ANTECEDENTS OF JOB EMBEDDEDNESS

by

Cezar Giosan

October, 2003

Submitted to the Graduate Faculty of Political and Social Science of the New School
University in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of

Philosophy.

Disseatation committee:
Dr. Nathan Kogan
Dr. Mary Watson

Dr. Nicholas Humphrey



INTRODUCTION

Voluntary turnover seems a straightforward concks. when people voluntarily decide

to leave an organization. The most obvious dimension of voluntary turnsver i
voluntarinessand in this respect the concept is dichotomous (i.e. either voluntary or
involuntary).However, suclanapproach may be simplistic, in that thare instances of
quitting a jobwhich have both voluntary and involuntary aspeEts. instane, quitting

due to relocation of a spouse, or due to pregnancy, seem to have both of these aspects.
Because of such difficulties, some authors argued that turnover voluntariness should be
measured on a continuum, rather than on a dichotomous scale (Ma&&mpion,

1998).

The difficulties of defining voluntary turnover do not end with whether or not the
concept is dichotomou3here are also deficiencies in the number and scope of turnover
reasons recorded in personnel files and exit suniaysertaincases, former employees
and their supervisors may report multiple reasons for leaving and the agreement on all
reasons among these two sources has been reported to be quite low (25%) even though
the agreement on at least one factor was higher (68%) (Cani991).

Other problems in defining voluntary turnover may stem from whom you ask
about its occurrence&mployees or employen general it makes more sense to analyze
employee perception, but even in such a case different individuals may hold i@t
about what constitutes a freboice decision, so that we expect some variance in their
reports and some lack of agreement (Maertz & Campion, 1998).

To minimize the issues emerging from the difficulties with defining voluntary

versus involuntary tnover, one should make explicit the criteria that differentiate the
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two. Toward this end, I adopt Maert z and Cam
voluntary turnoverepresentsii nst ances wherein management a
had the physical oppamity to continue employment with the company, at the time of

t er mi n &tothernwords, voluntariness means that there was no barrier or
impediment (physical, like disability or pregnancy, or from management, like notice of
involuntary termination) forthat person to have continued employment with that

particular organization (Maertz & Campion, 1998joluntary reasons include, for

instance, nommandatory retirement, quitting for family relocation, quitting for a more

secure job, quitting for a bettealary, or leaving for a bigger organization.

CONSEQUENCES OF TURNOVER

Why is a discussion about turnover importaRt@bably the most obvious reason is the

fact that turnover directly impacts the bottom line of any organizaiitve. average

employee ttnover rate for US businesses irB99wvas 14.4%, the highest lewelalmost

two decadesVoluntary turnover in the US has diminished in more recent years mostly
because of a shrinking economy, which reduced the number of alternatives and ease of
movementEmployee turnover is estimated to cost about $11 billion a year, emerging as

one of the most significant factors that impacts the bottom Tine.e Af i nd t hem,
t hem, replace themo syndrome is particular/l:
talented and experienced people are those who are disproportionately most likely to leave
(Abbasi & Hollman, 2000)Employee turnover costs are sometimes hard to estimate
because usually turnover hits in more than one budget, and also because the indirect

expenses such as training time for the newcomers, are difficult to quaitifi
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estimated, for instance, that the direct and indirect costs of replacing a séororation
Technician Enginearho leaves within six months from joining a company can reach a
much as $100,000 (Brown, 200@.middle-level manager replacement cost can reach
1.5 times the personds annuadministativeagosts and
usually increase with increased turnover (Mirvis & Lawler, 1977) because of the
experses associated with new direct hirings or with using staffing agencies.

Employee turnover has significant impact on organizational performance.
Marshall (2001) showed a strong correlation between employee retention and quality of
service rated by the cusher, and other studies showed negative correlations between
organizational effectiveness and employee turnoreistudy at Sears, for example,
showed that as voluntary turnover decreased, financi&rpgnce increase(Ulrich,
Halbrook, Meder, Stuchlik& Thorpe (1991).

In short, the most direct consequences of turnover are the added staffing and
training costs, associated with personnel loss and sometimes decline in organizational
efficiency. Other consequences may be less tangible, yet very impostait, as low
morale among the ones who stay, which may negatively affect job performance and
overall work satisfaction.

Of course, turnover does not have only negative consequéndast, some feel
that negative effects have been overemphasized (Daltmhgr & Krackhardt, 1982).
Society can actually benefit from voluntary turnover because it generally permits job
movement.Voluntary turnover can improve pers@b match.For instance, society
benefits from voluntary turnover when it occurs in the prymabor market, allowing
entrance to those in secondary labor markets (Muchinsky & Morrow, 1€80gr
instances of cases in which voluntary turnover can be actually beneficial are those where

a highly paid, longenured employee is replaced by a new .hinesuch a case, an
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organization saves in salary costs (Campion, 198@1pther instances, an organization

can save if a poor performer quits, or through the creativity and freshness created by
bringing in fAnew bl ooetal 1982 Muchirisky & Morrdvg 9 1 ; Dal
1980).

Research on what instances of turnover are beneficial to an organization is still
underdevelopedThe most comprehensive approach is that of Boudreau and Berger
(1985), whose organizational utility perspective considered tiaatdqy of movers, the
quality of movers, and the costs to produce moventerganding the traditional utility
equations, they included not only the replacement employee, but also multiple hiring
cohorts, continuous retentions and repeated acquisitidiese equations use average
service values and costs to estimate utility under various rates, distributions and
conditions of turnoverEssentially, the authors conclude that employee turnover may
bring benefits to the organization when selection, trainamgl, other replacement costs
are low.

In short, turnover can have both positive and negative consequences and whether
it impacts negatively or positively in an organization depends on its specific
circumstances and moment in tinkhe major question seems be which employees
would organizations most want to prevent from quittilfge answer will most likely
come from studying turnover utility at the individual level, which would take into
account an individual 6s per ftera, alamgwitb the pot ent
same variables for the replacement emplojeertz and Campion (1998) point out that
after this question has been answered, two stequally important for management
emerge:Which types ofvoluntary turnover can be prevented by agamizatior? What
are the best methods aocomplis? One of the aims of the present study is to attempt an

answer to this latter question.



Since turnover can have such a major effect on the bottom line, it is not
surprising that researchers have conegat much effort on elucidating its causes and
determinants| shall briefly present below a review of the major turnover models and

developments.

REVIEW OF VOLUNTARY TURNOVER MODELS AND DEVELOPMENTS

Most early turnover models can be linked to Marckl anSi mondés (1958)
desirability of movemeénand perceived ease of movememwhich are typically
operationalized as work attitudes and perceived alternative opportunities, respectively.
March and Simon (1958) describe perceived desirability ofemant as being primarily
determined by job satisfaction, which is what it has evolved to mean in the turnover
research (Jackofsky & Peters, 1988g Mitchell, Wise, & Fireman, 1996).

March and Simon (1958) characterized job satisfaction as a multifdoetetcbn
of several diverse factors, such as monetary rewards, type of supervision, and
participation in job assignment decisions. In the vast subsequent turnover research, job
satisfaction has been "understood to be one's affective attachment toesvedb either
in its entirety (global satisfaction) or with regard to particular aspects (facet satisfaction;
e.g., supervision)" (Tett & Meyer, 1993: 261).

Job satisfaction plays a major role in virtually all turnover theofiee &
Maurer, 1999) and oerates as the key psychological predictor in most turnover studies
(Dickter, Roznowski, & Harrison, 1996).

Numerous reviews have concluded that job satisfaction is negatively related to
voluntary turnover (e.g., Cotton & Tuttld986; Mobley Griffeth, Hand, & Megling

1979; Price, 1977; Tett & Meyer, 1993). Cotton and Tuttle's (1986) ‘ae#dysis
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demonstrated that this relationship held for overall satisfaction as well as for specific job
satisfaction facets, and Tett and Meyer's (1993) fae#dysis inttated that overall job
satisfaction's prediction of voluntary turnover was equally strong for global andfsum
facet measureslob satisfaction's correlation with turnover has been reported in meta
analytic findings as.24 (Tett & Meyer, 1993);.28 (Seel & Ovalle, 1984);.18 (Hom
CaranikasWalker, Prussia, & Griffeth 1992, and-.19 (Griffeth, Hom & Gaertner,
2000).

In addition to job satisfaction, as March and Simon (1958) pointed out, there are
other predictor variables which have been testedlationship with turnoverA glimpse
at the major turnover models developedtire literature (Mobley, 1977; Steers &
Mowday, 1981; Price & Mueller, 1981; Hom & Griffeth, 1995) reveals the inclusion of
two major categories of predictor variablgg or work attitudes (mainly understood in
terms of job satisfactiorand organizational commitment) andase of movement
(understood in terms of perceived alternati@adjob search behaviors) (See Figurell).
briefly talked about job satisfaction, presentihgw it correlates with turnover.
Organizational commitment, the second major predictor in the job or work attitudes
category has also been shown to negatively correlate with turnover (e.g., Jaros, 1997).

The psychological processes through which jobadistgction prompts voluntary
turnover have been researched at length in cognitively oriented models, with thoughts of
quitting, search intentions, and quit intentions emerging as common mediators (e.g.,
Bannister & Griffeth, 1986; Dalessio, Silverman, &htick, 1986; Hom et al., 1992;
Hom, Griffeth, & Sellaro, 1984; HulinRoznowski, & Hachiya 1985; Mobley et al.,

197). | will talk more about this in the following pages.



Job Attitudes (Job satisfactiomand
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INTENT TURNOVER
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alternativesand job search behaviors)

FIGURE 1: Traditional Turnover Models

Desirability and easef movement were thought to account for much variance in
turnover and, traditionally, leaving was explained as a decisional process following the
route of job dissatisfaction / alternatives search and comparison / decision to leave or to
stay (Mobley, 197). These two factors job alternatives and job satisfactiewrombine
and predict théntent to leave which is a precursor of actual leaving.

Apart from these two important factors that explain variance in turnover, studies
have documented other antdeat turnover precursors, which equate to distinct types of
psychological forces that are thought to motivate quitfiitgey can be summarized as in

Figure 2.1 shall briefly discuss each of these factors.



Current work affect
(satisfaction)

Perception of job
alternatives

Future expected
utility of turnover

Withdrawal intentions / Voluntary
cognitions. turnover

Normative non
work pressures

(Intentions to quit, thoughts of
searching, thoughts of quitting,
intention to search)

Moral attachment

Psychological
contract obligations

Constituent
attachments

FIGURE 2: Major antecedent forces affecting voluntary turnover intentions and decisions (Maertz &
Campion, 1998).

Of all factors that influence voluntary turnover decisions, intention to quit has
demonstrated the highest, most consistent bivariate redhatpmvith turnover (r = 0.50)

(Steel & Ovalle, 1984).0ther studies reported medaalytic correlations between

multiple item measures of turnover intention and turnover of r = 0.65 (Tett & Meyer,
1993).Withdrawal cognitions are not only intentions totqlihey can also be thinking of

searching, thinking of quitting, and intention to searthese factors have yielded

positive correlations with turnover behaviors (rs = 0:30.50) (Homet al, 1992).All

these factors have been recently thought of ats mdra general withdrawal cognition
6syndromed (Hom & Gri ff et Inshod Quddverintansioni | | ust r
is one of the best predictors and the proposed immediate precursor of quitting (Steel &

Ovalle, 1984).



Let me briefly presentdw the concept of the general withdrawal syndrome has
developed historicallyFishbein and Azjen (1975) stated that general attitudes should
relate strongly to a class of behavioral responses, not to specific behbwloms(1991,
in pres$ proposed thagémpirical research on work attitudes should relate to a pattern or
syndrome of withdrawal, rather thao quitting or absenteeism behaviors aloAside
from absenteeism and quitting alone, this syndrome would include psychological
withdrawal such as dayelaming, shirking, behaviors to change job outcomes such as
stealing, moonlighting on the job, behaviors to change the work role itself such as
unionization, transfer attempts, retaliatory measures such as sabotage, violence, or other
cognitive adjustmentg\ccording to RossandHulin, (1985), these behaviors stem from
relative dissatisfaction and fulfill the same basic purpose: adapting to a dissatisfying work
situation. The future use of these behaviors depends on their success in improving
relative sasfaction (Rosse & Hulin, 1985), and the initial choice of these behaviors
depends on a number of perceived opportunity constraints and personal factors (Rosse &
Miller, 1984).

The validity of the general withdrawal construct has been supported by several
studies, and refuted by otheRtimarily there is the indirect evidence in the form of
significant shared variance among withdrawal behaviors, (ditra, Jenkins & Gupta,
1992).0n the other pole, Steers and Mowday (198hy Price and Mueller (1981)ave
argued that alternative withdrawal behaviors are separate and distinct behaviors from
voluntary turnover and therefore should be studied separately.

Figure 2 reveals that the anticipation of satisfaction is a relevant determinant of
turnover, distinctfrom current affective responses based on past experiences (Forrest,
Cummings, & Johnson, 1977kuture prospects on the current job and those on an

alternative job help determine turnover intentions (Mobley et al., 197®ther words,
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people will calalate the investment losses in their current membership and expected
future gains from an alternative and make the corresponding decision.

of cour s e, people are subjected not onl vy
under normative pressurd3eople ive in a social environment and they are subject to
social and normative pressures from their peers, friends, or family merRbestholdt,

Lane, and Matthews (1987) found that by using normative measures, a higher portion of
variance in resignation thawith attitude measures alone was explainedormative

beliefs are perceived expectations of wonr k r ef erent s regarding
turnover behaviorThey are psychological pressures to quit or stay, caused by significant

others, friends, assumingattthe individual wants to meet their expectations.

While normative forces depend on beliefs about how others feel and would react
to oneds quitting, mor al attachment, anot he
stay or leave, is an internalizedlividual value and as such it may be more stable across
situations. Moral commitment or attachment is a value of loyalty or general duty,
causing one to persist at an organizatdoral commitment has shown to be negatively
linked with turnover (Jargslermier, Koehler & Sincich, 1993 f cour se, in to
turbulent job markets, this may be increasingly rare, and perhaps it can be thought of as a
continuum, with the opposite end being the internalized value that changing jobs is a
virtue (Maertz & Canpion, 1998).

The psychological antecedents briefly summarized above can each be linked to
behavioral intention to quit through the established models of individual behavior (i.e.
Fishbein & Azjen, 1975; Triandis, 1973 the literature, however, theage other forces
relevant to turnover decisions, which have not been incorporated in multivariate turnover
models. They arepsychological contractsand constituent attachmentghe last two

factors illustrated in Figure 2.
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Psychological contracts area#d to equity perceptionRousseau (1989) defines
psychological contracts as a set of individual beliefs about reciprocal obligations in an
employment relationship, not involving a third party obsenRobinson, Kraatz &
Rousseau (1994) argue that thare two major types of perceived reciprocal obligations
between employer and employds: formalized, like salary, merit pay in exchange for
giving notice, accepting transfers or keeping company secrets and 2) less tangible, like
job security, training,n exchange for loyalty, overtime, or ext@e behaviorsFailures
to meet the employeeds expectation under th
psychological contract, which, in turn, may lead to a decrease of the amount the
employee feels s/hewes to the organizatiofthis, in turn, may induce an employee to
quit immediately or more readily in the future (Maertz & Campion, 19R8ychological
contracts have notet been incorporated in turnover models, and further research should
address this

The last of the factors illustrated in Figure 2 represents constituent attachments.
The concept comes from the work of Reichers (1985) who argued that employees can
become committed not only to the organization as a whole, but also to constitueimts with
it, such as coworkers, supervisors, mentors, teams, ur8ock. attachments act against
quitting, because people are more psychologically attached to the organiydhibe.
voluntary turnover model s do not taypically
relationships, research has shown that attachments to supervisors and coworkers are
empirically related to quitting (Becker, 1992)orking in teams, or with groups, or on
certain longterm projects, create certain types of commitments other thantiattrace
has for his/her jobln practice, we see companies that use working in teams to induce

commitment (e.g. Cohen & Bailey, 1997).
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With the antecedent forces of turnover analyzed, research addressed causal
linkages among themMore exactly, researche concentrated on examining the steps in
the turnover decision procesihe developments under this paradigm are usually called
Aprocess model so, with Mobl ey 6Mobley (1977)7 ) appr
based his model on the assumption that intenquit or stay is the cognitive event
immediately preceding turnover behavidte proposed intermediate linkages in the
voluntary turnover decision between dissatisfaction and intention to Bpuetly, his
model asserts that following an 1) evaluatidrihe job, experienced dissatisfaction leads
to 2) withdrawal cognitions, which lead to 3) an evaluation of the utility of a job search.
A positive utility yields 4) an intent to search for a job followed by the 5) search itself.
Subsequently, an evali@ occurs of the alternative(s) found comparing it to the current
job. An unfavorable comparison leads to an intention to quit, then leading to voluntary
turnover.This model is logical and compelling, although Mobley recognized that quitting
may also ocgr in an impulsive manner, following an entirely different pathway than that
proposed in his model, but he does not elaborate onltingl address this issue when |
discuss the unfolding model of turnover.

Later devel opment s o f ddebl ;mdéw facyos,ssucli &s9 7 7 ) m
individual values, job perceptions, and labor market perceptions, which determine 1) the
expected utility of the current job 2) expected utility of alternatives, and 3) current job
satisfaction (Mobley et al, 1979 hese three ements form withdrawal intentions,
presumably by way of linkages proposed by Mobley (1977).

Though interesting, this integrative model generally received less empirical
support than a reduced linkage model presented in Hom et al. (1992, p. 905), which
esentially links dissatisfaction to withdrawal cognitions, and then to turndverHom

et al. (1992) model seems the most empirically defensible representation of the basic
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steps in the turnover decision process (Maertz & Campion, 199&3pite these
advancements, there is still uncertainty in regard to which steps, if any, occur during
turnover decision processdanpirical studies provided support to different variations in
the linkages proposed in different models, and this seems to suggest thatira certa
psychological process does ocddiore research needs to be done to directly assess these
steps, using different experimental procedur&be survey data used in past empirical
studies did not directly examine how the decision process occurs.

Other trnover models made incremental contributions beyond intermediate
causal linkages alond-or instance, Muchinsky and Morrow (1980) included in their
model individual factors, work related factors, and economic opportunity factors as
precursors to turnoverThe authors demphasized the behavioral intention construct as
the single precursor to turnover, and stressed that alternative opportunities have the
strongest direct impact on turnovérhey also suggested that individual and walated
factors inteact and have effects on turnover, mediated through opporturitigbeir
support, Michaels and Spector (1982) posited that alternative opportunities have a direct
positive influence on turnover behavior, not mediated through satisfaction or intention.
Other authors also linked job alternatives to turnover intentions and job satisf&cron.
example, researchers have argued that low perceived alternatives block the enacting of
withdrawal intentions (Hom, Griffeth & Sellaro, 1984) and high unemployment
discourages dissatisfied employees from developing firm decisions to seek alternatives or
to resign (Hom et al.,, 1992, p. 893%}onversely, predictor relationships are stronger
when the perceived number or quality of alternatiige high, because attitudesich
intentions can be enacted more eadilytrue, this perspective implies that people are

generally averse in turnover decisioiisevor, (2001) found that job satisfaction appears
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to have a negative effect of greater magnitude when jobs are plentifhlistudy was
the first published nemetaanalytic study to document this effect.

In short, several relationships among alternatives, affect, and turnover have
emerged in models, besides those based on Mobley (1P&eived alternatives may
act directly on turnover behavior, they may influence turnover through satisfaction, or
they may moderate the effects of affect or intentions on quitting.

All these developments, while interesting and very promising, leave many blanks
in the analysis of quittinglecisionsMo bl ey 6s (1977) model and va
influential and most often studie@®espite these advancements, a somewhat simplistic
view of quitting was portrayed in most of these modEBtaditional models have assumed
a stepby-step, rationatecision process that has never been directly validagsand
Mitchell (1994) state h a t Ain short, over 17 years of
models suggests that many employees may leave organizations in ways not specified by
the traditional o d e (pg B6).

Since then, progress has been made in the analysis of moderators, other
determinants, and macfactors in voluntary turnover researcfoherent theories
considering moderators and macro factors are few, and the existing models seem
gererally to underestimate the complexity of turnover decisions which occur in different
populations of employeessome of these factors are the effect of job interviews on
employee tenure, unemployment, organizational culture, national culture, job se#&rch an
the effect of personality traits on decisions to quitwvill briefly present below each of
these dimensions.

Personnel selectiorhas been found to influence turnover and some researchers
studied whether job interviews could be predictors of turnod&emetaanalysis found

that interviews modestly predicted job tenure (McDaniel, Whetzel, Schmidt, & Maurer,
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1994). Schmidt and Rader (1999) however, documented that an empirically developed
structured telephone interview could accurately forecast ten@e (.3

Labor market, particularly unemployment, can impact predictive relationships
(Steel & Griffeth, 1989)The intentiongurnover relationship is weaker with scarce job
opportunities, as shown by Carstamd Spector (1987). It also appears that occupatio
unempl oyment (within onebds job type) i's the
unemployment indicators (such as perceived alternatives), which suggests that
opportunities within oneb6s job title are mc
aggregated rates across occupations (Hom et al., 19B2@ smaller predictive
relationships for perceived alternatives could be explained by the fact that actual labor
market conditions do not transfer directly into employee perceptions of their personal
alternative opportunities (Gerhart, 1990).

Abelson and Beysinger (1984) called for a morganization-level perspective
on turnover Prior to this approach, the majority of the models had been concerned with
the individual level.It is well known that orgnizationlevel variables have been
positively linked to turnoverSuch variables are high centralization, high routinization,
low integration, low communication, and policy knowledge (Price & Muel981).

Other approaches that link organizational wndtto turnover emphasized human
resources practices and strategi#s.has been argued that these strategies create
organizational environments that can oppose or encourage voluntary turnover (Kerr &
Slocum, 1987).These authors argued that cultural valwé team work, security and
respect for individuals would foster greater retention than values of initiative and
individual rewards.Sheridan (1992) showed that an organizational culture which

emphasized interpersonal relationships improved retentiom lawa@rage of 14 months.
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Other studies showed that human resources management practices predict quit rates and
discharge (Shaw, Delery, Jenkins & Gupta, 1998).

National culture can also be a factor which influences turnover decisions.
Turnover models havieeen developed mostly in English speaking countries and can be
ethnocentric.Differences in values and social norms across cultures may influence
quitting in many wayskFor instance, normative forces are more likely to be important for
turnover decisionsni collectivist cultures (such as Japan) rather than in individualist
cultures (such as USQr, some cultures may value loyalty to an organization more than
others (Randall, 1993)As society moves toward globalization, particular attention
should be plaak on these aspects, and it should be recognized that turnover models
cannot be applied or transferred to other cultures without factoring in the cultural
variable.

Job search was introduced as a variable, or intermediate link, between
dissatisfaction andurnover, in early models (March & Simon, 1958; Mobley, 1977).
Some studies showed that job search was a better predictor of turnover than even
turnover intentions (Bretz, Boudreau & Judge, 199®)e reason | discuss job seasth
the end of this paragph is that some authors believe that it should be considered distinct
from turnover modelsBretz, et al.,(1994) argued that job search should be considered
separately from turnover models alone, as there are other purposes for job search besides
tumovetSuch purposes can be oneds desire to eve:
collect bargaining information by finding out salary rangks.such, job search is not
necessarily a predecessor to turnoVée authors also suggested that there are\tpest
of antecedents to job searghull forces from outside the organization and push forces,
originating within the organizatiorRush forces were found most influential on search

motivation (Bretz,et al, 1994).The authors also found a negative cotretabetween
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job search and human capital, but a positive correlation between turnover and human
capital, which suggests that higher level employees may not need to engage in extensive
search in order to find an alternative or to quit, because inforn@imiation gathering

may take the place of formal search.

