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Abstract	

	
Based on the literature analysis this study proposes that satisfaction mediate the effect 

of job involvement, intrinsic motivation and procedural justice on commitment in a 

multinational IT company. Our thesis is based on a theoretical model including seven 

hypotheses. To further test our model we used two models. In first model we proposed 

positive effect of job involvement, intrinsic motivation and procedural justice on 

commitment. In the second model, we proposed mediation of satisfaction on 

relationship between job involvement, intrinsic motivation and procedural justice and 

commitment. Proposed theoretical models are tested using questionnaire where 

employees of the IT Company were asked 30 question relevant to concepts of job 

involvement, intrinsic motivation, procedural justice, work satisfaction and commitment.  

Answers were analyzed using multiple regression analysis. We found out that the job 

involvement, procedural justice and work satisfaction have significant positive effect on 

commitment. The intrinsic motivation had negative effect on commitment in the first 

model and insignificant effect on commitment in the second model. We also found out 

that satisfaction mediates the effect of job involvement and procedural justice on 

commitment. The implication of the study is thus that managers who want to increase 

commitment in their organizations should consider having satisfied employees by 

assuring just procedures.  

Key Words: commitment, procedural justice, intrinsic motivation, involvement, 
satisfaction  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

	
The globalization and technical advancements have created the high demand for 

high-skilled people especially in the developed countries. According to McKinsey Global 

Institute’s report from 2012, in advanced economies the demand is growing faster than 

supply. They predict the shortage of 13% of the demand for high-skilled labor by 2020. 

Beside the shortage of skilled employees, companies are looking for techniques to get 

high performance from their existing employees. These techniques to achieve high 

performance are not the same for all companies, even if they are competitors in the 

same field of business (Pesämaa, Shoham, and Ruvio, 2011).    

In these conditions we can say that the greatest challenge for an organization is how 

to attract, train, motivate and retain the highly qualified and productive workers. They 

can provide competitive advantage to the companies today and in the future.   

Losing skilled and productive employees can be very harmful to the company’s 

productivity and success. A recently published meta-analysis covering recent trends of 

high-skilled employees emphasize low turnover rates on performance as well as 

covering its predictors (Hancock, Allen, Bosco, McDaniel and Pierce, 2013).   Most of 

these predictors cover how replacement process tends to be expensive and long. Even 

when the replacement is found, it usually takes time until new employees become 

productive. Some of the obstacles are learning curve, training, work environment, 

adapting to teamwork and other processes. According to the PayScale, Inc. report 

(2013) industries within Information Technology (IT) sector are identified as industries 

with high turnover rate. 

A high skilled person typically chooses carefully whether or not to work for a 

company. High skilled IT workers bring high level of competence and expertise into the 

organization and expect something in return if they are to remain in the company. They 

are therefore motivated by different things and based on their motivation they choose 

whether or not to give their best effort (Hancock et al., 2013). Companies can hold on 

their skilled labor by making their workplace a good place to work so that their skilled 
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workers are less likely to leave. In other words, they need to provide an organizational 

culture that IT professionals want to join and stay in.  We can say that reducing skilled 

employee turnover should be part of the strategy of every IT company. 

There have been many studies that investigated factors that impact employee 

turnover (Hancock et al., 2013). Commitment is often identified as main predictor of 

employee turnover (e.g. Boal and Cidambi, 1984). Hence, organizations that are 

concerned about employee turnover and want to keep their high performing employees 

should consider increasing employees’ commitment. Committed employees will most 

likely stay longer periods within the company and tell favorable things about the 

company. 

According to Gallup’s (2013) study “The State of the American Workplace”, 70% of 

American workers are “not engaged” or “actively disengaged” from their workplace. 

They are emotionally disconnected from their workplaces and less likely to be 

productive. In the report it is estimated that “actively disengaged” workers cost the U.S. 

between $450 billion to $550 billion dollars a year in lost productivity. These recently 

published numbers show the alarming importance of having committed and engaged 

employees at the workplace. 

After considering what was mentioned above, the intention with this study is to offer 

knowledge that may explain factors that influence IT employees’ commitment to an 

organization. We see that long term relationship between company and employee will 

depend on employees’ satisfaction. In line with earlier research (Fossey and Harvey, 

2010) we practically claim that more satisfied employees will become more committed. 

Furthermore, a committed employee will discontinue actively searching for other 

sources of income and more generously offer its full competence to the organization. 

However, satisfaction is not coming alone but depends on factors that affect both 

satisfaction and commitment. Thus, we want to test if involvement, intrinsic motivation 

and procedural justice are impacting commitment. 

Our research question is therefore following: How the job involvement, the 

intrinsic motivation, the procedural justice and the work satisfaction effect 
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commitment in an IT sector? Our objective is thus to deduce predictors of work 

commitment and explain work commitment among high skilled employees in IT sector. 
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2. THEORY	
	
The core interest of this research is engagement and commitment. Commitment 

is defined as the relationship between employer and employee (Meyer et al. 1993). 

Commitment is often referred to as synonymous or strongly related to loyalty (Mowday, 

Steers & Porter, 1974; Pesämaa, 2007). Commitment is practically seen as what 

socially or contract wise glue individuals towards an organization. Many researchers 

therefore use the metaphor of marriage to outline this combination of social and 

contractual ingredients as individuals in marital situations “tie their hands” for a very 

long time (Baruch, 2004; Pesämaa, 2007). Same metaphor is used to claim its essence 

to measure success in relationship (Baruch, 2004). 

Research has shown great interest in organizational commitment (Mowday et al., 

1974). Due to our research question, we have chosen theories that demonstrate the 

linkage between concepts characterizing work involvement, procedural justice and 

employees’ intrinsic motivation with the concepts characterizing organization 

commitment having employees’ satisfaction as mediation concept.  We will first cover 

separate concepts and later on we will describe the relations between them. 

 

2.1 Organizational	Commitment	

	
Many researchers have given attention to commitment in their studies either as 

primary source of interest or as a variable (Meyer et al. 1993). In the past researches 

defined organizational commitment in different ways which made it difficult to generalize 

the studies’ results. That’s why Meyer et al. (1993) suggest that researchers should 

clearly define the type of commitment they are interested in and use measures 

appropriate for the intended purpose. In line with this suggestion, commitment has been 

studied within different domains like employees’ commitment toward their employers, 



10 
 

employment, carriers, professions etc. For this study, we want to research about 

organizational commitment domain i.e. employees’ commitment to their employers.  

Pesämaa & Hair (2007) defined two types of commitment: interpersonal and 

interorganizational. Interpersonal commitment mediates the effect of trust and 

reciprocity on interorganizational commitment (Pesämaa & Hair, 2007). It is an 

important mechanism developing stronger relationships (Pesämaa & Hair, 2007). It can 

overcome temporal difficulties which make commitment as a reasonable parameter to 

measure the strength and performance in a relationship between a unit and an 

individual (Pesämaa, 2007). 

Mowday, Steers & Porter (1974) conceptually see organizational commitment to be 

characterized by the following: 

 high level identification with the organization’s goals and values 

 willingness to make extra effort for the benefit of the organization 

 strong desire to maintain membership in the organization.  

Later on Steers & Porter (1983) concluded that organization commitment can be 

viewed from two angels: as a behavior and as an attitude. Behavioral approach implies 

that individuals are committed to an organization when it becomes too costly for him/her 

to leave. They are bounded to the benefits, salary the organization provides. In the 

attitudinal approach commitment is seen as a state in which an employee identifies with 

the organization and its goals. It is more positive approach toward the organization than 

the behavioral approach. In this approach an employee wants to be part of the 

organization and work toward its goals (ibid). 

