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Abstract

This research suggests there is more to learn about salesperson organizational commitment. It proposes novel antecedents and consequences of organizational commitment. The empirical results shed additional light on the nature of organizational commitment in salespersons. The paper concludes with implications that may of interest to sales managers.


Organizational commitment has been studied extensively both in the personal selling literature and in the employee relations literature (see Brown and Peterson 1993, and Ko, Price and Mueller 1997). It has recently been the subject of renewed interest. One result has been its reconceptualization as an aspect of relationship commitment which is composed of affective commitment or attachment to the employment relationship (i.e., liking the relationship and wanting to remain in it), normative commitment to the relationship (i.e., remaining in it because one ought to), and structural commitment (e.g., remaining in the relationship because there is no alternative, etc.) (see Allen and Mayer 1990). This research focuses on affective commitment, termed affective organizational commitment or simply organizational commitment in this research to be consistent with its historic label (e.g., Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian 1974), but the research will return to relationship commitment (i.e., organizational or affective commitment, plus structural commitment, etc.) in the Results and Discussion section.


Affective organizational commitment is believed to have the relationship quality antecedent "overall satisfaction with the relationship." This empirical results of this research reveal the linkage between these two variables is more complex than previous research has suggested. The present research proposes that organizational commitment also has the uninvestigated relationship quality antecedents procedural justice (fair treatment regarding policies and procedures) and goal congruency (shared goals and objectives).


Organizational commitment has been strongly associated with the consequent employee behavior exiting. This research suggests that it also has the uninvestigated consequents employee perceptions of the attractiveness of alternative relationships, and employee voice (constructive attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions). The balance of the paper describes a test of these proposed relationships using a nationwide survey of salespersons and Kenny’s (1979) procedure for structural equation analysis, and it concludes with a discussion of the implications of this research.

Hypotheses
Satisfaction, Organizational Commitment and Exiting
Consistent with previous conceptual and empirical research, overall relationship satisfaction should be positively associated with organizational commitment for salespersons, and organizational commitment should be negatively associated with exiting (see Brown and Peterson 1993 for a summary).


Although salesperson satisfaction has been observed to be negatively associated with exiting when organizational commitment is not measured (e.g., Netemeyer, Johnson and Burton 1990), based on Williams and Hazer’s 1986 and other’s studies (e.g., Davy, Kinicki and Scheck 1991) the satisfaction-exiting association should be mediated by organizational commitment, and thus satisfaction should not be directly associated with exiting when organizational commitment is measured (however see Sager 1994). This is consistent with Rosse and Miller’s (1984) arguments that dissatisfied employees first withdraw emotionally before they withdraw physically.

Goal Congruence
Salespersons’ perceptions that they and their firm have similar goals and objectives, or congruent goals, should be positively associated with organizational commitment. Agency theory predicts that principals (e.g., firms) and agents (e.g., salespersons) should have divergent goals (e.g., the firm maximizes profit while the salesperson maximizes personal income) (see Eisenhardt 1985). To the extent the organization’s goals and objectives approximate those of the individual (e.g., via profit sharing), the individual should be attracted to the organization (Byrne 1969). Over time, sharing similar goals and objectives should be rewarding to the individual. These rewards should strengthen the individual’s identification with the organization, and they should increase an individual’s efforts to maintain and build the relationship, which captures Mowday, Steers and Porter’s (1979) definition of organizational commitment (p. 226).


Satisfaction should be positively associated with goal congruence. As overall satisfaction with the relationship increases, the relationship should become more attractive and an individual should be more likely to conform to the goals and objectives of the group (Festinger 1954).

Procedural Justice
Procedural justice, the overall evaluation of company policy and procedure fairness, their enactment, and treatment of employees, should be positively associated with organizational commitment for the same reasons as goal congruence: Procedural justice is rewarding and these rewards should strengthen identification with the organization, including its goals and objectives.


Procedural justice should also be positively associated with goal congruence for the same reasons as satisfaction: procedural justice should make the relationship more attractive and an individual should be more likely to conform to the goals and objectives of the group.

Alternative Attractiveness
Alternative attractiveness should be negatively associated with organizational commitment. While it seems plausible that unattractive alternative employment relationships would increase affective organizational commitment, Rusbult and Buunk (1993) argue that the linkage between these two variables works in reverse: They argue affective relationship commitment actually decreases the attractiveness of alternative relationships, through a process they term discounting, which reduces cognitive dissonance (Festinger 1957).


