
AN INVESTIGATION OF THE ANTECEDENTS AND 

CONSEQUENCES OF ORGANIZATIONAL 

COMMITMENT IN TURKEY 

Thesis Submitted to the Institute of Social Sciences 

in Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements for the 

Degree of Master of Arts 

in 

Psychology 

by 

Ella R. israel 

B.A. in Psychology 

Bogazi9i University, 1993 

Bogazi9i University 

1996 



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

I would like to express my gratitude to my thesis advisor Prof. Hamit Fi§ek 

for his support, valuable suggestions and help in~analyzing my data. 

I would like to express my sincere gratitude to Prof. Diane Sunar for her 

support, help and guidance throughout the course of this study. Her critical and 

constructive suggestions helped me realize, reorganize and complete this thesis. 

Her emotional support has been the most precious of all. 

I would like to thank Prof. Guier Fi§ek for her suggestions about the 

project on the whole and for participating in the committee. 

I would like to thank Dr. Hayat Kabasakal for her help in constructing this 

study and getting me started, even though she could not continue to support me 

in the later stages of the study. 

I would also like to thank the management of PhilSA for letting me do the 

pilot study and the employees for replying to the questionnaires. 

I especially wish to thank the managements of Akbank, Bank Express, 

Emlak Bankasl, Finans Bank, Garanti Bankasl, Halk Bankasl, interbank, 

Pamukbank, Turkiye Ekonomi Bankasl,Tutunbank, and Ziraat Bankasl who have 

let me do my project in their banks and all of their employees who have· 

participated in the study for sparing time and filling in the questionnaires. 

A very special thanks to my sister, my parents, my friends- David 

Behmuaras, Katrin Celardin, Nurcan Karamolla, Klvan~ inelmen, Serdar 

iii 



Karabatl, Mutlu Oguz and my boss Selahattin Akay for their emotional support, 

understanding, encouragement and patience at every stage of my project. 

Without them, it would be very difficult for me to finish this thesis. 

iv 



ABSTRACT 

The aim of this study was to analyze the meaningful determinants and 

consequences of organizational commitment in Turkish banks. Specifically, the 

impact of age, sex, education, and tenure of an individual, and the centralization 

and formalization of an organization on organizational commitment; and the 

effect of organizational commitment on the intention to leave an organization 

were investigated. 

283 employees from eleven different banks participated in this study. The 

questionnaires which were used to measure the variables were the Turkish 

translated version of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Porter, 

Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974) the Formalization Scale developed by Osdiken 

(1979) and the shortened version of the Aston's Formalization Scale modified by 

S6zen (1985). Intention to leave the organization and the other variables 

measured by self-report. 

The results of this study showed that the degree of formalization and 

centralization of the organization and the age of the individual are significant 

determinants of organizational commitment. The type of bank in which the 

employee works is found to be related to perceived centralization and 

formalization, and thus is also a significant determinant of organizational 

commitment. Organizational commitment is found to be a determinant of the 

intention to leave the organization and of the intention to look for alternative 

jobs. 
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The human factor in organizations is an important subject to be 

considered in order to understand how organizations work and how the 

organization can become more productive and more successful. No matter 

how good the structure of an organization is, how well the organization is 

known in the business, the capacity and the attitudes of individuals can 

influence and change the organization. 

Even though it is very difficult to recruit and select the right personnel, 

it is harder to keep these individuals in the organization for a long period of 

time. In addition to economic factors, employees have certain needs 

regarding work conditions and work experiences, job satisfaction and other 

role related variables, the structure of the organization and their personal 

characteristics; and to meet these needs is not so easy. 

Still, there are many people who work in the same organization for 

years, or even a lifetime. How do people or organizations succeed in this? 

How can an organization keep employees from whom it benefits so much? 

How can one be so satisfied that he or she does not change the organization 

in which he or she works? 

The answers to these questions could be 'organizational commitment'. 

Organizational commitment is a multifaceted and complex concept, and 

therefore there are differer\t views in explaining what it is exactly. A number 
"\ 
\,.... 
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of definitions exist in the literature, some being parallel views and some being 

more comprehensive than others. 
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Theories of organizational commitment 

The definition given by Porter and Smith (1970) is the one which has 

been accepted as 'the' definition (Reichers, 1985) and it has been used in 

more than 90 published studies (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). According to this 

view, organizational commitment is an identification with and an involvement 

in the organization, characterized by the internalization of values and goals of 

the organization, a willingness to work extra hard on behalf of the 

organization, and a strong desire to remain in the organization. 

An alternative view is presented by Meyer and Allen (1991) who 

defined commitment in terms of three separate themes. They distinguished 

between commitment as an attachment based on the cost of leaving the 

organization (continuance commitment), as an emotional attachment and 

identification with and involvement in the organization(affective commitment), 

and a feeling of obligation to stay in the organization(normative commitment). 

They suggest that continuance commitment develops due to the number and 

amount of investments made in the organization, like pension contribution or 

the degree to which employees have employment alternatives. An economic 

rationale is the basis of continuance commitment. Affective commitment 

develops due to work experiences which increase the employee's feeling of 

challenge and comfort in the organization. Normative commitment develops 

due to early socialization experiences and other experiences taking place 

after entering the organization. 

