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Synopsis：This　stUdy　examines　the　relationshiI）s　betWeen　mUltiple　constituencies　of　employees’work　commitment　and

也e辻perceived　role－based　p（rformance．　A　co血m靭蜘or㎜lysis　ovα144　elnploy㏄（lata　demonstrat（辻㎜

re…rPondentS　ha（1　perceived　the　hypothesizOd　three　fb㎜s　of◎ommitment，　includhlg　organizational　commitment・job

involvemenち　and　career　commitment，　as　sq）arate　and　distinctive　measurement　construCts．　Morθover，　hiemrchical　multiple

㈹g【ession　resUltS　showed　that㎞support　of　a‘‘compa丘b伍tゾhypothesis，　each　of　the　two　commitment　dimensions，

inclu血gjob　involvement　and　career　corm㎡㎞e輌1⌒e　posi廿ve　effect　on　its　relevant　role－based　perforrnance　such

as　job　and㈹perfo－，輌vely，岨e　or《o皿l　col輌em蜘to　show皿m←dent　effect　on
o’丘o皿1　role－based　perfo－．　The　s輌oVides　an　outline　for　fUtUre　research　on　mUltiple　foci　of　e卿loy㏄

work　commitment　and　work　outoomes．

Keywords MUItiple　work　corm㎡㎞e血；e⑪loyees’role』㎞o㎜ce；co卿atib血触血esis．

INT］Rol）UCTION

　　　　　　　Over　past　decades，　both　management

scholars　and　l）ractitioners　have　expressed　interest　in

・mpl・yee　c・mmitm・nt，　m・i・ly　becau・e・f　it・m・hy

benefits　fbr　employee　outcomes．　A　numbef　of　prior

studies　have　reported　that　the　sense　of　commitment

or　involvement　that　employees　hold　tbward　their

organization，　j　ob，　and／or　career　is　positively　related

to　various　employee　work　outcomes，　ihcluding

reduced　tUmover　and　absenteeism　and　improved

performance（e．g．，　Becker，　Billings，　Eveleth，＆

Gilbert，1996；Cohen，2000；Meyer，　Stanley，

Herscovitch，＆Topolnytsky，2002）．　More　recent

research　on　employee　commitment　has　shed　light

on　the　differential　effects　of　the　multiple　fbci　of

employee　commitment　on　employee　work

outcomes（Cohen，2006；Snape，　Chan

2006）．　’Specifically，　　individuals

OrganizatiOn　may　SimUltaneOUSly

forms　of　commitment，　such　as

COn迦tment，　jOb　inVOIVement，

，＆Redman，

　　within　an

have　multiple

organizational

　and　　career

coimlitment．宜owever，　the　effect　of　each　form　of

commitment　on　various　work　outcomes　might　not

be　so　simple－some　forms　of　commitment　could

hdVe　s廿onger（of　weaker）effects　on　a　specific　work

outcome　than　other｛of　co㎜itment　would　do，

and　vice　versa．　Consequently，　there　has　arisen　a

question　regarding　how　commonly　or　uniquely　each

of　the　different　commitment　fbci　correlates　with　a

variety　of　employee　work　outcomes・

　　　　　　　In　this　study，　I　use　the　principle　of

“compatibility”（Fishbein＆Aj　zen，1974），　in　which

all　of　the　attitudes　and　behaviors　have　the　same
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target，　to　predict　the　differential　effects　of　multiple

work　commitments　on　a　different　range　of　work

outcomes．　Prior　empirical　work　implies　that

multiple　forms　of　commitment　are　differently

correlated　to　employee　work　attitudes（e．g．，　Cohen，

1993；Shore，　Newton，＆Thomton，1990）．　For

example，　organizational　commitment　was　found　to

have　a　stronger　positive　relationship　with

organization－related　　attitudes　　（Cohen，　　1993），

whereas　job　involvement　was　fbund　to　have　a

stronger　correlation　with　job－related　attitudes

（Shore，　Newton，＆Thomton，1990）．　A　basic　theme

running　through　all　of　these　studies　is　that　there

should　be　a　specific，　compatibIe　work　outcome　that　l

can　be　best　explained　by　each　commitment

component，　including　organizational　and　job

involvement　and　career　commitment．　However，

these　prior　studies　fbcused　merely　on　the　employee

attitudinal　aspects　of　work　outcomes，　and　thus　little

is㎞own　about　whether　or　not　the　principle　of

compatibility　works　in　regard　to　the　relationships

between　multiple　work　commitments　and

employees’@different　fbci　of　role－bqsed

performance．

　　　　　　　The　present　stUdy，　therefbre，　empirically

examines　the　distinctiveness　of　the　conceptual

construct　among　three　fbrms　of　employee　work

COmmitment・namely　OrganiZatiOnal　COmnitme旦t；

job　involvement，　and　career　commitment，　which　are

the　most　commonly　accepted　forms　of　multiple

work　commitment（Cooper－Hakim＆Viswesvaran，
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　r