Consistent with previous conceptual and empirical research, alternative attractiveness should be negatively associated with exiting (e.g., Ko, Price and Mueller 1997). Further, switching cost should be negatively associated with alternative attractiveness because increased switching cost makes the alternative relationship more costly to attain, and thus makes it is less attractive.

Voice
Organizational commitment should be positively associated with voice, constructive attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions. As organizational commitment increases, the relationship becomes more valuable, and when the inevitable relationship problems occur, the individual should be more likely to take positive action to remedy the situation (see Hirschman 1970).


Previous conceptual and empirical research suggests that switching cost should be negatively associated with exiting (see Ping 1993).


These hypothesized relationships are summarized in Figure 1.

Method
Measures versus Model Fit 
When using structural equation analysis, it is customary to delete items from measures specified as unidimensional to attain or improve measurement model-to-data fit. This separates measurement from structure in the structural model and thereby minimizes interpretational confounding (Burt 1976) (see Anderson and Gerbing 1988). Further, many substantive researchers appear to believe that multi-item measures that are unidimensional in exploratory factor analysis are psychometrically unacceptable if they do not fit the data in a confirmatory factor model. There are even suggested procedures that increase the efficiency and effectiveness of this activity (e.g., Anderson and Gerbing 1982:454, Jöreskog 1993, Kano and Ihara 1994, and Ping 1998; see Dwyer and Oh 1987, Gerbing and Anderson 1988, and Kumar and Dillon 1987).


Nevertheless, authors have warned against deleting items to attain model-to-data fit in a unidimensionally specified measurement model (e.g., Cattell 1973, 1978). The resulting measure may no longer adequately sample the domain of the target construct (e.g., Cattell 1973 noted the items in such scales are often trivial restatements of each other, and termed the narrow content of these items “bloated specific.” 


It is well known that lack of fit in measurement and structural models may be an artifact of the comparatively large sample sizes required in structural equation analysis (see Hoelter 1983). Lack of fit in structural equation analysis also may be an artifact of many constructs in a structural models (see Anderson and Gerbing 1984). Lack of fit in measurement models may be an artifact of having more than 6 items in a measure (rather than an indication of lack of unidimensionality in the Anderson and Gerbing 1988 sense-- see Bagozzi and Heatherton 1994:43; also see Anderson and Gerbing 1984). Thus for measures that are unidimensional in an exploratory (common) factor analysis, deleting items to attain confirmatory model-to-data fit may not be more desirable than using the full measure, especially an older well-established measure developed before structural equation analysis became popular. 


Fortunately, there is an alternative to deleting items to be able to use structural equation analysis. Kenny (1979) suggested a structural equation analysis procedure that rigidly separates measurement from structure without the potential for measurement model fit limiting the number of items in a measure. His procedure uses reliability to specify the loading,  (i.e.,  = , where  denotes reliability), and the measurement error variance, , (i.e.,  = Variance(X)(1 - ) of a single summed indicator of a unidimensional construct X. Variations of this procedure have been used elsewhere in the social sciences (see for example Heise and Smith-Lovin 1982; James, Mulaik and Brett 1982; and Williams and Hazer 1986), but the procedure is unfamiliar to marketers. Thus, this research breaks with convention by arguing that unidimensional scales should not always have items deleted at the expense of content validity simply to improve model-data fit when Kenny (1979) has provided a reasonable alternative.

Measures
Satisfaction, the global evaluation of relationship fulfillment, was initially measured using several scales (one due to Bagozzi 1980a, and one adapted from a measure developed by Ping 1993). Based on results from pretests using scenario analysis the Ping 1993 measure was selected for the final test (see Table 4 for an example item).
 
 While this measure was unidimensional using exploratory (common) factor analysis and the final test data, its single construct measurement model did not fit the data acceptably because the measure had 8 items (2/df/p-value = 104/20/0, GFI = .82, AGFI = .69, CFI = .92, and RMSEA = .17). The customary approach of deleting items to obtain acceptable model-to-data fit required removing three items. However, the resulting 5-item measure was judged to be substantially less content valid than the full eight item measure. As a result, the full 8 item Satisfaction measure and the above Kenny procedure were used to estimate the Figure 1 model.