These components of organizational commitment are related with one 

another such that affective and normative commitment and normative and 
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continuance commitment correlate positively, and affective and continuance 

commitment correlate negatively (Meyer & Allen, 1990; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 

1993). 

There is a similarity between affective commitment and Porter and 

Smith's (1970) definition. A correlation of .83 was also found between these 

concepts (Meyer & Allen 1990). Although this reinforces the emotional 

component of Allen and Meyer's definition, the rest of their theory has not 

received support. For example, Angle and Lawson (1993) have criticized the 

idea of normative commitment, stating that this is a factor causing 

commitment and not a type of it. 

Another definition is proposed by Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982). 

They distinguish between behavioral commitment which is persistent 

behavior and attitude and attitudinal commitment, which is an attachment to 

the social system. The concept of attitudinal commitment is similar to the 

definition of Porter and Smith. The behavioral component is more 

attributional and is due to the consequences of an individual's behavioral 

acts. Mowday et a\. (1982) believe that there is a reciprocal relationship 

between these, where attitude forms behavior and behavior reinforces 

attitude. 

The basis for behavioral commitment according to Salanclk (1977) is 

that overt and volitional acts can not be denied and that this causes more 

commitment because people do it in public. The finding that commitment has 

an atttributional nature (O'Reilly, & Caldwell, 1980) is the basis of attributional 

commitment. 



Other theories of organizational commitment which are presented 

below are only theoretical and they have not been used in any research. 

However, as they suggest guidelines to this concept, brief descriptions are 

given. 

According to organizational the?, organizations are made of 

coalitions and constituencies; therefore there are different goals and values. 
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This suggests that organizational commitment can not be formed through one 

goal but that there should be multiple commitments to the organization. 

Accordingly, people related to an organization should be divided into groups 

sharing the same objective in order to be studied. March and Simons (1958) 

stated that organizational meaning is provided through a dominant group 

which is usually composed of managers. 

Besides organizational theory, reference group theory and role theory 

also suggest multiple commitments to multiple constituencies, however all 

research done until now has shown consistent results in defining commitment 

'globally' . 

Consequences of organizational cgmmitment 

Researchers have focused on organizational commitment for several 

reasons: (1)committed workers contribute to innovations and creativity (Aven, 

Parker, & McEvoy, 1993); (2)committed workers are willing to work more to 

serve their organization, contributing to greater effectiveness in their 

organizations (Ostroff, 1992; Steers, 1975); (3) committed employees perform 

better (Jausch, Glueck, & Osborn, 1978); and (4) commitment predicts 

turnover (Porter, Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1974) which is a very costly 
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issue for organizations. 

It has been found that commitment has a significant negative 

correlation with performance (Reichers, 1985; Wiener & Vardi, 1980; Blau, 

1986). Organizational commitment correlates negatively with absenteeism 

and tardiness, (Reichers, 1985; Wiener &Vardi, 1980; Blau, 1986) which also 

influences the decrease of performance. Withdrawal, which correlates 

negatively with organizational commitment, is another consequence found by 

both Wiener and Vardi, (1980) and Blau (1986). 

Since turnover is costly to an organization, this relation has been 

studied thoroughly. A negative relation between organizational commitment 

and turnover was found by Porter, Smith, Mowday, and Boulian (1974), where 

the more committed the employee is, the less turnover the organization has. 

This finding was supported by Allen and Meyer (1990); Angle and Perry 

(1981); Aven, Parker, and McEvoy (1993); Koch and Steers (1976); Mathieu, 

and Zajac (1990); Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982); Reichers (1985) and 

Steers (1977). 

In Japan, Marsh and Mannari (1977) found less turnover than in the 

United States and they explained this on the basis of the fact that there is 

more hierarchical authority in Japanese companies. In these companies, due 

to high hierarchical authority, there is a better chance of promotion; there is 

better bonus and regular pay and these lead to more commitment as well. 

. Steers (1977) found that low level of organizational commitment is an 

antecedent of the intention to leave the company. Arnold and Feldman 

(1982), Michels and Spector (1982) and Stumpf and Hartman (1984) support 

this with their findings of a negative relationship between organizational 



commitment and intention to leave. Begley and Czajka (1993) and Lee and 

Mowday (1987) also support this finding. In a study conducted in Japan, 

Marsh and Mannari (1977) found that employees with low organizational 

commitment have more intention to leave the organization. In all of these 

studies, intention to leave has been measured through two different 

questions 'Do you intend to leave the organization in which you work?' and 

'Are you looking for alternative jobs?', and the Organizational Commitment 

Questionnaire developed by Porter, Steers, Mowday and Boulian (1974) has 

been used to measure the degree of organizational commitment. 

As a summary of all the above findings, it can be said that 

organizational commitment influences organizations in two ways: Benefiting 

more from employees because of their presence--they perform better and 

contribute more than individuals who are not committed, and not losing a 

such good employee. 

