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Abstract

The purpose of this study was to better understand the experiences of
commitment of selected elementary school teachers.

The study was conducted within the naturalistic paradigm. Participants
were full time teachers and worked in elementary schools. Fourteen teachers
(three males and eleven females) participated in this study.

Teachers indicated that they experienced muitiple commitments. They
suggested that their main commitments were to the children, their growth
and learning, their colleagues, the children’s parents, and their
administrators. Nonetheless, commitments varied in foci and intensity
throughout the teachers’ careers. The rise and fall of the storytellers’
commitments were influenced by the teachers’ experiences of positive and
negative events, and the degree to which they felt successful in their work
communities. Teachers’ feelings of success were facilitated and/or hindered
by social/organizational processes (e.g., the community emphasis on
collaboration, continuous learning, specific recruitment processes,
socialization processes) personal characteristics (e.g., the storytellers’ core
values, tolerance to frustrations, locus of evaluation), the storytellers’
understanding of their personal and professional history, varied social
influences (e.g., significant others, exemplar role modelers), and socio-
cultural expectations.

Commitment to teaching was influenced by the storytellers’ feelings of

performance efficacy and their relationships with the community members.



When teachers experienced high feelings of efficacy and deep feelings of
community with the community members, their commitment to teaching
increased, along with their commitments to the community members and
work communities. Alternately, when storytellers felt unsuccessful (e.g., low
feelings of performance efficacy and poor relationships with the community
members) and when they attributed their lack of success to specific
community members, their commitments to these community members and
work communities decreased. Storytellers suggested that their commitment
to teaching only decreased when they felt powerless to influence the
children’s learning and other community members and when they
experienced deep feelings of hopelessness (i.e., they did not believe that
practice would improve or that their situation was likely to change).
Recommendations and suggestions for further research have been

generated from these findings.
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Chapter One
INTRODUCTION

creating commitment - synchronizing employee and company goals to create
self-motivated employees - is nothing new. its desirability, particularly for
jobs requiring self-discipline and responsiveness and service, has long been
known. What has changed today is that these sorts of jobs now prevail. In
terms of the jobs to be done, we have entered the age of unpredictability
and innovation and initiative. As a result, we have entered an age in which
employee commitment is not just laudable, it's indispensable. (Dessler,
1983, p. 8)

Organizational commitment’, aiso referred to as OC in this thesis, or
the employees' attachment to their organizations has been repeatedly
identified as a critical variable in understanding employees’ work behaviours.
Recent findings (Cohen & Hudecek, 1993; Firestone & Pennell, 1993;
Kushman, 1992) have indicated that low levels of commitment may result in
decreased student achievement test resuits, increased staff turnover, and
higher absenteeism.

Teachers' organizational commitment has been found to be associated
with students' achievement test results. Rosenholtz (1989) who studied
teachers' commitment in 78 elementary schools in Tennessee concluded that
commitment was a predictor of both student reading and mathematics
achievement test scores: the higher the teachers' commitment scores, the
higher the students’ grades in reading and mathematics tests. In a different
study, Kushman (1992) who examined 63 elementary and middle schools
from a large urban district in northwestern United States also reported a
positive and significant relationship between teachers' organizational
commitment and student achievement test results over a three year period.
Kushman (1992) concluded:

Overall, the case studies indicated that teacher organizational commitment
can operate both as a cause and effect of student achievement. Teacher
commitment and sustained achievement are interactive and together can
define a cycle of improvement and sustained excellence in inner-city
schools. {p. 34)

Mathieu and Zajac (1990) and Randall (1990) provided evidence that

The reader will notice that although this study was initially based on organizational
commitment, the story tellers took me very much beyond the concept of
organizational commitment.




low commitment levels were linked to higher turnover rates. Educators may
not have escaped this problem since Arnold (1993) found that, in
1987-1988 and 1988-1989, 6% of the total number of teachers left
classroom teaching in the United States. Similarly, Rollefson (1990) indicated
that the teacher national attrition rate in the United States averaged 4.1% in
public schools and 8.7% in private schools. Forty percent of public school
leavers and 43% of private school leavers were reported to be engaged in
non-teaching activities. Moreover, younger teachers (less than 36 years old)
tended to leave the profession more frequently than older teachers
(Rollefson, 1990). In 1989-1990, in Alberta, 4.3% of teachers left the
profession and another 6% retired early (Alberta Teachers’ Association
1992).

Mathieu and Zajac (1990), Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982), and
Reichers (1985) reported that OC and attendance were significantly and
positively related, that is, higher levels of commitment tended to result in
lower levels of absenteeism. Absenteeism may be a particularly important
phenomenon among teachers since Bridges (1 980), Ehrenberg, Ehrenberg,
Rees, and Ehrenberg (1991), and Madden, Flanigan, and Richardson (1991)
found that the national absence rates among teachers were higher than the
absentee rates in industry or the national absence rates for all employees.
Ehrenberg et al. (1991) indicated that the teachers in the 381 districts they
surveyed in New York State used 8.9 leave days per teacher in 1986-1987.
Given a school year of 180 days, the absentee rate was slightly less than
5%. However, at approximately the same time and using the same type of
calculation, the national absence rate for all employees was only 2.6%.
Ehrenberg et al. (1991), Jacobson (1989) and Wrinkler (1 980) also found
that tenured teachers had higher usage of sick leaves than non-tenured
teachers, and older teachers (55 years old and above) used fewer sick leaves
than younger teachers. They suggested that absenteeism may be partly the
result of a pain-reduction strategy for dissatisfied and uncommitted teachers.
As well, Lewis (1981) pointed out that in the United States the cost of
paying substitutes added to the cost of absent teachers amounted to
approximately two billion dollars per year.

Ehrenberg et al. (1991) also reported that higher student absenteeism
was associated with higher teacher absenteeism, and they suggested that
increased teacher absences may decrease students' motivation to attend
school, thus increasing students’ absentee rates. Concurrently, Bridges
(1980) and Rosenhoitz (1989) found a statistically significant association
between teacher attendance and student achievement test results for
specific schools. Rosenhoitz (1989) contended that teacher absenteeism
correlated negatively with student gains in math and reading scores. Bridges
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(1980) demonstrated that the rate of teacher attendance made a discernible
difference in the level of student achievement over a three-year period in
schools classified as "average achieving.” Ehrenberg et al. (1991) did not
replicate the above findings; however, they aggregated all the students of
their sample which may explain that his results did not support Bridges’
(1980) previous findings.

Figure 1 summarizes the above findings. However, it is important to
remember that some of these relationships (e.g., the associations between
teachers' absenteeism and students' achievements and motivation to attend
school), are still tentative.

Organizational Commitment

———
- 7 T+
// - e o -~
o . T
e - ~ E—

\ , T Students' Achievernent Test

Tumover . Teacher Absenteeism — — Results

Student Absenteeism

Figure 1. Outcomes of Organizational Commitment

As mentioned by Reyes (1990) and Blase (1986), these findings
combined with the perceived slippage of North American employees’ global
competitiveness, the steadily increasing unemployment rate, and the poor
press comments regarding test scores, have given citizens and policy makers
some reasons to be concerned over weak linkages between employees and
their organizations. As a result, sociopolitical pressures for organizations,
including schools, to demonstrate increased effectiveness and efficiency
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have surfaced, and research on organizational commitment has intensified.

However, Firestone and Pennell (1993), Kushman (1992), and Sagaria
and Johnsrud (1987) have emphasized that little is known about
organizational commitment, and even less is known about teachers’
organizational commitment. As Kushman (1992) pointed out,

Empirical studies on how schools foster or hinder teacher commitment are
scant, and key questions, such as whether commitment is related to
important school outcomes or whether it can be altered by school design
and management, have not been addressed. (p. 6)

Salazar (1993) who agreed with Kushman's (1992) contention further
suggested:

The literature on commitment has raised far more questions than it has
answered. As a result, we are still in the dark as to how it is that
organizational members come to be committed to the organization, and
when over-, under- commitment becomes detrimental, or advantageous, to
the individual, the organization, or a subsystem of the organization. (p. 13)

Concurrently, researchers (Becker, 1992; Mathieu and Zajac, 1990;
Salazar, 1993) have put forward a number of methodological and conceptual
problems that may explain the current research gaps and inconsistent
findings on commitment. For example, Mathieu and Zajac (1 990), Randall
(1990), and Salazar (1993) have indicated that the muitiple
conceptualizations of organizational commitment may partly explain the
inconsistency of findings regarding the nature, predictors, and outcomes of
this phenomenon. Compounding these definitional inconsistencies, other
researchers have used different terms (e.g., involvement, assimilation) to
describe organizational commitment (Morrow, 1983; O'Reilly & Chatman,
1986; Salazar, 1993).

Larkey and Morill (1995), Randall, Fedor, and Longenecker (1 990) and
Reichers (1985, 1986) have also suggested that researchers’ tendency to
define commitment from reviews of literature, and, or hybridizations of
previous definitions while ignoring individuals’' own experiences further
increased the confusion surrounding commitment. Reichers (1985)
contended that OC definitions "may not accurately reflect the way people in
organizations experience their own attachments to organizational life" (p.
469) since previous research disregarded what Guba (1981) termed "tacit
knowledge" (p. 7). Moreover, Guba (1981) insisted that studies that depend
essentially on "propositional” knowledge (p. 7) limit the in-depth exploration
of complex experiential material:




The terms "propositional” and "tacit” knowledge differentiate between
knowledge that can be put into a language form from knowledge that one
intuitively knows or understands. People know more than they can say, but
the rationalistic paradigm requires that whatever is studied must be cast into
the form of an hypothesis or question before the inquiry begins. Those
making the inquiry do not immerse themselves in a situation, using
themselves as tacit instruments to discover what may or may not be worth
pursuing in that situation. As a result, intuitive insights cannot become
proper objects for inquiry. (p. 7)

Randall, Fedor, and Longenecker (1990) have emphasized that further
research on commitment "must include an attempt to understand
commitment from the standpoint of the committed” (p. 213).

This lack of emphasis on participants’ experiences may also explain
the inconsistent, low, and, or non-significant correlations between
commitment and its predictors and outcomes. In the past, researchers have
typically determined the a priori significance of specific variables to be
studied in relation to commitment. However, this practice has been
denounced by several researchers (Larkey & Morill, 1995; Randall, Fedor, and
Longenecker, 1990; Reichers, 1985, 1986). For example, Randall, Fedor,
and Longenecker (1990) declared

This [a priori] selection of commonly studied dependant variables presents
problems in that these outcomes [or antecedents] may not be seen by
employees as even remotely important expressions [or predictors] of
organizational commitment. (p. 213)

These authors, as well as Menzies (1995) and O'Reilly and Chatman
(1986), provided initial evidence supporting their claim. Menzies (1995) who
studied faculty members’ commitments in five colleges in Ontario found that
the teachers’ concern for quality with respect to class preparation and/or
assignment marking, their willingness to update course materials, their
involvement in professional development, their willingness to make time for
their colleagues so that they could learn from them, their innovativeness,
their patience with their students, as well as their flexibility, friendliness,
availability and approachability were better indicators of her sample’s
commitment outcomes than absenteeism or turnover, two of the most
commonly studied outcomes of OC. As well, Randall and her colleagues
(1990) claimed that employees in a medium-sized manufacturing plant in
Mid-western United States reported expressing their organizational
commitment through behaviours other than tardiness and absenteeism. More
specifically, they found that the organizational members with high OC scores
reported engaging statistically significantly more often in behaviours
indicating a concern for quality, a sacrifice orientation, and a willingness to
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share knowledge than those with low OC scores. Randall and her colleagues
(1990) have since deplored that past studies on commitment have frequently
included absenteeism and tardiness as important outcome variables and
neglected other potentially more relevant variables. They have also urged
researchers to use respondent-generated input in order to better understand
commitment, its predictors, and outcomes.

Becker (1992) and Reichers (1985, 1986) also indicated that the
researchers' lack of attention to the nature of the organization itself in
organizational commitment may partly account for the diverse and confusing
findings on commitment. These authors, along with O’'Reilly and Chatman
(1986), have contended that a re-examination of the nature of the
organization seems warranted since it is presumed to be the focus of
individuals' commitment. These authors suggested that the constructs of
organization and OC may not be as monolithic as depicted in the literature,
and that the conventional view of commitment, which posits that employees
experience commitment as a global phenomenon, may not adequately explain
commitment. Reichers (1985), in particular, buttressed her argument with
findings from research on organization theory, reference group theory, and
role theory to argue for a muitiple foci conceptualization of commitment. This
author claimed that organizations are political entities comprising diverse
interest groups (e.g., top managers, co-workers, customers, unions, etc.),
each with their own sets of goals and values which may or may not be in
conflict with the goals and values of other organizational coalitions. She
further contended that organizational members are aware of the competing
organizational goals and may experience varying levels of commitment
toward relevant organizational constituencies. Reichers (1 985) stressed that
research should recognize and include the multipie foci of commitment. Later
studies by Menzies (1995), Kushman (1992), Becker (1992), Reichers
(1986) have provided initial evidence to support the idea that employees may
experience multiple commitments.

As noted by several researchers (Cohen, 1992; Mathieu and Zajac,
1990:; Salazar, 1993), studies on commitment tended to ignore differences
across and within organizations. As a result, data collected across
organizations are generally aggregated or averaged, making it virtually
impossible for researchers to uncover conceptual similarities and differences
across organizations, individuals, and occupational groupings. However,
Randall (1990) who conducted meta-analyses of white- and blue-collar
workers drawn from 36 studies, found substantial differences in commitment
levels across occupational groupings and organizations. She concluded, like
many other researchers (Cohen, 1992; Salazar, 1993; Mathieu & Zajac,
1990), that further research on organizational commitment should pay
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particular attention to contextual and individual differences.

Research on organizational commitment has also suffered from other
methodological problems. The vast majority of studies have been conducted
within the quantitative paradigm and have required unrealistic manipulations
of human, social, and cultural factors. It is not uncommon for quantitative
researchers to attempt to control confounding variables through statistical
manipulations. Unfortunately, these manipulations may produce conflicting
findings since statistical models can only control for the limited number of
confounders that have been measured, and problems of multicollinearity
frequently occur when statistical models include highly correlated or
overlapping variables. More specifically, multicollinearity has been shown to
lead to misinterpretation of coefficients, misleading significance levels, and
opposite directions of associations, and quantitative studies on organizational
commitment have been affected by these statistical problems.

The operationalization of organizational commitment reflects the
conceptual inconsistencies of the construct. There is little agreement on the
measurement of OC. Researchers have developed calculative and attitudinal
scales to measure this phenomenon. Calculative instruments reflect the
calculative conceptualization of organizational commitment, whereas
attitudinal scales reflect the moral or attitudinal conceptualization of this
concept. However, as reported by Mathieu and Zajac (1990) and Randall
(1990), many of the instruments have not demonstrated strong psychometric
properties. In particular, Randall (1990) emphasized that "Little evidence
exists of any systematic or comprehensive effort to determine the reliability
or validity of the various instruments [measuring organizational
commitment]” (p. 372). These criticisms which were primarily directed at the
calculative scales have now included the most widely used attitudinal scale,
the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire or 0CQ developed by Porter,
Steers, Mowday, and Boulian (1974). Recent findings (Bar-Hayim & Berman,
1992: Cohen & Hudecek, 1993; Reichers, 1985) have provided initial
evidence that the OCQ is not without problems. In fact, this instrument may
suffer from concept redundancy since it includes in its operationalization
items on turnover intentions which are supposed to be the resuit of
commitment. Thus, existing instruments may not accurately assess or may
not assess at all what they claim to be evaluating.

Purposes of the Study

The current confusion regarding the definitions, predictors, and
consequences of organizational commitment, outline the limitations and gaps
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of past research on OC. However, organizational researchers (Kushman,
1992; Rosenholtz, 1989) seem to agree that commitment may be the spark
to organizational effectiveness and efficiency, as well as the key to students’
effective learning, and that it is crucial to better understand this
phenomenon. Hence, the purpose of this exploratory study is to examine
elementary teachers' experiences of commitment and to explore the
organizational and individual characteristics and processes that facilitate or
hinder its development from the standpoint of the '‘committed,’ as suggested
by Larkey and Morill (1995), Reichers (1985, 1986), and Randall, Fedor, and
Longenecker (1990). Therefore, the research questions of this study are:

1. What are the foci of elementary teachers’ commitment?

2. How do teachers experience their attachment (or lack of) to
elementary school life? What does it feel like to be committed or
uncommitted?

3. What are the organizational and individual characteristics and
processes that foster or hinder commitment?

4. What are the psychological, social, and behavioural outcomes of
commitment or lack of commitment from the teachers’
perspectives?

The naturalistic paradigm with its ontological, epistemological,
axiological, and methodological assumptions provided the basis for this
research since it takes into account some of the methodological and
conceptual problems encountered in previous research.

Assumptions of the Study

This study was based on four assumptions:

1. The perceptions of the storytellers regarding organizational and
social processes are valid ways of exploring selected aspects of
teachers’ commitment.

2. The storytellers were able to understand the interview questions
as intended by the investigator and to report their experiences

of commitment.

3. All the storytellers were sincere in their responses to the
interview questions.



4. The researcher was able to report the storytellers’ experiences
of commitment with clarity and accuracy.

Delimitations of the Study
This research was delimited as follows:

1. It was delimited to the responses of 14 volunteers from
elementary schools.

2. The interview data were collected over three years and focussed
on the organizational, social, and individual processes and
characteristics that influenced the storytellers’ feelings of
commitment.

Contributions of this Study

This study should contribute to education-related organizational
research and theories about teachers’commitment by enhancing our current
understanding of commitment. The descriptive nature of the study should
also permit further discussion about the appropriateness of the current
conceptual definitions, predictors, and outcomes of this phenomenon.
Moreover, the exploratory nature of the study should help us improve our
understanding of the processes by which OC comes into existence. Finally,
the findings of this study may also have practical implications since this
research should provide useful insights into teachers’ commitment for those
who assume the responsibility and management of elementary schools, and
for all those involved in educational administration.

Ethical Considerations

This study has been conducted in conformity with the ethical
guidelines of the University of Alberta General Facuities Council and the
Department of Educational Policy Studies. Concerns for participant
anonymity have be given particular attention.

Conclusion

The purposes of my study were to explore and describe commitment
experiences as well as to examine the processes that may influence this
phenomenon from the storytellers' standpoint. | have done that by focussing
on a selected number of elementary teachers' aspirations, achievements,
satisfactions, and disappointments regarding their work experiences.

9



The outline of the thesis is as follows:

The second chapter presents the existing literature on commitment. It
includes the different theoretical perspectives on the definitions of
commitment, its development, predictors, and outcomes.

The paradigm within which the study was conducted is described in
the third chapter. It also includes an outline of the study design and a
description of the methods | used to select the storytellers, collect and
analyse the teachers’ interviews.

Chapters four and five focus on the description and analysis of the
findings. Chapter four describes positive and negative work experiences that
have been critical in shaping the storytellers’ professional commitments and
the outcomes of these experiences. Chapter five builds on the experiential
scaffolding of the previous chapter and examines the personal and work
community processes that facilitated or hindered the storytellers’
commitments from their perspectives.

The sixth chapter includes a summary of my findings, comparisons
with the resuits from the literature review, and recommendations for

educators.

| have included a brief update on the teachers’ lives and commitments
at the end of the study (Appendices A to J).
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Chapter Two

ORGANIZATIONAL COMMITMENT: THE RESULTS OF FOUR DECADES
OF RESEARCH

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the literature on OC. The
first part of this review focusses on the definitions of OC. The second part
presents the existing theories regarding its development, and the third and
fourth parts respectively examine its predictors and outcomes. A brief
summary highlights some of the issues that past research on commitment
has left unanswered.

Organizational Commitment: Three Different Theoretical Perspectives

Organizational commitment has been a popular research topic for
decades. As the popularity of OC increased, so did its number of definitions.
Morrow (1983) identified 29 commitment-related definitions. Nonetheless,
researchers (Meyer & Allen, 1987; Randall, 1990; Riechers, 1985) suggested
that most of these definitions can be grouped into three main frameworks:
the behavioural perspective (i.e., commitment results from behaviours or
decisions that bind individuals to their organizations) (Becker, 1960;
Salancik, 1977); the attitudinal approach which claims that commitment is
an attitude binding an individual to his or her environment (Mowday et al.
1982): the normative perspective which contends that commitment stems
from an individual’'s moral obligation to do what he or she 'ought’ to do
(Allen & Meyer, 1996; Wiener, 1982).

The Behavioural Perspective

Behaviourists (Becker, 1960; Farrell & Rusbult, 1981) claim that
commitment is grounded in behaviours that bind individuals to organizations.
As employees become aware of the costs associated with leaving their
organizations, they become bound to their organizations. This binding may be
a function of the constraints on an individual's ability to leave the
organization (Becker, 1960), and/or the result of definite and committing
choices and events (Salancik, 1977; Staw, 1981). Whichever is the case,
commitment results primarily from the individual's recognition of his or her
interest in staying with a particular organization.