Historically, investigators used measures of job search emphasizing either general
effort in job search (e.g., Feather & O'Brien, 1986; Hom & Griffeth, 1991; Hom et al.,
1984) or specific job searcbhehaviors (e.g., Dyer, 1973; Kanfer & Hulin, 1985;
KopelmanRovenpor, & Millsap, 1992).

For example, Hom et al. (1984) asked individuals such questions as: how much
effort they expended in their job search, activeness (never defined) of searchywand ho
much time they speiboking for a job. Generaéffort job-search scales, containing items
measuring effort and time, may not be as effective in explaining subsequenteturn
behavior because a geneedilort job-search measure does not test how anviddal
searches (i.e., what that person specifically does or does not do).

Expanding on this, Blau (1993) hypothesized that job search take place in two
stagespreparatory and activ@reparatory stage represents the effort to gather job search
information, while active stage refers to various means of soliciting aBlal (1993)
created an overall search scale and supported aftutee structure with preparatory
job-search behavior, active jedmarch behavior, and geneedidort job searchHe also
showed that active job search has the strongest relationship with voluntary turnover of the
three types, and that it has incremental predictive validity beyond work attitudes and
withdrawal cognitions.Bl audés (1993) study tebsearch t he
behavior measure to account for voluntary turnover beyond more frequently tested work
attitude and withdrawatognition variables. Using two samples, 339 registered nurses

and 234 insurance company employees, Blau (1993) found that activaegob
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behavior had a stronger relationship to voluntary turnover than preparatesggath
behavior or generadffort job search, and it accounted for significant additional turnover
variance beyond workttitude and withdrawatognition variables.

The foregoingbody of research placed less emphasispensonality traits or
individual characteristicdhdeed, we would expect that certain personality traits correlate
in one way or another with turnover and/or job sear&lmr example, intelligence
(cognitivea bi | it y) should factor i n oneds deci si
Cognitive ability has a rich heritage of research in psychology, but its most noteworthy
application to industriabrganizational psychology has been as a predictor of job
performance. General cognitive ability test scores are one of the most consistently
positive predictors of job performance (Schmidt, Ones, & Hunter, 1992), and they are
most predictive for complex jobs, such as those of executives (Hunter, 1986). (There is
evidene that these findings are not lost on employers, as the business press features
companies such as Microsoft that heavily weigh intelligence in their selection practices
(e.g., Seligman, 1997). In the light of these considerations, it seems reasonable to
consider cognitive ability to be an element of human capital, contributing to an
individual's "opportunity” to leave (Bretz et al., 1994). Further, those higher in cognitive
ability are likely to perceive more opportunities, perhaps leading to increasaditiooti
to search, as a way to seek out alternatives.

Indeed, though a relatively small number of studies specifically addressed the
relationships between certain personality traits and turnover propensities, it has been
shown that Cognitive Ability (opeti@nalized through SAT scores), along with the Big
Five personality dimensions of Agreeableness, Neuroticism, and Openness to Experience
related positively to job search, these effects remaining even in the presence of an array

of situational factors prewusly shown to affect search (Boudreau, Boswell, Judge, &
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Bretz Jr., 2001)The authors also found that the relationship between Extraversion and
job search was significant and positive in the presence of situational factors, particularly

job satisfaction.

The Unfolding Model

One of the | atest developments in the area
(1994) Unfolding Model.Lee and Mitchell (1994) introduced a new decismaking
perspective to the turnover research, utilizing multiple decigaihs As such, turnover
decisions may be automatic, script driven, and may be the product of any one of the
several decision strategies, most having different aims than expected utility
maximization. The aut hors al so speakt  madouystdemd,soe\w
that jar employees to deliberate judgments about their employ@eoh shocks can
includespouse relocation, for example.

The paths proposed by Lee and Mitchell (1994) were generally found toLeast.
et al. (1996) used a qualitadi interview methodology with nurses and found that, though
in general paths proposed by Lee and Mitchell (1994) received some empirical support,
there were several notable exceptions in that scripts, negative affect, and evaluation of the
alternatives sared to be more prevalent than previously thought.

These developments in turnover research suggests that the decisions are

considerably more complex than indicated in previous models.
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Conclusions

This rich body of research has shed light on someéhefissues surrounding turnover
decisions, but left many questions still unanswere®ecent metanalyses have
supported many of the factors that were thought to account for variance in turnover.
Griffeth, Hom and Gaertner (2000), in their comprehensivedamgalytical study, have
shown that personal characteristics have modest predictive stfengtimover, which is

in accord with previous studie3here is virtually no correlation between cognitive
ability and turnover, contrasting with the past estearthat more intelligent employees

are less pronetoquit.nt er esti ngl y, wo foand éirsilar gouhattof r at e h
me n &he authors poinbut that this conforms to a recent labor economic finding that
educated women actually resemble men imduer rate and pattern (leaving to assume
another job, not to abandon the labor market, which is a route taken by less educated
female leavers (Royalty, 1998AIso, the metaanalysis found no correlation between
race and turnover, indicating that the esgread accounts that minorities are more likely

to quit are not well foundedn their analysis Griffethet al.,(2000), found a negative
correlation between overall job satisfaction and turnova9), which is in line with
previous findings.

The auhorsalsofound that the effect sizes for pay and pay related variables are
modest in light of their significance to compensation theorists and practitidiessis
interesting and hasnmediate economi@pplications in that practitioners should first
look at less costly measures when trying to control turnover, as they may bedas, i
more, effective. Griffettet al.,(2000), argue that just organizational procedures have as
much if not more to do with encouraging employees to stay as fair pay amiounts.

support of this statement, one study showed that the perceived fairness of-pagerit
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distribution committed employees to their firm more than did satisfaction with the
amount of the raise (Folger & Konovsky, 1989).

In line with past findings, Grifith et al.(2000), also showed that the perceived
alternatives modestly predict turnover (.12), though one of the acknowledged
methodological issues in such studies is how perceived alternatives are operationalized.

As discussed earlier, Hulin (1991) adated the conceptualization of a
withdrawal responseln line with this approach, Griffethet al. (2000) found some
predictive accuracy for lateness and absences, and, more importantly, the pattern of
findings corroborates a progressioflwithdrawal reponse in which disgruntled
employees progressively enact more extreme manifestations of job withdrawal over time
(Rosse, 1988)In this progression lateness represents the mildest form of workplace
withdrawal, while turnover the most extremAbsences remsent an intermediate
withdrawal. Also as a behavioral predictor, performance was found to negatively
correlate with turnover-(15) suggestinghat high performers are less likely to leave.

The latest metanalysisof voluntary turnovesshows that quitntentions remain
the best turnover predictor (.38putpredicting the broad construct of withdrawal
cognitions.Recently, job search has been operationalized in more and more refined ways,
and, importantly, newer operationalizations of job search ardiryietemarkable levels
of predictive efficacyi from .23 to .47Previous studies assessed whether or not leavers
carried out a job search and how much effort they spent searcChimge recent
developments in job search have considered the methodiedkats use to find other
jobs. For examplethe Kopelmanet al. (1992) Job Behavior Index assesses the various

ways job seekers locate alternatives (e.g. mailing resumes, contacting employment

A

agencies) while Blauds (19W¥elg jsaclal xedrapls.
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In short,the Griffeth et al(2000) metaanalysis showed that proximal precursors
in the withdrawal process are among the best predictors of turr®ueh. predictors
include job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job search, awsopa of
alternatives, withdrawal cognitions, and quit intentiod$e authors also demonstrated
small to moderate effect sizes for predictors which prevailing theories presume to be
more distal in the termination process (e.g. Mobley, 1977; Price & ®di986).Such
distal determinants are characteristics of the work environment (job content, stress, work
group cohesion, autonomy, leadership, and to a lesser extent distributive justice and
promotional chancesPther distal causes represent factoremdl to the firm such as
alternative job opportunitiesDemographic attributes did not show any predictive value

on turnover, with the exception of company tenure and number of children.
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THE EMBEDDEDNESS MODEL

Although the abowenentionel studies have generally found significant correlations
between turnover and different attitudinal variables, the results are madestding to
Hom and Griffeth (1995), attitudinal variables (satisfaction and commitraectuntor
less than 5% of theariance in turnoveioreover, the effects of perceived opportunities
on leaving are even weaker (St&elGriffeth, 1989) but the effects of search intentions
appeared to be slightly stronger (Griffeth et al., 2000).

Since traditional models have fourmhly modest correlations, a number of
reseachers broke away from the traditional modetging to identify other factors that
might be good turnover predictor$Vork of Hulin (1991), emphasizing a general
withdrawal construct, is such an exampher esearchers investigated the effects of
personalityon turnover.Barrick and Mount(1996) and Chan (1996), for example,
analyzed the effects on turnover of factors such as conscientiousness.

As described in the previous pages, the factors that were mesttaken into
account when analyzing turnover were -tbejob factors (e.g., satisfaction,
commitment).However, it might be that factors other than job related also control a part
of the variance in turnoveindeed, a body of empirical research suggéstsoftthe-job
factors are importantNon-work influences can be family attachments and/or conflicts
between work and family rolest has been shown that nevork commitments like
hobbies, church, family, do influence job attitudes and attachment fC©885).Other
factors such as having children and a spouse at home have been found as being better
predictors of leaving a job than organizational commitment (Lee & Maurer, 1999).

A very recent development in tu®bhover r e:

field theory, as well as from embedded figuttesories (WitkinMoore, Goodenough, &
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Cox, 1977).Embedded figures are immersed in their field; they are connected through

many links to elements within that spaddéey are hard to separate from thddfiand

become an intrinsic part of that environment; they are a part of the surroundings

(Mitchell, Holtom, Lee, Sablynski, & Ere2001).The rationalghat led these researchers

to look into this new conceptualization is that in many cases people whe &&a

relatively satisfied with their jobs,d o n 6t

for gobg, and leave because of a

precipitating even{e.g. spouse relocateg)his made the authors postulate that it is not

one or another factor that is ultimately responsible for turnover, utather an overall

level of embeddedness with the environment, which may better predict intention to leave

and actual turnoverT h u s ,

j ob

attachments to their job and community.

embeddedness i s a

constr

According to Mitchdl et al. (2001), the critical aspects of job embeddedness are

1) the extent to which people have links to other people or activities 2) the extent to

which their job and community are similar to or fit with the other aspects in their life

space and 3) thease with which these links can be brokEmese make three dimensions

(links, fit, and sacrifice), both erand offthe job, which yields a 3x2 matrix (Figure 3).

Links

Fit

Sacrifice

On the job

Links with the organization.
Formal or informal connectits
between the person and wo
friends, work groups, etc. Socii
integration (O

Abelson, (1987).

Fit with the organization. Personal
values, career goals and plans for {
future must fit the corporate culture af
job demands, careerafhs. Chatman
(1991). Chan (1996), Villanova et al
(1994).

What would the persorsacrifice if

s/he left theorganization. Perceived
costs of leaving the organizatig
(giving up colleagues, perks, project
(Shaw et al. 1998)Stock options or|
benefit pesions (Gupta & Jenking
1980).Job stability and advancemer|
security, accrued advantages.

Off the job

Links with the community
Abelson, (1987), Cohen (1995)

Fit with the community. Weather,
amenities, general culture of the locati
of residence, odbor activities, political

and religious climates, entertainment ef

What would the persorsacrifice if
s/he left the community. Schools
quality, safety of the neighborhoo
Most when

important perso

relocates.

FIGURE 3. Dimensions of embeddedness.
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Job embeddedness is viewed as an aggregate multidimensional construct formed of its six
components or dimensions (Law, Wong, & Mobley, 1998)e causal path goes from

the causal indicators (items in the survey) to determine the six dimensions, artidrom
dimensions, the causal arrow goes out to determine the aggregate construct.
Conceptually, the indicators are causes of embeddedness, not reflections or effects of it
(MacCallum & Brown, 1993)For instance, being embedded does not cause one to go out
and develop links with other people (by getting married, et cet&ajher, those
activities are the cause of embeddedness (Mitchell et al., 2001).

Since job embeddedness is not a unified construct, but a dimensional aggregate of
the on and oftthejob forces that might keep someone on the job, it is not expected that
the dimensions be highly correlated with one anotleisome cases they might (e.g-on
the-job links and fit) but in general such correlations are not expe€etednstance, there
is noreason to believe that d@hejob links will be related to ofthejob sacrifice, et

cetera.

Differential analysis

Embeddedness is just one among many turnover constructs developed in organizational
psychology literature. As discussed in the previgages, the most widely cited
constructs are attitudinal variables, among which job satisfaction and organizational
commitment are most widely cited (Hom & Griffeth, 1995; Griffeth et al. 20Q)b
involvement is also often researched, but not nearly ashnas job satisfaction and
organizational commitment.

While embeddedness overlaps with certain aspects of job satisfaction and

organizational commitment, as well as with some aspects from other turnover
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conceptualizations, it nevertheldsas several shga distinctionswhich makes it unique.

Let me briefly present them below.

Embeddedness and Job Satisfaction

The main difference between embeddedness and job satisfaction constructs is that the

first is both orthe-job and ofthejob, while the latter i®nly onthejob. Moreover, the

main instruments developed the literature (e.g. Job Descriptive Index, Minnesota
Satisfaction Questionnaire) Il nclude mul ti pl
environment, supervision, pay, or-amrkers. However, theacrificeorganization is not
captured under these instruments, as it doe
reactions to work, supervision, or -emrkers. (It does, however, include items on

compensation and benefits such as retirement omhesie).

Embeddedness and Organizational Commitment

Organizational commitment has generated a multitude of construct definiilbers.&

Meyer (1990) use a threkmensional model (normative, affective, and continuance
commitment), which is most curme and widely usedWhile embeddedness concerns
both on the job and off the job factors, it follows that half of it is simply not covered by
organizational commitment, which concerns only organizational iss@#sctive
commitment is conceptually differefrom job embeddednesaffective commitment
reflects onebd6és | iking of the job, wher eas |
emotional factors, others, which are raffective, such as the existence of a niche in the
organi zati on ttdleats.Moreaverctleeembeddedredssconstruct is not
driven by a sense of obligation, as is the case of normative commitment in the

organizational commitment construct. Job embeddedness does have, however, more
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similarities with the third dimension contihuance commitment proposed by Allen &
Meyer (1990).At a general level, items proposed by Allen & Meyers (1990) to assess
continuance commitment are similar to sacridocganizationHowever, while Allen and
Meyers(1990) include in this dimension itertisat assess perceived lack of alternatives,
sacrificeorganization lacks such items (they are included as a separatersihuct),

and, moreover, the measures are more specific, addressing particular issues.

Other constructs that may overlap with emleddedness
Since attitudinal constructs are most widely used in the literature, | contrasted the
embeddedness construct with them fikdbwever, there are other constructs developed
in the literature, which may overlap with parts of job embeddediMsisley 6 s (197 7)
early turnover model included the costs of
vested benefits, Iagederal the reskarck enocosi(s pf. quitétngd 8 ) .
includes three general items along with measures of the costs of sgaidius, this
construct is more general than the embeddedness construct in that it does not assess
specific things to be given up and, also, includes search which, in the embeddedness
model, forms a separate cluster or-sobstruct.

The same claim canebmade about another turnover construct, namely, Farrell
and Rusbultds (1981) and Rusbult and Farr
Specifically, they developed a fedimension commitment model of predicting turnover
(job rewards, job costs, alternagiquality, and job investments)ob investments include
factors that are intrinsic to the job like years of service orpaitable training (Rusbult
& Farrell, 1983, p. 431) or resources that are external but nevertheless tied to the job, like
housing arangements, or friends at workhey constructed items to target these specific

contributors to commitment with one item targeting losses incurred as a result of leaving
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(All things considered, to what extent are there activities/events/persons/objects
associated with your job that you would lose if you were to leave?).

The sacrificecommunity and links&ommunity dimensions are very similar with
the idea of losing things by leavingowever, the authors also include an item targeting
job investment (Howmuch does your investment in this job compare with what most
people have invested in their jobs?), which appears to invoke equigyress, which
are absent from the sacrifioeganization measure. These considerations make the job
investment construatnore general, while embeddedness is more specific, as it targets
specific factors one would give up by leaving.

Other constructs that bear resemblance with some aspects of job embeddedness
are the ideas of persamganization fit (Schneider, 1987; Chatmd 989; Kristof, 1996,
Saks & Ashfor, 1997; Werbel & Gilliland, 1999) and organizational identity (Whetten
& Godfrey 1998).The job embeddedness -fitganization dimension incorporates a
number of separate fit ideas from the abowntioned literature=or example, it is asked
how well one perceives s/he fits with theirworkers, group, job, company or culture.
But one difference is importanthe pb embeddedness construct asks about a general or
overall fit, and this emerged as a necessity from #oe that there is confusion in the
literature on the bases of fit (e.g., personality, values, needs, goals; Kristof, Iha8&.
respect, the embeddedness construct is more inclusive than separate fit constructs in the
literature (Mitchell et al, 2001)The fitorganization dimension appears to have some
similarity with organizational identity, although a clear contrast and comparison are hard
to make due to the fact that there is little agreement on the definition of the organizational
identity construt Mitchell et al. (2001) argue that the job embeddednessdanization
dimension is fundamentally different from organizational identity in that fit is assessing

the degree of similarity on a few specific dimensio@sher authors have much more
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inclusive definitions, such as Ashforth (1998), who argues that fit involves the fusion of
self and the organization.

Other constructs have some similarity with the lhsksnmunity dimension of the

job embeddedness construcAmong t hese, Pr(l98%¥ theony dhat Muel | er
kinship responsibil i ti es Thsaariableis posttulatedbbye 6 s e a ¢
the authors as reflecting fAobligations to re
target oneds marital s beadf nelatives in thendoramunitp. f ¢ hi | «

Other studies also pointed to family connections as important especially in the case of
expatriates leaving job assignments (Shaffer & Harrison, 1$fhe authors suggested
that relocation is gravely affected if a speus a significant family member does not
want to move (Miller, 1976; Spitz, 1986; Turban, Campion, & Eyring, 1998)s
kinship factor is very similar with the linkommunity dimension in the job
embeddedness construct, but job embeddedness is broadeammng.Link-community
does not only focus on kinship, but also on other links with the community that may
inhibit moving, such as home ownership, close friends living nearby, or community
organization links.

Yet other constructs that seem to bear soesemblance with job embeddedness
are those emerging from the work of Fishbein (1967) and Ajzen and Fishbein (1977).
Their attitude model suggests that behavior is affected by what others think you should
do in a particular situationChe underlying ideas that people are socially pressured to
comply with these expectationthis idea has materialized in a series of instruments in
which the respondent responds to questions with respect to various reference groups such
as friends, family, employer (Newmalf74; Hom, et al, 1984).

However, the linkcommunity dimension of the job embeddedness model is

different from these constructs in significant ways, because it refers to difles, than
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people, such as owning a horhék-community refers only to ofthe-job links, whereas
subjective norm only referto people who can be both-anm off-thejob. Lastly, the link
community dimension assesses links, not whether family or friends want one to quit

his/herjob.

Embeddedness as a Turnover Predictor

Job emkddedness has been shown to predict voluntary turnover beyond job satisfaction
and organizational commitment, which are commonly employed when addressing this
phenomenonUsing a sample of retaill employees and another sample of hospital
employees, Mitchelet al. (2001) showed that aggregated job embeddedness correlated
with intention to leave and predicted subsequent voluntary turnodisio, job
embeddedness significantly predicted subsequent voluntary turnover after controlling for
gender, job satisfacth, organizational commitment, job search and perceived
alternatives.Job embeddedness was reliably measured as an aggregated score across
items for fit in the organization, fit in the community, links to the organization, links to
the community, sacrifican leaving the organization and sacrifice in leaving the
community.

More specifically, Mitchell et al (2001) tested whether job embeddedness had any
relationship with employee intent to leave and subsequent voluntary turnover and they
also tested whethgob embeddedness improves the prediction of voluntary turnover
above and beyond that predicted by job satisfaction, organizational commitment,
perceived alternatives, and job search.

The general research strategy employed by Mitchell et al. (2001) wasséss
personal characteristics, job satisfaction, organizational commitment, job embeddedness,

perceived alternatives and intent to leaattime oneand actual turnoverat time twao
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The two samples analyzed were a grocery store chain (177 respondedts) a
communitybased hospital (208 respondents). Both functioredh wvery tight labor
market (unemployment well below 5%).

Personal characteristicswere collected using a simple f{il-the-blank
guestionnaire, and targeted age, gender, marital statuseyel, and seniority with the
job, organization, and industryob embeddednesgs measured using a questionnaire
that the authors developed themselves, and which contained slightly modified items from
traditional attitudinal measures, as well as uaigems developed by the authodsb
satisfactioowas measured using Spectoro6s (1997) Jot
and a thredtem cluster of items in the second sam@ep ect or 6s (1997) Job
Survey is a 36tem measure of employgeb satisfaction applicable specifically to

serviceoriented organization®©verall job satisfaction was assessed through an averaged

composite of all 36 items, and for the f acet
used. The threetem clustercontained the following itemdl A | | in all, I am
with migl pobéner al, I dond6t And&keilnmy derberial(,r ¢

wo r ki n gOrdamgzatienal. commitmemvas measured using Meyer
(1997) threedimensional moell, with an averaged composite of all items being uSed.
the three dimensions, Me y e r Theapb dalterAdtiMese n 6 s s u
measure agpted two items fronthe Lee and Mowday (1987) study, and the items were:
AWhat is theypuobamifiing amaacceptable alter
you search for an alternative job within a year, what are the chances you can find an
acceptable job?0

The job search behavior indaxeasured actual search activity and used the ten
item scaleof Kopelman,etal.( 199 2) , and includes questions

year have you 1) revised your resume 2) sent copies of your resume to a prospective
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employer, 3) read the classified advertisements in the newspaper, 4) gone on a job
interview andb) talked to friends or relatives about getting a new job?

The intention to leave measureras adopted from Honet al. (1984), and
contained threeiteméc Do you i ntend to | eave the organi
AHow strongly do nygou hfeeeolr gaalna wtatli @eav wi t hi n
and AHowitl h&el youwuswi || |l eave the offhgani zat.i
authors used an averaged composite in the analysis.

Voluntary turnover data were collected from the organizationgluntary
turnover was defined as in Maertz & Campion (1998): nst ances wherei n ma
agrees that the employee had the physical opportunity toncenémployment with the
companyat t he t i me Follbw-upsenmthnpeapla who teft thedorganiim
confirmed that they voluntarily decided to leave.

All of the hypothesegested by Mitchell et al. (2001) were confirméa terms of
convergent validity analysis, the authors showed that embeddednessgnifisantly
correlatedp < .01)with job sdisfaction and organizational commitment in both samples
(r grocery=. 43 and fospita= .57 for job satisfaction, andgiocery= .44 and hospital =.54 for
organizational commitmentfurthermorefit in the organization dimensipnvhich was
hypothe&zed to be most closely related to these affective measuresigr@cantly
correlated(p < .01)with job satisfactionand organizational commitmer(r job satisfaction
grocery / hospitaF -52, @and .72 andofganizational commitment grocery / hospl 58 and .52).