2005）．In　addition，　the　study　agempts　to　eXaming

the　effects　of　the　three　fbrms　of　commitment．on　a

corresponding　range　of　employees7　perceived　work

role　performance・such　qs　organizational・job・and

career　role－based　perfomlance，（kaWing　on　the

compatibility　principle（Fishbein＆．Aj　zep，1974）．

In　sum，　this　research　aims　to　advance　past　research

in　this　field　by　examining　the　differentiated　effects

1

of　employees’commitments　to　organization，　job，

and　career　on　the　relevant　work　role　performance，

including　organizational，　job，　and　career　role

performance．

LITERATURE　REVIEW　AND
　　　　　　　HYPOTHESIS

　　　　　　　Many　prior　stUdies　on　commitment　have

theoretically　　developed　　and　’empirically

demonstrated　that　individuals・simultaneously

perceive　Co㎜i血ent　in　more　than　one　foMI

because‘‘they　are　exposed　to　more　than　one　o句ect

of　commitment　in　the　workplace”（Cohen，2006：

106）．The　process　by　which　an　individual　comes　to

commit　to　specific　o句ects　within　an　organization

can　be　explained　by　social　exchange　theory（Blau，

1964），Individuals　who　experience　high　quality

exchange　relationships　with　their　organization，　job，

and／or　career　within　an　organization　tend　to　display

greater　levels　of　organizational，　j　ob，　and／or　career

co㎜itment（Cohen，2006；McNeely＆Meglino，

1994）．For　example，　individuals　tend　to　feel

committed　to　the　organization　and、the　toP

management　when　theγ．　perceive．．th4t　the

・・g・nizati・n　v・1…th・i・c・nt・ib・ti・pS・・a垣・ca「es

about、their．．｝vell－being．．　SiIni｝arly，　employCes．　are

likely　to　have　loyal．ty　t？their　jgb　and／or　carge；if

the　j　ob　an（Yor　the　careCr　provi（les　th『Tri　yVith　q

Strong　se旦sC．　of　fUlfil！m夕nt．　As．such，　employee

commitment　takes　various　fomis，　and　it　can　be
　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　』　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　，

broa己ly　clasSifl，「ハ「l　into　three　categgrjes・、nap；ly

orgapizational　cOmmitment・job　involvemept・and

career　com頭t匝ent（Cooper－Ha垣，m＆；　iswgsvaraq・

2QQ5．）・　．，　　　・　fl　　　　　，　　　　　　　・　　　　　　　、

　　　　　　　　Firlt，．the　thre輌㎜sρf　Co㎜it÷，

including．．　organizatipnql・、　job，　　apd・　career

conロnitment，　have　begn　theoretical！y，differeOtiated．

Organizational　comnitment　can　be　defined　as　an
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emotional　attachment　to　the　organizatioh．

Organizational　commitment　theory　hypothesizes

that　employees　with　strong　organizational

commitment　tend　to　remain　with　their　companies

（Allen＆Meyer，1996）．　On　the　other　hand，　job

involvement　is　referred　to　as　“psychological

identification　with　a　j　ob”（Kanungo，1982：97）．

Individuals　with　high　job　involvement　are　apt　to

feel’committed　to　their　jobs　and　see　them　as　a

critical　part　of　themSelves．　PrevioUs　research　has

reported　that　the　more　employees　are　involved　in

their　jobs，　the　greater　the　levels　Of　satisfaction　they

have　with　the　jobs　and　the　organization　they　work

fbr（e．g．　Huselid＆Day，1991；Shore，　Newton＆

Thomton，1990）．　Finally，　career　commitment　is

characterized　by　the　development　ofpersonal　career

goals　and　involvement　in　setting　strategies　for　those

goals（Colarelli＆Bishop，1990）．　Chang（1999）

argued　that　individuals　who　have　strong　career

commitment　are　likely　to　exert　9reater　efforts　in

their　current　j　obs　and　organization　than　those　who

　　　　　　　　　　　　　1　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ウ

do’not．　In　addition，　career　commltment　ls

considered　to　be　essential　for　individuals’career

progression　qnd　development，　not　only　within　an

organization　but　also　between　organizations　from

the　boundaryless　career　perspective　（Sullivan　＆

Arthur，2006）．

　　　　　　　　Sec・nd，．th・’di・ti・・ti・・pess　b・tween　th・

three　dimensi6ns　of　commitment，　including

employees’commitment　to　organization，　j　ob，　and

career，　has　been　empirical！y　demonstrated　in

previous　works　on　multiple　comnitments・

Regarding　the　relationship　betweeh　organizational

commitment　and　j　ob　involvement，　Meyer，　Allen，

and　Smith　（1993）　empirically　showed　that

individuals　were　able　to　perceive　the　two　as

different　commitment　constructs．　Subsequent

empirical　studies　have　assessed　and　confirmed　the

distinctiveness　between　organizational　commitment

and　job　involvement　by　advancing　the　model

developed　by　Meyer　et　al．’s（1993）work（e，g．，

Irving，　Coleman，＆　Cooper，1997）．　Regarding

career　co㎜itment，　B　lau（1985）輌that

individuals　could　distinguish　a　career　commitment

construct丘om　two　other　constructs，　namely

organizational’commitment　and　j　ob　involvement．

More　recent　empirical　studies　on　commitment　have

observed　that　an　individual’s　career　commitment

plays　a　key　role　in　moderating　the　relationships

between　organizational　and　j　ob－related・commitment

and　employee　outcomes（e．g．，　Maier＆Brunstein，

2001），providing　evidence　fbr　differentiating　career

commitment　from　other　forms　of　commitment．

Hence，　this　study　suggests　the　fbllowing

hypothesis：

Hypothesis　1：　Employees　will　distinguish　among

　　　　　　　　three　forms　of　multiple　work　commitment，

　　　　　　　　namely　organizational　commitment，　j　ob

　　　　　　　　involvement，　and　career　commitment．

Multiple　Commitments　and　Employee

Performance

　　　　　　　The　principle　of　compatibility（Fishbein＆

Aj　zen，1974）proposes　that　the　relationship　between

agiven　attitUde　and　other　attitudes　or　behaviors　is

　　　　　　，　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　H

based　on　the　attitudes　and　behaviors　having　an
　　　　　　t　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　や

