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ABSTRACT

WORK AND CAREER CONSIDERATIONS IN UNDERSTANDING
EMPLOYEE TURNOVER INTENTIONS: DEVELOPMENT
OF THE TURNOVER DIGNOSTIC

By
Thomas Michael Mitchell

The goal of this research was to develop an instrument composed of
items assessing job-related perceptions that would be predictive of
turnover intentions. The perceived organization-wide, job, task, and
career correlates of turnover intentions were investigated in a sample

of 911 employees representing 140 Dictionary of Occupational Title job

titles in over 20 organizations. The Turnover Diagnostic instrument
was constructed by applying a "criterion-keying" technique to the item
validities of 91 items, 49 of which were retained for further analyses.
Factor analyzing these 49 items yielded a 31-item, five-factor solution.
The five factors were: (1) Work Inhibition, (2) Supervision, (3) Organ-
izational Career Facilitation, (4) Organizational Status, and (5)
Training/Skill Utilization.

Stepwise multiple regression analyses revealed that four of the
five factors were significantly predictive of turnover intentions in
the original sample (R = .545) and three of the five factors were
significantly predictive in a validation sample (R = .536). The two

factors that were most predictive of turnover intentions were



Organizational Career Facilitation (the extent to which the organization
facilitated employee career development by providing career-relevant
information and counseling), and Work Inhibition (the extent to which
work conditions inhibited employee task performance).

Hierarchical multiple regression analyses revealed that the percep-
tions-satisfaction and the satisfaction-intentions relationships were of
a greater magnitude than the perceptions-intentions relationship,
supporting the hypotheses of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). In addition,
hierarchical regression analyses revealed that the Turnover Diagnostic
and the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969) were not
particularly redundant.

The implications of the present findings were discussed regarding
the explanation and management of organizational withdrawal behavior.

In addition, other issues related to the investigation of organizational
withdrawal were addressed (e.g., perceptions versus attitudes as pre-
dictors, appropriateness of using turnover intentions as a criterion,

and positive and negative consequences of turnover).
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Turnover as a Variable of Interest

Employee turnover is a variable that has been an object of
interest to behavioral scientists, management practitioners, and
personnel researchers for many years. There are several reasons
for this interest. First, turnover is a relatively visible and
quantifiable behavior. Secondly, turnover is generally considered
to be "bad" in the sense that it is costly to organizations (Jeswald,
1974; Lawler, 1973; Mirvis & Lawler, 1977; Wanous, 1980). Higher
turnover is often associated with higher costs for the organization
involving factors such as fringe benefits, severance pay, overtime
pay, underutilization of facilities, administrative/personnel pro-
cessing costs, recruitment costs, and training costs (Jeswald, 1974).
In addition, work force productivity may be lower due to the relatively
larger number of inexperienced employees (Jeswald, 1974; Price, 1977).

Various authors have attempted to estimate the cost of employee
turnover. Lawler (1973) proposes the replacement cost of a manager
at five to ten times that manager's monthly salary. Mirvis and
Lawler (1977) estimated the replacement cost of a bank teller at
$2,522.03. While these figures may not be exact, they do point to

the fact that turnover can be an expensive occurrence for many



organizations, especially if turnover rates are high. Parenthetically,
it should be noted that annual organizational turnover rates in excess
of 100% are not uncommon.

However, not everyone agrees that turnover is always a “bad"
phenomenon. For example, Dalton and Todor (1979) noted that individuals,
organizations, and society may accrue positive outcomes as a result of
turnover. In brief, Dalton and Todor noted that individuals typically
have to move from organization to organization in order to increase
their income. In addition, growth and development often occur when
individuals are exposed to new situations where they are required to
use their skills and assume increased responsibility. Furthermore,
to the extent that an individual's job may be stressful, leaving that
job may enhance the mental and physical health of that individual.

Both Dalton and Todor (1979) and Jeswald (1974) noted that turn-
over may yield positive outcomes for organizations as well as for
individuals. Dalton and Todor emphasized that the transfer of
innovation ("new blood" and new ideas) from firm to firm is facilitated by
workforce mobility. Absence of workforce mobility within an organiza-
tion can adversely influence organizational effectiveness (e.g.,
unproductive tenured faculty in universities). Another positive out-
come of turnover is that new employees (replacements) are usually
paid less, resulting in personnel costs savings for the organization
(Jeswald, 1974).

In regard to the benefits realized by society as a whole, Dalton
and Todor (1979) propose that workforce mobility engendered by turn-
over has the result of reducing inequitable distribution of national

income and increasing the net national product.



The arguments of Dalton and Todor and Jeswald do have some merit;
low turnover rates may have negative effects on individuals, organiza-
tions, and society. However, as Dalton and Todor note, viewing turn-
over as having strictly positive or negative outcomes is inappropriate.
Turnover has both positive and negative outcomes; thus far organiza-
tional behavior research has seldom addressed the benefits of turnover.
Obviously, organizational effectiveness may be enhanced by some median
level of turnover between the extremes of no turnover and massive
turnover. The position advanced here is that to a large extent the
effects of high turnover within an organization are predominantly
negative. The positive organizational outcomes touted by Dalton and
Todor (e.g., increased innovation) are phenomena primarily associated
with managerial turnover. However, most turnovers occur among workers
in the lower organizational echelons; it follows that as turnover
rates increase in this population, the organization should realize
greater costs and accrue fewer benefits. Identifying the antecedents
and causes of turnover may help organizations attain a realistic goal
of managing employee turnover.

A considerable amount of effort has been expended in attempts to
understand the determinants of organizational participation and with-
drawal. At the macro level, economists and sociologists examined the
relationship between turnover rates and aggregate level of economic
activity, employment levels, vacancy levels, wage levels, organization
size, extent of unionization, etc. (Armknecht & Early, 1972; Forrest,
Cummings, & Johnson, 1977; Price, 1977). At a micro level, behavioral
scientists and personnel researchers have looked at a broad range of

variables, concentrating on attitudinal (job satisfaction) and



individual-demographic (biodata) measures. These latter efforts have
been based on the assumption that participation/withdrawal behaviors
of organizational members can be understood in terms of their
satisfaction with the "here-and-now" attributes of the setting or on
the basis of their personal characteristics.

However, while there have been a number of major reviews of the
turnover literature (Brayfield & Crockett, 1955; Herzberg, Mausner,
Peterson, & Capwell, 1957; Mobley, Hand, Meglino, & Griffeth, 1979;
Muchinsky & Tuttle, 1979; Porter & Steers, 1973; Price, 1977; Vroom,
1964), the conclusions that can be drawn from these reviews are not
particularly illuminating. Mobley et al. (1979) summarized the
problem cogently:

While the economic and job dissatisfaction contributions

to turnover are well established, they are conceptually

simplistic and empirically deficient bases for understanding

the employee turnover process (p. 493).

As noted above, the investigation of turnover has been conducted
from a number of vantage points (economics, sociology, organizational
theory, psychology). The approach taken here is basically psychological;
labor market, socio-economic status, and organization structure
features are not the focus of this research. The research approaches
to turnover that have been taken by behavioral scientists and personnel
researchers have some problems and limitations that have contributed
to the lack of understanding of the employee withdrawal process. The
distinguishing characteristics and limitations of these research

approaches to turnover warrant discussion.



Criticism of Turnover Research

At the outset it should be noted that the term "research
approaches to turnover" may be a misnomer because there really has
not been an identifiable "research approach". Economists, socio-
logists, behavioral scientists, and personnel researchers have all
investigated withdrawal behavior through their professional blinders.
Within single disciplines (e.g., psychology) researchers have usually
taken different tacks in examining employee withdrawal behavior.

The wide range of variables investigated as correlates of turnover
makes it difficult to talk about research approaches to turnover.
Fortunately, reviewers of the turnover literature have proposed
several categorization schemes for the correlates of turnover. For
example, Porter and Steers (1973) proposed a five-category classifica-
tion system: 1) overall satisfaction, 2) organizational-wide factors,
3) immediate work environment factors, 4) job content factors, and

5) personal factors. Mobley et al. (1979) examined two additional
categories: external environment factors and occupational groupings.
Unfortunately, no study has appeared in which variables have been
systematically sampled from all potential categories.

Wanous, Stumpf, and Bedrosian (1979) described several serious
flaws characteristic of the now voluminous turnover literature:

1) a predominance of bivariate studies conducted within single
organizations, 2) measurement/methodological problems, and 3) a

general absence of model or theory-guided research.



Predominance of Bivariate-Single Organization Studies

The large number of bivariate studies that have examined the
correlates of turnover has resulted in the accumulation of an
enormous amount of data-often characterized by contradictory or
inconclusive findings. In a typical published study, a correlation
matrix is presented and then the pattern of relationships between the
variables and turnover is discussed. Such a study, characterized by
the use of variables unique to that study and confined to a single
organization, is commonplace in this literature and, as such,
accumulating these studies tends not to facilitate understanding.
This is because, first of all, the profusion of variables correlated
with turnover makes comparisons across studies difficult. Secondly,
when withdrawal behavior is studied within a single organization, the
effects of some of the measures may be attenuated due to restriction
of range, thus making it difficult to generalize the pattern of
results from one organization to another (Wanous et al., 1979).

Furthermore, multivariate analyses have seldom been conducted
(Mobley et al., 1979, reviewed only seven multivariate studies
between 1973 and 1978). Mobley et al. (1979) and Wanous et al. (1979)
advocated the use of multivariate analysis techniques in order to
evaluate the relative explanatory contribution of different variables
to the prediction of turnover. Such analyses would be helpful in
resolving the contradictory bivariate results that have been obtained.

Methodological Limitations

The second criticism that Wanous et al. (1979) directed at the
withdrawal literature concerns measurement and methodological limita-

tions common to this research. One problem that has been identified



is one that has plagued the motivation, satisfaction, and performance
literatures--the criterion problem. That is, the use of different
measures of turnover in different studies and the infrequency with which
turnover is precisely defined has made cross-study comparisons of
results problematic. For example, some researchers have included both
voluntary and involuntary terminations as the turnover criterion.

Other methodological limitations have been noted. Reliance on
company records as sources of information about the reasons for
termination is one such problem. Mobley et al. (1979) raised time
issues as a methodological concern. For example, the time period
from instrument (predictor) administration to criterion data collection
has ranged from weeks (Newman, 1974) to four years (Marsh & Mannari,
1977). Another temporal issue concerns the effects of tenure.

Wanous et al. (1979) noted that the use of cross-sectional designs
to a large extent precludes assessment of tenure effects on withdrawal
behavior.

In summary, methodological limitations in this research area
(Tack of standard turnover criteria, reliance on company records,
criterion contaminated by temporal issues, predominance of cross-
sectional research) have contributed to the current lack of under-
standing of employee withdrawal behavior.

General Absence of Models and Theory

In addition to the predominance of bivariate studies and
methodological limitations, Wanous et al. (1979) identified a third
weakness inherent in the withdrawal literature - a general absence of
models or theory-guided research. While over 100 studies have been

published with turnover as a criterion, only two models have appeared



that have stimulated much research (March & Simon, 1958; Mobley, 1977).
This state of affairs has existed in spite of the fact that March

and Simon proposed a model of the organizational participation/
withdrawal over 20 years ago.

March and Simon (1958) proposed a model outlining the factors
affecting what they called individuals' "motivation to participate"
as organizational members. Two major components of this motivation
were postulated: perceived desirability of leaving the organization
and perceived ease of movement from the organization. Satisfaction
with the job was posited as the primary determinant of perceived
desirability of leaving the organization. This relationship between
satisfaction and desirability of leaving is moderated, according to
March and Simon, by the perceived possibility of intraorganizational
transfer. That is, if employees think they can transfer to other
units in the organization, they will be less likely to quit. The
second component of the decision to participate in the organization,
perceived ease of movement, is primarily determined by the number of
perceived extraorganizational job alternatives. According to March
and Simon, these two components act together to determine actual
turnover behavior. However, they may not be correlated. That is, an
individual may want to discontinue organizational participation by
quitting, but may not leave the organization due to a perception that
alternative job opportunities do not exist (i.e., high perceived

desirability of leaving and low perceived ease of movement).

Although the majority of published turnover research has appeared
since the appearance of the March and Simon model in 1958, relatively

few behavioral scientists and personnel researchers have availed



themselves to the model. Indeed, Mobley et al. (1979) reviewed

only three studies between 1974 and 1978 which used variables pro-
posed by March and Simon other than job satisfaction. The March and
Simon model has generated more interest among economists than among
behavioral scientists (see Pettman, 1973, for a non-empirical review
of this literature).

More recently, Mobley (1977) proposed a model of the turnover
process that has stimulated a moderate amount of research. This model
has undergone some changes since its initial appearance; a simplified
version of the Mobley (1977) model was presented by Mobley, Horner,
and Hollingsworth (1978) and a more elaborate version appeared a year
later (Mobley et al., 1979). The 1977 and 1978 models are basically
individual-level cognitive models which specify the sequential de-
cisions people make and the behavior they engage in during the with-
drawal decision-making process. For example, low job satisfaction is
thought to lead to thoughts of quitting, which in turn lead to intention
to search for a new job. Intention to search then leads to intentions
to quit, and finally the quit/stay decision is made (Mobley et al.
1978).

This model has two significant features. First, Mobley et al.
(1978), following Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), and Newman (1974),
identify turnover intentions as the immediate precursor of actual
turnover behavior. Second, Mobley et al. identify job satisfaction/
dissatisfaction as the "conditional causal agent" in their model.
Although job dissatisfaction has consistently been shown to be
positively correlated with turnover, the magnitude of this relationship

generally has been moderate (Mobley et al., 1979; Porter & Steers,
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1973; Price, 1977). In identifying job dissatisfaction as the condi-
tional causal agent in the turnover process, Mobley et al. (1978)
provide an explanation for the attenuation of the dissatisfaction-
turnover relationship by noting that other variables (e.g., thinking
of quitting, intentions to search, intention to quit) mediate that
relationship.

However, neither March and Simon (1958) nor Mobley et al. (1978)
clearly specified what caused or contributed to job dissatisfaction.
This .omission is significant in that job dissatisfaction is accorded
such a prominent place in their models of the turnover process.
Subsequently, however, Mobley et al. (1979) presented a more elaborate
version of the original Mobley (1977) model. This new model included
a whole host of new variables, incorporating sociological and
economic/labor market variables, as well as psychological variables
(e.g., centrality of work values, job expectations, job-related
perceptions). The full model is presented in Figure 1.

Significantly, job-related perceptions were proposed as one of
the two primary determinants of job satisfaction (the other being
individual values). However, little emphasis is placed by Mobley
et al. on the importance of job-related perceptions as contributing
factors to withdrawal intentions or behavior. Moreover, the process
through which these perceptions affect job satisfaction and turnover
behavior is not specified. In addition, Mobley et al. (1979) proposed
no hypotheses concerning whether some job-related perceptions would
have a greater effect than others on turnover intentions or actual

turnover. Also, no classification system was proposed to categorize
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Figure 1. Primary Variables and Process of Employee Turnover

these perceptions in a meaningful fashion. All these omissions are
significant in that they limit understanding of the job-related per-
ceptions that contribute to or are associated with employee withdrawal.
The position being advocated here is that a greater emphasis should
be placed upon exploring the relationship among job-related perceptions

and withdrawal cognitions (turnover intentions) and withdrawal behavior
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(turnover) for two reasons, one theoretical and the other practical.
From a theoretical standpoint, it seems advisable to focus more on
job-related perceptions because many measures used in organizational
behavior research are perceptual/descriptive in nature (e.g., organ-
izational climate and task characteristics measures). However, to a
large extent, organizational withdrawal research has concentrated on
investigating the relationship between attitudinal measures (most
typically measures of various facets of job staisfaction) and turnover.
Given the fact that perception measures are often used in organizational
behavior research, it seems reasonable to devote more attention to the
perception-turnover relationship. What little attention that has been
devoted to exploring this relationship in organizational withdrawal
research has revealed that the track record of perception measures is
worse than that of attitudinal measures in predicting turnover. How-
ever, in some cases perceptions measures have been found to be positively
correlated with turnover (e.g., Marsh & Mannari, 1977). This suggests
that job-related perceptions may not be directly linked to turnover;
there may be some variables intervening between perceptions and the
behavioral criterion of turnover.

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) proposed a model that can be used to
explain the pattern and magnitude of the relationships among job-related
perceptions, job-related attitudes, and turnover. Their conceptual
framework linked beliefs, attitudes, behavioral intentions, and overt
behavior. Beliefs, as defined by Fishbein and Ajzen (cognitions about

the attributes of an object, event, entity, or condition), can be
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considered synonomous with job-related perceptions as defined by Mobley
et al. (1979). The Fishbein and Ajzen framework is relevant to the pre-
sent research in that the relationship between beliefs and the other
components of the model is given explicit treatment. This framework
will be discussed in more detail in next section. The reasons why job-
related perception and attitudinal measures often have low magnitude
relationships with a behavioral criterion such as turnover can be better
understood when these relationships are viewed in the context of the
Fishbein and Ajzen model. In addition, reference to their framework may
help organizational behavior researchers increase their ability to pre-
dict behavioral criteria when using perception and attitudinal measures
as predictors.

The second reason that more emphasis should be placed on job-
related perceptions as they are related to behavioral criteria such as
turnover has a practical basis. Although attitudinal variables such as
satisfaction often are more strongly correlated with turnover than job-
related perception variables, attitudinal measures are less "actionable"
than perception measures. That is, knowing that employees in general are
dissatisfied with supervision provides relatively little information
upon which action can be taken to make changes. In contrast, job-related
perception measures provide descriptive information about organizational
practices, procedures, events, and conditions. Thus, it is easier for
practitioners to make interventions and change attempts when descriptive
rather then evaluative measures are used. For this reason, it seems
potentially useful to focus on the relationships between job-related

perceptions and withdrawal cognitions and behavior.
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Beliefs, Attitudes, Intentions, and Behavior

The relationship between attitudes and behavior has been investi-
gated by psychologists for many years. The accumulated research evidence
indicates that attitudes (in the way that they are typically measured)
are not consistently related to behaviors and the magnitude of the
attitude-behavior relationship is seldom large (Wicker, 1969). Indeed,
Wicker concluded on the basis of his review that it was more likely that
attitudes would be unrelated or only slightly related to overt behaviors
than that attitudes would be strongly related to behaviors. Although
organizational researchers have not been so pessimistic, they too have
lamented the low to moderate correlations between attitudes such as job
satisfaction and behaviors such as turnover (e.g., Mobley et al., 1979).

The Fishbein and Ajzen Model

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) took exception to Wicker's (1969)
pessimistic conclusion and proposed a theoretical framework relating
beliefs, attitudes, behavioral intentions, and behavior. Their model is

presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Relationship Among Beliefs, Attitudes, Intentions, and
Behaviors with Respect to a Given Object.
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Basically, Fishbein and Ajzen proposed that individuals' beliefs
about objects, events, or entities determine their attitudes toward
those objects, events, or entities. Beliefs are cognitions concerning
the attributes of an object. Attitudes, on the other hand, have an
affective component and are a function of the summated positive/
negative evaluations of the attributes an object is believed to possess.
For example, a belief that an individual may hold is that a lemon is
sour tasting. One's attitude toward lemons is determined by one's
evaluation of the attribute of sourness. Beliefs can be determined by
direct experience, observation, or information received by outside sources
(individuals, media, etc.).

Attitudes toward objects are related to individuals' intentions to
perform a variety of behaviors with respect to that object. Correspon-

dence and specificity are key concepts in understanding the attitude-

intentions relationship and the attitude-behavior relationship. An
attitude is viewed as a general disposition toward an object. Thus,

on logical grounds, according to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), a general
attitude cannot be expected to be highly correlated with a specific
behavioral intention or a specific behavior because of a lack of
correspondence between the general attitude and the specific behavior.
For example, the expression of a positive attitude toward the object/
entity "my church" may be significantly correlated with a range of church-
related behaviors (donating money, attending meetings, attending worship
services, etc.), but the probability of being highly correlated with

any single specific behavior is not high. A more specific attitude
(attitude toward donating money to my church) should be more highly
correlated with the corresponding specific overt behavior of donating

money (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977).
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Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) propose that intentions (the third element
in their framework) should be more highly correlated with behavior than
attitudes or beliefs because of a greater degree of correspondence be-
tween intentions and behavior. That is, a specific intention (intending
to go to Sunday worship service on Sunday, July 19) should be more pre-
dictive of attendance (a behavior) than an attitude toward attending
worship service, even if that attitude is specific. Fishbein (1973)
reported research evidence supportive of this conclusion; the average
correlation between intentions and behavior in nine studies was .70,
significantly greater than the average attitude-behavior correlation.
This finding provides strong support for the utility of using measures
of behavioral intentions to predict overt behavior.

In addition to the four components discussed above, Fishbein and
Ajzen incorporated a normative beliefs component in their model to
facilitate the prediction of overt behavior. Normative beliefs are a
function of an individual's perceptions regarding others' expectations
of his behavior and his motivation to comply with those expectations
(Fishbein and Ajzen, 1975; Newman, 1974). However, the normative beliefs
component has played a minor role in organizational withdrawal research
and will not be discussed further here.

In summary, Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) proposed a conceptual frame-
work linking beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behaviors. They
postulated a temporal sequence linking the four components of the model
such that adjacent components are more highly related than non-adjacent
components. An illustration of this: theoretically the intention-

behavior relationship (adjacent components) should be of a greater
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magnitude than the attitude-behavior relationship (non-adjacent com-
ponents). This has been demonstrated empirically (Fishbein, 1973).

In their treatment of their model, Fishbein and Ajzen have concentrated
on explicating the attitude-behavior and intentions-behavior relation-
ships. They have devoted relatively little attention to the belief-
attitude, belief-intentions, and attitude-intentions relationships.

This omission is significant in that the usefulness of their theoretical
framework in guiding research is limited by the extent to which linkages
in their framework are unexplored. The understanding of withdrawal
cognitions and behavior may be enhanced by examining more closely the
relationships between beliefs (job-related perceptions), attitudes, and
intentions.

When viewed in the context of organizational research, utilization
of the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) framework suggests consideration of
two important issues that are relevant to the present research. First,
under what conditions are beliefs and attitudes most highly correlated
with intentions and behavior? Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) reported
attitude-behavior correlations ranging from zero to .85. Obviously under
some conditions attitudes (and beliefs) can be highly predictive of
behavior. Secondly, under what conditions are intentions most highly
correlated with overt behavior? Because intentions are often highly
correlated with behavior, researchers may find it fruitful to use mea-
sures of behavioral intentions, especially when it is difficult to obtain
measures of the overt behavior. However, the correlation between inten-
tions and behavior is not unity.

The first issue is important because organizational researchers

typically use measures assessing respondents' perceptions (i.e., beliefs)
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of organizational practices and procedures or use measures tapping
affective evaluations (i.e., attitudes) of features of their work en-
vironments. Knowing under what conditions beliefs and attitudes will be
most highly correlated with behaviors could have positive theoretical and
practical implications. For example, diagnosing organizational problems
and taking corrective action should be facilitated by knowing the
moderating effects of various conditions on belief/attitude-behavior
relationships.

The importance of the second issue, factors which moderate the
intentions-behavior relationship, stems from the fact that intentions
are not perfectly predictive of behavior. Researchers and practitioners
would consider using responses to behavioral intentions measures to make
interventions only if they are confident that intentions are or will be
highly correlated with the corresponding behavior. Therefore, knowing
what factors moderate the relationship between intentions and behavior
could be useful in both a practical and theoretical sense.

Moderators of the Attitude-Behavior Relationship

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), in research contexts where
investigators rely on self-report, questionnaire data, the degree of
correspondence between the attitudinal measures and the behavioral
criteria is the most important "moderating" factor. Still, even when
there is correspondence, there are several factors that can moderate the
relationship. For example, Schwartz (1978) noted that the passage of
time is one such moderator. As time passes, attitudes are more likely
to change, thus making it less likely that the originally-held attitude
will correlate highly with the behavioral criterion. Attitudes change

because beliefs are altered as a result of information obtained through
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experience or observation. Fazio and Zanna (1981) suggested that
attitudes formed as a result of direct experience may be more predictive
of overt behavior than attitudes formed in the absence of such direct
experience. In addition to the passage of time and direct experience,

the extent to which the behavioral criterion is under the volitional
control of the individual is a factor that can moderate the attitude-
behavior relationship. For example, employees may have negative attitudes
toward their organization, but may not leave because of contractual
obligations.