One of the earliest attempt to define OC was carried out by Becker
(1960). Becker (1960) defined commitment as an individual's tendency to
"engage in consistent lines of activity" (p. 33) and suggested that an
individual's OC depends on the individual's perceived fulfilment of his or her
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extrinsic needs (e.g., salary and other fringe benefits) by the organization,
and the individual's perceived costs of leaving his or her organization. In this
sense, individuals become bound to an organization because they have sunk
costs (e.g., pension plans, status, etc.) invested in the organization and/or
side-bets (e.g., a reputation for stability). Becker (1960) suggested that side-
bets can be placed by individuals and/or organizations. For example,
organizations make side bets for employees by engaging in practices (e.g.,
non-portable pension plans, rapid rate promotions) that may lock employees
into continued organizational membership. On the other hand, an employee
may bet on his or her reputation as a loyal employee by remaining in the
same organization, and/or by acquiring organization-specific skills that may
not be transferable to another organization. Moreover, side-bets can be
voluntary or involuntary. Certain personal attributes such as age and gender
are also considered side-bets in view of their ostensibly constraining
influence on alternative employment. Therefore, OC is an incremental
phenomenon which primarily (but not solely) develops post hoc as perceived
investments or side-bets, placed by individuals and/or organizations,
accumulate. Thus, commitment results from an exchange relationship
between employees and their organizations. The degree of commitment is
determined by the degree to which the exchange relationship favours an
employee (Day, 1987; Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; Gouldner, 1960): the more
favourable the exchange from the employees' viewpoint, the greater their
commitment to the organization.

Farrell and Rusbult (1981), and Rusbult and Farrell (1983) further
expanded Becker's (1960) investment model. They suggested that OC is a
direct function of organizational rewards (e.g., pay, promotion opportunities)
and costs (e.g., inadequate resources, lengthy travel to work, undesirable
shifts), the perceived magnitude of an individual's investments, and the
perceived quality of an individual’ s job alternatives (i.e., an alternative job or
not working). These authors predicted that poor job alternatives would
increase an individual's OC to his or her organization while good job
alternatives would inversely impact OC.

The attribution perspective (Salancik, 1977) also reflects the
behavioural perspective (i.e., an individual's willingness to stay with a
particular organization). It focusses on the individuals' need for cognitive
consistency and contends that commitment is developed to justify actions
that can no longer be changed. Salancik (1977) claimed that commitment is
primarily a function of a person's unequivocal and voluntary behavioural acts.
He further reasoned that the degree of OC depends on the extent to which
an individual's behaviours are explicit (i.e., undeniable and clearly
observable), irrevocable (i.e., irreversible), public (i.e., overt), and volitional.
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This author noted that an individual's degree of volition depended on a
number of factors: (a) the number of alternative choices (the more
alternatives, the more volition one needs to engage in a specific course of
action), (b) the presence of external demands for action (someone who does
something on his/her own has more volition that someone who does
something to comply with an order), (c) the presence of extrinsic rewards
(the more extrinsic rewards, the less volition one needs to do something),
and (d) the presence of other contributors to actions.

Staw (1981) suggested that the strongest commitments are a function
of insufficient justification, that is, when the actual benefits resuiting from a
specific course of action do not justify the costs that have been invested by
individuals. This author postulated that such a situation may lead individuals
to an escalation of commitment. In other words, certain individuals may
become locked into a costly course of action because they need to justify
their initial course of action in order to maintain their self-esteem needs
(internal justification), and they want to appear competent to organizational
and external agents (external justification). Staw (1981) further contended
that the current emphasis in many organizational settings on consistency in
action compounded the above phenomenon. Thus, behavioural commitment
results from social constraints through social influence processes, and
personal constraints (private justification). In its extreme form, this type of
commitment may lead to entrapment (Rubin & Brockner, 1975).

Behavioural definitions of OC are commonly referred to as continuance
(i.e., commitment to continue specific lines of action), calculative, or
compliance commitment. Although behavioural definitions of OC may differ
from one author to another, they have the following commonalities: they
define commitment in terms of behaviours or behavioural intentions, and they
suggest that commitment develops from a perceived rational or rationalizing
process that results from an individual’s assessment of his or her work
environment. The side-bet perspective and variations of it have been used by
Alutto, Hrebiniak, and Alonso (1973), Becker (1960), Farrell and Rusbuit
(1981), Grusky (1966), Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972), Rusbult and Farrell
(1983), and Sheldon (1971). The attribution perspective (i.e., individuals
attribute an attitude of commitment to themselves after engaging in specific
behaviours) and variations of it have been used by Kiesler and Sakumura
(1966), O'Reilly and Caldwell (1980), and Salancik (1977).

Evidence supporting behavioural claims on OC have been inconsistent.
Although some findings (Alutto, Hrebiniak, & Alonso, 1973; Hrebiniak, 1974;
Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; Stevens, Beyer, & Trice, 1978) have lent initial
support to Becker's theory, others (Aranya & Jacobson, 1975; Ritzer &
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Trice, 1969) have been less supportive or have even provided discrepant
evidence. As well, Oliver’'s (1990), Farrell and Rusbult’s (1981}, and
Rusbults and Farrell’s (1983) studies have not supported the investment
model developed by Farrell and Rusbult (1981).

These discrepancies might be due to different factors. First,
instruments that measure calculative commitment have shown poor reliability
(internal consistency and test-retest reliability) (Allen & Meyer, 1996;
Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Randall, 1990). Researchers have also used different
scales to measure calculative commitment (Allen & Meyer, 1996; Hackett,
Bycio, & Hausford, 1994). As well, researchers used different methods of
computing collected data. In some studies, data were aggregated across
organizations, while, in others, they were averaged.

Moreover, different scholars included different predictors in their
model. For example, some researchers only looked at age and gender as
potential predictors of calculative commitment while others included, in
addition to age and gender, other variables such as education and/or
organizational tenure. Different researchers also investigated different
elements of the behavioural definitions of OC. Some researchers examined
calculative commitment by looking at the organizational rewards, the
perceived magnitude of individuals' side-bets, and the employment
alternatives, while other researchers only integrated one or two of the above
elements in their studies.

As noted by Meyer and Allen (1984), inconsistent findings may also
be due to the fact that while some costs associated with organizational
membership may increase overtime (e.g., seniority privileges and
organization-specific training), others may decrease. For example, as younger
employees gain experience, alternate employment opportunities may
increase, thus decreasing the magnitude of one cost associated with
turnover, that of not having another job.

The Attitudinal Perspective

The attitudinal scholars define commitment as an individual's
emotional attachment to his or her organization. This binding of individuals to
their organizations is referred to as attitudinal or affective commitment. The
attitudinal perspective includes a psychological approach to commitment
(Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982) and a sociological conceptualization of
commitment (Etzioni, 1980; Kanter, 1972; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986).

The psychological view of OC has perhaps best been described by
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Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982). Mowday et al. (1982) defined
employees' organizational commitment as "the relative strength of an
individual's identification with and involvement in a particular organization”
(p. 27). As a resuit of this bond, a committed person is willing to accept and
believe in the organization's values and goals, exert considerable effort on
behalf of the organization, and maintain membership in the organization.
Mowday et al. (1982) have emphasized that OC is a more stable attitude
than job satisfaction over time, since it is more strongly associated with
organizational values and goals than job satisfaction. Attachment to the
employing organization develops slowly as the organization provides a vehicle
for an individual to display his or her abilities and satisfy his or her intrinsic
needs. This form of OC has been suggested to be the most effective of
motive patterns since the internalization of organizational goals and values
represents a more powerful source of employee motivation than compliance
or extrinsic rewards. In other words, rather than being motivated by a
stream of extrinsic rewards, individuals become internally motivated as their
values and goals become congruent with the organizational values and goals
(Firestone & Pennell, 1993; Kushman, 1992).

Kanter (1968) who was one of the first scholars to investigate the
social processes that influence commitment focussed on highly religious
communities such as the Shakers and the Oneida. She contended that
successful communities use several commitment building processes. Among
these, she identified sacrifice (i.e, communal members have to give
something up as a price of membership), communion which includes a
variety of social processes emphasizing the 'we-feeling,” mortification
processes such as confession and mutual criticism, and transcendence (i.e.,
the surrendering of communal members to a guiding ideology). Sacrifice may
take diverse forms such as irreversible investments (e.g., members give their
resources, time, and energy to the community) or renunciation (e.g.,
communal members accept to relinquish outside and, in some cases, inside
relationships that may threaten the group cohesion). Justification for sacrifice
is drawn from the cognitive consistency theory. As Kanter (1972) pointed
out: "the more 'it costs' a person to do something, the more 'valuable' he
will consider it, in order to justify the psychic 'expense’ and remain internally
consistent” (p. 76). Communion involves social practices such as communal
work, regularized and frequent group contacts, implementation and regular
observance of group rituals. The purposes of mortification and transcendence
practices are to strengthen members' connectdness by enhancing individuals'
awareness of group standards and developing and continually reinforcing a
sense of mission or purpose among communal members.

Etzioni (1961) and Etzioni and Lehman (1980) who also examined the

15




social processes that influenced OC suggested that OC might be a multi
dimensional phenomenon. They further contended that the diverse
dimensions of OC are a function of the use and distribution of organizational
power. In Etzioni and Lehman's (1980) typology, coercive control over
organizational members generates alienative commitment which is
characterized by low levels of involvement. Etzioni and Lehman (1980)
hypothesized that alienation is higher when supervisors exercise excessive
control over employees, employees have little participation in decisions that
affect them directly, the job is closely defined by work standards, formal
rules and procedures?, and authority is centralized and autonomy is limited.
Utilitarian organizations (i.e., organizations that use mostly material rewards
to control organizational members' behaviours) produce compliance or
calculative commitment. Compliance generally occurs when organizational
inducements reflect employees' varying levels of involvement (i.e.,
organizational rewards vary according to individuals’ performances). In the
absence of flexible reward systems, organizational members adjust their
levels of involvement to match the organizational incentives. Sergiovanni
(1989) and Steers (1977) both argued that compliance commitment may not
lead to increased performance since employees who respond to outside
forces tend to limit themselves to giving "a fair day's work for a fair day's
pay" (Sergiovanni, 1989, p. 5). Normative organizations (i.e., organizations
that rely mostly on symbolic rewards to control organizational behaviours)
induce moral commitment (i.e., an intense and positive orientation toward
the organization). Moral commitment exists when employees have
internalized organizational values and goals. Etzioni (1961) and Etzioni and
Lehman (1980) further suggested that moral involvement which is
characterized by employees' high organizational involvement is relatively
insensitive to changes in the level of extrinsic rewards and is relatively
stable.

Other scholars (O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986; Salazar, 1993) have also
emphasized that diverse organizational processes generate varying
dimensions of commitment. Kelman's (1958) taxonomy of social influence
processes provided the theoretical basis for their research. Kelman (1958)
suggested that individuals can accept influence via compliance, identification,
or internalization. Compliance occurs when an individual accepts influence
from another in the hopes of gaining a reward, and/or, avoiding a sanction
from that other. Identification occurs when an individual accepts influence to

Some studies, however, have shown that reduced job autonomy does not
necessarily lead to a feeling of alienation, and/or job dissatisfaction, even though it
has been demonstrated to be perceived as alienative by the vast majority of
employees.
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establish or maintain a satisfying relationship (i.e., an individual may feel
proud of or want to belong to a particular group, respecting its values and
achievements, without adopting them as his or her own). Identification
depends on two factors: the attractiveness of the relationship and its
salience to the targeted individual. Internalization occurs when an individual
and organizational values and goals are congruent. internalization depends on
the credibility of the influencing agent and the relevance of attitudes, values,
and behaviours to the targeted individual. O'Reilly and Chatman (1986)
contended that compliance, identification, and internalization generate three
different dimensions of OC, which, in turn, generate different work
outcomes.

Allen and Meyer (1990) proposed a slightly different conceptualization
of OC. For these authors, commitment has the three following distinct
components: continuance commitment, affective commitment, and
normative commitment. Normative commitment is based on the employees’
sense of obligation to the organization. Employees with strong normative
commitment remain in the organization “because they feel they ought to so”
(Allen & Meyer, 1996, p. 253).

Reichers (1985) examined OC from another and yet different
perspective. She contended that commitment was a multi-directional
phenomenon and that organizational members experienced varying degrees
of affective attachment toward the diverse constituencies that formed an
organization. She used findings from research on organization theory,
reference group theory, and role theory to argue for a muitiple foci
conceptualization of OC. She further identified different foci for employees’
commitments (e.g., co-workers, superiors, subordinates, and costumers).
Later work by Menzies (1995), Becker (1992), Gregersen (1993), and
Reichers (1986) provided initial empirical evidence for Reichers' (1985)
contentions.

Although definitions within the attitudinal perspective may vary from
one author to another, they also present the following commonalities:
commitment is characterized by an individual’s positive attitude toward an
organization; commitment increases as the individual and organizational
values and goals become congruent; high commitment is internally generated
since it lies in the alignment of individual and organizational goals and values;
affective commitment is both member based (i.e., the locus of commitment
resides in individuals) and organization based (i.e., OC is a function of
perceived organizational features) (Angle & Perry, 1983), and itis a fairly
stable attitude. This approach and variations of it has been used by Angle
and Perry (1981), Bateman and Strasser (1984), Firestone and Pennell
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(1993), Kushman (1992}, Reyes (1990), Morris and Sherman (1981),
Mowday, Porter and Steers (1982), Mowday, Steers and Porter, 1979,
Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian (1974), Steers, (1977), Stumpf and
Hartman (1984), and Welsch and LaVan {1981).

Empirical findings on the attitudinal perspective of OC have been
inconsistent. Researchers (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Dunham, Grube, &
Castaneda, 1994) who examined Allen and Meyer’s (1390) model of
commitment found that the normative and the affective components of their
model tended to overlap, and they concluded that these dimensions may not
be completely distinguishable. As well, a number of studies (Bar-Haym &
Berman, 1992; Caldwell, Chatman, & O'Reilly, 1990; Salazar, 1993) have
suggested that identification- and internalization-based commitment may not
be as distinct as O'Reilly and Chatman (1986) thought they were. Caldwell
et al. (1990), Sutton and Harrison {1993), and Harris, Hirschfeld, Field, and
Mosshloder (1993) also argued that O'Reilly and Chatman's (1986) concepts
of internalization and identification were indistinguishable both in terms of
the psychometric properties of the instrument developed by O'Reilly and
Chatman (1986) and in their relationships to OC and other behavioural
outcomes.

The inconsistent results regarding the multi-dimensionality of OC may
be due to diverse factors. Some of the dimensions of OC may actually not be
separate. Salazar (1993) hypothesized that compliance-, identification- and
internalization based commitment were better represented on a continuum of
intrinsicness, that is, behaviours and attitudes reflecting individual and
organizational value congruence would be at one end of the intrinsicness
scale and generate internalization-based commitment, while attitudes and
behaviours acquired though compliance would be at the other end of the
intrinsicness continuum and produce compliance commitment. The following
figure summarizes Salazar's (1993) hypothesis:

Less More

< “Intrinsicness” >
Compliance Identification Internalization
Eigure 2. Levels of “Intrinsicness” Associated with Kelman's Processes of

Social Influence (Source: Salazar, 1993, Organizational
commitment, socialization, and identification: A new approach
and directions for future research, ED 360 659)
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As well, the particular measures of identification-, and internalization-
based commitment may be inadequate. Whichever is the case, this only
further highlights the complexity of the OC phenomenon, and the fact that
the quantitative paradigm which tends to reduce human phenomena to a
limited number of variables may not be the most adequate paradigm to
investigate commitment.

Moreover, results from studies that correlated presumed predictors and
outcomes and OC tend to be inconsistent, statistically not significant, or
small. Researchers (Bar-Hayim & Berman, 1992; Larkey & Morrill, 1995;
Randall, 1990) have claimed that these inconsistent results might partly be
attributed to the weak reliability of the OCQ. As noted earlier, the OCQ may
suffer from concept redundancy since it includes in its operationalization
turnover intentional items which are supposed to be the result of
commitment. As a result, the OCQ may not accurately assess what it claims
to be evaluating. In addition, quantitative studies that include in their
statistical models variables that are correlated (e.g., satisfaction and
commitment) may produce spurious results due to multicollinearity (Williams
& Anderson, 1991).

Inconsistent results might also be due to the fact that different
scholars have included different predictors and outcomes in their statistical
models. Moreover, some researchers have also included moderators in their
research while others have not done so, and the moderators that were
included were not necessarily the same.

As well, different researchers investigated different elements of the
attitudinal definitions of OC. For example, some researchers (Mowday et al.,
1982) examined affective commitment by looking at individuals’ desire to
remain in the organization, employees’ work performance, and the
organizational members’ involvement in the organization, while other
researchers only integrated one or two of the above elements in their studies.
Moreover, the elements included in the sub-categories varied considerably
from one study to another. Some studies examined an individual's intentions
to leave an organization while other investigated actual turnover.

In conclusion, attitudinal commitment has been defined as the
affective binding of individuals to an organization, specific activities, or
specific organizational constituencies. However, although researchers tend to
agree on the importance of this affective attachment and the fact that
commitment may be a multi-dimensional concept, they do not necessarily
agree on the definition of the varying dimensions of attitudinal commitment
and/or the factors that may influence commitment.
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The Normative Perspective

The normative perspective of commitment reflects an employee’s
feelings of obligation toward his or her organization. From a normative
perspective, organizational commitment is described as a function of an
individual's social normative beliefs (i.e., a person's beliefs of how others
expect him or her to act), his or her personal normative beliefs (i.,e., a
person's beliefs of how he/she 'ought’ to act), and an individual's personal
characteristics (Wiener, 1982). Wiener (1982) defined OC as the "totality of
internalized normative pressures to act in a way which meets organizational
goals and interest” (p. 421). He emphasized that individuals engage in
specific behaviours not because they may personally benefit from these
behaviours, but primarily because "they believe it is the 'right’ and moral
thing to do” (Wiener, 1982, p. 421).

Wiener (1982) also argued that the type and strength of an
individual's OC depend primarily on the type and strength of two distinct
sets of normative beliefs: the individual's norms of loyalty and duty, which
he called type 1 values, and the individual-organizational value congruency,
or type 2 values. He further argued that type 1 and type 2 values are "the
immediate determinants of commitment” (p. 422), and that individuals
develop and internalize normative beliefs through diverse social processes
such as familial and cultural socialization (pre-entry socialization) and
organizational selection and socialization.

Wiener (1982) further refined his theory by identifying three
"qualitatively different types of commitment” (p. 423):

Blind commitment which is primarily based on a person's norms of
loyalty and duty. In this case, commitment levels may vary from
"high"?® (Wiener, 1982, p. 423) to alienation depending on the strength
of type 2 values.

Moral obligation which is primarily influenced by the individual-
organization value congruency. In this instance, commitment levels
may vary from "medium” to "high" (Wiener, 1982, p. 423).

Balanced commitment which reflects the contribution of type 1 and 2

normative beliefs. In this instance, commitment levels may vary from
"high" to "medium" (Wiener, 1982, p. 423).

3 Wiener did not further characterize this qualifier.
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Evidence supporting the normative perspective is mitigated (Angle &
Lawson, 1993; Hom & Hulin, 1981; Prestholdt, Lane & Matthews, 1987;
Wiener, 1980). Inconsistent results may be due to the fact that this
perspective has never been fully investigated (researchers have limited their
investigation to type 1 values or type 2 values and OC) and partly because
the scale to measure normative commitment has a “low” (Wiener and Vardi,
1980, p. 92) reliability. As well, Wiener's (1982) model of OC suffers from a
number of weaknesses. Wiener's (1982) did not address in his model the key
criticisms that have affected past research on normative explanations.
Researchers (Berkowitz, 1972; Darley & Latane, 1970; Krebs, 1970) have
argued that norms are "intrinsically ill-fitted to explain behaviour” (Schwartz,
1973, p. 350) for diverse reasons. They are often stated too vaguely and
generally (e.g., help the needy) to actually guide concrete actions in specific
situations, and this is unquestionably the case for Wiener's (1982) definitions
of normative beliefs. Maoreover, since values generally used in normative
models are accepted by virtually everyone, they do not adequately account
by themselves for the diverse ways in which individuals behave in similar
situations.

Summary

Definitions of OC have been divided into three main frameworks: the
behavioural perspective with the calculative/continuance/compliance
approach which emphasizes that commitment resuits from perceived costs
and rewards associated with organizational membership, and/or an
individual's desire to remain psychologically consistent across diverse
situations, the attitudinal/affective perspective which posits that commitment
is an internally generated attitude which resuits from personal features and
perceived organizational characteristics, and the normative perspective which
claims that commitment is generated by a feeling of obligation towards an
employing organization and other internalized values. Meyer and Allen (1987)
nicely summarized the above by stating that an employee who experiences
compliance commitment engages in specific behaviours because he or she
needs to in order to avoid certain costs and gain certain rewards, an
individual who is affectively committed to an organization engages in certain
activities because he or she wants to, and a person who is normatively
committed engages in specific behaviours because he or she shou/d . Table 1
summarizes the main conceptual perspectives of OC.
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Table 1.

Orqanizational Commi A S .

General Definition

Side-Bets

Investments

Attributions

Justification

Behavioural Perspective

Organizational commitment is grounded in behaviours that bind
individuals to organizations.

Commitment is a function of the rewards and costs associated
with organizational membership; These increase as tenure in the
organization increases (Becker, 1960).

Commitment is a function of organizational rewards and costs, the
perceived magnitude of an individual's investments, and the
perceived quality of an individual’ s job alternatives (Farrell &
Rusbult, 1981; Rusbuilt & Farrell, 1983).

Commitment develops when individuals attribute an attitude of
commitment to themselves after engaging in behaviours that are
explicit, volitional, irrevocable, and public (Salancik, 1977).

Commitment results from the individuals’ need to justify their
initial course of action in order to maintain their self-esteem and to
appear competent to organizational and external agents (Staw,
1981).

General Definition

Psychological
Perspective

Sociological
Perspective

Attitudinal Perspective

Commitment is an affective attitude that binds individuals to the
organizations.

Commitment is an internally generated attitude that results from
persaonal and perceived organizational characteristics (Mowday,
Porter, & Steers, 1982).

