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This paper presents one conceptualization of how job
involvement and organizational commitment could in-
teract to affect turnover and absenteeism,

The costs of turnover and absenteeism to organiza-
tions are well-documented (Mirvis & Lawler, 1977;
Steers & Rhodes, 1978; Wanous, 1980); such costs are
one reason why much effort has gone into understan-
ding the causes or antecedents of these variables. Des-
pite the differences between turnover and absenteeism
as job behaviors (Porter & Steers, 1973), past research
efforts overlap in identifying presumed antecedents of
turnover and absenteeism. Work-related attitudes, es-
pecially satisfaction facets, are commonly the focus in
turnover and absenteeism research {Mobley, Griffeth,
Hand, & Meglino, 1979; Steers & Rhodes, 1978). The
inability of satisfaction facets alone to account for a
high percentage (over 15 percent} of variance in turno-
ver and absenteeism has led to other approaches. The-
se approaches include using withdrawal cognitions to
predict turnover (Mobley, 1977), or focusing on other
work-related attitudes such as job involvement and or-
ganizational commitment as independent predictors of
turnover and absenteeism.

Several models (Mobley et al., 1979; Steers & Rho-
des, 1978) link organizational commitment, or job in-
volvement conceptually to turnover and absenteeism.

* Tomado de ‘“The Academy of Management Review’’, 1987,
Vol. 12, No. 2, pp. 288-300.

Empirical research on organizational commitment ge-
nerally has shown commitment to be a significant pre-
dictor of turnover. As a predictor of turnover, organi-
zational commitment has accounted for as much as 34
percent of the variance (Hom, Katerberg, & Hulin,
1979) and as little as 3 percent {Michaels & Spector,
1982). Of course, inconsistencics across previous stu-
dies may be due to any of a combination of three re-
asons: a) the way organizational commitment has been
conceptualized and operationalized (Steers & Porter,
1983), b) the way turnover has been conceptualized
and operationalized (Price, 1977), or c) the result of
statistical artifacts such as sampling and measurement
errors or a restriction of range (Hunter, Schmidt, &
Jackson, 1982). For example, the interested reader
may compare the studies of Arnold and Feldman
{1982) with that of Clegg (1983). The relationship bet-
ween organizational commitment and absenteeism also
has been inconsistent {Angle & Perry, 1981; Ham-
mer, Landau, & Stern, 1981; Mowday, Steers, & Por-
ter, 1979; Steers, 1977). For example, Hammer et al.
(1981) found a significant negative relationship bet-
ween organizational commitment and absenteeism,
while Angle and Perry (1981) did not. Again, concep-
tualization and measurement issues relating to both the
independent and dependent variables may account for
these inconsistencies. For example, Chadwick-Jones,
Brown, Nicholson, and Sheppard (1971) listed seven
ways absenteeism has been operationalized in various
studies.
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Less empirical research exists about the relationship
of job involvement with turnover and absenteeism.
However, a similar pattern of findings, as with organi-
zational commitment, is exhibited. Job involvement se-
ems to more consistently predict turnover than absen-
teeism, accounting for as much as 16 percent of the va-
riance (Farris, 1971) and as little as 2 percent (Beehr &
Gupta, 1978). Again, differences in studies may ac-
count for these discrepancies. In studies where job in-
volvement significantly predicts absenteeism, the
amount of variance depends on how absenteeism is
measured (Cheloha & Farr, 1980).

As implied above, one general difficulty in interpre-
ting the findings about organizational commitment
and job involvement with absenteeism is that either the
type of absenteeism is not noted, or different types of
absenteeism are lumped together in several studies
(Angle & Perry, 1981; Siegel & Ruh, 1973; Steers,
1977). The metaanalysis by Boal and Cidambi (1984)
suggests that job involvement is a better predictor of
frequency of absence than duration. It is more likely
that a small number of absences of long duration ac-
tually are due to medical reasons. Conversely, fre-
quent absences of short duration may reflect attitudinal
problems. Thus, distinguishing types of absenteeism
may be important. For example, Blau (1985a) found
job involvement to be significantly negatively related
to excused personal absence, but not to unexcused ab-
sence.