Much of the preceding discussion has focussed on attitude-behavior
relationships. Previously it was noted that little attention has been
paid to the belief-behavior relationship, a relationship that has important
implications for organizational behavior research because perceptual/
belief measures are often used in this area. The position proposed here
is that the factors ;hat moderate the attitude-behavior relationship
should also moderate the belief-behavior relationship. The rationale
for this argument is based upon the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) position
that there is a very strong correlation between beliefs about an object
and attitudes toward that object. Indeed, according to Fishbein and
Ajzen, an individual's attitude toward an object is determined solely by
the beliefs that individual holds about that object. Therefore, the
degree of correspondence between the belief measures and the behavior,
time, direct experience, and extent of volitional control should affect
the belief-behavior relationship in essentially the same way they affect
the attitude-behavior relationship.
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Moderators of the Intentions-Behavior Relationship

A second issue that has important implications concerns the extent
to which intentions are predictive of behavior. Although Fishbein (1973)
reported an impressive average intentions-behavior correlation of .70,
this correlation is obviously less than perfect. Moreover, it should
be noted that this .70 average correlation was obtained in nine laboratory
experiments where the passage of time and other extraneous influences
are minimized or eliminated. In organizational research where extraneous
influences may have a greater effect, the average correlation between
intentions and behavior should be smaller. Just as they moderate the
relationship between attitudes and behavior, the passage of time and the
extent to which the behavioral criterion is under the control of the
individual may moderate the relationship between intentions and behavior.
0f course, correspondence between the intention measure and the behavioral
criterion is also important.

Job-Related Perceptions, Job Attitudes, Turnover Intentions, and Turnover

As noted earlier, a wide variety of variables has been investigated
in conjunction with turnover by organizational researchers. It would be
useful to look at these correlates of turnover from the orientation
advocated by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). The majority of these variables
can be classified as either job-related perceptions of a range of organ-
jzational and work conditions (beliefs) or satisfaction measures
(attitudes). According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), the attitude-turn-
over relationship should be of a greater magnitude than the relationship
between job-related perceptions and turnover. The empirical evidence
tends to support this position. That is, job-related perceptions

(beliefs) such as perceived work group cohesiveness, climate, resource
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adequacy, amount of work, and job autonomy generally have non-signifi-
cant or low correlations with turnover (Mobley et al., 1979).

In contrast to belief/perception measures, attitudinal measures such
as satisfaction, in particular overall job satisfaction and satisfaction
with work itself, tend to be significantly correlated with turnover
(Porter & Steers, 1973; Mobley et al., 1979). However, the magnitude of
the attitude-turnover correlations has seldom exceeded .40. The average
correlation between overall job satisfaction and turnover reported in
the Mobley et al. (1979) review for seven studies was .24. The relatively
unimpressive result may be explained by the fact that there is generally
little correspondence between the attitude measure used (overall or facet
satisfaction) and the behavioral criterion (turnover). This is especially
true of the facet job satisfaction measures (where there is little
correspondence between the attitude and the behavior) and can account
for the generally nonsignificant correlations between satisfaction with
pay, promotion, supervision, coworkers and the criterion of turnover.

Although beliefs and attitudes typically are not highly correlated
with behavior, under some conditions beliefs and attitudes can be highly
correlated with behavior even when there is little correspondence between
the measures (e.g., when individuals form their beliefs and attitudes as
a result of direct experience, when the passage of time between predictor
and criterion assessment is minimized, and when the behavioral criterion
is under the volitional control of the individual). These issues vary
in importance in organizational withdrawal research. The first issue,
the effect of direct experience, is of greater concern in social psycho-
logical research than it is in organizational research where most beliefs

and attitudes are formed as a result of direct experience in work
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settings. The second and third issues, the magnitude of the time
interval between predictor and criterion assessment and the extent to
which the criterion behavior is under the volitional control of the
individual, assume greater importance in organizational withdrawal re-
search. The second issue is especially important and may account for the
wide range of predictor-turnover correlations reported in the literature.
The effect of the volitional control issue is difficult to assess and
probably varies widely as a function of personality characterists, job
type, economic conditions, contractual arrangements, and other factors
for which researchers rarely have complete data. Still, the most im-
portant factor to consider given the nature of organizational research

is the degree of correspondence between the belief/attitude predictors
and the behavioral criterion.

According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), intentions should be more
highly correlated with behavior than attitudes or beliefs because of the
greater degree of correspondence between intentions and behavior. Re-
cent turnover research has assessed the magnitude of the relationship
between turnover intentions and turnover with generally impressive re-
sults. Indeed, a number of studies have shown turnover intentions to be
quite highly correlated with actual turnover. For example, the average
intentions-turnover correlation for the following five studies was .57
(Hom, Katerbery, & Hulin, 1979 - .67; Miller, Katerberg & Hulin, 1979 -
.66, .71; Mobley, Horner, & Hollingsworth, 1978 - .49; Newman, 1974 - .39;
Waters, Roach, & Waters, 1976 - .42). This figure is considerably lar-
ger than the average satisfaction-turnover correlation of .24 reported
above. This finding suggests that focussing attention on turnover inten-
tions as a criterion may be a useful preliminary step toward developing a

more comprehensive understanding of the determinants of actual turnover.
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In sum, the pattern and magnitude of relationships among job-related
perceptions, job-related attitudes (satisfaction), and turnover supports
the hypotheses of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) regarding the relationship
among beliefs, attitudes, and behaviors. In general, job-related per-
ceptions are less strongly related to turnover than are satisfaction
measures. However, while larger in magnitude, the satisfaction-turnover
relationship is generally moderate at best in size. In contrast, re-
searchers have found a consistent and strong relationship between turn-
over intentions and turnover.

According to Fishbein and Ajzen, the key element that can explain
these phenomena is the degree of correspondence between the various
measures. The high intentions-turnover correlations that have been
reported are primarily due to the high degree of correspondence between
the intentions measures and the behavioral criterion of turnover. The
low magnitude correlations between belief and attitude measures, accord-
ing to Fishbein and Ajzen, is due to the lack of correspondence between
the belief and attitude measures typically used and the behavioral
criterion measures. Although Fishbein and Ajzen were for the most part
referring to the social psychological research literature, this lack of
correspondence between predictors and criteria plagues the organizational
behavior research as well. In a sense this problem is an intractable
one, considering the nature of survey/questionnaire research in organiza-
tional settings. Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) would recommend ensuring
correspondence by assessing individuals' beliefs, attitudes, and inten-

tions regarding turnover, and then correlating these with the behavioral

criterion of turnover. However, organizational withdrawal researchers
are primarily concerned with the relationship between job-related

perceptions and attitudes regarding organizational and job attributes on
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one hand, and withdrawal cognitions and behavior on the other. Therefore,
following the Fishbein and Ajzen recommendation would not be particularly
useful from a practical standpoint. One possible way of dealing with this
problem would be to construct research instruments such that individuals
would be asked to respond to questionnaire items while in a "turnover
response set." Following this procedure could, in a sense, establish
correspondence in the minds of the respondents rather than having cor-
respondence built into the measures themselves. No study has been found
in the literature which reported adopting this approach to increase the

correspondence between predictors and behavioral criteria.

Qutline of Research

On the basis of the theoretical propositions of Fishbein and Ajzen
and empirical evidence, it seems justified to investigate the correlates
of employee turnover intentions in order to contribute to an increased
understanding of the factors that are associated with employee turnover.
Those job-related perceptions and attitudes that are predictive of turn-
over intentions should also be predictive of turnover. However, accord-
ing to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), those factors that are predictive of
turnover intentions should be less predictive of actual turnover.
Although a complete test of the Fishbein and Ajzen framework would entail
examining the relationship between all four components of their model
(beliefs, attitudes, intentions, and behavior), investigating the re-
lationships among beliefs, attitudes, and intentions should yield positive
outcomes. Almost no organizational withdrawal research has approached
the study of withdrawal cognitions and behavior from a beliefs-attitudes-

intentions-behavior framework as advocated by Fishbein and Ajzen. The
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utilization of their framework would be a positive step toward increasing
an understanding of organizational withdrawal cognitions and behavior.

The questions that need to be answered are: 1) what job-related
perceptions are most highly correlated with turnover intentions, and 2)
what is the pattern of relationships among job-related perceptions, job-
related attitudes (satisfaction), and turnover intentions? As noted
earlier, most turnover research has concentrated upon the attitudinal
correlates of withdrawal behavior. This research is designed to examine
belief/perception correlates of withdrawal cognitions as well as attitu-
dinal correlates. In addition, the research will involve a comparison
of the relative predictive power of perceptions and attitudes regarding
turnover intentions.

This research initiates exploration of these questions through the
development of an instrument designed to detect the job-related percep-
tions which are most highly predictive of turnover intentions. It is
emphasized again that the focus is on turnover intentions in the present
research as the dependent variable of interest. This seems justified
based both on theory (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; Mobley et al., 1979), the
consistent finding that such intentions are the strongest correlate of
actual turnover (Hom, Katerberg, & Hulin, 1979; Kraut, 1975; Miller,
Katerberg, & Hulin, 1979; Mobley, Horner, & Hollingsworth, 1978; Newman,
1974; Waters, Roach, & Waters, 1976), and the fact that in a multi-or-
ganization study like the present one, turnover intentions are more
likely to have a common meaning than actual turnover. In a sense, then,
intentions are more equatable from setting to setting than is turnover
because intentions are relatively less contaminated by factors outside the
individual's control (e.g., labor market conditions, the passage of time,

etc.).
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This research is designed to rectify some of the criticisms that
Wanous et al. (1979) directed at previous employee withdrawal research.
First, Wanous et al. noted that a vast majority of the published organ-
jzational withdrawal literature consisted of bivariate, single-organiza-
tional studies. The present research will apply multivariate data analysis
techniques on a multi-organization sample. Adopting this approach should
yield two positive outcomes. First, the use of multivariate analysis
should facilitate discovering the relative predictive strength of the
various predictor variables and should account for a greater proportion
of the variance in turnover intentions. Secondly, capitalizing on a
multi-organization sample reduces the problem of range restriction common
to single-organization studies.

The second criticism Wanous et al. (1979) raised involved methodolo-
gical limitations, primarily concerned with how the turnover criterion
was measured. Because turnover intentions are the focus of this re-
search, the methodological issues noted by Wanous et al. are less salient
here.

Third, Wanous et al. lamented the general absence of theory or
model-guided research in the turnover literature. The models of the
employee turnover process presented by Mobley and his colleagues (e.g.,
Mobley, 1977; Mobley et al., 1978; Mobley et al., 1979) have stimulated
some research, but are found to have several shortcomings. One short-
coming of the Mobley models is that the focus of these models is on the
decisions individuals make during the turnover decision-making process.
Obviously, investigating this decision-making process at the individual
level of analysis has important theoretical implications. But a some-

what more practical concern is the identification of employees' perceptions
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of organizational attributes that are correlated with turnover intentions.
Rather than looking inside the person for cognitive processes, then, the
logic for the present approach rests heavily on the assumption that be-
cause people leave whole organizations rather than just jobs, those or-
ganizational attributes correlated with turnover intentions are a
necessary and more appropriate foci of research. Too much of the turn-
over research has had an overly narrow focus on job/task factors (cf.
Porter & Steers, 1973).

Social systems theorists (Katz & Kahn, 1978; Schein, 1980) have
argued that the behavior of people in organizations can only be fully
understood if one considers the nature of the social system in which
their behavior is embedded. That is, they would suggest that to under-
stand organizational participation and withdrawal cognitions and behavior,
it is necessary to take account of the various attributes of organiza-
tions that organizational members experience. Adopting this point of
view leads to the conclusion that organizational participation and with-
drawal may be most adequately understood by exploring the ways in which
organization (systgm) attributes are related to participation/withdrawal
cognitions and behavior.

A second shortcoming of the Mobley turnover models stems from their
affective orientation. There is an emphasis on job satisfaction and a
relative neglect of job-related perceptions of organizational attributes
as contributing factors to turnover intentions and turnover. The present
research specifically focusses on these job-related perceptions and
relates these perceptions to turnover intentions. However, the contri-
bution of attitudinal factors in affecting turnover intentions will not

be neglected. The relationships among job-related perceptions, satisfaction
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with several job-related factors, and turnover intentions will be in-
vestigated. The extent to which pattern of correlations among these
variables conform to the pattern hypothesized by Fishbein and Ajzen
(1975) will be assessed.

Another minor deficiency in the Mobley et al. (1979) model concerns
the fact that a number of job-related perceptions (e.g., goals-values,
policies, practices, rewards, job content, supervision, work group,
climate, and work conditions) were listed, but no attempt was made to
categorize them in a conceptually or theoretically meaningful way. Pro-
posing a categorization system for these job-related perceptions would
rectify this shortcoming of the Mobley et al. model and satisfy the
Wanous et al. (1979) recommendation that organizational withdrawal re-
search be guided by a theoretical or conceptual framework.

In brief, then, the present effort focusses on perceived systems
correlates of turnover intentions in an attempt to isolate a subset of a
relatively comprehensive set of questionnaire measures of organizational
functioning. The goal of the effort is the development of a "Turnover
Diagnostic", a comprehensive organizational diagnostic keyed ultimately
to the prediction of turnover, but focussing at the present on the more
proximal criterion of turnover intentions. The organizational diagnostic
instrument is designed to assess employee perceptions of the following
four levels or types of organization/system attributes: 1) Organization-
wide factors, 2) Job factors, 3) Task factors, and 4) Career factors.

As will become clear in the literature review which follows, a
major difference between the present effort and past turnover research
is that all four of these systmes issues were explored concurrently as

potential contributors to understanding turnover intentions. In addition,
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the data on which development of the Turnover Diagnostic are based was
obtained from a relatively large sample of employees working at many
different jobs in many different settings. The introduction of job and
systems variance, it was hoped, would yield a measure that would be use-

ful across settings.



CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

Potential Systems Correlates of Turnover Intentions

For comprehensiveness, the four systems attributes chosen for
research are general organizational level practices and procedures
(e.g., management philosophy, reward practices), job factors (e.g.,
supervision, coworkefs), task attributes (e.g., variety, autonomy) and
organizational career facilitation practices. The choice of organiza-
tion, job and task foci was based on the delineation of these by Porter
and Steers (1973) as all being correlates of turnover and the seemingly
reasonable assumption that these constituted a relatively comprehensive
set of potential systems impacts.

The inclusion of organizational career facilitation practices
was based upon the assumption that withdrawal decisions are often based
upon employees' concerns about their future. Forrest, Cummings, and
Johnson (1977), for example, noted that predictors of turnover should
reflect anticipations as well as retrospections; they should look to-
ward the future in addition to looking back at the past. Most of the
literature on turnover concentrates either on an assessment of the
past (job satisfaction) or on person attributes, but turnover appears
to be frequently forward-looking (movement to another setting) as well

as a response (movement from a setting) to system attributes. While

30
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the assessment of organization, job and task factors addresses the
latter, it was felt that capturing people's concerns for the future

was also important.

Organization-Wide Factors

Porter and Steers (1973) defined organization-wide factors as
"those variables affecting the individual that are primarily determined
by persons or events external to the immediate work group" (p. 154-
155). Examples of these factors include organizational pay, promotion,
and job assignment policies, and structural factors such as centraliza-
tion, routinization, and size. While relatively little research has
examined these variables as correlates of turnover or turnover inten-
tions, some of this research provides support for consideration of
these variables as important contributing factors in employee turnover
behavior. Apparently there exists a perception that turnover decisions
are based upon immediate work context factors rather than on
individuals' reactions to general organizational policies and prac-
tices. This emphasis may be misplaced to some extent in that terminees
leave an entire organization rather than just a job.

DePasquale and Lange (1971), for example, conducted a large-scale
survey (N=5,000) of MBA job mobility. Nearly two-thirds of the MBA's
who had left their first organization cited company practices that
translated into lack of advancement opportunities, inadequate job
responsibility, underutilization of MBA training, and inadequate salary
growth as the primary causes for quitting. Dunnette, Arvey, and Banas
(1973) and Schein (1971) reported similar findings. Apparently, to a

large extent, organizational personnel policies concerning job
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assignments, promotion/advancement, and compensation for newly hired
college graduates result in unmet expectations that translate into
dissatisfaction and eventual turnover.

Hall (1976) devoted considerable attention to the issues surround-
ing the high turnover rates of new employees. Hall, among others, has
noted the impact of initial job assignment challenge of new hires on
subsequent performance, advancement, and tenure (Berlew & Hall, 1966;
Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974; Schneider & Hall, 1973).

The effects of organizational reward/compensation policies on the
turnover of employees other than MBA's or entry-level managers has
also been noted. For example, Farris (1971) found that perceptions of
poor organizational provisions for rewarding performance was a strong
correlate of turnover. Other researchers have reported a similar
relationship (Hellriegel & White, 1973; Hulin, 1966, 1968; Ronan,

1967; Telly, French, & Scott, 1971).

Organizational structure variables have been found to be signifi-
cantly related to turnover and turnover intentions. Organizational
and subunit size has been found to be positively related to turnover
(Porter & Lawler, 1965). Centralization, the extent to which decision-
making power is concentrated or dispersed among organizational members,
has been identified as a correlate of turnover by several researchers
(Farris, 1971; Martin, 1979; Price, 1977).

Organizational practices and procedures concerning communication
and the transmission of information has also been shown to be related

to turnover (Lawler & Rhode, 1976). In particular, the extent to which



33

information directly related to role performance (instrumental communi-
cation) is provided to employees has a significant impact on turnover
(Goodman, Salipante, & Paransky, 1973; Wieland, 1969).

Although a number of organization-wide factors have been shown
to be related to turnover, there is little consistency in these data.
In addition, the relatively small amount of research examining the
relationship between these factors and turnover makes it difficult
to isolate the competing macro correlates of turnover. Another factor
which inhibits uncovering the relationship between organization-wide
factors and turnover concerns the nature of organizational research.
Wanous et al. (1979) noted that organization-level variables (such
as climate or structure) have not demonstrated their superiority to
individual level variables in explaining turnover. Wanous et al.
hypothesized when turnover is investigated within the boundaries of a
single organization, as is usually the case, the effects of organiza-
tional level variables may be small due to the restriction of range

phenomenon.

Job Factors
The emphasis in turnover research has been on immediate work

context issues such as leader behavior and work group factors. Leader
behavior/supervision style is the job context factor most frequently
addressed in turnover research, and many studies support the hypothesis
that leader behavior is a strong correlate of turnover. For example,
Fleishman and Harris (1962) and Skinner (1969) found that supervisors
who were more considerate had lower turnover rates among their sub-

ordinates. Another leader behavior, leader acceptance (the extent to
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which subordinate's feel that their supervisor accepts them by
demonstrating attention to their needs, divulging job information,
being supportive, and allowing self-determination) has been shown to
be negatively correlated with turnover (Dansereau, Cashman, & Graen,
1973; Graen & Ginsburgh, 1977). Ross and Zander (1957) reported that
those employees whose expectations about receiving feedback and re-
cognition from their supervisor were not met were more likely to quit.
Satisfaction with supervision has been correlated with turnover
(Hellriegel & White, 1973; Hulin, 1968; Telly, French, & Scott, 1971).

However, several studies have reported a non-significant relation-
ship between perceptions of leader behavior or satisfaction with super-
vision and turnover (Koch & Steers, 1978; Mobley et al. 1978; Newman,
1974; Waters, Roach, & Waters, 1976). A possible explanation for
these discrepant results is that leaders may not have an equivalent
impact on the attitudes and behavior of each of their subordinates
(Dansereau, Graen, & Haga, 1975). Another plausible reason was pro-
posed by Kerr and Jermier (1978), who speculated that a number of
"neutralizers" or "substitutes" for leadership may exist in work
situations. If factors in a work situation neutralize or substitute
for leadership (e.g., high ability subordinates, unambiguous and
routine tasks, high degree of formalization, highly cohesive work
groups), then leader behavior or leadership style may not affect
subordinates' attitudes and behavior. Thus, it follows that leader
behavior will not be correlated with subordinates' turnover.

A second job context factor that has received a considerable

amount of attention in turnover research is the nature of intra-group
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relations. A number of studies have shown that satisfaction with
coworkers and group cohesiveness are significantly related to turnover
(Evan, 1963; Farris, 1971; Hellriegel & White, 1973; Hulin, 1968;

Koch & Steers, 1978). An explanation for this relationship is that
the work group is a special kind of primary group in the sense that
individuals turn to other work group members to reduce stress and
obtain social rewards (Evan, 1963).

However, there is conflicting evidence regarding inclusion of
work group factors as important correlates of turnover. For example,
a number of studies have reported a non-significant relationship
between these factors and turnover (Kraut, 1975; Marsh & Mannari,
1977; Mobley et al., 1978; Newman, 1974; Waters, Roach, & Waters,
1976). In way of explanation, it may be possible that for some
individuals and/or in some situations, work group factors may not
have much of an impact on individuals' beliefs, attitudes, or inten-
tions related to turnover. That is, "substitutes" or "neutralizers"

for coworker influence may exist.

Task Factors

Task, or job content, issues consistently have been found to be
strong correlates of turnover. A large amount of empirical evidence
exists which supports the conclusion that those people who generally
feel more positive about the actual work they do are less likely to
leave (Koch & Steers, 1978; Kraut, 1975; Mobley et al., 1979). More
descriptively, individuals who perceive their work as interesting/
challenging (Bray, Campbell, & Grant, 1974), as having low repetitive-
ness/high variety (Price, 1977; Wild, 1970), as allowing them to
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exercise responsibility and autonomy (DePasquale & Lange, 1971; Marsh
& Mannari, 1977), as providing the opportunity to use their abilities
(Dunnette et al., 1973; Epko-Ufot, 1976; Hellriegel & White, 1973),
and who feel the work they are doing is significant (Ross & Zander,
1957; Wickert, 1951) are all less likely to become turnovers.

It appears, then, that just about all the theoretically important
task design dimensions (Hackman & Oldham, 1975) have been implicated as
correlates of withdrawal. The most frequently cited explanation for the
relationship between these job content factors and turnover was advanced
by Hackman and Lawler (1971). They proposed that working on tasks high
in variety, autonomy, feedback, and task identity enabled individuals to
satisfy their higher order needs (e.g., feelings of accomplishment,
personal growth, etc.). If individuals who seek satisfaction of higher
order needs are able to satisfy those needs, it is assumed that their

satisfaction is manifested in continued organizational participation.

Organizational Career Factors

As noted earlier, organizational withdrawal research has tended to
be more concerned with employees' perceptions of the past rather than with
their anticipations regarding their work futures (Forrest et al., 1977).
Mobley et al. (1979) recognized the importance of this future-oriented
dimension of organizational withdrawal by including "expectancies
regarding future job outcomes of present/alternative jobs" and "attrac-
tion-expected utility of present/alternative jobs" as components in their
model. Mobley et al. proposed that if individuals expect that continued
employment in their organizations will facilitate the future attainment

of their valued personal goals, the attraction-expected utility of their
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present jobs should be enhanced and thus the probability of turnover
should be reduced.

Although Mobley et al. (1979) did not mention it as a possibility,
it follows that organizations could conceivably reduce work force turn-
over by increasing the attraction-expected utility of their employees'
jobs. One way that organizations could accomplish this is through the
development and implementation of career development programs. Through
participation in such programs, employees could increase their knowledge,
skills, and abilities, and thus become more eligible for advancement and
salary increases. Assuming that these outcomes are valued by most
people, it follows that individuals would perceive their jobs as having
a greater attraction-expected utility when their organizations have
employee career development programs. If such is the case, turnover
should be less likely.

It appears that employees in American organizations are becoming
more concerned with the way in which their organizations manage their
career development (Driver, 1979; Hall, 1976). Driver offered several
reasons for this relatively recent phenomenon: 1) a greater obsolescence
rate of knowledge and skills, 2) increased computerization and automa-
tion, 3) major changes in individual values concerning the world of work,
and 4) fears and insecurities generated by continuing economic problems
such as recession and unemployment. In his book on careers, Hall (1976,
p. 177) summarizes some of the methods by which organizations can pro-
mote or facilitate career development (e.g., periodic job rotation,
greater managerial involvement in career planning, human resource account-
ing, career planning and counseling services, educational leaves, training/

retraining, etc.).
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While a number of studies have demonstrated a linkage between
satisfaction with advancement/promotion and turnover (e.g., Farris, 1971;
Hellriegel & White, 1973), there are very few studies that have assessed
the role of the organization in facilitating employee career development
(i.e., through counseling, placement, training, etc.) as it affects turn-
over. However, Graen, Orris, and Johnson (1973) and Graen and Ginsburgh
(1977) reported that when non-academic university employees were in jobs
that they perceived to be relevant to their own work career, then they
were more satisfied, better performers, and less likely to leave the
organization than those who saw their jobs as unrelated to their work
career. Kelleher (1973) found similar results for midlife and over-65
people.

Some research cited earlier supports the notion that organizational
career facilitation practices and procedures have an impact on employee
withdrawal cognitions and behavior. For example, research investigating
the early job experiences and turnover of MBA's and recent college
graduates (e.g., DePasquale & Lange, 1971; Dunnette et al., 1973) suggests
that when organizations do not facilitate career development of employees
by assigning newcomers to challenging jobs and providing rapid advance-
ment, higher turnover rates may be a consequence. Using a different
sample (primarily entry-level clerical, service, and blue collar workers),
Wanous et al. (1979) reported that participation in a training program
(which can be considered a form of career development) was significantly
correlated with tenure.