Moreover, as stated, the naffective dimensions of embeddedness appear only
weakly correlated to the traditional measures of employee attachiriaks to the
organization for example, was natignificantly correlated with job satisfaon (r = 0.03

and .10).
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In terms of the correlations that exist between job embeddedness and turnover the
hypotheses were also confirmdeéinbeddedness correlated significanfty< .01) and
negativelywith the intention to leave @ocery= -.41 and thospita =-.47). Also, the authors
showed that embeddedness improved the prediction of voluntary turnover beyond that
predicted by job satisfaction and organizational commitmen{(grocery / hospital
improvement of fit chisquare = 2.58 p<.05/ 5.29 p<.01, Wal 2.54 p<.05/ 4.95 p<.01,
pseudo partial r =.08 /-.14) and that predicted lpgb search and perceived alternatives
(grocery/ hospital improvement of fit ceguare = 6.18 p<.01/ 7.36 p<.01, Wald = 5.65
p< .01/ 7.36 p<.0lpseudo partial r = .20 /-.18). Moreover, the authors showed that
embeddedness improved the prediction of voluntary turnover above and beyond that
predicted by job satisfaction, organizational commitment (perceived desirability of
movement), perceived alternatives and job searelc@ived ease of movement) taken
together grocery/ hospital improvement of fit ceguare = 2.37 p<.06 / 5.67 p<.01, Wald
= 2.31 p< .06/ 5.20 p<.Qpseudo partial r =.06 /-.16)..

In other words, job embeddedness predicts turnover over and beyond a
combination of desirability of movement measures and perceived ease of movement
measures, thus assessing new and meaningful variance in turnover in excess of that
predicted by the major variables included in almost all the major models of turnover
(Mitchell et al., 2001).

One of the most important aspects that embeddedness acknowledges is the fact
that offthejob and noraffective factors can influence turnover. The embeddedness
construct adds understanding to the extensive list of work andvadnfadors that
creates forces for staying in a job (Mitchell et al., 2001).

This study has been complemented by a folilgpweplication and extensiobee

et al., (under review) replicated the Mitchell et al. (2001) empirical finding that job
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embeddedness piiets subsequent turnoveadsing a different sample from a well known
financial corporation (sample siz829 employees)the authors showed that: 1) the
correlation between job embeddedness and turnover was negative and statistically
significant, though sall in magnitude (r =-.13, p < .01).2) Job embeddedness
significantly correlated with the intention to leave (.51, p <. 001)Also, as in the

other study, job embeddedness was negatively associated with voluntary turnover over
and above job satisfagn, organizational commitment, job search and perceived job
alternatives.

But the authors not only replicated the previous stddyey also expanded it,
analyzing the correlations between embeddedness and several facets of the general
withdrawal constrat. This construct, advocated by Hulin and associates (forthcoming),
broadens the theory and research on turnolke general withdrawal construct has
many facets: it is made up of various withdrawal cognitions such as perceived job
alternatives, intentio to search, intention to leave, absenteeism, or job performance.
Inspired by this new approach, Lee at al. (2002) found an incremental effect of job
embeddedness amoluntary absenteeismrganizational citizenshipndjob performance
over and above thaf job satisfaction and organizational commitment.

Voluntary absenteeisns seen as an alternate form of leaving organizations.
Conceptually, themore an individual is socially enmeshed (or job embedded) in the
organization, théesslikely he or she shdd be voluntarily absent. It has been shown that
voluntary absences have a corrected weighted average correlation @b .23,
depending on which artifacts are corrected, with voluntary turnover (Griéfetal.,

2000).

Organizational citizenshipehav or s ar e part of -mlel arger

behaviorso (Van Dy n+arks,A205)kdstnofien, or§aniditohaé a n
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citizenship is seen as an employeeds actd.i

(e.g., training, advising or encouragircoworkers) and as enhancing organizational
effectiveness (e.g., incurring individual
by helping others enhance their performance and thereby overall organizational
functioning (Mitchell et al. 2001).

Job performancehas not been traditionally conceptually linked with withdrawal
constructs (e.g., March & Si monods, 1958,
decision to participate from the decision to perforpwever, recent theorizing
guestioned tis separation (e.g. Hulin, forthcoming, Trevor, 2001n their
comprehensive review, for example, Griffeth et al. (2000) report a corrected weighted

average correlation 6f15 between job performance and voluntary turnover.
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RESEARCH QUESTIONS

The following research question will be addressed in this stiyat are some possible

antecedents of embeddedness?

Preliminary considerations

As described in the pages above, the job embeddedness model atobigghtesting
correlations with tenover (both intentions and actual), job performaneguntary
absenteeismand organizational citizenshiplob embeddedness was shown to correlate
with all these factors, thus increasing our understanding of the condénpis far,
research has essenlyatoncentrated on analyzing tlmeitcomesof job embeddedness
and to my knowledge no study has addressed the problem o&ntieeedentsof
embeddednessStudying antecedents of embeddedness | believe would be a real
contribution to this model, as it woukkpand our understanding of the concept in the
other direction.Thus, it would conferclosure and completeness to an already very
promising developmentn practical terms, identifying the antecedents of embeddedness
could potentially facilitate decisioria personnel selectiorif a measurable factor (e.g.,
certain personality traits or attitudes about work) is shown to correlate with
embeddedness, then that factor could be used in the selection process.

What exactly causes someone to be embedifédat are the antecedents of
embeddednessAs Lee et al. (2002) pointed gybb embeddedness is theorized as an
aggregate multidimensional construct formed from its six dimensions with its indicators
(items) acting as causes and not reflections of it. The itantBe job embeddedness
guestionnaire measure the causal indicators of the sixdisudnsions for job

embeddednesdlore specifically, a latent factor is not theorized to drive its indicatbrs.
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iIs not expected, for exampliat job embeddedness willuse one to enjoy a commute,
join more work teams or interact moveth co-workers. Rather, these feelings and
behaviors cause a person to become embeddddrms of a path diagram, the causal
arrow goes out from the causal indicators (items) to deterthmeix dimensions; and
from the dimensions, the arrows go out to determine the aggregate construct.

But what is behind the causal indicato&hat drives someone, for instance, to
enter more easily to teams and make connections, which, in turn, witrease their
embeddednes<Dr, what causes one to become involvethamextra workof community
activities that would make relocation harder?

My task in the following pages is to describe some of the possible antecedents of
embeddedness, describe howested them, and draw an empiricdligsed diagram

linking them to the embeddedness dimensions.

Defining the subject matter
Before beginningo describethe antecedents, | should mention that theoretically there
may be many plausible contendehsdividual differences/personality traits may have
relationships with embeddedness; peopl eds p
nature of their jobs/work environment may influence how embedded they are/become,
certain demographics manhanceelationslips with embeddedneskwould call all of
theseindividual factors because they relate, ameform or another, to the organizational
actor, his modes of perception, his traits, and/or his personal circumstances.

On the other hand, there may also beaargational influences on embeddedness.
Such influences could be, for instance, wtakiily balance programs, socialization,
formal organizational training, certain human resources policies, etcdtevauld call

theseorganizational factorsbecause therelate, inoneway or another, to the modalities
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in which an organization manages its taskfof@ecourse, a precisaistinctionbetween
6i ndividual factors6é6 and 6éorganizational f ac
viewed as both (e.g. sotimtion has both organizational and individual components).
Empirically, the difference between the two resides in the difference between the
modalitiesfor testing themTesting organizational antecedents of embeddedness would
require finding wayso opeationalize various humaresource programs and policies
from various companieand testing embeddedness in samples of employees of those
companies.The practical difficulties of conducting such a study should not be
underestimated.

Because of thesdifficulties, in the following pages | will propose only potential
antecedents that relate to the individual factd's you wi | | see, testir
antecedents of embeddedness will require a different methodological approach than
teding organizationlaantecedentsA large sample of peopkhould be testedn various
demographic/personality/percept dimensions, andhese then empirically related to
embeddednes®lore detailed explanations on the methodology of the study will be given
in the followingpages.

In the light of these considerations, | theoretically expect that some significant
variance in embeddedness will be unaccounted for by the proposed anted&@ecds
merely speculate that this variance maygbe c ount ed f or becedéntsr gani z a

of e mb e dfdréthveac Iseén able to operationalize them in the present study

ANTECEDENTS OF EMBEDDEDNESS AND PREDICTIONS

It is useful to group the possible antecedents of embeddedness in several categories:

demographic variables, ghissitions, work perceptions, and biological factors.
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Demographic variables

In this category | include age, marital status, number of children, and tenure (organization
tenure and community tenurdf has been shown that people who are older, are arrie
have more tenure and / or children in care are more likely to stay (Abelson, ¥887).

goal is to link these variables with embeddedness, and, to this end, | hypothesize that age
and tenure correlate with embeddedndsslso hypothesize that maritalatis and
number of children correlate with embeddedn&ssbeddedness is a multidimensional
construct and tenure is a part of two of its dimensions -orkmunity and link
organization) Because of these reasons, | will only refer to tenure as an ameaéde
some of the embeddedness dimensions that do not already contdiheitbenefit of
including tenure among the antecedents of embeddedness dimensions that do not already
contain it is that the embeddedness dimensions are considered more or lessdexiep

and it is important to know what predicts each of these dimensions.

1. Age Age has been shown to moderate the effects of some organizational factors on the
decisions to leave or stay with an organization. Using a sample of over 3,000 technical
professionals from 6 large companies, Finegold, Mohrman, & Spreitzer, (2002) found

that in comparison to those under 30, satisfaction with job security is more strongly
related to the commitment of more senior workers (age453and those over age 45)

andto their desire to remain with their companigébe same study found that for the

under3 0 0 s , satisfaction with opportunities to
individual performance has a stronger negative relationship with willingness tgechan
companies than for those over 489though indirectly this study addresses turnover, it

does not tell us much about the precise relationships between age and turnover.
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Age is a serious contender for an antecedent of embeddedmgsably, there
will be a relationship between age and embeddedness in that younger people may be less
likely to be highly embeddedConceivably, older people have had substantial thoughts
about past and current fit, links and sacrifibe.contrast, a 2§earold (high school
graduate but collegaropout or the abouto-graduate student looking for a fiime job
in a tight market, or the graduate student who hasd fulme A sur vi val 0 j ob)
had only minimal thoughts about fit, links and sacrifice (Mitchell et2flQ1). The role
of age in job embeddedness appears important to a better understanding of the construct.
As such, it merits theoretical and empirical consideratMy.prediction is that older
people will display higher levels of embeddedness than youpgeple on links
community and linksorganization dimension€lder people may have children attending
schools in the neighborhood, they may be school board members, they may be friends
with their childrendés fri endsalubp @.9.egolft s, or
chess, etc.)They also may have high#vel positions in organizations, along with a
greater number of people that they supervisie.these strengthen and increase the
number of attachments with the community and the organizafgnfirst hypothesis,

therefore, is:

Hypothesis 1Age positively correlates with embeddedness.
Hypothesis 1AAge positively correlates with liflkcommunity.

Hypothesis 1BAge positively correlates with linkagganization.

2. Time: While age may be eontender for embeddedness, there may be cases in which,
although a person is not young any longer, s/he has recently relo&atedch, her/his

links with the community may not be well consolidat€dnsequently, this person would
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not be highly embedde&uch a person may becenmore embedded as time goes by
through initiating new contacts, or establishing new frienGisne spent in the
community, rather than age per se, may therefore be a better contender for an antecedent

of embeddedness in such a casherefore, my second hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 2: Community tenure predicts embeddedness beyond age per se.
Hypothesis 2ACommunity tenure positively correlates with sacrdfooenmunity.

Hypothesis 2BCommunity tenure positively correlates withkddmmunity.

3. Strength of attachment:Some family variables are included in virtually all turnover

models, but there is no agreement on what family characteristics are most relevant to
quitting and how they might operatéMobley et al (1979) assert thaamily

responsibilities affect individual values, which, in turn, affect intentions to search and to

quit. St eer s and Mowday (-We8k) inheaehzesdhant ar
attitudes to affect intention to leaydom and Griffeth (1995) arguiat conflicts with

work and extraorganizational loyalties affect organizational commitment, which is
antecedent to withdrawal cognitions and expected utility of withdrdwajeneral, three

family structure characteristics have been more frequentlyestudithe organizational

psychology literaturemarital status, number of children and whether or not the spouse is
employed (Lee & Maurer, 1999Prawing from the sociological literature, Lee and

Maurer (1999) argue that family structure directs the mensbo® al | ocati on of
(time, money and effort) of its members; family structure can affect individual behavior

via its social control of members (Thornton,
energy (Downey, 1995B e ¢ k e r § bumdnlc&u@l theory specifically argues that

because of limitatonmoneds time and energy, empl oyees
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work and family. Family structure is suggested to affect voluntary turnover by increasing
social controls (pressures) in the allocatidriime and energy devoted toward (or away
from) the job (or family). It has been shown that having a spouse, having an employed
spouse, and an increased number of children at home, strengthen the effect of intention to
leave on subsequent and actual legviLee & Maurer, 1999).

People who are married are more likely to have integrated better in their
communitiesThe likelihood that married couples develop friendships may be higher than
in the case of singles, because in a couple both partners mgyrbriaw acquaintances.

In time, some of these will become common attachm&umie authors even suggested
that relocation is gravely affected if a spouse or a significant family member does not
want to move (Miller, 1976; Spitz, 1986; Turban, Campion, &rig, 1992).
Consequently, | expect that strength of the attachment to a significant other c®rrelate

with embeddednesSpecifically, | predict that:

Hypothesis 3Strength of attachment positively correlates with embeddedness.
Hypothesis 3AStrengthof attachment positively correlates withddmmunity.
Hypothesis 3B:Strength of attachment positively correlates with sacrfice

community.

At the same ti me, being strongly attached (¢
tendency to seek newriendships, because of the household commitments and less

available time to spare outside the relationship. As most people spend a significant

amount of their time at work, which is usually one of the main places to develop new
friendships, | expect thatrength of attachment acgainst linksorganization, precisely

because people will be less actively seeking the company of other people.
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Hypothesis 3C: Strength of attachment correlates negatively with Hnks

organization.

4. Number of childrenincare:l ndependently of oneds marit al
sheer number of children and their ages ar e
embeddedness withtheir communityPeople who have school age children may attend

school board meeting#hey may have developed relationships with neighbors who also

have children, or they may have purposely chosen to live in a particular neighborhood
because of s cho@dnsequengyulaipectsych peeple toebécenre anore
embedded in theicommunities, especially on the lirkemmunity dimensionMy

specific hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 4:Increased number of children in care positively correlates with
embeddedness.
Hypothesis 4Aincreased number of children in care positively correlatéh w

links-community.

Personality/Individual differences

In this category | include some of the Big Five traits and motivaame of the Big
Five traits have been linked with turnover in previous studies (e.g., Barrick & Mount,

1991).
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5. Big Five It may be that some people become more embedded because they have
certain personality traits that make them enter more easily in work teams or-t@fong
onthejob and/or offthe-job partnershipsA propensity to join teams or to seek mentors
may make thee people become more embeddedcontrast, people who enter with
difficulty in new relationships, or have difficulty in maintaining or nurturing
business/personal relationships may be deficient on the-doksnunity and links
organization dimensiondMly argument is that personality is likely an antecedent to
embeddedness.

In recent years it has been argued that all personality traits can be reduced to five
basic factorsThe Big Five traits include extraversion, agreeableness, conscientiousness,
emotiaal stability, and openness to experieridee Big Five are broad, global traits that
are thought to be associated with behaviors at work (Nelson & Quick, Z003)Big
Five factors, according to Costa and McCrae (1992) (See also Salgado, 1997) are:

1 Extraversion - the person is gregarious, assertive, and sociable (as opposed to
reserved, timid, and quiet).

1 Agreeableness the person is cooperative, warm, and agreeable (rather than cold,
disagreeable, and antagonistic).

1 Conscientiousness the person ishardworking, organized, and dependable (as
opposed to lazy, disorganized, and unreliable).

1 Emotional stability - the person is calm, setbnfident, and cool (as opposed to
insecure, anxious, and depressed).

1 Openness to experience the person is creaty curious, and cultured (rather

than practical with narrow interests).
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There have been only a few studies that directly addressed the link between personality
and turnover (Griffeth et al., 2000) and no study linking personality and embedddtness.
hasbeen shown that several of the tieBEQ Fi veo
Personality Inventory conscientiousness, agreeableness, and openness to experience
can predict turnover or tenure (Barrick & Mount, 19%nother study found that some

of the Big Five personality dimensions can exhibit predictive validity for-lweng) truck

drivers. (Conscientiousness ([rho] =26 and-.26 for two samples) and emotional
stability ([rho] =-.23 and-.21 for two samples) were valid predictors of volupta
turnover.) In short, conscientious and emotionally stable truckers are less likely to leave.
The uncorrected correlation between those two personality traits and turnover (measured
six months after personality testing) was abef0 (Barrick & Mount, B96). These
findings suggest that individuals with high turnover propensities can be identified prior to
organizational entry.Other studies have linked Big Five factors to job search behaviors

in that agreeableness, emotional stability, and opennegpéaence related positively to

job search, these effects remaining even in the presence of an array of situational factors
previously shown to affect search (Boudreau, Boswell, Judge, & Bretz Jr., Z0@%g
authors also found that the relationship kedw extraversion and job search was
significant and positive in the presence of situational factors, particularly job satisfaction.

In linking personality with embeddedness, | argue that extraversion,
agreeableness and conscientiousness of the Big Faaors correlate with
embeddednessPeople who are agreeable and extraverted enter more easily in
relationships, they make friends easier, which, in turn, enriches the net which surrounds
them and should make breaking the attachments more diff@uttouse, the opposing
argument can be made, that is, extraverted and agreeable people may actually become

better networked, which, in turn, may increase the probability of receiving unsolicited job
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offers.Consequently, extraverted and agreeable people mayedimate more easily to
new places, thus lowering the psychological costs associated with moving/turmover.
other words, a negative correlation between these factors and sammgfgsezation may
be observedConsequently, such people may actuallgpthy higher levels of turnover,
despite scoring more highly on embeddedness dimensions.

In the same line of arguments, people who amescientiougperform their jobs
better, which usually leads to increased recognition from the organization (both,formal
e.g., salary, and informal, e.g. praise), which, in turn, should lead to increased sense of fit
with the organization. Such people should become more embedded in their organization,
which will negatively affect their decisions to leave.

In short, my hypotheses are that conscientiousness, agreeableness and
extraversion positively correlate with embeddedness.

Specifically, my hypotheses are:

Hypothesis 5.Agreeableness, Extraversion and Conscientiousness are predictors of
embeddedness.
Hypothesis 5AAgreeableness positively correlates with sacrifscganization.
Hypothesis 5BAgreeableness positively correlates with sacritoenmunity.
Hypothesis 5CConscientiousness positively correlates wittofgganization.

Hypothesis 5D. Extraversion pasgly correlates with link®rganization.

6. Motivation: Some people seem to be driven by a passionate interest in their work, a
deep level of enjoyment and involvement in what theyTdos is what psychologists
have, for several decades, called intgnsiotivation:the motivation to engage in work

primarily of its own sake, because the work itself is interesting, engaging, or in some way

47



satisfying. The opposite of intrinsic motivation is extrinsic motivation, where people
seem to be motivated more bxternal inducements in their workhree recent research
programs (Harter, 1981; deCharms, 1968; Deci & Ryan, 1985b) have treated mtrinsic
extrinsic motivational orientations as variables that are, to some extent, traitlike, that is,
as enduring individud-differences characteristics that are relatively stable across time
and across situations.

The nature of the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation is not as
straightforward as it might appear at a first glantée common implication in
contemporary theories is that the two work in oppositiéor. example, Lepper and
Greeneods initial theorizing (1978) proposed
decrease to the extent that their extrinsic motivation increagesition implicity held
by other theorists.

Recent research, however, suggests that under some circumstances, intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation need not work in opposition (Deci & Ryan, 1988a&)abile, Hill,
Hennessey, & Tigh€1994) provide some suggestive evidencadditive dfects of the
two types of motivationChildren whose intrinsic motivation toward schoolwork was
bolstered by training subsequently showed higher levels of creativity under external
reward conditions, in contrast to nontrained children, who sbovwwer levels of
creativity under reward (Amabiket al.,1994; Hennessey, Amabile, & Martinage, 1989).

Amabile et al (1994) developed an instrument (Work Preference Inventory) to
assess intrinsic and extrinsic motivation applicable both to studentsrgidyed adults.

The Work Preference Inventory was designed as a direct, explicit assessment of
individual differences in the degree to which adults perceive themselves to be

intrinsically and extrinsically motivated toward what they @ibe scales were eated to
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be scored independently, guided by the underlying assumption that intrinsic and extrinsic
motives might coexist.

Items for the Work Preference Inventory were written so as to capture the major
elements of both ininsic and extrinsic motivationFor intrinsic motivation the
components aret) selfdetermination (mastery orientation and preference for challenge)
2) competence (mastery orientation and preference for challenge) 3) task involvement
(task absorption and flow) 4) curiosity (prefererfoe complexity) and 5) interest
(enjoyment and fun)or extrinsic motivatiorthe components aré&) evaluation concerns
2) recognition concerns 3) competition concerns 4) a focus on money or other tangible
incentives 5) a focus on dictates of others.

Amabile et al (1994) showed that there was little support for the assumption that
intrinsic and extrinsic motivation are polar opposites, with people falling into one discrete
category o the other.Indeed, individuals can simultaneously hold strong intrirasid
extrinsic orientation, and intrinsic and extrinsic motivational orientations could be well
understood as two unipolar construdBased on these considerations, Amabile et al
(1994) suggest that individuals can be divided into four tygkslly motiated,
intrinsically motivated, extrinsically motivated, and rmiotivated.

| believe that intrinsic and extrinsic motivatedrdispositions can be related to
embeddedness§ince intrinsically motivated people extract their passion for work from
within, it is likely that they will experience greaterfit with the than extrinsically
motivated individuals, all else being equAlso, since their satisfaction is primarily
generated by internal motivations, leaving the company would not incur high perceived
sacrifices even if they are to give up some accrued ben@fitshe other hand, perceived
sacrifices will likely be high in individuals who extract satisfaction from external

rewards.As such, | posit that intrinsic motivation will positively correlate hwiit-
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organization, while extrinsic motivation will positively correlate with sacrifice
organization when the person is relatively satisfied with their benefits.

Specifically, my hypotheses are:

Hypothesis 6Motivation correlates with embeddedness

Hypothesis 6A: Intrinsic motivation correlates positively with -fit
organization

Hypothesis 6BExtrinsic motivation correlates positively with sacrifice

organization.

Perceptions about work

Predictably, certain work experiences will have an influerme the level of
embeddedness of a person in an organizaBome of the work experiences discussed in
the analyses of the antecedents of organizational commitment are perceived
organizational support, perceived role ambiguity, leadershigustide (Meer, Stanley,
Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky2002).1 see some of these also as poss#nieecedents of

embeddedness:

7. Role ambiguity: Role ambiguity, according to Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, and
Rosenthal (1964), is the lack of clear, consistent infoonategarding the actions
required in a particular position. Role ambiguity, which is sometimes referred to by the
contrasting term, role clarity, is considered to have important consequences for the
performance and success of groups in business and yndBstzo, House, & Lirtzman,
1970) and has been linked to related variables such as cohesion (Granth®, Ca82)

and roleefficacy (Bray, 1998) in sport teams.
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Beard (1999) observed that role ambiguity is a cause of many negative or
detrimental conse@gnces for the individual and the organization, including job
dissatisfaction, stress, and propensity to leave the organization. These consequences have
been confirmed through various studies (e.g., Hammer & Tosi, 1974) anchnadyaes
(e.g., Jackson & 3wiler, 1985). More recently, Fried and Tiegs (1995) reported that role
ambiguity is also directly associated with how supervisors perform (i.eirglagg
their rating of employees).

| believe that role ambiguity can be linked to embeddedness, pecdisally to
fit-organization. A perceived high role ambiguity will directly affect the perception of fit
with the organizationTherefore, | see role ambiguity as a precursor of this specific

dimension of embeddedness.