Antecedents of organizational commitment 

As organizational commitment became an important issue, more 

research was done to find the determinants of the phenomenon. Mowday, 

Porter and Steers (1982) defined these antecedents in terms of four 

components: personal characteristics, role related variables, work 

experiences and structural characteristics. Findings related to each of these 

components are summarized in the following sections. 

6 
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Personal factors 

Personal factors that relate to organizationaL commitment are stated to 

be age, sex, tenure, educational level, race, and personality traits. DeCotiis 

and Summers (1987), Hrebiniak (1974), Lee (1971), and Sheldon (1971) all 

found that age is an antecedent condition of organizational commitment. In 

the study conducted by Luthans, McCaul and Dodd (1985) age was found to 

have a consistent positive relation with organizational commitment, as in 

previous studies. Allen & Meyer (1993) found that affective commitment 

correlated positively with age and the reasons suggested for this relation 

were that older employees are more mature, they have better explanations 

for the experiences lived; also generational differences were posited. In 

China, Mobley and Hwang (1982) and Near (1989) found that the stronger 

predictors of organizational commitment are age and sex, and in Japan both 

Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985) and Near (1989) found the same results. A 

contradictory finding that age correlates significantly negatively with 

organizational commitment is found by Marsh and Mannari (1977). 

Steers (1977) found a negative correlation between education and 

9rganizational commitment and he suggested that this could be due to more 

educated people being harder to satisfy. Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985) who 

support this finding, add that more educated people have more expectations 

which can be harder to satisfy. The same result was found by Koch, and 

Steers (1978); Angle, and Perry (1981); Morris, and Sherman (1981), and in 

Japan by Marsh and Mannari (1977). 

There are two conflicting theories on the influence of gender on 

org~nizational commitment. The gender model suggests that women accept 
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house work as the main source of identity and therefore they have a different 

orientation towards work than men and they are less committed than men. 

Aranya, Kusnir, and Valency (1986) found that women are less committed 

than then. A related finding that women leave work more (Marsh,& Mannari, 

1977) could be due to this fact, although there are many other plausible 

explanations for women's turnover. 

The job model suggests that since women suffer from discrimination 

they are more committed once at work. Alvi and Ahmed (1987) in their study 

in Pakistan found that women were more committed than men. Also Angle 

and Perry (1981) state that females enjoy less interorganizational mobility 

and therefore are more restricted to their present organization. This view 

says that gender alone has no effect but the work experience is the reason. 

Mowday et al. (1982) report four studies where women are more attitudinally 

committed. 

In contradiction to these findings, Aven, Parker, and McEvoy (1993) 

found no gender differences with respect to attitudinal commitment. They 

suggested that if organizations provided equitable opportunities to both sexes 

thr::y might have gotten similar degrees of commitment from both sexes. They 

also suggest that there may be moderators like job satisfaction, role states, 

leader behavior, organizational characteristics, and age. Burning and 

Syneder (1983), Cromie (1981), Fry and Grensfeld (1980), and Stevens, 

Beyer, and Trice (1987) also found that sex is not related to organizational 

commitment. 

Tenure, the length of time in the job, has been found to have a 

consi,stent positive relation with orgamzational commitment (Hrebiniak, & 



Alutto, 1973; Lee, 1971; Sheldon, 1971; Luthans, McCaul, & Dodd, 1985). 

Allen & Meyer (1993) found that affective commitment correlated positively 

with tenure and they suggested that this effect may be due to attaining a 

better position in time, which satisfies the person, or maybe the less 

committed employees leave the organization and therefore people with 

longer tenure are more committed. In the same study it was also found that 

affective commitment declines after the first year and they reasoned that it 

could be due to having higher expectations after working for a certain period 

of time. 

9 

Buchanan (1974) following previous research, proposed a model of 

how tenure is related to forming organizational commitment. In his model, 

during the first year, the employee has the question of safety and adjusting to 

demands in mind. Therefore guiding and reassuring him is important. Other 

important factors that he presents are fulfilling the employees' expectations 

(Grusky, 1966), not making him feeling threatened, and stimulating and 

challenging work. The hypothesis that if an employee's first assigned work is 

unchallenging, the person develops an unfavorable attitude towards the 

c;>rganization and is less committed, is supported by Witt (1993). 

In the second to fourth years, the employee is concerned with 

achievement and making a contribution to the organization to increase his or 

her organizational status, and he or she has a fear of failure. An expectation 

of loyalty to the organization from the organization increases the commitment. 

After the fifth year comes the maturity stage, where making organizational 

decisions increases organizational commitment. 
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Employees with short-term tenure are found to have more reward 

commitment and employees with long-term tenure have more norm-based 

commitment (Butler & Vodanovich 1993). In the same study it was also found 

that external commitment has a negative correlation with tenure. 

Gregersen (1993) found that only people with a tenure of 2-8 years 

show a relation between organizational commitment and extrarole behavior, 

which is not a requirement of the job but an act on which the organization 

depends. Actions like employee suggestions to improve work environment 

or overtime to finish work are beneficial for organizations. These acts may be 

continuing after eight years, but probably it is not related to the individuals 

commitment anymore. 

