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Abstract

The effects of changes in the motivational properties of jobs on work attitudes
and behaviors were assessed in a quasi—experimental design. A number of
clerical jobs in a metropolitan bank were redesigned because of a technological
innovation. Changes were made without regard for the motivational character-
istics of the jobs, and without cognizance by bank personnel that there might
be motivational consequences of the changes. Some jobs were made more complex
and challenging, some less so , and the motivational properties of still others
were essentially unaffected. Measures of job characteristics, employee attitudes,
and work behaviors were collected before and after the changes . Results showed
that general satisfaction, growth satisfaction and internal motivation were
directly affected by changes in job characteristics • Satisfaction with the
work context was not affected. Effects of the changes on absenteeism and per-
formance depended on the strength of employee growth needs , which also tended
to moderate attitudinal reactions to the changes. Contrary to expectation,
esployee growth needs themselves were not affected by the altered motivational
characteristics of the jobs.
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number of clerical jobs in a metropolitan bank were redesigned because of
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general satisfaction, growth satisfaction and internal motivation were
directly affected by changes in job characteristics. Satisfaction with
the work context was not affected. Effects of the changes on absentee~sr~
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Effects of Changes In Job Characteristics on Work Attitudes and Behavior:

A Naturally—Occuring Quasi—Experiment

While considerable correlational evidence has accumulated showing rela—

tionships between the characteristics of jobs and the work attitudes and

behaviors of jobho lders , relatively few studies have assessed the causal impact

of actual changes in job characteristics (for reviews, see Hackman, 1977 and

Katzell & Yankelovich , 1975) . Of the published studies that do examine the

ef fects of job changes , most are evaluations of job enrichment or work redesign

programs, in which changes are explicitly intended to improve employee attitudes

S 
and/or productivity .

Such evaluations can be very helpful in increasing knowledge about organi—

zational change processes that involve the redesign of work. But they are of

more limited use in furthering understanding of the impact of changes in job

characteristics per se, for a number of reasons. First, because job enrichment

(and similar programs) always aspire to improvement in the motivational make—up

of jobs , both the range and the direction of alterations in job characteristics

• are necessarily restricted. In addition, and of more serious consequence, work

- - redesign activities invariably involve numerous changes that extend well beyond

alterations in job characteristics themselves——e.g., revision of compensation

practices , placement and promotion policies , superior—subordinate relationships,

and so on. While such non—job changes may help ensure the success of a change

project (and , indeed, may be instituted specifically to buttress and reinforce

improvements made in the job itself) , they also increase ambiguity about what

actually caused any changes in work attitudes or behavior tha t are found.

Ptp*tly, job enrichment programs may create strong expectations, by both managers
•5 -
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and employees , that great benefits will derive from the change project. Such

expectations may powerfully influence attitudes and behavior at work,

independent of alterations in the make—up of the jobs themselves. Again , the

effect is to reduce the certainty with which conclusions can be drawn from

work redesign programs about the direct effects of changes in jobs .

The present study assesses the effects of changes in job characteristics in a

setting where the confounding factors identified above are minimized. Because

of certain technological innovations , the jobs of all employees in a large work

unit in an organization were redesigned. It happened that the change had the

effect of objectively “enriching” some of the jobs, of simplifying and rou—

tinizing others , and of leading to no significant change in the motiviational

characteristics of still others . Because the changes were undertaken soley

for technological reasons , they were designed and implemented without regard to

how “enriched” the jobs were initially. Moreover, neither managers nor employees

held expectations that the motivational characteristics of the jobs would be

altered; instead , all attention was focused on improvements in productivity anti-

cipated from a more efficient and technologically sophisticated workflow.

Measurements of the objective and perceived characteristics of the jobs were

taken both before and after the change, using the Job Diagnostic Survey (Hacksan

& Oldham, 1975) . This instrt nt (which is described in more detail below)

measures a ni~~ sr of job characteristics that have been shown to affect the work

motivation and satisfaction of jobholder., and provides a si ary index of the

complexity and challenge of a job (called the Motivating Potential Score or lIPS) .

In addition, a number of outcome measures (including both affective and

behayioral reactions to the work) were collected before and after the job changes

were made.

Because the direction of the change in job characteristics differed for 
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sub—groups within the organizational unit , it was possibl, to fore three group.

of employees : those whose jobs increased in lIPS as a result of th. change, tho..

whose jobs decreased in lIPS , and those whose jobs were minimally changed in ?~ S.