identical　fbcus．　According　to　the　compatibility

principle，　measures　of　attitudes　and　behavior　are

more　likely　to　be　correlated　with　each　other　when

they　are　compatible　With　respect　to　action，　object，

and　context．　The　theoretical　proposition　of

compatibility　has　been　empirically　validated　by

numerous　studies．　Fof　example，　Ajzen　and　Fishbein

（1977）demonstrated　that　attitude－behavior　links

were　strongest　when　the　attitUde　was　measured　with

43



44

congruent　behavior．　ln　a　similar　vein，　Kraus（1995）

fbund　that　in　non－work　contexts，　there　were

meta－analytic　correlations　of，29　versus．62　under

low　and　high　compatibility，　respectively．

　　　　　　　On　　the　　basis　　of　　the　　principle　　of

compatibility，　in　particular，　Cheng，　Jiang，　and　Riley

（2003）　have　argued　that　multiple　employee

co㎜itments　would　have　distinct　and　unique

effects　on　various　work　outcomes　because　each

form　of　employee　commitment　represents　a

distinctive　employee　attitude．　Regarding　the

relationship　between　the　multiple　commitment　and

the　outcomes，　some　empirical　studies　have　shown

evidence　that　multiple　work　commitments

accounted　differently　fbr　their　relevant，　compatible

work　attitudes．　For　instance，　an　individual’s

organizational　commitment　was　found　to　have

stronger　positive　effects　on　the　attitudes　and

behaviors　that　are　relevant　to　organization，　such　as

turnover　intentions（Cohen，1993；Randall，1990），

absenteeism，　withdrawal　behaviors（Snape　et　al．，

2006），　and　　organizational　citizenship　　behavior

（Cohen，2006），　than　those　relevant　to　job　and／or

career．　Similarly，　job　involvement　is　more　likely　to

be　associated　with　the　attitudes　and　behaviors

relevant　to　job，　including　j　ob　satisfaction　（e．9．，

．Baba＆Jamal，1991；Shore　et　al．，1990），　than　those

relevant　to　organization　and／or　career，　although

some　studies　have　reported　that　it　correlates　with

some　organizational－relevant．attitudes，　such　as

absenteeism（Shore　et　aL，1990）and　the　intent　to

leave（Huselid＆Day，1991）．　Furthermore，　an

individual’s　career＝co㎜itment　within　an

organization　has　been　observed　to　correlate　more

with　the　attitudes　relevant　to　career，　including

subj　ective　career　success（Super，1990）and　career

satisfaction　（Aryee　＆　Chay，1994），　than　those

relevant　to　organization　and／or　j　ob．

　　　　　　　　Nevertheless，　the　relationships　between

multi－dimensional　concepts　of　commitment　and

employee“performance，”from　the　compatibility

perspective，　have　rarely　been　examined，　and

therefbre　the　question　still　remains　of　whether　or

not　the　compatibility　principle　can　be　applied　to　the

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　FIGURE　l

Hypothesized　Compatibility　Model　of　the　Attitude－Performance　Relationship

　　　　　－　　　　　　　　　　yWyops．191eq291191！11apgk　l　f

Organizational
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　　Career
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　　Career
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relationships　by　extending　empirical　evidence　on

the　positive　relationships　between　multiple

co㎜itments　and　employee　attitUdes．　In　their

meta－analysis　of　already　published　work　on

multiple　commi血ents，　Mathieu　and　Zaj　ac（1990）

noted　that“commitment　has　relatively　little　direct

inflUence　on　performance　in　most　instances”（1990：

184）．As　such，　the　relationships　between　various

dimensions　of　commitment　and　performance　have

been　only　tenuously　tested．　Only　a　few　stUdies　have

reported　that　there　is　a　positive　but　marginal　effect

of　employee’commitment　on　perfbrmance，

including　the　effect　of　organizational　commitment

on　in－role　perfbmlance（Farh，　Tsui，　Xin，＆Cheng，

1998；Mathieu＆Zaj　ac，1990）and　the　effect　of

supervisor　commitment　on　both　in－role　and

extra－role　perfbrmance（Chen，　Tsui，＆Farh，2002）．

However，　the　compatibihty　between　multiple

commitments・and　various　forms　of　employee

performancと　is　still　unknown．

・’@Welbourne，　Johnson，　and　Erez（1998）

developed　　multidimensional．constructs．　of

role－based　perfbrmance，　na㎡ely　organization，　j　ob，

team，・・career，　and　innovation　role－based

perfbfhlance．．、To　assess　the　compatibility　between

three　forms　of　commitment，　namely　organizational

commitment，　job　involvement，’and　career

cOmmitment，　and　employees’perceived　role－based

perfbrmance，　thiS　study　f〈）cuses　on　organizationaL

job；and　career　role－based　performance　as　empldシee

co㎜itment　outcomes．　Existing　performance

literature　fepeatedly　mentiOns　that　j　ob　performance

（i．e．，　in－role　performance）constitutes　one　of　the

most　important　criteria・fbr　empIoyee　work

outcomes（Austin＆Villanova，1992）．　Subsequent

studies　　have　　asserted　　that　　employees’