Commitment is a function of diverse social influence processes
(Etzioni, 1961, Etzioni & Lehman, 1980; Kanter, 1972).

General Definition

Normative Perspective

Commitment results from an individual's feelings of loyalty and
generalized duty and from a congruence between the
organizational and individual values (Wiener, 1982).

However, in spite of the advances of research on OC, many of the
questions that motivated early research on commitment have been left
unanswered. There is still a great deal of disagreement among researchers
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regarding the definitions and bases of commitment, and OC is still a
phenomenon that is not clearly understood. A number of researchers
(Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Randall, 1990; Salazar, 1993) have argued that the
confusion surrounding OC is due to definitional problems, the multiple
operationalizations of OC, and the definitions and operationalizations of OC's
predictors and outcomes. As a result, research findings on OC have not
provided consistent evidence in any of the three competing perspectives of
commitment.

As well, in many OC studies, researchers have focussed on only one
aspect of commitment (e.g., behavioural or normative) to the exclusion of
others®. Nonetheless, the boundaries that researchers have established
between and within the three OC perspectives may be somewhat arbitrary.
For example, it may be difficult to clearly disentangle the effects of
identification and internalization and/or affective and normative influences on
OC, and therefore, to establish a clear distinction between normative and
attitudinal commitments and/or between identification- and internalization
based commitments.

Finally, as pointed out by Larkey and Morill (1 995), Randall et al.
(1990), and Reichers (1985), most definitions on commitment stem from
reviews of literature, and/or hybridizations of previous definitions while
ignoring individuals' own experiences. However, Reichers (1985) contended
that OC definitions "may not accurately reflect the way people in
organizations experience their own attachments to organizational life” (p.
469), and she, along with other researchers (Randall, 1990; Wolfe
Morrisson, 1994) reiterated the importance of studying complex human
phenomena by including respondent-generated input and insights in the
research process.

The Development of Organizational Commitment: Two Main Theories

There are two main perspectives on the processes by which people
become committed to their organizations. The first posits that commitments
stem from rational calculation (i.e., people use available information in a
reasonable and rational way to arrive at a behavioural decision) (Fishbein,
1980). The second focusses on individuals' need for cognitive consistency
which leads to post hoc justification of action (Salancik, 1977).

Although researchers on attitudinal commitment have made some efforts to develop a multi-dimensional
conceptualization of commitment, study results tend to indicate that there is little consensus on the
diverse dimensions of OC developed by these researchers.
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The Theory of Reasoned Action

The first perspective (i.e, rational calculation) contends that
commitment is a reasoned action that results from an individual's perceived
balance of inducements and contributions. This theory, upon which rests the
exchange model, holds that individuals systematically and rationally evaluate
the inducements they receive from an organization in exchange for their
contributions. Membership and performance are maintained as long as the
inducement-contribution balance is perceived favourable by the employees.
Adams (1963) further refined the model by introducing the concept of equity
(thus developing the equity-exchange model). He suggested that individuals
compare their contributions and inducements to the inducements and
contributions of comparable others. Organizational membership and
performance continue as long as there is a balanced ratio between
organizational rewards and contributions as compared to those of others.
Imbalance may cause individuals to actually change their level of
contributions, change their perception of the current contribution-inducement
balance, or leave the organization.

Although Becker (1960) and Rusbult and Farrell (1983) made direct
references to rational calculation processes to explain OC development, it has
been argued by several researchers (Kushman, 1992; Firestone, 1990) that
individuals also use similar processes in attitudinal commitment. Employees
rationally evaluate the degree to which their intrinsic needs are met by the
organizations to determine the extent of their contributions. In other words,
the degree to which individuals’ intrinsic needs have been fulfilled by their
organization determines the extent of their commitment. Mowday et al.
(1982) further suggested that, once individuals become attitudinaily
committed to an organization, they engage in specific courses of actions or
behaviours which, in turn, reinforce their commitment. In other words,
committing attitudes and behaviours reciprocally influence each other over
time. Thus, according to Mowday et al. (1982), the following figure
illustrates the development of OC*:

5

The above is the main contribution by Mowday et ai. {(1982) on the processes that may
influence OC development. As pointed out by Oliver (1990), Mowday et al. (1982) have
been very discreet on the psychological and/or mental processes that build OC. They only
briefly mentioned that OC is based on a reciprocal exchange between an employee and his
or her organization.
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Commitment Attitudes Behaviours

Figure 3. The Development of OC (Source: Mowday, Porter, & Steers,
1982; Employee-organization linkages, ).

The theory of reasoned action or TRA has been best developed by
Fishbein (1967, 1980) who contended that individuals are "rational animals”
(p. 66) that systematically utilize, organize, process and evaluate (a) available
information, (b) potential consequences of outcomes of intended behaviours,
and (c) the normative pressures of specific referents. More specifically,
according to Fishbein (1980), a person's behavioural intention to perform or
not perform a specific behaviour is the immediate determinant of the
behaviour. Behavioural intentions are, in turn, determined by combining
additively two distinct constructs: an individual's attitude towards a specific
behaviour and perceived normative influences from important others to carry
out or not carry out that behaviour.

Nonetheless, research findings on the ability of Fishbein's (1980)
model to predict behaviours are inconsistent (Burak, 1994; Miller, Wikoff, &
Hiatt, 1992; Ross & Mclaws, 1992), and researchers (Bagozzi, 1981; Ryan,
1982) have suggested different explanations for the weak support of the
TRA.

Scholars (Burak, 1994; Bagozzi, 1981) claimed that Fishbein's (1980)
model precludes the impact of certain individual, demographical, and/or
situational variables that may in fact significantly impact intended and actual
behaviours. For example, a number of studies provided initial evidence that
self-efficacy (Knibbe, Oostveen, & Van de Goor, 1991; Tedesco, Keffer, &
Fleck Kandath, 1991), the stability of specific attitudes (Schwartz, 1977),
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the extent of prior experience with focal behaviour (Burak, 1994; Fazzio &
Zanna, 1978a; Ross & MclLaws, 1992), the degree of confidence in one's
attitude (Fazzio & Zanna, 1978b), and/or one's consistency between
affective and cognitive responses (Norman, 1975) tended to moderate
behavioural intentions, and/or behaviours. Burak (1994) who investigated
198 elementary teachers' intentions to teach HIV/AIDS found that reasoned
action theory only accounted for 47% of the variance of teachers’ intentions
to teach HIV/AIDS, while 3 demographic variables (in-service training,
teaching higher grades, and past experience teaching HIV/AIDS) accounted
for 64% of the variance in intentions. In a different study, Knibbe, Oostveen,
& Van de Goor (1991) found that accidental situational factors were better
predictors of their respondents’ (16-25 years) behaviours than the variables
of Fishbein's (1980) model. Similarly, other studies (Miniard and Cohen,
1983; Ross & McLaws, 1992; Powell-Cope, Lierman, Kaspryzk, Young and
Benoliel, 1991) have demonstrated that variables other than rational
calculation (e.g., normative and attitudinal influences) may have a greater
influence on behaviours than rational calculation.

Inconsistent findings may also be due to some of Fishbein's (1980)
assumptions that tend to weaken his modei since they are not based on
empirical and/or theoretical support. Some examples of Fishbein's (1980)
unwarranted contentions include:

Fishbein's (1980) assumption that a person's intention to perform or
not perform a behaviour necessarily leads to that behaviour. In
contrast, studies on turnover (Mowday et al., 1982; Mathieu & Zajac,
1990) have shown that intention to leave does not necessarily lead to
turnover.

Fishbein’s (1980) presumed incommensurability of attitudes and
subjective norms. Fishbein (1980) has offered no theoretical or
empirical evidence that individuals actually experience these two
sources of influence as separate and distinct. In contrast, several
studies (Miniard & Cohen, 1981; Bagozzi, 1981) have found that
subjective norms may be sensitive to personal attitudes and that
personal attitudes may be influenced by subjective norms. Similarly,
other studies have provided initial evidence that normative information
was more favourably evaluated if it supported the respondent’s views
(Manis, Cornell, Moore, 1974), that respondents more readily accepted
an attitude in line with the reference group's majority opinion
(Cvekovich & Baumgardner, 1973), and that respondents were more
likely to act in accord with stated attitudes if such attitudes were
consistent with actions of other referents (Norman, 1975).
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Fishbein’s (1980) assumed unidimensionality of norms and attitudes.
Several scholars (Warshaw, 1980; Bagozzi, 1981) have reported that
subjective norms and personal attitudes may be multidimensional
constructs and should be reflected as such in the modus operandi. For
example, Shimp and Kavas (1984) reported that individuals maintain
separate cognitive representations for perceived positive and negative
behavioural consequences and behavioural predictors. Moreover,
Bagozzi (1981) and Ryan (1982) contended that the basis underlying
an individual's acceptance of social influence, that is, compliance,
identification, and/or internalization, should be accounted for in
Fishbein's (1980) model since these bases have been hypothesized to
be distinct and to lead to different behaviours.

Fishbein's (1980) claim that attitudes and norms cannot directly
influence behaviours. Fishbein (1980) was quite definite in his
specifications of the paths among cognitions, affect, intentions, and
behaviours. In fact, he consistently claimed that attitudes only
influenced behaviours through the mediation of intentions. However,
Bentler and Speckart (1981, 1979), along with Bagozzi (1981}, found
that attitudes could directly impact behaviours under specific
circumstances. These authors suggested that the role of intentions and
diverse cognitive calculations diminish and that the impact of
emotional determinants of behaviours increase when a behaviour
becomes more sensitive to impulsive factors, and/or highly arousing or
compelling stimuli, and does not require intensive planning. They
further suggested that a point may be reached where affect toward an
act has a direct impact on a subsequent behaviour (Bentler and
Speckart, 1979, 1981).

Finally, Fishbein's {1980) conceptual ambiguities are reflected in the
operationalization of his model constructs. Miniard and Cohen (1981, 1979)
and Ryan (1982) have contended that most studies that used Fishbein's
(1980) model suffered from muiticollinearity (i.e., high correlations between
predictors in a mulitiple regression may cause unreliable and possibly invalid
regression coefficients) and/or "double counting” since personal attitudes and
subjective norms tend to contaminate each other. Moreover, most studies
have used single item instruments to measure individuals' behavioural
intentions, their normative beliefs, their attitudes towards a specific
behavioural act, and their motivation to comply to a specific act. However, it
is virtually impossible to assess the reliability of single item measures.
Studies have also used different scoring methods. For example, in some
studies, items were recorded on a 1 to 7 scale, while, in others, they were
recorded on a -3 to + 3 scale.
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In conclusion, research findings on the theory of reasoned action,
which posits that individuals systematically and rationally evaluate the
inducements they receive from an organization in exchange for their
contributions, have been inconsistent as shown by the varying degrees of
success for the model to predict behavioural intentions and behaviours.
Inconsistencies in the predictive ability of the TRA can be attributed to a
number of reasons, including differences between samples, design
characteristics, and operationalizations of the model. Moreover, it may be
that behavioural decisions and actual behaviours may be more complex
phenomena than originally thought by Fishbein (1 980) and other researchers
(Becker, 1960; Rusbult & Farrell, 1983).

The Theory of Cognitive Dissonance

Contrary to the TRA, the cognitive consistency perspective (Festinger,
1957) does not assume that men are rational animals, but rather that men
are rationalizing animals, that is, they attempt to appear rational to
themselves and to others by developing psychological mechanisms that
justify behavioural decisions that may not be justifiable on rational grounds
and are perceived as difficult to reverse. According to Festinger (1957),
individuals experience an uncomfortable state of arousal called dissonance
when they simultaneously hold two cognitions (i.e., beliefs, evaluations, or
opinions) that are psychologically inconsistent. To reduce dissonance,
individuals tend to change one or both cognitions so that these become
consistent. Moreover, these cognition changes have been hypothesized to
influence subsequent behaviours. In other words, when behaviours and
beliefs are at odds, and behaviours cannot be changed, individuals develop
attitudes that are consistent with their behavioural choices. Hence, Kanter
(1972) and Salancik (1977) suggested that commitment develops after
individuals engage themselves in behavioural decisions and/or specific
actions. Salancik (1977) claimed that, once individuals make the decision to
work for a specific organization, they develop psychological mechanisms that
enable them to live with their decisions. He also argued for a self-reinforcing
cycle of commitment in which behaviours strengthen attitudes towards the
organizations, which, in turn, further energize behavioural linkages to the
organization:

You act. You believe your action is valuable, worthwhile, desirable. You act
again, renewing the belief. In time, without realizing it, you have made a
myth; your sense of veracity and value has been merged into the pattern of
action. The myths sustain the action; and the action sustains the myth. (p.
20)

Since all actions may not influence OC, Salancik (1977) and Kanter
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(1972) tried to identify criteria that make actions or decisions committing. As
mentioned earlier, Salancik (1977) emphasized that acts or decisions that
build commitment have four characteristics: they must be explicit (i.e.,
observable), irrevocable or irreversible, voluntary, and public since publicity
increases the irreversibility of actions. Similarly, Kanter (1972) identified
several processes that increase or build an individual's commitment to a
group: sacrifice (individuals justify their sacrifices by making organizational
membership meaningful and valuable), investment (giving of one's
possessions or self provides the individual with a stake in the organization
and makes leaving costly), communion (e.g., shared work, regularized
contacts within the group, common background and rituals), mortification
processes (e.g., public confessions and mutual criticisms), and
transcendence (i.e., the surrendering of communal members to a guiding
ideology). The purposes of these processes are to enhance individuals'
awareness to group standards and reinforce a sense of purpose among
organizational members.

However, as noted by a number of researchers (Aronson, 1968;
Croyle & Cooper, 1983; Elkin & Leippe, 1986; Elliot & Devine, 1994; Tesser
& Collins, 1988), research findings on the dissonance theory are discrepant.
Aronson (1968) and other researchers (Elliot & Devine, 1994; Leippe &
Eisenstadt, 1994; Tesser & Collins, 1988) have suggested a number of
explanations for these inconsistencies. First, as mentioned by Aronson
(1968), "The very simplicity of the core of the theory is at once its greatest
strength and its most serious weakness" (p. 7). The weakness or, more
appropriately, the weaknesses of this theory lie in the definitions and/or
descriptions of some of its theoretical constructs:

Festinger (1957) failed to clearly define his concept of psychological
inconsistency, thus, leaving the door open to numerous and diverse
interpretations (Aronson, 1968).

Festinger's (1957) conceptual definition of dissonance is also
ambiguous (Aronson, 1968; Bem 1967). Festinger (1 957) stated that
"two elements are dissonant, if considered alone, the obverse [the
opposite] of one follows from the other..." (p. 278), without further
specifying the 'follows from' relationship. As a result, Festinger's
(1957) theory tends to fall prey to what Krebs (1970) termed circular
reasoning, that is, whenever a predicted attitude change occurs, it is
always interpreted as evidence of cognitive dissonance, whereas the
nonoccurrence of a predicted attitude change tends to be taken as
evidence that cognitions are not dissonant.
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The psychological consequences of perceived dissonance may also be
too vague since they are merely described as an unpleasant state or a
state of discomfort (Higgins, 1987; Bem, 1967). Yet, the clinical
literature in psychology has long ago demonstrated the importance of
distinguishing between different emotions, as well as the intensity of
these emotions, since qualitatively distinct emotions can lead to
distinct behavioural and psychological consequences (Elliot & Devine,
1994; Higgins, 1987).

As well, research findings on dissonance may be somewhat misleading
since the vast majority of experiments on dissonance have been conducted
under carefully controlled conditions (i.e., in laboratories) which tend to
deviate from real-life conditions in a number of ways (Aronson, 1968;
Bastoz, 1975). As noted by Bastoz (1975), the influences of important
others during and following the presentation of disconfirming information
(i.e., information presumed to arise dissonance among observed subjects)
were carefully eliminated in laboratory studies. Furthermore, the issues
involved in most laboratory studies may not have been of central importance
to study participants. Finally, as noted by Aronson (1968), laboratory
conditions tend to limit the number and choice of dissonance reduction
strategies otherwise available to individuals (e.g., search for disconfirming
evidence).

In addition, inconsistent results on dissonance theory may also be due
to the fact that Festinger 's (1957) model does not take into account
individual and/or situational differences. Research studies (Brehm & Cohen,
1962; Cooper and Fazio, 1984; Elkin & Leippe, 1986) have demonstrated
that individuals may not experience dissonance if they perceive they have
been 'forced' or manipulated to commit attitude-discrepant acts since the
perspective "l was given little or no choice in what to do" is usually
sufficient to prevent damage to one's self-identity, thus, reducing the need
for an attitude change. However, in a recent study, Leippe and Eisenstadt
(1994) reported that high publicity may counteract the above. These authors
found that their subjects changed attitudes after experiencing dissonance
under conditions of induced compliance when the behaviour and the
subsequent attitude espousal were highly publicized. They hypothesized that
the knowledge that others are watching may increase the salience of the
behaviour and the need to account for it, thus increasing the need to change
one's attitude. Similarly, Schlenker (1986) and Baumeister (1982) reported
that individuals' self-presentational concerns (i.e., the impression one wants
to project to the outside world) may influence experienced dissonance.

Other studies provided initial evidence that an individual's concept of
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self-responsibility {i.e., the individual's felt responsibility for bringing about
aversive consequences in a given situation) (Scher & Cooper, 1989; Cooper
& Fazzio, 1984), his or her tolerance for ambiguity (Aronson, 1968), and his
or her emotional vulnerability (Elliot & Devine, 1994; Aronson, 1968) may
also significantly impact the nature and the quality or intensity of the
experienced dissonance. ligen and Gunn (1976) who studied the affective
consequences of disconfirming performance expectations among a group of
students demonstrated that dissonance is not always experienced as an
aversive state. In fact, they found that students who received success
feedback on their tests after expecting failure were significantly more
satisfied with their performance than those who continued to receive failure
feedback. This is in contradiction with dissonance theory predictions since
dissonance theory, when applied to performance behaviour, predicts that
individuals will perform in line with their expectations since performance
consistent with expectations is more pleasant than performance discrepant
from expectations, and an individual is motivated to maintain the most
pleasant state of being. Elliot and Devine (1994) and Aronson (1 968) also
reported that the saliency or relevance of certain attitudes for specific
individuals (i.e., an individual's self-concept or self-image) also influence the
qualitative nature of the affect experienced as a result of a counterattitudinal
behaviour. More specifically, Devine et al. (1991), and Higgins (1987) have
demonstrated that the violation of well-internalized standards tended to
generate a general negative affect (global discomfort) as well as feelings of
compunction (e.g., guilt and self-criticism) while the violation of less-
internalized standards did not create any self-aversive feelings. Elliot and
Devine (1994) emphasized that discomfort or other similar negative affects
do not always result from a seemingly counterattitudinal behaviour or
cognition since a number of appraisal theorists of emotions (Fridja, 1988;
Ortony, Clore, & Collins, 1988; Eilsworth & Smith, 1987) have empirically
demonstrated that individuals may experience distinct affects in similar
situations depending on the individuals' cognitive appraisal of these
situations.

In addition, Cooper and Fazio (1984), Zanna, Higgins, and Taves
(1976), and Zanna and Cooper (1976) have demonstrated that subjects who
experienced dissonance do not always change their attitudes. The above
authors reported that subjects often tend to seek out external explanations
when experiencing dissonance, thus avoiding to reduce dissonance by
changing attitudes. For example, Zanna and Cooper (1976) found that
subjects did not change their attitude if they believed that a drug (actually a
placebo) that they had been given caused the discomfort they experienced
following a counterattitudinal behaviour. Zanna, Higgins and Taves (1976)
replicated the above results and reported that subjects consistently preferred
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misattributing experienced dissonance to an external cause rather than
changing their attitudes. Other studies (Elkin & Leippe, 1986; Zanna & Aziza,
1976) have found that certain respondents preferred to deal with dissonance
by forgetting it, thus also preventing any attitude changes.

Clearly, dissonance theory is only applicable to explain some human
behaviours since, carried to its extreme, it implies that, every time one acts,
attitude change occurs if the behaviours are counterattitudinal, something
which has been demonstrated does not happen (Cooper & Fazio, 1984, Elkin
& Leippe, 1986; Zanna & Aziza, 1976). Thus, it seems reasonable to assume
that individuals, even though they may attempt to reduce dissonance in
specific situations, may also spend time and energy doing other things such
as reflecting on their personal experiences. As Aronson (1957) pointed out,

if a person is ever going to grow, improve, or avoid repeating the same
errors, he must sooner or later learn to profit from past mistakes. One
[however] cannot profit from one's mistakes without first admitting that one
has made a mistake. And, yet, the admission of mistake almost always
arouses dissonance. The fact is, people frequently do profit from their
mistakes; thus, people occasionally do not avoid to reduce dissonance. (p.
26)

Summary

The theory of reasoned action and the cognitive dissonance theory do
not adequately and fully explain the processes by which individuals become
committed. The above research findings seem to indicate that, although
individuals may be rational and may spend time rationalizing some of their
decisions, they are also sensitive to other factors (e.g., the influence of
important others). Studies (Beauvois, Joule, & Brunetti, 1993; Rubin &
Brockner, 1975; Staw, 1981) have demonstrated that an individual's
decision to remain engaged into a specific course of action depends on more
than his or her desire to be psychologically consistent with past decisions.
Other factors (e.g., social influence) may in fact outweigh an individual's
psychological pressures to remain engaged into a specific course of action.
Similarly, researchers (Burak, 1994; Fazzio & Zanna, 1978a; Ross &
McLaws, 1992) have demonstrated that rational processes can be moderated
by other factors such as personal characteristics and/or emotions (Fridja,
1988), and that these mediating factors cannot always be intentionally (i.e.,
rationally) controlled by the individuals experiencing them.