This provided a relatively strong quas i—experimental design for assessing the

effects of the changes in job characteristics on employee work attitudes and

behavior (i.e., the reversed—treatment non—equivalent control group design, with

pretest and posttest , supplemented with a no—treatment control , as described by
S Cook and CampbeU , 1976).

In addition, the research setting allowed examination of two questions

having to do with the relationship between the design of jobs and the need states

of the people who perform them. The first question addresses the degree to which

individuals ’ needs for growth moderate their reactions to “enriched” vs • routine
- work. A number of researchers have found that people with high growth need

strength (~~S) respond more positively (i.e. , with higher motivation and satis-

faction) to jobs high in motivating potential than do individuals with weaker

GNS (Brief & Aldag, 1975; Rackman & Lawler , 1971; Hackinan & Oldham, 1976; Oldham ,

1976; Sims & Szilagyi,~ 0~~ 2; Wanous , 1974; Zierden , 1975). Al]. of these studies,

however, have employed static correlations between job characteristics and out—

come measures . Because it has not yet been demonstrated that GNS can be used

5 1 to predict the strength of employees ’ responses to changes in their jobs , the

causal status of tbe coflcep t remains unverified. It was possible to address this

issue in the present study by assessing the degree to which initial GNS predicted

the reactions of employees to the changes that subsequently were made in their

jobs . Specifically , it was expected that individuals with high GNS (compared to

low CNS employees) would respond with greater motivation and satisfaction when

their jobs increased in motivating potential—and, by the same token , that high

GNS employees would react more negatively if their jobs decreased in lIPS as a

result of the change.
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Th. second question has to do with the degree to which employee needs for

growth th slves are affected by changes in job characteristics . It frequently

has bs.n argued that long—term work on simple, routine tasks can reduce an

individual ’s desire for personal growth and development (e.g., Work in America,

1973) . While results of some investigations provide inferential support for

this proposition (e.g. , Kornhauser , 1965; Walker & Guest , 1952) , there have

been no studies in which measured need for personal growth has been shown to

vary directly with changes in job characteristics . It was possible to carry

out such a test in the present study , using GNS as an indicator of the level

of desire for personal growth and MPS as an indicator of the overall “richness”

of the work. The expectation is that change in lIPS is directly related to

change in GNS : that is , employees whose new jobs are lower in lIPS than their

original jobs should show a drop in desire for growth , while those whose jobs

are improved should show an increase in (MS. It should be noted , however, that

for the expectation to be supported the impact of the job changes on employee

needs would have to take place in relatively short order , since the interval.

between the actual job changes and the post—measures of need strength was only

about six months.

Method

Research Setting and Subj ects

The research was conducted in a department of a large metropolitan bank.

It involved 49 clerical jobs that required little customer contact. One hundred

. and thirty employees- provided pretest data and 201 provided poattest data. Com-

plate data for both the pre— and post—test periods were available for 94 employees .

- 

- 
- -~ Median age of the employees was 32, ranging from 18 to 63 years . Thf median

education level was high school diploma, and ranged from having “some high school”

to “holding a graduate degree .” Sixty—seven per cent of the participants were

- ~— - -
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Measures -

Measures of all variables used in this study (except for performance and

absenteeism) were coUected using the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) . Properties

• of the instrument (including descriptions of item format and content) are

~~
detailed elsewhere (Hackinan & Oldham, Note 1; 1975) . All JOS variables are

measured on seven—point scales (where 1 low and 7 high) . Measure inter—

correlations and internal consistency reliabilities are presented in Table 1.

Means and standard deviations are included in Table 2.

Table 1 here

Job characteristics. The following five characteristics of jobs were

measured:

1. Skill variety. The degree to which a job requires a variety of different

activities in carrying out the work , which involve the use of a number of dif—

ferent skills and talents of the person .
5 2. Task identity. The degree to which a job requries completion of a

“whole” and identifiable piece of work ; that is, doing a job from beginning to

end with a visible outcome .

3. Task significance . The degree to which a job has substantial impact on

the lives or work of other people , whether in the immediate organization or in

the external environment.

4. Autonomy. The degree to which a job provides substantial freedom,
- independence, and discretion to the individual in scheduling the work and in

determining the procedures to be used in carrying it out.