Beyoad the cited methodological differences in past
studies, one potential reason why the reported
gmounts of turnover and absentecism variance ac-
counted for by job involvement and organizational
commitment have not been more consistent is that job
involvement and organizational commitment may in-
teract with each other to affect turnover and absente-
eism. Conceptual models and empirical research,
along with job involvement and organizational com-
mitment, have been used as separate predictors of ge-
neral turnover and absenteeism. However, using job
involvement and organizational commitment jointly
(in an interaction) to understand or to predict specific
types of turnover and absenteecism has not been often
attempted.

According to Morrow (1983), job involvement
and organizational commitment are related, but dis-
tinct, types of work attitudes because of their different

referents. For employees with a high level of job invol--

vement, the job is important to one’s self-image (Ka-
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nungo, 1982). These individuals identify with and care
about their jobs. Employees with a high level of organi-
zational commitment feel positively about the orga-
nizations they work for: They identify with a particula:
organization and wish to maintain membership in it
{Porter, Crampon, & Smith, 1976). Workers with high
levels of both job involvement and organizational com-
mitment should be the most motivated because they
are attracted by both the job and the organization. As
such, job involvement and organizational commitment
may function as interactive *‘‘orientations’.

For example, the job itself can help an individual
meet his‘her intrinsic growth needs (Kanungo, 1982),
while the organization can help an individual meet
his/her social and other extrinsic reward needs (Angle
& Perry, 1983; Sheldon, 1971). Also, based on past
empirical research, it seems that job involvement and
organizational commitment complement one another
as predictors of turnover and absenteeism. Generally,
job Involvement accounts for a greater percentage of
variance in absenteeism than organizational commit-
ment, while organieational commitment accounts for
a greater percentage of turnover variance than job in-
volvement (Boal & Cidambi, 1984). From either an
analysis of variance or a moderated regression stand-
point (Saunders, 1956), one would predict that the job
involvement by organizational commitment interac-
tion terms will be significant. Also, specific interactive
combinations of job involvement and organizational
commitment levels will help to predict particular types
of turnover and absence behaviors. The degree to
which prior research indirectly captured these more
complex interactive combinations also helps explain
the wide ranges of turnover and absence variance.

Operationalizing job
involvement and
organizational commitment

Different interpretations of job involvement have evoi-
ved while studying the relationship of job involvement
to numerous variables, including job characteristics,
performance, turnover, and absenteeism (Kanungo,
1982). A literature review revealed several different
conceptualizations of job involvement, including job
involvement defined as: (a) the degree of importance of
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one’s job to one’s self-image (Lodahl & Kejner, 1965;
Lawler & Hall, 1970); (b) the degree to which an indi-
vidual is actively participating in his/her job (Allport,
1943; Bass, 1965); and (¢} the degree to which an indi-
vidual’s self-esteemn or self-worth is affected by his/her
perceived performance level (French & Kahn, 1962;
Gurin, Veroff, & Feld, 1960). For the conceptual fra-
mework presented in this paper, job invelvement is de-
fined as the extent to which the individual identifies ps-
ychologically with his/her job (Blau, 1985b).

Two different approaches have been taken in defi-
ning organizational commitment (Steers & Porter,
1983). In the first approach, organizational commit-
ment is referred to as a behavior, while in the second
approach, organizational commitment is referred to as
an attitude. In the behavioral approach, the individual
is viewed as committed to an organization if he/she is
bound by past actions of ‘‘sunk costs”’ (fringe benefits,
salary as a function of age or tenure). Thus, an indivi-
dual becomes ‘‘committed’’ to an organization be-
cause it has become too costly for him/her to leave. In
this approach, organizational commitment is depicted
as more calculative in nature (Etzioni, 1961), and the
works of Becker (1960), Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972),
and Salancik (1977) are incorporated.