Procedural justice, the overall evaluation of company policy and procedure fairness, their enactment, and treatment of employees, was measured using a scale developed for this research. Measure development was guided by the procedural justice literature (e.g., Tyler and Bies 1990). It was developed using focus groups of salespersons and a jury of academic experts to judge the resulting items using the conceptual definition, and resulted in thirty-eight items. Subsequently, scenario analyses suggested that the 38-item measure was multidimensional, and items were omitted using exploratory maximum likelihood common factor analysis (EML-CFA) to produce a unidimensional final-test measure containing eighteen items. With the final-test data the procedural justice measure was unidimensional using EML-CFA, but because the measure contained eighteen items confirmatory model fit was impossible. The largest subset of items that did fit the data omitted 13 items and produced a measure that was judged to no longer content valid. Thus, the full eighteen item Procedural Justice measure was used with the Kenny (1979) procedure to estimate the Figure 1 model.


Other study measures required item deletion to attain model fit, but the submeasures that fit the data were judged less content valid than the original full measures. As a result, other study measures utilized the Kenny procedure to estimate Figure 1.


For example, goal congruency, the perception that the company and salespeople have the same goals and objectives, was measured using a scale developed by Anderson (1988). While unidimensional using EML-CFA, it did not fit the data in a single construct measurement model, and the full measure was used.


Organizational commitment, an individual’s organizational identification and involvement, was measured using a scale developed by Mowday, Steers and Porter (1979). It was multidimensional using EML-CFA in the final test.
 However, because it is an established measure and we wished to preserve its content validity, it was specified as a second-order construct in Figure 1 as Gerbing, Hamilton and Freeman (1994:574) suggested.


Measures for alternative attractiveness, the global evaluation of the relationship fulfillment avail​able in the best available alterna​tive relationship, switching cost, the cost to change employers, and voice, constructive attempts to change objectionable relationship conditions, were adapted from measures developed by Ping (1993). These measures were unidimensional using EML-CFA and the final test data.


Exiting was measured as exit propensity, the disinclination to continue the current relationship, and was initially measured using two scales, one due to Bluedorn (1982), and another adapted from a measure developed by Ping (1993). Based on pretest results only the second measure was unidimensional using EML-CFA and it was included in the final test were it was also unidimensional using EML-CFA.


Example items for these measures are shown in Table 4.

Sampling

The study population was U.S. salespersons who represent a single firm which employs them (i.e., excluding independent agents and brokers). The sampling frame was the circulation list of a major sales publication, and sampling involved n-th name selections of 100 pretest salesperson names and addresses, then 900 final test names and addresses. The pre- and final test mailings included a cover letter assuring respondent anonymity, and a $2 bill as a response incentive, and the final test mailing was followed by two follow-up postcard mailings, a remailing of the questionnaire, and two more postcard follow-ups.

Pretesting

As discussed earlier, the final test mailing was preceded by several scenario analyses that were used to preliminarily validate the measures (see Footnote 1). These were followed by a pretest mailing that was used primarily to gauge the response rate, and secondarily to further assess the psychometric properties of the measures. Minor changes were made to the letter, and questionnaire instructions and format, between the pre- and final test mailings.

Final Test

Two hundred eighty-four responses were usable from the final-test mailing (32% usable response rate). These responses were used to determine the representativeness of the responses, and to reexamine the psychometric properties of the measures. Based on a comparison of the demographics of the responses and published salespersons’ demographics, the set of responses were judged to be representative of the study population.

Reliability and Validity

As discussed earlier, the measures were unidimensional in the final test except for organizational commitment, which produced three dimensions. The items in each factor were averaged to produce three indicators of the second order construct organizational commitment. To conserve degrees of freedom these three indicators were then averaged to produce a single indicator of organizational commitment to estimate the Figure 1 model.


The reliabilities of the study variables were above .88 which suggests the study measures were reliable (see Table 3).