Identification (Begley & Czajka, 1993) and achievement motivation are 

other personality factors which highly positively correlate with organizational 

commitment (Morris & Syneder, 1979; Steers & Spencer, 1977). Another 

factor found by Brooke, Rousell, and Price (1987) is that family responsibility 

has a positive relation with organizational commitment. 

Although there are contradictory findings, to sum up, it can be stated 

th,at age, sex, education, tenure, and personality traits are personal factors 

influencing the organizational commitment. 

Role related factors 

Role related variables like role ambiguity and role conflict correlate 

negatively with organizational commitment (Begley & Czajka, 1993; DeCotiis, 

and Summers, 1987; Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; Mathieu & Zajac,1990; 

Stevens, Beyer, & Trice, 1978). Allen and Meyer (1990) found that role clarity 

and ,freedom from conflict correlate positively with organizational commitment, 



and this finding is supported by Glison and Durick (1988); Morris and 

Syneder (1979) and Podsakoff, Williams, and Todor (1986). Hrebiniak and 

Alutto (1972) found that role stress is another factor relating negatively to 

organizational commitment and this finding is supported by Morris and 

Sherman (1981). A contradictory finding is that although indirect, role strain 

has a positive, and training within the company has a negative effect on 

organizational commitment (Mathieu, 1991). 

In the light of the above findings, it can be concluded that role 

ambiguities, conflicts and the stress caused by these uncertainties influence 

the degree of organizational commitment. 

Work experiences 
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Mathieu (1991) found that commitment reciprocally related with 

satisfaction and the effect of satisfaction on commitment was more than the 

reverse. Mathieu and Farr (1991) sampled different employee populations 

and found that satisfaction and commitment correlate highly. In many 

studies, like those by Hrebiniak and Alutto (1972); Porter, Steers, Mowday 

and Boulian (1974); Price and Mueller (1986); William and Hazer (1986); 

M~thieu (1988); Mathieu and Hamel (1989) it was found that job satisfaction 

precedes job commitment causally. However, Bateman and Strasser (1984) 

found that job satisfaction is a consequence of commitment. In Japan, Marsh 

and Mannari found that % 11 of the variance in organizational commitment 

was explained by job satisfaction, employee cohesiveness, perceived job 

autonomy, and organizational status. 

It has been suggested that employees have distinct commitments to 

top management, supervisors, coworkers and customers and that these 
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correlate positively with organizational commitment. Gregersen (1993) found 

that immediate supervisors, coworkers, and customers are sources of 

commitment after the first two years, while the relation with top management 

was not clear. 

Mowday, Porter, and Steers (1982) found that the antecedents of 

commitment were the job itself, and work experiences measured by job scope 

and job stress and the treatment of employee measured by pay equity, 

supervisory quality, and social involvement. Begley and Czajka (1993) found 

that work experience like the degree of job challenge and side benefits were 

antecedents of commitment. Witt (1993) supported previous findings that 

early work experience relates to later commitment (Pierce & Dunham, 1987) 

and that fairness affects commitment (Konovsky, Folger, & Cropanzano, 

1987). Morrow (1983) found that job attachment, job involvement, and career 

satisfaction relate to commitment. 

As a summary, even though the direction of the relation is not clear, 

satisfaction; the job stress, job scope, the treatment of the employee and 

other characteristics of the job are closely related with organizational 

commitment. 

Structural factors 

The structural variables that are found to be positively related with 

organizational commitment are decentralization of decision making (Brook, 

Russel, & Price, 1988; Morris, & Steers, 1980) and formalization of policy and 

procedure (Morris & Steers, 1980; Podsakoff, Williams,& Todor, 1986). 

OeCotiis and Summers (1987) supported the previous finding that 

ce~tralization correlated negatively with organizational commitment. Steers 



(1977) found that organizations which are perceived to be high in autonomy 

have higher levels of commitment. 

Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985) suggest that organizational structure 

elicits organizational commitment, and that in organizations where there is 

highly differentiated authority and status hierarchy there will be more 

commitment because this feature creates promotion opportunities (Edwards, 

1979; Nakane, 1970). This finding is supported by Marsh and Mannari 

(1977). 
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The type of control used on employees is related to organizational 

commitment (Etzioni,1975; Salanclk, 1977b; Salanclk & Pfeffer, 1978). 

Mintzer (1968) found that employees from coercive organizations are least 

committed, those from utilitarian organizations are committed and those from 

normative organizations are the most committed. Etzioni (1975) supported 

that employees of utilitarian organizations are less committed than those of 

normative organizations. 

To conclude from the above findings, making the employees feel more 

a part of the decisions and giving them more autonomy could lead to 

in~reased organizational commitment. 