In contrast, in the attitudinal approach, organiza-
tional commitment is viewed as a more positive indivi-
dual orientation toward the organization; here, organi-
zational commitment is defined as a state in which an
employee identifies with a particular organization and
its goals, and he/she wishes to maintain membership in
the organization in order to facilitate its goals. Incorpo-
rated into this approach are the works of Etzioni
(1961}, Kanter (1968), and, especially, Porter and his
colleagues (Porter et al., 1976; Porter & Smith, 1970;
Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974). Since this
conceptual framework emphasizes linking job involve-
ment and organizational commitment as work-related
atittudes to turnover and absenteeism, the attitudinal
definition of organizational commitment will be used.

Turnover, absenteeism, and
their relationship to the
conceptual model

Dalton, Todor, and Krackhardt’s (1982) important
distinction between two types of turnover, dysfunc-
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tional and functional, will be used here. From the orga-
nization’s perspective, dysfunctional turnover occurs
when an employee leaves voluntarily, but the organiza-
tion’s evaluation of the employee is positive. However,
from the organization’s perspective, functional turnover
occurs when an employee leaves voluntarily and the orga-
nization’s evaluation of the employee is negative.

In terms of distinguishing among types of absence,
one simple distinction that previous studies (Blau,
1985a; Cheloha & Farr, 1980; Fitzgibbons & Moch,
1980} make is between organizationally excused versus
organizationally unexcused absences. Based upon the-
se studies, it seems that organizations operationalize
excused absence to include (within defined limits) cate-
gories such as: personal sickness, jury duty, religious
holiday, funeral leave, and transportation problems.
However, as Johns and Nicholson (1982) noted, absen-
ce behavior can have a variety of meanings for indivi-
duals. Examining different levels of individual job in-
volvement and organizational commitment can give
researchers some insight into these meanings and it can
help them understand the causes of absence. Also, it is
important to connect the meanings of absence with
operationalizable absence behaviors,

In the model presented here, a four-category taxo-
nomy describes the meanings of absence. While future
studies should attempt to obtain the *‘true’’ (as opposed
to employee-cited) reason for an individual’s absence,
to test this model, here it is suggested how the me-
anings of absence may be deduced from the data of
previous studies. These absence categories are: medi-
cal, career-enhancing, normative, and calculative. In
the medical category, absence is viewed as a response
to various infrequent and uncontrollable events [ill-
ness, injury, fatigue, and family demands (sick spouse
or child)]. If such an absence (medical) occurred, it
probably would be operationalized as a sporadically oc-
curring excused absence. Other characteristics that
help identify when this category is used are: when the
ratic between frequency and total days absent is less
than one, when the absolute values in this ratio are
small, and when a time series analysis of the data sug-
gests absenteeism is a random occurrence. In the
career-enhancing category, absence is depicted as a
mechanism that allows the employee to further task-
and career-related goals. This category is more difficult
to detect. If the career-enhancing activity is directed
within the organization, the frequency of excused absen-
ces is more likely to peak shortly before transfer. If the
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career-enhancing activity is directed outside the organi-
zation, unexcused absences are more likely to peak
shortly before quitting.

However, such an absence analysis is possible only
“after the fact’’; hence, a true prediction is not possible.
For the normative category, ahsence is viewed less as a
motivated behavior and more as a habitual response to
the norms of the work group (organization) regarding ab-
sence. As such, this type of absence probably would be
operationalized as a consistently occurring excused ab-
sence (perhaps, ‘‘personal days’’, since many organi-
zations allow employees to take a certain number of
personal days per year). More importantly, rather
than absenteeism appearing as a random walk, as with
the medical category, definite patterns will emerge.
Thus, for this group, it would be expected not only to
predict frequency but also when absenteeism will hap-
pen, Finally, the calculative absence is viewed as a coin
of exchange (Johns & Nicholson, 1982) in either ful-
filling or modifying the implicit social contract between
the employee and employer, and as a time allocation
strategy for enhanging nonwork outcomes. This type
of absence would be operationalized in terms of the
employee using a certain amount of the excused and
unexcused absences permitied by the organization, de-
pending on how much the employee felt he or she
should modify the implicit social contract, It could be
predicted that an extremely apathetic employee (low
job involvement and organizational ¢ommitment)
would take full advantage by using both kinds of ab-
sences as long as the sanctions imposed were not too
severe (termination). Thus, the absolute frequency and
total number of days absent should be greatest for wor-
kers who are the most apathetic.