Predictors of Organizational Commitment

Best practice firms have recognized that quality, and flexibility improvements
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require levels of commitment, responsibility and knowledge that cannot be
obtained by compulsion or through cosmetic improvements in human
resource policies. (Dertouzos, et al., 1989, p. 139)

The main predictors of OC have been classified into four categories:
organizational characteristics, role characteristics, job characteristics, and
individual characteristics. Figure 4 illustrates the main predictors of OC.
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Figure 4. Main Predictors of Organizational Commitment

Organizational Characteristics

Organizational characteristics include organizational processes (e.g.,
leadership) and structural characteristics (e.g., organizational size,
formalization).

Empirical evidence tends to indicate that specific organizational
processes may influence OC. A considerable amount of literature (Bacharach,
Bamberger, Conley & Bauer, 1990; Duke et al., 1981; Blase, 1986; Conway,
1984: Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Purkey & Smith, 1985) supports the idea that
staff participation in decision-making processes has a significant impact on
staff morale and OC. Both quantitative and qualitative studies of schools
(Corcoran, Walker, & White, 1988; Firestone & Rosemblum, 1988;
Kushman, 1992; Reyes, 1992; Rosenholtz, 1989) reported associations
between teacher participation in decision making processes and commitment.
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Nonetheless, Cheng (1990) and Reyes (1989) did not find a significant
relationship between participation in decision making and teachers' OC.
Similarly, Lichenstein et al. (1991) who conducted a one-year longitudinal
and qualitative study of site-based management schools in California and
Florida concluded that shared decision-making did not always result in
increased teachers' OC. Bacharach, Bamberger, Conley, and Bauer (1990},
Firestone and Pennell (1993), and Reyes (1989) suggested that these
inconsistent findings may be due to several factors such as decision content,
voluntary versus mandatory participative decision making, and involvement
versus influence in decision-making. Lichenstein et al. (1991), Bacharach et
al. (1990), Johnson (1990) and White (1992) found that teachers are mostly
interested in decisions directly linked to instruction and/or classroom
management, and feel justified in investing time only on issues that matter to
them. Bacharach et al. {(1990) and Conway (1976) also suggested that
teachers' perceptions of their schools varied according to whether teachers
were involved less than, more than, or as much as they wished. As well,
Johnson (1990) and Duke et al. (1981) found that some teachers refused to
participate in shared decision-making because they felt that they had no
influence in the final outcome of the process.

Researchers (Louis & Smith, 1992; Kushman, 1992; Martinez-Ponz,
1990; Reyes, 1992) also suggested that higher levels of collaboration tended
to be associated with higher levels of OC among teachers. Firestone and
Pennell (1993) argued that collaboration and/or collegiality allows teachers to
meet their personal needs for social interaction, reassurance and
psychological support. In its most basic form, collegiality reduces teachers’
stress: colleagues' understanding and support mitigate the isolation and
uncertainty that teachers often experience at work and provide the necessary
trust for more organized collegial exchanges (Rosenhoitz, 1985, 1991; Blase,
1986; Johnson, 1990; Hargreaves, 1991). Little (1981) and Reyes (1992)
also found that collaboration sustained teachers' enthusiasm for teaching and
created powerful and satisfying learning experiences. Johnson (1990)
claimed that many teachers liked collaboration because it allowed for good
teaching to be recognized and praised by fellow teachers in an environment
where recognition, whether formal or informal, is often rare. Coilaboration is
also an essential source of pedagogical advice and academic expertise, and it
increases teachers' sense of teaching efficacy.

However, collaboration accounted for very different levels of variance
of commitment in qualitative and quantitative studies (Louis & Smith, 1991,
1992). Furthermore, using the same set of data, but different definitions of
collaboration, Reyes (1992) found a strong association between collegial
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climate and commitment, while Rutter and Jacobson (1986) reported an
extremely weak association between the same variables. Furthermore, in her
study of elementary schools, Rosenholtz (1989) did not find a direct link
between collaboration and commitment. These contradictory findings could
be explained by the variety of collaboration models. Little (1982, 1990a)
distinguished collaboration (which she defined as joint work) from less
intense forms of interactions such as story-telling and scanning, aid and
assistance, and sharing. It is possible that only specific forms of collaboration
affect teachers' OC. Further research may need to differentiate between the
collaboration models, and/or to integrate in the study, contextual and
individual factors.

Research (Martinez-Pons, 1990; Lortie, 1975; Lichenstein et al., 1991,
Blase, 1986) also emphasized the importance of professional development in
enhancing OC. Lichenstein et al. (1991) reported that professional
development provided teachers with "access to professionally relevant
knowledge" that made them feel "revitalized, professionally empowered,” (p.
5-6), and more effective in the classroom. Rosenholtz (1 989) also argued
that opportunities that allow people to grow and develop, to improve current
skills and learn new ones, to progress, and to develop a sense of
accomplishment increased the meaningfulness of work, teachers’ sense of
teaching efficacy, and teachers' commitment. Studies (Blase, 1986;
Rosenholtz, 1985, 1989) provide empirical evidence that teachers who use
the same instructional techniques and practices year after year, often
complain of professional stagnation, sometimes to the point of becoming
bored, unenthusiastic, and unable to adequately motivate students. Kushman
(1992), Lichenstein et al. (1991), and Rosenhoitz (1989) found a positive
relationship between learning opportunities and OC.

However, other studies (Rutter & Jacobson, 1986; Newman et al.,
1989) found no direct relationship between staff-development through
inservice activities and teachers' OC. Sergiovanni and Starratt (1993),
McLaughlin (1993) and Maeroff (1988) contended that traditional
approaches to staff development such as in-service instruction have limited
uses and mitigated success. Like many top-down programs, in-service
instruction is generally met with indifference or resistance from school
personnel. Teachers do not feel ownership of the projects since they did not
participate in the choice, planning and design of these programs, and they
have little or no personal investment in the program objectives or success.
Furthermore, since in-service instruction is usually carried out by school
principals or assistant principals, teachers often worry about their
performance and do not feel inclined to confess shortcomings or difficulties
to the person or persons who also evaluate them at the end of the year.
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Thus, in-service instruction suffers from a basic problem: it does not address
teachers' specific needs and difficulties since teachers generally do not
openly acknowledge what they know or don’t know to the person or persons
responsible to evaluate them. Finally, in-service instruction is also limited in
scope, mostly addressing the technical dimension of teaching. However,
different teachers have different needs and research has shown that in-
service instruction is particularly unpopular among experienced teachers who
are already familiar with most of the techniques of instruction and may find
in-service programs somewhat unchallenging. After a few years of
experience, teachers may be more interested in exploring new areas (e.g.,
action research), and future research needs to further explore teachers’
perspectives on this issue since there is a great deal of unexplained variance
across studies between OC and professional development.

As well, specific leadership characteristics have been associated with
increased OC. Leader initiating structure (i.e., the extent to which leaders
focus on production by establishing clearly defined patterns of organizations,
channels of communication, and methods of procedure), leader consideration
(i.e., the degree to which leaders exemplify behaviours indicative of warmth,
friendliness, mutual respect, and trust), and transformational leadership (i.e.,
the degree to which leaders bring about performance beyond mere
compliance by articulating and modelling a vision for the organization,
stimulating new ideas from workers, and demonstrating concern for
individual development through support and recognition) have been positively
associated with OC (Bass, 1985; Kouzes, & Posner, 1987; Posner, Kouzes,
& Schmidt 1985; Blase & Kirby, 1992; Decotiis & Summers, 1987; Bateman
& Strasser, 1984; Menzies, 1995; Niehoff, Enz, and Grover, 1990).

Nonetheless, the above results are based on a very small number of
studies, particularly in the case of transformational leadership and/or are far
from consistent. Cheng’s (1990) sample of teachers did not confirm that
principals’ consideration was related to teachers’ OC. As well, Tarter et al.
(1989) reported that the positive and significant correlations that they had
established with Pearson’s correlations between supportive leadership (i.e.,
the degree to which principals motivated teachers through constructive
criticism, the example of hard work), principal initiating structure, principal
consideration and OC became non-significant when they used multivariate
analyses, a problem that Reyes (1990) also encountered in one of his study
of teachers’ OC. These inconsistent resuits further emphasize the need for
future research on commitment to be conducted within a paradigm different
from the quantitative one.

Other studies have also provided some evidence that specific values

36




may influence OC. Research showed that respect and respect (Koys, 1988;
Peters, 1988), integrity (Greenberg, 1991; Folger & Konovsky, 1989), caring
and recognition (Blase & Kirby, 1992; Eisenberger, Fasolo, Davis-LaMastro,
1990), excellence (represented by the implementation of agreed-upon high
expectations) (Brookover et al. 1979; Rosenholtz, 1989, Peters, 1988),
flexibility and adaptation (Peters, 1988; Zeffane, 1994), dependability and
accountability (Peters, 1988; Tarter et al. 1989; Zefane, 1994),
innovativeness and risk-taking (Peters, 1988; Reyes, 1992), and procedurai
justice (i.e., employees’ perception that an organization uses fair processes
to make and implement decisions) (Moorman, Niehoff, & Organ, 1993;
Podsakoff & Mackenzie, 1993; McFarlin & Sweeney, 1992) tend to be linked
to higher OC scores when they are actively modeiled and encouraged by
organizational leaders.

As well, value and goal congruency (Rosenhotlz, 1989; Vancouver &
Schmitt, 1991), perceived high student ability (Kusman, 1992; Rutter &
Jacobson, 1986), deemed adequate instructional resources (Firestone &
Rosenblum, 1988; Jonhson, 1990), orderly environments (Newman, Rutter,
& Smith, 1989; Reyes, 1992; Rosenholtz & Simpson, 1990), and felt
appropriate workloads (Corcoran, wiaker, & White, 1988; Johnson, 1990;
Reyes, 1992) have been shown to facilitate teachers’ OC.

Finally, a very small body of literature also indicated positive and
significant relationships between OC and other organizational processes such
as peer support (Pretorius, 1993), effective leader communication (i.e.,
employees were kept informed about what was going on in the organization
and superordinates were attentive and responsive to subordinate
communication), (Guzley, 1992; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Putti, Aryee, &
Phua, 1990), the active socialization of employees to the organizational
values, norms, beliefs, and objectives (Caldwell et al., 1990; Jones, 1986;
Orpen, 1993; Van Maanen & Schein, 1979), and specific recruitment
processes. More specifically, a number of researchers (Orpen, 1993;
Vandenberg & Scarpello, 1990; Wanous, 1980; Wanous et al.,1992) have
suggested that realistic job previews (RJPs) (i.e., employers provide
prospective employees with accurate, specific, and detailed job and role
content information, information on organizational values and expectations,
and employees provide employers with specific role and job expectations and
information on personal values) may enhance worker adjustment, stability,
and commitment.

Study results remain very inconsistent with respect to extrinsic
rewards and OC (Cheng, 1990; Kushman, 1992; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990;
Reyes, 1992), distributive and procedural justice and OC (Greenberg, 1990;
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Konovsky & Folger, 1989; Reyes, 1992; Rosenholtz, 1989), and group
cohessivness and commitment (Howell & Dorfman, 1981; Stone & Porter,
1975).

There have been only two structural characteristics, organization types
(Zeffane, 1994; Reyes, 1993; Reyes & Pounder, 1993) and physical
conditions (i.e., the extent to which organization are well maintained and
provide employees with adequate space) (Firestone & Rosenblum, 1988;
Martinez-Ponz, 1990) that have been consistently associated with OC, even
though these results are based on a relatively small number of studies.
Zeffane (1994) and Johnson (1990) found that employees who worked in
private organizations tend to be significantly more committed than their
public counterparts. Rutter and Jacobson (1986) who studied 10,370
teachers from 482 different secondary schools found that being in a urban
school influenced their respondents’ OC negatively. Reyes (1993), and Reyes
and Pounder (1993) also found that school types were significantly related to
teachers' OC. These authors reported that elementary teachers are
significantly and positively more committed to their schools than secondary
teachers, and that teachers working in private schools (Catholic schools
predominantly staffed by Catholic teachers) are significatively and positively
more committed to their schools than their counterparts working in public
schools. Reyes (1993) hypothesized that these results could be explained by
the fact that there could be a greater homogeneity among faculty in
elementary schools and in private schools. For example, the homogeneity in
religious beliefs could have increased individuals’ sense of mission and
community and influenced their OC.

The other studies that correlated structural properties such as
organizational size (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Reyes & Madsen, 1989; Rutter
& Jacobson, 1986), centralization (Cheng, 1990; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990;
DeCotiis & Summers, 1987), formalization {Dornstein & Matalon, 1989;
Podsakoff, Williams, & Todor, 1986; Mathieu & Hamel, 1989; Mathieu &
Zajac, 1990) (i.e., the extent to which organizations explicitly formalize their
standard practices, policies, and job descriptions) and OC have exhibited
inconsistent, even contradictory results.

There may be several explanations for the above findings (Mathieu &
Zajac, 1990; Mowday et al. 1982). First, organizational structures and
processes that researchers examined may not directly influence OC (Mowday
et al. 1982). The influence of structural factors and organizational processes
could be mediated by other variables in the work environment and/or
personal characteristics. For example, specific structural factors may shape
work environments and may encourage or facilitate certain leader behaviours,
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which in turn affect OC. Second, researchers have often used different
instruments to assess the independent and dependent variables in their
research studies. Third, data were not always similarly calculated. Finally,
particularly with respect to organizational processes, results tended to be
based on a relatively small number of studies.

Role Characteristics

Mowday et al. (1982) hypothesized that role ambiguity li.e, the degree to
which role expectations held by leaders differ from role expectations
perceived by organizational members), role conflict li.e., the extent to which
role expectations are contradictory or mutually exclusive) and role overload
were predictors of OC. They suggested that role conflict, role ambiguity, and
role overload may result in considerable role stress and decreased OC. Meta-
analyses between these variables and OC by Mathieu and Zajac (1990),
Jackson and Schuller (1985) and by Fisher and Gitelson (1983) indicated
that role ambiguity, role conflict and role overload were negatively and
significantly correlated to OC. Although no theoretical explanation has been
provided to explain these results, the most common assumption is that role
characteristics result from the perception of the work environment and
influence affective responses. Therefore, employees who report higher levels
of role strain also tend to report lower OC levels.

As far as teachers are concerned, Alutto (1972) did not find a
relationship between role conflict and OC in his sample. Nonetheless, he
demonstrated a relationship between his sample’s OC and felt role tension, a
concept which included constructs such as role ambiguity and role overload.

Job Characteristics

Hackman and Oldham (1976, 1980) proposed a conceptual model
attempting to systematize the relationships between job characteristics and
individual responses to tasks. They suggested that task variety (i.e., the
degree to which a job requires a variety of different skills and talents), task
identity (i.e., the extend to which individuals complete a task from the
beginning to the end with a visible outcome), task significance (i.e., the
degree to which a job has a substantial impact on the lives or work of other
people), autonomy (i.e., the degree to which a job provides freedom,
independence, and discretion to individuals in determining the procedures
necessary to carry out a task), and feedback (i.e., the extent to which
individuals can obtain direct and clear information regarding their
performance from their work activities) prompt three different psychological
states: experienced meaningfulness of the work which is the degree to which

39




individuals consider their work as being valuable, worthwhile and meaningful;
experienced responsibility of work outcomes which is the extent to which
individuals feel personally responsible for the results of their work; and
knowledge of results which is the degree to which individuals know and
understand how effectively they perform their tasks. These psychological
states, in turn, lead to positive work outcomes such as decreased tardiness,
turnover, and increased organizational identification and performance.
Hackman and Oldham's (1980) basic hypothesis was that complex jobs
enhance motivation, job satisfaction, and OC. Studies by Fried and Ferris
(1987), Loher, Noe, Moeller, and Fitzerald {1985), Spector (1985) tend to
support the validity of this model. More specifically, the five core job
characteristics (skill variety, task identity, task significance, autonomy, and
feedback from the task) tend to show moderate to strong relationships with
job satisfaction, higher motivation, OC, and increased performance.
Furthermore, in their meta-analyses of the antecedents of OC, Mathieu and
Zajac (1990) reported a significant and positive relationship between overall
job scope (computed as the average of the job characteristics model
components) and OC.

Studies examining teachers OC found that teacher autonomy (i.e.,
teachers' freedom to schedule work and determine the procedures to carry it
out) was significatively associated with teachers' OC. More specifically,
Rosenhoitz (1989) and Rosenholtz and Simpson (1990) found that autonomy
was the best predictor of commitment in a survey of 1,21 3 teachers in 78
Tennessee schools. These authors hypothesized that autonomy or self-
determination is central to internal motivation and encourages commitment
to successful instructional and management practices which in turn enhances
OC. Similarly, Bacharach et al. (1990) reported a negative association
between decision deprivation in operational areas (i.e., classroom decisions)
and OC. More recently, Rosenholtz (1987) found that some of the policy
makers' initiatives (e.g., minimum competency testing of the students)
reduced teachers' autonomy, which, in turn, reduced their OC. However,
Charters et al. {(1984) found only a small negative relationship between
autonomy and OC, and Reyes (1983) provided evidence that there was no
relationship between autonomy and commitment among his respondents.
Researchers did not explain these inconsistent results. [t could be that other
factors such as collaboration, and/or felt isolation mediate the relationship
autonomy-OC.

Feedback has also been argued to be crucial to maintain high internal
motivation to work and organization (Firestone & Pennell, 1993). Moreover,
Deci and Ryan (1985) have indicated that feedback may enhance
competence and efficacy feelings (when it confirms useful instructional
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efforts or signals problem areas), which, in turn, also affect OC. Teachers
have six sources of feedback: students' work, formal administrators’
evaluations, formal peers' evaluations, and informal evaluations from
administrators, peers, and parents. Louis (1991) found that teachers who
reported a high level of "meaningful feedback on [their] performance from
supervisors or peers " (p. 36) were more committed to their schools than
others. Charters et al. (1984) also reported a positive, though weak, effect
of feedback on OC.

These findings may not be generalizable since many studies
(Rosenhotlz, 1989; Tallerico & Blumber, 1990; Maeroff, 1988) suggested
that teachers are predominantly unhappy with the feedback they get from
their administrators (insufficient, and/or inadequate) and from peers
(isolation, lack of collaboration). Johnson (1990), Sergiovanni and Starratt
(1993), and Darling-Hammond (1990) argued that an overwhelming number
of teachers claimed that current evaluation practices fail to accomplish
anything but to contribute to teachers’ scepticism and disappointment
regarding supervision processes and decrease teacher OC.

Personal Characteristics

A number of personal characteristics have been examined in relation to
individuals’ OC. Nonetheless, there have been only few personal
characteristics that have shown a consistent correlation with OC. Among
these, only efficacy has exhibited a relatively strong correlation with
commitment (Firestone & Rosenblum, 1988; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Reves,
1992; Rosentholtz, 1989).

Other personal characteristics such as ambition and upward mobility
(Hrebeniak & Alutto, 1972), a high need for achievement (Steers, 1977),
work-oriented central life interest (Dubin, Champoux, & Porter, 1975),
Protestant work ethic (Kidron, 1978) have shown a weak, yet significant,
correlation to higher levels of OC. As well, in two large studies of teachers’
OC, Cheng (1990) and Reyes (1992) found that the respondents’ locus of
control was related to their OC: teachers with an internal locus of control
were significantly more committed than teachers with an external locus of
control.

Results between variables such as age (Cohen, 1993; Billingley &
Cross, 1992; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), gender (Aranya et al., 1986; Graddick
& Farr, 1983; Lincoln & Kalleberg, 1990), marital status (Mathieu & Zajac,
1990; Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972), education (Kushman, 1992, Mathieu &
Zajac, 1990), experience (Cheng, 1990; Reyes & Madsen, 1989; Shaw &
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Reyes, 1989), tenure in the organization (Kushman, 1992; Reyes, 1992;
Mathieu & Zajac, 1990), and career stages (Allen & Meyer, 1993; Buchana,
1974; Mowday & Dade, 1980) and OC have been inconsistent or even
contradictory.

The generally weak or inconsistent correlations between personal
characteristics and OC might be due to different factors. For example,
Mathieu and Zajac (1990) have suggested that personal characteristics shape
or influence OC only if employees perceive the organization as a source of
needs satisfaction. In other words, OC may partly be the result of an
exchange relationship between the organization and employees: individuals
may become committed to an organization to the extent that the organization
provides for their growth and achievement needs. Another explanation is that
organizational and/or non-organizational factors may moderate the
relationship between personal characteristics and OC. Werbel and Gould
(1984) argued that employees feel more free to leave their job when they
perceive that the demand for their profession is high. In addition to that, the
unique influences of personal characteristics such as age, tenureship in
organization and rank cannot always be separated. Many predictors of OC,
whether they are personal characteristics, group variables, role or job
characteristics, and/or structural variables may be inter-related, and may
jointly influence OC. Moreover, most researchers have included personal
variables in commitment studies for descriptive rather than explanatory
purposes. As a result, there has been very little theoretical work explaining
why and how personal characteristics relate to OC.

Summary

Findings that correlated the structural properties of organization, job
characteristics, personal characteristics and OC tend to be inconsistent, not
significant, or small. As noted, different reasons may partly explain these
discrepant results. The antecedents that were examined in relation to OC
may not influence OC since they were not generated from respondents. The
influence of antecedents may have also been mediated by other variables in
the work environment and/or personal characteristics. As well, researchers
have often used different instruments to assess the independent and
dependent variables in their research studies, and data were not analysed in
the same way: some studies averaged data, while other studies aggregated
them.