Each measure was judged to be content valid, and each latent variable was correlated with the other latent variables in theoretically plausible directions (see Table 3), which suggests the construct validity of these measures. In addition, they each had an Average Variance Extracted (AVE) (Fornell and Larker 1981) above .5 which suggests their discriminant validity (see Table 3).
where i is the loading of the indicator xi on its Latent Variable X, Var is variance, ei is the measurement error of xi, and  indicates a sum. For unidimensional X, i2 is approximated by the sum of squares of the loadings in a Maximum Likelihood exploratory common factor analysis (i.e., the sum of the communalities or the eigenvalue of the items). Var(X) can be set to one, and Var(ei) is approximated by n - i2. Substituting these estimates into the above equation, AVE is approximately the explained variance of the items in a Maximum Likelihood exploratory common factor analysis. Further, with two exceptions, each measure’s squared correlation with the other study variables was less than the AVE’s of both variables involved in the correlation, which suggests their discriminant validity (see Fornell and Larker 1981 and Table 3). However, Satisfaction (SAT) and Procedural Justice (PJUST) had AVE’s that were less than the squared correlation between them (see Table 3). This suggests that they each had more variance in common (i.e., their squared correlation) than either had in error-free variance (i.e., their AVE). This in turn suggests a lack of discriminant validity between SAT and PJUST. Stated differently, SAT was empirically indistinct from PJUST in the study. Similarly, SAT was indistinct from Organizational Commitment in the study.
 Nevertheless, this did not prevent estimation of the Figure 1 measurement and structural models.

Measurement and Structural Models

The measure​ment and structural models corresponding to Figure 1, were estimated using covariances, LISREL 8, and maximum likelihood; and the results are shown in Tables 1, 2 and 3.


The fixed values for loadings and measurement errors of the single summed indicators suggested by Kenny (1979) in the measurement and structural models were specified using reliabilities. Because a single indicator construct is under determined, estimates of its loading and measurement error variance are required. Authors have defined the reliability of an indicator as the square of the correlation between the indicator and its construct (i.e., its loading) (see Bollen 1989). Thus the loading of a construct specified with a single indicator is , where  is the latent variable reliability of the measure. However, for unidimensional constructs there is little practical difference between coefficient alpha () and the latent variable reliability  (Anderson and Gerbing 1988). It is well known that the measurement error variance of an indicator x is Var(x)(1-), where Var(x) is the variance of x. Thus the loading and measurement error of a unidimensional measure X specified with a single indicator, are  and Var(X)(1-) respectively.


The structural model for Figure 1 was judged to fit the data using several popular fit criteria, such as Compara​tive Fit Index (CFI) (Bentler 1990) and Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA) (Steiger 1990, see Jöreskog 1993).
 

 
Results and Discussion

The study hypotheses were supported, except Procedural Justice (PJUST) was not directly associated with affective organizational commitment (ORGCOM) (see Table 1). Based on the Table 2 total effects (i.e., direct- plus indirect effects) implied by the paths in Figure 1, the hypothesized relationships were also supported except PJUST was not associated with ORGCOM.


In probing the Figure 1 model, the direct path between Satisfaction (SAT) and Exiting (EXITING) was non significant when it was freed (ORGCOM, PJUST = .15, t = .75). This is consistent with other satisfaction-organizational commitment-exiting studies, and together such results add to the growing evidence that there may be no direct relationship between satisfaction and exiting.


The significant negative direct and total effects of ORGCOM on Alternative Attractiveness (ALT) in the study, and the non significant direct and total effects in the other direction, suggest that salesperson alternative attractiveness was likely to be increased by declining affective organizational commitment as Rusbult and Buunk (1993) predicted, but that increased alternative attractiveness was not likely to have an effect on affective organizational commitment.
 While generalizing from a single study is risky, this suggests that salespersons are likely to devalue alternatives as their affective organizational commitment increases. Unfortunately however, this also means that as affective organizational commitment declines for salespersons the attractiveness of their alternatives is likely to increase.


ORGCOM and Voice (VOICE) were positively associated in the study. Further, modification indices and first derivatives (not reported) suggest that the direction of the effect was from ORGCOM to VOICE and not from VOICE to ORGCOM in the study.
 This suggests that as salespersons became more affectively committed to their organizations, they were more likely to be vocal when the inevitable relationship problems occurred. In different words, salespersons who were not vocal were likely to be less affectively committed to their organizations. While the association was only moderate, this is consistent with Napoleon’s statement that his only fear was the silence of his army.


ORGCOM was negatively associated with EXITING in the study. Based on modification indices and first derivatives (not reported), it is likely that the direction of this effect was from ORGCOM to EXITING and not from EXITING to ORGCOM.
 However in this case it is not necessarily true that not exiting implies affective commitment. Based on the significant positive association between ALT and EXITING, unattractive alternatives may also hold exiting at bay. In fact, this is the central argument that Allen and Meyer 1990, among others (see Levinger 1979), appear to make regarding relationship commitment: individuals stay in (i.e., appear to be committed to) a relationship either because they want to (i.e., relationship quality is high) or because they have to (e.g., the alternatives are not attractive, etc.).