Because career development issues appear to be assuming greater
importance for individuals in our society, it seems logical to conclude

that an organization which is perceived by employees as facilitating
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their career progress would be one that employees would not wish to leave.
That is, based on the assumption that career choice implements a person's
self-image (Super & Hall, 1978), when an organization is perceived to
facilitate such implementation through support of people's career paths,
people are likely to remain in that organization. In addition, if career
development leads to promotion, individuals may be in a better position
to satisfy their needs and thus be more likely to retain their organiza-
tional membership due to an increased attraction-expected utility of
their jobs.

In summary, several organizational withdrawal theorists have noted
that understanding the determinants of turnover requires taking into
account the idea that future anticipations as well as past experiences
affect withdrawal cognitions and behavior (e.g., Forrest et al., 1977).
Individuals' expectancies regarding the extent to which their present
Jobs vis-a-vis alternative jobs can or will satisfy or fulfill needs,
goals, and values may play an important role in the withdrawal decision-
making process and in actual withdrawal behavior (Mobley et al., 1979).
That is, the attraction-expected utility of the present job as compared
to possible alternative jobs in other organizations may be an important
determinant of turnover. Organizations may be able to reduce turnover
by enhancing the attraction-expected utility of their employees' jobs
through career development practices and policies. Research evidence
suggests that the failure of organizations to facilitate their employees'
career growth and development may increase the likelihood of turnover
(e.g., DePasquale & Lange, 1971). Based on these arguments and some
research evidence, it seems reasonable to investigate individuals' per-
ceptions of their organizations' career facilitation practices as correlates

of turnover intentions.
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Summary

The literature is quite clear regarding the role of job and task
factors as correlates of turnover; less clear are the roles of more
macro general organization-wide practices and procedures (pay, promotion,
and job assignment policies; decision-making and communication policies)
and specific organizational practices regarding the facilitation of
employees' careers (counseling, placement, training, etc.).

The major goal of the present effort is to develop measures of
various facets of each of these four issues, to then identify those
facets of organizational, job, task and career considerations that are
correlated with turnover intentions, and to produce a measure useful for
studying turnover intentions in a wide variety of organizations.

A second important research goal is the examination of the rela-
tionships among job-related perceptions of organization-wide, job, task,
and career factors, satisfaction with those factors, and turnover inten-
tions. According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), the magnitude of the
satisfaction-intentions relationship and the perceptions-satisfaction
relationship should exceed that of the perceptions-intentions relation-
ship. A review of the organizational withdrawal literature revealed
no study that systematically investigated withdrawal behavior and cog-
nitions from the perspective advocated by Fishbein and Ajzen. Basing
this research on a theoretical framework would be useful in and of itself.
In addition, from a practical point of view, understanding of the or-
ganizational withdrawal phenomenon may be enhanced by seeing whether the
pattern of relationships among job-related perceptions, satisfaction,
and turnover intentions conforms to the pattern proposed by Fishbein

and Ajzen.
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A secondary research goal is to examine the range and magnitude of
the correlations among the scales of the Turnover Diagnostic and the
scales of the Job Descriptive Index (Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 1969).
Because satisfaction measures (the JDI scales included) have been shown
to be predictive of turnover and frequently used and reported in turnover
research, it would be fruitful to compare the Turnover Diagnostic and
the JDI in terms of the intercorrelations of their scales and their
relative predictive power regarding turnover intentions. It is hoped
that the development of the Turnover Diagnostic does not result in the
"reinvention of the satisfaction wheel." Achieving this goal could be
taken as evidence that the Turnover Diagnostic assesses employees' per-
ceptions of dimensions of organizational social systems that the JDI
does not. If this can be shown, then the Turnover Diagnostic could be a
useful instrument for predicting systems turnover rates, and could be

used in conjunction with attitudinal measures such as the JDI.



CHAPTER III
METHOD

The Method chapter is divided into five sections. The first section
will describe the development of the Work, Family, and Career Question-
naire (WFCQ), the source upon which the development of the Turnover
Diagnostic was based (Schneider & Dachler, 1978b). The second section
of the Method chapter will concern the procedure used to develop the
Turnover Diagnostic. The third and fourth sections deal with data analy-

sis issues. The last section summarizes this chapter.

Questionnaire Development:

The Work, Family, and Career Questionnaire

Sample

Table 1 summarizes the individual and organizational characteristics
of the maximum of the 1703 respondents to the WFCQ. The sample is an
"available" rather than random sample, but it appears to be quite repre-
sentative (cf. Quinn & Shepard, 1974). The sample: represents all sec-
tions of the continental U.S.; ranges through private industry; local and
federal governments (food processing factories, banks, airline, police
department); includes a wide range of occupations and jobs (140 different
D.0.T. job codes were represented); has adequate representations of

racial, sexual, and educational individual difference variables.

42
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Table 1

Sample Characteristics

Personal Background

Age x =30 s.d.=13.04
Sex 62% male 38% female
Education x =13.91 years s.d.=2.52 years
Tenure x = 5.06 years s.d.=6.56 years
Part-time 10%
Married 67%
Black 10%
Spanish Surnamed 12%
Job Information
DOT Job Codes represented 140
Number of Organizations 16 major samples plus

one respondent from 112
other organizations
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In addition to sixteen major organizational samples, 112 organizations
were represented by individuals enrolled in graduate-level business
administration classes in universities in all sections of the U.S.A.

The large majority of these respondents were full-time employees who
were seeking an MBA on their own time. For over 90 percent of the total
sample, the response rate exceeded 80 percent. All analyses conducted
with respect to turnover intentions had a maximum N of 911. This reduc-
tion in sample size from 1703 to 911 occurred because the Career section
of the WFCQ (Section 4) was notincluded .in theinstrument administered to
792 respondents. Almost all of these individuals were police officers
from an Eastern state. The personal, job, and demographic data of the
subsample of 911 was essentially the same as that data for the total
sample.

Interviews

Interviews were conducted to help specify the exact nature of the
work, family, and career issues to be subsequently assessed with the
survey methodology (the WFCQ). These interviews were conducted with 45
workers who were employed by two airlines (pilots and mechanics), a
public utility company (repair people), and for a major transportation
union.

Contacts were established with the personnel people in the organ-
izations and the names of the employees were provided to the research
team. A1l interviews were conducted in the employees' homes. All inter-
views were taped with the consent of the interviewees. The purpose of
taping the interviews was to allow the preparation of typed transcripts;
however, the interviews were not transcribed for the purpose of a formal

content analysis. The transcriptions served as a basis for writing items
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that comprised the WFCQ. In addition, interview information supple-
mented information uncovered in a literature review of turnover re-
search.

Sections of the WFCQ

There were eight sections in the WFCQ: (1) Description of Your
Organization, (2) Description of Your Job, (3) Description of Your Task
(s), (4) Description of Your Career, (5) Description of Your Family,

(6) Satisfaction with Conditions, (7) Satisfaction with Specific Job
Characteristics, and (8) Personal Data. Section 4 (Career issues) was
included in the WFCQ for a subsample of 911 respondents; 792 respondents
did not have a section about career issues in the surveys they completed.
The responses of these individuals will not be included in any of the
data analyses. In addition, the data from Section 5 (Description of
Your Family) will not be used in any analyses in this research.

For each section of the WFCQ, an attempt was made to capture the
general thrust of the then-current (early 1970's) thinking about the
important facets relevant to turnover defining each issue (organization-
wide, job, task, and career factors) in addition to incorporating infor-
mation obtained from the interviews.

For example, the items in Sections 1 and 2 were primarily based
upon the early organizational climate literature (Campbell, Dunnette,
Lawler, & Weick, 1970; Schneider & Bartlett, 1968; Schneider & Hall,
1972) and upon the path-goal theory of supervision (House, 1971). The
frame of reference for the 27 Organization section items (Section 1) was
oriented toward macro, organization-wide issues. The five a priori
Organization scales were Supervision, Job Status/Image, Personnel Prac-

tices, Reward Orientation and Goal Clarity. A similar orientation was
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adopted for the 30 items in the Job Section (Section 2), but the focus
shifted from a broad system emphasis in Section 1 to a more narrow focus
on immediate work context issues. The a priori Job Section scales

were analogous to the Organization Section scales (identical scale names)
and included an additional scale - Coworkers.-

The 25 items for the task section (Section 3) were patterned after
Hackman and Lawler's (1971) description of the important task character-
istics of jobs (the Job Descriptive Survey had not yet appeared when the
WFCQ was constructed). The 25 Task Section items had a job content
focus and were divided into six a priori scales: Identity, Variety,
Autonomy, Feedback, Predictability, and Required Interdependence.

For the Career Section (Section 4), Hall's (1976) work in a pre-
publication form provided the guiding themes for how organizational
practices and procedures could facilitate or inhibit people's career
progress.

Section 5 contained items focussing on family issues, especially as
they interfaced with organizational issues. These items were not analyzed
as part of this research.

Section 6 was divided into three sections. Section 6a was composed
of eight satisfaction items, four of which were used in the present
research. These four items assess individuals' satisfaction with their
organizations, jobs, tasks, and with organizational conditions for career
(career facilitation). The scale points were anchored by the statements:
(1) Highly dissatisfied, (2) Moderately dissatisfied, (3) Neither satisfied
nor dissatisfied, (4) Moderately satisfied, and (5) Highly satisfied.
Before responding to these items, individuals were asked to turn back to

previous sections of the questionnaire, review the events and conditions
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described in the items in that section, and then respond to the corres-
ponding satisfaction item. Following this procedure, it was hoped,
would help accomplish two goals. First, it would help respondents
remember the events and conditions impacting upon satisfaction, and
thereby ensure more correspondence between the perception items and the
satisfaction items. Secondly, it would also serve to reduce halo for
the one-item global satisfaction ratings the respondents were being
asked to make.

Section 6b was composed of eight items corresponding to the same
items in Section 6a. The respondents were asked to rate the importance
of each item as if they were thinking about staying in or leaving their
present organization. Data from this section will not be utilized in
this research.

Section 6¢ contained two turnover intentions items. The major
criterion item for the dependent measure of turnover intentions was
included in this section. The item was as follows: "Indicate on the
line below how strongly you feel at present about leaving or staying
in your organization." The scale points were anchored by the statements:
(1) Strongly inclined to leave, (2) Inclined to leave, (3) Don't know
whether I want to stay or leave, (4) Inclined to stay, and (5) Strongly
inclined to leave. Evidence from earlier analyses and research re-
vealed that this item had good measurement properties (i.e., responses
were approximately distributed normally around the mean of 2.58; it
correlated reasonably well with another turnover intentions items -
r=.68).

If this item is examined from a motivational viewpoint, it is

assessing only the amplitude facet of motivation to leave and it is not
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in any way assessing the directional facet of motivation to leave. That
is, analyzing individuals' responses does not give one any indication

of why they are leaving. One does not know whether the individuals are
leaving their present organization to take a similar job in another
organization or whether they are switching occupations or careers.

The second turnover intention item asked respondents to estimate
how long they intended to stay in their present organization. This item
was not combined with the first turnover intentions item to create a
two-item scale for two reasons. First, the first item was on the average
more highly correlated with a priori WFCQ factors than was the second
(time estimate) item. Second, combining the two items could result in
an "apples and oranges" problem. That is, the time estimate turnover
intention item is not as comparable across organizations as the first
turnover intentions item. For example, being strongly inclined to
leave may be associated with different time frames in different organi-
zations; in one organization it may mean intending to leave in six
months while in another it may mean two years. This is one of the
reasons why it is difficult to investigate turnover across organizations.
Relatedly, this is why it is more appropriate to use turnover intentions
as a criterion for instrument development rather than turnover.

Section 7 of the WFCQ was the Job Descriptive Index (Smith et al.,
1969). This measure assessed satisfaction with five facets of the job:
work, pay, supervision, opportunities for promotion, and coworkers. The
Job Descriptive Index (JDI) has a number of attractive features: it has
percentile norms, it has good stability (Schneider & Dachler, 1978a),
and it has been shown to be related to employee turnover in other re-

search (cf. Hulin, 1966; 1968).
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Finally, Section 8 contained various kinds of personal, job, and
demographic data (age, sex, education, part-time/full-time employment
status, tenure, marital status, etc.). In addition, job title was re-
quested permitting coding of respondents by D.0.T. code.

Directions

The general directions were designed to establish a "turnover
response set" by asking respondents to reply "as if you were considering
staying or leaving your present organization and you were just sitting
back to sort of take stock of all the kinds of conditions that exist
for you in your present work situation." Following this procedure also
was a way of establishing a form of correspondence between predictors
and the criterion as advocated by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). In addition,
respondents were asked to be descriptive of what happened to them and
around them in their organization rather than report about their feel-
ings. Thus, a clear distinction was made for respondents between
description (or belief) and evaluation (or affect) as advocated by
Fishbein and Ajzen and by Schneider (1975). The scale points for all
organization-wide, job, task, and career items were anchored by the
statements: (1) Very infrequently, (2) Infrequently, (3) Sometimes,
(4) Frequently, and (5) Very frequently.

Trying to establish a turnover response set in this manner may
have caused a respondent reactivity problem and could conceivably
result in an artifically inflated predictive power statistic. The
use of an independent sample where the same directions are not used

can provide an estimate of the extent to which this is a problem.
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Administration

A11 surveys were administered at the respondents' work locations
with the exception of the MBA respondents. The WFCQ was administered
to these individuals in their classes by colleagues of Schneider and
Dachler. In each company, arrangements were made to randomly select
respondents from employee pay records. Selected employees were mailed
a letter signed in most cases by the VP of Personnel. The letter
explained the project, encouraged employees to participate, and noted
that supervisors would be unaware of who would be participating. Super-
visors also were sent a letter indicating that some of their employees
might be requesting time to complete a survey and that they (the super-
visors) were to give their permission and not ask questions. Surveys
were administered to groups of employees. The purpose of the survey
and the general directions were explained by the individual administer-
ing the survey (in most cases a member of the research team). Any
questions the respondents had were answered. On the average it took
respondents from 1 hour and 15 minutes to 2 hours to complete the entire

survey.

Questionnaire Development: The Turnover Diagnostic

As stated at the end of the Introduction, the goal of this research
was to develop an instrument assessing individuals' perceptions of Or-
ganizational, Job, Task, and Career factors that .is predictive of turn-
over intentions. This instrument, to be referred to henceforth as the

Turnover Diagnostic, was derived from the items that comprise the

WFCQ. Hence, the same sample was used (N = 911).
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Criterion-Keying

The questionnaire development technique used to construct the
Turnover Diagnostic is analogous to the criterion-keying approach that
has been used in a number of areas of psychology (e.g., personality
inventories, interest inventories, the Job Descriptive Index, and
Biographical Information Blanks). The development of the Minnesota
Multiphasic Personality Inventory (MMPI) and the Strong Vocational
Interest Blank (SVIB), for example, are both based on the criterion-
keying technique (Anastasi, 1976).

In the development of Biographical Information Blanks (BIBs), a
series of questions about job applicants' life histories are asked (e.g.,
high school activities, previous jobs, hobbies, etc.). The responses
to these questions are then correlated with some criterion of interest
(e.g., turnover, job performance, advancement) at a later point in time.
Those BIB items that are significantly correlated with the criterion
of interest get "keyed" and future respondents to the BIB receive a
criterion "score" based on the "keyed" items. BIBs have been demon-
strated to be among the best predictors of future job performance and
advancement when they are developed as above (Cambell et al., 1970).

A slightly different criterion-keying procedure was used in the
development of a widely used job satisfaction measure, the Job Descrip-
tive Index (JDI). Smith et al. (1969) item-analyzed each of the item
responses against a criterion that they felt reflected satisfaction with
a job. Respondents were presented with an adjective checklist comprised
of 30 to 40 words or short phrases (items) descriptive of their jobs
along five dimensions (work itself, pay, promotion, coworkers, and

supervision). A1l respondents were required to describe their present
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jobs, the jobs they would most 1ike to have (best job), and the jobs
they would least like to have (worst job). A1l items which failed to
show a significant difference in response frequencies from the best to
worst jobs were discarded. In this case, items were "keyed" to the
criterion of an item's "index of discrimination" between best and worst
Jjobs.

The criterion-keying approach used in this research represents a
combination of the BIB and JDI approaches. That is, as in the BIB
approach, the correlation between items and the criterion was used to
"key" items. However, unlike the BIB approach, a criterion external
to the instrument (future performance) was not used. Rather, the
criterion was the response to an item embedded in the same questionnaire
(similar to the JDI development strategy).

In adapting this methodology to the present effort, the aim was
to "key" the longer survey based on the correlations between Organiza-
tion, Job, Task, and Career items and the turnover intention criterion
item in Section 6 of the WFCQ.

To accomplish this criterion-keying strategy, the total sample
(N = 911) was randomly split (odd-even) into two subsamples. In each
subsample, all item responses were correlated with the turnover inten-
tion criterion item. Any item that correlated + .15 with this item in
both samples was retained for further analysis. The + .15 value was
chosen in order to ensure that an adequate number of items would be
available to construct the Turnover Diagnostic. Admittedly, the + .15
value was chosen rather arbitrarily but it was felt that a smaller value,
such as a correlation of + .11 (the smallest correlation coefficient

statistically significant in a sample of 450 at the .01 level) would
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yield too many items, and thus not contribute to the goal of developing
a comprehensive instrument of manageable length. Choosing a more
stringent statistical criterion (e.g., + .20) ran the risk of not having

enough items to create a comprehensive diagnostic tool.

Validation in an Independent Sample

In a sense, the research strategy employed here involves "validating"
the Turnover Diagnostic in the same sample in which it was developed.
Following such a procedure capitalizes on chance and may result in
spuriously high predictive power (Cureton, 1950). In order to provide
an unbiased estimate of the predictive power of the instrument, the
Turnover Diagnostic was administered to a sample of employees in an
organization not involved in the original development of the instrument.
This sample (N = 288) was primarily composed of clerical employees (the
employing organization was a bank). The turnover intentions criterion

item used in this sample was identical to the item used in the WFCQ.

Analyses

Preliminary statistical analyses involved examining scale means,
scale intercorrelations, and scale reliabilities for the Turnover Diag-
nostic and the JDI scales. In addition, correlations among the Turnover
Diagnostic and JDI scales and the turnover intentions criterion and the
four satisfaction items were examined. Before these analyses were
conducted, however, the Turnover Diagnostic scales had to be identified.

Factor Analysis

Of major theoretical interest is the dimensionality or underlying

structure of the items comprising the Turnover Diagnostic. Factor
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analysis is the statistical technique that enables one to break up the
variance of each variable and "redistribute" this variance into a new
set of variables (factors) which account for a major proportion of the
observed covariation among the original variables (Weiss, 1976).

In order to determine the factor structure of the set of items ob-
tained by the criterion-keying approach, the items were submitted to
a principal factors analysis with varimax rotation. Initially the items
were submitted to an unrestricted principal factors analysis using the
squared multiple correlation of each variable with the remaining variables
as the communality estimate. The resulting factors were rotated to a
varimax solution. Following this procedure enables one to eliminate
variables with low factor loadings and to eliminate factors which are
not interpretable on a content basis.

The second phase of the factor analysis involved submitting the
remaining items to another principal factors analysis with varimax
rotation. Forced four-factor through eight-factor solutions were per-
formed in order to identify the best factor solution. It was decided
to begin with a four-factor solution because there were four a priori
content areas identified in the literature review. Choosing the "best"
factor solution was based upon a comparison of several criteria, in-
cluding the "Kaiser criterion" (retain factors with eigenvalues greater
than 1.00), the "scree criterion" (do not retain those factors whose
graphed eigenvalues can be connected by a nearly-horizontal straight
line), and the extent to which the factors are interpretable on a con-
tent basis. This last criterion was the most important one--a factor
must make sense on a content basis before it can be retained, regardless

of whether the eigenvalue associated with it is greater than 1.00.
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Rotation of factors is done to simplify factor structure. Unrotated
factors are often difficult to interpret. Varimax rotation is a method
of rotation that produces orthogonal (uncorrelated) factors. Weiss (1976)
suggests using the varimax procedure when the research objective is to
understand the factor composition of a set of variables, as is the case
in this research. Some theorists have criticized the use of orthogonal
rotations because few factors (constructs) in the real world are truly
independent. However, varimax rotation was used here because ortho-
gonal rotations are usually easier to interpret and there are rarely
substantive differences in the number and kinds of factors yielded by
orthogonal and oblique rotations (Nunnally, 1967).

The results of the factor analysis were used to create scale scores
(not to be confused with factor scores). That is, items loading most
highly on each of the resultant factors were summed and divided by the
number of valid responses across all respondents to yield scale means
for each factor.

The factor analysis and subsequent creation of scale scores were
accomplished in such a way that minimized bias and reduced the possibility
of capitalizing on chance. The procedure involved randomly splitting
the sample in half (odd-even). The principal factors analysis was con-
ducted on one subsample. Then the results were applied to the second
subsample, which in effect served as the validation sample. That is,
scale scores were created from the item responses in the second sub-
sample; the items defining the scales had been identified by the factor
analysis conducted on the item responses in the first subsample. Sub-
sequent analyses (i.e., regression) were conducted using the item

responses from the second subsample (the validation sample). While
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following this procedure reduced the number of subjects and thus re-
duced statistical power, it was felt that reducing possible bias out-
weighed the costs of reducing the sample size. It should be noted that
reducing the sample size by one half still yielded a very large sample
of approximately 450 respondents.

Regression Analyses

In order to determine the predictive power of the Turnover Diagnos-
tic, stepwise multiple regression analyses were conducted. Recall that
in order to reduce bias and minimize the possibility of capitalizing on
chance, the regression analyses were conducted on the subsample not
involved in the factor analysis and also in an independent sample. The
use of stepwise multiple regression reveals the relative contribution
of each scale to the prediction of the turnover intentions criterion.

In addition, those items that did not load on any factors were included
in the regression analyses. The reason that these items were added in
the regression equation is that some factors relevant to turnover inten-
tions may not have had enough items available to emerge as multi-item
factors. In effect, there may exist some "single-item" factors. If
some single items explain variance in the criterion beyond the Turnover
Diagnostic scales, scales could be developed around each of these items
and used in subsequent research efforts.

The stepwise regression technique used in this research is what
Weiss (1976) called an incremental, "bottom-up" procedure. The first
predictor variable entered into the regression equation is always that
variable with the highest correlation with the criterion. The order in
which the remaining variables are added to the equation in subsequent

steps depends upon their semipartial correlations with the criterion
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(when the variance attributable to the preceding predictor variables has
been partialled out). The multiple correlation coefficient (R) is re-
computed at each step as each predictor variable is sequentially added
to the equation. Judgements about the importance of each predictor are
made on the basis of whether the increment in R after each predictor is
added is statistically significant. Stepwise regression was used in
both the original WFCQ sample and the independent (bank) sample.

The use of stepwise regression procedures has been criticized,
especially when the research goal is explanation rather than prediction,
primarily because these procedures are quite susceptible to sample-
specific error and because many of the decisions in selecting the entry
order of predictor variables are based on small differences in beta
weights and semipartial correlation coefficients (Cohen & Cohen, 1975;
Weiss, 1976). Because linear multiple regression techniques (such as
stepwise and hierarchical regression) are "optimization" techniques,
multiple regression coefficients obtained in a sample are often artifi-
cally inflated compared to the population value because they capitalize
on sample-specific group characteristics (Nunnally, 1967; Weiss, 1976).
Because of these factors, the cross-sample stability of the entry order
of the predictor variables is often poor.

Although these criticisms are valid in some cases, the use of
stepwise regression in this research context was considered acceptable
when, following Cohen and Cohen (1975): 1) no a priori hypotheses
have been made concerning the temporal or causal priority of any of the
broad a priori WFCQ categories, 2) the research goal is prediction
rather than explanation, 3) the variables to respondents ratio is at

least 1/40, and 4) cross-validation is undertaken.
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Conditions 1 and 2 were met in this research. Condition 4 was con-
sidered to be unnecessary due to the large sample size. With a large
sample the beta weights are very stable. Because five factors were
identified, condition 3 was met as well.

Regression analyses were also used to investigate the second major
research issue. Recall that this issue involved examining the pattern
of relationships among job-related perceptions of organization-wide, job,
task, and career factors, satisfaction with those factors, and turnover
intentions. According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), the magnitudes of
the satisfaction-intentions relationship and the perceptions-satisfaction
relationship should exceed that of the perceptions-intentions relation-
ship. That is, there should be a "direct 1ink" between satisfaction
and intentions and an "indirect 1ink" between perceptions and intentions
(Miller et al., 1979; Mobley et al., 1978). The extent to which the data
conform to this hypothesized pattern can be most appropriately tested
through the use of hierarchical multiple regression (Cohen & Cohen, 1975;
Miller et al., 1979).