Obtaining reliable and valid measures of absence is
critical for increasing one’s confidence in correctly in-
ferring these four meanings of absence categories, Ide-
ally, organizations should provide detailed records re-
garding fype and timing of an employees’s absence
behavior, as well as overall (organizational) employee
absence behavior. Then, the four suggested absence ca-
tegories can he operationalized by combining the va-
rious pieces of information. Ideally, normative absences
could be distinguished from career enhancing and calcu-
lative absences based on patterns. Normative absences
should be specific and more predictable (higher percenta-
ge of employees only taking off certain days as
“‘personal days’’), versus career-enhancing and calcu-
lative absences, which should be broader and less pre-
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dictable. Of course, many organizations do not keep
sophisticated absence records that show either type or
time of absences. Thus, researchers should be aware of
potential problems (reliability and validity) when de-
aling with absenteeism measures (Landy, Vasey, &
Smith, 1984). If such methodological problems are
present, they may prevent the investigator from fin-
ding significant results.

In addition to the categories described above, Rosse
and Miller (1984) pointed out at least five implicit con-
ceptual models relating to absenteeism and turno-
ver. These models are: (a) Independent forms mo-
del—where absenteeism and turnover are viewed as
unrelated to each ather either because of differences in
causes or consequences; (b) Spiliover model—where
an adversive work environment is assumed to cause a
generalized nonspecific avaoidance response; {¢) Pro-
gression - of-withdrawal model—where individuals
engage in a hierarchically ordered sequence of withdra-
wal including absentecism and ending in quitting; (d!)
Behavioral alternate forms—where the likelthood of
one form of withdrawal, for example, absence, is a
function of the constraints on the alternative beha-
vior, for example, quitting; d?) Attitudinal alternate
forms—where a negative attitude may fail to translate
into voluntary turnover if the employee feels this res-
ponse is inappropriate (e.g., if the employee does not
want to lose accurnulated benefits); and (e) Compensa-
tory model—where absence and turnover both repre-
sent means of avoiding an unpleasant work environ-
ment, then they should be related negatively.

The literature on these models ranges from nonexis-
tent to contradictory (Rosse & Miller, 1984). One re-
ason for this ambiguity is that different models may
describe different individuals in different situations.
Another reason is that initially it may be difficult to
distinguish between these models. For example, it may
be necessary to gather additional variables, such as
perceived ease of mobility, to distinguish empirically
between the behavioral alternate forms and compensa-
tory models.

One goal of this conceptual framework is to link the-
se conceptual models relating absenteeism and turno-
ver to individuals who have different combinations of
job involvement and organizational commitment. For
example, perhaps because the independent forms mo-
del is a result of individuals high on job involvement
and organizational commitment, operationally no rela-
tionship if found between absentecism and turnover
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behaviors. However, if the progression-of-withdrawal
model is due to individuals being high on job involve-
ment and low on organizational commitment, opera-
tionally this translates into significant positive rela-
tionships between absenteeism and turnover beha-
viors. Some research (Beehr & Gupta, 1978; Clegg,
1983) has found a positive relationship between absen-
teeism and turnover, while other research (Angle &
Perry, 1981) has not. Classifying the samples of these
studies first into job involvement and organizational
commitment leves and then looking at the relationships
between absenteeism and turnover behaviors accor-
ding to the abovementioned models, may help rese-
archers to understand prior inconsistent findings. Of
course, an individual’s absence and turnover behavior
could reflect some combination of these five models lin-
king absenteeisrn and turnover and, thus, would be
more difficult to explain. Although this conceptual fra-
mework of job invoivement and organizational com-
mitment implies differences between individuals in ab-
sentecism and turnover, individuals con change their
own levels of job involvement or organizational com-
mitment, or both, over time, This framework can con-
nect such changes to different absenteeism and turno-
ver patterns that an individual exhibits.