On the other hand, Meyer and Allen (1991) developed a three-component model of 

organizational commitment, namely: affective, continuance and normative commitment. 

They defined affective commitment as the employees’ emotional attachment to the 

organization, continuance commitment as the cost associated with leaving the company 

and normative commitment as an employee obligation to remain in the organization. 

They state that these three forms of commitment can have different impact on 

employees’ behavior at work (consequence variables). They found out that while 
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affective and normative commitments have positive impact on job performance, 

continuance commitment is unrelated, or even negatively related to job performance. 

This finding is important as organizations that are concerned about employee turnover 

rate and want to keep employees by increasing their commitment should consider which 

type of commitment they want to strengthen.   

In the later research, Meyer et al. (1993) concluded that commitment is 

psychological state that “characterizes employees’ relationship with the organization” 

and impacts the decision “to continue or discontinue membership in the organization”. In 

some cases employees do not leave the organization because they do not want to 

leave (high affective commitment), in some cases because they cannot leave (high 

continuance commitment) and in some cases they feel obligated not to leave (high 

normative commitment). 

Similar to Meyer and Alen, Caldvell et al. (1990) also suggest three forms of 

organizational commitment: compliance (employees’ interest in gaining rewards from 

the organization), identification (employees feel pride for working for the organization) 

and internalization (employees share the same values as organization). 

Analyzing Meyer’s and Allen’s 3-factor commitment, Rego et al. (2004) adds fourth 

dimension to the commitment and calls it “accommodating commitment”. It is 

commitment that employees feel to the organization because he/she has 

accommodated or adapted to it. According to Rego, employees remain in the 

organization not because they feel obligated or because they identify with organization 

or because they have no other alternatives; they remain in organization because they 

do not want to leave. Locke (1973) states that employees working in a small company 

will be more committed to it than employees of a large company or corporation. 

 

2.2 Job	Involvement	
 

We have used Lodahl and Kejner’s (1965) research as the basis for work 

involvement measurement in our thesis. Work involvement focuses on work in general 
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and Lodahl and Kejner (1965) define it as “the degree to which a person is identified 

physiologically with his work or the importance of work in his total self-image”. In their 

questionnaire they measured the involvement as central life interest e.g. they asked 

employees the degree to which they feel that the most important things that happens to 

them involve their work. According to Locke (1973) a job-involved person takes his/her 

job seriously and is ‘mentally preoccupied with his job’.  He/she is affected personally by 

the work itself, his/her coo-workers, and whole company. The non-involved person on 

the other hand has interests elsewhere and his/her self-image is not affected by the 

type of work he/she does or how well he/she does it (Lodahl and Kejner, 1965). 

Similar to Lodhal and Kejner, Dubin (1956, 1968) defines job involvement as 

degree to which the total job situation is a “central life interest” for an individual i.e. the 

degree to which it is perceived to be major source for the satisfaction of individual’s 

important needs.  

Second interpretation of work involvement gave Allport (1943) who defined work 

involvement as the degree to which an employee is participating in his job and meeting 

needs like prestige, self-respect, autonomy and self-regard. In the same line, Bass 

(1965) suggests that having opportunity to make decisions and making important 

contributions to company’s success strengthens the job involvement. 

Third interpretation gave Vroom (1962) defining job involvement as the degree to 

which employees perceive that their job performance plays central role to their self-

worth. Vroom calls it “ego involvement” which increases by good performance and 

deceases by bad performance. 

After investigating all different concepts of work involvement, Saleh and Hosek 

(1976) concluded that job involvement has a three-factor structure. It consists of the 

degree to which the person identifies with his job, actively participates in it, and 

considers his performance important to his self-worth. Mohr  & Zoghi (2008)’s study 

shows that job satisfaction was positively correlated with high-involvement practices and 

that satisfied workers are more involved in their work. 
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2.2.1 Job	Involvement	and	Organizational	Commitment	

	
There have been many studies that investigated relationship between job 

involvement and commitment. Often it has been hard to show strong relationship 

between these two constructs. For example, the study of Knoop (1995) reports 

moderate relationship between commitment and job involvement. Other studies show 

strong relationship like study of Brown (1996) and Ting (2011). The findings of Khan et 

al. (2011) indicate that organizational commitment is an outcome of job involvement. 

They argue that organizations that have job involvement culture have more committed 

employees. 

Job involvement may interact with organizational commitment in relation to 

turnover and absenteeism. Blau and Boal (1987) conclude that the most motivated 

employees are those that are involved in their work and committed to their organization 

and called them “institutionalized stars”. They have the lowest turnover frequency.   

 
We suggest the following: 

H1: Job involvement has a positive effect on commitment. 

 

2.3 Intrinsic	Motivation	

	
Motivations conceptually explain reasons to why individuals take on certain acts. 

Lincoln and Kalleberg (1990) argued that rewards offered by an organization can 

influence employees’ attitude towards their job and organization they work in. Rewards 

can be intrinsic and extrinsic. Intrinsic rewards come from the work itself like sense of 

achievement, appreciation, challenge, variety and autonomy. Extrinsic rewards are 

tangible rewards like pay, benefits, promotion, security and work environment. 

Judge et al. (2010) study has conducted meta-analysis of 120 years of research 

and has synthesized the findings from 92 quantitative studies. The combined dataset 
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included over 15,000 individuals and 115 correlation coefficients. According to this 

study, there is very weak (less than 2%) dependency between salary and job 

satisfaction. Study showed that “the average level of job satisfaction remains relatively 

stable across studies, regardless of the change in mean pay level.” (Judge et al.,2010 

,p.162). Gallup's study including 1.4 million employees from 192 organizations across 

49 industries and 34 nations reports no difference in engagement based on pay level 

(Gallup, 2011). 

Even though some authors have shown that even extrinsic rewards impact 

organizational commitment in our model, because of the above findings, we will focus 

on intrinsic rewards alone. Another reason is that it has been shown that intrinsic 

rewards have greater impact on organizational commitment than extrinsic rewards 

(O’Driscoll and Randall, 1999). This conclusion was confirmed by Cho & Perry (2012) 

research which showed that intrinsic motives relates to employee engagement levels 

three times more strongly than extrinsic motives. 

Lawler (1970) defines intrinsic motivation as the degree to which an employee is 

motivated to perform well because it will result in a good feeling and subjective rewards 

like feelings of growth, high self-esteem, competence, autonomy etc. 

Deci (1973) defines intrinsically motivated activities as activities which a person 

does for no apparent reward but the activity itself or the feelings which result from the 

activity. Together with Ryan he defined self-determination theory (SDT) in 1985. They 

state that employees will be intrinsically motivated if their basic need for competence, 

autonomy and relatedness is satisfied.   

According to Lawler (1973), an employee is intrinsically motivated to perform well 

as long as he/she expects that his/her job will provide the feedback he/she values. This 

fits well into the expectancy theory approach to motivation (Vroom, 1964). According to 

this theory, people are motivated to work if they believe that their efforts in the 

workplace will result in the outcome they expect. Lawler (1970) analyzed the factors that 

influence intrinsic motivation as presented in the Figure 1: 
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Lawler’s model is similar to the expectancy theory model and shows that the 

product of the probability that the effort (E) will lead to the successful performance (P) 

and the probability that the performance will lead to the valued (V) outcome (O) 

determines the level of employee intrinsic motivation. So, based on this model a person 

will not engage in the activity if he/she does not think that he/she will achieve a 

successful performance. In the same way he/she will not engage in the activity if he/she 

thinks that the successful performance will not lead to the wanted outcome (reward). 