In a hierarchical regression analysis context, support for the
pattern proposed by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) (i.e., a direct linkage
between satisfaction and intentions) would be indicated if the satisfac-
tion measures account for a significant increment in the multiple
correlation coefficient when added to the job-related perception mea-
sures in the prediction of turnover intentions. If job-related percep-
tions are indirectly linked to intentions, as suggested by Fishbein and
Ajzen (1975), then adding these measures to the satisfaction measures

should not yield a significant increment in R.
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The use of hierarchical regression is particularly appropriate here
because the job-related perception variables and the satisfaction mea-
sures can be combined to form "sets" that can be entered into the regres-
sion equation hierarchically (Cohen & Cohen, 1975). Sets are composed
of groups of conceptually similar variables. Thus, it is appropriate to
combine the Turnover Diagnostic factors to form a set because all the
items are perceptual/descriptive in nature and all were chosen on the
basis of being correlated with the turnover intentions criterion item.
The satisfaction measure set were composed of the four satisfaction
items in Section 6b of the WFCQ (these items are concerned with respon-
dents' satisfaction with their organizations, jobs, tasks, and their
organizations' impact on their careers).

In testing the Fishbein and Ajzen framework, a choice had to be
made between using these four global satisfaction items or the JDI
scales (satisfaction with pay, promotion opportunities, work itself,
coworkers, and supervision). The decision to use the four global
satisfaction items was based on two factors. First, there is a greater
degree of correspondence between the global items and the job-related
perception items which comprise the Turnover Diagnostic. Secondly, the
JDI items are considered to be less affective and evaluative than the
global satisfaction items. Although the JDI items were chosen on the
basis of their relationship with an evaluative criterion item, they are
still somewhat more descriptive than affective in nature.

Stepwise regression analyses were used to determine how predic-
tive the JDI is of turnover intentions, and thus provided a compari-

ison between the predictive power of the JDI and the Turnover Diagnostic.
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Moderator Analyses

A very large number of variables have been identified as correlates
of turnover and turnover intentions. Examples include age, sex, organi-
zational tenure, occupation, marital status, pay, education, number of
dependents, satisfaction with various facets of work (e.g., coworkers,
supervision, etc.), organizational size, etc. (cf. Mobley et al., 1979;
Porter & Steers, 1973; Price, 1977). As a number of reviewers of the
organizational withdrawal research have noted, the identification of
this large number of variables correlated with turnover has not facili-
tated understanding of the organizational withdrawal process. Under-
standing may be enhanced by treating some of these variables as moderator
variables rather than as correlates. For example, age has been consis-
tently identified as a correlate of turnover; older workers are less
likely to quit than younger workers. Being aware of this relationship
does not contribute very much to an understanding of withdrawal be-
havior or help organizations cope with turnover. However, treating
age as a moderator may enable researchers to discover the different
variables which are correlated with turnover for workers of different
ages. Relatively little organizational withdrawal research has been
concerned with identifying variables that moderate the relationship
between other variables (correlates) and turnover or turnover intentions.

Although a large number of potential moderator variables could be
examined, the goals of this research effort make it most appropriate to
examine only one of the many potential moderators of the relationship
between job-related perceptions and attitudes and turnovér intentions.
Recall that the major research goal of this effort was to develop an

instrument predictive of turnover intentions and eventually turnover in
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a wide variety of organizations for a wide variety of jobs. Therefore,
it seemed most appropriate to look at variables that were relevant on an
organizational or group level of analysis rather than on an individual
level of analysis. Thus, potential individual level moderators such as
age, sex, and marital status were not examined.

The variable that was examined as a potential moderator of the
beliefs-intentions and attitudes-intentions relationship was job cate-
gory. (Based on their responses to an item in Section 8 of the WFCQ,
individuals have been divided into six job categories: (1) upper manage-
ment, (2) middle management, (3) first-line management, (4) clerical/
administrative, (5) skilled worker, and (6) other.) Investigating job
category as a potential moderator was justified on two counts. First,
empirical evidence exists suggesting that this variable may be important.
Price (1977) reported differential turnover rates among managers and non-
mamagers, blue-collar and white-collar workers, and among skilled and
unskilled workers. Secondly, Driver (1979) proposed that workers in
different job categories may have different career aspirations and
different expectations of their organizations' roles in the development
of their careers. Because a set of items pertaining to organizations'
career facilitation practices and procedures was included in the WFCQ,
it seemed appropriate to examine job category as a potential moderator
variable, given the evidence cited by Price and the propositions ad-
vanced by Driver.

A moderator variable is said to exist in conditions under “which
the predictive validity of some psychological measure varies system-
atically in accord with some other independent psychological variable"

(Saunders, 1965, p. 209). The two most commonly used ways to detect
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moderators are the use of subgroups analysis and moderated multiple
regression. The latter procedure has come to be preferred because it
has greater statistical power due to its retention of information that
is lost when subgroups analysis is conducted and because using moderated
multiple regression provides more detailed information about the nature
of main and interaction effects if the hypothesized moderatar is ordinal
(Champoux & Peters, 1980; Zedeck, 1971).

For the moderated regression analyses, turnover intentions were
regressed hierarchically on: (1) the Turnover Diagnostic scales, (2)
job category, and (3) the five cross-product (interaction) terms for
each Turnover Diagnostic scale and job category. Job category will be
operating as a moderator if there is a significant increase in explained
variance (i.e., a statistically significant increase in the squared
multiple correlation) when the cross-product terms are entered.

Two approaches were taken to assess the potential role of job
category as a moderator. One waywas to consider job category as measured
on a nominal scale of measurement. In this case, all respondents who
are assigned the same value are considered to be alike on some attribute.
When treating job category as nominal, dummy coding was used such that
all management-level respondents were assigned one value and all non-
management employees were assigned another value. Job category can also
be considered to be measured on a ordinal scale of measurement. Here
respondents are ordered from most to least with respect to some attri-
bute without any indication of "how much" of the attribute the respondents

possess.
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Non-Redundancy of the Turnover Diagnostic

Earlier it was noted that a secondary research goal was demonstrating
that the Turnover Diagnostic was not "redundant" with the JDI. That is,
the Turnover Diagnostic will be useful to the extent that it assesses
employees' perceptions of dimensions of organizational attributes not
assessed by the JDI.

The extent to which this is true can be assessed through use of hier-
archical stepwise multiple regression. If the Turnover Diagnostic does
assess perceptions of organizational attributes not assessed by the JDI,
then when the JDI is entered into the regression equation after (in a
hierarchical sense) the Turnover Diagnostic, it should explain a signifi-
cant additional and consequently unique (non-redundant) proportion of
variance in the turnover intentions criterion beyond what is explained
by the Turnover Diagnostic. This was tested by entering the Turnover
Diagnostic scales into the regression equation as a set in the first
step. Then all five of the JDI scales were entered as a set in the
second step. If the incremental increase in the multiple correlation
coefficient is significant, this can be taken as evidence suggesting
that the Turnover Diagnostic is not a reinvention of the JDI satisfaction

wheel.

Summary

The Turnover Diagnostic was developed from the original item pool
of the WFCQ (Schneider & Dachler, 1978b). The data used was from a
sample of 911 respondents from sixteen major organizational samples and
112 other organizations, and representing 140 D.0.T. job codes. A

criterion-keying technique was used to choose items from the WFCQ for
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potential inclusion in the Turnover Diagnostic. Items that correlated

+ .15 with a turnover intentions criterion item in both halves of the
randomly split sample were retained and submitted to a principal factors
analysis. Those items that loaded on factors that were statistically
strong and meaningful on a content basis comprised the Turnover Diagnos-
tic. Stepwise multiple regression was used to assess how predictive the
Turnover Diagnostic scales and items not loading on any factors were of
turnover intentions. In order to obtain an "unbiased" estimate of the
predictive power of the Turnover Diagnostic, it was used to predict
turnover intentions in a sample not involved in the original development
of the WFCQ. The role of job category as a moderator variable was
assessed through the use of moderated multiple regression.

Although it would have strengthened the research to have formulated
testable hypotheses, the fact that the factor structure of the Turnover
Diagnostic was unknown before factor analysis made this virtually
impossible to do. Thus, it was impossible to set up a "competitive"
test by pitting a Turnover Diagnostic factor against one of the JDI
dimensions. However, there was a comparison between the JDI and the
Turnover Diagnostic regarding: (1) The amount of redundancy/uniqueness
between the two instruments, and (2) their relative predictive power
vis-a-vis the criterion of turnover intentions. Hierarchical and step-
wise multiple regression, respectively, were used to make these two
comparisons.

Although specific hypotheses involving comparisons between the
Turnover Diagnostic factors and JDI dimensions were not made, it was
possible to formulate more general hypotheses regarding the relative

predictive power of beliefs versus attitudes. Based on the propositions
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of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), it was hypothesized that attitudinal
variables were more directly related to turnover intentions than belief
variables. More specifically, it was hypothesized that the attitudinal
variables of satisfaction with organization-wide, job, task, and career
factors were more directly related to turnover intentions than the belief
variables of job-related perceptions pertaining to those same organization-
wide, job, task, and career factors. This hypothesis was tested through
the use of hierarchical multiple regression. Because the factor struc-
ture of the Turnover Diagnostic was unknown, it was not possible to
formulate more specific hypotheses involving direct comparisons of
Turnover Diagnostic factors with corresponding satisfaction items.

In sum, then, the goals of this research effort were to develop a
measure "keyed" to the criterion of turnover intentions, determine its
factor structure, and assess its predictive power with regard to turnover
intentions. In addition, the Turnover Diagnostic was compared to
satisfaction items pertaining to organization wide, job, task, and career
factors in order to assess the relative power of beliefs versus attitudes
in the prediction of intentions. Also, the Turnover Diagnostic was
compared with the JDI to determine whether the Turnover-Diagnostic was

redundant with the JDI.



CHAPTER IV
RESULTS

Criterion-Keying Results

A total sample of 911 (all those respondents who were administered
the WFCQ with the Organization, Job, Task, and Career sections) was ran-
domly split (odd-even) into two samples and, in each, all item responses
(item 1 through item 91) were correlated with the turnover intentions
criterion item. Any item that correlated + .15 with the turnover inten-
tions item in both samples was retained for further analysis. Recall
that the + .15 criterion was chosen in order to insure that an adequate
and manageable number of items were available to use in the development
of the Turnover Diagnostic. Forty-nine of the 91 items (54 percent)
comprising the Organizational, Job, Task, and Career sections of the WFCQ
met the + .15 criterion in both samples. The distribution of these items
by sections is presented in Table 2.

In the absence of additional analyses these results suggest that,
proportionately, career issues are the more potent ones as far as turn-
over intentions are concerned, with organizational and job factors being
equally important, and task issues least relevant. Interestingly, these
preliminary results indicate that individuals' perceptions of career
issues and organization-wide factors may be more important in influencing

turnover cognitions than previous research has demonstrated. These 49

66
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items were factor analyzed in order to determine the factor structure of
the items. The creation of scale scores was based upon the identified

factor structure.

Factor Analysis

Factor analysis is the statistical technique that enables one to
break up the variance of each variable and redistribute that variance
into a new set of variables (factors) which account for a major part
of the observed covariation among the original variables (Weiss, 1976).
The factor analytic technique chosen for this research was principal
factors analysis. It is often recommended that principal factors
analysis be used rather than principal components analysis (e.g., Nie,
Hull, Jenkins, Steinbrenner, & Bent, 1975; Weiss, 1976).

The procedure that was followed involved submitting the 49 items
to two principal factors analyses with varimax rotation. The factor
analyses were performed on the item responses of one half of the re-
spondents, yielding a respondents-to-items ratio of 20:1 for items 1
through 77 and a 10:1 ratio for items 98 through 105. The second half
of the sample was held out as the validation sample. That is, the
scales were created in the subsample not involved in the factor analysis.

The original analysis plan called for performing forced four-factor
through eight-factor solutions in the first phase of the factor analysis.
However, seven-factor and eight-factor solutions were not performed after
an examination of the forced six-factor solution revealed that factors
were emerging that had few variables (three and four), eigenvalues less
than 1.00, and were difficult to interpret on a content basis. Based

on these findings, seven-and eight-factor solutions were not performed.
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When the four-, five-, and six-factor solutions were compared, the
results indicated that the five-factor solution was superior to the
other two solutions. In the five-factor solution, the smallest eigen-
value associated with a factor was 1.16. In addition, all factors had
an acceptable number of items, an important issue to consider when scale
reliabilities are a concern.

The six-factor solution was clearly inferior to the five-factor
solution in that the sixth factor did not have any items with factor
loadings greater than .35 (this factor had an eigenvalue of .709) and
that factors four and five only were composed of four and three items,
respectively.

The four-factor solution was superior to the six-factor solution.
The fourth factor had an eigenvalue of 1.22. No factor had fewer than
five items. However, it is felt that the five-factor solution is
superior to the four-factor solution on the basis of three criteria.
First, the five-factor solution accounted for slightly more total
variance in the items than the four factor solution (39.4 percent as
compared to 35.7 percent). Secondly, and more significantly, the four-
factor solution had a seven-item factor (items 32, 37, 39, 43, 47, 48,
56) that was rather difficult to interpret on a content basis. In
addition, two factors in the five-factor solution disappeared when the
four-factor solution was forced. For these reasons, a decision was
made to base the rest of the analyses on the five-factor solution.

The purpose of the first phase of the factor analysis was to
eliminate items that did not load significantly on a factor and to
eliminate factors that were "weak" or not interpretable on a content

basis. The criterion for item retention was that an item had to load
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at least .35 on a given factor and/or had to have a value on a given
factor at least .10 units higher than its loading on any other factor.
Based on these criteria, 34 of the original 49 items were retained and
submitted to the second phase of the factor analyses. Fifteen variables
of the original 49 items were eliminated from the second phase of the
analysis because they either had uniformly low loadings (<.30) or they
loaded approximately equally on two or more factors.

In the second phase of the factor analysis once again a forced
five-factor solution was conducted on the 34 items that were retained
after the first phase. This five-factor solution accounted for 44.8
percent of the common item variance. In this phase, in the initial
unrestricted principal factors analysis (before rotation), seven factors
had eigenvalues greater than the standard criterion of 1.00. However,
another criterion that can be taken into account when deciding on the
number of factors to extract is the "scree criterion." According to
this criterion, the number of factors to be extracted can be determined
by finding a "point of inflection" between the eigenvalues of two
adjacent factors. The point of inflection is defined as that point
where there is a substantial drop between the eigenvalues of two factors.
Below the point of inflection the eigenvalues can be connected by a
nearly horizontal straight line on a graph. Such a point of inflection
occurred between the fifth and sixth factor, suggesting the appropriate-
ness of a five-factor solution. The eigenvalues for the first seven
factors are as follows: 8.01, 2.31, 1.88, 1.57, 1.48, 1.13, 1.04. Note
the point of inflection between 1.48 and 1.13.

In Table 3 the 31 items are presented along with their factor

loadings on each of the five factors. These results are based on the
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second phase of the factor analysis. The data in Table 3 are based upon
a maximum sample size of 848 and a minimum sample size of 825 for items
1 through 77 and a sample size ranging from 451 and 466 for items 98
through 105. The differences within the two sets of items are due to
missing data. The differences between the two sets of items are due to
the fact that the career items (98-105) were administered to only 911

of the respondents in the entire sample. The sample splitting of this
group yielded the maximum sample size of 466 for items 98 to 105. Using
the same item retention criteria as in the first phase of the factor
analysis, 31 of the 34 items identified in the first phase of the factor
analysis were retained. The contribution of the 18 items that were

not retained to the prediction of turnover intentions will be examined
through the use of regression analysis.

Factor 1 is called Work Inhibition (INHIB) and contains ten items
that reflect organizational and job events that inhibit, interfere with,
or constrain effective work performance. These include such issues as
the organization hiring people unable to do their work, conditions
existing which do not permit goal accomplishment, confusion on the job,
conflicting work group goals and objectives, and so forth. These items
were all negatively worded and came (with one exception) from the Organ-
ization and Job sections of the WFCQ.

The fact that all the items were negatively worded presents a
potential problem in that the factor may be an artifact of respondents'
tendencies to use one end of a scale regardless of whether the items
are responded to similarly, they will fall out together as a factor
even though the item content may not be similiar. The only way to check

against the possibility of this occurring is to examine the content of
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TABLE 3

Rotated Factors and Item Loadings in Second
Phase of Principal Factors Analysis

Factor Names and Items Factors

17.

26.

42.

45.

46.

52.

53.

69.

103.

23.

29.

1. Work Inhibition (INHIB) 1 2 3

People in the organization get ahead
on who they know not what they know. 43 -13 -18

Work groups (units, departments) in
this organization have conflicting
goals and objectives. 43 09 -03

Conditions on my job do not permit
people to reach their work goals. 62 -14 -03

People on the job lack the oppor-
tunity to develop new skills and
abilities. 53 -04 -15

There exists definite "IN" and "OUT"
groups on the job. 51 -01 -1

Employees are not given the oppor-
tunity to get special training to
help them do their job. 42 -14 -17

Supervisors I work with do not know
what their people want. 55 -33 01

My task does not allow me to find
out how I am doing on the job. 43 -13 -06

Supervisors I work with inhibit my
career progress. 48 -21 -04

2. Supervision (SUPERV)

This organization encourages supervi-
sors to communicate the organization's
goals to employees. -27 43 26

Supervisors I have contact with help

people get their work done; super-

visors facilitate, rather than hinder

work accomplishment. -37 47 01

-07

-05

-08

26

15

03

-04

01

08
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Table 3, cont.

Factor Names and Items

Factors

30.

34.

39.

47.

48.

50.

98.

99.

100.

101.

105.

Supervisors I work with use the
rewards they have (praise, per-
formance appraisals) to let
people know when they've done

a fine job.

Employees on the job are informed
about how their job fits in with
other jobs.

Supervisors I have contact with
discuss employee job behaviors
with them.

Supervisors I deal with explain

to employees the things they can
expect from performing in different
ways.

In supervising people, bosses I
work with take into account how
people feel from day to day.

Supervisors I work with share with
subordinates information about what
is happening in the company.

3. Organizational Career Facilitation

There are opportunities for me to
pursue my career interests in this
organization.

This organization provides infor-
mation about how different jobs fit
into different career programs.

This organization provides infor-
mation and counseling about my career.

This organization helps me achieve
my personal career goals.

This organization exposes people to
jobs that fit into various career
patterns.

-1

-1

-06

=17

-28

57

37

53

58

58

49

(CAREER)

07

21

14

08

21

12

18

13

10

18

08

48

55

7

66

40

06

21

05

02

07

04

09

14

13

04

14

13

12

09

18

08

17

33

16

02

33

20
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Table 3, cont.

Factor Names and Items Factors

4. Organizational Status (STATUS)

2. This organization is considered by

others in the field to be a leader. 07 16 11 43 17

7. The general public considers this
organization to be a high status
organization. -15 03 13 68 02

25. People outside the organization
think that the people who work
here are high caliber people. -09 09 06 70 17

31. People outside the organization
have respect for the kind of job
I have. -19 05 13 43 17

5. Training/Skill Utilization (TRAIN)

32. People coming on the job get special

training that helps them get started. -06 26 09 17 40

43. New employees on the job are assigned
to a specific person who helps them
get used to the job. 05 27 05 07 38

66. The tasks I do require updating of
skills and abilities. -03 04 07 12 49

77. Performing my duties requires all
the skills I have. -05 10 16 03 53

NOTE: Maximum N = 853. Decimals omitted. Item numbers denote the items
original position in the WFCQ.



75

the items comprising the factor. Although humans can apparently make
sense out of random data, it appears the items in INHIB do have a common
theme running through them. INHIB had the largest eigenvalue (8.01) and
accounted for 23.6 percent of the total variance.

The second factor represents a supervisory dimension (SUPERV). Items
loading most heavily on this factor involve the extent to which super-
visors facilitate performance, share job information, give feedback,
establish performance-reward contingencies, clarify goals, etc. Seven
of the eight items comprising this factor are from the Job section of
the WFCQ. This factor had the second largest eigenvalue (2.31) and
accounted for 6.8 percent of the total variance.

Factor 3 (CAREER) was composed of five items which involved the
extent to which organizational practices, procedures, and policies
facilitate the career growth of employees and provide information about
career programs and career counseling. All items in this factor were
from the Career section of the WFCQ. This factor had the third largest
eigenvalue (1.88) and accounted for 5.5 percent of the total variance.

Items loading most heavily on Factor 4 (STATUS) concern respondents'
perceptions of the status and image their employing organization is per-
ceived to have in the eyes of outsiders. This factor contained four
items, had an eigenvalue of 1.57, and accounted for 4.6 percent of the
total variance.

Factor 5 (TRAIN) is somewhat more difficult to interpret on a con-
tent basis but it appears to concern job requirements, especially as
related to training and skill utilization issues. Two of the items

specifically refer to training/help that new employees receive. The
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other two items involve skill utilization concerns. This factor had an

eigenvalue of 1.48 and accounted for 4.3 percent of the total variance.

Scale Construction

The purpose of the factor analyses was to identify the dimension-
ality of the items that correlated + .15 with the turnover intentions
criterion item. The 31 items that were retained after the second phase
of the factor analyses are those that comprise the instrument that will
henceforth be referred to as the Turnover Diagnostic. To aid further
analysis, scales were constructed from those items representing the five
factors identified in the factor analysis. Scale scores for each indi-
vidual for each factor were created by summing item responses to the
relevant items and then dividing by the number of valid responses.

Each scale score is therefore a mean rather than a sum. Recall that
the scales were created in the subsample not involved in the factor and
analysis.

Table 4 presents scale means, standard deviations, internal con-
sistency estimates (Cronbach alpha), intercorrelations, and correlations
with turnover intentions for the five factor analytically derived scales.

As can be seen, INHIB, CAREER, and SUPERV are the strongest corre-
lates of turnover intentions. The average inter-scale correlation
(using the Fisher Z-transformation) is .41. This average inter-scale
correlation is somewhat higher than one would like to see. Theoretically,
the factor analysis procedure used (principal factors with varimax rota-
tion) should produce orthogonal (uncorrelated) factors, but that would
only occur when factor, not unit weights are employed. In any case, in

the real world few constructs are truly orthogonal, especially when the
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TABLE 4

Scale Means, Standard Deviations, Internal Consistency
Reliability Estimates, and Correlations with
Turnover Intentions

Variables®® Mean S.D. 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. INMIB (10)  2.82 .65  (74)
2. CAREER (5)  2.48 .88 -38 (81)
3. SUPERV (8)  3.02 77 -61 49 (83)
4. STATUS (4)  3.33 78 =32 37 37 (66)
5. TRAIN (4) 3.14 78 -3 42 50 29 (57)
6. INTENT 3.39 1.2 -39 45 40 35 35

NOTE: Maximum N = 458. A1l correlations are significant at p <.01.
Decimals have been omitted. Response format for all items is a
5-point scale. Values on the diagonal represent internal con-
sistency reliability estimates.

4The numbers in the parentheses represent the number of items in each
of the scales.

bINTENT represents the turnover intentions criterion item. This
single item does not have a reliability estimate.
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constructs under examination were chosen on the basis of their relation-
ship to an external variable. Although multicolinearity is a potential
problem when factors or scales are intercorrelated, most texts define
multicolinearity as becoming a problem when correlations among indepen-
dent variables exceed .70 (e.g., Cohen & Cohen, 1975). In the present
research the Turnover Diagnostic scales were not highly intercorrelated
(r = .41).

The internal consistency reliability estimates for the INHIB, CAREER,
and SUPERV are satisfactory. The internal consistency of STATUS (o = .66)
is marginal and that of TRAIN (a = .57) is less than desirable.

Predictability of Turnover Intentions

In order to determine the predictive power of the five scales of
the Turnover Diagnostic, stepwise multiple regression analyses were
conducted. Note that the regression analyses are conducted on the
‘subsample not involved in the derivation of the scales through factor
analysis. The use of stepwise multiple regression reveals the relative
contribution of each scale to the prediction of turnover intentions.

The results of this regression analysis are presented in Table 5.
As can be seen, four of the five Turnover Diagnostic scales in the re-
gression equation contribute significantly to the prediction of turnover
intentions. Respondents who reported that they intended to remain em-
ployed in their organization described their organization as: (1) pro-
viding career-relevant information and counseling, (2) having organiza-
tional and job conditions that facilitate task performance, (3) being
of high status in the eyes of outsiders, and (4) presenting tasks for

which training was provided and that required utilization of employee
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TABLE 5

Stepwise Regression Results with Turnover Intentions
Regressed on the Turnover Diagnostic Scales
and Items not Retained in Factor Analysis

Step®  Variable BETA  F,.. R 2 AR Fo
1 CAREER 195 115.57%%* 453 .205 .205 115.57+*
INHIB -.052  34.20%%* 512 .262 .057 79.23%%*
STATUS 24 12.94%%+ 532 .283 021 58.54%*
TRAIN .085  8.37%%  .544 .205 .013  46.73%**
SUPERV 088 0.71  .545 .297 .002 37.50%**
2 V10 37 12.10%%* 562 .316  .019  34.05%w*
V6 73 8.48%*  .573 .329 .013  30.89%**
V104 -.100  6.73*  .582 .339 .010 28.22%%*
v21 107 4.43* 588 .345 .006 25.77%%*
14 items .603 .364 .019  9.93%w
NOTE:

Maximum N = 458. Fgnipy refers to the F-test associated with the
addition or deletion ofya variable; Fppe is the F-value associated
with the multiple R.

his analysis was conducted in a hierarchical fashion. Within
steps the variables were entered in a stepwise fashion. Because
only 4 of 18 variables not retained in the first place of the
factor analysis were significantly predictive of turnover inten-
tions, the statistics for the remaining 14 items are not reported.
The addition of these 14 items explains an additional 1.9 percent
of the variance in turnover intentions.