Hypothesis 7Role ambiguity ngatively correlates with embeddedness.

Hypothesis 7ARole ambiguity negatively correlates withditganization.

8. Perceived [organizational and supervisor] support:
Organizational support theory (Eisenberger, Cummings, Armeli, & Lynch, 1997;
Eisenbeger, Huntington, Hutchison, & Sowa, 1986; Shore & Shore, 1995) supposes that
to meet socioemotional needs and to determine the organization's readiness to reward
increased work effort, employees develop global beliefs concerning the extent to which
the oganization values their contributions and cares about theirbe®ly (perceived
organizational support, or POS).

In various studies, employees showed a consistent pattern of agreement with
various statements concerning the extent to which the orgamzappreciated their

contributions and would treat them favorably or unfavorably in differing circumstances

51



(Eisenberger, Fasolo & DavisaMastro, 1990; Eisenberger et al., 1986; Shore & Tetrick,
1991; Shore & Wayne, 1993). Employees evidently believe ahabrganization has a
general positive or negative orientation toward them that encompasses both recognition
of their contributions and concern for their welfare.

Just as employees form global perceptions concerning their valuation by the
organization,they develop general views concerning the degree to which supervisors
value their contributions and care about their seling. This evolved to be known as
perceived supervisor supppdr PSS (Kottke & Sharafinski, 1988).

Perceived organizational supp has been shown to reduce absenteeism
(Eisenberger et al, 1986Also, perceived supervisor support was found to positively
relate to temporal change in perceived organizational support, suggesting that perceived
supervisor support leads to perceivedamizational support (Eisenberger et al., 2002).
Also, the PSSPOS relationship increased with supervisor status in the organization.
Evidence is consistent with the view that perceived organizational support completely
mediated a negative relationship weén perceived supervisor support and employee
turnover. These studies suggest that supervisors, to the extent that they are identified with
the organization, contribute to perceived organizational support and, ultimately, to job
retention (Eisenberger at., 2002).

Perceived organizational support and perceived supervisor support would likely
influence the sacrificerganization and fibrganization dimensions of embeddedness.
Increased organizational and supervisor support may make it harder for fegple
their actual work circumstances up and leave, because of the perceived increased
sacrifices that they would have to make.

| see the causal link going from these work experiences (role ambiguity/confusion

and organizationadlpervisorsupport) to étermine/effect embeddedness, not vice versa.
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I donot see embeddedness causing increased

perceived organizational suppo@n the contrary, | see these factors as antecedents
coming into play after the organizatidreatry - which will affect specific dimensions of
embeddedness.

My specific hypotheses are:

Hypothesis 8Perceived support positively correlateith embeddedness.
Hypothesis 8A: Perceived support positively corredateiith sacrifice
organization.

Hypothesis 8BPerceived support positively correlateith fit-organization.

Under the perceptions about work category | also include alternatives (opportunities),
investments (in the actual job/organization), amansferability of education/skills.
Transferability of skills and education have been shown to correlate with continuance
commi t me n.22 afd4.3d)s(Meyer et aJ 2002).Similarly, alternatives (number
and quality) were found to negatively correlate with continuance commitment in meta

analyses of organizational commitment (Meyer et al, 2002).

9. Alternatives: The perceived number, quality, and availability of alternatives are
factors that have been shown to have effects on turnover (both actual and inteltions).
was shownfor instarce, that intentionsurnover relationships are weaker with scarce job
opportunities (Carsten & Spector, 1987). Other researchers have argued that low
perceived alternatives block the enacting of withdrawal intentions (Hom, Griffeth &
Sellaro, 1984) and hig unemployment discourages dissatisfied employees from

developing firm decisions to seek alternatives or to resign (Hom et al., 1992, p. 893).
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| believe that the existence of alternatives should affect the way in which someone
perceives the value of heighactual job and corresponding sacrifices that s/he would
have to make by quittingA high number of comparable alternatives should have direct
negative effects on Hbrganization and sacrifieerganization dimensions of
embeddednessA small number of gch alternatives should act in the direction of
embeddedness, by making people value their jobs more higbhsequently, | expect
alternatives to negatively correlate with embeddedness.

My specific hypotheses, therefore, are:

Hypothesis 9Alternatives correlate with embeddedness.
Hypothesis 9AAlternatives negatively correlate with sacrifioeganization.

Hypothesis 9B. Alternatives negatively correlate witlofganization.

10. Investments:Si mi | ar | y, oneds i nves techeffedtsson i n
embeddedness, particularly -fitganization. Long [nonpaid] extrahours, voluntary
involvement in normandatory workelated activities and other nqortable,
idiosyncratic credits, not necessarily directly related to the actual jobdsimcutase the
perceived organizational fit probably through the mediation of organizational
commitment.

Specifically, my hypothesis is:

Hypothesis 10Job investments correlate with embeddedness.

Hypothesis 10A. Job investments positively correlatte fitiorganization.
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11. Skills/education transferability: In the same line of arguments, transferability of
skills/education should have a direct impact on sacrgiganization Presumably, it will

be harder for people whose skills/education are msetlyetransferable to change their
current work situation with anotheAt the same time, however, an organization that
provides people with opportunities to develop skills that are marketable should be more
valued. Specific training and organizationalggrams targeted at specific professional
development that make people more competent in doing their jobs, increasing the
likelihood of finding a job elsewhere, should make people value the organization more

highly. Accordingly, my hypothesis is:

Hypothess 11. Skills/Education transferability correlates with embeddedness.
Hypothesis 11A. Skills/Education transferability correlates positively with

sacrificeorganization.

12. Mating opportunities. Another factor that should play a role in embeddednesssst
from evolutionary psychologyEvolution has endowed us with mechanisms geared at
gene reproduction and fit maximizatiobinder the premises of evolutionary psychology,
much of our behavior is explained as attempts to maximize gene reproductioreaséncr
the likelihood of survival of both the actor and its offsprikgght for status, fight for
promotions or for salary increases, or tendencies to spend unreasonable amounts of
money on expensive items just for the sake of displaying them (to sigaifys)stan all
be viewed as attempts to increase the likelihood that one will find a good mate, which, in
turn will increase the likelihood of efficient gene transmission (Buss, 1999).

In the light of these considerations, | expect that situations ontamrlthat are

perceived to offer good mating opportunities would be preferred over those that do not.
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People who perceive that the environment in which they live offers such opportunities
will find it harder to separate from iin other words, they wilbecome embedded in It.
therefore expect a correlation between perceived mating opportunities and

embeddednesSpecifically, my hypotheses are:

Hypothesis 12Perceived number of mating opportunities correlates with embeddedness.

Hypothesis 12APerceved number of mating opportunities in the community
positively correlates with itommunity.

Hypothesis 12BPerceived number of mating opportunities in the community
positively correlates with sacrifieeommunity.

Hypothesis 12CPerceived number of ating opportunities in the organization

positively correlates with fiborganization.
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STUDY ONE

METHODOLOGY

One important issue in testing models like the one | am proposing is the direction of
causality.Eventual correlations that may appear betwt®e proposed antecedents and
embeddedness may not necessarily mean that the direction of caus#iiy ihose
antecedents to embeddedndassome cases, perhaps the direction of causality is from
some dimensions of embeddedness to some of the alegededentsin other cases,
perhaps it may be that the correlations are the expression of a latent factor that influences
both of the variablesThese are important issues that need to be addressed in the
methodology.

To minimize the difficulties of irdrpreting the correlations, one possible way to
execute this study is to do it in two phas&dministering the antecedents scalesirat
one and the embeddedness surveytiate twa Though such an approach does not
guarantee that the eventual correlatiovill represent the predicted direction, it however
strengthens such an argument.

Doing the study in such a paradigm raises, however, important practical obstacles.
The common empirical approach in the organizational psychology literature is to survey
employees working for the same organizatidius, any potential confound given by
di fferences i n the organizational culture t
The model that | am testing makes such an approach difflEulwere to survey the

same people in an organization at two different times, | would have to link their answers
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at the first questionnaire (the antecedents survey) to their answers to the second
guestionnaire (the embeddedness survey) and | would have to solicit the information
necessary to link the two instruments (e.g. social security number, or name, or work
id/email) directly from the respondeniBhis would imply that | would collect personal

information that could identify the person who gave those answ®&irge the

quest onnaire asks several sensitive questi ons
supervisor, etc) the issues of confidentiality become an important pradeooncern is

that if | use such an approach people might not be honest in their answieesewill be

a large number of neresponsefo the second questionnaire.n bot h such cases
compliance and the validity of the results could be comprom{sech concerns are not

new in the literature.

Because of the above reasonsStudy onel chos a different methodTo
eliminate the problem of confidentiality and response rate, | opted to survey people
working forvariousorganizations at two different times.

The procedure was as followsndergraduate students working ftithe, seeking
degreesn management and taking evening classes at a business college on the East Coast
had the option of choosing to administer a number of surveys as part of an introductory
psychology course optional requiremehhe students who opted for this were given the
antecedents survey, along with instructions to administer it to five people at their
workplace.They were also advised that they would have to administer another survey to
the same people after a monthput a particular effort in having them administae
survey to people working in transferable positions (e.g., administration and management),
to minimize the potential risk of the nature of the job emerging as a confohisdfirst
survey went with the consent forms and also collected the names aadtagtails of

the respondent3.he consent forms and the additiomatructions, which emphasizéue
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confidentiality of the responses, as well as the fact that the survey represented a course
requirement of a colleague of the respondents, and notg dtune by a third party in

their company, | believe greatly decreased the perception of any potential danger or threat
in the completion of the surveyndeed, with one exception, all the students reported
having no problems having their coworkers filliogt the surveyOn occasionl was

even asked to get in direct touch with some of the respondents who were curious about
the aggregated results of the study.

After approximately a month, the students who participated in this project were
given the embetdkedness survey and instructed to administer it to the same people who
had signed the consent forms and agreed to complete the antecedents saiiested
182 surveys and discarded ten because of missing data or because the embeddedness
survey was notaturned.In total, | collected 172 valid surveys over a period of eight
weeks.The total completion time of both questionnaires was approximately 30 minutes
approximately 20 minutes for the first part, and 10 minutes for the secondseart
Appendix1 for the instrument and scales).

The surveys contained the following:

1. Questions targetindemographic variables
2. The Big Five Inventory (BFI) (John, Donahue& Kentle 1991).1 chose BFI
over the NEGPI inventory because (of):
1) Economical reasons (the ovirguestionnaire would become too
long if I used the long muliaceted version)
2) Peerreviewed empirical studies addressing the links between the
Big Five and various outcomes (e.g. job performance, turnover), in
general were not concerned with the facsitshe Big Five (e.g.

Barrick & Mount, 1991).

59



3. Work preference inventory (WPI) (Amabile et al., 1994), to assess intrinsic and
extrinsic motivation.

4. Role ambiguity was captured by using a stem scaledeveloped by Rizzet al,
(1970).

5. Perceived organiational support was assessedising three items from the
Survey of Perceived Organizational Support developed by Eisenberger et al.
(1986).This strategy was employed by Eisenberger et al (2002) in their analysis
of the relationship between perceived orgational support and perceived
supervisor supporflo assess employees' perception that the organization valued
their contribution and cared about their wading, the authors selected three
hight-loading items from the SPOS (Items 1, 4, and 9; Eisenbetgak, 1986)
with factor loadings, respectively, of .71, .74, and BBe measurement scale
was of the Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agréegse
items were also used the present study.

6. Perceived supervisor support To asgss employees' perception that their
supervisor values their contribution and cares about theirbeelg, | used the
SPOS in the same manner as Kottke and Sharafinski (1988), Hutchison (1997a,
1997b),RhoadesEisenberger, & Armel(2001), and Eisenbergeet al. (2002),
replacing the worarganizationwith the termsupervisor The three adapted items
from the SPOS are Items 10, 27, and 35 (Eisenberger et al., S986jedn the
basis of their high loadings (respectively, .72, .76, and .80). The messre
scale wa®f theLikert-type (1 = strongly disagree; 5 = strongly agree).

7. Skills/education transferability was measured by adapting some items used by
FacteauDobbins, Russell, Ladd, & Kudis¢thi995)and TeslukFarr, Mathieu, &

Vance(1995) and addg a few more itemsThe items werel can easily use the
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knowledge that | have gained while working for this company in another work
setting/ My actual job performance has improved due to the skills | learned in
this job / The skills that | have acculated while working for this company
greatly increased my chances of getting a comparable job elsewhere / My resume
looks better now, after all the training | have received while in this job.

. Job investmentwasassesseddapting the following itenfi H o wichrdoes your
investment in this job compare with what most people have invested in their
j obBRIOS is an item from Farrell and Rusbu
(1983) fourdimension commitment model of predicting turnoveilob
investments inclde factors that are intrinsic to the job like years of service or
non-portable training (Rusbult & Farrell, 1983, p. 43ll3lso includedour more

items:| have spent many unpaid extra hours at work / | have voluntarily engaged
in many organizatiomelaed activities that are not a formal part of my job (e.g.
committee memberships, event plannih@he effort that | have put into my job

has helped me to become competent in this line of work / | use my free time to
read workrelated materials that coritite to my competence on the job.

. Perceived number of alternativeswas measuredusing a fiveitem scale
employedby Mitchell et al. (2001) and adted from Lee and Mowday (1987).

The items were:What is the probability that you can find an acceptable
alternative to your job? / If you search for an alternative job within a year, what
are the chances you can find an acceptable job? / If you have received a job offer
in the past year, to what extent did you consider accepting it? / If you received a
job offer today, to what extent would you consider accepting it? / Have you

considered quitting your job to pursue Awark options?
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10. Perceptions of mating opportunitieswas collected using two items which were
tested in a pilot studylhe items werelt would be @asy for me to date someone
working for this company, should | desire so / | could easily find a date in the
community | livein, should | desire so.

11.Job embeddedneswas tested using a slightly modified version of the Mitchell et
al (2001) embeddedsgsurvey thatcontaineda more finegrained demographic
section.A few items have been added and other items have been excluded from
theMitchell et al (2001) initial version.

12.Two additional measureswere included for exploratory purpos@sey were:a)
Intention to leavewhich was assessed using a thiteen scale adapted from Hom
et al (1984) and used by Mitchell et al (2001) as a part of the questionnaire they
employedto test the embeddedness construct andlob)search behavior index
which is a measureedigned tassessictual search activityrhe Kopelman et al.

(1992) tenitem scale was used for this purpose.

Demographics A total of 172 questionnaires was collected, 37.8% (65) males,
61.6% (106) femalesThirty percent (50) identified as White, 2%2(49) identified as
Hispanics, 38.1% (64) identified as Blacks, 2.4% (4) identified as Asians, and 0.6% (1)
identified as other race.

Thirty-four percent (58) of the respondents were married, 37.2% (64) were single,
12.2% (21) were divorced, 12.2.% (24¢re not married but attached, 1.7% (3) were not
divorced but separated, and .6% (1) did not provide marital status info.

Analysis: | first calculated the means of the items comprising the Big Five
factors, the intrinsic and extrinsic motivation fact@s,well as the items comprising the

six embeddedness dimensiohslso calculated the means of the items comprising the
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secondary scales of intrinsic and extrinsic motivatienjdymentand challenge for

intrinsic motivation, outward and compensationfor extrinsic motivation). Links-
community and linksorganization dimensions of embeddedness consisted of two types of
items:1) items assessed on a Likert scale and 2) items that were not assessed on a Likert
scale.The items that were not assessed on a tigeale were marital status, spouse
employment status, number of children, time the person lived in the community, home
ownership, time the person worked in the respective industry, for the respective
organization, and in the respective position.

Marital status was changed from Mitchell et al. (20thto a more fineggrained
assessment of the strength of the attachment with a significant Dtlust.the strength of
the attachment to a significant other was coded in the following manner: 1) married, 2)
not married but attached, 3) not divorced but separated, 4) divorced, 5) never
married/singleThus, the strength of the attachment to a significant other decreases from
1 to 5.In the calculations, these values were reversed to be in line with the Likert sca
used in the embeddedness sunaey considered a continuous variadNumber of
children was calculated by taking into account all the children under the age of 18.

For the other items not coded on a Likert scale, as well as for age, | calculated the
standard scores-&ores) and then | integrated them in the corresponding dimensions or
antecedent clusterbinally | calculated embeddedness as a naddts dimensionsFor
convenience purposes | will refer to all thecores by their initial name.(g, | will refer
t o-afgz 0 a sThdicargelation matritor all the variables is presentedAppendix

2.
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RESULTS

Overall regression

An overall multiple regressiowas performed firstThe overall embeddedness scavas
regressedn all the propsed antecedents (age, number of children, traits, motivation,
role ambiguity, organizational support, skills transferability, investments, alternatives,
andmating.

The regression coefficient was highly significant (F = 6.22, p < 0.000) and the
predictas accounted for 46% of the variance in embeddediesxj(are= .461). Age
(beta = .17, t = 2.35, p < .02pumber of children(beta = .15, t = 2.35, p < .02),
supervisor supporibeta = .18, t = 2.17, p <.03ppb investmentéoeta = .17,t=2.37,p <
.01), skills transferability(beta = .15, t = 1.87, p < .0§)erceived number of alternatives
(beta =-.17, t =-2.35, p < .02), andchating in communitybeta = .24, t = 3.52, p <.001)
had all significant or marginally significant (skills transferabjligorrelations in the
predicted direction with the overall embeddedrszsse The other proposed antecedents
did not reach significance levels in this preliminary overall analysis Appendix 1-

S)).

The results of this overall regression are promisifgst, all the predictors
combined account for approximately 50% of the variance in embeddedAsss.
mentionecdearlier, this study addresses only the antecedents that pertain to the individual
(demographics, traits, work perceptiomsating, not to theorganization (e.g., HR.
policies, training availabilities, spoken organizational culture). A complementary study
that would address these other possible antecedegkd tap into the unaccounted 50%

of the variance.Second, the analysis revealed that eatister of antecedents
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(demographics, traits, work perceptions and biologic factors) contributed to the variance.
This is an important indication that embeddedness is caused/enhanced by a variety of
factors, which was one difieunderlying assumptionsf this study Third, the predictions

in the present studgre more specificin that embeddednesantecedentsare linked to

specific dimensions of embeddedness, which in turn are linked to the overall
embeddednesd.herefore amore finegrained analysis, regssing each embeddedness
dimension to its theorized antecedesi®uldreveal yet stronger and more meaningful
correlations.

This is the object of the considerations in the following pages.

Regression of overall embeddedness on clusters of antecedents

The next step in the analysis was to regress the overall embeddedosssn each

cluster of antecedents (demographics, traits, perceptions about workaangfactors).

Regressionof overall embeddednessn the demographic cluster
The demographicluster used in these computations consistedgafand number of
children A variable cannot be both predictor of, and part of, the variable the antecedent
predicts, so | deliberately excludstrength of attachment, time in the commuaityl
time in theorganizationfrom the demographic cluster, as they are already components of
specific embeddedness dimensions (kn&shnmunity and linksorganization). As shown
below, these variables were included only as predictors of those dimensions that do not
alrealy contain them.

Regression on the demographic cluster was significant and revealed that this
cluster accounts for 10% of the varianBesguare= .099, F = 8.91, p < .000), with both

number of childrerfbeta = .22, t = 3.00, p < .003), aage(beta = .2, t = 2.81, p < .006)
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highly correlating with overall embeddedness (@ppendix 2-S1). These findings could
be summarized as followshe older a person and the higher the number of children in

care, the more highly is the person embedded.

Regression doverall embeddedness on the trait cluster

The trait cluster consisted of motivation (intrinsic and extrinsic) and the Big Five factors.
Regression of embeddedness on these factors was highly significant (F = 2.75, p < .005)
and revealed that this clustaccounts for 13% of the variance in overall embeddedness
(R square= .134). Conscientiousnesfbeta = .24, t = 2.51, p < .01) and marginally
agreeablenesg¢beta = .15, t = 1.80, p < .07) showed positive correlations with overall
embeddedness, while, inéstingly,enjoymenibeta =-.18,t = -2.03, p < .04) showed
negative correlation (se&ppendix 3-S1). Aside from enjoyment, intrinsic and extrinsic
motivations do not seem to contribute significantly to the overall embeddedness.
Conscientiousness andragableness significantly correlated with overall embeddedness.
People who are dependable and conscientious, as well as people who are agreeable seem
to become more highly embedded in their environme&his is in accord with my
predictions.An interestingresult was obtained for enjoymeiit.seems that the more
enjoyment one extracts from various activities, the less embedded one betbises.
result perhaps can be attributed to the fact that enjoyment is actually a subscale of
intrinsic motivation, whichis work-related, and as such it should not be included in the
analysis of the influence of personality traits on overall embeddedAessmpeting
explanation could be the fact that people who extract much enjoyment from their work
may feel a lesser urg®e socialize and seek friendships, precisely because their social

needs are already fulfilled through their j@nnsequently, they will be less embedded.
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Regression of overall embeddedness on the perceptions about work cluster

The perceptions about worgluster consisted of role ambiguity, organizational and
supervisor support, skills transferability, job investments, and perceived number of
alternativesRegression of overall embeddedness on these factors was highly significant
accountingfor 29% of theoverall embeddednesR (square= .286, F = 10.42, p < .000).
Organizational supporfbeta = .17, t = 2.04, p < .04pb investmentgbeta = .21, t =

2.91, p < .004) angerceived number of alternativélseta =-.25, t =-3.75, p < .000)
correlated signitantly and in the predicted direction with overall embeddedness (see
Appendix 4-S1).

Greaterperceived organizational support and job investments seem to act by
embedding the individual in his/her environment, whgleaterperceived number of
alternatves seems to act against embeddednesteed, the extra effort one puts in
his/her job, as well as the extra investment an organization puts in its taskforce should act
in the direction of embeddedness, as predicted, and this is precisely what eménged in
analyses. Similarly, as predicted, the perceived number of alternatives should act against

embeddednessa: person who finds it easy to switch jobs should feel less embedded.

Regression of overall embeddedness on theating cluster

The matingclusterconsisted of two itemone t argeting oneds | ikeld
in the organization, and one targetinng oneao:
which s/he lives.This cluster accounted for 5% in overall embeddednBssqliare=

.051, F = 439, p < .01) withmating in communitgorrelating significantly with overall

embeddedness (beta = .24, t = 2.95, p < .004)Appendix 5-S1).
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People who perceive that they can easily find a mate in the community they live
in seem to become more embeddi seems that this perception makes it harder for

people to break the links and give up their present circumstances.