The conceptual framework

Table 1 presents the conceptual framework, using
high and low combinations of job involvement and or-
ganizational commitment to predict turnover and ab-
senteeism. Job involvement and organizational com-
mitment are partitioned into high and low categories
and, then, combined into four cells: (1) high job
involvement—high organizational commitment; (2)
high job involvement—low organizational commit-
ment; (3) low job involvement—high organizational
commitment; and (4) low job involvement—low orga-
nizational commitment. Each cell is predicted to have a
different impact on turnover and absenteeism. These
proposed categories may be derived using a median
split on questionnaire scales, for example, job involve-
ment (Kanungo, 1982) or organizational commitment

(Porter et al., 1976).
The first cell contains individuals who have high le-

vels of job involvernent and orgamzational commit-
ment. Since work is important to their selfimage, it is
expected that these individuals would exert a high level
of personal task-related effort on their jobs. Effort typi-
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cally is viewed in terms of intensity, and it can be ope-
rationalized as an amount of time spent working on the
task (Hall, Goodale, Rabinowitz, & Morgan, 1978;
Terborg, 1977). In addition, because these individuals
strongly identify with the organization and its goals, it
is expected that they will exert a high level of group
maintenance effort to help maintain the organization.
Indirect support for this proposed relationship comes
from Buchanan (1974) and Rhodes and Steers (1981).
In both studies, group norms regarding work were re-
lated positively to organizational commitment.

As such, the individuals in this first cell represent the
most valuable members to an organization, that is, ms-
{itutionalized stars. From a longrange career develop
ment perspective, it Is expected that eventually these
individuals would become mentors, if not sponsors. If
these individuals leave the organization voluntarily,
the impact of this turnover on the organization is most
dysfunctional because generally it is difficult and costly
to replace them. Mobley (1982) suggested that the ne-
gative consequences of employee turnover include: (a)
for organizations—replacement costs, loss of high per-
formers, and productivity loss, and (b) for ‘‘stayers”
—disruption of social and communication patterns,
loss of functionally valued co-workers, and decreased
satisfaction. Although it seems that such negatve con-
sequences would be relevant particularly when institu-
tionalized stars leave, research specifically addressing
this concept is needed. It is expected that individuals in
this cell will have the lowest level of absences because of
their high levels of job involvement and organizational
commitment. Limited empirical support for this idea is
found in a study {Blau, in press) where nurses with
higher levels of job involvement and organizational
commitment showed less unexcused absenteeism than
nurses with lower levels of job invelvement and organi-
zational commitment,

Each of the four types discussed above will respond
to different organizational and personal cues when de-
ciding whether to quit, or to be absent; this is algo true
when they choose the meanings they attribute to their
withdrawing. With respect to institutionalized stars,
the present authors believe that multiple facets of job
satisfaction will be equally salient in any decision to
withdraw. For them, five facets of particular salience
are: satisfaction with the work itself; satisfaction with
their future within the company; satisfaction with su-
pervision and co-workers; and satisfaction with their
pay, especially as it reflects both internal and external
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Table 1

»
. o
Using High Versus Low Levels of Job Invelvement and Organizational Commitment to Predict Turnover and Absenteeism (Hy-
pothetical) ' '
Impact on Model Describing
Cell Salient Voluntary Turnover Category Pescribing Relationship Between
{Describing Satisfaction {Organization’s Meaning of Absence Turnover &
Individual) Effort Focus Facets Label Perspective) Behavior Absentecism
1. High Job individual work itself Institution- Dysfunctienal Medical Independent Forms
Involvement task-related = future with alized
& higher: group company Stars
High maintenance- pay
Organizational  related = co-worker
Comimitment higher supervisor
2. High Job individual work itself Lone Mixed, Depends Career-Enhancing Progression-of-
Involvement task-related = working Wolves on Task Interde- withdrawal
& higher; group conditions pendence
Low maintenance- pay
Organizational ~ related =
Commitment lower
3. Lew Job individual co-worker Corporate Mixed, Depends Normative Attitudinal Alternate
Involvement task-related = Citizens on Task Interde- Forms
& lower; group pendence
High maintenance- !
Organizational  related =
Commitment higher
4, Low Job individual reward Apathetic Functional Calculative Spillover/Behavioral
Involvement task-related = Employees Alternate Forms
& lower; group
Low maintenance-
Organizational  related =
Commitment lower