5. Feedback. The degree to which carrying out the activities required by

a job results in the individual obtaining direct and clear information about the

effectiveness of his or her performance.
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Three questionnaire items tapped each of the job characteristics. These

items were averaged for each employee to arrive at a set of five sumsary scores

-- I reflecting that individual’s perception of his or her job .

- Following the Eackman—Oldham model , these f ive characteristics were combined

into a motivating score (lIPS) that reflects the overall potential of a job to

prompt high internal work motivation and high quality performance . TIPS is used

throughout th is study to assess how “enriched” job s are. It is computed as
- A follows :

- Motivating 
~~~i11 Task 

- 
Task

Potential = Variety + Identity + Significance x Autonomy x Feedback
Score (lIPS) 

— 

3

Supervisory assessments were obtained for 25 of the jobs studied , and mean

supervisory assessments were correlated with mean employee assessments using job s

as observations . Median correlation between the two sets of ratings is .49 ,

indicating a moderate level of agreement between supervisors and employees about

the characteristics of the jobs. Because employee perceptions of jobs are more

causally proximal to dependent measures such as performance and satisfaction,

employee assessments are used throughout this report (cf. Hackinan & Lawler, 1971;

Hacknian & Oldham, 1976) .

Individual growth need strength. The measure of growth need strength was

• J obtained by asking .JDS respondents to indicate “The degree to which you would like

to have each (of elaven desirable conditions) present in your job .” Five of the

-

~~~ 
- 

11 items were identified a priori as not relevant to growth needs , and were not

scored. The scale ranged from “would like having this only a moderate amount”

I - to “would like having this extremely much.”

Outcomes. There were two groups of outcome measures : (a) indices of employees ’

- affective responses to the work , taken from the JDS , and (b) measures of absen-

teeism and performance effectiveness.

I 
- T ~~~~~T~~.~_ — - —-~~~- ,.---- —-—~~ --~ -- 5- -—- 5--— — — —~~ ---- ‘.- - 5-—— — -5--—- -
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Measures of affective responses to the work were:

General satisfaction: global satisfaction with the job, as reflect~~ in

- - items such as “Generally speaking, I am very satisfied with this job .” The

st ary measure was obtained by averaging employee responses to five JDS items .
- - 

Internal work motivation: the degree to which an individual experiences

positive internal feelings when performing effectively on the job. A sample

-: item [a: “I feel a great sense of personal satisfaction when I do this job well.”

-‘ Six JDS items are averaged to obtain the susmary measure.

Growth satisfaction: the degree to which an individual is satisfied with

his or her opportunities f or personal growth and development on the job. For

example, respondents are asked to rate how satisfied they are with “the amount

of personal growth and development I get in doing my job .” The growth satisfac—

tion measure is the average of four JDS items.

Context satisfactions: employee satis faction with (a) job security , (b) pay,

(c) supervision , and (d) co-workers. Each of the four measures of context

satisfaction [a the average of two or three JDS items .

Meausres of behavioral reactions to the work were:

Rated performance : the most recent overall evaluation of each employee by

his or her immediate supervisor. Employees were rated on a 5—point scale ranging

from “unacceptable” (scored 1) to “outstanding” (scored 5). These ratings were

obtained from bank records , and data were selected so that two performance

assessments were ob tained for each employee: one referring to the period iuiine—

diately before the job changes were made, and one for the period following the

changes .

Absenteeism: these data also were collected from company records , for two

four—month periods , January—April 1974 (prior to the job changes) and January—

April 1975 (af ter the job changes) . The identical four month periods were used

- 
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to control for possible seasonal fluctuations in absence rates. The absence

data were coded in terms of the total occasions of absence for each emp loyee in

the four—month periods .

Procedure

Pre—change data collection. The JDS was administered to bank employees in

April, 1974 , two months before the planned change . At the time, employees knew

• - 

- 
nothing about what their redesigned jobs might be , although they did know that

a change was being planned.

The questionnaire was administered to groups of employees, ranging from

seven to 15 at a time. Before completing the questionnaire, each participant

was assigned an identification number (that appeared on a corner of the cover

page of the questionnaire). Employees were told that the number was to be used

by the researchers only to match archival data with questionnaire responses.

Employees were assured that their individual responses would be held in conf i—

dence, and were given the option of not participating. Very few employees

declined to complete the questionnaire.