Cultural factors 

As culture deeply influences management ideas and practice, studies 

were conducted in different countries with different cultures. In a meta­

analysis of twenty-seven studies conducted in different countries (Randall, 

1993), personal characteristics like age, tenure, sex, and education were 

found to be highly significant in determining organizational commitment in 

England and Israel, although they were insignificant in Canada. The relation 
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of participation and peer cohesion with commitment were consistent in all 

countries studied. The relation of job satisfaction and organizational 

commitment was inconsistent, since in some studies job satisfaction was 

found to be the antecedent of commitment while in others it was found to be 

the consequence of commitment. The type of organization and ownership of 

firm, role clarity and role ambiguity, employment opportunities, and attitude of 

family and friends were not to found to determine organizational commitment. 

Some studies conducted in this field studied cultural differences by 

means of Hofstede's Value Survey Model. This model studies culture in 

terms of power distance, uncertainty avoidance, masculinity versus 

femininity, and collectivism versus individualism. Power distance indicates 

how equality and inequality are perceived in the society. Uncertainty 

avoidance is the lack of tolerance for ambiguity and uncertainty, and taking 

action to reduce them. Masculinity means emphasis on goals like 

assertiveness, recognition, and earnings. Individualism signifies emotional 

independence from the orgarlization and collectivism signifies owing loyalty 

to the organization. 

Individualism and collectivism are relevant to organizational 

comrnitment because cultural values influence individual values. It may be 

that employees from collectivistic cultures have more commitment to their 

organization due to their ties with managers, owners, or coworkers while 

employees from individualistic cultures have commitment due to their job or 

compensation (Boyaclgiller, & Adler, 1991). Randall (1993) found that 

commitment is less in collectivistic cultures. 
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High uncertainty avoidance cultures have less tolerance for ambiguity 

and therefore organizations may try to decrease internal uncertainty by rules. 

In cultures with high uncertainty avoidance there may be high affective 

commitment because loyalty to the employer is seen as a virtue 

(Hofstede,1980a). However Randall (1993) found that people with less 

uncertainty avoidance had higher commitment than in cultures with high 

uncertainty avoidance, which conflicts with Hofstede's predictions. 

Although it was suggested that high masculinity leads to more 

calculational involvement due to an interest in earnings, advancement, and 

assertiveness, and high femininity leads to more affective commitment due to 

nurturance interests like cooperation, atmosphere and manager-subordinate 

relations, the relation of organizational commitment with masculinity and 

femininity was not clear in Randall's (1993) study. 

In high power distance cultures, employees believe in inequality and 

superiors are seen as unattainable. The organization is more centralized and 

therefore there is less affective commitment. Randall (1993) also found that 

cultures with less power distance have higher commitment. This is parallel to 

previously mentioned studies of Brook, Russel, and Price (1988), Morris, and 

Steers (1980) and OeCotiis and Summers (1987). 

The proposed research 

In this research, employee commitment in Turkish banks is being 

studied. The banks differ from one another on several dimensions, most 

particularly in terms of whether they are publicly or privately owned, and 

whether they were founded before or after 1980. 1980 is the starting point of 
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economic liberalization in Turkey, which brought significant changes in 

organizational structure, regulations and work values: Stinchombe (1965), 

argues that, organizations can be classified in terms of ownership. This 

could be due to fact that the way the structure of the organization is formed 

is affected by the economical and managerial views which are influential at 

that period. The structure of the organization depends on the mentality of 

the owners and what they can provide their workers with and what they would 

expect in return. 

Public organizations are estimated to have more power distance than 

private ones, and private companies established before 1980 have more 

power distance than the ones formed after 1980. Public organizations are 

also more bureaucratic and are expected to be more centralized compared 

with private ones. In addition to this, as public organizations are larger 

companies, there should be more formalization in public organizations. 

Tenure is expected to be longer in public organizations than in private 

organizations, and it should be longer in organizations formed before 1980 

than the ones established after 1980. Following these, in this study 

organizations will be studied according to their ownership; public or private, 

and according to their establishment date being before or after 1980. 

Considering the findings on the effects of culture on organizational 

commitment, power distance will be studied. Power distance is 

operationalized in terms of formalization and centralization of company as in 

Wong and Bimbaum-More's (1994) study. As they suggest, accepting 

unequal power distribution means accepting an authority's decision making 

and this can be through either centralized decision making of a few people--



centralization-- or through rules and procedures set by the organization-­

formal ization. 
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This study aims to find and analyze meaningful determinants of 

organizational commitment in Turkey and compare these with previous 

findings from other cultures. Apart from measures at the individual level, the 

comparative aspect of the study focuses on differences in organizational 

commitment according to the type of organization in which the employee is 

working. The degree of organizational commitment as a function of tenure, 

age, sex, education, power distance and the intention to leave the 

organization as a function of organizational commitment will be studied. 

Referring to the preceding review, it is hypothesized that: 

1. The longer the tenure of an individual in a company, the more 

committed he or she will be to the organization. This expectation is based on 

two assumptions. First, an employee with longer tenure has a greater chance 

of being a better position with which they are more satisfied, and second, 

less committed individuals would have left the organization. In addition to 

this, Lee (1971), Sheldon (1971), Hrebiniak and Alutto ( 1973), Luthans, 

McCaul, and Dodd (1985), and Allen and Meyer (1993) have all reported 

parallel findings. 