Comments
Although these results are promising, a more-graned analysis needs to be made
Thusfar, overall embeddednesgas regessedon all the factors altogether, and overall
embeddedness on clusters of anteced@éhdsy of the theorized antecedents correlate
with embeddedness in the predicted directidrese antecedents aneimber of children
age, agreeableness, consciensiness, organizational support, supervisor support, job
investments, alternativeskills transferability enjoyment and mating in community
Both of the demographic factors theorized to be antecedents of embeddedness correlated
with overall embeddednes3hree of the Big Five factors correlated with overall
embeddedness, and five aitsix of the perceptionraboutwork factors correlated with
overall embeddednesExtraversion one of the Big Five factertheorized to correlate
with embeddedness did n@&ach significance in this sample, ate ambiguity a factor
from the perceptionabaut-work cluster also did not reach significance in this sample.
Neither intrinsic nor extrinsic motivation reached significance levels when correlated
with overall embededness, with the interesting exception of enjoyment, which yielded
negative correlation whit overall embeddednessThe mating cluster did reach
significance levels, though it accounted for a relatively small portion of the variance in
overall embeddedss.

The next logical stepn the analysessito regress eacdmbeddednesdimension
on each cluster of antecedents.the following pages | will describe the results of the

regressions of linksommunity, fitcommunity, sacrificeommunity, linksorgankzation,
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fit-organization, and sacrifieerganization on demographics, traits, perceptions about

work, andmating

Links -Community
Regression of linkscommunity on the demographiccluster revealed that this cluster
accounts for 17% of the variancR gquae = .167, F = 16.24, p < .000)his cluster
includednumber of childrerandage The other variables in the theorized demographic
cluster are already a part of linkemmunity. They will serve as antecedents of other
embeddedness dimensions, desdibgow. Both age(beta = .29, t = 4.04, p < .000) and
number of childrer(beta = .27, t = 3.81, p < .000) correlated highly significantly with
links-community (seéppendix 6-S1).

The results of this regression suggest that increased number of childree in ca
and increased age have a positive influence on the number of links between a person and
his/her communityincreased age and increased number of children make an individual

more embedded in the community in which s/he lives.

Regression of linkscommunity on traits did not reveal any significant correlations.
This cluster was theorized to consist of Big Five factors and Motivafaty. the Big

Five factorswere includedn this analysis, as [intrinsic and extrinsic] motivation relates

to work perceptins and behaviord8ased on the findingsne can argue thathe links-
community dimension of embeddedness seems not to be significantly affected by

dispositions (seAppendix 7-S1).

Regression of linkscommunity on the mating cluster (represented only bgnating in

community did not reveal any significant correlations (#gmendix 8-S1).
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Fit-Community

Regression of fitcommunity on the demographic clusterrevealed that this cluster
accounts for 10% of the variance indbmmunity R square= .096, F =4.14, p < .003),

with strength of attachmembrrelatinghighly with fit-community (beta = .26, t = 3.14, p

< .002) (seeAppendix 9-S1). People who reported the strongest attachment with a
significant other (married) were more likely to report an increédseel of fit with their
communities.This is in accord witlthe predictions:as theorized in the previous pages,
the number of attachments between a person and his/her commuikigly to increase
when there are two people in the household, as eadheai brings in friends and
expand the community network through club memberships or other affiliations. As such,

the level of fit with the community should increase.

Regression of fitcommunity on the trait cluster (only the Big Five factors) revealed
that this clusteaccountdor 8% of the varianceR square= .08, F = 2.85, p < .01Df

the Big Five,conscientiousnessorrelated highly with ficommunity (beta = .21, t =
2.34, p < .02) (seAppendix 10-S1). People who are conscientious efficient,
organized, dutiful, achievement striving, deliberate and disciplinegparently have a
higher level of fit with their surroundingthdeed, such people may be more proactive in
their involvement in their communitieandmay head voluntary committeeghis should

lead to an increased level of fit with the respective environment.

Regression of fitcommunity on the mating cluster (only represented by mating in

community) revealed that this cluster accounts for 6% of the varianceconiinunity
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(R square= .056, F = 9.89, p < .002) (segpendix 11-S1). Mating in community
correlated highly significantly with ficommunity (beta = .23, t = 3.14, p < .00Zhese

results suggest that the higher the perceived number of mating opportunities one has in
the comnmunity in which one lives the higher the level of perceived fit with the
community. Indeed, insights from evolutionary psychology suggest that one of the
strongest motivations of human behavior consists of finding a suitable Angirson

who finds himslf/herself in an environment that seems to provide such opportunities
should find the respective environment better fitted to his/her needs, and this is precisely

what emerged in the analyses.

Sacrifice-=Community

Regression of sacrificecommunity on the demographic cluster (age, time in the
community, number of childrennd strength of attachment) accounted 9% of the
variance in sacrifice communityR(square= .094, F = 4.06, p < .004)Time in the
communitybeta = .16, t = 1.94, p < .05) asttergth of attachmentbeta = .20, t = 2.44,

p < .01) correlated significantly with sacriftcemmunity (seé\ppendix 12-S1). These

results suggest that the more time one has spent in a community and the stronger the
attachment to a significant other, the kaard will be for the person to break the net and

leave the community and the greater the sacrifices perceived in the event of leaving.

Regression of sacrificeccommunity on the trait cluster (only represented by the Big
Five) showed that this clusteraints for 12% in the variance in sacrificganization

(R square= .115, F = 4.23, p < .001)Agreeablenes¢beta = .24, t = 2.83, p < .005),
conscientiousnegbeta = .19, t = 2.15, p < .03), anduroticism(beta = .16, t = 1.99, p <

.04) correlatedignificantly with sacrificecommunity (seéppendix 13-S1).
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Agreeable individuals enter into relationships more easilgy make friends
more easily,and these maye hard to give upA positive correlationwas predicted
between agreeableness and sa&fiommunity and this is precisely what emerged in the
analyses.Conscientiousness hasso shown an empirical positive correlation with
sacrificeorganization.One possible explanation is that conscientious individuals are
more involved in their communityand may be members of various commursgrvice

organizationsGiving up all these investmentgould beharderfor them

Regression ofsacrifice-community on the matingcluster( onl 'y r epr esent ed
communi tyo i n t h matingaaesremunityacboaniseat 10% hofathe
variance R square= .095, F = 17.42, p < .000, beta = .30, t = 4.17, p < .000) (see
Appendix 14-S1). This result is particularly interesting as this cluster consisted of only

two items, one tapping into its relationshipwith the organization, another tapping into its
relationships with the communityen percent of the variance in sacrifim@mmunity in

this sample was accounted for by the perceived number of mating
alternatives/opportunities in that community. other words, the results suggest that
increased likelihood of finding a partner in the community increases the level of

perceived sacrifices one has to makenéwere to leave the respective community.

Links-Organization

Regression of linksorganization on the demographic clusterrevealed that this cluster
accounts for 34%R square= .336, F = 26.42, p < .000) of the variance in links
organization (seéppendix 15-S1). Only age, strength of attachmerdand number of
children were includedn this regressin, as time in industry, time in organization, and

time in the current position are already theorized to be a part atdnglanization in
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Mitchell et al. (2001)Age(beta = .56, t = 8.53, p < .000) does seem to have a very strong
effect on the number dfinks between a person and his/her organizaftidre older a
person is, the more links he seems to have developed with various organizateteal
factors.Indeed, as theorized, older people would have had more opportunities to develop
contacts with cavorkersin business relationshiperebyincreasing their embeddedness

level. These results are in accord with predictions.

Regression of linksorganization on the trait cluster (Big Five and Intrinsic/Extrinsic
motivation subscales) showed that thigster accounts for 15%R(square= .147, F =

3.05, p < .002) of the variance in linksganization.Interestingly,enjoymentshoweda
significant negative correlation with likagganization (beta =29, t =-3.23, p < .001).
Extraversion(beta = .17, £ 2.15, p < .03) andonscientiousnegbeta = .21, t = 2.29, p

< .02) correlated significantly with linksrganization (seeAppendix 16-S1). That
extraversion positively correlaevith links-organization isin accord with prediction.
Extraverted individals may enter more easilytarrelationships; they make friends more
easily and are better networke8imilarly, conscientious individuals are efficient,
organized, dutiful, achievement striving, deliberate and disciplined and as such they may
be more rajply promotedto supervisory positions, which, in turn, leads to increased
number of links between the person and various organizataitrddutes(co-workers,
subordinates, top management, etcetef&e empirical negative correlation between
enjoyment ad linksorganization is surprising and would suggest that the more
enjoyment one extracts from his/her job, the less the likelihood that the person will
develop links with various organizatioredpectsA possible explanation of this finding,
which could be the object of future empirical investigation, could be the fact that

intrinsically motivated people (enjoyment is a part of intrinsic motivation in Amabile et

73



a | [1994 theorizing) may simply not need too much social support to feel gde

are dready extracting personal satisfaction from their w@ke can speculate thas a
such, they mayot requirefriendships and relationships to compensateafordeficit in

job satisfaction that may be experienced by extrinsically motivated individuals.
Consequentlythe intrinsically motivated maiiave a reduced number of organizational
links. They are deeply involved in their work and spend less time in social activities (e.qg.,
smoking outside, aftawork Fridays), which would create opportunities for éett
networking.As a consequence, their embeddedness level is redlicese conjectures

could be the object of future investigatson

Regression of linksorganization on the perceptionsabout-work cluster. Regression
was performed for linkerganizatiorand the perceptiorsboutwork cluster.This cluster
accounted for 17%R square= .172, F = 5.39, p < .000) of the variance in links
organization withjob investmentgbeta = .30, t = 3.77, p < .000kills transferability
(beta =-.20,-2.39, p < .01) ad perceived number of alternativ@seta =-.27, t =-3.64,

p< .000) correlating highly significantly with linksrganization. Job investments
correlate positively with link®rganization, while skills transferability and perceived
number of alternativeshowed negative correlations (Fggpendix 17-S1).

Job investments measures the level of involvement of a person in his/her job,
operationalized by the unpaid extra time spent at work and othetrarsierable,
idiosyncratic behaviors. People who digplsuch behaviors are indeed more likely to
enter in contact with more people in the organization, which increases the number of
links/attachments between the person and the organiz&tkdls transferability showed
a negative correlationone possible gdanation could be the fact that because these

people know that their skills are transferable, they may not be as interested in networking
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with others or may not be willing to involteemselvesn their job more than necessary.
Skills transferability traslatesto more job opportunities, so that the need taobnthe

organizational networlipossibly to increase job security) becomes less imperative.

Regression of linksorganization on the mating cluster did not show any significant

values (seéppendix 18-S1).

FIT-ORGANIZATION

Regression of fitorganization on demographics (represented by age, time in
organization and strength of attachmaetit) not show significant correlationd/hile age

did account for 33% of the variance in linbiganizationage per se seems not to be a
predictor of fitorganization.Regression of fibrganization ortime in the organization
also did not show any significant correlatiolisseems that time in the organization, like
age, has no influence on the perceived levefitovith the organizationStrength of
attachmendid yield asignificant correlation (beta = .19, t = 2.40, p < .01), although the

regression model failed to reach significance levelsAppendix 19-S1).

Regression of fitorganization on the trait cluster (both Big Five and
Intrinsic/Extrinsic motivation) revealed that this cluster accounts for 15% of the variance
(R square= .148, F = 3.05, p < .002).he outward dimension of extrinsic motivation
(beta = .22, t = 2.61, p < .01) andnscientiousnesbeta = .22, t = 2.36, p < .Ohye
highly correlated with fHorganization, whileenjoymentmarginally (beta =.15, t =-

1.77, p < .07) andpennesgbeta =-.19, t =-2.17, p < .03)manifestednegative

correlatiors with fit-organizationseeAppendix 20-S1).
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The aitward dimension of extrinsic motivation describes people who tend to be
motivated by recognition, who are sansitive
They tend to judge their success relative to other people and those with hightsodre
to work with clear goals and procedures (Amabile et al., 19@e would expect a
positive correlatiorfor this factor with fitorganization.Indeed, working with clear goals
and having established procedures should positively influence theppencef fit with
the organization and this is what emerged in the analyses.

Conscientiousness which describes people who are organized, dutiful,
achievement striving, deliberateis a quality valued by any organizatidduch people
are dependable andliable: As such, they are entrusted with more responsibility, which
should increase the level of fit with the organizatidnpositive correlation between
consciousness and-firganizationwas predictedand this is precisely what emerged in
the analyses

Of interest is the negativerrelationof opennessvith fit-organizationOpenness
describes individuals who are curious, have ideas, are imaginative and artistic, show wide
interests, are excitable and unconventiomah ey ar e t he fagsxseekigr er 0 ty
adventure or new experienc&dne possible explanation for this findingthe fact that
this sample consisted mostly of people working in administration, in small tsir@ad
law firms or consulting companiek.is hard to imagine an admimniative position that
would meet the needs of a person who scores highly on the openness dimension of the
Big Five.A positive correlation would be expected from a sample of artists, musicians, or
field anthropologists, for instanc€n the other han@ postive correlationmight be
expected in a sample where job transigithin the organization are relatively easy to

make.
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Regression of fitorganization on the perceptionsabout-work cluster (ambiguity,
organizational and supervisor support, job investserskills transferability, and
perceived number of alternatives) revealed that this cluster accouatsizablet7% of
the varianceR square= .472, F = 23.25, p < .000Qrganizational supporfbeta = .46, t

= 6.15, p < .000)ob investmentgheta= .14, t = 2.19, p < .02), anukrceived number of
alternatives(beta =-.23, t =-3.93, p < .000) correlated highly and in the predicted
direction (negative for the perceived number of alternatives) wibrdianization (see
Appendix 21-S1). More organiz@ional support andjreaterjob investments do seem to
relate to a higheevel of fit with the organizatiorin contrasta largerperceived number
of alternatives acts against-@itganization.People who perceive that they can easily
change their currenposition are less likely to report a high level of fit with the

organization to which they belong.

Regression of fitorganization on the mating cluster produced amarginal effect (R
square= .01, F = 3.07, p < .08), witlmating in organizatiorcorrelatng marginally with

fit-organization (beta = .13, t = 1.75, p <.08) (8ppendix 22-S1).

SACRIFICE -ORGANIZATION

Regression of sacrificeorganization on the demographic clusterdid not reveal any
significant correlationsTime in the organization, numbef children, and strength of
attachment do notelate tothe perceived sacrifice of leaving the organization (see

Appendix 23-S1).

Regression of sacrificeorganization on the trait cluster (both the Big Five and

Motivation) also did not reach significee levelsPersonality traits or intrinsic/extrinsic
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motivation do not account for significant variance in sacrfioganization, but
agreeablenesglid show a significant positive correlation with sacrifigganization
(beta = .19, t = 2.18, p < .03,es&ppendix 24-S1). Agreeable individuals seem to have
greater difficultygiving up the organization they work fdBased on the results from this
sample however the effect of agreeableness as an antecedent of saorijanization is

unclear.

Regresson of sacrifice-organization on the perceptionsabout-work cluster (role
ambiguity, organizational support, supervisor support, job investments, skills
transferability, perceived number of alternatives) showed that this cluster accounts for
45% of the vaance R square= .445, F = 20.85, p < .000prganizational supportbeta

= .38, t = 4.95, p < 000%xupervisor supporfbeta = .20, t = 2.73, p < .00@nd skills
transferability (beta = .16, t = 2.35, p < .QXQhowed all positive significant correlaris

in the predicted direction with sacrific@ganization while perceived number of
alternativesstrongly correlated negatively (beta.29, t =-4.85, p < .000) with sacrifice
organization (sedppendix 25-S1). The perceived sacrifice in the event eavingis
greater when there is masepport and skills transferability, afamver when thenumber

of alternativesis larger The positive correlation between skills transferability and
sacrificeorganization iof a special interesEarlier,a negativecorrelation between skills
transferability and linksrganizationwas explained as a tendency of people to be less
involved in the organization if they know they can find a comparable job elsewtnere.
positive correlation between skills transferabilitydesacrificeorganization suggests that
although such people may be less inclined to develop relationships within the
organization, they nonetheless value the organization for the opportunities it offers to

make them more marketable.
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Regression of sacrite-organization on the mating cluster did not reveal any
significant correlationdncreased number of mating opportunities within the organization

does not seem to affect the sacrdfarganization dimension of embeddedness (see

Appendix 26-S1).
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STUDY TWO

The method that | employed study onehas one potentially major flaw, namely the fact
that the participants did not work for the same organizatiargued that this should not
constitute a significant issue, as | am essentially correlatingompadity traits and
perceptions about work with embeddedneb®wever, to further strengthenmy
arguments, study one was replicated with people working faaimeorganization

This sample consisted of people working for a selbwn higher education
institution on the East Coasthis institution employs both faculty (instructors) and
administrative staffl deliberately chose to survey only the admimistte staff in this
institution, for such peoplbave transferable skills and thegend35-40 hrs/wek at the
workplace. Faculty constitutes a separate group with unique characteristics, and any
findings from studying such a group are hard to generalize outside academia.

A total of 502 surveys were mailed to the entire staff of this institufitre
envdope contained the survey and a stamped return envelope, along with instructions and
consent forms.A particular effort was putto stressing the confidentiality of the
responsesThe major methodological difference between this sample and the previous
onewas that this sample received just one survey containing both the antecedents and the
embeddedness questionnaire.other words, they completed all the scalesra time
with no pause between the completion of the antecedents scales and embeddedness
scdes.

Within three weeks after the mailing, participants received a reminder email about

the survey, and after two more weeks they received another reminder.
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A total of 130 questionnairesas returned, representing approximatel\25%
response raténe giestionnaire was discarded because one page was misdotgl of
129 valid questionnaires was included in the analyi$is. questionnaire was identidal
thatadministered irstudy onewith the exception of the addition of two more items for
control puposes.The items wereAre you taking classes at this institution? / Are you a
Union member? (Sekppendix3 for the complete instrument).

Demographics A total of 129 questionnaires was included in the analyses:
29.9% (38) of the respondents were mal&3,1% (89) were femalesSeventy three
percent (94) identified themselves as White, 7.8% (10) identified as Hispanics, 8.6% (11)
identified as Blacks, 9.4% (12) identified as Asians, and 0.8% (1) identified as other race.

Forty-two percent (52) of the spondents were married, 29.6% (37) were never
married, 5.6% (7) were divorced, 20% (25) were attached, while 3.2% were not divorced
but separated.

The correlation matrix between all the variables is presentégpendix4.

81



RESULTS

Overall regression

Following the same procedure asstody onean overall regression of the embeddedness
score on all the antecedemtas first performedThe regression was highly significant (F

= 7.62, p < .000) with the antecedents accounting for 59% in the variance in
embeddedness(square= .587).This regression showed thampensatioribeta =-.29,

t =-3.85, p <.000), marginallgxtraversionbeta = .14, t = 1.87, p <. 0&greeableness
(beta = .32, t = 3.25, p < .002)euroticism(beta = .18, t = 2.07, p < .04supervisor
support(beta = .30, t = 2.78, p < .006pb investmentg¢beta = .22, t = 2.74, p < .007),
perceived number of alternativdbeta =-.30, t =-3.34, p < .001) andnating in
organization (beta = .24, t = 3.21, p < .002), correlated signifisanvith overall
embeddedness (se&ppendix 1-S2). Compensation showed an interesting negative
correlation with embeddedness, suggesting that the more value one places on extrinsic

rewards, the less embedded is the persisior herenvironment.

Regression of overall embeddedness on clusters of antecedents

Regression of overall embeddedness on the demographic variab{ege andnumber
of childrer) was highly significant (F = 8.37, p < .000) accounting for 12% of the
variance R square = .120). Age comrelated highly significantly with overall

embeddedness (beta = .34, t = 3.97, p < .0004gpendix 2-S2).

Regression of overall embeddedness on traitgas significant (F = 3.98, p < .000),
accounting for 23% of the variance in overall embeddednBssg(are = .232).

Compensatiorfbeta =-.21, t =-2.46, p < .015)agreeablenesfbeta = .30, t = 3.02, p <
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.003), challenge(beta = .19, t = 2.07, p < .04), and marginaliyward (beta = .16, t =

1.83, p <.06) correlated significantly with overall embed@ss (sedppendix 3-S2).

Regression of overallembeddedness on the perceptiorebout-work cluster was
highly significant (F = 10.50, p < .000) and accounted for 34% of the variBnsguare

= .341).Supervisor supportbeta = .41, t = 3.47, p < .00Iparginallyjob investments
(beta = .14, t = 1.87, p < .06) apub alternatives(beta =-.15, t =-1.95, p < .05)
correlated significantly with embeddedness (fgmendix 4-S2). Not surprisingly,
increased number of alternatives correlated negatively witbrall embeddedness.
Supervisor support and job investments both correlated positively with overall
embeddednestnterestingly, organizational support did not show significant correlations
in this sample, as it did in the previous sample. Rather, ssgpersupport showed
significant correlations with overall embeddednddsese results could be attributed to
the difference in the size of the organizations the two samples workeSafople two
participantswork for a large organization, containing manivislons and different
organizational subcultures and valuésmakes sense that these people will see the
organization as something more abstract and far away, and would place more value on
the relationshipsvith their immediate supervisortn sample og, participants usually
worked for small organizations (law firms or consulting firms) where everybody knew
each otherln this case, organizational support (or lack thereof) will be more visible in

peopl e dhese arg empirical questions that menitter investigation.

Regression of overall embeddedness on timeating cluster revealed that this cluster
accounts for 10% of the variance gquare= .10, F = 7.10, p < .001Both mating in
community(beta = .18, t =2.19, p < .03) anthting in organiation (beta = .23, t = 2.76,
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p < .007) correlated significantly in the predicted direction with overall embeddedness
(seeAppendix 5-S2). A larger perceived number of mating opportunities does seem to
make a person more embeddedhia or herenvironment.Again, this result is hardly
surprising if judged in the framework of evolutionary psycholdggeed, survival and
reproduction are the main motivational factors in the animal (and human) kingaym.
environment that offers greater chances of surviwedt@r not explored in this study) and
increased chances of successful genes transmission should be more highly valued and

harder to give up, and this is precisely what emerged in these analyses.

Regression of embeddedness dimensions on antecedentstehss

Following the same procedure assitudy one regression analysegere performed for
each embeddedness dimension (kn&smunity, fitcommunity, sacrificecommunity,
links-organization, fiorganization, and sacrifieerganization) on each antecedent

cluster.

Links-Community

Regression of linkscommunity on the demographic clusteraccounted for 24% of the
variance R square= .239, F = 19.32, p < .000Both number of childrerfbeta = .31, t =
3.93, p <.000) andge(beta = .31, t = 3.91, p < .006)rrelated highly significantly with
links-community (seéppendix 6-S2). The higher the number of children in care and the
older a person is, the greater and stronger the number of links between the pefrgen and

or herenvironmentresultthatemergedn sample oneas well
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Regression of linkscommunity on traits did not yield significant valuedndeed, it
seems that the Big Five factors do not account for significant variance in links

community (seé\ppendix 7-S2).

Regression of linkscommunity on the mating cluster (represented only by mating in
community item) also did not yield any significant correlatiombe perception of

increased mating opportunities within oneods

links between the person andwmunity (seéAppendix 8-S2).

Fit-Community

Regression of fitcommunity on the demographic clusteryielded significant values,

accounting for 9% of the varianc® (square= .089, F = 2.95, p < .02)Time in the
community(beta =-.29, t =-2.87, p < .00pbshowed an interesting negative significant

correlation with fitcommunity (seeAppendix 9-S2 g, which counteintuitively

suggests that the more time one spends in the community, the lesser the level of fit with

the communityAn e x p | or altammayeal iNewe Yorkef )i, which correl
positively with time in the community, showed no correlation witkcdimmurity. This

suggests that in this sample the effect of time is unclear, but does tend to be negative.