The relationships between organizational processes and OC also need
further exploration. Mathieu and Zajac (1990) insisted that the results from
the meta-analyses and individual studies strongly suggested that
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organizational processes might be moderated by specific factors. In addition,
in some cases (e.g, organizational values and OC), findings are based on a
very small number of studies.

Contrary to the above findings, enhanced job characteristics or job
scope have been consistently and positively associated with OC. In other
words, jobs that increase felt responsibility and perceived challenge tend to
increase employees' OC.

Outcomes of Organizational commitment

Researchers (Tett & Meyer, 1993; Randall, 1990; Mathieu & Zajac,
1990) have linked OC to five different outcomes: turnover, absenteeism,
tardiness, work performance, and organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB).
Figure 5 illustrates the above point.
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Figure 5. Outcomes of Organizational Commitment
Turnover

Findings from meta-analyses by Tett and Meyer (1993), Mathieu and
Zajac (1990), Cotton and Tuttle (1986) as well as individual research studies
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(Shore and Martin, 1989; Werbel & Gould, 1984) have shown significant and
negative correlations between turnover and OC. However, the magnitudes of
these effects are relatively small, and the above authors claimed that
turnover-OC correlations are moderated by cognitive and behavioural
intentions. March and Simon (1958), and Vroom (1964) suggested that
turnover results from two major factors: the perceived desirability of leaving
the organization and the perceived ease of movement from the organization.
March and Simon (1958) further argued that perceived desirability of
movement is influenced by individuals' attitudes toward their work
environments which are, in turn, influenced by job and role characteristics,
individuals' met expectations on the job, as well as work experiences and the
perceived possibility of transfer within the organization. They also suggested
that felt ease of movement is influenced by the number of perceived
extraorganizational job alternatives which, in turn, is influenced by the
current level of business activity (Stoikov and Raimon, 1968, and Armknecht
& Early, 1972, found that voluntary mobility increased in prosperous times),
and the number of organizations. Mobley, Griffeth, Hand and Meglino (1979)
and Mobley (1977) elaborated a model focussing on the intermediate
linkages between job attitudes and employee turnover. These authors
postulated that job dissatisfaction leads to thinking of quitting, intention to
search for another job, intention to stay with or leave the organization, and
finally actual turnover. Figure 6 illustrates their theory.
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Figure 6. A Model of Employee Turnover (Source: Mobley, 1977, Journal
of Applied Psychology, 62, 237-240)

However, resuits regarding the relationship between OC and turnover
have not been consistent. For example, Rothschild-Whitt (1877, 1979), and
Oliver (1984) have reported that members of social movement organizations
can show high commitment, but regard their stay with the organization as a
transitory one. Moreover, Mowday et al. (1982), and Mathieu and Zajac
(1990) have also demonstrated that intention to leave does not necessarily
lead to turnover. In fact, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) reported that the
correlations between OC and intention to search for alternative jobs as well
as intention to leave one's job were much stronger than correlations between
OC and actual turnover. Other characteristics such as length of service,
higher/lower status occupations, and career stages have also been found to
moderate turnover rates (Arnoild, 1993; Cohen, 1991; Cohen and Hudecek,
1993; Weber and Gould, 1984). Turnover seems higher among white-collar
workers, particularly among teachers (Hofstadter, 1963), and more
specifically among teachers with less than five years in the profession
(Arnold, 1993; Schelchty & Vance, 1983; Murphy, Hart, & Walters, 1989).
Arnold (1993) (Huselid & Day, 1991; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Cotton &
Tuttle, 1986; Shore & Martin, 1989).
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As well, researchers (Larkey & Morill, 1995; Randall, 1990) claimed
that the weak and/or inconsistent results between OC and turnover could be
due to the fact that the commonly selected outcomes of commitment "may
not be seen by employees as even remotely important expressions of
organizational commitment” (p. 213).

Absenteeism

Gandz and Mikalachki (1979) estimated that the annual cost of
absenteeism in Canada ranged from $2.7 billion to $7.7 billion. Moreover,
Ehrenberg et al. (1991), Madden et al. (1991), Klein (1986), and Bridges
(1980) found that the absentee rates among teachers in the United States
were higher than the absentee rates in industry or the national absence rates
for all employees. Ehrenberg et al. (1991) found that the teachers in the 381
districts they surveyed in New York State used 8.9 leave days per teacher in
1986-1987. Given a school year of about 180 days, the absentee rate was
slightly less than 5%. However, at approximately the same time and using
the same type of calculation, the national absence rate for all employees was
only 2.6%. Two other studies (Unicomb, 1992; Pikoff, 1993) yielded higher
absenteeism rates among elementary teachers than secondary teachers.
Research findings (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Reichers, 1985; Mowday et al.,
1982) suggested that OC and attendance were significantly and positively
correlated. That is, higher levels of OC tended to result in lower levels of
absenteeism. In fact, Mathieu and Zajac {1990) concluded that, in spite of
the heterogeneity of attendance measures (several studies did not
differentiate between "voluntary" and “involuntary” absenteeism), the
attendance meta-analysis represented the only instance when more than
75% of the between study-variance was accounted for. Steers and Rhodes
(1978) posited that employee attendance is a function of two variables: the
employees' motivation to attend and the employees' ability to attend. They
further argued that employees’ motivation to attend results from a
combination of the employees' affective responses to the job situation and a
number of internal and external pressures to attend. They examined different
studies and concluded that task identity, task variety, level of responsibility,
job challenge, role conflict and ambiguity, and participation in decision
making yielded consistently positive and modest relationships with
absenteeism.

Other findings (Ehrenberg et al., 1991; Madden et al., 1991; Klein,
1986; Bridges, 1980; Owens, 1966) indicated that pressures to attend,
whether internal or external, represented the second major influence on the
desire to come to work. These pressures have been classified into different
categories: economic and market conditions, incentive/reward systems,
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work-group norms, personal work ethic, and OC. Owens (1 966) found that
absenteeism tends to decrease in deteriorating economic markets (employees
are less likely to be absent for fear of reprisal), but that it increases prior to
layoff periods. Similarly, other studies demonstrated that policies or incentive
systems can have a direct impact on absenteeism. Ehrenberg et al. (1991),
Jacobson (1989) and Wrinkler (1980) reported that teacher sick leaves
increased or decreased as a direct result of school district policies and
attendance incentive systems over a five year period. Mowday et al. (1982)
also suggested that group norms can influence attendance: when a group
emphasizes the importance of regular attendance for the benefit of the
group, employees tend to come to work, especially if the group is cohesive.
Finally, individual values and commitment to the organization can motivate
employees to come to work and to contribute to the organizational goals
((Huselid & Day, 1991; Mathieu & Zajac, 1990; Cotton & Tuttle, 1986).

On the other hand, Mowday et al. (1982) emphasized that the ability
to attend may also affect absenteeism: in some situations, employees may
want to come and have a high attendance motivation but not be able to
come for the following reasons: illness and accidents, family responsibilities,
and transportation problems.

Clearly, absenteeism is influenced by many factors, whether these
factors are organizational or non-organizational, within or beyond employees’
spheres of control. However, it is a serious and costly problem, particularly
among elementary teachers. Moreover, Rosenholtz (1989) and Bridges
(1980) found a statistically significant association between teacher
attendance and student achievement tests for specific schools, even though
a subsequent study by Ehrenberg et al. (1991) did not replicate the above
finding. Nonetheless, Ehrenberg et al. (1991) found that higher student
absenteeism was associated with higher teacher absenteeism and they
suggested that increased teacher absences may decrease students'
motivation to attend school, thus increasing students' absentee rates.

Tardiness

Mowday et al. (1982) suggested a relationship between lateness
(which is one form of employee absenteeism) and OC since employee
motivation to come to work on time seems to represent the primary influence
on timely attendance, provided that employees have the ability to be on time.
Mathieu and Zajac's (1990) meta-analyses yielded a negative but small
correlation (not significant, N= 1,485) between lateness and OC.Ina
different study, Randall {(1990; N=564) found a positive, although not
significant, correlation between coming to work on time and OC. These
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authors, and Clegg (1983) emphasized that lateness is a relatively
spontaneous act that can be influenced by many factors beyond the control
of employees.

Job Performance

Mowday et al. (1982) hypothesized that OC is characterized by
employees' willingness "to exert considerable effort on behalf of the
organization” (p. 27). They further hypothesized that employees’ willingness
to work hard would be translated into increased work performance. DeCotiis
and Summers (1987), Shore and Martin (1989), Van Maanen (1975) found a
positive relationship between OC and work performance across different
professions (e.g. policemen, bank tellers, restaurant managers) and private
and public organizations. Rosenholtz (1989) who studied teachers' OC in 78
elementary schools in Tennessee concluded that teacher OC was a predictor
of both student reading and math achievement. In a different study,
Kushman (1992) who studied 63 urban elementary and middle schools also
found a positive and statistically significant relationship between teachers’
OC and student achievement over a three year period.

Nonetheless, these positive correlations tend to be weak. As well,
other studies have only partially supported the relationship OC-work
performance. For example, Steers (1977) found that OC was positively
related to quantity of work and promotion readiness, but not to quality of
work and overall performance (as measured by supervisory ratings). This
result echoes Chelte and Tausky's (1986) who demonstrated that, for their
respondents, OC was related to effort (measured through the numbers of
working hours) but not translated into an increased number of publications.
Similarly, two other studies (Randall, 1990; Allen & Meyer, 1990) found that
increased performance was correlated to affective commitment but not to
calculative commitment. These findings led Allen and Meyer (1990) to
conclude:

The value of commitment to the organization, therefore, may depend on the
nature of that commitment. When commitment reflects and identification
with and involvement in the organization, the organization may benefit both
in term of reduced turnover and superior performance. In contrast, when
commitment is primarily based on the recognition of the costs associated
with leaving, the benefits of reduced turnover may be obtained at the price
of relatively poor performance. (p. 155)

Randall (1990) and Steers (1977) suggested that the weakness, or the
inconsistency of the work performance-OC relationship could be due to the
conceptualization of OC, the definitions and operationalizations of OC and
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work performance, data collection and analyses. For example, researchers
have used a wide variety of performance measures such as annual income
(base on straight commission) (Wiener & Vardi, 1980), operating expense
ratio (Angle & Perry, 1981), food, liquor, and labour costs (DeCotiis &
Summers, 1987), supervisory ratings (Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979; Van
Maaneen, 1975) and diverse self-report data (Chelte & Tausky, 1986;
Jenner, 1984}. As a resuit of the wide diversity in performance assessment
instruments, Mathieu and Zajac (1990) found a positive and significant
relationship between OC and job performance using primarily supervisory
ratings, but no significant relationship between OC and performance using
output measures, while Randall (1990) found a positive and significant
relationship between OC and self-report data on work performance, as well
as between OC and objective data sources of work performance but no
relationship between OC and supervisory ratings. Finally, Steers (1977)
argued that some organizations, particularly those that are public service-
oriented, may be more concerned about staff retention and absenteeism than
about work performance, thus creating a work environment in which
performance is not the most valued organizational goal. Once again, these
results further emphasize the importance of getting respondent-generated
input with respect to the determination of perceived relevant work outcomes.

Organizational Citizenship Behaviour

Organizational commitment has also been associated with
organizational citizenship behaviours (Moorman, Niehoff, & Organ, 1993;
O"Reilly & Chatman, 1986). Organizational citizenship behaviours or OCBs
are "job-related behaviours which are discretionary, not formally recognized
by the organizational system reward, and, in the aggregate, promote the
effective functioning of the organization” (Moorman, Niehoff, & Organ,
1993, p. 210). The most commonly studied OCBs are altruism (i.e.,
behaviours aimed at helping specific persons who may or may not have
requested assistance), conscientiousness (i.e., discretionary behaviours that
go beyond the minimum role requirements in the area of attendance, obeying
rules, taking breaks, etc.), courtesy (i.e., discretionary behaviours on the part
of employees aimed at preventing work-related problems with others from
occurring), civic virtue (i.e., behaviours that indicate that employees are
involved in the life of the company such as fund-raising activities) and
sportmanship (i.e., willingness of the employees to tolerate less than ideal
circumstances without complaining).

Studies by Becker (1992), Moorman, Niehoff, and Organ, (1993), and
Meyer and Allen (1987) have provided initial support for a weak but positive
relationship between OCBs and commitment. O'Reilly and Chatman (1986),
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in particular, found that commitments based on internalization and
identification were positively and significantly related to extra-role
behaviours, whereas compliance commitment was not related to extra-role
behaviours in two different studies. However, contrary to the above resuits,
Williams and Anderson (1991) did not indicate any relationship between
extra-role behaviours and commitment.

In a different study, Becker (1992) who studied 440 respondents from
30 different organizations did not report any significant relationship between
extra-role behaviours and organizational commitment, whereas he reported
that commitment to specific constituencies (e.g., commitment to
management) was significantly and positively associated to extra-role
behaviours. The above results have been partly confirmed and partly
disconfirmed by Gregersen’s (1993) findings. Gregersen (1993) found that
career stages may mediate the relationship OCBs-multiple commitments.
More specifically, while this author did not find any relationship between OC
(at least measured with the OCQ) and extra-role behaviours for respondents
with two years or less and more than eight years of organizational
tenureship, whereas OC was positively and significantly associated for
respondents with more than two but less than eight years of tenure.
Regarding multiple commitments, Gregersen (1993) found that commitment
to proximal supervisors was significantly related to extra-role behaviours for
respondents who had been in the organization more than 8 years, whereas
commitment to top management (distal management) was negatively
associated with extra-role behaviours. Commitment to different
constituencies (proximal and distal management, co-workers, and customers)
was not related to extra-role behaviours for respondents who had been less
than 8 years in the organization.

Williams and Anderson (1991) have provided a long list of statistical
and methodological reasons that may explain the inconsistent results
regarding the relationship OCBs-OC and/or multiple commitments. Many of
these reasons (e.g., different conceptualizations and measurements of
constructs) have been cited elsewhere in this document. Moreover, in a
recent study, Wolfe Morrison (1994) reported that a survey of 317 clerical
workers demonstrated that the boundaries between in-role and extra-role
behaviours are often ill-defined and vary from one employee to another and
between employees and supervisors. Wolfe Morrison (1894) reported that
the higher the level of affective and normative commitment, the more broadly
employees defined their job responsibilities, thus including a number of
previously called OCBs in their intra-role responsibilities. She pointed out that
this is not very surprising since previous researchers (Graen, 1976;
Rousseau, 1989; Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978) have noted that roles in
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organizations are rarely fixed and that role perceptions evolve as employees
and supervisors negotiate the scope and the content of work activities. Once
again, the need for respondent-generated input seems to be crucial in further
research on commitment and work outcomes.

Summary

Research findings tend to indicate small, and/or inconsistent relations
between commitment and work outcomes. Once again, the previously cited
methodological and statistical reasons may explain some of these results.
However, these weak, and/or inconsistent relationships could also be
explained by the fact that, although certain behaviours (e.g., teachers
spending extra time on class preparation or tutoring students) may be
reasonably good indicators of engagement, commitment cannot be assessed
from a very small number of observable behavioural outcomes that have been
determined by researchers with little or no respondent-generated input.

Similarly, certain teachers may engage in specific activities (e.g., extra-
curricular activities) because they feel highly committed toward a specific
constituency, whereas others may engage in the same activities to comply
with some written or unwritten expectations (i.e., compliance commitment).
Moreover, it is conceivable that the diverse reasons for which employees
engage in specific behaviours may be reflected in the ways they carry out
these activities, an area which most researchers have neglected to examine.

Finally, if Reicher's (1985) conceptualization of multi-foci commitment
is appropriate, researchers also need to identify, through respondent-
generated input, the diverse activities and behaviours that may reflect high
(or lack of) involvement towards the diverse organizational constituencies.
For all of these reasons, operational definitions of commitment based
exclusively on specific observable behaviours, even more so if these
behaviours are geared towards only one organizational constituency, are
likely to be inadequate.

Conclusion
The purpose of this chapter was to describe our current understanding
of commitment. Nonetheless, there is still little agreement among researchers
regarding the definitions of commitment, its development, antecedents and
outcomes.

Commitment definitions have evolved from three different
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perspectives: the behavioural, the attitudinal, and the normative
perspectives. The inconsistencies of these definitions and the weaknesses of
the instruments measuring OC have been emphasized throughout this
chapter. Inconsistencies may also partly be due to the fact that definitions
have not been based on respondent-generated input.

The operationalization of OC further compounds the definitional issues.
Researchers have used different instruments to assess OC. Some researchers
measured OC with attitudinal scales, while others used calculative or
normative instruments. Nonetheless, Mathieu and Zajac (1990}, Allen and
Meyer (1990) have emphasized that these scales did not demonstrate strong
psychometric properties.

Two main theories have been used to explain the development of
commitment: the theory of reasoned action (TRA) and the cognitive
dissonance theory. The theory of reasoned action (Fishbein, 1980)
emphasizes that individuals engage in specific behaviours after they have
systematically and rationally evaluated the inducements they receive from an
organization in exchange for their contributions. The cognitive dissonance
theory (Festinger, 1957) posits that when individuals’ behaviours and beliefs
are at odds, individuals develop attitudes that are consistent with their
behavioural choices. Nonetheless, research findings do not support the
influence of TRA or the cognitive dissonance theory with respect to the
development of commitment.

Researchers have also tried to identify commitment antecedents and
outcomes. These are illustrated in Figure 7:

52




: —)  Tumover
, ‘; ‘ ' Student Achievement
_ . £ Tests

_ Role Characteristics — = —)  Absenteeism —
: S ———) Student Apsenteeism

_ JobChaactefisics —— —b)  Tardiness

Personal Characterstics I —) _ Perfomance

—

Organizational Cltizenship
— Behaviors

Eigure 7. Antecedents and Outcomes of Organizational Commitment.

However, as mentioned earlier, research findings on the predictors and
outcomes of commitment are inconsistent. Once again, the lack of
respondent-generated input may partly explain these discrepancies.
Researchers have usually determined the a priori importance of antecedents
and outcomes that affect OC, even though studies (Randall et al., 1990;
Reichers, 1985) have emphasized and demonstrated that these variables may
not be significant expressions or predictors of OC from the respondents’
perspectives.

Moreover, since research on OC has been predominantly conducted
within the quantitative paradigm, it suffers for some of the quantitative
research shortcomings, namely multicollinearity and unrealistic manipulations
of human, social, and cultural factors. It is not uncommon for quantitative
researchers to attempt to control confounding variables through statistical
manipulations. As well, statistical explanations are always constrained by the
number and types of confounders that have been measured and by the
limited number and types of variables that have been entered in the model.

Concurrently, researchers have included different variables in their
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models. They have also used different methods of collecting and analysing
the data. As well, some studies used Pearson's correlations, while other
research used multivariate regression analyses, therefore controlling for
potential confounders, or a combination of Pearson's correlations and
multivariate analyses. Some of the statistical tests that were used in the OC
research were not appropriate: categorical variables, in particular
dichotomous variables should not be analysed with the Pearson's correlation
test, and in some cases, non-parametric tests should be used for variables
not likely to be normally distributed. Further compounding the above, some
researchers have collected behavioural data months or years after assessing
OC and they did not use a repeated measure of OC (Marsh & Mannari,
1977), while others (Angle & Perry, 1981; Ferris, 1981) measured OC levels
after collecting data on work outcomes.

There is still a great deal of confusion regarding the phenomenon of
commitment. Concurrently, Kushman (1992), Salazar (1993) and Reichers
(1985) have highlighted some of the research areas that have been left
unexplored by past studies. For example, little is known on the effects of
differing levels of commitment on both the individual and the organization.
Similarly, by and large, the outcomes and processes involved in sub-
organizational commitment have not been investigated. Moreover, we still are
in the dark regarding individuals' own experiences and understandings of OC.
Therefore, the purpose of my work is to examine commitments from the
respondents' perspectives, and particularly to focus on the areas that have
been neglected by previous research. By examining selected respondents’
experiences, | address Reichers (1985) and Randall's (1990) concern
regarding the lack of respondent-generated input, as well as some of the
shortcomings of quantitative research. The rationale for a qualitative study
and the methodology of this chapter are developed in the next chapter.
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Chapter Three
THE STUDY PARADIGM AND RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

This chapter focusses on the methodology of my study. It includes an
outline of its design and a description of the methods | have used to select
the storytellers, collect their stories and analyse the teachers’ interviews. It
ends with a summary of the basic characteristics of my research study.

General Considerations

Clandinin and Connelly (1994), in a particularly insightful review of
research paradigms (i.e., logically held-together assumptions that orient
thinking and research) that researchers use in social sciences, noted that

The social sciences are concerned with humans and their relations with
themselves and their environments, and, as such, the social sciences are
founded on the study of experience. Experience is, therefore, the starting
point and key term for all social science inquiry. (p. 414)

An important question arises with regard to this comment: how can
human experiences be best studied, understood, and described? In answer
to this question, a number of researchers (Denzin, 1994; Guba & Lincoln,
1981) have suggested that the naturalistic paradigm is "the method of
choice when dealing with [studying] human behaviours” (Guba & Lincoln,
1981, p. 63). Denzin (1994) further pointed out that “In nearly all situations,
individuals are able to articulate interpretive stories, or working theories,
about their conduct and their experiences” (p. 506), and that the
researcher's task is to uncover these empirical theories "showing how they
work in the lives of the individuals studied” (Denzin, 1994, p. 506). Denzin
(1994) further claimed that thick descriptions such as the ones generally
produced by naturalistic researchers are the best tools to uncover and
explore these pragmatic theories since only "Thick descriptions and
inscriptions create thick interpretations” (p. 506). Other researchers (Glaser
& Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Strauss & Corbin, 1994) have also
emphasized the importance of generating theory that is grounded in multiple
lived experiences as “theory will be speculative, hence ineffective” (Stauss,
1987, p. 1) if it is not grounded in systematically and intensely analysed
data. Following Denzin's (1994) and Guba and Lincoln’s advice, this study
was conducted within the naturalistic paradigm.
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The Naturalistic Paradigm

This study has been designed within the naturalistic or constructivist
paradigm. Naturalistic studies present the following characteristics:

Experiential data are collected in natural settings by the researcher
who is the key instrument. Researchers strive to present thick, emic
descriptions of human experiences, so that readers can probe the text for
internal consistency and arrive at their own conclusions.