The E->P probability is also influenced by person’s self-esteem as well as the previous 

experience in the similar situations. The experiences from the similar situations in the 

past will influence the person’s believes that a cretin performance will lead to the 

wanted outcome (P->O). This will be a very strong connection in case of intrinsic 

rewords as intrinsic rewards are rewards that individuals give to himself/herself. This is 

one of the reasons why intrinsic rewards are powerful motivators (Lawler, 1970) 

 The highest intrinsic motivation will be achieved when a certain E->P probability 

exists but not necessarily the highest one. It has been shown that under some 

conditions the highest motivation is achieved when it is believed that the effort has a 50-

50 chance of leading to good performance. E.g. Feeling of achievement, growth, 

accomplishment will result from a successful performance when there is less than 

perfect relationship between effort and performance. 

E->P SUM[(P->O)(V)] 

Problem Solving Approach 

Ability 

X Effort Performance Rewards 

Self-esteem 

Experience 

X 

X 

Feedback (learning) 

Figure 1 Intrinsic motivation model (Lawler, 1970)
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2.3.1 Intrinsic	Motivation	and	Organizational	Commitment	

	
Work motivation and organizational commitment has different origin and 

objective (Meyer et al., 2004). While work motivation is developed from the general 

motivational theories used to explain task performance, commitment has origins in the 

sociology and is often used as predictor of employee turnover. Often they are 

researched independently but there are some studies that investigated motivation 

impact on employee turnover as well as studies that investigated what impact 

commitment has on job performance (Meyer et al. 2004). 

Meyer et al. (2004) concludes that motivation is a broader concept than 

commitment and that commitment contributes to the motivated behavior. They also see 

commitments as something that has long-term implications e.g. commitment to improve 

employee satisfaction. On the other hand motivation is often short-term oriented. They 

argue that commitment can be a powerful source of motivation and lead to persistence 

in a cause of action.  

Based on their research results, O’Driscoll and Randall (1999) concluded that 

intrinsic rewards had positive effect on affective commitment i.e. enhancing intrinsic 

motivation could achieve higher levels of the affective commitment to the organization. 

When it comes to continuance commitment, the same study showed that satisfaction 

with rewards (both extrinsic and intrinsic) had no effect on continuance commitment. It 

was assumed that employees with high continuance commitment were more influenced 

by lack of available job alternatives than by the rewards given. 

As mentioned before, Blau and Boal (1987) state that the most motivated 

employees are those that are involved in their work and committed to their organization. 

We suggest the following: 

H2: Intrinsic motivation has a positive effect on Commitment. 
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2.4 Procedural	Justice	

	
People often evaluate their work conditions in terms of fairness and justice. It 

affects people’s feelings and actions in social interactions (Vermunt and Törnblom, 

1996).  Theories regarding social and interpersonal fairness are very important for 

understanding employees’ behavior in organizations (Greenberg, 1990). Greenberg 

calls this ‘organizational justice’. 

People usually evaluate justice of the resource distribution i.e. distribution justice. 

Distribution justice can be valuated based on the three principles: the equality 

(everybody gets the same amount), equity (received amount corresponds the 

contribution) or need (received resources satisfy needs) (Vermunt and Törnblom, 1996).   

People also evaluate justice of the entire allocation process i.e. set of rules that 

allocator applies when making decisions about resource distribution. This justice is 

called procedural justice. Greenberg (1993) showed that procedural justice can have 

mitigating effect on the perceived distribution unfairness.  As the focus of this study is 

organizational commitment and as several studies have shown that procedural justice 

mainly influence organizational commitment, we will focus on procedural justice alone in 

this paper. 

Thibaut and Walker (1975) define procedural justices as the perceived fairness of 

the processes through which decision are made. Similary, McFarlin and Sweeney 

(1992) define procedural justice as fairness of the means to determine compensation 

amounts. Greenberg (1990) recognize two dimensions of procedural justice: structural 

(formal procedures) and interpersonal dimensions (treatment during the enactment of 

procedures). Similarly but with additional elements, Blader and Tyler (2003) have made 

a four-model of procedural justice. First, they talk about two different “types” of 

procedural justice i.e. two different contents of procedural justice evaluation: decision-

making justice; fairness of decision regarding distribution of resources, rewards, 

sanctions, or work load and quality of treatment justice; fairness of employees’ 

treatment and concern for their rights. Second, they talk about two “sources” of justice 

i.e. origns of the experiences that shape employees’ procedural justice evaluations: 
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formal source of procedural justice (official rules and procedures of the organization) 

and informal source of procedural justice (employees relation with authorities e.g. their 

bosses). Employees distinguish between these four elements when evaluating the 

procedural justice in an organization and they find them equally important. (ibid) 

Lind and Tylor (1988) recognize two different models of procedural justice that 

can be used to explain the effects of procedural justice: self-interest model and group-

value model. The self-interest model suggests that people want to control the 

procedures of decision making because they are concerned about their own benefits. 

Group model suggests that people are concerned about fairness of decisions for all 

members of the group. 

Interpersonal treatment seems to be important determinant of procedural 

fairness. Tylor and Bies (1989) lists five criteria related to fairness of interpersonal 

treatment in organizations: adequate consideration of other’s viewpoint, suppressing 

personal biases, consistently applying decision-making criteria, providing timely 

feedback about the decisions and adequately explaining the basis for decision. 

Folger (1986, 1987) defines referent cognitions theory which tries to explain the 

people’s reaction on unfair work outcomes. It recognizes two types of reaction: 

resentment reaction and reaction of (dis)satisfaction. The theory states that the people 

resentment will be the highest when they believe that they would get better outcomes if 

different procedures were used by the decision maker. 

 

2.4.1 Procedural	Justice	and	Organizational	Commitment	

	
Many researches have been conducted to investigate the importance of 

procedural justice for predicting important organizational outcomes, one of which being 

organizational commitment. Unlike distributive justice judgments that influence 

employee satisfaction, Folger and Konovsky (1989) found out in their research that 

perception of procedural justice only has influence on organizational commitment and 

trust in superiors.  
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McFarlin and Sweeney’s (1992) research is in line with Foldger and Konovsky’s 

conclusions. They found out procedural justice is strong predictor of the organizational 

outcomes like organizational commitment, while it has less impact on the personal 

outcomes like pay satisfaction and job satisfaction. If employees find the procedures fair 

they will view organization more positively regardless if they are not satisfied with the 

personal outcomes like pay raise (ibid). 

 

We suggest the following: 

H3: Procedural Justice has a positive effect on Commitment. 

 

2.5 Work	Satisfaction	
 

The researches interests in satisfactions have been substantial. Lengfield (2007) 

see two reasons for that: 	

1. work satisfactions has been seen as one of the main determines of work 

performance, work motivation, turnover and absenteeism; 

2. work satisfaction has been relatively easy to measure empirically. 

A commonly accepted definition of job satisfaction is given by Locke (1976). He 

defined job satisfaction as ‘‘a pleasurable or positive emotional state resulting from the 

appraisal of one’s job or job experience’’. He considers two different concepts of the 

work satisfaction. First is the psychological concept focusing on people’s needs and 

defines work satisfaction as condition of well-being resulting from fulfillment of individual 

needs. The second one is attitude-based concept focusing on work satisfaction as an 

attitude towards person’s work situation like rewards, colleagues, the nature of work and 

organizational context (Locke, 1976). 

Based on some previous researches, Locke (1976) concludes that job 

satisfaction results from work which is varied, mentally challenging but attainable, 

interesting, not physically tiring and allows autonomy. Pay, recognition, promotion will 
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act satisfying if administrated fairly and if in line with individual’s personal aspirations 

(ibid). 