The relationship between PJUST and ORGCOM has not been tested to our knowledge. Possible explanations for the observed lack of association between the two variables in salespersons include too small a sample (the indirect PJUST-GOALCON-ORGCOM effect approached significance-- IndirectORGCOM,PJUST-GOALCON = .08, t = 1.85), invalidity in procedural justice (or organizational commitment) (which the final test psychometrics seemed to rule out), and lack of variance (however, Var(PJUST) = .73, VAR(ORGCOM) = 1.21, which compare favorably to the variances of the other variables that ranged from .34 to 1.41). Other possibilities include that salespersons in the sample simply were not likely to be sensitive to procedural justice when forming or modifying their organizational commitment, or that SAT accounted for most the PJUST-ORGCOM variance because PJUST was empirically indistinct from SAT.


To test this last possibility, items were omitted from SAT to increase its AVE and thereby make it distinct from PJUST and ORGCOM. While the correlations of SAT with PJUST and ORGCOM remained high (rSAT,PJUST = .83, rSAT,ORGCOM = .84) and the content validity of SAT was degraded, the resulting PJUST-ORGCOM indirect and total effects were significant (IndirectORGCOM,PJUST-GOALCON = .22, t = 3.33; TotalORGCOM,PJUST-GOALCON = .27, t = 2.61), but the direct effect was not (ORGCOM,PJUST = .04, t = .45). Thus SAT may have accounted for most the PJUST-ORGCOM variance.


These results have several implications. First, the significant PJUST-GOALCON-ORGCOM association and the nonsignificant PJUST-ORGCOM association suggest the procedural justice relationship with affective organizational commitment is mediated by goal congruence for salespersons: procedural justice is likely to increase affective commitment by first increasing goal congruence, rather than directly.


The historically high observed correlations between satisfaction and affective organizational commitment when coupled with the difficulty measuring satisfaction so that it was empirically distinct from affective organizational commitment in the present study (and possibly other studies-- AVE’s and discriminant validity are not routinely reported) suggest they may be quite similar as mental constructs, and there may be little practical difference between the two. Thus, it may be pointless to continue to try to distinguish between satisfaction and affective commitment.


Similarly,  procedural justice and goal congruency were quite empirically similar to each other, and they were quite similar to satisfaction and affective commitment in the present study (see Table 3). These strong empirical similarities suggest these variables may be facets of a higher order construct, Relationship Quality (RQ), as Allen and Meyer (1990) seem to imply. For example, SAT, PJUST, GOALCON, and ORGCOM were respecified in the present study as a second order construct that fit the data (2/df/p-value = 2.6/2/.27, GFI = .99, AGFI = .95, CFI = .99, and RMSEA = .04). In addition, they were all about equally correlated with RQ (rRQ,ORGCOM [= StandardizedRQ,ORGCOM2] = .57, rRQ,SAT = .58, rRQ,GOALCON = .52, rRQ,PJUST = .63). Thus an alternative Figure 1 model would specify satisfaction, procedural justice, goal congruency, and affective organizational commitment as first-order “indicators” of the second-order construct RQ.


However, Allen and Meyer’s (1990) arguments that relationship commitment is composed of affective commitment, normative commitment, and structural commitment suggest there may be another Figure 1 model that involves a higher order construct Relationship Commitment (RC) and is composed of Relationship Quality and Structural Commitment variables such as alternative attractiveness and switching cost. Indeed respecifying Figure 1 by combining SAT, PJUST, GOALCON, ORGCOM, ALT and SWITCH into a second order construct, RC, nearly fit the data (2/df/p-value = 20/9/.01, GFI = .95, AGFI = .89, CFI = .97, and RMSEA = .09). Specifying RC without PJUST fit the data almost perfectly (2/df/p-value = 4.1/5/.52, GFI = .98, AGFI = .96, CFI = 1.00, and RMSEA = .00). The correlations of RC with these “indicators” were rRC,ORGCOM = .76, rRC,ALT = .39, rRC,SAT = .61, rRC,GOALCON = .42, and rRC,SWITCH = .13.