Naturalistic research is descriptive and interpretive. The aims of
constructivist inquiry are to understand the storytellers’ experiences from the
storytellers’ point of view, and to uncover the conceptual structures that
guide the storytellers' interpretations and constructions of reality. To achieve
that, naturalistic inquirers explore the mundane affairs that characterize
everyday existence. They believe that nothing is trivial and that everything
has the potential to illuminate our understanding of a particular phenomenon.

Naturalistic researchers are essentially concerned about the meanings
of experiences. They want to understand the processes by which different
people make sense of different or similar experiences. They do not attempt
to generalize or predict consequences of events, instead they are concerned
with the "how" and "why" of human experiences.

Naturalistic researchers build theories from the bottom up by using the
multiple pieces of evidence they have collected. Naturalistic knowledge is
grounded in the respondents’ and researchers' interpretations of specific
experiences. Knowledge is presented as holistic "pattern theories or webs of
mutual and plausible influence expressed as working hypotheses” (Lincoln,
1990, p. 77).

From an ontological perspective, the constructivist paradigm
emphasizes that people’s interpretations of their experiences are socially
constructed, multiplistic (Greene, 19990), and time- and place-bound. Thus,
the constructivists’ task is to reconstruct the multiple, holistic, and often
conflictual 'realities' of the storytellers within a given context. As well,
Lincoln (1990) emphasized that the presentation of these multiple realities
should create a sense of “vicarious, deja vu experience” (p. 73) in the
readers. This vicarious experience should help readers understand the
"nuances and subtleties of conflict and agreement [regarding the experiential
phenomenal in this place at this time" (p. 73).
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Epistemologically, constructivits ensure the credibility of their research
findings by developing thick and contextualized descriptions of lived
experiences that enable readers to make judgements regarding the
transferability of research findings, by feeding back the presentation or
reconstruction of lived experiences to the respondents who become the
arbiters of the research adequacy, and by following certain methodological
procedures, such as the maintenance of an audit trail that can be checked by
other researchers. A developing awareness of one's biases and the
researcher's adherence to follow certain ethical standards also strengthen the
dependability and credibility of findings.

Axiologically, the constructivist researcher recognizes that inquiry is
value-bound, that interpretive knowledge is permeated by the researcher’s
and the respondents’ values. The choice of the paradigm within which the
study is conducted, the choice of the research question, the choice of the
respondents also refiect the inquirer’'s values. However, as pointed out by
Lincoln (1990),

inquiry that purports to be value free is probably the most insidious form of
inquiry available, because its inherent but unexamined values influence

policy without ever being scrutinized themselves. (p. 82)

From the constructivists’ perspective, values should not be avoided. In
fact, they must be carefully explored and examined for they are the very
foundations of all human enterprises. As Grumet (1990) pointed out, we
cannot examine values without "encountering ourselves along the way" (p.
337). It is the examination of the multiple and conflictual values that
undergird our actions and thoughts that helps us understand who we are,
what we care about, what fascinates us, what disgusts us, and what makes
us human. Therefore, one of the researcher’s roles is to search for those
values that may influence his or her attempts, as well as those of the
respondents at making meaning of lived experiences. This interpretive, value-
searching orientation of naturalism not only helps researchers in their
understandings of human experiences and of themselves, but also enhances
the credibility, integrity, and dependability of their research since it is the
awareness of one's and others' beliefs, biases, and values that allows for
less distorted (or more faithful) social constructions and analyses. As
Namenwirth (1986, p. 29) noted, “Scientists firmly believe that as long as
they are not conscious of any bias or political agenda, they are neutral and
objective, when in fact they are only unconscious.”

Methodologically, naturalistic research often requires an on-going
dialogue between researchers and storytellers. The methodology for this
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study is hermeneutic and dialectic. Guba (1990) noted that "The hermeneutic
aspect consists in depicting individual constructions as accurately as
possible, while the dialectic aspect consists of comparing and contrasting
these existing individual (including the inquirer's) constructions” (p. 27). As
mentioned earlier, constructivism requires that the inquiry is field- rather than
laboratory-based, and that the researcher becomes the instrument of inquiry.
The research methodology should also be flexible and evolve as salient issues
emerge. For this reason, naturalistic research designs are never completely
articulated until the very end of the inquiry.

Strategies of Inquiry

Researchers (Janesick, 1994; Morse, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1994}
suggested that the research questions and the aims of the study guide the
selection of the study methodology. Following this advice and the
recommendations of Morse (1994), Strauss and Corbin (1994), Glaser and
Strauss (1967), | primarily used the grounded theory methodology for this
project. Grounded theory seemed particularly appropriate for this project
since the research questions were “process” inquiries and the aims of the
study were to develop plausible relationships between the processes that
might affect commitment and to present credible explanations for the rise
and fall of the storytellers’ commitments. | also used Strauss’ (1 987) and
Glaser’s and Strauss’ (1967) strategies of inquiry for identifying concepts
and follow-up discussions with my informants. This allowed me to pursue
the respondents’ stories in depth and over time in order to enhance my data.

The Storytellers

Naturalistic researchers are not interested in drawing an a priori and
random sample. They prefer to focus in depth on a relatively small number of
participants selected purposefully,

The logic and power of purposeful selection lies in selecting information-rich
cases for study in depth. Information-rich cases are those from which one
can learn a great deal about issues of central importance to the purpose of

the research. (Patton, 1990, p. 145)

In order to find “information-rich” storytellers, | used two selection
methods. The first one called simple criterion-based selection (LeCompte &
Goetz, 1982) allowed me to select a group, members of which would be
relevant to the study. Since the project was aimed at elementary teachers, it
was decided that storytellers would be full-time teachers and work in an
elementary school.
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| also used theoretical sampling. Theoretical sampling is recommended
for research projects that aim at generating theory or plausible explanations
for specific phenomena (Morse, 1994; Strauss and Corbin, 1994, Glaser and
Strauss, 1967). The basic criterion of theoretical sampling is theoretical
relevance. The storytellers’ experiences have to be relevant to the
phenomenon under study, and, at the same time, they have to present
enough similarities and differences to allow researchers to generate multiple,
information rich categories. Strauss and Corbin (1990) argued that while
similarities facilitate the generation of categories and their properties and
increase the credibility of the study, differences ensure the richness of the
data, and thus, of the subsequent analyses.

Since the purpose of my study was to examine the different
organizational and individual processes and characteristics that might
influence commitment, | decided to look for volunteers who had experienced
changes in their professional commitments. Change was what made the
storytellers’ experiences similar. Nonetheless, it also meant that | looked for
storytellers whose feelings of commitment would have either increased or
decreased over the years, or both increased and decreased, if that was
possible at all. The differences among the storytellers with respect to their
age, experience, the number and type of schools they worked at (e.g, inner
city schools, urban schools, rural schools), the children they worked with, as
well as the other community members (e.g., principals, teachers, parents)
partly ensured that the data would be rich and varied.

The selection of the final 14 participants (three males and eleven
females) occurred over a period of five months. The selection process was
based on on-going inclusion for two reasons. First, | had no possible way to
know in advance how many participants | would need to ensure that |
collected enough information on the processes that might influence
commitment for the study to be credible. Second, on-going inclusion enabled
me to ensure that | spoke with both participants who had experienced an
increase in their feelings of commitment and respondents whose feelings of
commitment had fallen.

| stopped selecting and interviewing new informants when | developed
a sense of saturation, that is, when the informants did not give me any new
information on their commitment experiences or on the events that had
preceded and followed these experiences.

Gaining access. Gaining access to potential respondents is crucial in a
qualitative study (Bodgan & Biklen, 1982). | asked colleagues from the
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Department of Educational Policy Studies, teachers and principals | knew, or
whom Guba and Lincoln (1981) termed "gatekeepers” (p. 290) (i.e., persons
who have the power to facilitate or prevent access to respondents) to
recommend participants who might be interested in and relevant to my
study. As well, | asked the teachers and principals | knew to mention my
study in their schools or to colleagues whom they felt might be interested. In
some cases, school principals encouraged me to come to a staff meeting to
present my study and ask for volunteers. | also went to a number of evening
classes in the Department of Educational Policy Studies in the hope of finding
volunteers.

To gain the support of gatekeepers, and following Guba and Lincoln's
(1981) advice, | informed them of the purposes of the study and the use of
the data. | assured them that neither the participants nor the schools in
which the respondents worked would be damaged by the study. | further
emphasized that the storytellers would be able withdraw from the study at
any time and would have opportunities to verify the accuracy of the
transcribed tapes.

When teachers expressed interest in the study, | always told them the
purposes of the research and explained why | was interested in doing this
study. We also went over issues regarding their protection, their right to
withdraw from the study at any time, and the logistics with regard to time,
place and number of interviews to be scheduled. | also checked whether or
not they met the two most basic criteria of the study (e.g, they worked in an
elementary school and were full-time teachers). Following that, we would
converse about their work experiences. These conversations allowed me to
ensure that teachers had indeed experienced changes in their feelings of
commitment and were willing to talk openly about their experiences.

Gaining trust and establishing rapport. Because the quality of a study

partly depends on the information that researchers collect, it is crucial that
they establish open and trusting relationships with their informants. With
respect to trust, Guba and Lincoln (1981) insisted that "Trust, unfortunately,
is not a state of mind that can be established once for all. Trust must be
established with each individual, over and over again..." (p. 292). Similarly,
Johnson (1975) claimed that:

the relationship of trust is a developmental process to some extent
biographically specific in nature.... It no longer seems plausible to think in
terms of developing trust as a specifiable set of procedural operations.
Rather, two or more persons engaged in a common course of action may
develop a sense of trust between them. It is a reality necessarily fluid and

changing, always subject to reinterpretation. (p. 94)
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Berg (1988) pointed out that knowledge about the people being
studied and their working environment facilitates "entry as well as rapport
once entry has been gained” (p. 56). However, as Van Manen (1990)
suggested, interviews may also be used "as a vehicle to develop a
conversational relation with a partner (interviewee) about the meaning of an
experience " (p. 66). In other words, the researcher's sensitivity and genuine
interest in each storyteller’s perspective facilitates the development of trust
between researcher and participant, and | have found that to be particularly
true in my relationships with the storytellers. | also believe that the fact that |
was interested not only in what storytellers told me about their work, but
also in what they were willing to share with me about their personal lives
further fostered our relationships. | did spend a lot of time trying to get to
know my informants beyond their professional lives, trying to find out what
they felt passionate about, what they liked and intensely disliked, and what
they hoped for in their professional and personal lives. | joked with them, |
ate with them, | went to the movies with some of them, and | also shared
my experiences with them. | told them of my passions, my pains, my
vulnerabilities, my achievements, and my experiences with commitment.

The fact that storytellers repeatedly allowed interviews to run beyond
the anticipated time, seemed eager to share their experiences, often
expressed open gratitude for having been provided with an opportunity to
share some of their experiences, offered me small gifts, and have kept
contact with me over the past two and a half years have encouraged me to
think that | was able to establish mutual respect and trust and to develop a
good rapport with my storytellers. | have been generally overwhelmed by the
openness, the honesty, and the courage with which the storytellers have
allowed me to enter into their lives, and | am truly grateful for their insights
and courage.

Data Collection

When in doubt, observe and ask questions. When certain, observe at length
and ask many more questions. (Patton, 1990, p. 7)

Always be suspicious of data collection that goes according to plan (Patton, 1980,
p. 143)

Interviews are by far the favourite methodological tool of qualitative
researchers, and, like many of them, | collected most of my information
through in-depth interviews. Patton (1980) insisted that the aim of
qualitative interviews was not "to put things in someone else's mind (for
example the interviewer's perceived categories for organizing the world) but
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rather to access the perspective of the person being interviewed" (p. 196).

| mixed and matched interviewing methods for this study. The first
(and probably the most structured) interview with the informants allowed me
to acquire some basic demographic data (e.g., years of experience, grades
taught, type and number of schools they had worked at). It also served two
purposes: as storytellers spoke about themselves and their environments,
they achieved a “reasonable” level of comfort, and the demographic data
established a base to defend the credibility of the storytellers.

Subsequent interviews were informal conversational interviews and
general interviews guided by a set of issues (Patton, 1990). Informal
interviews facilitated the generation of spontaneous questions and allowed
me to pursue information in whatever direction seemed to be most
appropriate for the research questions. This interviewing format was
particularly useful when storytellers gave me new or different information
about a specific process, incident, or experience, and when | wanted to
clarify something with them (and that happened often and throughout the
interviews). The general interview guide approach (Patton, 1990) enabled me
to explore similar sets of issues with each respondent. Conversations with
the storytellers focussed on their work careers, and particularly on their
experiences of high or low commitment and the circumstances that
surrounded these experiences. As well, we spoke about their aspirations,
achievements, satisfactions, and disappointments. Although these issues
were pre-determined, questions were not always written in advance, and |
was able to adapt both the wording and the sequence of questions to the
storytellers in the context of the actual interviews. A combination of these
two types of interviews increased the salience and relevance of questions
since it allowed me to be highly responsive to individual differences, to
address issues that naturally emerged during an interview, and to increase
the comprehensiveness and the depth of the collected data. Issues were
pilot-tested with key informants and colleagues from the Department of
Educational Policy Studies.

Clandinin and Connelly (1994) emphasized that methods, and
therefore questions aimed at studying personal experiences, should
simultaneously be directed in four directions: "inward and outward,
backward and forward" (p. 417). They defined their criteria as follows:

By inward we mean the internal conditions of feelings, hopes, aesthetic
reactions, moral dispositions and so on. By outward we mean existential
conditions, that is, the environment... By backward and forward we are
referring to temporality, past, present and future. To experience an
experience is to experience it simultaneously in these four ways and to ask
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questions pointing each way. (p. 417)

Therefore, following Clandinin and Connelly's (1994) as well as
Patton's (1990) advice, | asked the storytellers to describe their experiences
of low and high commitment, the circumstances that surrounded these
experiences, the community members who were involved, and their decisions
and actions during and after these experiences. | asked them about their
hopes, their satisfactions and dissatisfactions, their values, and their goals
prior to, during, and after their experiences of changing commitment. | had
also many questions aimed at understanding the emotional impact of these
experiences with respect to the professional and personal lives of the
storytellers, as well as their emotional responses to their experiences. |
ensured that we explored not only their present experiences, but also their
past experiences, their past and present satisfactions and dissatisfactions,
and their past, present, and future aspirations.

As advised by Guba and Lincoln (1981), | always started interviews by
asking storytellers to talk about themseives, not necessarily in the context of
the research, but about things in which they could take pride or about which
they felt positive in order to allow them to be "as comfortable as possible”
(Guba & Lincoln, 1981, p. 312). | only brought up the issues that | wanted
to discuss with them when | felt that they had achieved some degree of
comfort. At the end of the interview, | sought the storytellers’
recommendations for further issues to explore.

Interviews ran over a period of five months. | had anywhere from three
to six interviews with each storyteller, and the length of the interviews varied
from one to two hours. All the interviews were taped and transcribed. |
provided storytellers with a transcript of their interviews so that they could
verify the accuracy of the interviews and prohibit any quotations. | have also
kept field notes to support the credibility of the data collection. More details
are given about these field notes later in this chapter.

After the initial interviews and for a period of two and a half years, |
continued to collect information from all the storytellers, but two, via e-mails,
letters, or phone conversations. | lost contact with two informants, one went
to Australia and the other moved without giving me a forwarding address.

Data Analysis

The challenge [of qualitative inquiry] is to make sense of massive amounts
of data and construct a framework for communicating the essence of what
the data reveals. (Patton, 1990, pp. 371-372)
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Data analyses were approximately spread over two and a half years,
and | used several analysis strategies to try and make sense of the
storytellers’ experiences. As advised by Glaser and Strauss (1967) and
Strauss and Corbin (1994), | started the data analyses with the content
analysis of the pilot interviews. | usually replayed immediately (or as soon as
possible) each interview. This allowed me to prepare questions for the
following interview and to start identifying a number of issues that could be
used to interpret the informants' stories. | also wrote a short summary of
each interview that outlined the main events or incidents described by the
storytellers, the time at which they took place (e.g., was it the informant’s
first teaching experience? His or her fourth or ninth year of teaching? Did
these events happen after a good teaching experience? A bad one? Was it
the first time that the informant went through such experiences? ), the
different community members who were involved in those events, and the
storytellers’ reactions. Once this was done, | displayed each key event or
incident in a matrix form. Matrices reported the flow and configuration of the
storytellers’ experiences, reactions, and decisions.

When the interviews were transcribed on a computer diskette (and
they were transcribed on an on-going basis), | printed them in such a way
that one third of each page was blank. | used this margin to note down the
concepts that the informants had linked with their experiences of high and
low commitment, the concepts that recurred in the storytellers’ information,
and that previous research had associated with commitment. | also wrote
down constructs that | felt might be related to commitment with a question
to pursue with the informant. At the same time, | underlined all the
storytellers’ statements or key words that were related to their experiences
of commitment. Once | had done that with a set of interviews (and there
was one set of interviews for each storyteller), and before going to the next
set of interviews, | went back to my initial displays of events and regrouped
them into two categories, positive experiences and negative experiences.

Using these displays and the interviews, | compared the participant’s
positive experiences with all his or her other positive experiences, and the
informant’s negative experiences with his or her other negative experiences.
This constant comparison of the storytellers’ experiences advised by Glaser
and Strauss (1967), Strauss (1987), and Strauss and Corbin (1994) enabled
me to generate more categories, properties of categories, and additional
recurring themes. | then compared the storyteller’s experiences of positive
and negative events and generated further categories, themes, and
relationships between these themes and categories. At that point, it became
fairly clear that positive and negative experiences had been facilitated by a
number of different factors, which | grouped into different categories (e.g.,
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organizational processes that affected commitment, individual characteristics
that might have influenced commitment, and the influence of different
community members or groups on the storyteller’s experiences of
commitment). | did the same with the outcomes of the informant’s
experiences (e.g., emotional outcomes, behavioural outcomes, individual
outcomes, group outcomes).

At the same time, | began to realize that different experiences had
affected the storyteller’'s commitments in different ways, and | created new
files which [ called commitment to children, commitment to teaching,
commitment to school administrators, commitment to colleagues,
commitment to parents, and other commitments. | then went back again to
the storyteller’s interviews and noted in each file the pages, along with the
interview number and the name of the participant, where | found a reference
or references to one of the above commitments. Following that, | tried to
find relationships between the categories and the properties of the
categories, and noted them down, more often than not under the form of a
question, along with a brief and tentative explanation for these relationships.

| also wrote down a quick summary of these initial findings and e-mail
them to or called the storyteller for verification and possible new insights.
These were short theoretical memos (Strauss, 1987) which helped
incorporate my readings and make sense of the resuits of the coding. After
that, | moved to the next set of interviews, which | treated in much the same
way.

The constant comparative method was not the only method | used to
analyse the interviews. | regularly ‘immersed’ myself in an informant’s
situation or experiences. | tried to experience the storyteller’ experiences. To
do that, | closed my eyes and imagined | was the storyteller. | took his or her
name, his or her face, and | slowly re-constructed his or her story, pausing
whenever my attention was coming back to my own reactions, my own
feelings about the situation, only moving forward when | felt that | had
become again the storyteller. | then examined my feelings, my reactions, my
decisions, my actions, and | would invariably ‘come back’ with a much
greater understanding of the storytellers’ experiences. There was also a lot of
“quiet contemplation” (Moustakas, 1981, p. 56) or regular incubation phases
during which | would turn and turn a specific situation or incident in my head
and try to make my own sense of the respondent’s reactions and emotions,
or try to find plausible explanations in the data for his or her reactions, or
allow intuitive or tacit insights to surface and develop.

Cross-case analyses followed the case analyses. Patton (1 990) defined
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cross-case analyses as a process by which a researcher regroups answers to
similar questions from different people, and analyses participants’ different
perspectives. Guba (1978) emphasized that researchers must look for
"convergence” in data (p. 56) as well as "divergence."” The purpose of cross-
case analyses is to further the exploration and understanding of the
phenomenon under study and to develop new themes. To do that, |
continued to use the constant comparative method (Glaser & Stauss, 1967),
and compared all the storytellers’ positive experiences and their negative
experiences, the outcomes of these experiences, the circumstances that
surrounded them, and the different factors that might have facilitated them. |
did the same with the storytellers’ different commitments. New categories
emerged, while some patterns and themes recurred. With the additional
information that | obtained from the cross-analyses, | was able to better
understand relationships between categories, between categories and the
storytellers’ commitments, and between the properties of the categories. As
well, as | filed more and more information on the participants’ different
commitments, the interaction of these commitments, the influence of
significant others on the storyteilers’ commitments, and the influence of the
storyteller on his or her commitments became a little easier to understand.
New hypotheses emerged, and new questions as well, which invariably sent
me back to my interviews.

Ultimately, the categories and concepts were assembled in short
paragraphs and tested for what Guba (1 978) termed "completeness” (p. 56)
(i.e., plausibility, transferability and credibility). Guba (1978) stated:

1. The set [concepts & categories] should have internal and external plausibility, a
property that might be termed "integrability”. Viewed internally, the individual
categories should appear to be consistent; viewed externally, the set of categories
should seem to comprise a whole picture...

