turnover (Hendrix et al. 1989).

Procedural justice in its two forms has been found to be modestly but 

significantly related to intent to turnover (Dailey and Kirk 1992), and has also been 

positively related to group performance, that is, the quality and quantity o f a work 

group’s output (Hendrix et al. 1998). Also influenced by procedural justice are 

employees’ commitment to the organization and trust in their supervisors (Folger and 

Konovsky 1989). The findings of Robbins et al. (2000) are consistent with Folger
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and Konovsy’s (1989) results regarding the relationship between procedural justice 

and commitment.

Robbins et al. (2000) further refined the concept of procedural justice making 

a distinction between instrumental and noninstrumental procedural justice constructs. 

Instrumental procedural justice focuses on “employee perceptions about formal 

procedures that would directly affect outcomes (i.e. the bases for promotions and pay 

raises)” (P. 514). It was operationalized by assessing employee’s perceptions of the 

way performance evaluations were conducted and the way pay raises and promotions 

were determined. This component, thus, embodies the definition o f procedural 

justice advanced by Dailey and Kirk (1992). The other component proposed by 

Robbins et al. (2000), noninstrumental procedural justice, assesses “aspects of 

interpersonal treatment” (P. 514). This was operationalized by assessing the 

employees’ perception of supervisory support and quality of treatment by the 

supervisor. Interpersonal treatment is a variable that appears to have been largely 

overlooked in the literature but which is plausible as an antecedent to turnover or 

turnover intentions.

Much of the literature focuses on those variables that procedural justice 

impacts. However, perceptions of procedural fairness has been shown to be enhanced 

by employee participation in pay design (Miceli and Lane 1991) and by equal 

opportunity perceptions (Witt 1991). Equal participation in pay design “is consistent 

with a ‘fair process effect,’ wherein people feel committed to outcomes they chose” 

(Horn and Griffeth 1995:225). Regarding equal opportunity perceptions, Witt (1991)
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found, that for workers “whose effort depends on what the organization gives them”, 

equal opportunity perceptions “were strongly related to job satisfaction and 

procedural justice perceptions” (P. 432). This finding, however, did not hold true for 

workers “whose attitudes and behaviors were more independent of organizational 

reinforcement” (Witt 1991:433).

Alternatives

Findings on the relationship between alternative jobs and turnover are 

inconsistent. Armknecht and Early (1972) have suggested that economic conditions 

are closely related to voluntary terminations. Most frequently, researchers examine 

this connection by measuring “perception o f alternatives.” Unlike the variable 

commitment, alternatives was one of the variables employed in Mobley’s (1977, 

1978) classic research on turnover, and yet alternatives appears to have been given 

considerably less attention by researchers.

Mobley et al. (1978) found that the “probability of finding an acceptable 

alternative contribute^] to eliciting thoughts o f quitting” but not intent to quit (P. 

412). However, Lambert et al. (2001) came to the conclusion opposite that of 

Mobley et al. (1978), reporting that alternatives do have an effect on turnover intent, 

whereas Michaels and Spector (1982) and Dalessio et al. (1986) could not confirm 

the significance of alternatives in the turnover process. And Miller et al. (1979) 

reported that the variable alternatives is positively related to the turnover process.

While there exists great disparity in research that attempts to link alternatives 

to the turnover process, examinations of other variables influenced by alternatives
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produce more consistent results. For example, Farrell and Rusbult (1981) and Agho 

et al. (1993) found that alternatives have a significant, negative effect on satisfaction. 

Similarly, job commitment was predicted by alternatives (Farrell and Rusbult 1981; 

Rusbult and Farrell 1983).