*** p < .001
** p < .01
* p< .05
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skills. Note that the turnover intentions responses were coded such
that a high score indicated the respondent intended to remain employed
in the organization. Hence the negative correlations associated with
INHIB and the negative beta weight for INHIB. Apparently the scale
that assessed perceptions of supervisory behavior (SUPERV) was not
related to turnover intentions independently of the other four scales.

In addition, 4 of the 18 items that were not retained in the factor
analyses were significantly predictive of turnover intentions independent
of the five factor analytically derived scales. These 18 items (items
1, 3, 6, 10, 12, 15, 16, 18, 21, 21, 24, 37, 56, 57, 71, 72, 102, and
104) were entered in a stepwise fashion. Examination of the magnitude
of the beta weights revealed that four of the 18 items were significantly
predictive of turnover intentions (items 6, 10, 21, and 104). These
four items explained an additional 4.8 percent of the variance in turn-
over intentions. These results suggest that respondents who reported
that they intended to remain employed in their organization described
their organization as: (1) providing conditions that gave employees
job security (item 10), (2) providing opportunities for employees to
develop themselves (item 6), (3) making it easy to change into a
different career (item 104), and (4) providing information about what
is going on to people at all organizational levels (item 21).

The major reason for including these 18 items in the regression
analysis was to determine whether there were any "missing factors" that
were represented by a single item. Items 6 and 104 do not appear to
represent such potential missing factors; in the first phase of the
factor analysis both loaded approximately equally on INHIB and CAREER.

Items 10 (job security) and 21 (providing information to people at all
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levels) may represent missing factors. Item 10 did not load higher
than .23 on any of the five factors. Item 21 had factor loadings
distributed fairly equally across INHIB (.25), SUPERV (.27), CAREER
(.22), and STATUS (.33).

Of the five factor analytically derived scales, only SUPERV was
not significantly predictive of turnover intentions. One possible rea-
son for SUPERV not being predictive of turnover intentions in a regression
sense is due to multicolinearity, i.e., SUPERV had a relatively high
intercorrelation with the other factors (r = .52). Although the magni-
tude of the simple correlation between SUPERV and turnover intentions
(r = .40) was not significantly different from the correlation between
INHIB and turnover intentions (r = -.39) and CAREER and turnover
intentions (r = .45), when these factors were entered into the regression
equation SUPERV made no additional significant contribution.

Examination of Table 4 reveals that SUPERV was most highly correlated
with INHIB (r = -.61) and approximately equally correlated with CAREER
(r = .49) and TRAIN (r = .50). This pattern of relationships suggests
that the substantial redundancy among the predictors is suppressing the
magnitude of the contribution of SUPERV in the prediction of turnover
intentions. If SUPERV had had a correlation with turnover intentions
only slightly larger than that of CAREER, SUPERV would have entered
the regression equation first and perhaps CAREER would have been a non-
significant predictor of turnover intentions. SUPERV is significantly
correlated with turnover intentions (r = .40) but because it is highly
colinear with other predictors, it does not emerge as a significant
predictor in the stepwise regression analyses. Because of this

colinearity, it is difficult if not impossible to make meaningful
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statements about independent contribution to variance in turnover inten-
tions. In other samples SUPERV may indeed be an important predictor of
turnover intentions.

Another statistical issue that warrants discussion is the statisti-
cal power of the regression analyses conducted with these data. Power
is defined as the probability of rejecting the null hypothesis when it
is not true (Cohen & Cohen, 1975). Using the formulas for determining
the power of the multiple regression analysis provided by Cohen and
Cohen (1975), it was determined that for the five factor analytically de-
rived scales the power (given the number of predictors - 5; the sample
size - 450; and the estimated population effect size (Rz) - .26) for
the stepwise regression analysis is in excess of .99. The estimated
population effect size (RZ) = .26 was derived from four multiple regression
investigations of turnover intentions (Alley & Gould, 1975 - R2 = .13;
Martin, 1979 - R2 = .40; Parker & Dyer, 1977- RC = .22; Price & Bluedorn,
1977 - R2 = ,27). Even when the 18 items not retained in the factor
analysis are used (yielding 23 predictors), power is still over .90.

Note that although 31 items were factor analyzed, the combination
of these variables into 5 scales effectively reduces the number of
independent/predictor variables from 31 to 5. Thus given the large
sample size and the relatively small number of independent/predictor
variables, we can be very confident that the F test associated with
the R2 is significant and that the null hypothesis is rejected.

Another issue of concern in multiple regression analysis is the
amount of "shrinkage" in Rz. Shrinkage is an issue because the R2

obtained in a sample is usually inflated compared to the population RZ.
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because multiple regression is an optimization technique that capitalizes
on sample specific group characteristics. To determine the amount of
shrinkage in R2 when using stepwise regression, Schmitt, Coyle, and
Rauschenberger (1977) recommended using the conservative Darlington
(1968) shrinkage formula. Using the Darlington formula with the present
data (again with each of the five multi-item scales treated as a single
independent variable), the estimated squared population cross validity
was .279, indicating a minimal amount of shrinkage (the sample R2 =
.297). With all 23 predictors in the regression equation, the estimated
squared population cross validity dropped to .327 from .364. This
relatively small amount of shrinkage can be attributed primarily to

the large sample size and the small number of predictors used in this
research.

Cohen and Cohen (1975) strongly advocated cross-validation as a
technique to be used to detect whether the entry order of predictor
variables is stable from one sample to another because the order of entry
of variables produced in one sample is frequently not replicated in an-
other sample from the same population. Considering the sample size
employed in the present research, the small amount of shrinkage, and
the relatively small number of independent variables, cross-validation
was not considered necessary here. In a sample size of 450, the regres-
sion and beta weights can be assumed to be quite stable, and thus yield
stability in the order of the entry of the predictors. Examination of
the significance level of the F-entry values of the predictors provides
support for this position. That is, all predictors that entered the

regression equation significantly did so far beyond the .05 level.
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Validation in an Independent Sample

As noted earlier, the research strategy employed here involves
examination of the Turnover Diagnostic on a sample similar to the one on
which the scales were developed; literally the other half of the sample.
Cureton (1950) warned against a procedure in which the same sample is
used both for instrument development and validation as it capitalizes
on chance and may result in spuriously high predictive power. Dividing
the sample randomly in half and conducting factor analyses on the data
from one subsample and then using the results to create scales in the
other subsample (the holdout sample) was an attempt to deal with this
issue. A more powerful way of providing an unbiased estimate of the
predictive power of the Turnover Diagnostic is to administer it in a
sample not involved in its development. Toward that end, a 40-item
version of the instrument was administered to a sample of bank employees
(N = 288) not involved in the original development of the WFCQ. This
40-item instrument contained 22 items from the WFCQ version of the
Turnover Diagnostic. Nine of the 31 items from the WFCQ version were
not included because they were not considered relevant in the bank con-
text. The remaining 18 items were added to assess employee perceptions
of additional aspects of their work settings considered to be relevant
to turnover intentions. The results reported below are based upon the
22 items that were common to the WFCQ Turnover Diagnostic and the bank
Turnover Diagnostic. As before, scale scores for each individual for
each factor were created by summing the item responses for each factor
and then dividing by the number of valid responses. The number of items
per scale in the bank sample is as follows: SUPERV (six), INHIB (seven),
CAREER (three), TRAIN (three), and STATUS (three). The internal
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consistentcy reliability estimates for these scales is as follows:
SUPERV (.83), INHIB (.65), CAREER (.78), TRAIN (.38), and STATUS
(.63). The turnover intentions criterion item used in the bank sample
was identical to the one used in the WFCQ. A comparison of the bank
sample and the WFCQ sample revealed that there were significant differences
among the scale means for SUPERV, STATUS, CAREER, and TRAIN. In each
of the four cases, the WFCQ mean was larger. The means for INHIB and
the turnover intentions item were not significantly different. There
was a significant difference in the scale variances only for the SUPERV
scale (F(287,449) = 1.31, p < .05). The results of the stepwise regression
analysis in the bank sample are presented in Table 6.

The results are encouraging. The multiple R (.536) is virtually
identical to the multiple R obtained in the WFCQ sample (R = .545).
This indicates that the Turnover Diagnostic is quite predictive in a
sample not involved in its development. However, it should be noted
that the entry order of the Turnover Diagnostic scales in the bank
sample did not parallel the entry order obtained in the WFCQ sample.
For example, while CAREER was the most predictive scale in the WFCQ
sample, it entered the regression equation third in the bank sample
and contributed relatively little to the prediction of turnover inten-
tions independent of the other variables (AR2 = .022). INHIB and TRAIN
were significantly predictive of turnover intentions in the WFCQ sample
but were not in the bank sample. STATUS was predictive in both samples.
The biggest discrepancy between the two samples involved SUPERV. This
factor was the only one not predictive of turnover intentions in the
WFCQ sample but was the most important predictor in the bank sample.

STATUS was the second most important predictor.
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TABLE 6

Stepwise Regression Results in the Independent (Bank)
Sample with Turnover Intentions Regressed on
the Turnover Diagnostic Scales

Step Variable BETA , Fentry R R AR Fmr
1 SUPERV .269 74.29%%* 470 .22 221 74.29%%*
2 STATUS .196 13.81*** 510 .260 .039 45.87%%*
3 CAREER AN 7.93*%* .531 .282 .022 34.04%**
4 INHIB .064 1.44 .535 .286 .004 25.93%**
5 TRAIN .041 .42 .536 .287 .001  20.78***
NOTE: Maximum N = 458. refers to the F-test associated with the

addition or deletioﬁ"BFya variable; Fmr is the F-value associated
with the multiple R.

***p < . 001
**p < .01
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Relationships Between Job-Related Perceptions, Job Attitudes, and Turn-
over Intentions

A second major research goal involved examing the pattern of rela-
tionships among job-related perceptions of organization-wide, job, task,
and career factors, satisfaction with those factors, and turnover inten-
tions. According to Fishbein and Ajzen (1975), there should be a direct
1ink between satisfaction and intentions and an indirect link between
perceptions and intentions (i.e., the magnitude of the satisfaction-
intentions relationship should exceed that of the perceptions-intentions
relationship). This hypothesized pattern of relationships can be tested
through the use of hierarchical multiple regression. Support for the
Fishbein and Ajzen position would be indicated if the satisfaction mea-
sures account for a significant increment in the multiple correlation
coefficient when added to the job-related perceptions measures in the
prediction of turnover intentions. Before the results of the hierarchical
regression analysis are presented, it would be useful to examine the
correlations among the single-item global satisfaction measures the
Turnover Diagnostic scales, and turnover intentions. These results are
presented in Table 7.

Several interesting results emerged. First, the average inter-item
correlation for the four global satisfaction items is .515. Although
this may appear rather high, the fact that this value was obtained even
though all the items are found in the same place in the questionnaire
indicates that asking the respondents to review their responses to pre-
vious sections of the questionnaire before responding to the satisfac-
tion items might have been effective in reducing halo. The second

interesting finding was that the average global satisfaction item-
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Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations Among

Turnover Diagnostic Scales, Global Satisfaction
Items, and Turnover Intentions

Variables? Mean S.O. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1. INHIB 2.82 .65

2. CAREER 2.48 .88 -38

3. SUPERV 3.02 77 -61 49

4, STATUS 3.33 .78 =32 37 37

5. TRAIN 3.14 .78 =32 42 50 29

6. OSAT 3.17 1.09 -50 43 54 41 31

7. JSAT 3.43 1.07 -41 38 39 43 38 58

8. TSAT 3.46 1.00 -39 38 40 25 46 43 64

9. OCCSAT 2.80 1.10 -44 52 44 30 30 54 50 37

10. INTENT 3.39 1.24 -39 45 40 35 35 61 56 49 48
NOTE: Maximum N = 458. A1l correlations are significant at p < .01.

Decimals have been omitted.
5-point scale.
STATUS, and TRAIN are reported in Table 4.
OCCSAT, and INTENT are single items and have no reliability es-

Response format for all items is a
Reliability estimates for INHIB, CAREER, SUPERV,
0SAT, JSAT, TSAT,

timates associated with them.

30SAT = Global Organizational Satisfaction; JSAT = Global Job Satis-
faction; TSAT = Global Task Satisfaction; OCCSAT = Global Satisfac-

tion with Organizational Conditions as they impact an individual's

Career; INTENT = Turnover Intentions.
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turnover intentions correlation (r = .54) is significantly higher (t =
5.01, p < .001) than the average Turnover Diagnostic scale-turnover
intentions correlation (r = .39). This finding is supportive of the
Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) hypothesis. Another possible explanation for
this finding involves the magnitude of the standard deviations of the
satisfaction items and the Turnover Diagnostic scales. As can be seen
in Table 7, the standard deviations of the satisfaction items are
significantly greater than the Turnover Diagnostic scale standard
deviations (p < .01). With more available variance, it is not surprising
that the satisfaction items are more highly correlated with turnover
intentions. The results of the hierarchical regression analysis to test
the Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) hypothesis are presented in Table 8.

As can be seen, the combination of the Turnover Diagnostic scales
and the global satisfaction items explains almost 50 percent of the
shared variance in turnover intentions. The results also provide support
for the position of Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) in that there is an in-
direct link between perceptions and intentions and a direct link
between attitudes and intentions. This is indicated by the significance
test for AR® value (F (4,448) = 40.59, p < .001). This F-value was
calculated using the formula provided by Cohen and Cohen (1975, p. 135)
to test the significance of the increment in R2 when a set of variables
is added to the regression equation in a hierarchical sense. The
addition of the satisfaction variables explains an additional 18.7 per-
cent of the variance in turnover intentions beyond what is explained by
the job-related perceptions assessed by the Turnover Diagnostic. With-
in the global satisfaction item set, it appears that overall satisfac-

tion with organizational conditions as they impact individuals' careers
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TABLE 8

Hierarchical Regression Analysis with Turnover Intentions
Regressed on Turnover Diagnostic Scales and

Global Satisfaction Items

2 2
Step Variable BETA Fentry R R AR Fmr
1 INHIB -.018 12.63*%**
TRAIN .045 6.11*
STATUS .07 9,78**
CAREER 131 29.12%%*
SUPERV .061 71 .545  .297 .297 37.50%**
2 JSAT .190 13.72%**
OCCSAT .075 2.66
TSAT .129 7.31%*
0SAT .324 42.64*** 696 .484 .187 45, 83%**
NOTE: Maximum N = 458, refers to the F-test associated with the

addition or deletioﬁ"&?ya variable; F__ is the F-value associated

with the multiple R.

mr

g% = 187, F (4,448) = 40.59, p < .001.

***p < .001
**p < .01
*p < .05
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are most strongly related to turnover intentions. Overall satisfaction
with the job appears to be the next most important variable, followed by
overall satisfaction with tasks. Overall satisfaction with organizational
conditions as they affect the career was not significantly related to
turnover intentions in this regression analysis.

In another attempt to examine the perceptions-attitudes-intentions
relationship, another hierarchical regression analysis was performed
entering the satisfaction items as a set first and then entering the
Turnover Diagnostic scales as a set on the second step. The results of
this analysis indicated that job-related perceptions (the Turnover
Diagnostic scales) add little to the prediction of turnover beyond
what is predicted by attitudinal measures. The AR2 value was .020 which
is a significant increase (F (5,448) = 3.47, p < .01). However, adding
the perception measures to the satisfaction items only explains an
additional two percent of the shared variance in turnover intentions
whereas adding the satisfaction items to the Turnover Diagnostic scales

explains an additional 18.7 percent of the variance.

Moderator Analyses

It was proposed that job category/level be investigated as a
potential moderator of the perceptions-intentions and attitudes-inten-
tions relationship. Moderated multiple regression was the technique
used to assess whether job category was a moderator variable. Two
approaches were taken to explore this issue because there are two ways
to conceptualize job category as it was measured in the WFCQ. The first
way is to consider job category as being measured on a nominal scale

of measurement. When variables are considered nominal, all objects/
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people assigned the same value are considered to be alike with respect
to some attribute. In a sense, the objects/people are being identified
rather than measured (Nunnally, 1967). The second way is to consider
job category as measured on an ordinal scale of measurement. An ordinal
scale is one in which objects or people are ordered from most to least
with respect to same attribute with no indication of "how much" of the
attribute the objects or persons possess.

Moderated multiple regression is a form of hierarchical regression
in which the predictor variables are entered in the first step, the
hypothesized moderator is added in the second step, and the multiplica-
tive predictor variable-moderator variable interaction terms are added
in the last step. A variable is considered to be acting as .a moderator
if the addition of the interaction terms yields a significant increment
in the R2 value. The specific moderating effect can be determined by
examining the magnitude of the F-entry values for the interaction terms.

When job category was considered as nominal variable, dummy coding
was used in the moderated multiple regression analyses. Upper manage-
ment, middle management, and first-line management were coded as 1 (N =
115) and skilled worker and clerical/administrative were coded 0 (N =
253). Those individuals whose job category had been coded “"other"

(N = 89) were excluded from the moderator analyses (resulting in a
maximum sample size of 368). The moderated regression analysis indi-
cated that job category, when considered as a nominal variable, did act
as a moderator variable (AR2 = .016). Using the Cohen and Cohen (1975,
p. 135) formula for testing the significance of the incremental increase
in R2 resulting from the addition of a set of variables, an F-value of

3.36 was obtained. With 5 and 336 degrees of freedom, the F-value
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required for significance at the .01 level is 3.08. This means that the
relationship between the five Turnover Diagnostic scales and turnover
intentions depends upon the value of the moderator variable, in this case
job category. However, although the F-value was significant, none of the
job category-Turnover Diagnostic scale interaction terms was statistically
significant (as indicated by the F-entry values). This makes it difficult
to interpret how job category is operating as a moderator. That is, if
there were a significant CAREER-job level interaction term, one could
report that career facilitation factors had a greater impact on the turn-
over intentions of managers than on non-managers. Examination of the
magnitude of the beta weights of the interaction terms is not helpful
either in terms of detecting the moderating effect of job category.
Because the interaction terms are so highly intercorrelated (r > .70),
it is basically impossible to make meaningful statements about the rela-
tive importance of interaction terms (Cohen & Cohen, 1975; Darlington,
1968). In any case, using job category as a nominal level moderator
variable explains a relatively trivial amount of additional variance in
turnover intentions (AR2 = .016). This finding should not be considered
surprising in 1ight of the statements made by Schmidt and Hunter (1978),
White (1978), and Schneider (1978).

When the job category was treated as an ordinal variable (with
clerical/administrative recoded as a "5" and skilled worker recoded as
a "4"), the hierarchical regression analysis again revealed that job
category was operating as a moderator. Specifically, there was a
significant increase in the amount of shared variance in turnover inten-
tions with the addition of the Turnover Diagnostic scale-job category

interaction terms (AR2 = .015, F (5,333) = 3.22, p < .01). Again there
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were no significant interaction terms, making interpretation of the

moderator effect of job category difficult for the reasons explained above.

Non-Redundancy of the Turnover Diagnostic with the JDI

A secondary research goal was to examine the range and magnitude of
the correlations among the scales of the Turnover Diagnostic and the
Job Descriptive Index (JDI), a commonly-used and popular job satisfaction
instrument. It was thought that a comparison of the two instruments in
terms of the intercorrelations of their scales and their relative pre-
dictive power regarding turnover intentions would serve to demonstrate
that the development of the Turnover Diagnostic did not result in the
“reinvention of the JDI satisfaction wheel." Results of the correlation
analysis of the two instruments are presented in Table 9.

The average inter-scale correlation (using Fisher's Z-transforma-
tion) for the JDI dimension was .45, slightly though not significantly
higher (z = .72) than the average inter-scale correlation for the Turn-
over Diagnostic (r = .41). The average JDI dimension-turnover intentions
correlation was .32, a value that is somewhat less though not signifi-
cantly so (z = 1.13) than the average Turnover Diagnostic scale-turnover
intentions correlation (r = .39). Encouragingly, the average inter-scale
correlation between the JDI and Turnover Diagnostic was .303. This value
is not excessively high considering the common method bias problem
inherent in survey data. The average inter-scale correlation among the
JDI and Turnover Diagnostic scales is significantly less than both the
average inter-scale correlation for the JDI scales (r = .45, z = 2.58,

P < .01) and the average inter-scale correlation for the Turnover

Diagnostic scales (r = .41, z = 1.88, p = .06). This finding suggests
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TABLE 9

Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations of the
Turnover Diagnostic and Job Descriptive Index Scales

Variable®*® Mean S.0. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1. INHIB 2.82 .65

2. CAREER 2.48 .88 -38

3. SUPERV 3.02 77 -61 49

4. STATUS 3.33 .78 -32 37 37

5. TRAIN 3.14 .78 -32 42 50 29

6. PAYSAT (33) 2.09 .81 -25 20 26 12 13

7. PEERSAT (33) 2.82 .85 -50 29 50 22 25 38

8. PROMSAT (52) 2.06 .87 -44 45 40 22 31 38 44

9. WORKSAT (33) 2.58 .74 -41 37 39 32 39 46 54 49
10. SUPSAT (36) 2.79 .91 =33 19 27 16 10 36 60 34 47
11. INTENT 3.39 1.24 -39 45 40 35 35 24 34 41 42 19

NOTE: Maximum N = 458. A1l correlations are significant at p < .01.
Decimals have been omitted. Response format for PAYSAT, PROMSAT,
WORKSAT, WORKSAT, and SUPSAT is a 3-point scale.

3J0b Descriptive Index Scales: PAYSAT = satisfaction with pay. PEERSAT =
satisfaction with coworkers; PROMSAT = satisfaction with promotion
opportunities; WORKSAT = satisfaction with work itself; SUPSAT =
satisfaction with supervision.

bNumbers in parentheses represent percentile satisfaction scores on
the JDI scales for this sample.
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that the JDI and Turnover Diagnostic are not particularly redundant.
Suggestive as this finding is, a more appropriate way of assessing the
relative redundancy of the two instruments involves the use of hierarchi-
cal multiple regression analysis.

To assess the degree of redundancy using hierarchical regression
analysis, the Turnover Diagnostic scales were entered as a set in the
first step and the JDI scales were entered as a set in the second step.
Because perceptions are hypothesized to temporally precede attitudes
(Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975), this entry order is justified on theoretical
grounds. The results of this analysis are presented in Table 10.

As can be seen, the addition of the JDI scales to the Turnover
Diagnostic scales explains an additional 4.2 percent of the shared
variance in turnover intentions. Using the Cohen and Cohen F-test (1975,
p. 135), this is a significant increase (AR2 = .042, F (5,447) = 5.68,

P < .01). This result is interpreted as indicating that the Turnover
Diagnostic and JDI are not redundant. That is, if the two instruments
were redundant, the JDI would not explain any additional variance in
turnover intentions beyond that explained by the Turnover Diagnostic.

Another way of assessing redundancy involved entering the JDI scales
first, followed by the Turnover Diagnostic scales. Adding the Turnover
Diagnostic scales to the regression equation after the JDI scales have
been entered first results in a rather substantial increase in the
shared variance of turnover intentions (AR2 = .096, F (5,447) = 12.98,

p < .01). Of course, following Fishbein and Ajzen's (1975) model, this
can be expected from a "correspondence" perspective. That is, because
correspondence between the Turnover Diagnostic items and the turnover

intentions criterion was established through the use of the criterion-
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TABLE 10

Hierarchical Regression Analyses with Turnover Intentions
Regressed on the Turnover Diagnostic and Job
Descriptive Index Scales

Step  Varfable  BETA  Fy.. R R AR? F
1 INHIB =107 12.63%*
TRAIN .073 6.11%
STATUS 127 9.78%*
CAREER 205 2913wk
SUPERV 07 . 545 .297  .297  37.50%%*
2 PAYSAT .027 .34
SUPSAT -.086 2.93
WORKSAT 125 . .25
PROMSAT .148 7.22%*
PEERSAT .077 1.78 582 .339 .042  22.53%%*

NOTE: Maximum N = 458. Fgapn¢py refers to the F-test associated with the
addition or deletion ofa variable; Fp,. is the F-value associated
with the multiple R.

3R? = .042, F (5,447) = 5.68, p < .01.

*** p < .001
** p < .01
*p< .05
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keying strategy and the questionnaire directions, it is to be expected
that the Turnover Diagnostic should be more strongly related to turnover
intentions than should the JDI. There is relatively little correspondence
between the JDI items and the turnover intentions criterion and therefore
the relationship between the JDI scales and the criterion should be less
than that of the Turnover Diagnostic. Even though theoretically satis-
faction measures should be more directly linked to intentions, it appears
that the amount of correspondence between the various measures may be a

more important factor.



CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION

The basic premise of this research effort was that the understand-
ing of withdrawal behavior in organizations, and its precursors such as
turnover intentions, is enhanced by assessing employees' perceptions of
the various components of the social system in which their behavior is
embedded. The primary research goal was to develop an instrument assess-
ing employees' perceptions of organization-wide, job, task, and career
factors that would be predictive of turnover intentions in a wide variety
of organizations.