Also Lu April supervisors of many of the employees completed the Job Rating

Form (Hackman & Oldham , Note 1) that measures the characteristics of a job as

viewed by individuals who do not work on that job. The Job Rating Form consists

of job descriptive items nearly identical in form and content to those in the JDS .
i.- .

Data from the Job Rating Form were used to compute the correlations between

employee and supervisory perceptions of the job reported earlier.

Intervention. In June , 1974 the department—wide intervention was implemented.

Before the changes , much of the work of the deparmtent involved maintenance of a

very large file of cards , on which bank records were kept and updated. The

technical basis of the change involved a move f rom card to computer—tape storage

I !- of information, and as a result most jobs fit the department were substantially

Li.: 
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altered. Many post—change jobs involved either checking data to ensure that it

was f ree of errors before it was put onto tape , or preparing the data to be

— read onto tapes. -

None of the data collected by the researchers in April was available either

to line management or to the support staff as they designed and implemented the

changes in employee jobs . The jobs were redesigned solely to meet the new

- - - technical demands of the work.

Post—change data collection. The department required about three months to

become accustomed to the new storage and data maintenance system. By November,

1974 start—up “bugs” had been worked out and employees had become accustomed

to their new jobs. At that t ime, the researchers returned and re—administered

the JDS to employees . Procedures of administration of the post—change instrument

were identical to those used in collecting pre—change data.

Results

Means and standard deviations of all measures , both before and af ter the

jobs were changed , are reported in Table 2. In general , the changes lowered

the average motivating potential of jobs in the department , and as would be

expected there was a corresponding drop in the level of satisfaction and motiva—

tion reported by employees . There were no significant changes in absenteeism,

in rated performance effectiveness, or in satisfaction with pay , supervision,

and co-workers (although these three satisfaction measures did show a non-

significant decline) .

- Table 2 here

The results in Table 2 suggest that the net effect of the changes on the

motivation and satisfaction of employees was unfavorable. However , not all jobs

decreased in motivating potential as a result of the changes , and some jobs

• increased in lIPS rather substantially.

- 
-
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• Table 2 -

Means and Standard Deviations Before and After the Jobs Were Changed

Pre—ch ang~ Post—change

Mean S.D. Mean S.D.

Job Characteristics

Skill Variety 3.83 1.51 3.30 1.50 3.21**
Task Identity 4.90 1.23 4.54 1.26 1.93
Task Significance 5.32 1.21 5.05 - 1.29 1.81
Autonomy 4.37 1.43 3.80 1.43 3.30**
Feedback from Job 4.43 1.44 4.19 1.37 1.53
)btivating Potential 100. 63.68 77. 53.19 3.30**

Score (lIPS)

Reactions to the Work

General Satisfaction 4.47 1.23 4.10 1.25 2.65**
Internal Work Motivation 5.51 0.87 5.18 1.02 3.38**
Growth Satisfaction 4 5 4  1.27 3.94 1.34 4.19**
“Context” Satisfaction

Job Security 4.66 1.25 4.17 1.34 2.98**
Pay 4.07 1.49 3.80 1.55 1.45
Supervision 4.86 1.45 4.60 1.52 1.58
Coworkers 5.12 1.15 4.92 1.03 1.70

aBehavioral Measures
Absenteeism (4 month period) 2.94 3.74 2.91 5.35 0.50
Rated Performance 3.43 0.77 3.47 0.74 —0.41

Individual Growth Need Strength 5.53 1.31 5.40 1.47 1.15

N 136. 201.

* ‘( .05 (two—tailed)

~1
a These data are available only for the 94 employees for whom data were collected both

before and after the change. Because of missing data , Ms range from 70 to 93.
F - 

—

• b Tests of significance are based on paired data for the 94 subjects for whom data were
available both before and after the change.
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In the sectIon to follow, analyses are reported that test for possible dif-

ferential consequences for those employees whose jobs were motivationally improved

as a result of the change, contrasted with those whose jobs did not change in ML’S

- and with those whose jobs worsened in ML’S. Then , in subsequent sections, we

examine the effects of the job changes on the growth needs of the affected

employees , and report data showing how GNS affects the response of employees to

increases and decreases in the motivating potential of their jobs .