2. The older an individual is, the mora committed he or she will be to 

the organization. This is expected because maturity and previous 

experiences are influential in individuals' feelings. Also this relation has been 

found to be significant by Mobley and Hwang (1982), Lincoln and Kalleberg 

(1985), Near (1989), and Allen and Meyer (1993). 
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3. Women will be more committed to their organizations than men. 

Previous findings about this issue are contradictory._ The first view supporting 

this expectation is stated by Angle and Perry (1981), Mowday et al. (1982), 

and Alvi and Ahmed (1987). They explain this relation as being due to the 

fact that women have to prove themselves since they suffer from sex 

discrimination. The second view that women are less committed than men is 

based on the belief that women accept house work as the main source of 

identity (Aranya, Kusnir, & Valency, 1986). in contrast to both views, Fry and 

Grensfeld (1980), Cromie (1981), Burning and Syneder (1983), Stevens, 

Beyer, and Trice (1987), and Aven, Parker, and McEvoy (1993) found that 

sex is not related to organizational commitment. The reason of this 

hypothesis is the belief that women in Turkey, also, suffer from sex 

discrimination. 

4. The higher the education of an individual, the less committed he or 

she will be to the organization. This is expected because more educated 

people may be harder to satisfy due to their high expectations and they may 

have an easier time finding alternative jobs. This hypothesis is also based on 

the previous findings of Marsh and Mannari (1977); Koch, and Steers (1978); 

Angle and Perry (1981); Morris and Sherman (1981); and Lincoln and 

Kalleberg (1985). 

5. The higher the power distance of the organization, the less 

committed the individual will be to the organization. This expectation is due to 

previous findings of a negative relationship between the two variables 

(Randal, 1993) and Hofstede's (1980a) finding that Turkey belongs to the 

hig~ power distance culture's group. According to a previous finding (Wong 
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and Bimbaum-More, 1993), there is a significant positive relation between 

formalization and power distance, and centralization _and power distance. 

Therefore power distance is being measured through perceived formalization 

and perceived centralization in a company. Thus, it is hypothesized that first, 

the greater the formalization in the organization, the lower the individual's 

commitment will be and second, the greater the perceived centralization, the 

lower the individual' commitment will be. It has also been found that the 

higher the perceived centralization in a company the less committed the 

individuals will be (Brook, Russel, & Price, 1988; DeCotiis, & Summers, 1987; 

Morris,& Steers, 1980). 

A related expectation is that the employees ·Horking in private banks 

established after 1980 will be the most committed, the employees working in 

private banks established before 1980 will be the second most committed and 

the employees working in public banks will be the least committed. The 

reason for this expectation is the assumption that the perceived formalization 

and perceived centralization will be greater for public than for private banks, 

and will be greater for private banks founded before 1980 than for private 

banks founded after 1980. 

6. Employees working at the headquarters of a bank will be more 

committed than employees working at a branch office of the bank. Even 

though there is no previous finding supporting this, the influence of where the 

individual is working is analyzed assuming that factors like the work 

environment, work atmosphere, job stress, and supervisory quality differ. 

These factors are found to influence commitment (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 

198~). 



7. The higher the position of the individual in the company, the more 

committed he or she will be. Even though there is no such previous finding, 

the effect of position is being investigated on the assumption that, having a 

higher position, the individual may be more satisfied and more committed 

than an employee at a lower position of the position. 

8. The more the individual is committed to the organization, the less will be 
his 

or her intention to leave. The expectation here is that if the individual is 

content where he or she is working, he or she will not look for alternative 

jobs. (Allen, & Meyer, 1990; Angle, & Perry, 1981; Arnold, & Feldman, 1982; 

Aven, Parker, & McEvoy, 1993; Begley, & Czajka, 1993; Koch, & Steers, 

1976; Lee, & Mowday, 1987; Mathieu, & Zajac, 1990; Michaels, & Spector, 
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1982; Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982; Stumpf and Hartman, 1984; Reichers, 

1985; Steers, 1977). 
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METHOD 

Subjects 

The subjects, as explained in the procedure part, were chosen among 

employees of eleven different banks. Four of the banks were private and 

established before 1980 (Akbank, Garanti Bankasl, Pamukbank, TQtOnbank); 

four of the banks were private and established after 1980 (Bank Express, 

Finansbank, interbank, TOrkiye Ekonomi Bankasl); and three of the banks 

were public, established before, 1980 (Emlak Bank, Halk Bank and Ziraat 

Bankasl). The reason for having only three public banks is because no other 

public bank agreed to participate in the study and the reason for having only 

public banks established before 1980 is that no public banks have been 

established since 1980. 