The results of this research suggest that the criterion-keying
strategy used to develop the Turnover Diagnostic is a viable way of
identifying the factors associated with turnover intentions. An instru-
ment that was developed was of reasonable length (31 items), had a
relatively clear factor structure, and was reasonably predictive of
turnover intentions. One piece of evidence that indicates the criterion-
keying strategy was a useful approach is that items from all four of the
a priori WFCQ dimensions were included in the Turnover Diagnostic.
Although additional validation is needed, it appears that a criterion-
keying strategy might be a useful procedure to follow when the research
goal is the prediction of other dependent measures of interest in organ-
jzational psychology research.

The factor structure of the Turnover Diagnostic was relatively

clear; only one factor (TRAIN) could be considered somewhat suspect on
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the basis of content and internal consistency reliability. Despite
these shortcomings, TRAIN was a significant predictor of turnover
intentions. The addition of more items to this scale could improve its
psychometric properties. The other four factors appear to be relatively
strong on the basis of content and reliability. Three of these four
scales (CAREER, INHIB, and STATUS) were significant predictors of turn-
over intentions. SUPERV was the only one of the five Turnover Diagnostic
factors that was not significantly related to turnover intentions inde-
pendent of the other factors. This finding should not be considered too
surprising in light of the fact that supervisor/leader factors have not
been consistently related to withdrawal behavior (cf. Porter & Steers,
1973; Mobley et al., 1979).

Nunnally (1967), among others, has warned that factor analysis
results can "fool" the researcher into misinterpreting the data. Most
salient for the present research are Nunnally's caveats about: (1)
placing undue emphasis on small factor loadings, and (2) using hetero-
genous samples. Regarding the first point, Nunnally cautioned against
overinterpreting the meaning of small factor loadings (i.e., less than
.40). Because the techniques of varimax rotation tend to maximize
factor loadings of items within columns rather than maximizing loadings
across rows, factor loadings below .40 may look substantial
when in actuality the correlations among the variables defining the
factor may be rather low. This does not appear to be a problem in this
research because only two variables were retained that had a factor
loading below .40 (item 34, factor loading = .37; item 43, factor loading
= ,38). Fourteen of the 31 variables comprising the Turnover Diagnostic

had factor loadings greater than .50.
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Nunnally's second caveat involved the dangers of extracting factors
that were based on individual difference variables (age, sex, education)
rather than on item responses or test performance. This is more likely
to occur in situations where the research sample is heterogenous with
respect to individual difference variables. Although the sample employed
in this research is quite heterogeneous, it is not believed that the
factor structure of the Turnover Diagnostic reflects individual differ-
ences or group membership for two reasons. First, this sample is so
heterogeneous with regard to ethnicity, age, education, work experience,
organizational membership, and job type that it is difficult to imagine
the factor structure of the Turnover Diagnostic to meaningfully reflect
differences with regard to those variables. Secondly, the research
participants were asked to describe (and in some cases evaluate) various
features of their work environments. Recent theorizing on the relative
influence of intra-personal variables versus situational variables on
perceptions and behavior, suggests that considering person-situation
interactions is an approach that can be used to reconcile the differences
between the radical personalist (trait) and situationalist (behaviorism)
explanations of the determinants of behavior (Bowers, 1973). Because
environmental variables do have a powerful impact on behavior (Mischel,
1977), it is considered improbable that the factor structure of the
Turnover Diagnostic reflects the individual difference variable composi-
tion of the sample.

Nunnally was referring to research, testing, and assessment situa-
tions where individual differences were more likely to be manifested
such as laboratory, clinical, and educational settings. Such is not
likely to be the case in organizational research where situational effects

are apt to be more pronounced.
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Summary of the Regression Analyses Results

The predictive power of this multiple regression model (R = .545,
R2 = ,297 for the five Turnover Diagnostic scales; R = .603, R2 = ,364
for the five scales plus the 18 items) is superior or equal to the pre-
dictive power reported in other studies that have taken a multivariate
approach to the prediction of turnover intentions (Alley & Gould, 1975 -
RZ = .13; Martin, 1979 - R% = .40; Parker & Dyer, 1977 - R® = .22; Price
& Bluedorn, 1977 - R2 = ,27). It should be noted that these studies
tended to include a large number of predictors in their regression equa-
tions. For example, Martin (1979) used 18 predictors. All these studies
appear to have a sociological/structural orientation. The lack of
correspondence between these types of predictors and the turnover inten-
tions criterion are an explanation for the relatively low R2 values. The
highest R2 value was reported by Martin (R2 = 40). However, approximately
2/3 of the variance in turnover intentions was explained by a satisfaction
scale in Martin's research.

Two additional points should be noted. First, the R2 values of .297
and .364 were obtained using only job-related perceptions as predictors. The
addition of the global item satisfaction measures to the five Turnover

2 value to .484 (Table 8). Had personal/

Diagnostic scales increases the R
demographic variables been included in the regression equation, the pre-
dictive power undoubtedly would have been modestly increased. Second,
the Turnover Diagnostic was equally predictive of turnover intentions in
an independent (bank) sample (R = .536, R2 = ,287) as it was in the
multi-organizational sample in which it was developed.

An issue relating to the use of regression procedures that has en-

gendered some controversy involves prediction versus explanation when

using multiple regression analyses. That is, even though one may have
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high predictive power, this does not necessarily imply equally high
explanatory power (Kerlinger & Pedhauzer, 1973). Although Cohen and Cohen
(1975) were especially adamant about not using the results of stepwise
regression to explain the relationships among variables, for two reasons
the present findings inspire confidence about the entry order of the
variables and the relative importance of each of the variables in ex-
plaining turnover intentions. First, the respondents were employed in
multiple organizations in different industries, thus enhancing the
generalizability of the pattern of results obtained here. Criticisms
of stepwise regression have often centered around the fact that findings
obtained in a sample do not generalize to the population from which the
sample was drawn. If the population we want to generalize to in this
research is the American work force, this sample has to be considered
quite representative (see Table 1).

The second reason why these results inspire confidence concerns
the issue of the sample size employed. These results were derived from
a large sample (N = 450). Warnings against the use of stepwise regression
results to explain the relative importance of predictors have stemmed
from the inappropriate use of this technique in small samples (Cohen &
Cohen, 1975). Such concerns are less salient in large samples and thus
are less important in the present case. Another criticism of stepwise
regression procedures concerns using these procedures to choose the most
important variables out of a large set of predictors (Cohen & Cohen,
1975). Such is not the case here where only five predictors are being
entered in the regression equation.

Nevertheless, even with a large sample, researchers should be

cautious when using the results of stepwise regression analysis when
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describing the contribution of the predictor variables in explaining

variance in the criterion. In experimental researchwhere it is possible

to maintain orthogonality among the predictors, relatively unambiguous

statements can be made about relative contribution of the predictors.

In nonexperimental research, the predictors are usually correlated.

This nonorthogonality of the independent variables makes it difficult

to untangle the independent contribution of the predictors to the variance

in the dependent variable (Kerlinger & Pedhauzer, 1973). In fact, some

regression theorists state that having correlated predictors makes it

impossible to make meaningful statements about "independent contribution

to variance" (Darlington, 1968). The fact that the Turnover Diagnostic

scales are moderately intercorrelated therefore does present some problems

with regard to making exact statements about the importance and indepen-

dent contribution to variance in turnover intentions of the five scales.
Taking these caveats into account, it is still possible to make

some statements with a reasonable degree of confidence about the im-

portance of the Turnover Diagnostic scales given the nature of the sample,

the sample size, and the stepwise regression results. Although it is

not permissible to say, for example, that INHIB is twice as important

as TRAIN, it @&an be said that some scales are clearly more important

than others. Specifically, the most positive outcome of this research

was the discovery and identification of two factors that were strongly

associated with turnover intentions but apparently have not previously

been identified in the organizational withdrawal literature: organiza-

tional career facilitation (CAREER) and work inhibition (INHIB).

Organizational Career Facilitation

In the present study organizational career facilitation (CAREER)

was the Turnover Diagnostic dimension most strongly related to turnover
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intentions. Several researchers have identified constructs such as
employee role orientation or perceived career relevance of the job as
correlates of turnover (Bartol & Manhardt, 1979; Graen & Ginsburgh,

1977; Graen et al., 1973). In general, the results of these studies
suggest that the greater the perceived relevance of the job to the
employees' future career, the less likely was job turnover. A review

of the relevant literatures, however, revealed no study that demonstrated

the effect of organizational policies, practices, and procedures on the

retention of employees. The results of this research demonstrated that
employee perceptions of having the opportunity to pursue personal career
interests, and having the organization help employees achieve their
career goals by providing counseling and information about how different
jobs fit into different career programs are associated with an increased
intention to remain employed in the organization.

The importance of organizational career facilitation as a contri-
buting factor to turnover intentions supports the hypothesis of Mobley
et al. (1979) regarding the influence of the attraction-expected utility
of a job on withdrawal cognitions and behavior. If organizations can
enhance the attraction-expected utility of the present job as compared
to possible alternative jobs in other organizations through career
development practices, turnover could possibly be reduced. The identi-
fication of organizational career facilitation also is supportive of
the hypothesis of Forrest et al. (1977) regarding the importance of
assessing employees anticipations about the future in addition to assessing
retrospections about experiences, events, and conditions. Career issues
are future oriented and people's expectancies and expectations about
these issues may have an important impact on withdrawal cognitions and

behavior.
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A question that naturally occurs is why organizational practices,
policies, and programs that facilitate career growth and development are
associated with lower turnover intentions. One reason that seems
plausible is that individuals' careers are central to their self-concepts
and self-identities (Van Maanen, 1977). Another way of saying this is
that individuals' careers (sequences of work-related experiences) re-
present their lives in their work settings and therefore assume a great
deal of importance (Hall, 1976). Super (1957) viewed organizational
choice and career development as the process by which individuals imple-
ment their self-concepts. Holland (1973) hypothesized that effective
career choices occur when people's personality orientations are congruent
with their occupational environment. A conclusion that can be drawn
from all these statements is that career factors are important because
the career is intimately tied to individuals' views of themselves and
their lives. When an organization is perceived as facilitating the
implementation of a person's self-image and self-concept by supporting a
person's career growth, it makes sense that people are more likely to
remain employed in that organization (Super & Hall, 1978).

The identification of organizational career facilitation as a sig-
nificant predictor of withdrawal cognitions and behavior may have
potentially important implications for career research and human re-
source management in organizations. The present findings suggest that
organizations might find it beneficial to devote more effort to the
development of career planning and counseling programs in order to retain
their employees, especially those employee groups whose withdrawal is
the most detrimental (cf. Morgan, 1980). This is especially true for

the retention of young professionals such as MBA's. As has been noted
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by a number of researchers, turnover is especially high among this group
and is especially costly to organizations (cf. DePasquale & Lange, 1971;
Dunnette et al., 1973; Hall, 1976; Schein, 1971). Another related

issue concerns the attraction and retention of other special employee
groups such as women and minorities. Given the increasing number of
women professionals entering the work force and the existence of federally
mandated legislation directed at augmenting the number and proportion of
women and minority employees in management positions, providing career
counseling for women and minority employees as a technique to retain
these employees should assume heightened importance for organizations

in the years ahead.

Another reason for advocating an increased emphasis on the develop-
ment of career counseling/planning programs concerns the increased
priority that individuals appear to be assigning to advancement as a
preferred job outcome. Several streams of empirical evidence suggest
that career growth and advancement is an important job outcome preference
and may be becoming more desired by both male and female employees
(Bartol & Manhardt, 1979; Driver, 1979; Hall, 1976; Jurgensen, 1978;
0'Leary, 1974; Schein, 1978). For example, Jurgensen (1978) reported
that advancement was consistently ranked the third highest job
preference for males in a sample of over 56,000. For women it ranked
fourth. For people with college degrees, advancement was ranked higher.
Given the significance individuals seem to attach to career growth and
advancement it seems logical to conclude that organization policies
related to career planning and counseling could potentially have a

positive effect on employee retention. Future career related research
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clearly could benefit by focusing on the effects of organizational career
facilitation practices on career-related outcomes and turnover.

The fact that CAREER is strongly related to turnover intentions
also suggests that providing applicants career relevant information
(e.g., advancement "histories" of similar applicants, jobs that similar
applicants are typically promoted into, proportion of people who do get
promoted, promotion timetables, etc.) during the recruitment process
might have a moderate effect on post-hiring withdrawal cognitions and
behavior. An examination of published and unpublished realistic job
preview research literature indicates that realistic career relevant
information typically is not provided to applicants. The effectiveness
of realistic recruitment techniques in reducing premature turnover might
be enhanced in the future by the inclusion of such information.
Apparently job applicants do not have realistic expectations regarding
their career development opportunities. For example, Dunnette et al.
(1973) reported that unrealistic/unmet expectations regarding career
growth (advancement) was one of the most important factors related to
withdrawal.

It should be noted that career growth and development does not
necessarily assume advancement. Employees can strongly desire personal
career growth and development without wanting to be promoted up the
organizational hierarchy (Driver, 1979). For example, the occupations
of law, medicine, and education are ones in which advancement is often
not used as a criterion against which career growth/development is
judged. Indeed, promotion simply is not an option for many people in
these occupations. For these individuals the organization may facilitate

career growth by providing challenging work, job rotation (opportunity
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to work on a variety of projects), by providing opportunities to acquire
new skills, etc.

In summary, what the organization can do for its employees from a
career development standpoint is clearly related to turnover intentions
in this research. Organizational withdrawal researchers would do well
to focus some more attention of career factors as they relate to with-

drawal behavior and cognitions.

Work Inhibition

The second most predictive variable after organizational career
facilitation, in a multiple regression sense, was work inhibition (INHIB).
In the present research it was shown that the perception of conditions in
the work environment that interfered with successful task performance
was strongly related to turnover intentions. Examples of suchvconditions
and situational constraints on performance include coworkers being unable
to handle their jobs, goal conflict among work groups and departments,
lacking the opportunity to develop new skills, the existence of "in
groups" and "out groups", supervisors not knowing what their employees
want, etc. There appear to be two inhibition themes here: one related to
performance issues and one related to interpersonal issues.

Although several theorists have noted that situational conditions
can influence motivation and performance (e.g., Schneider, 1978), very
little empirical research has investigated the possible negative effects
of such conditions on affective and behavioral outcome measures. One
exception was a laboratory study which indicated that performance,
satisfaction, and frustration were all influenced by the experimental
manipulation of conditions that facilitated/inhibited task performance
(Peters, 0'Connor, & Rudolf, 1980). Specifically, Peters et al. mani-

pulated: (1) the amount of job-related information available, (2)
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adequacy of tools and equipment, (3) availability of materials and
supplies, and (4) amount of task preparation (training). They found
significant differences between the facilitating condition and the
inhibiting condition for the dependent measures of work quality and re-
ported frustration. Parkington and Schneider (1979) showed that when
employees' desires to perform well were facilitated by management,
employees experience lower levels of frustration, role conflict and
ambiguity, turnover intentions, and higher levels of satisfaction, and
in the eyes of customers, actually provide superior service (Schneider,
1980).

The findings reported by Peters et al. (1980) and Parkington and
Schneider (1979) are similiar in some regards to the results of the
present research. However, the results of this research are somewhat
more compelling in that work inhibition (INHIB) was related to a broad
range of affective measures (e.g., global organizational satisfaction -

r = -,51; JDI satisfaction with coworkers - r = -,50; JDI satisfaction

with work - r = -.41) as well as being strongly related to turnover

intentions (r = -.39). Unfortunately, the fact that indices of perfor-
mance were not assessed makes it impossible to examine any work inhibi-
tion-performance relationships in this research.

There are several reasons for why one might expect conditions that
inhibit or constrain task performance to be associated with lower levels
of performance and affective responses as well as with higher levels
of withdrawal cognitions and behavior. The reasons will be couched in
motivation theory frameworks. First, according to expectancy theory,

effort (which is undoubtedly correlated to some degree with actual

performance) is a function of effort-performance expectancies, performance-
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outcome expectancies, and outcome valences (Campbell & Pritchard, 1976).
The perception of situational constraints and inhibiting conditions in
the work environment may serve to lower effort-performance expectancies,
and thus lower the amount of effort expended with the end result being
lower performance levels. In addition, affective responses such as
lower job satisfaction could result because extrinsic and intrinsic
rewards that are contingent upon performance may not be forthcoming if
performance is hindered because of situational constraints and inhibit-
ing conditions in the work setting.

Reference to equity theory (Adams, 1963) is also useful in explain-
ing the behavioral and affective reactions to inhibiting conditions.
Having to overcome situational constraints on performance by expending
extra effort may be perceived by individuals as having to contribute
extra inputs. If additional outcomes are not forthcoming to assure
equity in the input-outcome ratios, the individuals may eventually
resort to reducing inputs (in a sense throwing in the towel) and being
satisfied with a Tower level of outcomes as a way of maintaining equity.

Two other approaches to motivation are applicable in this situation
as well: achievement motivation and competence motivation. McClelland
(1961) and Atkinson (1964) described a motive for achievement that
exists in varying degrees in individuals. People with a high need for
achievement (nAch) are characterized by placing a higher valence on
the attainment of performance objectives, tend to assume responsibility
for individual achievement, be persistent in their pursuit of goals,
seek information to measure their progress, gain satisfaction from goal
accomplishment, and experience frustration as the result of failure

(Filley, House, & Kerr, 1976). Because high nAch individuals are so
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concerned with goal achievement, it seems reasonable to con-

clude that situational constraints on performance that inhibit goal
accomplishment would be associated with frustration and other nega-
tive affective responses for these individuals.

In addition to achievement motivation, another motive that is
potentially relevant to the present findings is the effectance motive,
White (1959). The outcome or goal of the effectance motive is to achieve
competence, to achieve mastery over relevant components of the social
and physical environment. Demonstrating competence is considered to be
reinforcing in and of itself independent of outcomes. If situational
constraints and inhibiting conditions are present in individuals' work
environments, competence may be difficult to attain and consequently
negative affective responses may manifest themselves, such as dissatis-
faction and frustration.

The present findings with regard to work inhibition suggest that
achievement and competence motivation among individuals in work settings
are factors that may deserve more research attention in the organiza-
tional psychology literature than they have received so far. A majority
of the achievement motivation research has used managerial and entre-
preneurial samples. The present findings suggest, albeit tentatively,
that achievement and competence motivation may be important for employees
other than managers (respondents at the first-line of management and
above comprised about 25 percent of the sample in this sample). That
is, although many non-managerial employees may not have extremely high
needs for achievement and competence (this is pure speculation in the

absence of any empirical or normative data), the assumption that many
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individuals desire to achieve some reasonable level of goal accomplish-
ment (a fair day's work) and demonstrate competence in work activities
seems warranted. Although typically work conditions are not designed

to arouse achievement and competence motivation in individuals, the
present findings imply that when conditions or events in work settings
inhibit, frustrate,andfr interfere with individuals' desires and attempts
to perform effectively, people are less satisfied, more frustrated,

and more likely to think about leaving.

Another consequence of inhibiting factors may be a permanent lower-
ing of effort-performance expectancies for individuals, a result which
almost certainly would have negative implications for motivation, per-
formance, and attitudes. That is, even when inhibiting conditions are
not present in the setting, individuals may still exert less effort
because of a conditioned expectation that barriers to effective perfor-
mance are always present.

Inasmuch as the perception of inhibiting conditions in this re-
search is associated with higher turnover intentions levels and lower
job satisfaction, organizational researchers might be well advised to
investigate the extent to which inhibiting factors are present in work
settings in order to determine whether situational constraints/inhibiting
conditions is a viable construct worthy of continued research attention.
Peters et al. (1980) identified eight "situational resource variables"
relevant to performance: (1) job-related information, (2) tools and
equipment, (3) materials and supplies, (4) budgetary support, (5) re-
quired services and help from others, (6) task preparation, (7) time
availability, and (8) work environment conditions. In their laboratory

study, Peters et al. used only four of the eight (1, 2, 3 and 6) and



114

did not examine the relative contribution of these factors to the out-
come variables they assessed.

To date, no organizational research has investigated the validity
of the Peters et al. (1980) situational constraints on performance
construct. Researchers who investigate this topic in the future have
two tasks confronting them. First, the dimensionality of the construct
should be determined. Second, the relative importance of the identified
inhibiting factors dimensions in explaining variance in outcomes variables
of interest such as performance, satisfaction, role ambiguity, job in-
volvement, organizational commitment, and others should be determined.
The importance of these factors may vary across jobs and across people.
For example, in more complex jobs (high autonomy, high variety, etc.),
job-related information may be the key inhibiting/facilitating situation-
al resource variable that influences affective responses and performance.
In addition, the importance of these factors may differ across people.
That is, in the same work setting, one person may be stymied by lack of
job related information while another is befuddled by a lack of help
from coworkers. Conversely, it could be hypothesized that some indivi-
duals derive challenge and meaning from their work by overcoming
situational constraints. Removing these constraints could make their
jobs less challenging and enjoyable.

Organizational decision-makers might help reduce turnover and im-
prove productivity by eliminating inhibiting conditions for employees.
Because the importance of the different factors probably varies across
settings (as well as across people), efforts designed to reduce the
negative impact of these factors would have to be done on a setting-by-

setting basis. People within each setting could ask what interferes
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with their performance the most. If a consensus emerges that one factor
has a particularly pernicious effect, steps could be taken to eliminate
that inhibiting factor, if indeed it is controllable (for example,
increased budgetary support may simply be impossible to supply). Of
course, management may be reluctant to do this out of fear of opening

a Pandora's box. However, if done appropriately, useful information
could be generated and used in problem-solving.

Organizational Status, Training/Skill Utilization, and Supervision

The other three factors of the Turnover Diagnostic contributed
considerably less to the prediction of turnover intentions than did
organizational career facilitation and work inhibition. One interesting
and unexpected finding was the identification of perceived organizational
status and prestige as a significant predictor of turnover intentions.
Relatively little research has examined perceived organizational status
as a correlate of anything. One exception was Jurgensen (1978), who
reported that employment by a company for which you are proud to work
was a job outcome preference of moderate importance to individuals
(4th for men and 2nd for women). It appeared to be a more important
outcome for older workers, less educated workers, and workers in manager-
fal and sales jobs. This finding suggests that organizational members
may accrue rewards not directly mediated by the organization simply by
virtue of their organizational membership, which affect their decisions
regarding staying in or leaving their organization. This may mean, for
example, that what family and friends think and say about individuals'
organizations and their membership in those organizations may exert a
significant influence on withdrawal intentions and behavior.

Although 1ittle empirical evidence describes this phenomenon, other

sources of evidence bolster this hypothesis. For example, organizations
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often rely heavily on their reputation and image to recruit new members
(Wanous, 1980). If organizational status induces individuals to join
organizations, it does not require a major conceptual 1leap to hypothesize
that being employed in a high status organization may induce individuals
to remain employed in that organization. However, one would suspect

that experiences inside the organization's boundaries would have a

more significant effect on individuals' reactions than experiences
occurring external to the organization. The stepwise regression re-

sults support this interpretation because STATUS is not as an important

a predictor as CAREER and INHIB.

It should be noted, however, that the importance of organizational
status as a predictor of and contributor to withdrawal cognitions and
behavior may vary as a function of type of organization. For example,
STATUS was the second most important predictor of turnover intentions
in the independent sample. This sample was composed of bank employees,
the majority of whom were direct client contact employees (tellers).
Organizational status might be more important to these individuals
because organizational status might have had a direct bearing on the
amount of business their bank branch did and on the quality of their
interactions with customers. It is tempting to speculate that organiza-
tional status might be a more salient withdrawal correlate for those
individuals who: (1) have direct contact with customers, and (2) are
employed in organizations who have a well-known and visible competitor.

In terms of controlling turnover, it is hypothesized that organiza-
tions will have relatively little leverage in using organizational
status. It is hard to manipulate status and even if it could be done,

the effect on withdrawal cognitions and behavior would be minimal.
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Organizations would have more leverage in using status to attract
applicants although if the organization does not live up to its recruit-
ment billing, retention problems could result later (Wanous, 1980).

The fourth Turnover Diagnostic factor (TRAIN) was comprised of
items revolving around training/skill utilization issues. It was a
significant predictor of turnover intentions a]thouéh it accounted for
only an additional 1.3 percent of the variance in turnover intentions
in the WFCQ sample. One possible explanation for TRAIN being signifi-
cantly predictive of turnover intentions is that employees are more
likely to reminonjobs that require them to use skills they perceive as
job-relevant and personally important (Epko-Ufot, 1976). Dunnette et al.
(1973) reported that employees were more 1ikely to quit when they felt
that the organization was not letting them use the knowledge and skills
they acquired in college. From a motivational and reinforcement view-
point, under-utilization of skills may be associated with a smaller
chance of demonstrating competence (White, 1959), smaller 1ikelihood
of reward, and reduced opportunities for promotion.