1861 saquuandag-onn[
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equity. Because of the importance of work to their self-
image, institutionalized stars would be especially sensi-
tive to the kind of work they do. Because of their com-
mitment to the organization, they would be sensitive to
their role and future in the organization, their rela-
tionship to the supervisor and their co-workers, and
the organization’s treatment of its employees. Back-
ground empirical research supporting these positive
links among job invelvement, organizational commit-
ment, and job satisfaction facets come from previous
work (Cheloha & Farr, 1980; Hom, Katerberg, & Hu-
lin, 1979; Saal, 1978).

Finally, because institutionalized stars will be high
in both individual task and team-related effort, it is be-
lieved that they will be especially sensitive to both in-
ternal and external perceptions of pay equity. Mowday
(1979} pointed out that the concept of equity often is
interpreted as the association between an employee’s
effort at work and the pay he or she receives. For insti-
tutionalized stars to quit, they would need to be: (a)
unhappy/disillusioned with the organization [Disillu-
sionment could occur because of either goal displace-
ment or a change in the organizational culture or cli-
mate.]; (b) dissatisfied with their work; and {c) feel un-
derrewarded. [Condition {(a} would serve to move the
institutional star from Cell 1 to Cell 2, i.e., lone wolf.
Condition (b) would serve to move the institutional
star from Cell 1 to Cell 3, i.e., corporate citizen, The
present authors hypothesize these changes occurring
before any actual turnover.] The unlikely co-
occurrence of all three leads to the prediction that insti-
tutionalized stars generally do no actively seek other
positions, though they would be sought after. Regar-
ding absenteeism, institutionalized stars would make
the greatest effort to be at work, due to their high levels
of job involvement and organizational commitment.
Therefore, it is hypothesized that medical reasons
(Johns & Nicholson, 1982) will dominate the potential
causes of absenteeism for them. Finally, since volun-
tary turnover is not actively sought but may occur whi-
le absenteeism is a sporadic function of heaith, family
demands, and so on, the present authors do not believe
there will be a consistent relationship between turnover
and absenteeism among institutionalized stars. Thus,
the independent forms model best describes the rela-
tionship between absenteeism and turnover for them.

The second cell contains individuals who exhibit a
high level of job involvement and a low level of organi-
zational commitment. Although work is important to
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them, they do not identify with the organization or its
goals. Therefore, such employees will exert a higher le-
vel of individual task-related effort, but will not show
much group maintenance-related effort. These indivi- -
duals represent the lone wolves of an erganization, Indi-
viduals in this cell may become mentors in a limited
sense because the may attract others who share an inte-
rest in their work. Gouldner’s (1958) definition of ¢os-
mopolitans shares much in common with individuals in
this cell. According to him, cosmopolitans are ‘‘those
low on loyalty to their employing organization, high on
commitment to specialized roel skills, and likely to use
an outer reference group orientation’’ (p. 290). Lone
wolves are especially sensitive to either the satisfattion
facets of the work environment that directly involve
their work, for example, the work itself, physical wor-
king conditions, or the fatets that reflect the importan-
ce of their work, such as pay. Because lone wolves are
not bound to the organization, such individuals would
seck to leave voluntarily if better task-related opportu-
nities arose elsewhere.