organizational　citizenship　behaviors（i．e．，　extra－role

or　organizational－role　perfbrmance）　should　　be

reflected　in　employee　perfomlance　evaluations，

providing　evidence　ofthe　direct　significant　effect　of

employees’　　citizenship　　behaviors　　on　　firm

perfbrmance（Borrnan＆Motowidlo，1997）．　in

addition　to　the　j　ob　and　organization　member　roles，

there　has　been　increased　interest　from　both

researchers　and　practitipners　in　the　concept　of

career　role－based　pe㎡brmance，　as　a　new

psychological　contract　emerges　between　employers

and　employees　where　a　more　autonomous　and

“protean”career　paradigm（Hall＆Moss，1998；

Hall，2002）penetrates　into　business　organizations

worldwide（Noe，　Hollenbeck，　Gerhart，＆Wright，

1994）．As　such，　employees　will　be　evaluated　not

only　from　their　j　ob　and　organizational　roles　but　also

from　their　career　role－the　extent　to　which

individuals　set　clear　and　well－defined　career

obj　ectives，　and　the　strategies　they　use　to　accomplish

these　obj　ectives　in　the　organization．

　　　　　　　　Considering　　the　relationships　between

multiple　co㎜tments　and　varlous

role－based　performanCe　from　the

perspective，　　I　　expect　　that

COmmitment，　j　Ob　inVOIVement，

constructs　of

compatibility

organizational

　and　　career

commitment　would　be　associated　with　each　of　the

relevant，　compatible’role－based・performance

components；namely，　organization，　j　ob，　and　career

role－based　pe面㎜ance，　respectively．、Thus，　this

study　develops　the　fbllowing　hypotheses：

HypotheSis　2a：　Organizational　comniitment　will

　　　　　　　　have　a　stronger　positive　effect　on

　　　　　　　　organization　role－based　performance　than

　　　　　　　　it　Will　have　on　j　ob　and　career　role－based

　　　　　　　　perfbrmance．

Hrpothesis　2b：　Job　involvement　will　have　a

　　　　　　　　stronger　positive　effect　on　job　role－based

　　　　　　　　performance　than　it　will　have　on

45
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　　　　　　　　organization　and　career　role－based

　　　　　　　　performance．

Hypothesis　2c：　Career　commitment　will　have　a

　　　　　　　　stronger　positive　effect　on　career

　　　　　　　　role－based　pe㎡formance　than　it　will　have

　　　　　　　　on　organization　and　job　role－based

　　　　　　　　perfbrrnance．

METHOD

Participants　and　Procedures　　　　　　　　　，

　　　　　　　Questionnaire　surveys　were　administered

in　Korea　to　collect　data　fbllowing　the　sequence

below．　First，　we　contacted　HR　managers　at　several

companies　in　Korea　and　asked　for　their　perrnission

to　conduct　a　survey　of　their　employees．　I　targeted

seven　companies　in　the　manufacturing，　wholesale，

service，　construction，　and　transportation　industries，

all　of　which　agreed　to　my　request　to　visit　and

conduct　a　survey　of　randomly－selected　fU11－time

employees．

　　　　　　　Second，　I　visited　each　company　and

distributed　the　survey　questionnaires　to　a　group　of

employees　at　each　site．　The　random　sampling　in

each　j　ob　category　at　each　company　was　done　using

employee　ID　numbers．　In　total，1440ut　of　l　80

（80．0％）completed　questionnaires　were　collected．

The　percentages　of　employees　working　fbr

manufacturing，　wholesale，　service，　construCtion，

and　transportation　divisions　of　the　participating

industries　were　29．9％，22．2％，20．1％，13．9％，　and

13．9％respectively．　Women　constituted　215％of

the　144　employees．　They　had，　on　average，　worked

in　their　current　organizations　fbr　6．8　years，　and

77．8％had　at　least　a　college　education．

Measures

　　　　　　　Organizational　co〃z〃litment．　This　stUdy

used　the　eight　items　of　the　organizational

commitment　scale　developed　by　Meyer　et　al；（1993）．

Respondents　were　asked　to　rate　on　a　seven－pohlt

Likert－type　answer　format，　ranging丘om　1＝

‘‘

唐狽窒盾獅№撃凵@disagree”to　7＝‘‘strongly　agree．”Sample

items　were‘‘I　do　not　feel　a　strong　sense　of

belonging　to　my　organization，”and‘‘I　do　not　feel

‘emotionally　attached’to　this　organization．（R）”

The　Cronbach’s　alpha　coefficient　was　fbund　to

be．91．

　　　　　　　Career　comm匡伽e砿　．　The　six－item　scale

for　career　commitment　was　adapted　from　the　scales

developed　by　Meyer　et　aL（1993）．　Respondents

were　asked　to　rate　on　a　seven－point　Likert－type

answer飴㎜at，　ranging伽m　1＝“strongly

disagree”to　7＝“strongly　agree．”Sample　items

were‘‘I　am　proud　to　be　in　my　career，”and‘‘I　am

enthusiastic　about　my　current　career．”　The

Cronbach’salpha　coefficient　was．91．

　　　　　　　」～）6　か2volv¢〃2εητ，　This　study　used　the

fbur　items　of　the　job　involvement　scale　developed

by　Kanungo（1982）．　Respondents　were　asked　to

rate　on　a　seven－point　Like牡一t）弔e　answer　format，

ranging　from　1＝‘‘strongly　disagree”to、7＝

‘‘

唐狽窒盾獅№撃凵@agree．”Asample　item　was．“I　am　very

much　involved　personally　in　my．，　j　ob．”，．The

Cronbach’s　alpha　coefficient　was．80．　　　　，

　　　　　　　Emρ1（）yee　perfor〃2anee．　　Employee

per品㎜ance　was　assessed　by　using・a・role

performance　measure　made　by　Welbourne　et　al；

（1998），which　involves飾e　sub－dimensions　of　role

performance，　including　j　ob，　team，　organization，

career，　and　innovation．　Of　the　five　sub－dimensions

of　their　measurement，　three　of　them，・namely

organizational，　j　ob，　and　career　dimensions（fbur

item．s　each）were　measured．　The　response　format

was　a・・seven－point　Likert－type　scale，　with　I1＝

“needs　much　improvementl’to　7＝“excellent．”

Sample　items　fbr　organizational－role，　job－role，　and

career－role　perfbrmance　were‘‘doing　things　that
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help　others　when　it’s　not　part　of　his／her　job，”