97 of the subjects were chosen among employees of private banks 

established before 1980, 94 of the subjects were chosen among employees 

of private banks established after 1980 and 92 of the subjects were chosen 

among employees of public banks. In all banks, employees were chosen 

both from the, headquarters of the bank and from branches to see whether 

work conditions influence commitment (see Table 1). Also, employees of 

different ranks were selected in order to find out whether position of the 

individual affects organizational commitment (see Table 2). Table 3 presents 

the distribution of subjects according to their tenure in the organization. 
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Table 1: Frequency distribution of subjects by where they work 

Employees from Employees from Employees from 
private banks private banks public banks 

established before 1980 established after 1980 

Headquarter %40 %29 %32 

Branch %60 % 71 %68 

N 97 90 92 

* A total of 4 subjects working in private banks established after 1980 did not 
state whether they were working at the headquarter or branch. 

Table 2: Frequency distribution of subjects by position 

Employees from Employees from Employees from 
private banks private banks public banks 

established before 1980 established after 1980 

Manager %11 %15 % 13 

Vice manager %24 %20 % 19 

Chief %30 %37 %14 

Vice chief %19 % 18 %24 

Employee %16 % 10 %28 

N 95 87 90 

* A total of 11 subjects did not state their position in the bank 
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Table 3: Frequency distribution of subjects by their tenure 

Employees from Employees from Employees from 
private banks private banks public banks 

established before 1980 established after 1980 

10- 60 months %45 %72 % 15 

60-120 months %32 %22 %24 

120-180 months % 11 %6 % 16 

180-240 months % 11 %24 

240-300 months % .05 % 13 

300-360 months % .05 %8 

N 95 89 90 

* A total of 9 subjects did not state their tenure in the bank 

The age range of the subjects is between 19 and 62, the mean being 

33 years (standard deviation of 7.6). The distribution of subjects according to 

their sex is presented in Table 4 and the distribution of subjects according to 

their educational level is presented in Table 5. 
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Table 4: Frequency distribution of subjects by sex 

Employees from Employees from Employees from 
private banks private banks public banks 

established before 1980 established after 1980 

Men %35 %40 %43 

Women %65 %60 %57 

N 95 89 90 

* A total of 9 subjects did not state their sex 

Table 5: Frequency distribution of subjects by educational level 

Employees from Employees from Employees from 
private banks private banks public banks 

established before 1980 established after 1980 

High school %30 %24 % 60 

Junior college %3 % 2 % 4 

Undergraduate %65 %65 %36 

Graduate %2 % 10 

Total 96 89 90 

* A total of 8 subjects did not report their educational level 



Instruments 

Organizational commitment was measured by the Turkish translation 

of Organizational Commitment Questionnaire developed by Porter, Steers, 

Mowday and Boulian (1974) (See, Appendices A and B). The questionnaire 

consisted of fifteen items, with six of the items are reversed to decrease the 

response set bias. The responses are on a seven-point scale ranging from 

strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (7). The Cronbach Alpha reliability 

coefficient of the Turkish translation of the questionnaire was found to be 76 

in the pilot study described in the next section. 

Power distance was analyzed interms of centralization and 

formalization. Formalization was measured with a scale developed by 

Osdiken (1979) and centralization was measured with a modified version 

(S6zen, 1985) of the Aston measure (Pugh, Hickson, Higgins,& Turner, 

1968). The formalization scale consists of six items with a five-point 
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response format scale (See Appendix C). The reliability and construct validity 

of this scale are satisfactory (Osdiken, 1979). The modified version of the 

centralization scale consists of nine items with a four-point scale response 

format (See Appendix D). 

The intention to leave the organization was measured by two 

questions asking whE.:thor they intend to remain in their organizations (Marsh, 

& Mannari, 1977) and whether they have the intention to search for 

alternatives (Arnold, & Feldman, 1982) (See Appendix E). 

Tenure in the organization was a self-report measure of the number of 

months the employee had worked in the organization. Education was a self-



report measure on the degree the employee had. Age and sex were also 

self-report measures ... 
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Procedure 

Before the actual study, a pilot study was conducted with one hundred 

subjects to determine the reliability of the organizational commitment 

questionnaire and to get the subjects' comments on the questionnaires. Fifty 

of the participants were employees from Garanti Bankasl and fifty of the 

subjects were employees of Phi liSA. All of the subjects were presented the 

questionnaire during their work hours and the questionnaire was collected a 

day after it was given to them. Their opinion about the questions, whether 

they make sense to them, whetherthey are understandable or not were 

asked. The format and the wording of the questionnaire were modified 

following their remarks. 

The education and training department of each bank was contacted 

and the project was presented to each. Their advice on which branches to 

administer the questionnaires and who should be contacted in the 

management was taken. In all public banks, ten employees were chosen 

from the management, and five employees from each branch were selected. 

In all private banks ten employees from the management and fifteen 

employees from the branches were chosen, where these fifteen were chosen 

from three different branches of the bank. Two of the private banks 

preferred to send the questionnaires to their employees themselves, yet it 

was assured that the employees knew it was an academic project and not 

one of their bank's. For all of the rest of the banks, all of the employees were 

met in their bank during work hours, and the study was explained to them. 

Their names were not asked 



to be put on the questionnaire to assure them that results would not be 

analyzed on an individual basis and their banks would not profit from the 

data. 