Waneus and Lawler (1972) present different theories and measurements of job 

satisfaction and conclude that people can have different types of feeling concerning job 

satisfaction. They give example of pay satisfaction which can be based on feeling how 

much a person would like to earn but also on how much a person feels that he/she 

should earn. They also conclude that people can be satisfied differently with different 

aspects of the job e.g. pay satisfaction vs. satisfaction with job characteristics and that 

overall satisfaction will be a sum of satisfactions with different aspects of the job.   

Herzberg, et al. (1959) developed two-factor theory of job satisfaction. They 

divided factors that influence people’s work satisfaction and motivation into two groups: 

motivational and hygiene factors. He defines hygiene factors as environmental factors 

like work conditions, company policy, salary, interpersonal relations, security, status and 

supervision while motivation factors are defined as the characteristics of the work itself 

like challenging work, sense of achievement, responsibility, advancement and growth 

and recognition. Absence of hygiene factors will make employees unsatisfied but their 

presence alone will not make employees satisfied. Instead, both hygiene and 

motivational factors are necessary for work satisfaction. On the other hand, absence of 

motivational factors will not cause work dissatisfaction. (ibid) 

Landy (1978)’s study links job satisfaction to productivity, mental/physical health, 

motivation, absenteeism/tardiness, accidents, and life satisfaction in general. According 

to another study, job satisfaction is related to individual well-being at work (Judge & 

Klinger, 2007). 
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2.6 Job	Involvement	and	Work	Satisfaction	

Is it possible for a person that is not involved in her/his job to be satisfied with it 

or to be involved in job but not satisfied with it? Some studies have failed to show job 

involvement as job satisfaction variable (Knoop, 1995) while others have shown that job 

involvement is related to some sources of job satisfaction.	

Locke (1973) argues that because a job-involved person is highly preoccupied by 

his/her job, he/she will feel either extremely satisfied or extremely unsatisfied with it. 

Weissenberg and Gruekfeld (1968) show moderate relationship between job 

satisfaction and job involvement.  In their research they show that job satisfaction 

caused by Herzberg’s motivation factors increase job involvement. Similarly, Lodahl and 

Kejner (1965) state that high involved people are more satisfied with the work itself, 

their promotion opportunities and relationship with supervisor and coworkers. The study 

of Knoop (1995) suggests that involvement does not necessarily lead to satisfaction and 

gives the example of people being involved in dangerous and difficult work due to their 

obligations rather than the pleasure.   

There have been many studies that investigated relationship between work 

involvement, work satisfaction and commitment but rarely all three factors together have 

been studied. One of the studies that investigated inter-correlation between these 

factors is the study of Brooke et al (1988). The study showed moderate inter-correlation 

between work involvement, work satisfaction and commitment. 

We propose the following: 

H4: Satisfaction mediates the positive effect of Job Involvement on Commitment. 

 

2.7 Intrinsic	Motivation	and	Work	Satisfaction	

	
 The relation between motivation and satisfaction is a complex one and can be 

both negative and positive (Lawler, 1970). In other words, Lawler (1970) does not see 

direct link between employee motivation and satisfaction. He sees that satisfaction 

influence motivation indirectly with rewards as mediator i.e. satisfaction has influence on 
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the valence of the attractiveness of certain kind of rewards which in turn has direct 

impact on motivation (according to motivational theories like expectancy theory).  

 For our study it is important to find the link in opposite direction. Lawler (1970) 

does not see that intrinsic motivation has direct influence on satisfaction either. On the 

other hand, performance can influence satisfaction directly. Lawler states that a person 

will be motivated to perform well due to the expected rewards for good performance 

which are valued by employee. The consequence of a good performance in this case is 

satisfaction. As intrinsic rewards are given by the person to him/herself and not by 

others (like extrinsic rewards), it is expected that as the level of intrinsic rewards 

increases (as a result of one’s performance), the satisfaction increases as well. On the 

other hand, jobs that are not challenging and provide little feedback will not be 

intrinsically satisfying. 

 Herzberg, et al. (1959) sees that only motivational factors like achievement, 

advancement, responsibility and the work itself (all intrinsic) are associated with 

satisfaction while hygiene factors like interpersonal relations with supervisor and 

colleagues, working conditions etc. are associated to dissatisfaction.  

We propose the following: 

H5: Satisfaction mediates the positive effect of Intrinsic Motivation on Commitment. 

 

2.8 Procedural	Justice	and	Satisfaction	
 

For many researches it has been challenging to differentiate justice judgments 

and satisfaction (Vermunt and Törnblom, 1996). When people think about satisfaction, 

they usually think about satisfaction of their needs and to lesser degree about the 

justice. E.g. people will be satisfied with their salary if it satisfies their needs. People will 

also be satisfied if they perceive their salary to be fair but in much lesser extent (ibid).  

Lengfield (2007) states that the main difference between justice judgments and 

satisfaction is the moral component of the justice. He argues that satisfaction judgments 
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are based on person’s self-interest while justice judgments are based on the moral 

attitudes. As it is hard to be impartial when evaluating fairness, making moral judgments 

free of self-interest is hard to achieve. In the real life situations, justice judgments are 

often guided by self-interest motives and in that sense Lengfiels (2007) finds the justice 

similar to satisfaction. E.g. if a person is satisfied with his/her pay, he/she will most 

probably find it fair. 

Folge and Konovsky (1989) see that distributive and procedural justice have 

different predictive roles which depend on the nature of the outcome in question. And 

since satisfaction is based on one person self-interest (Lengfield, 2007), we could 

conclude that distributive justice would predicts satisfaction with personal outcomes 

better than procedural justice. On the other hand, procedural justice will be better 

predictor of people’s satisfaction with a company and its representatives in general 

(McFarin and Sweeney, 1992). 

From above we can conclude that procedural justice has little impact on 

satisfaction with personal outcomes and high impact on satisfaction with organization 

outcomes, such as organizational commitment. 

 

We propose the following: 

H6: Satisfaction mediates the positive effect of Procedural Justice on Commitment. 

 

2.9 Satisfaction	and	Organizational	Commitment	

Currivan (2000) has studied job satisfaction as an antecedent to organizational 

commitment. The study indicates that employee satisfaction toward job necessarily lead 

to orientation toward the entire organization. While commitment is a more global 

response to an organization, job satisfaction is more of a response to a specific job.	

Therefore, he concludes, job satisfaction would develop more quickly than 

organizational commitment. This is in line with previous Porter et al. (1974) claim that 

that commitment is more stable than satisfaction and takes longer time to develop. 
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Knoop (1995) reports strong relationship between satisfaction and commitment in his 

study. He showed that satisfaction can lead to commitment as well as the commitment 

can lead to satisfaction.  

Higher levels of organizational commitment were associated with greater job 

satisfaction in the study of Sikorska-Simmon (2005). In this study job satisfaction is 

considered to be antecedent of organizational commitment.  

We suggest the following: 

H7: Satisfaction has a positive effect on Commitment. 

 

2.10 Theoretical	Model	

The hypotheses and relationships to be studied in this research are represented 

by the following theoretical models:	

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Figure 2 Theoretical model of relations between Involvement, Procedural justice, Intrinsic 

motivation, and Commitment, Model 1 
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3. METHOD	
 

The term methodology refers to the overall approaches and perspectives to the 

research while it answers issues below: 

 Why certain data is collected 

 What has been collected 

 Where has been data collected 

 How it was collected 

 How data has been analyzed (Collis & Hussey, 2003, p.55).  