“qllality　of　work　ouΦut，”and“obtaining　personal

career　goals，”respectivel）r．　The　coefficient　alphas

fbr　organizational－role，　job－role，　and　career－role

performance　were　fbund　to　be．91，．82，　and．94，

respectively．

　　　　　　　Control　variables．　　Several　variables

were　controlled　to　avoid　potential　confbunding

effects　on　dependent　variables（Van　Dyne　and

Lepine，1998）．　Specifically，　gender（0＝‘‘female，”1

＝　‘‘male”），　age　（self二reported　in　years），

organizational　tenure　　（self二reported　　in　　years），

education　　level　（0　　＝　　‘‘high　　school，”　　1　　＝

“undergraduate　degree　or　higher”），丘㎜size

（natural　logarithms　of　the　number　of　employees　in

the　firm），　and　position（0＝“non－managerial

employee，”1＝‘‘lower　middle　manager，”2＝

“middle　manager”）．

RESULTS

Preliminary　Analyses
　　　　1　’

　　　　　　　Descript加εstatistたぷ．　Correlations　of　all

　　　　　　　the　key　measures　are　reported　in　Table　1．

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’‘

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　」

　　　　　　　　　　　　　・：　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　TABLE　l

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Correlation　Matrix　fbr　All　the　Variables　Used　in　the　Study　a

　　　　　　　Coψγmα’oリノ．factor　ana！yses．　Befbre

testing　the　compatibility　h）？otheses，　a　con丘㎜atory

factor　analysis（CFA）was　conducted　to　evaluate　the

discriminant　validity　of　three　dimensions　of

multiple　　commitment　　constnlcts；　namely

organizational　commitment，　j　ob　involvement，　and

career　commitment．　The　results　suggested　that　the

hypothesized，　a　priori　three－factor　model（X2

＝295．98，　df」132，　IFI＝．92，　CFIr92，　TLIr　91，

RMSEA＝．09）　yielded　a　better　fit　than　the

altemative　single－factor　model（X2＝584．42，　df』135，

IFI＝．78，　CFI＝．77，　TLI＝．74，　RMSEAr　15）where　all

the　commitment　items　are　assumed　to　be　explained

by　a　single　commitment　factor．　The　increment　in

chi－square丘om　the　three－factor　model　to　the

single－factor　model　was　fbund　to　be　statistically

significant　（△）（2　＝　　288．44，　△df…＝3，　、ρ　　〈．001），

indicating　that　the　hypothesized　three－factor　model

fits　significantly　better　with　the　current　data　than

the　altemative　single－factor　model　does．　These

results　provide　empirical　evidence　that　respondents

could　　　differentiat6，　　in　　　their　　　conceptual

understandings，　the　three　distinctive　commitment

constructs　　（i．e．，　　organizational　　and　　career

Variables 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ll 12

1Gender

2Age
3　0rganizational　tenu「e

4Educational　backgreund

5Position

6　Firm　size

7　QrganiZational　commitment

8　Job　involvenient

gCareer　commitment

lO　Organizational　performance

ll　Job　perR）rmance

12　Career　performance

．31＊＊＊

．02

－．41＊＊＊

．38＊＊＊

二．09

．09

．14

，03

，05

．23＊＊

，13

．79＊＊＊

一．18＊

．62＊＊＊

．09

．33＊＊＊

．22＊＊

、27＊＊

．36＊＊＊

．20＊

，16

一．16

．47＊＊＊

．25＊＊

．37＊＊＊

．21＊

．31＊＊＊

．30＊＊十

．17＊

．08

；．03

－．21＊

一．08

－．19＊

一．正2

－．06

－．37＊＊＊

一．04

一．23＊＊

．16

．17＊

，12

．19＊

．21＊

，14

．28＊＊

，26＊＊

．37＊＊＊

．06

、11

，17＊

．66＊＊＊　一

．67＊＊＊　　．79＊＊＊　　一

．61　＊＊＊　　59＊＊＊　　．60＊＊＊　　一

．40＊＊＊　　59＊＊＊　　、49＊＊＊　　．43＊＊＊　　一

．49＊＊＊　　．60＊＊＊　　．55＊＊＊　　．64＊＊＊　　．35＊＊＊

an＝144．

†P＜．10

＊P＜．05

＊＊ o＜．01

＊＊＊ 吹メD001
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co㎜itment，　and　job　involvement）．　There品re，

Hypothesis　l　was　supported．

　　　　　　　Another　con丘㎜atory白ctor　analysis　was

conducted　to　examine　the　distinctiveness　of　the

three　　　　role－based　　　　perfbrnlance　　　　variables

（organizational，　j　ob，　and　career　pe血㎜ance）．　The

results　showed　that　the　three－factor　model（X2

＝101‘．17，　df』51，　距1＝．97，　CFIr　96，　TLIr　95，

RMSEA＝．08）　yielded　a　better　fit　than　the

single－factor　model（X2＝504．29，　df＝54，　IFI＝．66，

CFI＝．66，　TLI＝．58，　RMSEA＝，24）．　The　change　in

chi－square　fヒom　the　hypothesized　three　factor　model

to　the　altemative　single－factor　model　was　fbund　to

be　statistically　significant，　with　the　increment　in

chi－square　value　being　403．12　（△df＝3，、ρ　＜．001），

providing　fUrther　empirical　support　fbr　the

hypothesized　three－factor　model．　Thus，　these　results

suggest　that　employees　are　able　to　distinguish

among　multi－dimensional　constructs　of　the

employees’role－based　performance　that　subsumes

the　distinctive　dimensions　of　organization，　job，　and

career　role－based　per拓㎜ance．

Tests　of　Compatib皿ity　Hypotheses

　　　　　　　As　shown　in　Table　2うcompatibility

hypotheSes（H2a，　H2b，　and　H2c）were　tested’by

using　a　hierarchical　multiple　regresSion　analysis．

Hypothesis　2a　predicted　that　organizational

commitment　would　have　a　stronger　positive　effect

on　organization　role－based　per品㎜ance　than　it

would　have　on　job　and　career　role－based

performance．　To　test　this　h）pothesis，　this　study

examined　the　95％confidence　intervals　around

organizational　per飴㎜ance　regression　weights．　As

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　TABLE　2

Results　of　Hierarchical　Multiple　Regression　Analyses　for　Testing　the　Rlationship　betWeen　Multiple　Commitments　and