More research needs to be done on santhidive in expensive big cities where living

comes sometimes with big challenges @&ppendix 9-S2 b).

Regression of fitcommunity on traits (represented by the Big Five only) marginally
reached significance, accounting for 8% of the variance Hoofitmunity R square=
079, F = 2.11, p < .06s€eAppendix 10-S2). Extraversion(beta = .20, t = 2.02, p <

.04),agreeablenesfbeta = .20, t = 1.99, p < .04), aodnscientiousnegbeta =-.27, t =
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-2.41, p < .01) showed significant correlations withcommunity. Conscientiousness
showed an interesting negative correlation withcdimmunity. It suggests that the
perception of fit with the community decreases as conscientiousness inciHases.
makes sense ,ifin big cities,the efforts ofany one ndividual arenot likely to be
acknowledgd by the community anthe individualconsequentlyfeels that hisor her

efforts are undervalued or neglect@tlis presupposition merits further investigation.

Regression of fitcommunity on the mating cluster marginallyfell short ofsignificance
(R square= .02, F = 2.93, p < .08), with mating in community correlating marginally

with fit-community (beta .153, t = 1.71, p < .08, sé@pendix 11-S2).

Sacrifice-=Community
Regression of sacrificcommunity on the demographic cluster (strength of
attachment, age, number of children, time in the community) failed to reach significance

(seeAppendix 12-S2).

Regression of sacrificccommunity on the trait cluster also did not reveal any

significant values (se&ppendix 13-S2).

Regression of sacrificeccommunity on the mating cluster fell just short ofsignificance

(R square= .02, F = 3.46, p < .06), with mating in community correlating marginally

with sacrificecommunity (beta = .16, t = 1.86, p < .06, s¢pendix 14-S2).
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Links-Organization

Regression of linksorganization on the demographic clusterepresented by age and
strength of attachment) was highly significant, accounting3&%o of the variance in
links-organization R square= .379, F = 24.81, p < .00). Age(beta = .66, t = 8.50, p <
000) andstrength of attachmeribeta =-.16, t =-2.12, p < .035) correlated significantly
with links-organization (seéppendix 15-S2). Strength of attachmershowed negative
correlation, suggesting that the more sedtsbne is in his/her personal relationships, the

less likelyone is toadively seekinks with the organization

Regression of linksorganization on traits (represented by Big Five and motivation)
was significant accounting for 17% of the varianResquare= .173, F = 2.75, p < .006.
Compensation was the only factor to reach significance in this regression {d&2at=

-2.49, p < .01, seAppendix 16-S2).

Regression of linksorganization on the perceptionsabout-work cluster did not reach

significance (sed\ppendix 17-S2)

Regression of linksorganization on the mating cluster did yield significant values,
with this factor accounting for 5% in the variance in lhgkganization R square= .054,
F=7.00, p <.009, beta =.23, t = 2.64, p 9,0eeAppendix 18-S2). A greatemumber

of mating opportunities in the organizatios associated with a larger number of

organizational links.
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Fit-Organization

Regression of fitorganization on the demographic cluste(represented bgge, time in
organzation, and strength of attachmentvas highly significant accounting for 16% of
the variance in fiorganization R square= .163, F = 7.83, p €000).Age(beta = .31, t =
2.88, p < .005) andtrength of attachmerfbeta = .20, t = 2.23, p < .02) coatdd

significantly with fitorganization (se@ppendix 19-S2).

Regression of fitorganization on the trait cluster was highly significant, accounting

for 31% in the variance in firganization R square= .312, F = 6.00, p < .000).
Marginally dhallenge(beta = .16, t = 1.77, p < .07) andmpensatiorfbeta =-.15, t =-

1.81, p < .07) and highly significantlygreeablenesgbeta = .25, t = 2.74, p < .007)
correlated with fiorganization (sedppendix 20-S2). People working in roles that are
challenging,or who value work that is challenging are reporting increased levels of fit
with the organization, perhaps because it provides them with opportunities to feed this
need.Also, agreeable individuals are reporting increased levels of organizatioSaidit.
people are better networked and have more friends at work, which should increase the
perception of the organization as a second hdiis. should increase the level of fit and

this is precisely what emerged in the analysescontrast, people who valwtrinsic
rewards seem to report decreased levels of organizationBhétmore value one places

on monetary rewards, the lower the level of fit with the organization.

Regression of fitorganization on the perceptionsabout-work cluster (role ambiguity
organizational support, supervisor support, skills transferability, perceived number of
alternatives, job investments) was significant, accounting for 36% of the variance in fit
organization R square= .358, F = 11.34, p < .000%upervisor supportbeta = .36, t =
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3.15, p <.002), anpbb investmentgbeta = .18, t = 2.42, p < .01) correlated significantly

with fit-organization.Perceived number of alternativehhowed a marginal negative
correlation with fitorganization (beta =134, t =-1.70, p < .9, seeAppendix 21-S2).

Indeed, greater perception of supervisor support shouiglate to a higher level of
organizational fit, as the person feels that his/her needs are addressed by the organization.
Similarly, the more investments one puts in his/hbr jbe higher the reported level of fit

with the organizationin contrast,the predictionthat a largernumber of possible job
alternatives should act againstditganizationwas actually confirmedn the analyses,

albeit marginally.

Regression of fitorganization on the mating cluster yielded significant values (F =
12.66, p < .001), accounting for 9% in the variance horfiianization R square= .093).
Mating in organization factor correlated significantly withdrganization (beta = .30, t =
3.55 p < .001, sed\ppendix 22-S2), suggesting that the greater the number of mating
opportunities one finds in the organization, the higher the level of fit with the

organization that the person experiences.

Sacrifice-Organization

Regression of sacrificeorganization on the demographic cluster (strength of
attachment, ageandtime in the organizationdid not reveal any significant correlation
betweerthefactors and sacrificerganization, although the regression was significant (F
= 2.9, p < .03)It seans that these factors hagely a minimalinfluence on the sacrifice

organization dimension of embeddedness fggEendix 23-S2).
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Regression of sacrificeorganization on the trait cluster (Big Five and Motivation)

was highly significant accounting for 258 the variance in sacrifice organizatioR (
square= .25, F = 4.40, p < .000T.he outward dimension of extrinsic motivation (beta =

17,1t =1.94, p <.05pompensatiorfbeta =-.17, t =-2.07, p < .04)agreeablenesfeta

=.21,t =212, p < .035)nd neuroticism(beta =-.32, t =-3.35, p < .001) showed
significant correlations with sacrifice organization (s&gpendix 24-S2). Indeed, as
predicted, agreeable people should experience increased levels of embeddedness, by
virtue of their ability to deelop relationships and enrich the network of friends.
Consequently, the sacrifices that they would have to make if they decided to leave the

organization would be perceived as being higher.

Regression of sacrificeorganization on the perceptionsabout-work cluster (role
ambiguity, perceived number of alternatives, job investments, organizational support,
skill transferability, supervisor support) revealed that this cluster accounted for
substantial51% in the varianceR square= .513, F = 21.40, p < 0D). Supervisor
support(beta = .48, t = 4.81, p < .00@kills transferability(beta = .19, t = 2.34, p < .02)

and perceived number of alternativgbeta =-.17, t =-2.54, p < .01) correlated
significantly with sacrificeorganization (seéAppendix 25-S1). That more perceived
alternatives correlassegatively with sacrificerganization comes as no surpriBeople

who perceive that they have many career opportunities are less likely to value the
organization as highly as someone who perceives thatkéléndod of getting another

job elsewhere is lowSupervisor support also showed a highly significant correlation
with sacrificeorganization, but organizational support did not show such a correlttion.
seems that in this sample people are much moresset i ve t o their superyv

than to the overall support provided by the organizafids is perhaps because sample
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two individuals workfor a large organization, where organizational miencels (e.qg.
departments or organizational units) armere important to the individual than the

organization as a whole.

Regression of sacrificeorganization on themating cluster was highly significant (F =
6.38, p < .01), accounting for 5% in the variané® gquare= .049). Mating in
organizationaccoungd for 5% of the variance in sacrifioeganization R square= .049,
beta = .22, t = 2.53, p < .01, séppendix 26-S2) suggesting that people find it hard to

leave an organization that seems to provide opportufati¢sding suitable mates.
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DISCUSSION

The bottom line
The overall regression of embeddedness on all the antecedents reached significant values

in both samplesSome of the antecedents reached significance levels in both samples,

and other reached significance levels in just one safepéeFigurel).

Significant antecedents in the overall regression Sample one (46%) | Sample two (59%
Age * ns
Time in the community Not included Not included
Time in the organization Not included Not included
Number of children * ns
Strength of attachment Not included Not included
Agreeableness ns *
Conscientiousness ns ns
Extraversion ns marginal
Openness ns ns
Neuroticism marginal *
All . L Enjoyment ns ns
antecedents Intrinsic Motivation Challenge . .
I o Outward ns ns
Extrinsic Motivation -
Compensation ns **(-)
Role ambiguity ns ns
Organizational support | ns ns
Support -
Supervisor support * **
Skills transferability marginal ns
Job investments o o
Perceived number of alternatives *(4) **(-)
Mating in community ** ns
Mating in organization ns *

FIGURE 4: Significant antecedents in the overall regresdidarginal: p < .10¥: p < .05, **: p< .01 (-):
negative correlatiorPercentages represent how much of the variareecisunted foby the antecedents.

Similarities and differences between the samples:
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A quick glimpse at Figure 4 reveals the following facts:

Age and number of childrencorrelated highly significantly with overall
embeddedness in sample one, but showed no significant correlations in seonple

Agreeablenesand marginallyextraversionreached significance in sample two,
but not in sample one, whilgeuroticismreached significance (marginal in sample one)
in both samples.

Job investments, supervisor suppa@imnd perceived number of altertiges are
significant predictors of embeddedness in both samples.

The mating factor (mating opportunities)s also a significant contributor to the
variance, though in sample omeating in communityshowed significant correlations,
while in sample twanaing in organizatiorshowed significant correlations.

Motivation seems not to have a significant influence on overall embeddedness
except forcompensationvhich yielded anegative correlation in sample two.

Role ambiguityandskills transferabilityseem ot to be significant contributors to
the variance in either sample, though skills transferability reached marginal significance

in sample one.

Comparison between the samples in regression of overall embeddedness on clusters
of antecedents
Regression of werall embeddedness on clusters of antecedents revealed the following

similarities and differences between the samples (see Figure 5):
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Regression of overall embeddedness oplusters of Sample one Sample two
antecedents
Age ** *%
. . . Not Not
Time in the community included included
Demographics Time in the organization .NOt 10% NOt 12%
included included
Number of children o ns
Not Not
Strength of attachment included included
Agreeableness marginal *x
Conscientiousness * ns
Big Five Extraversion ns ns
Openness ns ns
Neuroticism ns 13% | ns 23%
Intrinsic | Enjoyment “(-) ns
o Motivation | Challenge ns *
Motivation -
Extrinsic Outward ns marginal
Motivation | Compensation ns ()
Role ambiguity ns ns
Organizational support| * ns
Support S ger isor s o[r:i[IO ns **
i upervi u
Work perceptions : IO : Pp 29% 34%
Skills transferability ns ns
Job investments *x marginal
Perceived number of alternatives | ** (-) *(-)
) Mating in community * *
Mating —— — 5% 10%
Mating in organizatia ns o

FIGURE 5: Regression of overall embeddedness on clusters of antecédargsal: p < .10; *p < .05,
**: p< .01; (-): negative correlationPercentages represent how much of the variance is accounted for by
the antecedents.

From Figure 5ti can be observed thaige, agreeableness, support, job investments,
perceived number of alternatives, and mating in commuanéysignificant predictors in
both samples.In addition, number of children conscientiousnessenjoyment and
organizational suport are also significant predictors in sample one, whkhallenge
orientation compensation supervisor suppostand mating in organizationare also

predictors in sample two.
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Comparison between the samples in regressions of embeddedness dimensions on

clusters of antecedents

Links -community
Regression of links community on demographics revealed the following similarities

between the samples (see Figure 6):

Regression of linkscommunity on antecedents | Sample one Sample two
Demographics Age i i
17% 24%
Number of children i i

FIGURE 6: Significant antecedents in the regressions of lcdksmimunity on antecedents clustefst: p<
.001; (): negative correlationPercentages represent how much of the variance is accounted for by the
antecelents.

Both ageandnumber of childrercorrelate highly significantly with linkeommunity in
both samplesThis cluster accounts for important variance in both samples (17% in
sample one, 24% in sample tw&ge and number of children in care do seenbé¢o

important predictors of linksommunity, as theorized.

Fit-community
Regressions of ficommunity on the antecedents revealed the following differences

between the samples (see Figure 7).

Regression of fitcommunity on antecedents Sample one Sample two
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Strength of attachment | ** ns

Demographics _ . 10% 8%
Time in community ns ** (-)
) o Conscientiousness * ** ()
Traits (Big Five only)
Agreeableness ns 8% * 8%
Extraversion ns *
Mating Mating in community | ** 6% marginal

FIGURE 7: significant antecedents in the regressafnfit-community on antecedentsMarginal: p <
.10 p < 05; **: p< .01;*; (-): negative correlatiorPercentages represent how much of the variance is
accounted foby the antecedents.

As can be observed from Figu7,strength of attachmem a predictor in sample one but

not in sample twoAlso, time in the community showed a negative correlation in sample
two, but no correlation in sample orleseems that time leaves-Gommunity unaffected

in sampleong which consisted of people mostly living outside New York City, but
negativelyaffects fitcommunity in sample two, which consists of people mostly living in
New York City. In sample onegonscientiousnessmerged as a significant factor in the
regression offit-community on traits, while in sample two conscientiousness showed
negative correlation with ficommunity.As | speculated in the previous pages, this is
perhaps because the increased efforts one puts in bettering the community are harder to
be recogrded in a big cityln contrast, in small communitiesuch effort may be more
rapidly acknowledgedthereby enhancing the level of -Gommunity Along with
conscientiousnessgreeablenessnd extraversionalso reached significance in sample

two, suggestig that people who are outgoing and pleasant are more likely to experience
increased levels of fit with a large communit%lso, perceived number omating
opportunities accounted for significant variance in sample one, and marginally
approachedsignificarce in sample two, suggesting that in both samples mating
opportunities provided by the community factotoone 6s per ception of

community.
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Sacrifice-community
A comparison of the regressions of sacrHommmunity on the demographic cluster

between the two samples revealed the following differences and similarities (see Figure

8):

Regression of sacrificecommunity on antecedents | |

clusters Sample one Sample two
Time * ns 29

Demographics Strength of attachmen ** 9% ns (marginal,
Number of children | ns * () p <.085)
Agreeableness *x ns

Traits Conscientiousness * 12% ns 0%
Neuroticism * ns

Mating Mating in community | *** 10% | marginal 3%

FIGURE 8: significant values of regression of sacrificemmunity on antecedentdarginal: p < .10 p
< .05 **: p< .01; **: p < .001;(-): negative correlatiorPercentages represent how much of the variance is
accounted foby the antecedents.

From Figure 8 it can bseenthat strength of attachmentime spent in the community,
agreeableness conscientiousnessand neuroticism of the Big Five accounted for
significant variance in sample ondone of these antecedents reached significance in
sample twoMating opportunities within the communityctor accounted for significant
variance in sacrificeommunity in sample one and was marginally significant in sample

two.

Links-organization

The next step in the presentation of the results is to show how the organizational

dimensions of embeddedness compare across the two sampleseghessed on the
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antecedentsRegression of link®rganization on theantecedentlusters revealed the

following differences and similarities between the samples (see Figure 9):

Regression of linksorganization on clusters of antecedents Sample one Sample two
Age *k * *% %
Demographics 33% 38%
Strength of attachment ns *(-)
Extraversion * ns
Traits Conscientiousness * ns
Compensation ns ** ()
15% 17%
ns
Motivation Intrinsic Enjoyment **(-) (shovv_ed
negative
tendency)
Jobinvestments kK ns
Work perceptions | Skills transferability **(-) 17% | ns 0%
Perceived number of alternatives xR (1) ns
Mating Mating in organization ns 0% rk 5%

FIGURE 9: Significantvalues of regressions of linkeganization on antecedents.p < .05, **: p< .01,
** . p < .0d. (-): negative correlatiorPercentages represent how much of the varianaecsunted foby
the antecedents.

It appears that age has a very important impact on-bnf@@nization in both samples.
Also, extraversion and consciesiisness have positive impact on liksgkganization in
sample one, but not in sample two. Compensation was the only trait to yield significant
values in sample tw@nepossible explanation could be the fact that sample two worked
for a large organizationyhere theséraits might not translate so rapidly into relationships
enhancinglinks-organization Since a large @r t of oneds job is
relatively small department, few connectiamsuld be made outsiddn contrast, sample
one generallyworked for small organizations, which may make these traits more
successful in increasing the number of links within the respective organization.

Also, some of the work perceptions showed significant relationships in sample

one, but failed to reach sidigance n sample twoOne explanationauld be the fact that
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organization size mediates the effect of work perceptions on-dirgemization.These

hypotheses merit further investigation.

Fit-organization
Regression of fibrganization on the antecedentlusters revealed the following

differences and similarities between the samples (see Figure 10)

Regression of fitorganization on clusters of Sample one Sample two
antecedents
. Age ns *k
Demographics 4% 16%
Strength of attachment * *
Agreeableness ns *
Traits Conscientiousness * *
Openness **(-) 15% | ns 31%
Motivation
Extrinsic Outward *x ns
Intrinsic Challenge ns marginal
Supervisor support| ns *x
Support Organizational o x ns
Work perceptions - support 47% 36%
Job inveiments * **
Alternatives *xk (L) ?)argmal
Mating factors Mating in organization marginal 2% *x 9%

FIGURE 10: Significant values of regressions ofditganization on antecedenkdarginal: p < .10 p <
.05, **: p< .01; **: p < .001;(-): negative correlationPercentages represent how much of the variance is
accounted foby the antecedents.

From Figure 10 it can be observed that age plays a significant role in sample two but not
in sample oneStrength of attachment playssignificant ble in both samplesAlso,
conscientiousness plays an important role in both samples, while agreeableness appears
highly significant in sample twoWork perceptions showed significant correlations,
accounting for significant variance in both samples (478 36%, respectively)The

only difference in the perceptions about work cluster was that in sample one
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organizational support showed significant correlations, while, in sample two, supervisor
support showed significant correlatioriBhis is an interestinglifference. It can be
attributed to the fact that although sample two consisted of people working for the same
organization, they worked for very different divisions with different cultures and
perceptions.lt makes sense that organizational midevel sipport would be more
salient, rather than overall organizational support. Sample oneheoother hand,
consisted of people working for smaller organizations where people may tend to value
the overall support more, precisely because supervisor suppotienagligible (people
report to only one or a few peopld).large percentage of people in sample one reported
working for law firms or consulting firms, and very few reported working for very large
organizationsThis is why, perhaps, correlations betwewganizational support and-fit
organization emerged in sample one, and correlations between supervisor support and fit
organization emerged in sample two.

Perceived number of alternatives emerged as a significant factor in sample one,
and alsoyielded amarginal effecin sample twoPerceived mating opportunitiegere in
the predicted directiom both samplesignificant in sample twosuggesting that this is

an important factor that is generalizable.

Sacrifice-organization

Comparisons of regression§sacrificeorganization on the antecedents clusters revealed

the following similarities and differences between the samples (see Figure 11).
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Sample

Regression of sacrificeorganization on clusters of antecedents| Sample one Wo
Agreeableness * *
Blg Five . *k
Neuroticism ns
6% ()
Traits (F=1.13 25%
Outward ns ns) *
Motivation Extrinsic .
Compensation | ns O
Skills transferability * *x
*%
Supervisor support *x ok N
work — 45% 51%
perceptions Organizational support ok ns
**
Perceived number of alternatives *xk (1) )

FIGURE 11: Significant values of regressions of sacriftganization on antecedents.p < .05 **: p<
.01, =+ p < .00, (-): negative correlatiorPercentages represent how much of the varianaecsunted
for by the antecedents.

Agreeableness showed significant correlations on both samples, and neuroticism showed
a negative correlation in sample twbhe perceptions about work cluster correlated
significantly with sacrifice in both samples, withe exception of organizational support,

which did not reach significance in sample t\8kills transferability, supervisor support,

and perceived number of alternatives reached significance in both samples.
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DISCUSSION

The goal of this study was to &y some argcedents of embeddedneas.explained

in the previous sections, | only tried to identify antecedents that related to the individual
and which could be tested through gelports. | deliberately excluded from these
considerations antecedsnthat would relate purely to organizations, such as human
resources policies, training systems, technology and access to information, career plans,
compensation, succession plans, etcetditeese organizational factors certainly have an
impact on embeddimess.Succession plans, for instance, which are commonly used by
some companies for certain positions, should have an impact on samrgfasezation, or

even on fitorganization.A person who is under a succession plan should have an
increased sense gbb security along with a clearer view of his/her role in the
organization, which would positivelyaffect the sacrificeorganization and fit
organization dimensions of embeddedne&sstudy investigating the role of such
organizational factors in embeddeds would complement this study and add important
knowledge to this topic.

The present study i nves tndividaat factbrsrelatel v &6i nd
in one way or another to the organizational actor, his/her modes of perceptions and
his/her feéngs about various organizational issuAssessment of these factors utilized
selfreports along with some organizational data collected from the institutions that were
investigated.

The results of these two studies are promisigst importantly, tlere is a
reasonable similarity between the two samples in the relationships between antecedents

and various embeddedness dimensioims.the next few paragraphsach of the
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hypotheseswill be considered from the perspective of their confirmation or-non

confirmation.

Demographic factors

Age correlated significantly withinks-communityand accounted for important variance

in links-community in both sampledAs predicted irHypothesis 1Aage should correlate

with links-community because older people wobbive had more time to integrate better

in their communities, increasing the number of attachments between themselves and
various factors in the respective communitieshis prediction was confirmed by the
analyss.

Age was also a predictor ofinks-organization in both samples.Indeed,
Hypothesis 1Bstated that ageill be an antecedent of linksrganization because older
people would have had more opportunities (time) to create attachments with various
organizationafactors This prediction was confined in the analyses.

Number of childrenwas hypothesized to correlate with lirdgsmmunity.
Hypothesis 4Astated that increased number of children should correlate with- links
community because ofarious activities that relate to children caueh as saboling, car
pooling, new friendships wi tThis predictiondvwase n 6 s
confirmed in the analyses of both samples.

Communitytenure was hypothesized to predict embeddednédgpdthesis P
Interestingly, time correlated negeely with fit-community in sample two (Hypothesis
2B predicted a positive correlation), suggesting thadr timeliving in big cities may
actually accentuate the level of misfit with the community, and, in accord with
Hypothesis 2A, showed a positiverggation with sacrificecommunity in sample one,

suggesting that various attachments consolidated in time are hard to gidewsver,
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given the fact that the corrélens did not replicate across the two samples,effect of
time on embeddednessmans unclear.Further empirical investigation nesth be done
to clarify the role of time on overall embeddedness.