Job Rewards and Costs

Aside from research based on the investment model (Rusbult 1980), job  

rewards and job costs appear relatively infrequently in studies of turnover. Perhaps 

this is because the relationship between these two variables seems too 

commonsensical to warrant much interest. Instead, a great deal of research has been 

directed toward discovering the causes and antecedents o f job satisfaction and 

commitment. However, Farrell and Rusbult (1981) assert that job satisfaction, which 

they found to be indirectly correlated with turnover, is “primarily a simple function 

of the rewards and costs associated with the job,” and job commitment is a “function 

of rewards, costs, investments, and alternatives” (Farrell and Rusbult 1981: 80).

Rewards, as measured by researchers, include financial incentives (Lambert 

et al. 2001), high pay, autonomy, and variety (Rusbult and Farrell 1983), prestige 

and participation (Farrell and Rusbult 1981). Costs include unexpected variations in 

workload, numerous deadlines, inadequate resources, and unfair promotion practices 

(Rusbult and Farrell 1983).

Lambert et al. (2001) found that financial rewards specifically, though mostly 

indirect in their effect, also have direct effects on intent to turnover. In fact, other 

research concurs, observing that two of the major predictor variables o f turnover are
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affected by rewards and costs. Job satisfaction is consistently found to be correlated 

with reward and cost values (Agho et al. 1993; Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Dailey and 

Kirk 1992). In fact, Farrell and Rusbult (1981) asserted that “job satisfaction [is] 

best predicted by reward and cost values” (P. 92; emphasis added). Job commitment 

is also significantly correlated with rewards and costs (Farrell and Rusbult 1981, 

Rusbult and Farrell 1983).

Costs seem to receive even less discussion than rewards. Perhaps it is 

assumed that costs will have the direct opposite effect of rewards. Rusbult and 

Farrell’s (1983) finding that greater job rewards and lower job costs induce greater 

employee satisfaction and commitment is consistent with intuition. However, 

questions remain as to how job rewards and job costs relate to each other in affecting 

satisfaction and commitment in instances where an employee’s job is characterized 

by high job rewards and high costs. Furthermore, the assumption that the effect of 

job costs on satisfaction, commitment, and turnover will be commensurately 

opposite that of job rewards is also questionable. It would appear, then, that 

although the sparse discussion on job rewards and costs is consistent, there is room 

for greater development and explanation of their influence on turnover intentions. 

Turnover Intentions

While understanding the causes and antecedents of worker turnover has for 

years been the topic of interest in many studies, intent to turnover has also emerged 

as a dependent variable. Apart from the fact that this emergence is plausible based
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on qualitative assessment, and often, practically expedient, evidence suggests the 

“importance of intent in predicting behavior” (Tett and Meyer 1993 :261).

Studies that have used intent to turnover as the dependent variable, have 

consistently found that intention is the direct and immediate precursor of worker 

turnover (Dalessio et al. 1986; Miller et al. 1979; Mueller and Price 1990; Tett and 

Meyer 1993; Hendrix et al. 1998; Mobley et al. 1978; Kiyak and Namazi 1997). 

Interestingly, there is also a good deal of consensus regarding the impact of the two 

much-studied independent variables—commitment and satisfaction. Research 

suggests, for instance, that while satisfaction has no direct effect on turnover, it does 

affect turnover intentions (Mobley et al. 1978; Tett and Meyer 1993; Heilman 1997). 

Empirical evidence indicates that, although commitment is significantly and 

negatively related to turnover intentions” (Aryee et al. 1998: 80), there is a stronger 

correlation between satisfaction and turnover intentions than between commitment 

and turnover intentions (Tett and Meyer 1993; Lambert et al. 2001).

Mueller and Price (1990) supported the hypothesized causal ordering in 

which satisfaction influenced commitment, which then influenced intent. This 

finding, however, appears contradictory to Rusbult and Farrell5s (1983) assertion, “it 

appears that the most important process of change influencing turnover decisions is 

the process of declining commitment” (P. 437). This finding is buttressed by those 

of Porter et al. (1976), Porter et al. (1974), and Koch and Steers (1978). However, 

Mueller and Price’s (1990) finding implies that, conceptually, satisfaction would be 

the most critical variable. This apparent contradiction may relate to the fact that (1)
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Rusbult and Farrell (1983) used commitment and satisfaction as two separate 

dependent variables, failing to examine the relationship of the two variables to each 

other; and (2) Rusbult and Farrell’s (1983) study was longitudinal, thus focusing on 

the process o f  change rather than on a static result.