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　Role．based　Performancea　b

Mode11 Model　2 Model　3

Organizational　perforrnance Job　perfbrmance Career　perforrnance

β　（S．E）P
CI（B）c

Ld　　He
β　（S．E）P

CI（B）

L　　H
β　（S．E）　P

CI（B）

L　　H
SteP　l：Control　variables

、Gender

　Age

　Tenure

　Education

　Position

　Fi頂size

』一 D16　（．20）†

　．38　（」4）　＊＊

一．13　（．02）

一．01　（．16）

一．14　（．06）

一．22　（．04）　＊＊

一．06　（．20）

．03　（．14）

一．07　（．02）

一．38　（．16）　＊＊．＊

．08　（．06）

一．11　（．04）

．04

．13

－．25

．07

．01

－．02

（．27）

（．18）

（．02）†

（．22）

（．07）

（．06）

R2
m

．15 ＊＊ ．22 ＊＊＊ ．05

Step　2：Multiple　commitments

　Organizational　commitment

　Job　involvement

　Career　commitment

．27　（．08）　＊＊　　　．072　．384

．25　（．10）　＊　　　　．030　．431

．22　（．09）　†　　　一．005　，371

．03　（．08）　　　　　一．129　．182　　　．12　（．ll）

．32　（．10）　＊＊　　　．067　．468　　　．25　（．14）　†

．18　（．09）　　　　　一．054　．321　　　．27　（．13）　＊

一．091　．327・

一．OlO　「三527’

．002　．504

R2
Q

∠］R2
P－2 1

6

ζ
」
つ
」

＊＊＊

＊＊＊

∩
∠
0

4
，
2

＊＊＊

＊＊＊ 3
8

3
角
∠

＊＊㌣

＊＊＊

an＝144．

bR2 E　・nd　R22d・n・…h・　・dj・…dR・q…e・g・n・・a・・d　by晒・…nd・er・nd…p・egr・・si・n・，・e・pec・i・・ly．　AR2（1．2）－R22－R21．

cde
　　CI（B）Ldenotes　5％lower　bound　of　c6nfidence　interval，　while　CI（B）Hdenotes　95％upper　bound　of　confidence　interval．

†P＜．10

＊P＜．05

＊＊ o＜．01

＊＊＊ 垂ｭ．OOI
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can　be　seen　in　Model　l　of　Table　2，　althOUgh

organizational　commitment　was　found　to　have　a

significant　impact　on　organization　role－ba§ed

performance（β＝．27，　p＜．01），　other　dimensions　of

commitment　also　had　meaningfU1　effects　on　the

performance（β＝．25；P＜．05　fbr　j　ob　involvement，

andβ一．22，　p＜．10，　for　career　commitment）．　In

additiohl　the””confidence　　interval　around’the

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　L　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’　　

regression　weight　for　organizational　commitmerit

　　　　イ　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　J

（CI　dow）＝．072　and　CI（high）＝’．384）overぬ戸ped

with　the　intervals　fbr　job　involvement（CI（1。w）

＝　．030　and　CI　（high）　ニ　．431），　indicating　that，

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’job

involvement　would　have　a　stronger　positive　effect

On　j　ob　role－based　performance　than　it　would　have

on　organization　and　career　role．based　pefformance．

As－唐?Uwn　in　Model　20f　Table　2，　j　ob　involvement

w元sfbund　to　be　significantly’and　positively　related

to　j　ob’　tole－bas’ed　performance（β　・E．32，　P＜Ol）．　In

addition，　the　95％confidence　inter∀alS　around　the

beta　weights　for’both　organizational　commitment

（CI（16w）＝一．129　and　CI（high）＝．182）and　careet

commitment（CI（1。w）＝一．054　and　CI（high）＝．321）

included　zero．　Organizational　commit血erit（β＝．04，

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　’p＞．10）and　career　commitment（β＝．18，　p＞．10）

did’not　significantly　explain　job　performance．

These　　results　　indicate　　that　organi乞ati6hal

co㎜itment　and　career　commitment　were』not

significantly　related　to　j　ob　performance．　Thus，　the

inconsistent　with　the　compatibility　principle，　the

effe6t　of’Organizational　commitment　on

organization　role－based　performance　was　not

necessarily　　stronger　than　　the　　effects　of　job

involvement　on　the　organizational　performance．

These　　results　　suggest　　that　　organizational

commitment　and　j　ob　involvement　simultaneously

contributed　to　otganizational　performance．　Thus，

Hyp6thesis　2a　was　not　supported．　　　　　　　　’