Strength of attachmenwas hypothesized to correlate with-ddmmunity and
sacrificecommunity Hypotheses 3Aand 3B, respectively), as wklas with links
organization Klypotheses 3)C Though the correlations did not replicate across the two
samples, hypotheses 3A and 3B were confirmed in sample one and hypothesis 3C was
confirmed in sample twoHypothesis 3C argued that strength of attactinstould
negatively correlate with linkerganization, because people who are already in a
relationship may be less inclined to spend time wittwodkers and actively seeking
friendships (e.g., happy Fridays); this should act against -brd@nization. This

hypothesis was confirmed in sample two botin sample one.

Traits and Motivation
Agreeablenessemerged as a factor correlating witfacrificeorganization in both
samplesAs predicted inHypothesis 5Aagreeable individuals who make friends easily
should find it harder to give all these up and le@ansequently they should perceive the
sacrifices incurred by leavings higher. This prediction was confirmed in the analyses.
Hypothesis 5B( 6 agr e e a b Iwiél nabses sorrelatd pasitively with saifice-
communityd) yielded significant values only
Conscientiousnedsom the Big Five factoryieldedsignificant correlations with
fit-organizationin both samplesAs predicted(Hypothesis 5C)¢onscientious people are
more likely tobemmeinvolved in various organizational tasks and perform the job at a
high level.Such peopleapparentlyhave an increased level of fit with the environment
they spend most of tirdime in.
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Hypothesis 5D predicted thaextraversion would correlate with links
organization This effect was observed immmple one, but not in sample twihe effect
of extraversion on link®rganization is thus unclear, although the trend is in the
anticipated direction.

| had also hypothesized thatrinsic andextrinsic mdéivationsare antecedents of
embeddednes3.hey areconceptualized adispositions, affecting the ways in which an
individual is motivated by workHypothesis 6Aand 6B stated thaintrinsic motivation
should correlate with fibrganization, while extrinsi motivation should correlate with
sacrifice organizationThese hypotheses were not confirmed in the analygessic and
extrinsic motivations did not yield significant correlations with-diganization and
sacrificeorganization, but subscales ofrinsic and extrinsic motivation did yield some
significant correlations.Thus, in sample two thecompensatiorsubscale of extrinsic
motivationcorrelated negatively with sacrifie&ganization, anthe outwardsubscalef
extrinsic motivation correlatedogitively with sacrifice orgamation Based on these
findings, the effects of intrinsic and extrinsic motivation on embeddedness seem to be
unclearand more research needs to be done to find the roles of these motivations in

embeddedness.

Perceptions dout work cluster

Support(organizational supportn sample one andupervisor supporin sample two)
showed the predicted correlations wiitiorganization,consistent withtHypothesis 8B.
People who perceive that their organization supports them sleulchore likely to
subjectivelyexperience increased levels of fit with the organization and this prediction
was confirmed in the analyse§he fact that organizational support yielded significant

values in sample one and supervisor support yielded signifvalues in sample two can
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be attributed to the fact that sample two veatkor a large departmentalized institution,

i n which much more work relationsBample are ta
one, in contrast, generally worked for smallme@dium size companies, whepeople

generally report to the general manager / CEO who represents the organization as a

whole.

Support(supervisor support) also showed the predicted positive correlations with
sacrificeorganizationin both samplesPeople who perceive that their supervisor is
attentive to their needs and their work satisfaction should find it harder to break the net
and leaveHKlypothesis 8A and ths prediction was also confirmed.

Skills transferability showed the predicted correlationsith sacrifice
organizationin both samplesPerceivingthat the organization is providirgnewith the
opportuniyy of developing transferable skills should enhance the value of that
organizationHypothesis 11A This prediction was confirmed.

Perceivednumber of alternativesorrelatednegatively withfit-organization as
predicted Hypothesis 9B People who have many opportunities to switch jobs should
find it easier to break the net that enmeshes them and |&&i®.prediction was
confirmed.

Also aspredicted,perceived number of alternativesrrelatednegatively with
sacrificeorganizationin both samplesThe more job alternatives one has, the less likely
the personwill experience a high level of sacrificeganization Klypothesis 97
Arguably, ertain things are less valuable for a person if they are relatively easily
replaceableThis is probably the psychological mechanism at work here.

Job investmentsorrelated with fiorganization in both sampleghe more effort
one puts in his/her jobthe more likely the persomill experience high levels of

embeddedness, iime form of a bettefit with the organization Hypothesis 10A This
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prediction was confirmed in the analyses, suggesting that the effort one puts in his/her job
is a precursor dit-organization.

Role ambiguityHypothesis 7Awas anotheantecedenhypothesized to correlate
with embeddedness (more precisely withofijanization).Role ambiguityshowed no
significant correlations in either sample, suggesting that it is noareaecedent of

embeddedness.

Mating
One of the mee intriguing findings in this studwre theinteresting correlatios(albeit
predicted) between peoplebdbs perceptions of

Mating in communitygorrelatedsignificantly with fit-communityin both samples.
More mating opportunitiesrelate to an enhanced level &t with that particular
environment ldypothesis 127 a prediction that was confirmedMore mating
opportunities shoul@lso be associated with greater péred sacrificesn the event of
separating from that particular environmeriypothesis 12B Indeed, mating in
communityemerged as an antecedensatrificecommunityin both samples, confirming
this hypothesis.

Directly related to the abovajating n organizationremerged as an antecedent of
fit-organizationin both samplesdPeople who perceive that they have opportunities to find
a mate in the organization they work for experience a higher level of fit with that
organization lypothesis 12 This prediction was also confirmed in the analyses of

both samples.



CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS AND IMPLICATIONS

Conclusions
The similarities between the samples are informatiVeen such similarities are found
across different samples, an argument toward génability can be maddéBased on the
results so far,one can argue thatage, number of children, conscientiousness,
agreeableness, job investments, support, skills transferability, perceived number of
alternatives,andperceived mating opportunities in thocommunity and organizatiare
antecedents of job embeddedness. They were all shown to account for important variation
and to correlate in the predicted direction with various dimensions of job embeddedness
in both sampledrigure 2, which contains oglthe antecedents found significant in both
samples, illustrates this more clearly.

Notably absent from the empirically derived diagram in Figure 1@2m& Time
has not yielded significant values in both samples for the predicted variaihes did
correlate with sacrificecommunity in sample one, but failed to reach significance in
sample two, and showed a negative correlation withdiimunity in sample two. Age
displayed a much stronger effect on embeddedness than time, which suggests that rather
than the time spent in a community, the maturity of a person makes a difference in
embeddedness. Indeed, in hindsight, one can think that even if a person has spent 10
years in an environment, if s/he is still young (e.g., 30 years old) the person would have
the psychological readineder example, to relocate from oweast tothe othemwithout
incurring high psychological costs. In contrast, a person who is relatively older may find
it harder to manifest sucpsychological readinesslhese assumptions asmpirical

questions that merit further investigation.
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Also, extraversion failed to make the list in this diagrdixtraversion was
theorized to correlate with linksrganization.Extraversion did correlate significantly
with links-organization in samplene (p < .05), but failed to reach significance in sample
two. Conceivably, extraversion may not necessarily translatéo ia richer net of
friendships,in the manner ohgreeablenes#\n extraverted individual magctually be
disliked by people. Hencéherelationship between extraversion and embeddedness may
be mediated by agreeableness.

Notably present in the diagram is theating variable which yielded strong
correlations andaccountedfor significant variance in embeddedness in both samples.
One of he weaknesses of this study is an uretaphasis on thigariable which clearly
merits further investigationincluded initially as an exploratory variable whiamight
well correlate with embeddedness,pilot study revealed the predicted correlations
betwveen mating anémbeddednes&urther research should aim at developing a more
comprehensivéd bi ol ogi cal 6 samget basic evalutionaryhneedsi sgch s
mating and survival and how an organization addresses theweloping such a scale
may bechallenging because some of the items that clearly relate to survival are also
items used in other organizational measures (e.g., salary level), so the possibility of an
overlap may be presef®t her i tems, however, sucudre as an
the safety of its people when serious events occur (e.g., terrorist attacks) will be less
likely to overlap with other measures, so this avenue clearly has a lot of research
potential. Moreover, including evolutionarglerived concepts in organizational
psychology would bridge a gap between two otherwise unrelated fields, which should

contribute tca more complete understanding of organizational behavior.
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FIGURE 12: Empirically derived antecedents of embeddedneBke continuous line represents
correlations found across both samples. The dotted lines represent highly significant correlations in sample
one (the larger sample), which did not replicate in sample karginal correhtions (p < .10) in one
sample and significant in the other sample were considered replications.
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Limitations

Although the results of this study are promising, some caveats are inAidartation

of this study is that data in the second sample wellected at a single point in time,
thus raising questions about the direction of causdlitythermore, collecting the data at
two different times does not guarantee the direction of causality either, although it
strengthensuch an argument.

Demograpics, traits, work perceptions and mating opportunities predict
embeddedness, bwune cannot rule out the possibility that embeddedness may affect
some of these variables, especially in the work perceptions cl8stely one addressed
this deficit in stug one, where the endogenous and exogenous variables were
administered at different moments in timfdthough the results in sample one strongly
suggest that causality goes from the proposed antecedents to the embeddedness
dimension, longitudinal studieseaneeded for more rigorous tests of causal direction.

Another deficit of these two studies is that data were obtained only through self
reports, which may raise questions about the accuracy and objectivity of the responses.
The objectivity of the responsemay be affected or influenced by seffhancement
biases therefore there is a need for studies that collect data from both the actors and
organization insiderslhe magnitudeof the correlations between variables is unlikely to
be affected by such bias but a replication collecting data from various sources would
strengthen the results of this study.

Related to this, another potential issue with the administration ofegelfts is
the singlesource biasSingle source bias is the tendency to respancbnsistent ways

across measures and it is most problematic when the measures lend themselves to
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implicit theories(Morrison, 2002)In these studies the effect of singleurce bias should
not be significant, as it is unlikely that people developed ionptheories about
embeddedness, which is a very new construct.

Another potential issue with sing#®urce bias emerges when variables are
measured on similar scaledthough some of the scales used in pnesent survewere
similar across measureshers were markedly dissimilar (e.g., the scales for intrinsic /
extrinsic motivation, or the scales for the perceived number ofnattees). The
instrumentadministered to the participantad multiple types of questions and used
various types of scalpsherefore the similarity of the scales should not constitute an
issue.

Another limitationconcernghe sample size in both studi€omplex models like
the present onare difficult to test with small sampledlultiple regression modelsere
usedto test how much variance could be accounted for by the antecedents for each of the
dependent variable#lowever, it would have been more informative to test the entire
model at once, not parts of it at a time, and for eimewould have had to use structural
equation modelingThis was not possible in theséudies, because a model of the
complexity | proposed would require a sample size of 1MAD subjects to make the
structural equation modeling approach feasible.

Yet another limitation of these studies the operationalization of thmating
variableproposed as an antecedent to embeddedimitsally introduced for exploratory
purposesthe dimension was retained and includedthe final model because of the
significant correlations it yielded in a pilstudy. This variable was operationalized
through two items, one targeting perceived mating opportunities within the organization,
another targeting perceived mating opportunities within the commuiStales

containing just one or two items are subjextctiticism in the literature A follow up

112



study should aim at operationalizingating by including a reasonable number of items
generated in the paradigm of evolutionary psycholdge fact that this factor yielded
significant correlations despite theryesmall number of items is encouraging and reveals
the potential benefits of applying insights from evolutionary psychology to organizational
psychology.

Another limitation of this study is the response rate in sample $ample one
had a virtually 100%esponse rate, while sample twlded 25% response rate. Not
surprisingly, more significant correlations were generated by sample ©One
explanation is the fact that sample one was more heterogeneous than sample two.
Respondents in the sample two abbhve been more homogeneous, which would reduce
variability and magnitude of the correlationsollow up studies should aim at
administering the survey to much larger samples and come with the necessary resources
to ensure high response ratéhis wouldaddress any inconsistencies found in the two
groups (e.g., variables that correlated with embeddedness in one group but did not
correlate with embeddedness in the other group).

Yet another limitation of these studies is the fact that both samples watedac
North America, which raises questions about cmgsgiral generalizabilityl have tried
to minimize this issue by administering the instrument to two very different populations,
and sample one in particular was very ethnically heterogenelowsever, crosscultural
generalizability still remains an issue, and follow up studies should test the
embeddedness construct, and the antecedents, in other cultures.

Despite these caveats, these two studies clearly show that there are many factors
that havean important impact on embeddednd3sspite the sample sizes, significant
correlations were obtained between various proposed antecedents and embeddedness in

both samples. The fact that these correlations were obtained in two very different samples
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is anargument toward generalizabilitWhen two different groups answer similarly to a
set of questions, the argument that their responses are not greatly influenced by their

group membership can be made.

Implications for further research

In the previous stdiesthat addressedmbeddednesthe effects of race and gender have
not been documented, or have tested negafigegender and race have sometimes
important roles in work/family attitudes, it is important to analyze whether these
variables play any rofein the two samples that have been under investigation in the
present study.

As described earlier, sgle one was very heterogenedagse Figure 13)race
distribution was roughly the same beewn Whites, Blacks, and HispanicSample two,
on the other &nd, was much more homogeneous, consisting mos$tWvhites (see
Figure 14).

Race

Missing

2.3%

Other (specify)
6%

Asian
2.3%

Hispanic
37.2%

White
29.1%

Black
285%

Figure 13 Race distribution in sample one
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Race

Other (specify)
8%

Asian
9.6%

Hispanic

8.0%

Black

8.8%

White
728%

Figure 14 Race distribution in sample two.

An exploratory analysis of variance was performed for both samiple®ithersample
gender yielded significant correlations with overall embeddedness (see Appendix 4A and
4B). However, h both samples race correlated significantly with overall embeddedness
(F = 2.61, p < .03, df = 4 for sample one, F = 8.28, p < .000, df = 4afopls two,
respectively) (see Appendix 4A and Appendix 4B, respectivélg)ans reported the
highest level of embeddedness in sample one, closely followatfHites (see Figure
15). In sample twoWhitesreported the highest embeddedness level, cldskbwed by
Asians In both samples Hispanics and Blacks regariower levels of embeddedness
that Whites and Hispanics

These findings are interesting and may constitute an avenue for further research.
There are a few possible explanations for the effetteace on embeddedne€3ne
possible explanation is thabdal networks differ as a function of race (and gender).
Perhaps the characteristics of these social networks raageoup more likelyto
experience higheembeddednedevels. Another possible ganation is that perhaps a
factor, which was not explored in this studyfluences both embeddedness and race,
and, as a consequence, race apedated to embeddedness, while in fact the effect
should be attributed to this factddne possible such dtor is salaryThere are well
known differences in salary levels by race (with Whites and Asians typically earning
more than Hispanics and Blacks), and one might speculate that salary correlates with

embeddednes#nother possible such factor is job s&@tWhites and Asians typically
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have highetevel jobs (whichusuallycorrelate with higher salarief)en the other major

race categoriesHigherlevel jobs usually come with increased responsibilities, more
influence, andgreater number of work contactsAll these should correlate with
embeddednesd\ll these are speculations that merit further investigation, but clearly the
effect of race on embeddedness should be analyzed in the context of some other

organizational and social factors that might influeecdeddedness.

Practical implications of these studies

The present study has taken a recent development in turnover résearbkddedness
and analyzed it in the light of its possible antecedents. Embeddedness is primarily a
construct that taps intdé likelihood of leaving/staying with an organization, and higher
embeddedness levels were shown to correlate with lower voluntary turnover lieviets.
previous pages a comprehensive literature review of voluntary turnover was presented,
along with a dscription of the embeddedness constructamdnalysis oits antecedents.
Embeddedness can bereasedhrough a series of organizational measures, such
as instituting a mentorship system, or increasing the number of work teams an individual
participaes in.Since embeddedness is directly related to actual turnover, implementing
measureshat increase embeddednesh have a negative effect on turnover.
The present study makes a step furthehewoluntaryturnoverresearchin that
it illustratesthe factors that may lead to higher levels of embeddedrgasse of these
factors constitute stable personality traits which can be assqa$ed to the
organizational entryOthers are factors which can be manipulatfer the organizational
entry. In practical terms, @ual turnover can beffected by personnel selection
procedures that put into the equation variables that have been shown to predict

embeddedness.
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A quick glimpse at Figure 12 reveals that, in practice, people likely to become
embeddedire those who score highly on agreeableness and conscientioasnest as
those who perceive that the organization supports them, and those who believe that their
skills are transferableéThe Big Five traitscan be assessed prior to the organizational
entry, using shortselfreportssuch as the BFISelecting people who score highly on
agreeableness and conscientiousness may be one method of selecting people likely to
become embeddedAfter the organizational entry, one possible way to increase
embedddness is by increasy organizational and supervisdfigure 12 also suggests
that training people to become highly specialized in a transferable domain (which works
by increasing sacrificerganization) may be another methodincrease embeddedness
Yet another methodmplied in Figure 12s selection ofpeople who perceive that they
dondt have many job alternatives.

Of course, a legitimate question arisissteducingvoluntary turnover beneficial
in all casesBhould an organization aim at zero volugtaurnover?The answeto both
guestiondss no. Voluntary turnover can be beneficial in certain instan€es.example,
voluntary turnover allows those in secondary job markets to penetrate in primary
markets Also, voluntary turnover can be beneficiaf the organizational bottom linér
instance whenseniors are replaced with younger, motivated, and less expgnsive
employeesFrom this perspective, an organization should not aim at trying to reduce
voluntary turnover to zerdnstead, it should aim aktaining its most highly valued
employees

Knowing how to manipulate various dimensions of embeddedness, as well
knowing how b select from among job candidates those who are more likely to become
embeddedn the organizatioms one way to ensure thatky e mpl oyees wonot

the organization needs them most.
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APPENDICES

THANK YOU FOR ACCEPTING TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY!

This study addresses the relationships between various attitudes toward/percabtiohsvork and

oneself.

You will have to fill out a questionnaire which is split in two patte first part is being administered now;

the second part will be administered to you after tfioeie weeks.

Your answers will remain only in my possessiand arecompletely confidential You will not be
identified in any wayWe are asking you for personal identification with the sole reason of being able to
contact you after several weeks with the second part of the questionnaire.

The survey takes appt@0-40 minutes to complete in totdlhe first part of it takes approx 28 minutes

to complete, the second part takes approx 10 minutes to coniplesiee be honest in your answers, as they
will greatly help us understand the complex relationshipsdmtwarious factors that influence us at work.

PLEASE PRINT

Your name:

Your email address:

Your phone number:

Your job title:

Do you have a fultime job (defined as working at least 35hrs/week for the same organization)?
Yes No

PLEASE TELL US THE NAME OF THE PERSON WHO REFERRED YOU TO US:

Please circle or write the response that best represent;
you




Biographical and Demographic Data

1. What is your gender? Male Female
2. Marital status¢ircle oné: Married | Never married |Divorced Not Not Other
(Single) married but divorced | (specify)
attached but
separated
3. If you are married or cohabitating, does your |Full-time Parttime |No N/A
spouse/partner work outside the home?
4. Please tell us your raceircle ong White Black Hispanic |Asian Other
(Specify)
5. What was your age at your last birthday?
6. Please tell us the ages of your children, if you
have any.
7. How long have you lived in your community?
(years)
8. Do you own the home you live in? (mortgaged| Yes No
outright)
9. How many organizations do you belong to in tf None 1 2 3 3+
community? (PTA, Little League, church, Boy |
Girl Scouts, etcetera)
10. How long have you worked in¢hindustry your
are now? (years)
11. How long have you worked for your
organization? (years)
12. How long have you been in your present
position? (years)
13. How many coworkers are highly dependent orfNone 1-2 35 6-10 10 +
you?
14. How many work teams are you on? None 1-2 35 6-10 10 +
15. How many work committees are you on? None 1-2 35 6-10 10 +
16. What is the highest level of education you Some high schoo|High Some BA/BS Advanced
achieved? school |college degree
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BFI

Here are a number of characteristics thay or
may not apply to you.For example, do you agre
that you are someone who likes to spend time
others?Please mark the answer that best repreg
you.

| SEE MYSELF AS SOMEONE WHO:

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neither Agree nof
Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

1.1s talkative

2.Tends to find fault with others

3.Does a thorough job

4.1s depressed, blue

5.1s original, comes up with new ideas

6.ls reserved

7.1s helpful and unselfish with others

8.Can be somewhat careless

9.ls relaxed, handles stress well

10. Is curious about many different things

11. Is full of energy

12. Starts quarrels with others

13. Is a relialte worker

14. Can be tense

15. Is ingenious, a deep thinker

16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm

17. Has a forgiving nature

18. Tends to be disorganized

19. Worries a lot

20. Has an active imagination

21. Tends to be quiet

22. Is generally trusting

23. Tends to be lazy

24. |s emotionally stable, not easily upset

25. Is inventive

26. Has an assertive personality

P IR <IN - 2 - I < S I N I I < " B~ I < - (- I~ - -2 I < I~ - [~ I < i -

>: >: > >: >: > > >: >: > >: > > >: > >: >: > >: > > >: > >: >: >

P DB I - I - < S I N I < < > B~ I < - (R~ I~ - I I~ I~ - (I I < -

D[ D | B | | D[ B | D | D | B | x| B B B | | D[ B | x| D | D | x| | D[ x| x| | D

D[ D | | | D[ x| D | D[ B | x| D[ D[ B | | D[ x| x| D[ D[ x| | D[ P | x| | D
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27. Can be cold and aloof A A A A A
Strongly | Disagree | Neither Agree not Agree Strongly
| SEE MYSELF AS SOMEONE WHO: Disagree Disagree Agree
28. Perseveres until the task is finished A A A A A
29. Can be moody A A A A A
30. Values artistic, aesthetic experience A A A A A
31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited A A A A A
32. Is cansiderate and kind to almost everyone A A A A A
33. Does things efficiently A A A A A
34. Remains calm in tense situations A A A A A
35. Prefers work that is routine A A A A A
36. Is outgoing, sociable A A A A A
37. Is sometimes rude to others A A A A A
38. Makes plans antbllows through with them A A A A A
39. Gets nervous easily A A A A A
40. Likes to reflect, play with ideas A A A A A
41. Has few artistic interests A A A A A
42. Likes to cooperate with others A A A A A
43. Is easily distracted A A A A A
44. Is sophisticated in art, musio literature A A A A A
WPI  Think of your job and please mark the answer that Never or | Sometimes Often true of| Always or
represents you best almost nevern true of me me almost
true of me always true
of me

1. I'am not that concerned about what othesgde think of my « < « R

work A A A A
2. | prefer having someone set clear goals for me in my wo A A A A
3. The more difficult the problem the more | enjoy trying A A A A

solve it
4. | am keenly aware of the income goals | have for myself A A A A
5. | want ny work to provide me with opportunities fq . " « "

. . . A A A A

increasing my knowledge and skills.
6. To me, success means doing better than other people A A A A
7. | prefer to figure out things for myself A A A A
8. No matter what the outcome of a project, | amss$iatl if | « < < R

. : A A A A
feel | gained a new experience
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9. | enjoy relatively simple, straightforward tasks A A A A
Never or | Sometimesg Often true of| Always or
ééContinued from the previ dalmostnever true of me me almost
true of me always true
of me
10. | am keenly aware of the promotion goals | have for mys A A A A
11. Curiosity is the driving force behind much of what | do A A A A
12.:tom |l ess concerned with v A A A A
13. | enjoy tackling problems that are completely nevrte A A A A
14. | prefer work | know | can do well over work that stretch " .. R .
- A A A A
my abilities
15.|o.m concerned about how ¢ A A A A
my ideas
16. | seldom think about salary and promotions A A A A
17.1 8 m mor e c¢ omf asetnybwngoalwh e n A A A A
18. | believe that there is no point in doing a good jol A A A A
nobody else knows about it
19. | am strongly motivated by the money | can earn A A A A
20. It is important for me to be able to do what | most enjoy A A A A
21. 1 prefer woking on projects with clearly specifie " " " B
procedures A A A A
22.As |l ong as | can do what " " " B
about exactly what |1 6m pa A A A A
23. | enjoy doing work that is so absorbing that | forget ab A A A A
everything else
24. | am strongly mavated by the recognition | can earn frg A A A A
other people
25. 1 have to feel that | 6m e A A A A
26. | enjoy trying to solve complex problems A A A A
27. Itis important for me to have an outlet for sekpression A A A A
28. | wantto find out how good | really can be at my work A A A A
29. | want other people to find out how good | really can b A A A A
my work
30. What matters most to me is enjoying what | do A A A A
RA JI ST - Think of your job and please mark the answer Strongly | Disagree| Neither Agreg Agree | Strongly
Disagree nor Disagree Agree
that bestrepresents how you feel
1. I know exactly what is expected of me. A A A A A
2. | know that | have divided my time properly. A A A A i
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3. Explanation is clear of what has to be done. A A A A A
4. | feel certain about how much authority | have. A A A A A
) . | Strongly | Disagree| Neither Agreq Agree | Strongly
e Continued from the previ| pisagree nor Disagree| Agree
5. I know what my responsibilities are. A A A A A
6. Clear, planned goals amdbjectives exist for my job. A A A A A
7.1 have invested in this job more than what most people ha " X « . ..
invested in their jobs A A A A A
8. | have spent many unpaid extra hours at work. A A A A A
9. I have voluntarily engaged in many organizatietated A A A A A
activities that are not a formal part of my job (e.g. committee
memberships, event planning)
10. The effort that | have put into my job has helped me to A A A A A
become competent in this line of work.
11. 1 use my free time to read werilaed materials that A A A A A
contribute to my competence on the job.
12. | can easily use the knowledge that | have gained while A A A A A
working for this company in another work setting.
13. My actual job performance has improved due to the skillg “ . " - i
learned in this job. A A A A A
14. The skills that | have accumulated while working for this A A A A A
company greatly increased my chances of getting a compara
job elsewhere
15. My resume looks better now, after all the training | .. " " . R
received whildn this job. A A A A A
OS PS Strongly Disagree Neither Agree | Strongly
Please check the box that best represents how you feel Disagree Agree nor Agree
Disagree
1. The organization values my contribution to its wmding. A A A A A
2. The organization strggly considers my goals and values. A A A A A
3. The organization really cares about my weding. A A A A A
4. My supervisor is willing to extend himself in order to hg A A A A A
me perform my job to the best of my ability.
5. My supervisor takes pride imy accomplishments at work A A A A A
6. My supervisor tries to make my job as interesting . < « " "
possible. A A A A A

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS FIRST PART OF THE QUESTIONNAIREYOUR

ANSWERS ARE GREATLY APPRECIATEDTHE SECOND PART WILL FOLLOW IN A FEW

WEEKS- IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS CONTACTCEZAR GIOSAN: giosc024@newschool.edu

or 7182051841.
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THIS IS THE SECOND PART OF A QUESTIONNAIRE THAT YOU FILLED OUT A FEW WEEKS
AGO. THANK YOU AGAIN FOR AGREEINGTO PARTICIPATE IN THIS STUDY.