 

Figure 3 Theoretical model of relations between Involvement, Procedural justice, intrinsic motivation, Work 

satisfaction and Commitment, Model 2 
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3.1 Research	Method	

	
Research method can be divided into two categories quantitative and qualitative 

research method. Quantitative research is a method where a certain phenomenon is 

explained by collecting numerical data and by analyzing collected data using statistical 

measures.(Aliaga and Gunderson (2003)). One way to collect large number of data is 

by using surveys. In survey approach data for a large number of organizations are 

collected through mail, surveys, telephone interviews or published statistics and these 

are analyzed by statistical techniques, software etc. Even though questionnaires give 

ability to find out relationship across organizations and as a result provide generalizable 

statement about the objects of the study, questionnaire approach provides only a  

"snap- shot" of the situation at a certain point in time, with risk of having a very little 

information on the underlying meaning of the data  (Gable, 1994). Some variables of 

interest to a researcher may not be measurable by this method (Gable, 1994). 

Qualitative research requires more participation and involvement from the 

researcher than quantitative method of research. It focuses on fewer individuals so it is 

hard to make any general conclusions based on this type of research. Typically this kind 

of research uses interviews and observations to collect data.  

For this study we have chosen quantitative research method. The rationale 

behind this is that we have chosen to develop hypotheses and a theoretical model 

which can be verified through quantitative research method. The emphasis on 

quantifying observation follows the ideas that our problem is relatively well known in the 

theory. During the literature review we could also see that many similar studies used 

quantitative research method, usually through use of questionnaires and data collected 

was analyzed using different statistical methods.  For instance, Qing-Guo & Tie-Min 

(2008) study of determinants of job satisfaction among Chinas urban workforce used 

quantitative research method to verify their hypotheses. In another study, Ting (1997) 

proposes and assets the argument that job satisfaction of federal government 

employees is determined by job characteristics, organizational characteristics, and 

individual characteristics. He develops 10 hypotheses and tests this using quantitative 
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research method. Similarly, Wang et al. (2013) investigates the mediating role of leader 

gender on relationship between leadership style and subordinate performance and uses 

the same research method. The nature of our study and literature samples guides us to 

use quantitative method in our research. 

 

3.2 Questionnaire	Development	

	
As it can be seen from the Appendix at the end of this paper, several survey 

items are used to construct the study variables. The independent variables in this study 

are: Job Involvement, Procedural Justice and Intrinsic Motivation. Dependent variable is 

Commitment with Work satisfaction as mediating variable. The Job involvement variable 

consists of 6 items measuring the degree to which the work is central to an employee’s 

life, similar to study of Lodahl and Kejner (1965).  Intrinsic work motivation variable also 

consists of 6 items measuring employees’ motivation to perform well. Procedural justice 

variable consists of 4 items measuring the fairness of the performance evaluation, 

salary and promotion procedures. Work satisfaction variable consists of 5 items 

including general statements about the employees’ satisfaction with their work. 

Commitment variable includes 9 items measuring the employees’ commitment to the 

occupational choice. 

The survey was designed in a way that all survey items were mandatory to 

answer. The questions used in the questionnaire are designed for this study using the 

literature as the inspiration source.  Some questions were taken from the literature as 

they are. For instance, the question “The most important things that happen to me 

involve work” was taken from Lodahl and Kejner (1965) without any changes while the 

question “Even if I won a great deal of money on the pools I would continue to work 

somewhere” was adapted version of Lodahl and Kejner (1965) question “I would 

probably keep working even if I didn’t need the money”. 

All survey items utilize five-point Likert response scale ranging from -2 to +2; -2 

meaning strongly disagrees while +2 meaning strongly agree. In case of procedural 
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justice the meaning is changed to range from -2 meaning “very unfair” to +2 meaning 

“very fair”. In case of satisfaction, the meaning is changed for some statement in order 

to get more detailed answers to the statement in question. For instance, on a question 

“If a good friend of yours told you he/she was interested in working in a job like yours for 

your employee, what would you tell him/her” the meaning is changed and range from -2 

meaning “I would strongly advise him/her against this sort of job” to +2 meaning “I would 

strongly recommend this job”. Another example is question “In general, how well would 

you say that your job measures up to the sort of job you wanted when you took it” where 

the answers range from -2 meaning “would say not at all like” to +2 meaning “I would 

say it is very much like”. 

 

3.3 Sampling	and	Data	Collection	

	
For our research we have selected employees of a multinational IT company. 

The survey along with cover letter was sent to employees located in Sweden and 

working in the same branch through emails.  

Survey was not password protected but since emails were sent to people who 

have been working as IT professionals; it eliminated the risk of survey being found on 

the net and answered. Survey is conducted by using Google doc software and the 

transmission of data was encrypted. Confidentiality and anonymity was assured in the 

cover letter. 

 

3.4 Unit	of	Analysis	

	
Unit of analysis is the IT professionals employed by the target company.  They 

were the main source for the data collection. Their feedback is collected by the means 

of questionnaire. Result will be compared with the proposed theoretical model. The 
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result of the analysis will be useful to managers to make better decisions and to the 

further researches with the similar topics. 

 

3.5 Statistical	Measurement	

	
 Regression analysis is used to identify the relationship between a dependent 

variable and one or more independent variables. The relationship model is 

hypothesized. In our study we propose relationship between commitment as dependent 

variable and involvement, procedural justice, intrinsic motivation and satisfaction as 

independent variables i.e. we will use multiple regression analysis to test if our 

relationship model is supported. 

 One of the key assumptions of the multiple regression equation is that the 

independent variables are not related to each other in any systematic way. This is 

important as in case of correlation it will be difficult to separate out the effect that each 

independent variable has on depended variable. The existence of high correlation 

between independent variables in regression analysis is called multicollinearity.  

 We will use Spearman Rank Correlation calculations to check correlations in 

our measurements. The Correlation coefficient values range between -1 and +1.  A 

correlation coefficient of +1 indicates that two variables are perfectly related in a positive 

linear sense; a correlation coefficient of -1 indicates that two variables are perfectly 

related in a negative linear sense; and a correlation coefficient of 0 indicates that there 

is no linear relationship between the two variables. As rule of thumb, if the correlation 

coefficient is higher than 0.2 or 0.3, it can be suspected that multicollinearity exists 

between measurements. Correlation calculations will be used as indicators of the 

validity of our measures. 

 The reliability of the findings will be tested using Cronbach’s alpha (CA) 

coefficient. It is used to measure the internal consistency (i.e. intercorrelation) of the 

items that are assumed to measure the same construct. In our study CA coefficient will 

be used to measure the degree to which set of questions measure following constructs: 
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involvement, intrinsic motivation, procedural justice, satisfaction and commitment. As 

the rule of thumb, if this coefficient is higher than 0.7, the measures of involvement, 

intrinsic motivation, procedural justice, satisfaction and commitment are supposed to be 

consistent (Hair et al., 2010).  

 When the reliability and validity of the measurements are checked, the 

hypothesized relationship model will be tested using regression analysis. We will first 

regress the direct relationship between independent variables (involvement, intrinsic 

motivation and procedural justice) and dependent variable (commitment) i.e. we will test 

the hypotheses H1-H3. Then, we will include satisfaction as the mediator variable in the 

regression and test hypotheses H4-H7.  

 Regression analysis results in beta coefficients for each proposed relationship. 

Usually regression analysis is conducted by using different software packages for 

statistical measurements. In our study we used SPSS software package. From beta 

coefficients we can see which of independent variable has greatest effect on the 

dependent variable. 

 Evaluation of statistical significance of the regression results, i.e. beta 

coefficients, is usually done calculating p-value. We will use 5% and 1% significance 

level. When the p-value is smaller than the significance level, the result can be 

considered significant. 