2. The set [concepts & categories] should be reasonably inclusive of the data and
information that do exist...

3. The set should be reproducible by another judge... The second observer ought to
be able to verify that a) the categories make sense in view of the data which are
available, and b) the data have been appropriately arranged in the category
system...

4. The set should be credible to the persons who provided the information which
the set is presumed to assimilate. (pp. 56-57)

Following Strauss’ (1987) and Strauss and Carbin’s (1990) strategies

of inquiry, | also systematically ascertained that the emerging categories and
concepts were grounded in the storytellers’ experiences.
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Interpretation and synthesis of findings followed the analyses. Patton
(1990) suggested that interpretation goes beyond data description since "It
means attaching significance to what was found, offering explanations,
drawing conclusions, extrapolating lessons, making inferences, building
linkages, imposing order, and dealing with rival explanations..." (p. 423). He
further argued that the purposes of interpretation were to make "the obvious
obvious” (p. 423), make "the obvious dubious” (p.423) (i.e., highlight any
misconceptions regarding the phenomena under study), and "make the
hidden obvious" (p. 423). Interpretation in qualitative studies emphasizes
understanding and illumination of human experiences. Synthesizing is a
process by which the researcher matches and integrates the different
elements of the study so that the final product presents an holistic and
accurate understanding of a phenomenon. Denzin (1994) noted that writers
have to address the following issues as they start writing: making sense of
the data (i.e., fitting the pieces together in a meaningful and comprehensive
way, representation (i.e., seeking a balance between an emic and an etic
interpretation of the findings), legitimation (i.e., trustworthiness of the
study), and what he termed "desire” (p.504) (i.e., the writer's ability to
create a "vital text” (Denzin, 1994, p. 504) that "invites readers to engage
the author's subject matter (Denzin, 1994, p. 504).

Writing was not an easy task either, particularly at the beginning. |
first started by describing the participants’ experiences using my own words
and, when | read what | had written, | very vividly remembered Richardson’s
(1994) comments on the boredom she experienced as she tried to read
countless qualitative research studies. So, | re-wrote, and re-wrote, and re-
wrote, endlessly changing my words and sentences at each re-writing, until |
finally realized that the storytellers expressed their emotions and feelings and
explained their decisions, reactions, and experiences much better than | could
do it. | subsequently decided that ‘my’ writing might considerably improve if |
let the storytellers share what they had to share rather than try and present
what they had to say.

The above processes described poorly the periods of elation (extremely
rare at the beginning of the analyses) and frustration (very common in the
initial period of analyses, and unfortunately, still frequent at the end of the
analyses), that | experienced while analysing the informants’ stories. Many of
my frustrations were caused by the following recurring problems:

Trying to force old concepts or models on the participants’
information. This was particularly true at the beginning of the
analyses. Every time | came across a difficulty, something that | could
not quite understand, | rushed to the library and dug out books and
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articles. If | could not find anything in education, | explored other
domains, psychology, medicine, political science, even marketing. | did
not look at my data again until | had found a model, a concept,
something, which, | believed, would solve my problem. | would then
try to force these concepts or models on my data, and it would take
me several days and a great deal of frustration before | admitted it
would not work. My doing that was partly related to my uncertainties
about my abilities to carry out a qualitative analysis, which was a
completely new domain for me, and my prior educational background
which was strongly oriented toward verification of theory rather than
generation of theory. | also strongly believed that a mere student could
not succeed where so many researchers had experienced difficulties
before.

Refusing to accept the obvious and the simple. It took me a long time
to accept that my storytellers liked teaching because they felt good
and efficacious when they taught and influenced the students. | just
could not accept that my informants did things just because they felt
good when they were doing them. Surely, that was not enough.
Surely, the researchers who examined commitment before | did would
have found something that simple and obvious.

Refusing to move on to something simpler when | came across a
difficulty. This was also a major issue for me, and it costs me a lot of
time and a great deal of frustration.

Trustworthiness of the Study

The essence of naturalistic inquiry is to derive meanings from the lived
experiences of others in relation to a specific phenomenon. In order to
establish the "truth value" (Guba, 1981, p. 80) of inquiries, naturalistic
researchers try to consolidate the trustworthiness of their studies prior to,
during the data collection, and while writing the text. Guba (1981), Lincoln
and Guba (1982), LeCompte and Goetz (1982), and Van Manen (1990) have
suggested a number of techniques to ensure the credibility, the
transferability, the dependability, and the conformability of naturalistic
inquiries during and after data collection.

Lincoin and Guba (1985) defined the issue of credibility as the
researcher's ability to represent "those multiple constructions of reality
adequately from the perspective of the participants” (p. 296). Following their
recommendations, | have used the following methods to ensure the
credibility of data while collecting data: repeated and in-depth interviews
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with the storytellers, member checks, regular peer debriefing with key
informants and some of my colleagues, triangulation of information, and
auditing of each chapter through three key informants before sending them
to my committee advisor. The continuous, repeated, and in-depth
interactions with the storytellers have allowed me to collect extensive
descriptions of experiences and stories, check emerging hypotheses or
insights, explore emerging issues, and understand what was pertinent and
irrelevant to the storytellers’ experiences of commitment.

As recommended by Strauss (1987) and Strauss and Corbin (1990), |
also made certain that categories and concepts were relevant to my research
and grounded in the data. To do that, | systematically and minutely coded
the interviews, carefully analysed the data, repeatedly examined the
respondents’ words and sentences, and regularly compared or contrasted
them. These systematic comparisons and verifications ensured that | did not
overlook important categories and properly identified the emerging categories
and concepts, as well as their dimensions. | also verified that the
relationships that seemed to emerge between the categories and concepts
were grounded in the informants’ stories by frequently writing theoretical
memos which | regularly checked against the data, compared, and updated.
The thick and multiple descriptions that | included in the next two chapters
will also allow readers to ascertain that the concepts | linked to the
informants’ commitments were grounded in the data, that the linkages |
established between these concepts were systematically researched and
grounded in the data, that the events or incidents that led to the discovery of
these concepts and their categories were systematically and intensively
analysed, and that my findings are relevant to the participants’ experiences
of their work commitments.

Member checking, that is, the process of obtaining feedback from the
participants has also been extensively used. A transcript of the interviews
have been sent to each participant, as well as the summary of their
experiences, and summaries of my findings and hypotheses for verification
purposes. As well, peer debriefing throughout the data collection and
analyses with key informants and colleagues ensured that methods to collect
and analyse the information were appropriate, and that | was on the right
track with respect to emerging concepts and relationships between the
processes that influenced commitment. Finally, data collection was also
triangulated through the constant comparative method and different data
sources. According to Jick (1979), triangulation can:

capture a more complete, holistic, and contextual portrayal of the unit(s)
under study... Elements of the context are illuminated. In this sense,
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triangulation may be used not only to examine the same phenomenon from
multiple perspectives but also to enrich our understanding by allowing for

new and deeper dimensions to emerge. (pp. 603-604)

Patton (1990) indicated that trianguiation of data sources does not
necessarily yield a totally consistent picture of the phenomenon under study,
and that the researchers' task is to study and understand when and why
there are differences. Triangulation tends to outline similarities and
differences of phenomena. And Patton (1930} noted that "consistency in
overall patterns of data from different sources and reasonable explanations
for differences in data from divergent sources contribute significantly to the
overall credibility of findings" (p. 467-468). After data collection, credibility
of findings has been established through structural corroboration, member
checks (analytical triangulation), and further peer debriefing. Structural
corroboration was established by "testing every datum and interpretation
against each others to be certain that there are no internal conflicts or
contradictions” (Guba, 1981, p. 85), and "systematically identifying and
examining all causal and consequential factors” (LeCompte & Goetz, 1982,
p. 32). Moreover, a formal check with the participants has been conducted
at the end of the writing of the final draft. | gave participants the opportunity
to respond to the transcriptions and interpretations of the researcher since
Patton (1990) suggested that:

Ancther approach to analytical triangulation is to have those who were
studied review the findings. Evaluators can learn a great deal about the
accuracy, fairness, and validity of their data by having the people described
in that data analysis react to what is described (p. 468)

The credibility of the research can also be further enhanced through
the use of techniques that reduce researchers’ biases and preconceptions.
As Denzin (1989) stated:

All researchers take sides, or are partisans for one point of view or another.
Value-free interpretive research is impossible. This is the case because every
researcher brings preconceptions and interpretations to the problem being
studied. The term hermeneutical circle or situation refers to this basic fact of
research. All scholars are caught in the circle of interpretation. They can
never be free of the hermeneutical situation. (p. 23)

Therefore, peer debriefing also ensured that critical interpretations
were valid and accurate. | have also used theory triangulation (Patton, 1990)
by contrasting and comparing my emerging theoretical frameworks with
frameworks from other studies. The combination of the above techniques
has allowed me to make interpretations that explained similarities and
apparent contradictions of the processes that influenced commitment and to
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write a report that was coherent and accurate.

The second concern in conducting interpretive research is
transferability. Naturalists believe that social/behavioural phenomena are
always context-bound. Therefore, the task of naturalists is to develop
"statements descriptive or interpretive of a given context - idiographic or
context-relevant statements” (Guba, 1981, p. 86) so that readers can make
informed judgements regarding the study transferability. To facilitate this
process | have used theoretical sampling during the data collection, and
collected "thick" descriptions (Geertz, 1983). Theoretical sampling allowed
me to maximize the range of information | uncovered and to refine the
descriptions and interpretations of the organizational and individual processes
and characteristics that might influence commitment. After the data
collection, | developed and integrated thick descriptions of all the pertinent
contextual factors in my final document. The presentation in the final
document of "thick™ descriptions provides the necessary information to
facilitate comparisons with other contexts and to test "the degree of
fittingness" (Guba, 1981, p. 86) with these contexts.

The third concern of interpretive inquirers is the dependability of the
inquiry. Dependability is the process by which researchers demonstrate that
the inquiry processes fall "within the bounds of good professional practice”
(Lincoln & Guba, 1982, p. 3). Guba (1981) who suggested that dependability
can be established through an "audit trail” (p. 20) insisted that:

The naturalist will, during the study, establish an "audit trail’ that will make
it possible for an external auditor to examine the processes whereby data

were collected and analysed and interpretations made. (p. 20)

The purpose of the audit trail is to ensure that the methods chosen for
the data collection are appropriate to the phenomenon under study, and that
the techniques of analyses utilized are "those consonant with the form in
which data are collected and assembled” (Lincoln & Guba, 1982, p. 8).
Following Lincoln and Guba's (1982) advice, | have archived all the
interviews, kept a log of the activities conducted during the inquiry, including
all the field contacts with the purposes and outcomes of contacts, and kept a
log of the methodological decisions.

As well, constructivist inquirers are concerned by the issue of
confirmability of findings. While dependability establishes that the processes
used during data collection are ethical, confirmability ensures that the
product of research can be substantiated from the data collected. Since
confirmability is also established through an audit trail, | have kept a log of
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the data analyses during and after data collection, a file with my developing
insights, changing hypotheses, and emerging relationships that have emerged
during data collection. Moreover, since confirmability and dependability are
closely interrelated, the steps that | took to ensure the dependability of the
data collection have also safeguarded the confirmability of data. Thus, the
tape recordings and transcriptions of interviews, the use of transcripts to
analyse the data, as well as the collection of data from different perspectives
and different sources (triangulation of data) have facilitated confirmability.

Ethical Considerations

This study has been conducted in conformity with the ethical
guidelines of the University of Alberta General Faculties Council and the
Department of Educational Policy Studies.

| have explained to the storytellers the purposes of the study as well
as the procedures | intended to use. | have advised them that they could
personally withdraw or withdraw information at any time. They have been
asked to approve the accuracy of interviews and have been able to prohibit
the use of any quotations. A copy of their summarized stories (chapter four)
was sent to all the storytellers.

Clandinin and Connelly (1994) insisted that the main concern of
researchers should be the care and the personal, psychological, and
emotional welfare of his or her participants,

The care and responsibility of researchers should be first directed toward
participants... As personal experience researchers, we owe our care, our
responsibility, to the research participants and how our research texts shape
their lives. (p. 422).

| have tried to keep these authors' advice foremost in my mind
throughout the study, not only because | agree with them on this issue, but
because | liked my storytellers. Their openness, their generosity, honesty,
and courage have fostered in me a great deal of commitment and affection
toward them. As well, because of my feelings of commitment, | have tried to
report their experiences, joys, and trials as faithfully as | could and to explain
them as best as | knew how.

Conclusion

The constructivist paradigm with its ontological, epistemological,
axiological, and methodological assumptions has provided the basis from
which this research has evolved. The primary method of data collection for
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the study was in-depth interviews with different participants, and detailed
field notes to ensure the dependability and confirmability of the research.
Interviews have focussed on the following themes: the storytellers’
experiences of high and low commitment, the circumstances that surrounded
these experiences, the emotions, decisions, and actions that they elicited,
and the informants' aspirations, achievements, satisfactions and
disappointments regarding their work experiences.

Data analyses started with the data collection and a final
comprehensive analysis was undertaken when the data were collected. |
have used a variety of analytical methods to facilitate the emergence of
categories and themes. The analyses and subsequent interpretations were
conducted under the guidance and with the help of my committee advisor,
the storytellers, and key informants.

The participants’ stories are presented in the next two chapters.
Because of the focus of this study is to delineate the concepts associated
with commitment and their relationships, | have placed several of the
interviewees' stories in Appendices A, B, C, D, E, and F. Chapter four
contains eight stories which provide some evidence of the variety of
circumstances associated with commitment.
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Chapter Four
COMMITMENTS AND CRITICAL EXPERIENCES: TEACHERS' STORIES

All those who have shared their stories with me have identified diverse
work experiences which they have described as critical in their understanding
of their work commitments. These experiences have influenced the
storytellers’ understanding and shaping of their professional and personal
commitments. This chapter relates some of these critical experiences from
the informants’ perspectives. Other stories can also be found at the end of
this work (appendices A, B, C, D, E, F).

In order to protect the anonymity of all those involved, | have changed
the names of the storytellers, their colleagues, including their superordinates,
and their schools. A number of contextual details have also been removed
from the teachers’ stories.

| refer to those who have shared their experiences with me as
storytellers, respondents, informants, or teachers. The word ‘teachers’ in this
work only includes the persons with whom | have had conversations.

Tina

At the time of our conversations, Tina had taught kindergarten children
for nine years in three different schools. She entered the teaching profession
for two main reasons:

When | graduated from high school in 1981, you could either be a teacher or
a nurse. They were the female things to do. As a teacher, you could have a
family, you could work or you could temporarily leave the profession, there
were always lots of jobs.... And | would have to say that I've always
enjoyed children.

Tina remembered two teaching experiences for very different reasons.
She described one of these experiences as “very positive,” and the other one
as “frustrating.” Tina's “positive” experience was characterized by a genuine
sense of community among the staff members, a sense of certainty with
respect to the school direction and goals, shared values and beliefs, a sense
of freedom, and mutual recognition and support,

Over the years, a real rapport had grown between everybody who was on
staff and the principal. It was a situatiors where 98% of the people were
going in the same direction, where people believed in the same things.... It
was one of those situations where you wanted to go to work, you feit like
what you were doing was good and fine. You felt that people appreciated
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what you did for the school and what you did for the classroom.... and it
was very good, it was very nice.

When Tina’s principal took a one year leave of absence, a new
administrator was appointed. Changes were implemented. Old staff left and
new teachers were hired. This left Tina feeling “abandoned, with a real hole.”
Tina also pointed out, “things just didn’t get done the same way.” When
asked to describe some of these changes, Tina answered,

Joking was one of them. The new principal didn’t seem to have a sense of
humour.... [Under the former principal] we spent a lot of time laughing. We
used to look forward to the staff meetings because we laughed a lot. It
would be hilarious, and the job was getting done. But [under the new
principal], things became very formal all of a sudden. We had to take
notebooks when we went to the staff meetings, take our own notes. The
job was kind of getting done, but it was like pulling teeth. So, those sorts of
things.... People stopped coming in [the staffroom] for lunch, because again,
things that we would do in there would be frowned upon. When we went
out socially, it became a complaint session, not a fun session, and so, you
start to get into the negatives.

Tina's increasing sense of loss and frustration was intensified by three
phenomena: the addition of new teachers who held different values from
Tina, Tina's comparisons and close contacts with her support group, which
validated and enhanced what she termed her “negativity” towards her new
environment, and Tina’s own comparisons between her earlier and
subsequent teaching experiences.

The perception that the principal “brought in his own people the
second year” created “cliques” (Tina) among teachers. These partisan groups
had two main effects. On one hand, Tina developed even closer relationships
with staff members who were also disappointed by the new principal. On the
other hand, Tina admitted distancing herseif from some of her former
colleagues “who had jumped ship” and the new staff members as well. Tina
reported feeling betrayed by some of her former colleagues.

Tina also emphasized that there were “lots of tension in the staffroom”
between the two cliques. She indicated that “people weren’t talking to other
people,” whereas, under the former principal, “there were lots of discussions,
lots of open discussions.” She further reported that staff members stopped
expressing their opinions in the staffroom for fear that they wouild be
reported to the principal, and thus, teachers of each group “just shut their
mouth up” in the presence of teachers from the other group. In fact, many
teachers “just stopped going to the staffroom for their lunch.” Moreover,
each group of teachers tried to avoid working with the other group, and
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when they had to, namely in committees, Tina reported “it was very, very
stilted.”

As mentioned earlier, Tina’s growing consciousness of her social
estrangement from certain colleagues and the new principal was aggravated
by her comparisons between the former school climate and the new one, and
her close contacts with some of her colleagues, during which they mutually
reinforced their feelings of frustration and anger. As Tina noted, her support
group played a dual role. It enhanced negativity among group members and
allowed blaming of specific others, and, it also enabled her to rationalize her
anger by providing a mutually agreed upon basis for inappropriate and
appropriate behaviours and decisions:

Negativity breeds negativity... and it becomes more and more negative. But,
| guess you need to have that, it's a perception check: | am okay. You need
that support.

Aggravating the above phenomenon, the support group members went
from merely noting (and discussing) the principal’s perceived inappropriate
decisions and behaviours to actively searching for new reasons to justify
their disappointment, anger, and frustration:

You start building negativity, you become more and more focussed on the
negative things... and you find more and more negative things and you
become more and more negative. In fact, these things, they justify you
being angry.

In addition to her initial sense of abandonment and social
estrangement, Tina became increasingly conscious of a disjuncture between
what she had been led to expect regarding the new principal’s values and
beliefs and what she experienced everyday in school, and her own
educational values and beliefs, which had been nourished and supported
during the previous principalship, and the new principal’s values and beliefs.
As a result, Tina became increasingly angry. Simuitaneously, compounding
her sense of cultural alienation (i.e., her perceived estrangement from the
values of her new environment), Tina also felt a deep sense of victimization,
that is, she felt utterly alone in her struggle to maintain her values, in spite of
her support group, and she also felt a growing sense of powerlessness:

it was this year that | had a lot of difficulties.... What | believed in, and what
| tried to do that was important for the students and for the school wasn’'t
what was being supported by the [new] administration.... | became more
and more frustrated with the way things were done and why things were
done [that wayl.... | was angry at the fact that all of a sudden what 1
believed in was not valued by anybody beside myself.... | was angry that
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things were changing, and that they weren’t changing for a positive way,
and | couldn’t change that.

Several other factors aggravated Tina’'s sense of felt powerlessness.
She perceived that many of the changes her principal introduced and
implemented appeared in a somewhat clandestine fashion. She also reported
that her new principal was not listening to her, pretending not to understand
her complaints, and not responding to and/or not acting on her grievances:

It just kept being a negative place and three or four of us decided to
approach him [the new principal] and say, “look, this place is really negative,
and we can’t change it. As a leader what can you do? We don’t want to
come to work anymore...." He just said, “we’ll work on something, and we’ll
do this, and we’ll do that.” But nothing ever came of it, and that’s the way
it always was with him .... | guess he was really being unresponsive. And, if
you are looking at a breaking point, | think that, for the four of us, that was
it. We had been really honest, but he didn’t seem to hear us, he didn’t seem
to care.... and | started to wonder ‘what the use of being there? And thank
goodness, that was May or April, so we had been mostly through the year.

Tina also experienced a sense of meaninglessness and self-
estrangement (i.e., a growing confusion about her values and beliefs). Her
attitude toward her work environment drastically changed:

You come to work and you are not as enthused.... You feel that your
[former] experience there had meant nothing.... The school becomes a
negative place.... You really start to question who you are and where you
are going.

Meaninglessness was intensified by the fact that Tina also experienced
a sense of normlessness, that is, she felt uncertain about the new principal’s
goals and direction:

| thought this person has no idea [of where he was going].... | didn’t think
he had a vision. He never made that very clear.

Tina further pointed out that, because of her external locus of control,
she stopped believing in herself and felt worthless. Furthermore, her
husband’s and friends’ support were ultimately not sufficient to counteract
the work environment’'s affect on her morale:

I'm not very confident, and when [ start having things | am doing being
questioned, that affects right away my confidence. | felt | wasn’t valued....!
lost my self esteem, my confidence in myself.... if somebody, especially
somebody in authority, isn’t seeing me as competent or able, | start to
question whether | am competent or able.... and [important others’] support
is not enough because it [sense of confidence and self-esteem] needs to
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come from inside.
Tina summarized her experience by saying,

You feel alienated. You are depressed. You feel worthless, you feel
valueless... you lose your self-esteem. You start to lose confidence in
yourself.