Another explanation involves the use of training as a technique
to integrate new employees into ongoing patterns of goal-directed
behavior. Organizational socialization theorists (e.g., Schein, 1978;
Van Maanen, 1976) have noted that the time period immediately after
organizational entry can be extremely stressful to new employees.
Providing special training or assigning a specific person to newcomers to
help them get used to a job could help make the time period immediately
after joining an organization less stressful. In addition, helping
newcomers get adjusted to their jobs by the two methods mentioned above

could help the newcomers "get up to speed" more quickly and reduce the
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amount of disruption that would be experienced by others in the same
work setting. Wanous et al. (1979) speculated that providing training
for newcomers may help "buffer" them from entry stress. That is, being
trained or coached may help newcomers become more effectively socialized
and assimilated as compared to those newcomers who are simply inserted
without any preparation into the work setting (a baptism by fire mode

of entry so to speak).

These findings and hypotheses suggest that organizations may be
able to manage turnover to some extent in two ways. First, chances of
withdrawal behavior might be reduced by insuring that employees receive
postentry orientation that involves some form of training/coaching to
help buffer newcomers from the reality shock that individuals often
experience after entering an organization. Second, turnover might be
reduced by consciously trying to match employee skills to job require-
ments. Wanous (1980) posited that mismatches in this area would pri-
marily be associated with involuntary turnover. However, a mismatch
might be associated with voluntary turnover as well. For example,
being over-qualified for a position (possessing more skills than is
required) or being underemployed (not using all relevant skills) has
been shown to be associated with less satisfaction, symptoms of mental
illness, and possibly poorer performance (Adams, 1963; Kasl & Cobb,
1971). The effective use of human resources (both with regard to turn-
over and performance) could be maximized through matching people's
skills to job requirements. Taking into account the fact that people
may upgrade their skills while job requirements remain static and vice-
versa implies that organizations should continually monitor the degree

of match in order to avoid turnover problems.
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The fifth Turnover Diagnostic scale (SUPERV) concerned supervisory
issues. SUPERV was not predictive of turnover intentions in a multiple
regression sense in the WFCQ sample (although it was in the bank sample).
This finding in the WFCQ sample was surprising considering the fact that
SUPERV had the second highest zero-order correlation with turnover
intentions (r = .40). One possible reason for SUPERV not being pre-
dictive of turnover intentions independent of the other scales is due
to its relatively high intercorrelation with the other scales (r = .52).

As noted earlier, satisfaction with supervision and perceptions
of leadership style have been inconsistently related to turnover.

From a theoretical viewpoint, there are two possible explanations why
the supervision factor was not related to turnover intentions. First,
supervisors may not have much of an impact on the attitudes, cognitions,
and behavior of subordinates because of the existence of substitutes

or neutralizers of leadership (Kerr & Jermier, 1978). Second, it may

be that supervisor behavior has indirect effect on subordinate reactions.
That is, the quality of subordinate-supervisor interactions may not
influence turnover, but rather what the supervisor does with regard to
relevant components of the subordinate's psychological work environment
has an important effect on withdrawal. Most organizational withdrawal
research has focused on the relationship between turnover and what
Mintzberg (1973) calls the traditional "leader" role. It is conceivable
that other supervisory roles not involving one-on-one interaction be-
tween the supervisor and the subordinate may influence withdrawal (e.g.,
liaison, monitor, disseminator, resource allocator, negotiator, dis-

turbance handler, figurehead, and so forth). Unfortunately, very little
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research has investigated the Mintzberg managerial role taxonomy in any
context, let alone an organizational withdrawal research context.

Still, supervisors and managers are considered to have the poten-
tial to exert a significant influence on the attitudes, motivation, and
behavior of their subordinates (Oldham, 1976). An illustration of how
supervisory behavior can influence withdrawal cognitions relatively
independently of an interpersonal role involves the supervisor's role
in arranging the work setting in ways that are facilitating or inhibit-
ing to work performance. Failure to coordinate the activities of co-
workers, not procuring adequate resources, and simply making poor
decisions can inhibit subordinate task performance and work unit pro-
ductivity. Relatedly, working under a supervisor not interested in
subordinate development can inhibit career growth and be related to
turnover in that manner.

Despite the fact that the supervision factor was not predictive of
turnover intentions in this research, it would probably behoove organi-
zations to make use of supervisors in an effort to manage organizational
withdrawal. The first-line supervisor is the linking-pin between
different levels in the organization. Supervisors serve as representa-
tives of upper-level management to their subordinates and also serve as
representatives of their subordinates to the upper echelons of the
organization (Katz & Kahn, 1978). In addition, the supervisor serves
as a representative and liaison to groups positioned laterally or
horizontally in the organizational structure. The transmission of
information, the procurement and allocation of resources, and the
potential to control rewards and sanctions all serve to facilitate task

performance and psychological adjustment of subordinates. In other words,
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the supervisor has the capability of making employees' lives easier
and therefore can have an influence on withdrawal cognitions and
behavior. Technical, career development, and interpersonal skills
training of supervisors could be used in an attempt to influence
patterns of goal-directed interaction such that the likelihood of turn-

over could be reduced.

Summary of the Moderator Analyses

A secondary research goal was to determine whether job category was
acting as a moderator variable. The results indicated that job category was
indeed operating as a moderator but explained only an additional two
percent of the variance in turnover intention beyond what was explained
by the linear components of the regression equation. This finding
provides support to the contentions of Schmidt and Hunter (1978) and
Zedeck (1971) who stated that moderator effects are difficult to find
and often trivial in magnitude.

Schneider (1978) proposed three reasons why algebraic interaction
terms often fail to reach statistical significance or result in rather
trivial increments in the amountof variance explained in the criterion.
First, extreme scores on the predictors are needed, and these are
typically not obtained in organizational field research. As noted
earlier, the predictors were perception-based measures and people with-
in work settings tend to agree on their perceptions (Schneider, 1978).
Thus when people tend to agree on their perceptions, by definition the
variance in their perceptions will be restricted. Hence, extreme scores
tend not to exist. Second, the moderated regression procedure utilizes a

multiplicative interaction term. As Schneider (1978) noted, multiplying
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variable scores to create the interaction term requires a level of
measurement not typically found in organizational research. Third, the use
of algebraic interaction terms may be conceptually redundant because

the predictor variable scores may be a function of a naturally occurring
work setting person-situation interactions (Schneider, 1978).

Nonredundancy of the Turnover Diagnostic and the JDI

A secondary research goal involved a comparison of the Turnover
Diagnostic and the JDI to determine whether the development of the
Turnover Diagnostic was a reinvention of the satisfaction wheel. The
extent to which the two instruments were redundant was assessed through
the use of hierarchical multiple regression analyses. The results of
the analyses revealed that the two instruments were not particularly
redundant; adding the JDI to the Turnover Diagnostic explained an
additional 4.2 percent of the variance in turnover intentions while
adding the Turnover Diagnostic to the JDI explained an additional 9.6
percent of the variance in turnover intentions. If the two instruments
were redundant, adding one to the other would not result in an increment
in the amount of variance explained in the criterion.

These results provide relatively strong support to the idea that
the JDI and Turnover Diagnostic are assessing different aspects of the
respondents' work and organizational environments. On an empirical
level, the average inter-scale correlation among the scales of the two
instruments was not particularly high (r = .303). From a conceptual
point of view, redundancy should not be expected because the Turnover
Diagnostic was developed from items that assessed individuals job-re-
lated perceptions while the JDI has a more of an evaluative affective

flavor. Somewhat unexpectedly, the Turnover Diagnostic (R = .545) was
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equally predictive of turnover intentions as was the JDI (R = .486).
This finding is unexpected because theoretically attitudinal measures
such as the JDI are supposed to be more highly correlated with intentions
than are perception measures such as the Turnover Diagnostic. One ex-
planation for this result is that the criterion-keying strategy ensured
a relatively high degree of correspondence between the Turnover D1agnost1§
items and the turnover intentions criterion. There appears to be rela-
tively less correspondence between the JDI items and scales and the turn-
over intentions criterion. A further indication of the lack of redun-
dancy between the two instruments is revealed by an examination of the
content of the scales. Clearly, the items defining the scales are
qualitatively different and tap different content dimensions. In summary,
it does not appear that the Turnover Diagnostic and the JDI are parti-
cularly redundant. It might therefore be beneficial to use them in
conjunction in order to better predict and understand withdrawal cogni-
tions and behavior.
Summary

Taking the findings into account, it appears that the major goal of
this research effort has been accomplished. An instrument assessing
employee perceptions of organization-wide, job, task, and career factors
was developed and was found to be predictive of turnover intentions in a
multi-organizational sample and in an independent sample. Four of the
five Turnover Diagnostic scales were significantly predictive of turnover
intentions in the original WFCQ sample. Three of the five scales were
significantly predictive of turnover intentions in the independent bank
sample.

Each factor was examined to explain why it was related to turnover

intentions. In addition, some suggestions were made concerning how
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manipulating the issues involved in each factor could contribute to the
control of organizational withdrawal behavior. Of course, the importance
(in a predictive sense) of these scales will undoubtedly vary across
individuals, work settings, and organizations. For example, organiza-
tional career facilitation might be more strongly related to turnover
intentions for those individuals who have a strong role orientation
(Bartol & Manhardt, 1979; Graen & Ginsburgh, 1977). Relatedly, super-
vision issues might be more predictive of turnover for those individuals
whose supervisors have a great deal of power and influence. In addition,
the type of organization may have an effect on the relative importance
of the Turnover Diagnostic scales. Previously it was hypothesized that
organizational status might be somewhat more important for individuals
employed in service organizations where there is a relatively high fre-
quency of direct client contact. The extent to which organizational type
influences the importance of the Turnover Diagnostic dimensions will

have to be evaluated in future research.

Four recommendations are made regarding the future use of the Turn-
over Diagnostic. First, it should be administered to employees in addi-
tional organizations to determine whether the results obtained here
(regarding predictive power and relative contribution of the five factors)
vary as a function of organization and job type. Second, the instrument
should be expanded by the addition of new items, especially for the
STATUS and TRAIN factors. Third, the degree to which the Turnover
Diagnostic is predictive of actual turnover should be assessed. While
obtaining data on the level of turnover intentions is useful and inter-
esting, actual turnover is considered the ultimate criterion in organ-

izational withdrawal research. Fourth, new scales should be created by
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writing additional items to accompany the items that were found to be
predictive of turnover intentions independent of the five factor
analytically derived scales. Two of these four items (items 6 and 104)
appear to be equally related to INHIB and CAREER and could be included in
either of those two scales in the future. However, the other two items
(items 10 and 21) may represent "missing factors." It is recommended
that future research with the Turnover Diagnostic should proceed only
after additional items are written to develop scales around item 10

(job security) and item 21 (sharing of relevant information at all
organizational levels). Including these two scales with the five scales
that exist could increase the predictive power of the Turnover Diagnostic,
as well as make it a more useful diagnostic tool.

Independent of the use of the Turnover Diagnostic, future research
is clearly warranted regarding the role of organizational career facili-
tation practices and inhibiting conditions related to task performance
as contributing factors to withdrawal cognitions and behaviors among
employees. The identification of these factors as the most important
predictors of turnover intentions was the most positive outcome of this
research. The inclusion of these factors in future organizational with-

drawal research is strongly encouraged.

Perceptions and Attitudes as Predictors of Turnover Intentions and Turnover

A second important goal in this research was to examine the pattern
and magnitude of the relationships among descriptive measures (job-re-
lated perceptions and beliefs), evaluative measures (job-related

attitudes such as satisfaction), and intention measures. Specifically,

the relationship among job-related perceptions of organization-wide, job,
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task, and career factors, satisfaction with those factors, and turnover
intentions were analyzed. When the global single-item satisfaction mea-
sures were used, the results indicated strong support for the pattern

of relationships hypothesized by Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). The same
pattern of results was not found for the JDI satisfaction scales, however,
possibly because of an absence of correspondence between the JDI scales
and the criterion. In a regression context, adding the global satisfac-
tion items to the perception measures resulted in a significant increment
(18.7 percent) in the variance of turnover intentions whereas adding the
perception measures to the satisfaction measures resulted in only a
trivial increase in the amount of explained variance (2.0 percent) in
turnover intentions.

This suggests that, temporarlly, perceptions may precede attitudes
and that perceptions contribute causally to the formation of attitudes.
It should be noted that this hypothesis cannot be tested given the nature
of the data available. Testing such a hypothesis would require collecting
longitudinal data. Of course, attitudes and perceptions may be recipro-
cally causative (James & Jones, 1980). If one accepts the premise that
perceptions procede and contribute to the formation of attitudes, a case
could be made for devoting more research scrutiny to descriptive measures
(i.e. perceptions) of factors of people's work environments rather
than relying on evaluative measures (e.g., satisfaction).

Although Fishbein and Ajzen (1975) predicted that attitudes are
more highly correlated with intentions and behavior than perceptions
(as was the case in this research for the global satisfaction items),
there are several reasons why an increased reliance on descriptive mea-

sures such as job-related perceptions might be appropriate. First,
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individuals' perceptions of various aspects of their work environments

are the most important data for understanding their attitudes, intentions,
and behavior (Schneider, Parkington, & Buxton, 1980). Second, people in
work settings tend to agree more about perceptions than they do about
their affective evaluative reactions to features of their work settings
(Schneider et al., 1980). Third, since attitudes are to a very large
extent based on perceptions, an understanding of the attitudinal correlates
of withdrawal cognitions and behavior will be enhanced by examining those
perception/belief factors associated with relevant attitudes. Fourth,

the use of perception/belief measures enhances the actionability of the
research results if interventions or change attempts are to be based on
those results. Fifth, perceptions may be more stable over time than
attitudes.

Another important outcome of this research was the demonstration
that prediction and understanding is enhanced when all aspects of the
experienced organization are taken into account. Individual's percep-
tions and descriptions of organization-wide, job, task, and career
factors were all assessed and used to predict the criterion of interest.
Had any of these dimensions of organizational social system not been
examined, the predictive power of the regression model would have been

reduced.

Turnover Intentions as an Appropriate Criterion

Another important theoretical and practical issue concerns the
appropriateness of using turnover intentions as the dependent variable
of interest in this research. Obviously from a practical standpoint it

would have been more desirable to have used actual turnover as the major
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dependent variable. However, the position advocated here is that turn-
over intentions are not as shabby as a criterion as some might propose.
Based on the writings of Thorndike (1949), Latham and Pursell (1977)
proposed several criteria for criteria in organizational research: (1)
relevance, (2) reliability, (3) freedom from contamination, and (4)
practicality.

For example, the fact that researchers consistently have found a
moderately high correlation (r = .57) between turnover intentions and
turnover points to the relevance of using intentions as a criterion.
Bluedorn (1980) has reported that turnover intentions can be measured
reliably. Turnover intentions items considered as measures do not appear
to be plagued more by contamination than do descriptive, evaluative, or
behavioral measures. Finally, assessing turnover intentions may have
some very practical pay-offs. For example, the use of intentions mea-
sures might permit people to forecast personnel losses with reasonable
accuracy (Kraut, 1975). Another potential benefit is that decision-
makers might be able to identify problem areas and allow preemptive
action to be taken before people actually start leaving (Kraut, 1975).

Beyond these potential manpower planning benefits, the fact that
people are reporting that they intend to quit their jobs should be an
important piece of information in and of itself. It can be hypothesized
that people who have made a decision to quit but have not yet done so
may behave differently than those individuals who are intending to

remain employed in the organization (Bowen, 1982).



129

A Question of Emphasis: Process or Antecedents

A number of researchers and theorists concerned with organizational
withdrawal have emphasized that understanding of turnover would be en-
hanced by examining the withdrawal process rather than by continuing
the search for additional bivariate correlates of turnover (e.g., Mobley,
1977, 1982; Steers & Porter, 1973). Mobley has been the most vocal
advocate of concentrating on research of the withdrawal process. Under-
standing the organizational withdrawal process certainly is a laudable
research goal, but Mobley (1982) almost seems to be advocating that
research investigating the antecedents of turnover be abandoned. While
a focus on the withdrawal process may be theoretically satisfying, from
a practical standpoint a continued investigation of the antecedents of
the withdrawal process seems warranted. For example, Mobley identified
job satisfaction as the conditional causal agent in his model, but did
not specify the factors that contributed to satisfaction/dissatisfaction.
It seems appropriate to advocate a continued investigation of the bases
of satisfaction as a way of enhancing our understanding of organizational

withdrawal.

Organizational Withdrawal Related Research Issues

Organizational withdrawal as a research topic has been attracting
more attention in the organizational behavior literature in the last
few years. Organizational withdrawal researchers and theorists have
raised several interesting issues related to turnover that were not
directly addressed in this research. In order to do justice to organ-

izational withdrawal these issues are discussed briefly.
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Alternative Ways of Classifying Turnover: Functional versus Dysfunction-
al; Controllable versus Uncontrollable

Traditionally, it has been-assumed the turnover is predominantly
dysfunctional to organizations due to increased costs (recruiting,
hiring, training, outprocessing, etc.), productivity loss, disruption
of social and communication structures, etc. (Jeswald, 1974; Mobley,
1982). Increasingly, however, organizational withdrawal researchers
and theorists are questioning this traditional assumption about the
general dysfunctional nature of turnover (Dalton, Krackhardt, & Porter,
1981; Dalton & Todor, 1979; Dalton & Todor, in press; Dalton, Krackhardt,
& Todor, 1982; Mobley, 1982; Muchinsky & Tuttle, 1979; Staw, 1980; Staw
& Oldham, 1978). It should be noted that these authors are not saying
that turnover is good, but rather they are implying that the dysfunctional
consequences of turnover may have been overstated.

Dalton et al. (1981) and Dalton et al. (1982) have questioned the
traditional voluntary-involuntary turnover dichotomy, suggesting that
understanding of the consequences of turnover can be enhanced by
classifying turnover as functional or dysfunctional and controllable
and uncontrollable. They note that turnover can be functional for an
organization if poor performing employees quit their jobs. Dysfunctional
turnover occurs when high performing or hard to replace employees quit.
Dalton and his colleagues further speculate that a substantial propor-
tion of employee turnover can be classified as unavoidable and uncon-
trollable (e.g., individuals returning to college, spouses being trans-
ferred, i1lness, death, etc.). Unavoidable/uncontrollable turnover is
that which no reasonable management intervention could have prevented
(Dalton et al., 1982). The conclusion that Dalton and his colleagues

draw is that,
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by separating turnover...into dysfunctional and
functional categories and considering that cer-
tain turnover, for all practical purposes, is
unavoidable, one might be able to obtain a more
responsible estimate of the impact of turnover
(Dalton et al., 1982, p. 121).

Consequences of Turnover

As has been noted previously, organizational withdrawal researchers
have usually been preoccupied with discovering the antecedents of turn-
over rather than the consequences. One consequence that has attracted
a moderate amount of attention is the monetary cost incurred by the
organization (Dalton & Todor, in press; Mirvis & Lawler, 1977). Rela-
tively little attention has been directed at other negative and positive
outcomes at the organizational and individual level.

For example, potential positive consequences for an organization
include displacement of poor performers, infusion of new ideas and "new
blood", increased internal mobility opportunities, increased satisfaction
among stayers, increased organizational productivity, reduction of en-
trenched conflict, and innovation and adaption (Mobley, 1982; Staw, 1980).
For those who leave, possible negative consequences include loss of
accumulated seniority, disruption of family and social support systems,
transition-related stress, and disruption of career progression (Mobley,
1982). Alternatively, terminating one's employment and finding another
job may result in increased earnings, career advancement, better "person-
organization fit", attainment of nonwork values, and enhanced self-
efficacy perceptions (Dalton & Todor, 1979; Mobley, 1982).

The Role of Performance in the Turnover Process

Another interesting question, and one for which there is little

relevant data, is whether good performers or poor performers are more
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likely to leave. Martin, Price, and Mueller (1981) presented some evi-
dence that better performers are more likely to terminate. Contradictory
evidence was reported by Seybolt, Pavett, and Walker (1978) and by

Wanous et al. (1979). Whether good or poor performers predominate among
those who leave obviously has important cost and intervention implications
for organizations (and is directly relevant to the functional-dysfunctional

dichotomy proposed by Dalton et al., 1982).

Conclusion

In closing, the outcomes of this research have to be considered
relatively positive. The criterion-keying strategy employed in this
research appears to be a potentially useful approach to instrument de-
velopment. The Turnover Diagnostic instrument was of a manageable length
and had a relatively clear factor structure. In addition, the Turnover
Diagnostic was reasonably predictive of turnover intentions. Assessing
respondents' perceptions of all the relevant dimensions of their organ-
izational social systems was instrumental in yielding the obtained
predictive power of the Turnover Diagnostic. The two most important
predictors of turnover intentions (organizational career facilitation
and task inhibition) are constructs that have not previously been
identified in the organizational withdrawal research literature.

Future research efforts in which the Turnover Diagnostic or modifi-
cations of it, are used should be concerned with determining the extent
to which the Turnover Diagnostic is predictive of actual turnover. Based
on the results of this research, the use of the Turnover Diagnostic
appears to be a promising approach to the prediction and the eventual

management of turnover.
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Finally, to further advance our understanding of the organizational
withdrawal phenomenon, in addition to a continued investigation into
the antecedents of organizational withdrawal, future research in this
area should investigate more fully the cognitive and behavior process
individuals go through when they withdraw from an organization, the
positive as well as negative consequences of turnover for both organiza-

tions and individuals, and the role of performance in turnover.
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General Directions For This Questionnaire

This survey is an attempt to find out some of the kinds of
things people like yourself might consider when they are thinking
about whether they are going to stay with the organization they are
currently with. The questions wa are asking will help us understand
some things about people, llke yourself; how you see things that
happen in your organization, In your job, In your family and career,
and how you feel about these things in terms of remaining with your
present organization.

Thus, we want you to answer the following questions as if you
were considering whether to stay or leave your present organization
and you were just sitting back to sort of take stock of all the
kinds of conditions that exist for you in your present work situation.

Note that we do not went you to tell us how much you like things,
or how satisfied you are. It is important that you describe the
actual conditions that you perceive exist for you, and therefore the
conditions you might experience by remaining with your present
organization.

There are several sections in this questionnaire. Read each
set of directions carefully so you will understand exactly what we
are asking. Throughout the survey we want you to try to give us
your most typical thought or feeling. We realize that people have
‘'‘9ood days'’ and ''bad days'' which cause variations in the way they
ses their worlds. However, it would help us most if you can answer
in terms of your most frequent, most customary reaction.

The beginning of the questionnaire deals with a description of
your organization (in terms of the entire organization's general
characteristics), your job (your immediate work surroundings, includ-
ing the people you work with, your supervisor, and other aspects of
your work surroundings), and your task (the specific activities you
engage in, your duties, and the materlals and equipment you use).
Later sections will ask you about your family and your career.

We feel that trying to understand what issues are involved when
people think about whether they are going to remain with an organiza-
tion, may help to create more meaningful work environments in terms
of all of the interasts and goals people have. We are indebted to
you for your help and we hope that you will give this questionnaire
your most serious consideration.

Thank you for your cooperation.
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SECTION ONE: DESCRIPTION OF YOUR ORGANIZATION. First we would |ike you to tell us about what
conditions exist in your whole organizstion. 0o this by indicating the frequency with which

each event or condition listed beiow occurs in your organization. Plsase remamber to give us
your description in terms of how you ordinarily view your organization, not only in terms of
how you perceive conditions to be today.

Very Very
Infrequently Infrequent ly Somet imes Frequently Frequent iy
A [} ) 4 0 €
0 0 0 0 0

EXANPLE  Take the following statement:

This company rewards its employess.
1f your organization rewerds its employees fre-
quently vou wouid fill in the bax under 0 on

your answer sheet: if rewsrds are msde 3*2
infreguently then you would fill in the

under A on your snswer sheet.

ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET INDICATE, BY FILLING IN THE APPROPRIATE BOX, HOW FREQUENTLY EACH COMOITION
OCCURS IN YOUR ORGANMIZATION

1. This organization encoursges super-~ 1S. This organization improves the
visors to consider employee idess fringe benefit plans it provides
in meking decisions. its empioyess.

2. This orgenization is considered by 16. This organization rewerds its
others in the field to be & lesder. emp loyees.

3. T™is organization seeks the bdest 17. Pecple in the organization get
possisie people for the jobs it ahosd on who they know not what
hes open. they know.

b. Pecple who werk in this orgenize- 18. T™his orgenization’'s persomnel
tion do not refer to themselves practices result in pecple who
as compeny pecele. are unsble to handie the job.

S. This organization emphesizes get- 19. This organization enforces rules
ting the werk dome. and regulations.

6. This orgenization provides emplovees 20. Promotions in this organization asre
the osportunity to develop themselves. made on 3 seniority basis.

7. The genersl public considers this 2). People at different levels in this
organization to be a high status organization are informed sbout
organization. . what is going on.