TO BE ABLE TO CORRELATE YOUR ANSWERS IN PART ONE AND PART TWO OF THIS
SURVEY PLEASE TELL US:

YOUR NAME:

DO YOU HAVE THE SAME JOB THAT YOU HAD WHEN YOU COMPLETED THE FIRST PART
OF THIS SURVEY?YES NO (Please explain):
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Please check the box that best represents how you feel Strongly | Disagree| Neither Agred Agree | Strongly
Disagree nor Disagree Agree

1. Ireally love the place wie I live. A A A A A

2. This community is a good match for me. A A A A A

3. I think of the community where | live as home. A A A A A

4. The area where | live offers the leisure activities that | lil A A A A A
(sports, outdoors, cultural, arts).

5. My family roots are in this community. A A A A A

6. | am active in a church in the community.

7. lam active in one or more community organizations (ng
churches)

8. My coworkers are similar to me. A A A A A

9. My job utilizes ny skills and talents well. A A A A A

10. | feel like | am a good match for the organization | work A A A A A

11. My values are compatible A A A A A

2.1 fit with the organizat:i A A A A A

13. My supevisors are similar to me in many ways. A A A A A

14. The values of the top management team here match my A A A A A
values.

15. | fit with the culture established and maintained by the t¢ A A A A A
management of this organization.

16. My persondity matches the personality or image of this A A A A A
organization.

17. My knowledge, skills, and abilities match the requireme A A A A A
of this job.

18. This job is a good match for me. A A A A A

19.1t would be easy for me to date someonekivay for this A A A A A
company, should | desire so.

20. My goals are compatible with those of this organization. A A A A A

21. | feel that people at work respect me a great deal. A A A A A

22. |1 would sacrifice a lot if | left this job. A A A A A
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Strongly | Disagree| Neither Agreq Agree | Strongly
Disagree nor Disagree Agree
23. My promotional opportunities are excellent here. A A A A A
24. The benefits are good on this job. A A A A A
25. It would be hard to leave my job because | have such & A A A A A
boss.
26. Leaving this community would be very hard. A A A A A
27. If I were to leave the community, | would miss my non A A A A A
work friends.
28. Having to give up my house to relocate would be very A A A A A
difficult.
29. If I were to leave the community, | would miss my daily A A A A A
routine.
30. If I were to leave the community, | would miss my A A A A A
neighborhood.
31.1 could easily find a date in the community | live, should | A A A A A
desire so.
JSBI
During the past year have you: Yes | No

1. Read a book about getting a new job?

2. Revised your resume?

3. Sent copies of your resume to a prospective employer?

4. Contacted an employment agency or executive search firm to obtain a job withr amg#mézation?

5. Read the classified/help wanted advertisements in the newspaper?

6. Gone on a job interview?

7. Talked to friends or relatives about getting a new job?

8. Sought to transfer to a new job within your organization?

9. Talked to ceworkers about getting a new job in another organization?

bR I - I - T e - < <
PR I I - - I I I [~

10.Made any telephone inquiries (or sent emails) to prospective employers?
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IL Very Unlikely | Unlikely | Neither | Likely Very
Please circle the answer or check the box that best Likely Likely
represents how you feel nor
Unlikely
1. Do you intend to leave the organization in the next 12 A A A A A
months?
2. How likely is it that you will leave the organization in tf A A A A A
next 12 months?
3. How strongly do you fel about leaving the organizatio Not at all Not Neutral | Strongly| Very
within the next 12 months?
strongly strongly strongly
JA
Please circle the response that best represents how you
feel
1. What is the probability that you can find an accblga no 25% 50% chance 75% 100%
alternative to your job? chance| chance chance chance
2. If you search for an alternative job within a year, what no 25% 50% chance 75% 100%
the chances you can find an acceptable job? chance| chance chance chance
3. If you have received a job offer in the past year, to whi did not | casually| between |extensivelyl very
extent did you consider accepting it? consider casually and extensivelyl|
extensively
4. If you received a job offer today, to what extent would | would | casually| between |extensively| very
you consideraccepting it? not casually and extensivelyl|
consider extensively
5. Have you considered quitting your job to pursue-mmmk | did not | casually| between |extensivelyl very
options? consider casually and extensively
extensively

THANK YOU FOR COMPLETING THIS LAST PART OF THE QUESTIONNAIREYOUR
ANSWERS ARE GREATLY APPRECIATED IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS CONTACT CEZAR
GIOSAN: giosc024@newschool.edw 718205-1841.

Appendix 1: Antecedents and the Embeddedness Survey (Study one).
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Correlations

anizatior| i
njoymenChallengg Outward Impensatixtraversioreeablengscientiousn| Neurotic Opennesde ambigy support bervisor supp investmels transferabjlternativeng in commtganizati

Enjoyment Pearson

Correlation 1 .329% .316% 128 .282% .105 .215%  -.044 .328% .211% .097 .071 .214% .223% .207% -.045 .011

Sig. (2-taile . .000 .000 .095 .000 173 .005 571 .000 .006 212 361 .005 .004 .008 .565 .892

N 171 171 171 170 171 171 171 171 171 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
Challenge  Pearson

Correlation .329% 1| -226% .103 .165%  .184% .398% -231%  .488% .023 .007 -.007 .140 .018 179 .070 112

Sig. (2-taile .000 . .003 181 .031 .016 .000 .002 .000 .766 .927 929 .071 .822 .022 .370 148

N 171 171 171 170 171 171 171 171 171 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
Outward Pearson

Correlation .316%  -.226% 1 .186% .104 -.059 -132 .156%  -111 .150 .095 .009 .250% .263%  -.027 .060 .025

Sig. (2-taile .000 .003 . .015 176 441 .085 .042 .147 .052 .220 .906 .001 .001 .730 441 .748

N 171 171 171 170 171 171 171 171 171 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
CompensatioiPearson 128| 103 | .186% 1] 048] -149 050 | -003| .088| -060| -095 -1604 117 1854 132 045 | 031

Correlation

Sig. (2-taile .095 .181 .015 . .533 .053 .516 .965 .256 441 .223 .039 132 .017 .092 .567 .694

N 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 170 168 167 167 167 166 164 167 166
Extraversion Pearson

Correlation .282% .165% .104 .048 1 116 .349%  -.164% .232% 271 126 .095 .157% 119 .099 -.005 .040

Sig. (2-taile .000 .031 176 .533 . 130 .000 .031 .002 .000 .104 222 .042 125 .208 .953 .610

N 171 171 171 170 172 172 172 172 172 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
IAgreeablenesPearson

Correlation .105 .184%  -059 | -149 116 1 .440%  -349%  .150%  .119 .189% .281% .081 151 .023 .022 .010

Sig. (2-tailel 173 .016 441 .053 .130 . .000 .000 .049 125 .014 .000 .300 .051 771 774 .895

N 171 171 171 170 172 172 172 172 172 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
(ConscientiousPearson 215+ 3984 -132| 050 | .349% .440% 1] -3079 3184 2794  .000 110|477y 206*  -036 061 | 032

Correlation

Sig. (2-taile .005 .000 .085 516 .000 .000 . .000 .000 .000 244 157 .022 .008 .643 432 .680

N 171 171 171 170 172 172 172 172 172 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
Neurotic Pearson

Correlation -.044 -.231% .156* -.003 -.164% -.349% -.307% 1 -186*% -.171% .088 -.216% -.087 .010 -167% -031 132

Sig. (2-taile: 571 .002 .042 .965 .031 .000 .000 . .015 .026 .256 .005 .265 .896 .032 .689 .089

N 171 171 171 170 172 172 172 172 172 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
Openness Pearson

Correlation .328% .488*  -111 .088 .232% .150%| .318%  -.186% 1 117 .015 -.026 .087 .096 .146 128 .022

Sig. (2-taile .000 .000 147 .256 .002 .049 .000 .015 . 130 .848 739 .265 217 .062 .099 775

N 171 171 171 170 172 172 172 172 172 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
Role ambiguiPearson

Correlation .211%  .023 150 | -.060 2714 119 279%  -171% 117 1 .219% .241 134 .261%  -.059 -.036 022

Sig. (2-taile .006 .766 .052 441 .000 125 .000 .026 .130 . .004 .002 .084 .001 .454 .648 774

N 169 169 169 168 169 169 169 169 169 169 168 168 167 167 165 168 167
Organization:Pearson
support Correlation .097 -.007 .095 -.095 126 .189%| .090 -.088 -.015 .219% 1 .575% .269% .384*  -.148 .019 .092

Sig. (2-taile 212 927 .220 .223 .104 .014 244 .256 .848 .004 . .000 .000 .000 .059 .807 237

N 168 168 168 167 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 167 167 164 167 166
Supervisor suPearson 071 | -007| .009| -1604 .095| .281% 10| -2164 -026| 2414 5754 1] 186 289*  -090 089 | 050

Correlation

Sig. (2-taile .361 .929 .906 .039 222 .000 157 .005 739 .002 .000 . .016 .000 .254 .255 522

N 168 168 168 167 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 168 167 167 164 167 166
Job investmeiPearson

Correlation .214% .140 .250% 117 .157% .081 .177%  -.087 .087 134 .269% .186% 1 .386*% -.062 .091 143

Sig. (2-taile .005 .071 .001 132 .042 .300 .022 .265 .265 .084 .000 .016 . .000 434 .246 .068

N 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 166 163 166 165
Skills transfer:Pearson 2234 o18| 263+ 1854 .119| 151 2064 -010| .096| 2614  .384% 2894 386" 1| -009 070| 034

Correlation

Sig. (2-taile .004 .822 .001 .017 125 .051 .008 .896 217 .001 .000 .000 .000 . .907 .369 .662

N 167 167 167 166 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 167 166 167 163 166 165
Alternatives Pearson

Correlation .207% .179%  -.027 132 .099 .023 -.036 -167% 146 -.059 .148 -.090 -.062 .009 1 .085 .055

Sig. (2-taile: .008 .022 730 .092 .208 771 .643 .032 .062 .454 .059 .254 434 .907 . .281 .484

N 165 165 165 164 165 165 165 165 165 165 164 164 163 163 165 164 163
Mating in conPearson

Correlation -.045 .070 .060 .045 -.005 .022 .061 -.031 128 -.036 .019 -.089 .091 .070 .085 1 366

Sig. (2-taile .565 .370 441 .567 .953 774 1432 .689 .099 .648 .807 .255 .246 .369 .281 . .000

N 168 168 168 167 168 168 168 168 168 168 167 167 166 166 164 168 167
Mating in org Pearson

Correlation .011 112 .025 .031 -.040 .010 .032 -132 .022 -022 .092 .050 143 .034 .055 .366% 1

Sig. (2-taile .892 .148 748 .694 .610 .895 .680 .089 775 774 .237 522 .068 .662 .484 .000 .

N 167 167 167 166 167 167 167 167 167 167 166 166 165 165 163 167 167

**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

*.Cormelation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

Appendix 2: correlation matrix between traits, motivation, work
biological factors (Study one)

perceptions, and



Correlations

ganizatior, ating i
njoymenChallengg Outward mgensatixtraversioreeablenl_wscwentiousn euroumngenne;e ambigy support ervisorsugé investmels transferabjlternativeng in commtganizati
Enjoyment Pearson
Correlation 1 .387% 077 -120 153 .024 130 -.068 .442*  -090 .094 110 .160 .042 .065 .145 .029
Sig. (2-taile: . .000 .386 175 .082 .787 .140 442 .000 .310 .287 214 .070 .640 461 .106 748
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Challenge  Pearson
Correlation .387% 1 -200% -129 .178% .009 .081 -247% .364%| .001 129 153 .242* -024 -.194% -.087 162
Sig. (2-taile .000 . .023 147 .044 917 .362 .005 .000 991 145 .084 .006 791 .027 .334 .071
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Outward Pearson
Correlation .077 -.200%| 1 .292%  -076 -.203% 092 .177*%  -.065 .069 -.040 .032 .091 .070 .093 -.064 114
Sig. (2-taile .386 .023 . .001 .393 .021 299 .045 466 .440 .653 722 .305 432 293 476 .205
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
CompensatiolPearson
Correlation -120 -129 .292% 1 .100 -.088 .007 -104 =111 .184% -.028 -022 .296%| .202% .024 .033 134
Sig. (2-taile 175 147 .001 . .257 .321 .936 242 212 .037 .755 .803 .001 .022 787 .715 136
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Extraversion Pearson
Correlation 153 .178* -.076 .100 1 .268% 412%  -.445% .297% .216% .159 .150 161 .089 -.043 -.095 .069
Sig. (2-taile .082 .044 .393 .257 . .002 .000 .000 .001 .014 .072 .089 .068 319 .625 .292 445
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
AgreeablenesPearson
Correlation .024 .009 -.203* -.088 .268% 1 547%  -.315% .268%| 117 .186*| .094 .019 .269% .063 .098 .064
Sig. (2-taile 787 917 .021 321 .002 . .000 .000 .002 .185 .035 .287 .830 .002 481 279 475
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
ConscientiousPearson
Correlation .130 .081 -.092| -007 412% 547 1| -364* .404% 111 .073 -.005 .254* .023 -.070 -.085 .104
Sig. (2-taile .140 .362 299 .936 .000 .000 . .000 .000 211 .409 951 .004 794 433 .345 246
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Neuroticism D o | 068 | 2474 1774 -104| -445q -a31se 3647 1] -2434 2694 -2774  -2244 -1824  -218 .276% 110 | -180
Sig. (2-taile 442 .005 .045 242 .000 .000 .000 . .005 .002 .002 .011 .039 .013 .002 .223 .044
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Openness  Pearson
Correlation 442% .364* -.065 -111 .297% .268% 404%  -.243% 1 .016 -.035 .030 .059 -.047 .169 .060 3511
Sig. (2-taile .000 .000 466 212 .001 .002 .000 .005 . .856 697 735 .506 .600 .056 .506 .000
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Role amb'g“'zeam”. -090| .001| .069| 184+ 2164 .117 111 -2699 016 1] .636% 5944 046 6174 -306% 1784 149
orrelation
Sig. (2-taile .310 .991 440 .037 .014 .185 211 .002 .856 . .000 .000 .602 .000 .000 .047 .098
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
OrganizationzPearson
support Correlation .094 129 -.040 -.028 159 .186% .073 -277% -035 .636% 1 .764% .040 472%  -.378% .201% .025
Sig. (2-taile .287 145 .653 .755 .072 .035 .409 .002 697 .000 . .000 .650 .000 .000 .025 781
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Supervisor suPearson a110| 153|032 | -022| .1s50| .004 005 | -2244 030 | 5944  .764% 1| -059 4114 -309% 1994 112
Correlation
Sig. (2-taile 214 .084 722 .803 .089 .287 951 .011 735 .000 .000 . .509 .000 .000 .026 .214
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Job investmeiPearson
Correlation .160 .242%| .091 .296% 161 .019 .254%  -.182% .059 .046 .040 -.059 1 .184% -012 -.008 .027
Sig. (2-taile .070 .006 .305 .001 .068 .830 .004 .039 .506 .602 .650 .509 . .037 .890 .926 .768
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Skills transfereP
S e e elati 042 -024| 070| 2024 .089| .269% 023 | -2184 -047| 6174  .472% 4114 184 1] -190 2994 082
elation
Sig. (2-taile .640 791 432 .022 319 .002 794 .013 .600 .000 .000 .000 .037 . .031 .001 .364
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
IAlternatives Pearson
Correlation .065 -.194% .093 .024 -.043 .063 .070 .276%| .169 -.306% -.378% -.309% 012 -.190% 1 .130 .060
Sig. (2-taile 461 .027 293 .787 .625 481 1433 .002 .056 .000 .000 .000 .890 .031 . .149 .503
N 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 129 125 125
Mating in conPearson
Correlation 145 -.087 -.064 .033 -.095 .098 .085 110 .060 .178% .201% .199% .008 .299% 130 1 .130
Sig. (2-taile .106 .334 476 715 292 .279 .345 223 .506 .047 .025 .026 926 .001 149 . .150
N 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125
Mating in org Pearson
Correlation .029 162 114 .134 .069 .064 .104 -.180% .351% .149 .025 112 .027 .082 .060 .130 1
Sig. (2-taile 748 .071 .205 .136 445 475 .246 .044 .000 .098 781 214 .768 .364 .503 .150 .
N 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125 125
**Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
*.Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
Appendix 3: Correlation matrix between traits, motivation, work perceysticand

biological factors (sample two)
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Please mark with an X or write the answer that best

represents you
Biographical and demographic data
1. Please tell us your gender D Male I:l Female
f A
2. What is your marital status? O n
: o
[ Maried 3. If you are married or
D Never married (single) cohabitating, does your [ Full-time
spouse/partner work outside the
I:l Divorced home? D Part-time
[[] Not married but attached O~a
|:| Not divorced but separated
\
- z
4. Please tell us your race: [ White ] Black O Hispanic [ Asian [ Other (specify)
5. What was your age at your last birthday? [D
6. Please tell us the age of your children, if you have any: | ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘ | ‘ ‘
\. J
2 N
7. How long have you lived in your community 8. Do you own the home you live in (mortgaged or outright) |I|
(years)?
1 2 3 4 5
9. How many organizations do you belong to? (e.g., PTA, Little League, Church, Boy or Girl Scouts) D D D
\ J

Y N
\18. Was your previous job with the New School? m 19. Are you a New School Union Member? III

¢ N
10. How long have you worked in this type of 11. How long have you worked for this
industry? (years) organization? (Years)
12. How long have you been in this position? D:| 13. How many co-workers are highly |:|:\
(years) dependent of you?
14. How many work teams are you on? D:|
15. How many work commitees are you on?
\. J
(" : . : : N
16. What is the highest level of education you achieved?
[J Some high school O High school ] Some college OBaBs [ Advanced degree
17. Are you taking classes at the New School? D No |:| Yes, for a degree D Yes, but not for degree

J

I_ Pagel _l
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BFI - Here are a number of characteristics that may or may not apply to you.
For example, do you agree that you are someone who likes to spend time with
others? Please darken the answer that best represents you.

-

[ T—

Please use the following scale for yor answers:

1 Strongly disagree 2 Disagree

3 Neutral

5 Strongly agree

1. Is talkative

3. Does a thorough job.

5. Is original, comes up with new ideas
7. Is heloful and unselfish with others
9. Is relaxed, handles stress well
11.Is full of energy

13.Is areliable worker

15.Is ingenious, a deep thinker
17. Has a forgiving nature

19. Worries a lot

21. Tends to be quiet

23. Tends to be lazy

25.Is inventive

27. Can be cold and aloof

29. Can be moody

31. Is sometimes shy, inhibited
33. Does things efficiently

35. Prefers work that is routine
37.Is sometimes rude to others
39. Gets nervous easily

41. Has few artistic interests

43. Is easily distracted

ISEE MYSELF AS SOMEONE WHO:

1 2 3 4 5
OO

OO

OO

DO ED

DD
ODODODOED

OO OD

ODOOOOED

SO

SO

OO EOED

SO D

SO

OO ED

OO

OO

OCDOOOD

DD

OO

OO

OO

OO

2. Tends to find fault with others

4. Is depressed, blue

6. Is reserved.

8. Canbe somewhat careless

10. Is curious about many

different things.

12. Starts quarrels with others

14. Can be tense

16. Generates a lot of enthusiasm

18. Tends to be disorganized

20. Has an active imagination

22. Is generally trusting

24. Is emotionally stable, not easily

upset

26. Has an assertive personality
28. Perseveres until the task is finished

30. Values artistic, aesthetic experience

32. Is considerate and kind to almost

everyone

34. Remains calm in tense situations

36. Is outgoing, sociable

38. Makes plans and follows through

with them

40. Likes to reflect, plays with ideas
42. Likes to cooperate with others

44. Is sophisticated in art, music, or

literature

1 2 3 4 5
OODOOE

OO

ODODOOD

ODODDODOD

SO OEED

OO OD

OO

SO OD

OO OD

OO

SO OCED

SCOOOEED

OO OD

OO

SO OD

SO

SO OEED

SO OEED

SO OED

OO

OO

OO OED
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