Demographic Variables 

Education

Researchers generally do not report the effect o f education on turnover and 

turnover intentions and on their correlates. This may be largely because the category 

of workers most studied in turnover literature is nurses. In those studies, perhaps 

researchers assume a similar level of educational attainment, which, if  accurate as an 

assumption, would negate the usefulness of analyzing the effect o f education on 

turnover. However, a study of the impact of job satisfaction on turnover intent by 

Lambert et al. (2001) used a sample that included representatives of all occupations 

and industries in the United States. Lambert et al. (2001) found that education has 

no significant effect on job satisfaction.

Gender

Although Aryee et al. (1998) found no significant mean gender difference in, 

what they called, “retention-relevant outcomes,” generally research tends to report 

the impact o f gender on the correlates of turnover, rather than on turnover or 

turnover intentions themselves (P. 82). In studies that report the effect of gender on 

commitment, some indicate no significant relationship (Kacmar and Carlson 1999; 

Rusbult and Farrell 1983; Blau and Boal 1989), while others do report a significant
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relationship (Mathieu and Zajac 1990; McFarlin and Sweeney 1992). Aryee et al. 

(1998) for example, found a significant, positive relationship in their regression 

analysis indicating that women were more committed to the organization than men. 

However, “there was no significant mean gender difference in organizational 

commitment and gender was not related to organizational commitment as shown by 

the zero order correlation” (Aryee et al. 1998: 82). Thus the relationship between 

gender and commitment is inconclusive.

Findings on the relationship between gender and job satisfaction have also 

been inconsistent. Britton (1997) found that women have less job satisfaction than 

men, while Martin (1980) and Lambert et al. (2001) found that men are less satisfied. 

Others reported no difference in job satisfaction based on gender (Grossi and Berg 

1991; Melamed et al. 1995).

Age

Age has had a consistent effect on turnover and turnover intentions and on 

their correlates: Lambert (2001) and Kiyak and Namazi (1997) found a significant 

relationship between age and turnover intent. Likewise, Heilman (1997) and Miller 

et al. 1979 reported a significant, negative relationship between age and turnover. 

However, Bannister and Griffeth (1986) found that “the effect of age on turnover 

was indirect through search behavior: the probability of finding an acceptable

alternative, thoughts of quitting and intention to search” (P. 440). Mobley et al. 

(1978) also found a significant relationship between age and intention to search. In
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addition, age has also been found to have a positive effect on job satisfaction 

(Lambert et al 2001; Kiyak and Namazi 1997; Abraham 1999).

Tenure

The findings for tenure are somewhat less consistent than for age. For 

example, Heilman (1997) and Kiyak and Namazi (1997) found tenure Lo be 

significantly related to turnover intention. And Mobley et al. (1978) found that less 

tenured employees had a stronger intention to search. However, Miller et al. (1979) 

reported no relationship between tenure and turnover. And Bannister and Griffeth 

(1986) found the effect of tenure on turnover to be “indirect through an affective- 

cognitive linkage: job satisfaction, thoughts of quitting, and intention to quit” (P. 

440).

There is also variation in the findings on the relationship between tenure and 

job satisfaction. Kiyak and Namazi (1997) reported a positive impact of tenure on 

job satisfaction whereas Lambert et al (2001) reported a negative effect. According 

to Lambert et al. (2001) these inconsistencies may be because “the relationship 

depends on the specific organization and how tenure is viewed. In some 

organizations, senior workers are highly respected and rewarded, while in others, 

high tenure is viewed as a liability” (P. 245).