Effects of the Job changes on Employee Reactions to their Work

There were 22 jobs for which a group of employees had their work redesigned

as a unit : that is, for which two or more employees worked on the same job prior

to the change, and worked on a common redesigned job after the change. Of these,

the work of 5 groups was enriched by the change (with a median increase in ML’S

of 72), and the work of 12 groups was made more simple and routine by the change

(a median decrease in lIPS of 43) . While the jobs of the remaining f ive groups

also were redesigned , the changes did not significantly affect the motivating

potential of the jobs (the change in MPS for these groups ranged from +11 to —13,

with a median change of —2) .

- Pre— and post—change means for all variables are shown for these three groups

of employees in Table 3. As expected , the means for the measures of job charac—

I teristics show that (a) all job characteristics (except task identity) increased

• I 
for the “enriched” groups, (b) all job measures decreased for the “de—enriched”

• 
S groups , and Cc) there were no consis tent effects for the “control” groups (i.e.,

- - those for whom lIPS was neither increased nor decreased as a result of the change) .

~~~~~i~~flere

Predicted changes in reactions to the work were obtained. General

satisfaction , internal work motivation, and growth satisfaction increased for

“enriched” groups , decreased substantially for the “de—enriched” groups , and

-- - - S ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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— decreased slightly for the control groups. Because the several context satis-

factions are not viewed as being directly responsive to changes in the motivating 4
potential of jobs, it was anticipated that the context satisfactions would not

- change as a function of the changes in jobs. The means in Table 3 show that all

— - context satisfactions decreased slightly in all three conditions (except for a

small increase in job security in the “enriched” condition) , suggesting that there

- J - were some unfavorable effects of the change on satisfaction with the work context—

• but that these did not derive from changes in the motivating potential of the

jobs themselves .

No significant effects were found for the measures of absenteeism and

• performance effectiveness, although it should be noted that the (non—significant)

changes in absenteeism were contrary to prediction: absenteeism increased in the

“enriched” condition , showed little change in the control condition , and decreased

in the “dc—enriched” condition.

In sum , the results provide substantial support for the proposition that

change in the motivating potential of jobs leads to changes in reported work

4 motivation and satisfaction. As predicted , satisfaction with aspects of the work

context appear to be minimally affected by changes in work content. Findings

regarding the behavioral measures were unexpected : there were no significant

relationships between change in lIPS and rated performance effectiveness, and

change in ML’S was directly (rather than inversely) related to employee absenteeism .’

- 
- 

-
• - Effects of the Job Changes on Employee Growth Need Strength

It was shown in Table 2 that the average growth need strength of all

department employees was slightly lower after the change than before. It was

expected, however, that employees whose jobs increased in motivating potential

- would increase in growth need strength, while those whose jobs decreased in ML’S

would show a corresponding decrease in aiS • Results in Table 3 clearly disconfirm
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that expectation; indeed , the drop in GNS was slightly greater for employees whose

jobs were enriched - than for those whose jobs deteriorated in ~~S as a result of

- 
- the change. While the finding regarding the direction of the relationship

between change in ML’S and change in GNS is very small and non—significant (the

dynamic correlation ie — ~)6), the fact that this relationship is near zero is

in itself counter to the expectation tha t employee needs would “follow” changes

in the motivating potential of their jobs.

The Moderating Effect of Growth Need Strength

It was predicted that individuals with strong needs for growth would be

more responsive to changes in the motivating potential of their jobs than would

individuals with relatively weak growth need strength. To test this prediction,

dynamic correlations were computed (between change in ~~S and change in the

dependent measures) separately for employees high and low in GNS . The left—hand

columns of Table 4 show these correlations for individual employees (comparing

those in the top and bottom thirds of the GNS distribution) . Analogous cor—

relations are shown in the right—hand columns of the table for the 22 intact

groups of employees——i.e., sets of individuals who worked on a common job before

the change, and a coi~ on redesigned job afterwards——split at the median of the

distribution of average GNS scores .2

Thble 4 her~~~

En general, results are in the predicted direction for general satisfaction,

growth satisfaction, and internal work motivation: in each case, the relationship

between change in )~ S and change in the dependent measure is stronger for high

GNS employees than for employees low in GNS . No systematic moderating effects

were obtained for the measures of satisfaction with the work context . This

was expected , and is consistent with the results in Table 3 showing context