 Another important statistical indicator is coefficient of determination, R2. It 

measures the percentage of variation in a depended variable accounted for by the 

variation in all explanatory variables is the regression equation. It has the value from 0 

to 1; the closer R square is to 1, the greater explanatory power of the regression 

equation is. 
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4. EMPIRICAL	FINDINGS	AND	RESULTS	
 

In this part of the thesis we present and analyze the results of the survey. We 

offer both descriptive data of sample and some basis for further estimate validity and 

reliability. 

 

4.1 Statistical	Description	of	Sample	
 

We collected responses from 21 female and 37 male employees. The response 

rate was 61,417%. 62% of respondents (36 employees) were between 31 and 45 years 

old, 28% (16 employees) between 46 and 50 and 10% (6 employees) between 51 and 

65 years old. None of the respondents were below 30 years old. This is presented in the 

Table 1. 

Table 1 Statistical description of the sample 

Age Female Male Total 

31-45 16  20 36 

46-50 4 12 16 

51-65 1 5 6 

Total  21 37 58 

 
 

The age difference and the gender of the respondents are not considered to 

have significant impact on the quality and the results of the research.  Means and 

standard deviations are commonly used to describe the set of data used in the analysis. 

Mean is the central tendency of data while Standard deviation shows how much 

dispersion of the data from the mean exists.  They are calculated for all variables (i.e. 

questions) used in the analysis as shown in Table 2. 
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Table 2 Questions, means and standard deviation 
  Mean Std. 

Deviation
Inv1: Even if I won a great deal of money on the pools I would continue to work somewhere?" 3,76 0,98 

Inv2: Having a job is very important to me" 4,36 0,89 

Inv3: I should hate to be on the dole." 4,21 0,95 

Inv4: I would soon get very bored if I had no work to do." 3,52 1,23 

Inv5: The most important things that happen to me involve work" 2,45 1,14 

Inv6: If unemployment benefits were really high I would still prefer to work." 3,91 1,06 

INM1: I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do my job well" 4,66 0,51 

INM2: My opinion of myself goes down when I do my job badly." 4,00 0,97 

INM3: I take pride in doing my job as well as I can. 4,43 0,77 

INM4: I feel unhappy when my work is not up to my usual standard 4,07 0,88 

INM 5: I like to look back on the day’s work with a sense of a job well done." 4,14 0,78 

INM6: I try to think of ways of doing my job effectively." 4,28 0,74 

PJ1: How fair are the promotion procedures?" 2,79 0,97 

PJ2: How fair are the procedures used to evaluate employee performance? 2,83 0,98 

PJ3: How fair are the procedures used to determine salary increases?" 2,62 0,91 

PJ4: How fair are the procedures used to communicate performance feedback to employees?" 2,93 0,97 

Sat1: All in all, how satisfied would you say you are with your job?" 3,83 1,14 

Sat2: If a good friend of yours told you he/she was interested in working in a job like yours for 
your employer, what would you tell him/her?" 

4,07 1,01 

Sat3: Knowing what you know now, if you had to decide all over again whether to take the job you 
now have, what would you decide?" 

4,05 0,87 

Sat4: f you were free to go into any type of job you wanted, what would your choice be?" 2,66 1,47 

Sat5: In general, how well would you say that your job measures up to the sort of job you wanted 
when you took it?" 

3,88 1,11 

Com2: I can see myself in this occupation for many years" 3,31 1,08 

Com3: This occupation choice is a good decision." 3,90 0,72 

Com4: Even if I I had no need to make money, I would still want to continue in current occupation." 2,95 1,38 

Com6: I like my occupation too well to give up." 3,16 1,11 

Com7: I stay for education/training not for occupation." 2,12 0,94 

Com8: I have ideal occupation for life work." 2,98 1,05 
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4.2 Statistical	Correlation	of	the	Measures	
	

Correlation is one indication of validity of the measures. It is important not to 

have too high correlation between question belonging to different factors used in the 

regression (involvement, intrinsic motivation, procedural justice, satisfaction and 

commitment).  

In order to check if there is correlation between the variables used in the 

regression analysis, we used Spearman Rank Correlation calculation. The outcome is 

presented in the Table 3.	  
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Table 3 Spearman correlation (Number of observations=58) 
  Q1 Q2 Q3  Q4  Q5 Q6 Q7 Q8 Q9 Q10 Q11 Q12 Q13  Q14 Q15 Q16 Q17 Q18 Q19 Q20 Q21 Q22  Q23  Q24  Q25  Q2

Q1  1.00                  

Q2  .41** 1.00                   

Q3  .42** .29*  1.00                 

Q4  .29* .07 .26*  1.00               

Q5  .17 .12 .08  .30*  1.00            

Q6  .47** .26*  .35**  .33*  .19 1.00            

Q7  .01 .15 .10  .04  .18 .19 1.00            

Q8  ‐.27* .01 .00  ‐.04  .08 ‐.07 .40** 1.00            

Q9  ‐.01 .10 .15  .08  .11 .20 .56** .47** 1.00            

Q10  .10 .10 .14  .03  .15 .02 .40** .43** .38** 1.00            

Q11  .19 .20 ‐.07  .00  ‐.14 .06 .37** .18 .26* .24 1.00            

Q12  .44** .10 .06  .07  .18 .22 .39** .17 .13 .26* .45** 1.00            

Q13  .23 .12 .13  ‐.01  .17 .06 .13 ‐.26* .02 ‐.02 ‐.08 .14 1.00           

Q14  .13 .13 ‐.02  ‐.13  .02 ‐.05 .07 ‐.27* .11 ‐.00 .16 .04 .63**  1.00        

Q15  .22 .13 .15  .10  .11 .06 .19 ‐.25 .04 .08 ‐.10 .10 .70**  .58** 1.00        

Q16  .36** .06 .10  .13  .18 .14 .06 ‐.45** .14 .07 .14 .11 .66**  .68** .60** 1.00        

Q17  .50** .29*  .09  ‐.00  .20 .37** ‐.06 ‐.29* ‐.09 ‐.12 .07 .17 .35**  .27* .23 .49** 1.00        

Q18  .28* .07 ‐.05  ‐.07  .11 .28* .09 ‐.08 ‐.09 ‐.10 .13 .27* .29*  .20 .17 .32* .65** 1.00        

Q19  .30* .01 ‐.08  ‐.01  .18 .38** ‐.01 ‐.21 ‐.07 ‐.05 ‐.05 .12 .18  .19 .12 .25 .59** .67** 1.00        

Q20  .13 .13 .00  .02  ‐.08 .07 .01 ‐.17 ‐.02 .10 .02 ‐.05 .35**  .47** .25 .35** .30* .32* .37** 1.00        

Q21  .36** .29*  .17  ‐.16  ‐.11 .19 ‐.09 ‐.26* ‐.09 ‐.18 ‐.11 .06 .42**  .33* .42** .41** .59** .53** .41** .25 1.00        

Q22  .43** .38**  .05  .09  .30* .21 ‐.03 ‐.22 .01 .11 ‐.02 .09 .33*  .28* .18 .39** .59** .40** .45** .44** .35** 1.00         

Q23  .45** .31*  .02  ‐.16  ‐.06 .32* .01 ‐.20 .00 ‐.08 .14 .21 .35**  .30* .18 .32* .65** .55** .49** .40** .58** .55**  1.00       

Q24  .48** .24 .24  .25  .29* .32* .04 ‐.24 .25 .01 .00 .03 .32*  .32* .31* .54** .47** .26* .34** .43** .34** .68**  .46**  1.00     