The impact of turnover by lone wolves would be mi-
xed. Despite the higher individual task-related effort,
from which an organization can benefit, lone wolves
never attempt to integrate themselves into the organi-
zation. They can breed resentment among other group
members by increasing such members’ group mainte-
nance activity workload. Perceived inequitable work
overload can damage the cohesiveness of a group
(Hackman, 1976). However, this impact will be me-
diated by the amount of task interdependence. Thus,
turnover among lone wolves can create greater
problems for stayers, whose tagks are sequentially or
reciprocally interdependent (Thompson, 1967), be-
cause of the stayers’ reliance on lone wolves. Stayers
who have pooled interdependent tasks, however, will
not feel such repercussions because of the more inde-
pendent nature of such tasks. It should be noted that
jobs with pooled interdependence typically require lon-
ger training times. Thus, turnover on these tasks is
more undesirable per se because of replacement costs.
Absenteeism among lone wolves would reflect career-
enhancing behavior. With their coinbination of high
job involvement and low organizational commitment,
lone wolves believe in maximizing their work opportu-
nities. Such individuals are more willing to violate the
organization's absence policy if there is a conflict bet-
ween personal and organizational goals, because of the
importance of their own work agenda. Accordingly, it




28

is expected that there would be a positive relationship
between absenteeism and turnover. Thus, empirically
the progression-of-withdrawall model should best
describe the relationship between absenteeism and tur-
nover for lone wolves. [ The progression-of withdrawal
model predicts that individuals would move hierarchi-
cally through absence and other forms of withdrawal
(e.g., tardiness) up to eventual turnover.]

The third cell contains individuals who exhibit a low
level of job involvement and a high level or organiza-
tional commitment. Their work is not personally im-
portant, but they do identify strongly with the organi-
zation and is goals. Therefore, such employees do not
exert much individual task-related effort, but focus ins-
tead on group maintenance-related effort. Since social
involvement has been positively linked to organiza-
tional commitment (Sheldon, 1971), perhaps, indivi-
dual need for affiliation plays a role in facilitating this
relationship. These individuals represent the corporate
citizens of on organization. Individuals in this cell may
become mentors in a limited sense. Their knowledge of
organizational politics enables them to guide younger
peers in ‘‘the ropes to skip and the ropes to know”’
(Ritti & Funkhouser, 1977), Gouldner’s (1958) defini-
tion of locals shares much in common with the indivi-
duals in this cell. According to Gouldner (1958), locals
are “‘those high on loyalty to the employing organiza-
tion, low on commitment to specialized role skills, and
likely to use an inner reference group orientation’ (p.
290).

Although corporate citizens are not as valuable to
organizations as institutionalized stars, and possibly,
not as valuable as lone wolves, the tmpact they have
when they leave an organization cannot be dismissed
lightty. Katz and Kahn (1978) noted that organizations
attain constancy and stability when members carry out
their prescribed roles (behavioral expectations}. Cor-
pdrate citizens especially are likely to conform to the
organization and carry out their prescribed roles or
behavioral expectations, Thus, in cases where group
norms favor high personal productivity (e.g. Japanese
workers), individuals high on organizational commit-
ment may be equivalent to individuals high on job in-
volvement in terms of task-related effort. Note, howe-
ver, that the reasons motivating their behavior are dif-
ferent (Fishbein, 1967). Speculating from Mobley’s
(1982) general discussion about the consequences of
turnover, one negative outcome to stayers of losing

corporate citizens would be a loss in cohesiveness, sin- .
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ce corporate citizens devote much of their energy to
group maintenance. Of course, an important key to
evaluating how dysfunctional the turnover is depends
upon such factors as the number of stars or lone wol-
ves. This is especially important because corporate citi-
zens are not expected to leave voluntarily. An organi-
zation overloaded with corporate citizens runs the risk
of having too many people who are willing to attend
meetings and not enough people who are willing to ta-
ke on specific responsibilities. Again, the present
authors think the impact of corporate citizen turnover
wil be moderated by the type of task interdependence,

Since so much of their effort is directed at group
maintenance functions, corporate citizens are espe-
cially sensitive to satisfaction with their coworkers. Al-
so, they are sensitive to the norms and absence climates
of their organizations. Thus, corporate citizens are less
likely to violate illegitimately the organization’s absen-
ce rules because they identify with the organization.
However, they are more likely to take advantage of the
organization’s legitimate absence rules.to deal partially
with their low job involvement. Thus, corporate citi-
zens will have different attitudes vis a vis the desi-
rability/legitimacy of absenteeism versus turnover.
The attitudinal version of the alternate forms model,
which predicts that negative work attitude will not
translate into turnover if the person feels that quitting
is not an appropriate response, best describes their
behavior. Indirect support for the difference between
lone wolves and corporate citizens comes from Weiner
and Vardi (1980).