satisfactions to be generally unaffected by changes in the motivating properties

of jobs . 

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ • .
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Table 4

Correlations Between Change in ML’S and Change in Dependent Measures ,
Separately for Employees High and Low in Growth Need Strength

Individual Analysis Work Group Analysis
Low GNS High GNS Low GNS High GNS

Reactions to the Work
General Satisfaction .16 - .30 .48
Internal. Work Motivation .28 .48** •53* .63*

• Growth Satisfaction .21 .40* .56* .76**
• “Context” Satisfactions

Job Security .22 .16 .50 .41• Pay — .24 — .19 — .24 - .07 -~ -

Super-vis ion .05 .08 .11 .66*
Coworkers .15 .03 .31 .42

Behavioral. Measuresa

Absenteeism- (4 month 
- 

— .02 .55*4 .05 57*
period)

Rated Perfo rmance — .49 .21 — .09 .32

27 28 11 1].

*j  < .05

** p < .0].

Difference between the correlations for high and low GNS employees is significant at
2. < .05

a In the individual analysis, Na for absenteeism are 19 and 22 for low and ~iigh 
- -

~~S, and 16 for both need strength groups for performance.
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Of special interest are the findings for the two behavioral measures.

Results for absenteeism show that change in lIPS and change in absence rate are

associated only f or high. growth need individuals , and that the direction of

that association is positive. This compounds the interpretive difficulties

noted for absenteeism earlier in this paper , for it suggests the following:

1. For low GNS individuals , absenteeism is not much affected by whether

the job is increased or decreased in motivating potential . In itself , this is

consistent with expectation. S

2. For high GNS individuals , enriching the work was associated with an

increase in absenteeism, while “de—enriching” the work led to better attendance.

This is consistent with the proposition of Rackman and Oldh am (1976) and others

that individuals high in GNS will respond more strongly to changes in the lIPS

of their work than will low GNS employees—but it is exactly opposite to the

direction of the effect they predicted.

Results for the performance measure are generally supportive of expectations. —

It will be recalled from the un—moderated analyses reported previously that there
- -

~ was no significant association between change in !WS and change in rated perfor—

mance . The results shown in Table 4 provide a possible explanation for that

finding. Specifically , it appears that for low Q~S individuals, performance

tends to improve when jobs are simplified (and deteriorate when jobs are enriched) .

For high (~ S individuals , however, the reverse is true: performance gets better

when the j ob gets better , and worsens when the motivating potential of the job

decreases .

In sum, the results in Table 4 provide general support for the proposition

that how people respond to changes in their jobs is conditioned by the strength

of their need for personal growth and development. Although the magnitude of

correlations ob tained for high CNS employees was greater than that ob tained for

LIA _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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low GNS employees for all dependent measures (except for some of the context

satisfactions, for which differential relationships were not expected) , signifi -

cant differences between correlations were obtained for only a few of the

self—report measures . Results for the behavioral measures were of more sub —

stantial magnitude. These findings were consistent with prediction for the

measure of work performance , but were opposite to prediction for absenteeism.

Discussion

bi general, the results show that changes in job characteristics do affect

employee reactions to their work as predicted: emp loyees on jobs that increased

in motivating potential. gained in motivation and satisfaction; the reverse was

true for employees whose jobs deteriorated in motivating potential; and little

change was obtained for employees whose work was redesigned in a way that

minimally altered its motivating potential .

These results are generally consistent with previous findings in which

static correlational methods have been used to assess the relationships between

job characteristics and employee reactions to their work. A special feature

of the present study, however , is its focus on actual ~~~~~~~ in job charac— 
J 

-

teristics • Because the changes were made by organizational management without

regard for the motivational properties of the work (and with no intent of

altering those properties) employee expectations about possible improvements in

their jobs were not raised. Moreover , neither compensation practices nor

supervisor—subordinate relationship s were redesig ned as par t of the change process . : -

Such secondary changes often are present in job enr ichment projects. Because

• they were not presen t in this case, and becaus e it happened that the change s led

to both increases and decreases in the motivating potential of var ious job s, it

was possible to treat the study as a natu rally—occuring quasi—experiment in which

job character istics alone were manipulated—thereby strengthening the conclusion

---— — --- - ---- -~~~- -~~-- -~ S -- - ----- -- - 
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that it was changes in the job characteristics themselves that were responsible

for observed changes in the dependent variables.

There is no theoretical reason to expect that a change in job characteristics

will affect employees’ satisfaction with aspects of the work context (i.e., job