Pay

Halbur (1982) found that salary, along with other structural factors, 

significantly predicted the likelihood of turnover among nursing personnel. 

However, Mueller and Price (1990), also in a study of nurses, found that pay had a
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negative impact on satisfaction, commitment, and intent to stay. They called this 

finding “a major anomaly” in light of the fact that “a review of 16 years of research 

on turnover at the University of Iowa finds that pay commonly is related to 

satisfaction...” (Iverson and Price 1989 in Mueller and Price 1990). One explanation 

offered for this anomaly was that higher pay was the result of higher tenure, and 

since the higher tenured nurses had experienced the time when nursing was 

associated with low pay and little respect, they were the least satisfied.
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Chapter 3 

Theoretical Framework

This research uses as its theoretical framework the investment model of turnover 

derived by Farrell and Rusbult (1981; also Rusbult and Farrell 1983). The Rusbult and 

Farrell theory of turnover incorporates seven variables—job rewards, job costs, job 

satisfaction, perception of alternatives, investments, commitment and turnover—into a 

model (See Figure 1) that is expressed in the following equations:

SAT = REW  -  CST

COM = (REW -  CST) + INV -  ALT

that is, COM = SAT + INV -  ALT 

TURN «(COM)

According to this model, satisfaction, the degree to which an employee evaluates 

his or her job positively, is a simple function of the rewards and costs associated with the 

job. (Job rewards could include such things as high pay, autonomy, and variety, while 

job costs may include inadequate resources and unfair promotion practices.) That is, 

satisfaction (SAT) should be greater to the extent that job rewards (REW) are high and 

job costs (CST) are low.

Commitment, the likelihood of an employee’s staying with a job and feeling 

psychologically attached to it, according to the Rusbult and Farrell model (1983) is a
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function of rewards, costs, investments, and alternatives. (Investments are resources 

which are linked to the job such as tenure and nonportable training; and alternatives 

refers to other job options including ‘not working’.) Thus the Rusbult and Farrell 

model asserts that job commitment (COM) will increase as job rewards increase and 

as job costs decrease. Job commitment will also increase as investments (INV) 

increase, and as alternative quality (ALT) decreases.

Rusbult and Farrell (1983) did not define turnover per se but rather suggested 

that job commitment has a direct influence on turnover. Thus turnover results from 

“decreases in the level of commitment to the job” (P. 430).

The present research uses Farrell and Rusbult’s model (1981) as a theoretical 

framework, but modifies the model in several ways. (See Figure 2.) Consistent with 

the exploratory nature of this study, the modifications were designed to make initial 

discoveries about the relationships between the independent variables and turnover 

intentions among manual laborers. Hence,

1. The present study examines turnover intentions instead of turnover itself.

2. Justice perception variables are added to Rusbult and Farrell’s original set of 

variables because research has found that distributive and procedural justice 

are stronger predictors of turnover intentions than are core work attitudes 

(Dailey and Kirk 1992) and because it is intuitively reasonable that the 

perception of fair treatment will influence turnover intentions.

3. All of the variables included in the modified model are measured directly 

against the dependent variable.
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4. Whereas Rusbult and Farrell (1983) distinguished between commitment and 

turnover, the present research treats commitment and turnover intentions as 

interchangeable. This is because the literature reveals a significant amount of 

overlap between the two constructs such that they are often operationalized in 

the exact same way. (See Chapter Two for further discussion.)