8. New emplovees find out whet this 22. T™is orgenization takes an
organization is all about. interest in the well-being of its

9. This organization provides oppor= oo |oyees.
tunities for professional traine 23. This organization encoursges super-
ing. visors to cammunicate the orgeniza=

L]
10. This organization provides condi- tion's gosl to employess.

tions which give employees security. 24. There is open communication (up and
11. New people in this orgenization do :ﬂlml'lm interacting organiza-
not recsive a specified amount of *

supervised experience before they 25. People outside the organization think
are required to work on their own. that the people who work here ere

12. This organization directly relates high caliber pecple.
rewsrds (0 the employee's performence. 26. Work groups (units, depertments) in

this organization have conflicting
goals and objectives.

27. People outside this organization do
0ot think much of what this organiza-
tion is trying to accompl!ish.

13. This organization hes conditions which
keep pecple from getting their jobs done.

1. This orgenization is flexible (it does
not ‘'go by the book'') in the wey it
makes decisions.

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE IN THIS BOOKLET
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SECTION TWQ: OESCRIPTION OF YOUR JOB. In this section, we would like you to describe what
conditions exist for you on the job you hold. Again, you can do this by filling in the box
on your answer shest that indicates how frequently each of these conditions or events gener~
ally occur on your job.

Very Very
Infrequently Infrequently Somet imes Frequently Frequently
A [ ] (4 0 €
(] 0 0 0 0

ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET INDICATE THE FREQUENCY WITH WHICH THE CONDITION OCCURS ON YOUR JOB

Plesse be sure you
are ot spece 2§ on
your answer shest

28. More applicants epply for the kind 43. New employees on the job are assigned
of jobs | have then the organizstion to & specific person who helps them
can hire. get used to the job.

29. Supervisors | heve contsct with halp Ws. The job | am involved in requires
pecpie get their work done; super- peopie with rere skills.
visors facilitate, rather than hinder 5. People on the job lack the oppor=

work accompl ishment. tunity to develop new skills and

30. Sussrvisors | work with use the rewerds sbilities.

they have (praise, performence 6. ™he
. re exists definite "in'' and '‘out
appraisais) to let pecele know when 9 on the job.

they‘'ve done 8 fine job.
7. Supsrvisors | deal with explain to
. Peoce i orgeni I have
n ".’:: ::.‘r‘“ of j:‘ f" employees the things they can expect
respec * from performing in different weys.

32. Pecple coming on the job get special 8. Ins
N upervising people, bosses | work
training that helps them get started. with teke into  how le
33. In their job behevior, pecpie | heve fes! from one day to another.
:::::" ""‘;’:::‘!m“:“ &9. Conditions on my job are confusing.
50. Supervisors | work with shere with

34. Cmplovess on the job are informed

about how thalir job Fits in with subordinates informetion about whet

other jobs. is heppening in the compeny.

35. The kind of jobs thet | sm involved S e e Job eatablish sersane!
in attract psople with little skill. °

36. Pecple on my job sre sssigned ine 52. Emplovess are ngt given the oppor-

tunity to get special training to
voluntary overtime. help them do their job.

37. Pecple heip each other out on the job. 53. Supervisors | work with do not
38. In the job | have, peocple fail to what their people went.
set their am work goals. Sk. People on the job overstate and

39. Supervisors | heve contact with ggerate their lishments.
discuss employee job behaviors

55. T™he job environment allows peocole

with them. to interact.
40. The empioyess | work with on the
56. Pecple arcund here talk sbout the
job heve & wide range of interests. pride they have in their job.
bl. Cach jod is given certain specified 57. Supervisors | deal with are experts

goais to be attained.

42. Conditions on my job do ngg permit
pecple to reech their work goels.

at the jobs they supervise.

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE N THIS BOOKLET
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SECTION FOUR (a): OESCRIPTION OF CAREER. Another consideration people might take Into account when
thinking sbout whether they will remein with their present organization is their career. A person's
career consideration might take two forms: (1) their own personal planning of & career, as well as
whare they fee! they ere in their career progress, and (2) the extent to which conditions within
their organization and in their job affect their career.

First, wa would like you to tell us what you think about your career and your job as an sspect
of your career. To do this, indicate on your snswer sheet how accurste esch statement is as @
dascription of your career plamning and your career progress.

Not at all Merginailly Somewhet Genersily Very
Accurate Accurete Accurate Accurate Accurate
A ] [ ] €
0 0 0 0 0

INDICATE NOW ACCUMATE EACH STATEMENT IS CONCERNING YOUR CAREER

Please bde sure you
are at spece 84 on
your answer shest

91. | have chosen my present job in
ping stone’' to another job. terms of how much it contributes to

85. | have reslistically plenned whet Sy career.
| wil) be doing in the future. 92. | have sericusly considered pursuing

86. | don't give career issues much 3 oumber of careers.
attention. 93. | pick my jobs as they coms, not Iin

87. My job is one | have for reesons terms of any career program.
beyond my control. 9%. The job | have hes little to do

88. The choice of my present job hed with my career.

8h. | cthink of my job as being a 'step~

nothing to do with any career plans. 95. | am not sure whet my career plens are.
89. | don’'t think | heve much control over 96. | don't think | will actively con=

what job(s) | held in the future. tinue to pursue the career | am in.
90. | am just about where | went to be 97. | know whet training and/or experi-

in ay career. ence | need to advence in my career.

w: OESCRIPTION OF CAREER, CONTIMUED. As 2 second step in understanding how your
caresr mey affect your considerations about whether to remein with your present organization, we
would 1iks you to indicate the frequency with which organizationsl and job conditions affect your
caresr. Plesse do this again by using the response scale provided below and filling .in the
appropriste space on your answer sheet.

Very Very
infrequently Infrequent!ly Somatimes Frequently Frequently
A [} c 0 €
g 0 0 0 (]

ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET INOICATE TME FREQUENCY WITH WMICH THE ORGANIZATIONAL CONOITIOM AFFECTS YOUR CAREER

Plesse be sure you
are at space 38 on
your answar sheet

98. Thers are opportunities for me to 102. This orgsnization does not taks
PuUrsue my career intsrests in this people’s career interests into cone
organization. sideration when placing them in

99. This orgenization provides informe= verious positions.
tion about how different jobs fit 103. Supervisors | work for inhibit my
into different career programs. career progress.

100. The organization provides informetion 10k. The organization mekes it difficult for

and counsel ing about my career.

101. This organization heips me achieve
my psrsonsl| career goals.

me to change into a different career.

105. This organization exposes pecple to jobs
that fit into various career patterns.

PLEASE DO MOT WRITE IN THIS BOOKLET
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SECTION THREE: OESCRIPTION OF YOUR TASK(S). You have aiready described the orgenization and
the ismediate job situation. For this section of the survey we went & description of the
specific tasks and duties you perform in your job. Plesse use the sems scale as shown below
to indicate how frequently esch condition or event occurs.

Very _ Very
infrequently Infrequently Somet imes Frequently Fr ly
A [} 4 L] €
0 0 0 ] ]

ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET INDICATE TWE FREQUENCY WITH WNICH THE CONMDITION OCCURS IN PERFORMING YOUR
TASK(S)

Please be sure you
are at space on
your snswer sheet

58. Pecple can tel! from the outcomes of 71. | have advance werning (encugh time
my tasks and duties thet | have per~ to get ready) before being moved to
formed them rather then some other a new task.
person. 72. The duties | have sre set up so that

59. The tasks | work at require me to | male decisions sbout what | will be
moke different kinds of decisions. working at.

60. Getting my task dome in this company 73. Tesks are set up here 30 that from
requires coordinating the efforts day=to=dey | know what | will dbe
of & number of pecple. working at.

61. | parform tasks which not meny pecele 74. The tesks | work at are set up 30
| work with could accomplish. that | do ngt work with others.

62. Supplies nesded for my job are . | have responsibility for doing more

than one specific tesk.

. The equipment and procedures | use
in getting my. tasks done bresk dowm.

. Performing my duties requires ail the

5
63. My task is set up so thet | get to 76

see the finished product as the
final outcome of what | do. n
78

6. Ny task requires me to do pretty skills | have.
much the seme things over and over. . Other people in this compeny very
65. | have to learn difficult skills much depend on how | accomplish my
and sbilities in performing my task. tasks.
66. ™e tasks | do require updating of 79. | schedule my own work.
skills and abilicies. 80. Meking en error in performing my
67. ™ere is only one way to get my tasks has grave consequences.
tasks sccomp)ished. 81. An important part of accomplishing
68. my task is set up so thet | can my task is working with others.
:T::':L"'_;"; procedures for gat- 82. | am moved from task to task befors
¢ being adble to completely lesrn sny
69. My task does not allow me to find one task.
out how | am doing on the job. 83. My general heaith affects how well
70. | find out very Quickly whether my | can perform my tasks.

task performence is appropriats.

PLEASE 00 NOT WRITE IN THIS BOOKLET
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SECTionN FIvE igl: OESCRIPTION OF YOUR FAMILY. In order to understond how sams non-jod related
things mey affect people’s decisions about whether to remein with their present organizetion, we
would Vike to first ask you to describe soms aspects of your family. In the second pert of this
section wa will them ask you to indicate to what extent your orgenization, including your job and
task affect conditions and events in your family.

Very Very
Infrequent ly Iinfrequently Somet imes Frequent ly Frequently
A ] [4 0 €
0 g 0 0 [

PLEASE INDICATE THE FREQUENCY WITH WMICH THME CONDITIONS OR EVENTS OCCUR IN YOUR FAMILY 8Y FILLING
IN THE APPROPRIATE 80X ON THE ANSWER SHEET

Please be sure you
are at spacs 106 on
your answer sheet

106. My femily worries about 119. My wife (or husband) is more
(real or possibie) expenses involved with raising the
for family sickness. children then |.

107. my family and | taks vaca~ 120. My family pursues leisure
tion trips. time activities.

108. My family entertains 121. My family puts money in the
friends. . bank or invests for the future.

109. 1 do ngg have time to do 122. ny family asks to visit my
things with my family. workplace.

110. There is no tims to take 123. ny femily ond | work around
care of personal family the house.
business. 126. There are things my fasily

111, My femily gots tegether needs that we are not able
with relatives. to afford.

112. Activities of my speuse 125. ny family is restricted in
are interfered with. what they can do in this ares.

113. y femily discusses things 126. My family msets interesting
hout my job. people.

116, Ny wife (or hushband) pertici- 127. ny family is isolated from
pates in ec-ml ity and/or people they enjoy being with.
other social or religious
sctivities. 9 128. My femily tells ms | am moody.

11S. ny family moves from one 129. My wife (or husbend) mekes

important decisions affecting
the family by herseif (himself).

130. My family discusses moving to
another area.

ares of ths country to another.

116. My family worries sbout the
schools our child(ren) is

(are) in.

117. My family is not free to de- . it ::“:.’:;:;‘i"“' “,’z‘"‘"
cide when to do things they ! b l"; oF community
went to do. sctivities.

118. My family lats others know 132. my family discusses with others

what orgenization | work for. what | do for & living.

PLEASE 00 NOT WRITE (N THIS BOOKLET
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You have just described how frequently various events and conditions occur in your

I’IEJ."Q!! FIVE (b): .
amily. We would |ike you to indicate now to what extent your organization, including your job end
the tasks you perform, affect the frequemcy with which the sbove-msntioned events or conditions occur

in your family.

On your snswer shest indicate how much impect your organization (including your job and tasks)
hes on the frequency of occurrence of esch event or condition. Plesse resd the exsmple.

Not et To a grest
ANl Somewhet Moderste Cons iderable Extent
A [} 4 (] €
g [} ] 0 0
EXAMNPLE :

€at lunch at homs.

Suppose thet you infrequently est lunch at
homs. If this is ''to a grest extent'’

, you would fill in the box under
£ on your answer sheet. Howsver, if your
work hes a '‘woderste’ sffect on how frequently
you eat lunch at homs, you would flll in the
box under C on your snswer sheet.

ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET INDICATE THE INPACT OF YOUR ORGANIZATION, JOB, AMD TASKS ON CONDITIONS OR
EVENTS IN YOUR FAMILY

Plesse be sure you
are at space 1]} on
your answer shest

133. My family worries sbout (resl 146. My wife (or husbend) is more

or possible) expenses for involved with raising the

family sickness. children then I.
135. Ny family and | taks vecation 167. Ny family pursues leisure time

trips. sctivities.
135. My family entertains friends. 168. My family puts money in the bank
136. 1 do ngg * time to do or invests for the future.

things with my family. 189, My family asks to visit my worke
137. There is no time to take care place.

of personsl family business. 150. My family and | -work sround the
138. Wy family gets together with house.

relatives. 1S1. There sre things my family needs
199. Activities of my are that we are not able to efford.

interfered with. 152. ny family is restricted in whet
140. My family discusses things sbout they can do in this ares.

my job. 153. My family meets interesting pecple.
1bl. My wife (or husbend) participetes 164. My femily is isolated from pecple

in community and/or other socisl they enjoy being with.

or raligious sctivities. 1S5. My family tells ms | om moody.
162. My family moves from one ares 156. My wife (or husband) mekes

of the country to anather. important decisions affecting the
143. ny femily worries sbout the foamily by herself (himself).
::"““ our child(ren) is (are) 157. my family discusses moving to
N another ares.
1ols. Ny femily is not free to decide

158, my ¢
when to do things they went to 58 ™ l:u:.’:":;:“"' ‘m""'
do- activities.

165. My family lets others know what

orgenization | work for. 159. My family discusses with others

what | do for a living.

PLEASE 00 MOT WRITE IN THIS BOOKLET
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SECTION SIX (a): SATISFACTION WITH CONOITIONS. In this section we would like you to tell us how
satisfied or dissetisfied you are with the conditions you have described for the orgenization, your
job, your tasks and duties, your family, end your career.

First go back to Section ONE, DESCRIPTION OF YOUR ORGANIZATION, and look at the conditions
and events you described. Then tell us how satisfied or dissatisfied in & resily general sense
those conditions and events meks you, #nd indicate this on your answer sheet. Do the same for
Section TWO, DESCRIPTION OF YOUR JOB, for Section THREE, etc.

Mighly Moderste ly Neither Setisfied Moderately Nighly
Oissetisfied Dissetisfied Nor Dissatisfled ° Satisfied Satisfied
A [ ] ¢ ] €
g 0 0 0 0

INDICATE ON YOUR ANSWER SHEET HOW SATISFIED OR DISSATISFIED YOU ARE WITH THE COMDITIONS IN EACH AREA

Plesse be sure you
are at space 160 on
your answer sheet

160. How satisfied | em with the grggnigzs- 164. Mow satisfied | am with igetional
tign (Section ONE). songicions for my caregr (Section FOUR b).

161. Mow satisfied | am with my job 165. How satisfied | am with my family
(Section TWO). (Section FIVE a).

162. How setisfied | am with my tagk(s) 166. How satisfied | am with the igp-

(Section THREE). ional itl ffect !
imdm Fﬁi Ei

163. Mow satisfied | am with my careqr

(Section FOUR a). 167. How setisfied | am with my life in
genersl.
SECTION SiX ggl: INPORTANCE. You have given us & description snd indicated your satisfaction for
your organization, job, tasks, family and career. Now we would |ike you to indicate on your

answer shest how important esch of these aspects of your work |ife are to you when you think
sbout whether to stay with or lesve your present organizetion.

Mot ot all Somewhat Very Extromsly
|mportant lmportant lmportant Important Important
A [} 4 0 €
0 ] (] 0 0

INOICATE ON YOUR ANSWER SMEET MOW IMPORTANT EACH AREA IS IN DECIDING WHETHER TO REMAIN WITH YOUR
PRESENT ORGANIZATION

Please be sure you

are at spece 16§ on
your answar sheet

168. Orgenizetion conditions I71. Your career considerations
169. Job conditions 172. Orgenizational conditions for
170. Task conditions your caresr

173. Considerations concerning your
family conditions

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE IN THIS SOOKLET
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Ti [} In this section we would |ike to ask & number of questions about your plans or
intentions to remain in your present job, end what you would do if you were to leave your present

organization.
17%. Indicate on your answer shest how strongly you fesl at present about lesving or staying In

your orgenization.
Oon't know
whether |
Strongly went to Strongly
Inclined to Inclined to stay or inclined to inclined to
leave leave leave stay stey
A ] c 0 €
0 0 0 0 0
175. Mow indicate how smuch longer you think you will actuslly stay with your present orgenization.
1 year or less 1=2 years 3=b yeoars 5-10 yeors 10 years «
A [} 4 0 €
0 0 (]

ware to leave your present organization, how meny aiternative positions
pogition, do you realistically expect you

176. 1f for soms reason you
which least g’ir#l’
e —y ropr ltoubc&u& your snswer sheet.
FOUR or more

could get. Mark the app
IER0 ong ™0 ™REL
A (] 4 0 [ 4
(] 0 0 ] 0
177. 1f for some resson you wented to Quit your present job, how msny siternative jobs y_ﬂuq
gresent izac! mlchcnnm,‘mumm&;m.uvuru stically
expect you could get. Mark the appropriate bax on your answer s €.
IERO OoNE ™ T™REE FOUR or more
A ] (4 [] €
] (] ] g

g
178. Now we would liks you to indicate to whet extent your special skills and abilities would help
indicate on your answer sheet by

or hinder you in obtaining an acceptabie siternative job.

filling in the box that is closest to your feelings.
Nei ther
hinder nor Somawhat Greatly

grope L 1] hivdon bndor
e Er
0 g

Greatly
hinder

hinder
A ] 4
0 ] a
179. Mow does your femily feel sbout the organization you work for? Indicate this on your answer
sheet.
My fomily My family My femily ny family My femily
definitely wents prefers that doss not care prefers that wents me to
me to leave wy | leave my whether | | stay in stay with
present present stay or wy present my present
orgenization organization leave orgenization organization
[ ] 4 0 [ 4
(] 0 0

A
0 ]

180. 1f you think about everything you know about your organization and job and the possible events
in the foresessble future, and assuming you went to remsin with your present orgenization, what
are your chances of being able to stay with your present organization?

Extremely
Fair chence Good chance good chance
of staying of staying
€

Extrems ly
Poor chance
of staying

poor chence
of staying of staying
A ] c 0

0 0 0

] 0
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............ esectecssesscasesiiennn

“S!'? SEVEN: SATISFACTION WITH SPECIFIC JOB CHARACTERISTI
your feslings sbout specific aspects of your job. First thi
of the time?

On your snswar shest fill in the appropriste bom:

cs.
nk sbout your WORK.

In this section we are

interested
What is it |ike most

If It describes If you cannot If it doss NOT
your work declde describe your work

A [ ] (4

] ] 0
Plesse be sure you
are at space 181 on
your snswmr shest

WORK ON PRESENT .08

181. Fascinating 187. Respected 193. Challenging
182. Routine 188. Mot 194. On your feet
183. Satisfying 189. Pleasent 195. Frustrating
184. Boring 190. usefu! 196. Simple
185. Good 191. Tiresoms 197. Endless
186. Crestive 192. Meslthful 198. Gives sense of

accomp | | shment

060000000000 000800000000000000000000000000008 0000000 00 PR00s00rserEc0Ecresereesceeessssccessenerenes

Think of the PAY you get naw. MHow weil does esch of the following words describe your present PAY?

On your answer sheet fill in the appropriste bom:
If it deseribes If you cannot

your pey decide
A [}
g (]
Plesse be sure you
are at spece 199 on
your snwer sheet
PRESENT PAY
199. income asdequate for normel 203.
expenses 208,
200. Satisfectory profit-shering 205.
201. Serely live on income 206.
202. Sad 207.

If it does NOT
descride your pey

¢
0

Incame provides luxuries
| nsecure

Less then | deserve
Nighly paid

Underpaid

0666 0000 100000000000000000000000000000r00000cicrssescreteesesesssesseonessssesescsncsssscsssscncscacsss

Think of the OPPORTUNITIES FOR PROMOTION that you have now. How well doss each of the following words

describe these?
On your enswer sheet fi1l in the appropriste box:
If it describes

your 1f you cannot
promotion opportunities decide
A [}
0 0

Please be sure you
are at spece on
your answer sheet

If it does NOT
describe your

promotion opportunities

¢
0

QPPORTUNITIES FOR PROMOTION

208. Good opportunity for sdvence=
mont

"3,
209. Opportunity somswhat |imited 2
210. Promotion on ability 21§
211. Dead-end assignment 216

...... @seesccsscessencccas

212. Good chence for promotion

Unfair promotion policy
Infrequent promotions
Regular promotions

Fairly good chance for promotion

PLEASE 00 NOT WRITE IN THIS BOOKLET
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Think of the kind of SUPERVISION that you get on the job. How wel! doss each of the following words
describe this SUPERVISION?

On your answer sheet fill in the appropriate box:

If it describes 1f it does MNOT
your 1f you cennot describe your
supervision decide supervision
A (] ¢
[ 0 0

Pleese be sure you
are at spece 217 on
your saswer sheet
SUPERVISION ON PRESENT JOB

217. Asks ay sdvice 223. Up=-to~date . 229. Knows job wel!

218. Herd to plesse 224. Ooesn't supervise encugh 230. Seod

219. lmpolite 225. Quick=tempered 231. intelligent

220. Praises 9ood work 226. Tells me where | stend 232. Lesves ms on my own
22). Tectful 227. Annoying 233. Around when needed
222. Influential 228. Stubborn 234, Lezy

e e o8 0c 00 aer0 0000000008000 0°0000000c000000s 000000 0000008000000 00000000000c00crrooscccresasccronrons

Think of the majority of the PEOPLE THAT YOU WORK WITH now or the psople you meet in connection with
your work. How wel! dose esch of the following words describe these pecpie?

On your anmmr shest fi11 In the appropriate bom:

If it describes I1f it does NOT
the people If you cannot describe the pecple
you work with decide you work with
A ] c
] [ g

Plesse be sure you
are ot spece 235 on
your snwwer shest
PEOPLE ON YOUR PRESENT JOS

235. Stimulating 261, Fest 247. unplessent

236. Sering 262. Intelligent 248. Mo privecy

237. Slow 263. Casy to msie enemies 219, Active

238. Ambitious 26h. Talk to much 250. Narrow interests
239. Stupid 265. Smert 251. Loyel

260. Responsidle 206. Lazy 252. Mard to meset

Part SMN@Cuyrlqnt 1962

Reprinted with permission

from Patricia Cain Smith,
Sowling Green State University

MOV PLEASE REMOVE SECTION EIGHT (PERSOMAL DATA) FROM THE ENVELOPE AND COMPLETE IT.
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SECTION EIGHT:
(6-7) AGE: (8) SEX (check one)

—R000

(10=11) EATER TKE AGE OF YOUR YOUNGEST CMILD
(if applicable)

(115 WUMBER OF YOUR OEPENDENTS (INCLUDE
YOURSELF, SPOUSE, CHILDAEN, PARENTS,
€TC.)

(17) 00 YOU OWN OR RENT WHERE YOU LIVE? (check one)

Own Rent
(18-19) EDUCATION:
1 L) 6 9 10 1 _12
grade school high school

(20-23) HOW LONG HAVE YOU WORKED IN YOUR
PRESENT JOB? ____yeers sonths

QUEST IONMAIRE NO.
(9) MARITAL STATUS (check all that apply)
Marriad
Single
Oivorced, Separated or Widowed
(12-13) NUMBER OF CLOSE RELATIVES (UNCLES, COUSINS,
ETC.) SEEN ON A REGULAR BASIS

(16) RACE (check one)

8lack Oriental
Indian Whire
Span i sheAmerican Other (please

specify

CIRCLE THE NUMBER IMDICATING THE TOTAL YEARS OF SCHOOLING YOU HAVE OBTAINED:

| | LS | 16 1| 18 1
technical school, business school, college

(20=27) HOW LONG MAVE YOU WORKED IN YOUR PRESENT
ORGANIZATION? ___years ___months

(28-29) MUMSER OF ORGAN(IZATIONS YOU PREVIOUSLY WORKED FOR_____ .

(30) MABER OF COMUMITY ACTIVITIES/ORGANIZATIONS YOU ARE ENGAGED 1IN

(31) MAVE ANY OF YOUR RELATIVES MAD A CAREER 1N YOUR ORGANIZATION? (check one)

;

(32) HOM LONG DOES IT TAKE YOU TO GET TO WORK
FROM WHERE YOU LIVE (check one):

less then 10 minutes
between 10 and 20 minutes
Lbetwesn 20 and 30 minutas
morn than & half hour but less
then U5 minutes

-5 minutes or more

(35-37) WWAT PERCENT OF YOUR FAMILY INCOME DO
YOU PROVIOE 8Y WORKING {specify
percent)

(39) WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING 1S THE BEST
ESTIMTE OF THE SIZE OF YOUR

more than 15,000

(33) 00 YOU WORK (check one)

Full time
Part=time

(34) .00 YOU GO TO SCHOOL (check ons)
PFull=time
—net at all

Part=tims
(38) WHICH OF THE FOLLOWING CATEGORIES B8EST DESCRISE
YOUR JO8 (check one):

—Upper Management

Middle Managemant
First-line t
lerical/Administrative

—c
ki1 led Vorker
—Other (specify)

(40=l5) IN THIS SPACE WRITE YOUR JO8 TITLE

(46) 1N THIS SPACE WRITE WHAT YOUR ORGANIZATION
0OES (please de specific)
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