security, pay , co—workers , supervision) , and in this study context satisfactions

were found to be generally unaffected by job characteristic changes. That

- I result also strengthens the causal interpretability of the results , in that it

rules out the possibility that the positive findings obtained for the other

self—report measures are simply manifestations of an overall change in employee

satisfactionresulting from the technological innovation.

The effects of the job changes on the two behavioral measures were found

to depend upon the growth need strength of the affected employees: only when

employees were grouped on the basis of their growth needs did substantial

relationships emerge between changes in the job characteristics and the measures

of employee performance and absenteeism. The more a job was enriched by the

¶ changes the more performance tended to improve for employees high. in growth

need strength——and decline for low growth need employees . Results for absen-

teeism , while statistically strong, are interpretively troublesome. For

individuals with relatively weak needs for growth , absence rate was not much

affected by whethe r their jobs improve d or deteriorated in motivating potential;

but for individuals with strong growth needs , the greater the improvement in the

job , the more they were absent from work . We are at loss to explain why this

shoul d be so.

While the moderating effects of growth need strength on the relationship

between job changes and changes in general satis faction , growth satisfactio n, and

internal motivation are consistently in the predicted direction , they are not

of substant ial magnitude. Only a few of the moderating effects for these measures

----— -

~

-- — — ——
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are statistically significant. Moreover , the direction of all relationships

between change in MPS and change in the dependent measures is positive, for

individuals who have weak as well as strong needs for growth. So growth need

strength seerns to effect only how motivated and satisfied people will be when

their jobs are improved. Not even individuals with very weak needs for growth,

• it appears, respond to enriching changes in their jobs with dissatisfaction and

- : reduced internal motivation. (This conclusion contrasts the finding for actual

work performance, for which the direction of the relationship between change in

job characteristics and change in work behaviors was found to be moderated by

employee growth need strength).

Perhaps the most interesting finding regarding growth need strength was

the failure to find any causal effect of change in the motivating potential of

the jobs on employees’ strength of desire for growth. It is possible, of course,

that six months Is not a long enough time for very real effects of jobs on growth

needs to show themselves , or that the changes in jobs that were made in this

experiment were not sufficiently large to show the effect. But the results

reinforce the need for a causally unambiguous test of the often stated (but

not yet proven) claim that an individual’s need for growth is itself affected

-
. 

- by the amount of challenge and complexity in the work that he or she does.

There are a number of restrictions on the generalizability and interpreta-

bility of the present study. The setting in. which the research was conducted

is unique in many respects : the changes involved clerks in a large metropolitan

hank whose median educatiqnal level was a high school diploma , and the jobs

• were low both in the organizational hierarchy and in motivating potential (the

average }fl’S prior to the change was about 100, which is more than one standard

deviation below the national average for ~ ‘S reported by Hackman & Oldham , 1975).

Whethe.r the effects obtained here also would have been obtained in a different

1 _-._-_ —__•-_-__ - — . ——. ——5--- —-—-—— —5— —5-- _2_ ~_s ___ ~_~___~_ _  -— __~•_ ~____ _ —~~~ ._ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ __ __~~~~~1~~
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kind of organization, or for job s that were generally more motivating to begin

with , is open to question. Moreover , al though all changes in the jobs were

made by management without regard for their initial motivational make—up, it

tu rned out (not surpris ingly) that the jobs that were initially lowes t in ~~S

tended to be improved by the changes, and those initially highest in MPS were

more likely to be reduced in motivating potential. While there is no reason

to believe that this phenomenon confounded the results reported here , it does

highlight the quasi—experimental character of the present research—and reinforce

the continuing need for true experimental studies of the effects of changes in

jobs on the work attitudes and behaviors of the people who perform them.

- ‘4
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1. As a supplementary analysis, dynamic correlations (Vroom, 1966) were

computed between change in NPS and change in reactions to the job across all

• 94 employees . Results , not reported here, almost exactly parallel those

reported in Table 3.
- 

I 2. The magnitude of the correlations obtained is generally higher for the

group analysis than for the individual analysis, but this probably Is a simple

consequence of the higher reliability of the group data (scores of group members

- on each measure were averaged prior to analysis, thereby increasing the relia-

bility of the measures used in that analysis) .
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