5. The modified model includes demographic variables.

The following table presents and explains the variables used in the modified 

investment model:

Table 2: Variables and their Definitions as Used in the Modified Investment Model

Variable Definitions
Satisfaction Extent to which employees positively evaluate their jobs 

(Rusbult and Farrell 1983)
Job Costs i.e. unexpected variations in work, numerous deadlines etc 

(Rusbult and Farrell 1983)
Job Rewards i.e. high pay, autonomy, variety 

(Rusbult and Farrell 1983)
Investment Resources that are linked to the job such as years of service, 

benefits (Rusbult and Farrell 1983)
Alternatives Employee’s perception of the availability of other jobs or 

opportunities including ‘not working’
(Rusbult and Farrell 1983)

Turnover Intention The likelihood that the employee will or will not seek another 
job (Kiyak and Namazi 1997: 3 of 24)

Distributive Justice “addresses employees concerns about the fairness of 
managerial decisions relative to the distribution” of rewards 
(Dailey and Kirk 1992:308)

Procedural Justice Focuses employees’ attention on how managerial decisions 
relative to the distribution of rewards are made 
(Dailey and Kirk 1992)

Pre-job intent Employees’ turnover intention at the start of their 
employment

Active pursuit of 
degree

Assesses whether or not the employee is currently working 
toward an educational degree
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Table 2: Variables and their Definitions as Used in the M odified Investment Model 
(Cont’d)

Variable Definitions
Sex
Intention to retire '< - v,'- V*"' * < ' V' , * . - ' -
within three years
Length of tenure
Present age — ' • - ; ..*< < 'T ■ .■ "•
Wage per hour . <■ / "  <■  ̂ - • . i - , '
Highest level of
education
completed
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Chapter 4 

Methodology

Data Collection: Survey

A questionnaire consisting of 80 items was used to collect primary data for 

this study. Eleven items were single-item demographic questions among which six 

were nominal producing the following variables:

■ Educational degree in progress

■ Pre-employment career intent with the organization

■ Current position

■ Other employment besides UPS

■ Gender

■ Intent to retire within the next three years

■ Highest level of education you have completed was measured as a 

continuous variable (See Appendix).

The remaining four demographic questions yielded continuous, ratio level variables:

■ Tenure at the company

■ Present age

■ Length of residence in the Omaha area

■ Wage per hour

The remainder of the questionnaire consisted of 69 Likert-like, six-point scale 

items from “strongly agree” to “strongly disagree.” Using face validity, a
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multivariate scale was constructed to operationalize the seven other independent 

variables and a dependent variable. The potential for response pattern anxiety was 

addressed by periodically alternating the direction of the questions. Also, internal 

consistency of all items in each subscale was conducted via cross tabulations. Items 

that were not consistent with the others were removed from each scale. 

Consequently, the final items in each variable and the result of Cronbach’s analysis 

for reliability are as follows:

Variable: Reward (Alpha = .61)

Items:

1. I find my job adequately rewarding.

2. For what I do in this organization, I am well paid.

3. I am satisfied with the benefits associated with my job.

4. I receive positive recognition for the work that I do.

Variable: Job Costs (Alpha = .83)

Items:

1. My job demands too much of my time.

2. My job infringes upon my personal life.

3. Had I known the demands of this job in advance, I might not have 

accepted it.

4. My job is too physically stressful.

5. My job is too emotionally stressful.

6. This job is demeaning.
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7. This job is physically hazardous.

8. Often, someone in a higher position treats me in ways I do not appreciate.

Variable: Procedural Justice (Alpha= .92)

Items:

1. I believe my supervisor evaluates my performance fairly.

2. Things are often done according to standard rules in this organization.

3. My supervisor has fair expectations about what I can accomplish 
everyday.

4. I believe this organization has a fair way of dealing with an employee 

who violates its rules.

5. If I did something wrong in this organization, management would give 

me a fair hearing.

6. I am allowed to have an input in how I am evaluated.

7. In my opinion, benefits other than pay, are distributed fairly at my job.

8. In my opinion, available positions are filled in a fair manner at my job.

9. I believe my pay is fair compared to other workers at this company who 

do jobs that are on a level similar to mine.

10.1 believe my pay is fair compared to workers at other companies who do 

jobs that are on a level similar to mine.

11.1 believe I receive as much recognition for my contributions to this 

company as other workers at my level.

12.1 believe work is distributed fairly at this company.