　　　　　　　Hypothesis　2b　predicted　that’

fact　that　job　involvement　had　the　highest　weight

’supPorts　Hypothesis　2b．

　　　　　　　　Finally，　Hypothesis　2c　stated　that　career

commitment　would　have　a　stronger　positive　effect

on　Career　role－based　performance　than　it　would

have　　’on　　organization　　and　　j　ob　　role－based

performance．　The　results　of　Model　30f　Table　2

1how　that’career　commitment　is　significantly　and

poSitively　related　to　career　role－based　perfbrmance

（13ニ．27，p〈．05）．　The　95％confidence　intervals

around　the　beta　weights　fbr　both　organizational

commitment（Cl（1。w）＝一．091　and　CI（high）＝．327）

and　j　ob　involvement（CI（low）＝一．OlO　and　CI（high）

＝’ D527）　included　zero，　indicating　that　neither

organizational　commitment（β一」3，　p＞．10）nor

job　involvement（β＝．25，　P＞．10）significantly

predicted　the　career　performance．　These　results

suggest　　that　　the　　positive　　effect　　of　　career

commitment　on　career　role－based　performance　is

stronger　　than　　　the　　individual　　effects　　of

organizational　commitment　and　j　ob　involvement　on

organizational　performance．　Thus，　Hypothesis　2c

was　suPported．

　L

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　I）ISCUSSION

　　．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．　　　　　　．　　　　　　　　　　　　・　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　．

　　　　　　　　The　Purpose　of　this　study　wa§tO　examine

the　conceptUal　’and’ モ盾獅唐狽窒浮モ煤@distinctiveness　among

three　forms　of　cotnmitment，　riamely　organizational

commitment，　job　involvement，　and　career

co㎜itment，　and　to　test　how　each　forrn　of

commitment　was　differently　correlated　to　various

peirceived　forms　of　role－based　performance，　such　as

orgariizational，　job，　and　career　performance．　In

support　of　the　compatibility　hypothesis（Cheng　et

al．，2003），　two　of　the　commitment　dimensions：

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　ぐ
job　involvement　and　career　commitment－showed

predictive　ahd　stfongef　positive’effects　oh　theif

　　　　　　　．’　　　　　　　　　　　　　．　　　　　　　　　．・　　　「　　　　；　一・　　　　　　　　　　　”　　．．＾’i’一　“1」
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respective　role－based　forms　ofperformance，　namely

job　and　career　performance，　respectively，　than　other

forms　of　co㎜mitment　did，　while　organizational

commitment　failed　to　show　a　unique　positive　e脆ct

on　organizational　role－based　performance．　More

　specifically，　fbr　the　　organizational　role－based

performance，　not　only　organizational　cornmitment

but　also　other　commitment　foci，　including　job

involvement　and　career　commitment，　were　found　to

significantly　　and　　positively　　influence　　the

organizational　performance；aresult　that飴iled　to

support　the　principle　of　compatibility　as　suggested

by　Fishbein　and　Ajzen　（1974）．　These　findings

contribute　to　existing　commitment　studies　in　the

fbllowing　way．

　　　　　　　　First，　this　study　has　demonstrated　the

construct　validity　of　multiple　commitments　by

illustrating　that　the　respondents　of　the　present　study

perceived　each　of　the　three　commitment　foci，

including　　organizational　commitment，　job

involvement，　and　career　commitment，　as　a

distinctive　　measurement　　construct．　　The

confirmatory　factor　analysis　results　indicate　that　the

hypothesized　three－factor　model　fits　significantly

better　with　the　present　sample　covariance　stnlcture

than　the　altemative　single－factor　model　does．　This

suggests　that　the　respondents　could　recognize　the

measurement　items　of　commitment　measures　as

having　　the　　hypothesized　　three　　distinctive

conceptualizations，　　　namely　　　emplOyees’

commitment　to「organization，　j　ob，　and　career，　rather

than　as　having　merely　an　overall　commitment

conceptualization．　These　findings　replicate　previous

empirical　report．s（Cooper－Hakim＆Viswesvaran

2005；Irving　et　al．，1997；Meyer．et　al．，1993），　which

demonstrate　the　cons⑳ct．．　validity．　of　multiple

co㎜1tments　m；、　npn－ASian　contexts．　The剛

merit　of　this　stUdy　is・that　it　illustrated　that　multiple

commitments　could　be　distinguishable　and　were

valid　operationalizations　among　Korean　employees．

　　　　　　　Second，　the　study　has　provided　empirical

evidence　that　of　the　three　forms　of　employee

commitment，　tWo　of　the　commitment　foci　・・　j　ob

involvement　and　career　commitment－had　distinct

effects　on　these　respective，　compatible　performance

fUnctions，　namely　j　ob　and　career　role，based

performance．　Specifically，　j　ob　involvement　had　a

stronger　positive　effect　on　in－role　’job　performance

than　organizational　and　career　commitments　did　on

the　same　performance　component．　The　same　was

also　true　fbr　the　relationship　between』career

commitment　and　career　performance．　These

findings　give　consistent　support　to　the　compatibility

hypothesis，　as　predicted　in　Hypotheses　2b　and　2c　of

the　stUdy・Prior　work　on　multiple　commitments

demonstrated　this　compatibility　effect　only　from　the

co㎜ltment－attitude　link，　not丘om　the

commltment－performance　link（Cohen　2006；Snape

et　al，，2006）．　Moreover，　as　noted　by　several　studies

（F・・h・t・L・1998；M・thi・u＆z・j・・，1990），

employee　co㎜itment　might　not　be　a　significant

antecedent　of　employee　performance，　although　it

did　significantly　account　fbr　employee　Work

attitUdes．　However，　as　far　as　the　present　stUdy　is

concerned，　the　commitment－pe㎡b㎜ance・link　is

not　negligible，　and　the　principle　of　compatibility

can　work　not　only　for　the　commitment－attim．de　link，

but　also　for　the　corrrrnitment－performance　link，

especially　fbr　the　relationship　between　job　and

career　co㎜itment　foci　，　and　their　respective

role－based　perfbrmance．

　　　　　　　　Third，　it　was　fbund　that　organizational

role－based　performance　was　significantly　and

positively　influenced　pot　only　by　organizational

commltment　but　also　by　job　involvement．

According　to　Cheng　et　al．’s（2003）propositions

based　on　．　the　principle　of　compatibility，

organlzatlonal　role－based　performance　should　be
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more　explicitly　and’strongly　explained　by　its