The fourth cell contains individuals who exhibit low
Ievels of job involvement and organizational commit-
ment. Work is not viewed as being important to the
self-image of these employees so they do not exert a
high level of task-related effort. Furthermore, because
they do not strongly identify with the organization,
these individuals just exert the minimun effort (task-
and group-related) to get by. Therefore, the indivi-
duals in this cell represent the least valued members to
an organization, that is, gpathetic employees.

Since apathetic employees are bound to the organi-
zation neither by their work nor by their cornmitment
to the organization, their attachment and compliance
with organizational expectations/norms is based on
calculative judgments (Etzioni, 1961). Thus, they
would be most sensitive to feelings of reward satisfac-
tion (pay, promotions) and to the availability of other
oppeortunities in decisions to withdraw.
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It is hoped, as a result of initial screening techniques
and favorabie market conditions, apathetic employees
will not be hired by the organization. Unfortunately,
promising employees sometimes change and organiza-
tions can do little because they are protected by a kind
of institutionalized job security (Dalton et al., 1982).
Examples of institutionalized job security include uni-
versity tenure and collective bargaining agreements.
From the organization’s perspective, if apathetic
employees leave voluntarily, such turnover is func-
tional, especially if these employees are replaced by in-
dividuals who fall into the other cells.

Concerning absenteeism, it is expected that apathe-
tic employees would take advantage, to the maximum,
of any company policy that does not penalize absente-
eism. For example, it is expected that absenteeism ru-
les that reflect a ‘‘use it or loge it”* philesophy would re-
sult in the highest levels of absenteeistn among apathe-
tic employees. An interesting research question would
be to what degree do other types of employees {e.g.,
institutionalized stars, lone wolves) take advantage of
such absenteeism rules. Based on the above supposi-
tions, the spillover model generally describes apathetic
employees. However, whether their lack of attachment
results in high rates of absenteeism or turnover de-
pends on the constraints associated with each behavior,
for exampie, labor market conditions limiting job op-
portunities. Thus, the behavioral version of the alter-
nate forms model also would describe their behavior.

Interestingly, while reciprocal and pooled task inter-
dependence can create the greatest organizational
problems from the standpoint of turnover, absenteeism
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results in greater problems when employees work on
tasks requiring reciprocal or sequential interdependen-
ce, The former is due to the fact that employee educa-
tion and training levels are high, thus making it more
difficult and costly to replace these individuals. The
latter is due to the amount of task interdependence.
Absenteeism here could create bottlenecks or shut
down the production/service function altogether while
absenteeism on tasks requiring pooled interdependen-
ce would only lengthen the service queue. The literatu-
re on task design {Hackman & Oldham, 1976; Rousse-
au, 1977) suggested that it is most likely that apathetic
employees will be working with longlinked technolo-
gies. Thus, high levels of absenteeism, which are ex-
pected, would create special problems for other wor-
kers.

Conclusion

Job involvement and organizational commitment have
been used to predict general turnover and absente-
eism. This paper describes how job involvement and
organizational commitment can enhance our unders-
tanding of task-related effort as well as withdrawal
behaviors. Empirical research is needed to test the ade-
quacy of this model. However, to do so, researchers
will need to: (a) utilize such techniques as moderated
regression (Saunders, 1956) to test for the significance
of the interaction effect which our model suggests will
be significant and large; and (b) attempt to assess the
reasons for the absenteeism/turnover as well as the fre-
quency or severity of the act itself.
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