This result has several implications. In this study Relationship Commitment could be specified with Relationship Quality variables such as affective commitment, satisfaction, and goal congruency, plus Structural Commitment variables such as alternative attractiveness and switching cost, which supports Allen and Meyer (1990) arguments concerning the facets of person-organization commitment. Further, because Relationship Quality variables such as ORGCOM and SAT were the most highly correlated with RC, and Structural Commitment variables such as ALT and SWITCH were less so, relationship commitment was driven primarily by relationship quality in this context. The EXITING associations with ORGCOM and ALT in the original Figure 1 model suggest the same thing: the opposite of relationship commitment, exiting, is driven primarily by relationship quality variables in this context.
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Table 1- Standardized Direct Effect Estimates for the Figure 1 Modela
Model Fit: 2/df/p=20/13/.05, GFI=.96, AGFI=.89, CFI=.98, RMSEA=.07b
                 SAT      PJUST    GOALCON        ALT     SWITCH     ORGCOM    R2
            ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ---

      SAT       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑    - -

    PJUST       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑    - -

  GOALCON      0.435      0.404       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑    .65

              (3.404)c   (3.175)

      ALT       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑      ‑0.174     ‑0.691   .66

                                                         (‑2.694)
 (‑10.366)

    VOICE       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑       0.377   .14












   (4.499)

  EXITING       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑       0.232     ‑0.176     ‑0.553   .68

                                               (2.223)   (‑2.871)
  (‑5.496)

   ORGCOM      0.763     ‑0.123      0.210     ‑0.157       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑    .91

              (6.593)   (‑1.255)    (2.593)   (‑1.946)

__________

a The table is read from column to row. For example the direct effect of SAT on GOALCON is .435.

b CFI = Compara​tive Fit Index (.90 or higher indicates acceptable fit), and RMSEA = Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (0-.05 suggests close model-to-data fit, .051-.08 suggests acceptable model-to-data fit) (Steiger 1990).

c T-value.

Table 2- Standardized Total Effect Estimates for the Figure 1 Modela
                SAT       PJUST    GOALCON        ALT     SWITCH      ORGCOM

            ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑   ‑‑------

      SAT       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑      

    PJUST       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑      

  GOALCON      0.435      0.404       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑      

              (3.404)b   (3.175)








      ALT     ‑0.663      0.029     ‑0.163      0.122     ‑0.195     ‑0.776

             (-6.677)    (0.390)   (‑2.557)    (1.771)   (‑2.698)
  (‑8.812)

   SWITCH       ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑        ‑ ‑      

    VOICE      0.361     ‑0.016      0.089     ‑0.066      0.011      0.423

              (4.066)   (‑0.392)    (2.224)   (‑1.614)    (1.404)
   (4.309)

  EXITING     ‑0.685      0.030     ‑0.169      0.358     ‑0.239      -.801

             (‑7.231)    (0.390)   (‑2.581)    (3.199)   (‑3.750)
  (‑9.185)

   ORGCOM      0.959     ‑0.042      0.236     ‑0.176      0.030      0.122

              (8.625)   (‑0.390)    (2.625)   (‑1.174)    (1.488)
   (1.771)

__________

a The table is read from column to row. For example the total effect of SAT on ALT is -.643.

b T-value.

Table 3- Psychometrics of the Study Measures

Disattenuated) Correlations:a

SAT
PJUST
GOALCON ALT
SWITCH
VOICE
EXITING  ORGCOM
Reliability

SAT
 1








.956

PJUST
 0.868
 1







.979

GOALCON
 0.786
 0.782
 1






.912

ALT
‑0.696
‑0.589
‑0.597
 1





.951

SWITCH
 0.295
 0.216
 0.216
‑0.385
 1




.895

VOICE
 0.351
 0.300
 0.305
‑0.303
 0.115
 1



.967

EXITING
‑0.729
‑0.616
‑0.624
 0.745
‑0.435
‑0.299
 1


.978

ORGCOM
 0.931
 0.797
 0.808
‑0.804
 0.304
 0.377
‑0.794
   1

.886

(Disattenuated) Squared Correlations:b


AVEc -->
0.733
0.726
0.677
0.723
0.740
0.618
0.769
  0.731

 