releVant　COmmitment，　namely　OrgahizatiOnal

commitment，　than　by　other　commitment　forms．

However，　the　present　findings　showed　that　both

COmmitment　fOCi，　namely　OrganizatiOnal

commitment　and　j　ob　involvement，　had　significant

and　positive　effects　on　the　organizati6nal　rble－based

performance，・with　few　differences　in　te血s　of　the

magnitude　of　the　effects．　These　results　failed　to

supPort　Hypothesis　2a　　and’the　principle　　of

compatibility．　・Organizational　　　role－based

performance　is　d　close　concep加alization　of

organizatiohal　citizenship　behavior，　which，　as　many

prior　studies　have　observed，　is　influenced　by

jOb－related　attitddes（Chughtai，2008；Piccolo＆

Colquitt，2006）．　Logically，　the　more　positive　the

attitude　toward’their　j　ob　employees　have，　the　more

likely・they　　are　to　　engage　　in　　organizational

citizenship　behavior，　and　thereby　to　exercise　higher

extra－fole㌔’ 垂guformance：Although　tehtative，　the

organizational　　citizenshilゴ　　behavior　　and　　its

subsequent　Outcome　of　extra－role　performance　can

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　1
be　explained　by　each　of　the　multiple　eommitments

cOmbiriedl　Iri　this　sense，　the　study　his　made’ad

important　contribution　to　the　existing　commitment

literature　by　proViding　a　possibility　：that　the

　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　　

commitment－performance　link’may　ndt　be　as

simple　as　the　commitment－a廿i血de　li泳，　especially

in　light　ofthe　principle　of　compatibility．

・・“一@・’・・Ho’wever，　despite　these　contributions　the

study　has　several　liMitations　that　entail　caution　in

interpretiIlg　the　results．　First，　the　study　empldys

self．report　measures　of　role－based　performance

（Welbourne　et　al，，1998）．　The　use　of　self二report

perforrnance　measures　might　inflate　the　size　effect

brought　by　multiple　commitments，　which　are　also

measured　on　a　self】report　basis．　Future　studies　are

encouraged　to’ 狽?唐煤@commitment－p鋤㎜ance

compatibility　by　using　supervisor－rated，　role－based

perfbmlance　measures．　Second，　the　present　study

was　limited　in　its　sample　size（n＝144）in　order　to

adequately　test　the　compatibility　hypothesis　as　well

as　the　construct　validity　of　multiple　commitment

measures．　In　order　to　give　solid　empirical　evidence

to　the　hypotheses　developed　in　the　study，　fUture

studies　shoUId　increase　the　sample　size　to　offer

血ore　robust　findings．　Third，　the　study　fbcused　only

oll　the　three　fbci　of　multiple　commitments，　namely

organizational　commitment，　j　ob　involvement，　and

career　commitment，　and　their　respective　effects　on

the　three　aspects　of　role－based　performance．

However，　there　are　more　dimensions　of　multiple

commitments，　such　as　supervisor　commitment

（Becker　et　al．，1996），　work　group　commitment

（Zaccaro＆Dobbins，1989），　and　so　fbrth．　It　is

recommended　that　more　dimensions　should　be

included　in　fUtUre　research　and　that　an　attempt

should　be　made　to　test　the　compatibility　hypothesis

using　multiple　commitment　concepts．
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APPENI）IX

Items　in　Multiple　Commitments　and　Performance　Scale

Organizational　commitment

1．Iwould　be　very　happy　to　spend　the　rest　ofmy　career　wi中this　organization．

2．1　really　feel　as　if　this　organization’sproblems　are　my　own．

3．1　do　not　feel　like‘part　ofthe　family’at　my　organization．（reverse－coded）

4．1　do　not　feel‘emotionally　attached’to　this　organization．（reverse－coded）

5．This　organization　has　a　great　deal　of　personal　meaning　for　me．

6．1　do　not　feel　a　strong　sense　ofbelonging　to　my　organization．（reverse－coded）

7．1　enj　oy　discussing　my　organization　with　people　outside　it．

8．Ithink　that　I　could　easily　become　as　attached　to　another　organization　as　I　am　to　this　one．

Job　involvement

1．Iconsider　my　job　to　be　very　central　to　my　existence・

2．Ilike　to　be　absorbed　in　my　job　most　ofthe　time．

3．Usually　1　feel　detached　from　my　job．（reverse－coded）

4．Iam　very　much　involved　personally　in　my　j　ob・

Career　commitment

1．My　current　career　is　important　to　my　self－image・

2．Iregret　having　entered　this　career．

3．Iam　proud　to　be　in　my　career・

4．Idislike　my　current　career．（reverse－coded）

5．1　do　not　identify　with　my　current　career．（reverse－coded）

6．Iam　enthusiastic　about　my　career．

OrganiZationa1　performance

1．Doing　things　that　help　others　when　it’sIlot　part　of　my　j　ob．

2．Working　for　the　overall　good　ofthe　company．

3．Doing　things　to　promote　the　company．

4．Helping　so　that　the　company　is　a　good　place　to　be．

Job　performance

1．Quantity　of　work　output・

2．Quality　ofwork　ouq）ut．

3．Accuracy　ofwork。

4．Customer　service　provided（internal　and　external）．

Career　performance

l．Obtaining　Personal　career　goals．

2．Developing　skills　needed　for　my　fUtUre　career．

3．Making　progress　in　my　career．

4．Seeking　out　career　opPo「tunltles・
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