At that point, Tina decreased her involvement inside her classroom and
at the school level:

Of course, if you try things and you’re are not getting any support or
success, you start getting into that self-fuifilling prophecy that it’s not
worth trying, and | think that's what happened with me. | stopped trying
because no one else was seeing value in it. | also cut down the amount of
time | put in for the kids.... | stopped volunteering for things, spending extra
time at school, and | started to do just what was considered to be ‘my job.’
The principal didn’t want me there, so, what was the use of working?

She also distanced herself from her principal:

| didn’t openly support any of his initiatives or anything that he did with the
parent group or with my colleagues. | cut myself from him.

She made the conscious decision to separate herself from the values
of her new work environment and to stand by the values her former principal
had supported and in which she believed:

What | believed in, and what | tried to do that was important for students
and for the school wasn’t what was being supported by the
administration.... And what | couldn’t do was to say, “that’s alright, i’ll do
what you are doing.” | just couldn’t give up on what | believed in, and |
think that was why there were so many problems between the administrator
and myself.

She started actively searching for new employment, and making new
contacts:

| searched out new schools where | thought | would fit in, that seemed to
believe in the same values that | believe in.... [| started] planning for my
move, getting my resume out, calling up people whom | knew, seeing if
there were jobs.

These behavioural changes, however, further intensified Tina’s
dissatisfaction with her new work environment, as she felt more and more
guilty about her decreasing involvement in school:
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You feel guilty because you are not giving the children the type of person
you might have given them a year ago.... | guess that what ! feft most guilty
about was losing my commitment because, when you lose your
commitment, you do get angry and you do lose a lot of self-esteem.

When asked to specify what she meant by losing commitment, Tina
said,

[t had nothing to do with whether | was going to be a teacher or not, that
really did not come into question. It was that | could not be a teacher there.

She also reported that her work dissatisfaction may have affected the
children in her classroom in ways she was not aware of:

It is very hard not to have that {dissatisfaction] trickle into the classroom...
you are not the same person you were a year ago.... Do | think [ did a
disservice [to the kids]? I’m sure | did. Not that it was ever anything that |
consciously did, but | am sure it happened.

As Tina felt guilty, she also tried to justify her emotional and
behavioural detachment from her school by partially blaming her new
administrator for not valuing her contribution to the school and her

classroom:

| guess that when you lose your commitment, it's partially because someone
has stopped valuing what you do.... You just say ‘the heck with it,’ | am not
going to do that. You don’t want me, you don‘t need me.... So, what’'s the
use of working?

The following year, Tina was transferred to a new school and she
reported,

| have been able to regain what | had lost.... | enjoy going to work everyday.
| really think that teaching is challenging and fulfilling. The fulfilling part is
that | feel good at the end of the day, | feel like | am helping the children,
like | am doing something that is worthwhile, like | am making a positive
influence on people’s lives, and that is very fulfilling. The challenging part is
that | am working with people, and | think that working with people is
challenging because there are so many unknowns. In an average classroom,
there are 30 unknowns, and you have to keep thinking of the best ways to
help the children, and you are always making decisions and trying out
different things, and that’s very challenging and exciting.

Tina added,

When you feel valued, you keep wanting to work, and there are certain sorts
of things that you are more likely to do. You are more likely to become
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involved above and beyond what is expected of your job. You are putting in
more time, you are volunteering to do more activities,..., and that’s okay
because you believe in where the school is going, and you are committed to
see that school being successful and to make a difference in the children’s
lives.

Tina suggested that her teaching experiences have allowed her to
develop a better understanding of herself, as well as of the extent to which
she could influence her environment. She learned that, in spite of her inability
to change or influence specific aspects of her working environment, she was
not totally powerless as there were still choices to be made:

I’ve learned that | need to believe in myself more than | do, and not rely on
other people telling me “that’s good, or that’s good work, or you’'re a good
teacher” because | should know that from inside.... | think I’ve also learned
that | cannot control everything. And you know, it may be very easy for me
to say that, but it is also very hard because | like to control things.... |
believe that | have become more realistic.

Tina has further developed a sense of mission regarding her teaching
responsibilities and a strong sense of commitment towards the children and
her profession:

| believe that, over the time that | have been teaching, | have developed a
sense of what | believe in and where my commitment is. What | have sort of
developed is that | am the most important person for these kids for five and
a half hours a day, that | can make a difference in their lives, and that is
what | have to do. That is my main goal and my main job.... We need to
stop thinking of schools as places for teachers, and start thinking of them as
places for students. We need to understand that we are here for the kids,
that this is our job.... When | first started teaching, you know, | woulid have
never guessed that teaching would be that fulfilling.

Concurrently, Tina has developed a strong sense of efficacy:

| think | have good ideas, | think that what | believe about education is good,
| have proven it, and | intent to continue to prove it.

Mary

At the time of our conversations, Mary had taught for over 15 years in
different elementary schools. Mary entered the teaching profession because
she felt “a bit of a calling,” and always loved working with young people:

I've always liked working with kids. | always babysat, | spent my summer

working in Parks and Recreation, it [teaching] wasn’t necessarily a planned
career, it was something that sort of naturally happened because | felt | had
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skills in that area as well as interest.... [ think in ways it probably was a bit
of a calling. Working with kids, working with young people, you know, is
very exciting. | loved doing it and I stili love doing it.

When asked to recall work experiences that were significant for her,
Mary shared three different experiences with me. The first one happened
early in her career as she taught special needs children:

My first three years with the Junior Adaptation kids were very interesting. |
had 12 kids and a full-time teacher aide and that was very helpful.
Moreover, my principal believed in this type of program and he was very
supportive.

A shared sense of mission, the sense that she became increasingly
better at helping the kids, and her principal’s support brought Mary great
satisfaction:

| learned a lot. | really learned a lot about different learning needs and how
to try and work effectively with these kids, and | found that very
satisfying.... Moreover, at that time, special needs kids were segregated
from other kids, so another teacher and | really tried to integrate them more
in the school, and that was very interesting.... It was a really positive
experience for me.

However, Mary’s principal left, and the new principal cut the funds to
the Junior Adaptation program. Mary felt that these cuts hindered her
effectiveness with the children:

When the new principal came in, my class went from 12 to 16 kids. At the
same time, | hardly had any teacher aide time.... There was no way | could
not do a good job in these circumstances, and | became very frustrated.... |
no longer had enough time and resources to really help these kids. The kids
were hardly learning anything, and | felt defeated because | couldn’t help
them.... | felt very unsuccessful.... | knew what | needed to do a good job
with these kids, but | couldn’t get it, and ultimately, | couldn’t accept that.

Partly as a result of her felt lack of success, Mary left Special
Education:

One of the things | did learn and still find very frustrating is that, although
we can recognize learning disabilities in Kindergarten, we don’t seem to do
anything about it until these kids are 3 or 4 years behind in their learning,

..., and this is one of the reasons why | left Special Education. | just couldn’t
take that we wouldn’t help these kids until they saw themselves as failures,
and by then, we weren’t even given enough resources to successfully help
them.
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Other factors (e.g., lack of influence) further fuelled Mary’s decision to
leave Special Education:

| guess that the new principal did not value Special Education as much as
my previous principal... and | knew | had no control over how the money
was spent. | also knew that my class brought a lot of money into the
school, but that not all the money went to the kids. This is a common
practice in many schools when you get special education funding, and that
really frustrated me.

Mary’s growing awareness of a disjuncture between her former
principal’s and her own beliefs regarding Special Education and the new
principal’s beliefs might have intensified her feelings of social and cultural
estrangement:

My other principal believed in using all of the Special Education funding for
the special needs kids, and so did I. | really felt that the money the provincial
government, or whoever else was footing the bill for these special needs
kids, should go to these kids... and | felt that the new principal’s decision to
divert some of this money to other programs was totally unfair to these kids,
but | knew | couldn’t influence his decision. So, | left.... It was just too
upsetting.

As a result, Mary lost her commitment to Special Education and
requested a transfer to a different school. Moreover, she grew quite angry at
her principal and the school district:

At that time, | still felt committed to the children, they had nothing to do
with that situation, but | was no longer committed to Special Education...
and | was also very angry at my principal for his decision, and at the school
district for not doing anything to prevent such a practice.

Mary’s second significant experience was in an inner-city school. She
described this experience as particularly “rewarding” because her values and
objectives regarding the children’s education were congruent with her work
environment’s values, thus providing her with a clear sense of direction and
strengthening her sense of purpose. Furthermore, Mary truly valued the
sense of spiritual and social communion that existed among school staff
members, including the principal, the larger community, and the diverse
governmental agencies the school staff worked with:

The school | was thinking about was a community school... it did have a
philosophy that we all bought into, and we also worked very extensively
with the community, and it was very rewarding. We all wanted to help the
kids, and it was very, very rewarding.
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Mary suggested that she cherished this experience because teaching in
this school was viewed as a collegial experience:

It was a very exciting school with a very dynamic staff. People worked a lot
together, planned a lot together, and that was very exciting for me. We
worked really well together. We were encouraged by the administration to
work together.

Staff members, including the administrator, also shared similar values.
Innovation, creativity, respect, and support were very much part of the
school culture:

| think there was a community of values.... | don’t think that it was anything
that was sort of written down, it was something that was sort of
understood. One of the best thing was the sense of empowerment that you
felt as a staff member. If you had an idea that you wanted to try, and if you
bounced it off the principal, he would say, “go ahead, try it, and see how it
goes.” So, you were able to take risks and try some of your ideas, and that
was really encouraging, and it made you feei that you were trusted in your
judgments.

The school staff was primarily focussed on the children and their
learning experiences:

| think it [the school] was very much student centred, and | think that’s
what turned a lot of teachers on. It was one of the values the principal
believed in, that we were there for the kids, and we kept looking for ways
to make learning a positive experience and actually have them learn.

The school was also very open to members of the larger community.
This allowed Mary to recognize her interdependency with the larger
community and to foster her sense of belonging:

One of the goals of the community school is that you open your facility to
anyone who wants to use it. We had the Boys and Girls Club working right
at the school, we also had a daycare in the school, which was very good for
the community. We also had a reading program for adults at school. We had
different community groups and we had teachers in these groups. The
community programs were based on the community needs, just whatever
the community needed. There were also courses for women to teach them
how to deal with abusive men because that was a probiem for some of the
women that lived in the community.... We had a lot of mothers at the
school that were on welfare, and we worked hard with them, and, in turn,
they came into our school, and did volunteer work with our children, with
us, and most of them gained enough confidence and work skills that they
were able to get jobs and get off the welfare. It was really exciting, you
know, to watch the whole community grow... it really benefited everyone.
There was also a lot of work with seniors, and everyone had the opportunity

83



to grow and learn, but | think the children grew the most and that it was
very rewarding for them.... | really felt that | could make a difference, but |
could also see how each one of us making a small difference made a large
difference to the large picture, to the children, and that was very exciting,
very, very rewarding.

Mary emphasized it “was a fantastic experience.” It gave her the
opportunity to enrich some of her skills, to feel valuable, and to experience a
strong connectedness with the community members and the school staff.
She also loved the diversity of the activities she was involved in:

it was a very profound experience. | was allowed to take off in terms of
leadership skills, or what have you. It was very profound, there was so
much going on all the time. There were tree planting things going on with
Parks and Recreation. There were Christmas dinners for the people in the
community, which we [teachers] all volunteered for, and we took shifts at
serving and cooking, or whatever. And we invited so many different people,
you know. What it [this experience] did for me is that | got involved in life
long learning.... It reminded me of the older days, | suppose, where the
school was the centre of all the communities’ activities... it was really the
sense of the community coming alive. The community sense came alive
because people cared about one another sincerely and helped one another....
Older people who weren’t even part of the school cared about the kids, and
the kids cared about the older people, and we just got a sense of like,
perhaps, a small town or something where people really cared and watched
for one another.... | remember feeling just thankfulness and a great sense of
pride that | was part of it all, that | was part of this group who was doing
some really wonderful things in the name of education and in the name of
just being a community. Yes, it did feel very, very good.

Helping others and the recognition she got from that was very fulfilling
for Mary:

It [that sense of community and caring] really did add meaning and it did
fulfil needs for myself, you know, and for a lot of other teachers as well. it
opened my eyes to how all of us can work together for the better of
humanity, | suppose. | really felt that | could make a difference.

Similarly, she also felt enriched by this experience because it changed
her beliefs about education and her social awareness:

| grew, grew and grew. | never grew so much personally and professionally
as | did in those three years. | think the more we can link learning with real
life, the more valuable and memorable it becomes for the children, and
that’s also where my learning experience has become the most memorable, |
realized how realistic learning can be.... There were some very sad moments
where you would meet with parents and you would feel really sorry for
some of the things going on in their lives. There were lots of sad cases of
family violence, and one of the things we felt we were doing for these kids
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was to provide them with an environment where things were more
structured, more organized, more predictable for them.... But this experience
was a real eye opener for me because | had lived a fairly sheltered life and |
had not seen poverty and so many serious dysfunctions, and | found that
very disturbing to be honest. But what really hit home for me is that |
understood that some of the things that we pay for are really needed, things
like, you know, social programs or food for kids, and I think it also
developed a lot of the feminist ideas that | have today because | saw that
the people who were the most affected were women and children, that
those who were on welfare in this country or in this school were women
and children, and men were nowhere to be seen, they were not being
accountable for having these children... and | saw the suffering of these
women and children, and it made me very angry, and | wanted to share that
message, | wanted to share that knowledge with some other peoplie. | think
it [the learning] was part of the excitement and what kept me there because
| was learning so much about a completely foreign life to my life experience
that it did keep me very intrigued.

Beside developing a new awareness regarding social issues such as
poverty, its impact on children and women, and feminism, Mary also
reported an increased sense of teaching efficacy:

| gained a lot of confidence. | grew a lot in learning about how to teach
mathematics. | also learned about different styles of teaching because there
were all kinds of different teaching styles happening, all different kinds of
teachers here, you know, and different ways people approached things.

As well, Mary’s commitments to others and to her profession
increased:

Yes, my commitment did grow and grow, my commitment to teaching, my
commitment to the kids and my colleagues, and | was very proud to be a
teacher, very happy that | felt that | could make a difference in people’s
lives.

To this day, Mary has kept alive the sense of closeness with her like-
minded colleagues:

it’s funny, you know, because | haven’t work with those people [her
colleagues at that time] for about six years now, but every year, faithfully,
we get together to have a celebration, a celebration of what we did, and we
celebrate one another and our lives... the link between us is incredibly
strong.... Our commitment to one another has remained very, very strong,
and if anyone within that group ever needed another person, we would all
be there right away.

However, Mary reported that this experience was followed by “one
very bad year” when her principal left the school and was replaced by a new
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principal. In fact, she suggested that her new principal nearly drove her to
leave teaching:

After that, | had a very bad year with an administrator who just really turned
me off from teaching. | almost quit teaching because of this experience. It
was unbelievable. A few staff changed, but most of us were the same staff,
and yet everything changed: the feelings, the emotions, the attitudes,
everything was gone in an instant.

What nearly drove Mary away from teaching was the new principal’s
invalidation of her colleagues’ and her past contributions at the school level.
Moreover, the timing and the manner in which the new principal supported
his allegations about the school’s past accomplishments did not ingratiate
him with the school staff:

My enthusiasm sort of dwindled throughout the year and | think it was
because what we had done in the past wasn’t valued by the administrator.
We felt that all the hard work we had done wasn’t being acknowledged. We
were told we really did not make any difference. He slapped up all these
statistics and told us we were the worst school in the district and that we
had the worst reputation, and that did not really help a lot.

New unpleasant emotions permeated Mary's experience as a teacher,

We were continuously cut down for our ideas... he was very, very
negative.... When somebody made a mistake, he would always announce it
at a staff meeting, and we knew who it was, it was a small school. Oh, he
was always polite and superficially respectful, and no names were ever
mentioned, he was too professional for that, but he would basically go on
and on, you know, very calmly, about why that was not right on the
teacher’s part to do these things. He totally embarrassed people and | was a
victim of that once. We did feel devalued and undermined.... He would
always start our meetings ripping us apart for everything that we had done
wrong.... but we were the most cooperative people. If he would have just
treated us in a different way, | think he would have obtained a lot more
cooperation out of us.

As a result, she felt confused, helpless, and powerless:

| did not understand his purpose in slamming us down, almost to the point
of being abusive. | was very confused. | did not understand where this
person was coming from... and | did try to speak my mind up to clear the
confusion, to discuss what we should do, but | learned very quickly that we
weren’t supposed to ask questions, we weren’t supposed to speak our
mind, to rock the boat.

She also felt threatened:
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It was completely and totally fear tactics. So, | felt very threatened. | felt
that he could do something to me in terms of my job, that he might be able
to say nasty things about me in my evaluation.

Mary added,

| worried that this person would be unpleasant with me, and | would get
defensive. So | guess that my emotions were fear and a lot of worry. | was
not insane enough to think that | was going to lose my job, but | was quite
concerned by the situation.

Mary’s sense of powerless and her felt lack of recognition angered her:

i felt | was being undermined and | was not supported in my decisions, and |
felt very frustrated exactly for those reasons.

Mary was not alone in feeling powerless. The principal’s emphasis on
hierarchy, structure, close supervision, and orderliness dismayed the school
staff:

In the first meeting, he made very clear he was the boss. He had the whole
diagram of the order of command in the school system. And he told us, this
is the order of command: | take orders from x, and you take orders from me.
And so, he made it very, very clear right away, he was in charge. We were
the troops and we’d better listen to him.... That's how he first intimidated
us as a group... And, before the first staff meeting, he had aiready
established all these rules and policies, you know, about discipline and
things, and we had no input into that...His administrative style was
dictatorial, and ! really found that | could not work at all under that type of
leadership. [For example], the school came out with a new philosophy, a
new mission statement... but we had no input into it, and when you don’t
have any input into some of these things, it is very difficult to buy into
them.

The principal’s leadership style was also reflected in his conflict
management techniques:

He [the school principal] always had to have a win/lose situation, you know.
He couldn’t ever have a win/win situation. He always had to be right, even
where kids were concerned. He had to win. The other person had to lose,
whether it was a teacher, whether it was a parent or a kid.... He was a
control freak.

Mary went on,

We were very stressed, and when you are stressed, you're not effective....
Our commitment did go down, our spirit was broken down.

Normlessness about the school goals and objectives further intensified
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Mary’s and her colleagues’ confusion and frustration:

| don‘t think that we really knew how we would reach our goals. We did not
know how to achieve them, we never discussed that. it was very, very
frustrating.

Mary’s increasing frustrations and her sense of powerlessness led her
to “obsess” about her situation. She also started predicting horrendous
scenarios with significant others:

| would anticipate “circles of disaster” with some colleagues.... | was very
much obsessing about the whole thing to the point that | would make
myself crazy.

Feelings of guilt and self betrayal overwhelmed Mary as she did not
stand up to her values and felit that she had to impersonate someone she
was not:

What | felt the most, | think, was guilt. | felt guilty about changing some of
my teaching methods to suit him.... | felt guilty for not being true to myself,
not being true to my convictions.... | felt | could not be honest. So, you just
play, you play a role. And, with my administrator, my game and my role
was, this person is my boss, so | have to follow directives, but | was very
disappointed in myself.

Mary also felt guilty towards the students since she was not as
effective as she used to be with them:

We were always on our guard, always afraid, and worried, and we were not
effective with the kids. And the kids sensed that and the guilt comes in
again because we were supposed to be there for the kids.

Her sense of efficacy decreased, pervading not only her professional
life but also her personal life:

This year, | did not feel good about who | was, about anything | was
doing.... It was devastating. Four months of working with him and | knew |
just could not take it.

Mary felt she was not the only one affected by the principal’s
leadership:

The staff’s morale started to deteriorate. That was a year {'ll never forget
because | watched people around me become really emotionally upset,
drastically upset. A couple of teachers did quit teaching from this
experience.
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As new teachers were hired, dissensions among teachers escalated
and coalitions were formed:

We [senior staff members] were a very close group and we continued having
our own private get together without the new people. Well, we would get
together with the new staff, but we would not talk, we stopped sharing as a
group. We were ‘the outsiders.’

Labelling, derogatory comments, and unfounded accusations
consolidated the gap between the senior and junior staff:

We [senior teachers] called them [the new teachers] his lackeys....
Meanwhile, three of the new staff were busy accusing us of being
incompetent and blamed us for the schoot discipline problems. They had that
‘you people’ condescending attitude.

Mary’s fear increased since the newly hired staff members “were like
spies who would use against you anything you said,” and the already strong
cohesion among senior staff was further strengthened as it allowed staff
members to validate their perceptions, confirm their experiences, provide
support for each other, and to bring some release or some sort of emotional
balance in an increasingly dissatisfying work environment:

This experience helped us [senior teachers] become closer. There were a lot
of us that stood strongly together, and that bad experience helped create
that.... | could be myself with my closer colleagues and | could express my
values. We also compared our experiences with our previous experiences,
and we found that we all felt the same. We felt connected, even though it
was a very bad time for us... Without that, a lot of us would have left on
stress leaves.

Mary decided to distance herself from her administrator:

| just totally avoided him. | distanced myself physically by avoiding him.
Also, | distanced myself psychologically by tuning him out in meetings. | just
stop listening to his jargon, | just tuned him out.

She also distanced herself from some of her colleagues and reduced
her involvement in extra-curricular activities:

In the beginning, we tried to work with the new staff, but then, they started
to blame us for the school discipline problems, they accused us of being
incompetent, and they became condescending. So, ! just kind of gave up, |
spent less time with extra-curricular activities, and we stopped sharing as a
group.

Mary justified her distancing and her decreased involvement in extra-
curricular activities by suggesting,
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