Q25  .21 .09 .23  .13  .01 ‐.03 .15 .04 .13 .23 ‐.02 .05 .35**  .29* .33* .33* .11 .14 .00 .32* .31* .33**  .23  .41**  1.00   
Q26  ‐.18 ‐.14 ‐.18  .05  .03 ‐.26* ‐.05 ‐.04 ‐.09 .02 ‐.16 ‐.03 ‐.08  ‐.17 ‐.06 ‐.07 ‐.10 ‐.07 .04 .09 ‐.06 ‐.00  ‐.15  .06  .09  1.0

Q27  .24 .25 .14  .11  .18 .25 ‐.02 ‐.14 .22 ‐.03 ‐.15 .11 .23  .29* .23 .32* .44** .39** .44** .24 .49** .56**  .52**  .54**  .24  ‐.0
**p<0.01; *p<0.05 

Q1‐6=Job  Involvement;  Q7‐12=Intrinsic  motivation;  Q13‐16=Procedural  Justice;  Q17‐21=Work  Satisfaction;  Q22‐27=Commitment
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We can observe some reliability issues in Table 3. Q12 that is part of intrinsic 

motivation had the second highest correlation with Q1 from question group that 

measures job involvement. This could mean that they measure the same thing. The 

same applies to Q12, Q 16, Q 17, Q 21, Q 22, Q 23, and Q 24. They all show moderate 

correlation with Q1. Another interesting observation concerns Q26. Among the question 

group of commitment, Q26’s very low and even negative correlation is obvious. When 

we look at correlation of Q26 with other questions within the commitment, it seems it 

has no correlation at all. This also shows that, in the perfect world, Q26 should have 

never even been asked. 

Despite the above concerns, Table 3 reports highest correlations between 

questions which belong to the same factor (marked in bold) while it is weak between 

questions which belong to the different factors. This is first indication of a relatively 

strong validity of the measurement.  

 

4.3 Reliability	of	the	Measurements	
 

 The reliability of the findings is tested using Cronbach’s alpha (CA) coefficient. 

To generate each measure SPSS is used to calculate a summating mean for 

involvement (Inv1+Inv2+Inv3+Inv4+Inv5+Inv6)/6; intrinsic motivation 

(INM1+INM2+INM3+INM4+INM5+INM6)/6; procedural justice (PJ1+PJ2+PJ3+PJ4)/4; 

satisfaction (Sat1+Sat2+Sat3+Sat4+Sat5)/5 and commitment 

(Com2+Com3+Com4+Com6+Com7+Com8)/6. 
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Table 4: Summated means, standard deviation, correlations and reliabilities (Cronbach’s 
alpha (CA)) 

   (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

1. Involvement 3.70 0.67 CA=.71     

2. Intrinsic motivation 4.26 0.50 .12 CA=.70    

3. Procedual Justice 2.79 0.84 .23 .00 CA=.90   

4. Satisfaction 3.69 0.82 .24 -.15 .48** CA=.77  

5. Commitment 3.07 0.69 .34** -.01 .42** .58** CA=.73 

   **p<0.01; *p<0.05 

Table 4 shows that all aggregated measures have acceptable reliabilities as CA 

coefficient exceed recommended level of .70. 

 

4.4 Regression	Analysis	and	Statistical	Significance	of	the	Results	

	
When validity and reliability of the measures are confirmed, theoretical model is 

tested using multiple regression analysis. We tested two models. In model 1 we run Job 

involvement, intrinsic motivation and procedural justice against commitment. In Model 2 

we ran the same three factors but also allowed work satisfactions to enter the model.  In 

the Table 5 and Table 6 the results of regression analysis is shown. 

Following hypotheses are tested in Model 1: 

H1: We suggest Job Involvement has a positive effect on Commitment. 

H2: We suggest Intrinsic Motivation has a positive effect on Commitment. 

H3: We suggest Procedural Justice has a positive effect on Commitment. 

 

Following hypotheses are tested in Model 2: 

H4: Satisfaction mediates the effect of Job Involvement on Commitment.  

H5: Satisfaction mediates the effect of Intrinsic Motivation on Commitment. 
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H6: Satisfaction mediates the effect of Procedural Justice on Commitment. 

H7: Satisfaction has a positive effect on Commitment. 

 

Regression analysis results in regression coefficients “beta” for each proposed 

relationship. Each estimated coefficient beta tells us how much the commitment 

changes relative to the unit change of each factor included in the model. 

 

Table 5 Model Summary 

Model Summary 

Model  R R 

Squar

e 

Adjusted R 

Square 

P-value 

1 .528 .278 .238 .000 

2 .647 .419 .375 .000 

 

Table 6 Multiple regression 
Model Unstandardized 

Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 

t p   

B Std. Error Beta   

Model 
1 

Involvement-->Commitment ,281 ,122 ,272 2,299 ,025 Supported 

Intrinsic motivation--
>Commitment 

-,020 ,161 -,014 -,122 ,903   

Procedural justice--
>Commitment 

,333 ,098 ,401 3,394 ,001 Supported 

Model 
2 

Involvement-->Commitment ,232 ,111 ,225 2,087 ,042 Supported 

Intrinsic Motivation--
>Commitment 

,080 ,149 ,057 ,537 ,594   

Procedural justice--
>Commitment 

,149 ,102 ,180 1,457 ,151  Supported

Satisfaction-->Commitment ,378 ,106 ,448 3,577 ,001 Supported 
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 Table 6 presents results of hypotheses H1-H3 for theoretical Model 1 (see 

Figure 2) and results for hypotheses H4-H7 for theoretical Model 2 (see Figure 3).   

Model 1 suggests positive direct effects of Job Involvement, Procedural Justice 

and Intrinsic Motivation on Commitment. As expected by the hypothesis H1, the result 

shows that involvement has a positive significant effect on commitment (beta=,273; p-

value< ,05). However, we expected intrinsic motivation to have a positive effect on 

commitment (H2) but the result showed that this relationship was negative and 

insignificant (beta= -,014; p-value > ,05). As expected by the hypothesis H3, Procedural 

Justice has a positive significant effect on commitment and thus supported (beta=,401; 

p-value< ,01). From beta coefficients we can conclude that Procedural Justice has 

greatest effect on Commitment in Model 1. 

 Second model offers proof of mediation and relationship between satisfaction 

and commitment (see H4-H7, Table 6, Model 2). H4 is supported as coefficient of 

involvement is moderately lowered and thus show satisfaction is powered by 

involvement on commitment (beta=,225; p-value< ,05). H5 is not supported as 

coefficient of intrinsic motivation increases but still insignificant and thus show 

satisfaction is not powered by intrinsic motivation on commitment (beta=,057; p-value> 

,05). H6 is supported as coefficient of procedural justice is decreased and thus showing 

satisfaction is powered by procedural justice on commitment (beta=,180; p-value> ,05). 

Finally, satisfaction has a direct significant positive effect on commitment and thus 

supported (beta=,448; p-value< ,01). It can be noted that in both models involvement 

has moderate positive effect on commitment having almost the same coefficient value 

(beta= 0.272 in Model 1 and beta=0,225 in Model 2). This is according to our suggested 

model. However, from the results we can conclude that satisfaction does not influence 

the relationship between involvement and commitment.  

 As shown in Table 5, Model 1 also shows that Involvement, Intrinsic Motivation 

and Procedural Justice explain 27,8% of the Commitment (R2=0.278). Model 2 shows 
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increase of the predictors’ power on Commitment to 41,9% when Satisfaction is added 

to the regression (R2=0.419). 