SAT
PJUST
GOALCON
ALT
SWITCH
VOICE
EXITING  ORGCOM

0.733
SAT
1








0.726
PJUST
0.753
1







0.677
GOALCON
0.618
0.612
1






0.723
ALT
0.484
0.347
0.356
1





0.740
SWITCH
0.087
0.047
0.047
0.148
1




0.618
VOICE
0.123
0.090
0.093
0.092
0.013
1



0.769
EXITING
0.531
0.379
0.389
0.555
0.189
0.089
1

0.731
ORGCOM
0.867
0.635
0.653
0.646
0.092
0.142
0.630
  1

__________

a From the measurement model corresponding to Figure 1.

b An italic indicates a squared correlation that is greater than the AVE of one or both variables involved in the correlation. This suggests lack of discriminant validity between the two variables involved in the correlation (see Fornell and Larker 1981).

c Average Variance Extracted.
Table 4- Example Items in the Study Measures

Measurea


Example Item

SAT (8 items)
All in all, my relationship with my company is very satisfactory (5 point Likert scale).

PJUST (18)
The company's policies are very fair (5 point Likert scale).

GOALCON (5)
Our salespeople strongly feel that they and the company work for common goals and objectives (7 point rating scale- agree to disagree).

ALT (7)
In general, I would be _____ satisfied with the alternative company than/as I am with my company. 



a. Much more       b. More       c. As       d. Less       e. Much less     (5 point rating scale)

SWITCH (6)
Generally speaking, the costs in time, money, effort and grief to switch employers would be high (5 point Likert scale).

VOICE (9)
I will cooperatively try to change things in my company to correct problems I may have with them (5 point Likert scale).

EXITING (8)
I will probably stop working for my company in the near future (5 point Likert scale).

ORGCOM (15)
I am extremely glad I chose this organization to work for over others I was considering at the time I joined (7 point Likert scale).
__________

a The parentheses contain the number of items in each measure.

Figure 1- Abbreviated Structural Model with Hypothesized and Observed Associationsa
[image: image1.wmf]SAT
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a Each construct was specified with a single indicator using the Kenny (1979) procedure described on p. 8. The nonrecursive relationship between ALT and ORGCOM was specified to test the hypothesized direction of that association and the model is identified using a procedure suggested by Berry (1984). The signs indicate the hypothesized associations, and, unless otherwise indicated by parentheses, they also indicate the observed associations.

Endnotes







� Scenario analysis can be used for measure evaluation (see Ping 1996). It involves an experiment in which subjects, typically students, read written scenarios that ask them to imagine they are the subjects of an experiment, then they complete a questionnaire containing the study measures. The results, when compared with other research designs such as surveys, are reported to be similar enough (e.g., Rusbult, Farrell, Rogers and Mainous 1988) to suggest that scenario analysis may be useful in new measure development and the verification of existing measures.


� The Bagozzi (1980a) measure exhibited low convergent validity in the pretests (Average Variance Extracted = .37-- see Footnote 5). It was actually included in the final test to compare the results with the scenario analyses, and it performed similarly (e.g., Average Variance Extracted = .45).


� While organizational commitment was unidimensional when it was proposed (i.e., in Mowday, Steers and Porter 1979), it has been multidimensional when used with salespersons (e.g., Sager 1994).


� In addition to being multidimensional in the pretests, the Bluedorn (1982) measure exhibited implausible correlations with other study measures (e.g., it was either not correlated or positively correlated with the satisfaction measures-- Michaels and Spector 1982 reported similar results).


� AVE can be estimated using estimates available in SPSS, SAS, etc. AVE is given by,


				         (i2)Var(X)


			AVEX  =  ---------------------------- ,


				     (i2)Var(X)+Var(ei)





� The Bagozzi (1980a) measure fared even worse. Because its AVE was so low, it was indistinct from JUST, GOALCON, ORGCOM, and EXITING.


� The Figure 1 model was identified using a procedure suggested by Berry (1984).


� The measurement model for Figure 1 had zero degrees of freedom and fit the data perfectly.


� Model fit using chi square, GFI and AGFI, were slightly low for the Figure 1 structural model (see Table 1). However, chi square, GFI and AGFI may not be adequate for fit assessment in larger samples or models-- see Anderson and Gerbing 1984.


� Sager (1994) observed a direct SAT-EXITING association in the presence of organizational commitment. However, the study associations did not account for measurement error which can bias coefficient estimates in unknown directions.


� Such evidence should be considered as merely suggestive. Directionality can only be disproved by a longitudinal research design.


� See Footnote 11.


� See Footnote 11.