5. DISCUSSION	
 

This study presents four different predictors of employees’ commitment in the 

knowledge-based industries. The study developed two theoretical models. In both 

models the effect of Involvement, Intrinsic Motivation and Procedural Justice on 

Commitment is investigated. In the second model, work satisfaction is included as the 

mediator variable. 

The results of the regression analysis reveal the following: 

The estimated positive effect of involvement on commitment (hypothesis H1) is 

supported. This finding is consistent with the previous studies. For example, studies of 

Knoop (1995), Brown (1996), Ting (2011) and Khan et al. (2011) show similar results. 

The result of the Model 2 shows that when satisfaction entered the regression as the 

mediator variable, the effect that involvement had on the commitment decreased from 

0.272 to 0.225. This is the proof of mediating effects of satisfaction meaning that 

hypothesis H4 is supported. We can conclude that involvement powers the 

satisfaction’s effect on commitment. However, as beta coefficients for relationship 

between involvement and commitment are almost the same in the two models, we can 

conclude that satisfaction does not influence relationship between involvement and 

commitment that much. We can assume that IT workers can be involved in their job and 

committed to an organization but still not be satisfied with long working hours, stressful 

project schedules, working conditions etc.  

The estimated positive effect of intrinsic motivation on commitment (H2) is not 

supported. With inclusion of satisfaction as mediator variable in Model 2 (H5) the effect 

of intrinsic motivation increased but was still insignificant which shows that satisfaction 

is not powered by intrinsic motivation on commitment. The theory suggests that intrinsic 

motivation should impact commitment positively as well as satisfaction so more detailed 
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investigation is needed to understand this outcome. We suggest this for the future 

studies. 

The estimated positive effect of procedural justice on commitment (H3) is 

supported. The effect was relatively the strongest among the suggested factors. This is 

in line with previous studies of McFarlin and Sweeney’s (1992); and Folger and 

Konovsky (1989) who saw procedural justice as strong predictor of organizational 

commitment. When satisfaction entered the model as the mediation variable, procedural 

justice’s effect on commitment became insignificant. However, the mediation effect of 

satisfaction was proven as the effect that procedural justice had on the commitment 

decreased from 0,401 to 0,180 meaning that hypothesis H6 is supported. We can 

conclude that procedural justice will power IT workers satisfaction with the organization 

which in turn will make them more committed to it. This is in line with some previous 

studies, like study of McFarin and Sweeney (1992). In second model, the direct 

relationship between procedural justice and commitment became insignificant when 

satisfaction was included in the model. This can be explained with the powerful 

mediation effect of satisfaction. 

Finally, the estimated positive effect of satisfaction on commitment is supported 

in Model 2 i.e. hypotheses H4 is supported. This finding seems logical and is consistent 

with the previous studies (Currivan (2000), Knoop (1995), Sikorska-Simmon (2005)). 

Procedural justice and job involvement power satisfaction which in turn positively impact 

the IT professionals’ commitment to an organization. 

6. CONCLUSION	
 

This study aimed to answer following research question:  

How job involvement, intrinsic motivation, procedural justice and work 

satisfaction effect commitment in an IT sector? 
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We have gathered data from the employees of an IT company and found out that 

that involvement, procedural justice and work satisfaction positively impact their 

organizational commitment. Intrinsic motivation, on the other hand, has had insignificant 

effect on commitment. We have also found out that satisfaction of IT employees plays 

important role in explaining procedural justice effect on commitment. At the same time 

the relationship between involvement and commitment is not influenced by satisfaction. 

Our study has taken into consideration limited number of factors that could 

influence commitment. Out of suggested factors satisfaction has shown the strongest 

effect on commitment.  We can conclude that considering other factors influencing 

satisfaction of the IT professionals could contribute to increased commitment toward 

their organizations. Our study has shown that procedural justice is one of these factors. 

The result of our study implies that interventions aimed at increasing job 

satisfaction by assuring just procedures could be very effective in producing higher 

levels of organizational commitment among IT professionals. 

7. LIMITATIONS	AND	FURTHER	RESEARCH	
 

The sample size is one limitation factor of our study. Due to the busy schedules 

of IT professionals and vacation period we were not able to collect more than 58 

answers to our questionnaire.   

The use of a single IT company as the research unit of measurement is potential 

limitation when it comes to generalizability of the results.  A separate research in future 

should be conducted to verify the same model in different IT companies. 

In our research we selected four predictors of the Commitment, which could be 

the limitation. Future research could explore other commitment related variables. 
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APPENDIX		
Survey	
 

Thank you for participating in this survey. 

This survey is being conducted by researchers at the Blekinge Institute of Technology, School of 
Management. The study will help researchers understand the factors that influence work commitment.  

This survey is anonymous and your responses will be held in the strictest confidence. 

This survey will take approximately 15 minutes to complete. 

We thank you for your feedback. 

 

If you have questions you may contact me, Srdana Raguz Bojcic srdanarb@gmail.com 

 

* Required 

Gender* 

 

Age* 

 

Involvement 

How well do you agree/disagree with below statements? (Following questions ranges from -2 
strongly disagree; -1 disagree; 0 neutral; 1 agree ;2 strongly agree)  

1. Even if I won a great deal of money on the pools I would continue to work somewhere? * 

 

2. Having a job is very important to me* 

 

3. I should hate to be on the dole.* 
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4. I would soon get very bored if I had no work to do.* 

 

5. The most important things that happen to me involve work* 

 

6. If unemployment benefits were really high I would still prefer to work.* 

 

Intrinsic work motivation 

How well do you agree/disagree with below statements? (Following questions ranges from -2 
strongly disagree; -1 disagree; 0 neutral; 1 agree ;2 strongly agree) 

1. I feel a sense of personal satisfaction when I do my job well* 

 

2. My opinion of myself goes down when I do my job badly.* 

 

3- I take pride in doing my job as well as I can.* 

 

4- I feel unhappy when my work is not up to my usual standard* 

 

5. I like to look back on the day’s work with a sense of a job well done.* 

 

6. I try to think of ways of doing my job effectively.* 

 

Justice  

What do you think about the fairness of the evaluation procedures at your work place? (Following 
questions ranges from -2 very unfair; -1 unfair; 0 neutral; 1 fair ;2 very fair) 

1. How fair are the promotion procedures?* 
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2-How fair are the procedures used to evaluate employee performance?* 

 

3. How fair are the procedures used to determine salary increases?* 

 

4. How fair are the procedures used to communicate performance feedback to 
employees?* 

 

Satisfaction 

How satisfied are you with your job? Please select your answer from drop down menu  

1. All in all, how satisfied would you say you are with your job?* 

 

2. If a good friend of yours told you he/she was interested in working in a job like yours for 
your employer, what would you tell him/her? * 

 

3. Knowing what you know now, if you had to decide all over again whether to take the job 
you now have, what would you decide? * 

 

4. If you were free to go into any type of job you wanted, what would your choice be?* 

 

5. In general, how well would you say that your job measures up to the sort of job you 
wanted when you took it?* 

 

Work commitment 

How well do you agree/disagree with below statements? (Following questions ranges from -2 
strongly disagree; -1 disagree; 0 neutral; 1 agree ;2 strongly agree)  

1 I would accept different occupation opportunities if I had a chance.* 
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2 I can see myself in this occupation for many years* 

 

3 This occupation choice is a good decision.* 

 

4 Even if I I had no need to make money, I would still want to continue in current 
occupation.* 

 

5 I am sometimes dissatisfied with my occupation.* 

 

6 I like my occupation too well to give up.* 

 

7 I stay for education/training not for occupation.* 

 

8 I have ideal occupation for life work.* 

 

9 I wish I had chosen different occupation.* 

 

Thank you again for your feedback. 

 

 

 
 