The employees were chosen according to their ranks in the 

organization. Approximately 20 employees who did not agree to participate 

were replaced by other employees in similar ranks. 
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RESULTS 

After recoding the reverse-scored items of the Organizational 

Commitment Questionnaire (items 3, 7, 9, 11, 12, 15) the total organizational 

commitment score was computed for each subject. The maximum total score 

for organizational commitment was found to be 105 the minimum score was , 

18, and the mean score was 72.13 with a standard deviation of 15.88 

The total score of centralization was computed after recoding the items 

according to their weights. Every response for first level of management was 

weighted 3 pOints, every response to the second level of management 

weighted 2 pOints and every response to th6 third level weighted 1 point. The 

average of these responses was calculated for each item and these were 

added to compute the total score. The maximum score was found to be 

20.66, the minimum was 6.667, and the mean score was 11.985 with a 

standard deviation of 2.77. 

The total formalization score was obtained by adding all the scores 

obtained from the given responses. The maximum formalization score was 

23, the minimum was 11, and the mean score was 17.52 with a standard 

deviation of 2.43. 

In order to test Hypothesis 1,2,3,4,5,6 and 7, a multiple 

regression analysis was performed to analyze organizational commitment as 

a function of age, sex, position, education, tenure, formalization and 

centralization, type of bank, and type office in which the employee works in. 

Doing stepwise analysis, 11 % of the variation in organizational 

commitment can be explained by the type of bank being public and not a 



private one established before 1980 (p<.001). This shows a significant 

relation between public banks and commitment (see Table 6). 

An additional 5 % of the variation can be explained by the age of the 

individual (p<.001). This indicates a positive relationship between age and 

organizational commitment (see Table 6). 

A further 5 % of the variation in organizational commitment can be 

explained by the formalization of the company (p<.001). This shows a 

significant negative relationship between the formalization of the bank and 

organizational commitment (see Table 6). 

Table 6 Multiple Regression Analysis of Organizational Commitment 

Variables in 
the equation 

Public bank 

Age 

Formalization 

8eta 

-14.965 

.524 

- 1.4415 

Standard 
Error of 8 

1.971 

.120 

.355 

t P 

-7.647 .001 

4.062 .001 

-4.351 .001 
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The sex, education level, tenure and the position of the individual, the 

centralization of the organization, and the office in which the individual works-

-a branch or the headquarter of the bank-- do not explain a significant amount 

of the variation in organizational commitment. 
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In order to corroborate the results of the regression analyses, and to 

look for further possible interactions, an analysis of variance was performed 

to analyze organizational commitment as a function of banks and the types of 

office in which the employees work. The two-way interaction effect of type of 

bank and type of office was not significant (F(2,278)=2.14, p>.05) showing 

that the type of bank and the office in which the employee works do not jointly 

have an influence on organizational commitment. The main effect of type of 

office was not significant (F(1 ,278)=.064, p>.05.) showing that employees 

working in a branch office or working in the management of the bank have 

similar organizational commitment. The main effect of type of bank was 

significant (F(2,278)=16.42, p<.001) showing that working in a private bank 

established before 1980, or a private bank established after 1980 or a public 

bank makes a difference in organizational commitment where employees of 

private banks established after 1980 are the most committed, employees of 

private banks established before 1980 are second most committed and 

employees of public banks are the least committed. 

In order to study hypothesis five further, the following analyses were 

done. A one-way analysis of variance was performed to analyze the 

organizational commitment score as a function of the type of bank. The 

organizational commitment score significantly varies according to the type of 

bank (F(2,280)=17.05, p<.001), where employees of private banks 

established after 1980 are the most committed, employees of private banks 

established before 1980 are the second most committed and employees of 

public banks are the least committed. A Tukey's test was conducted in order 

to make a pairwise comparison of the bank types. The organizational 
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commitment of employees from private banks established after 1980 and the 

private banks established before 1980 are significantly different than the 

organizational commitment of employees from public banks (p<.05), however 

the organizational commitment of employees from private banks established 

after 1980 and before 1980 do not differ significantly. The means and 

standard deviations of organizational commitment scores according to type of 

bank are presented in Table 7. 

Table 7 Means and Standard Deviations of Organizational Commitment 

Scores According to the Type of Bank 

Public banks Private banks Private banks 
established established 
before 1980 after 1980 

Mean 64.66 74.92 76.55 

Sd 16.65 15.89 12.24 

N 92 97 94 

A oneway analysis of variance was performed to analyze the 

perceived centralization of the organizations as a function of the type of bank. 

The centralization score of the organization significantly varies according to 

the type of bank (F(2,281 )=9.55, p<.001), where private banks established 

after 1980 are the most centralized, private banks established before 1980 

are the second most centralized and public banks are the least centralized. 

A Tukey's test was conducted in order to make a pairwise comparison of the 

bank types. The perceived centralization of private banks established after 
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1980 is significantly different than the perceived centralization of private 

banks established before 1980 and from public banks (p<.05), however the 

perceived centralization in private banks established before 1980 and public 

banks do not differ significantly. The means and standard deviations of 

centralization scores according to bank types are presented in Table 8. 

Table 8 Means and Standard Deviations of Centralization Scores According 

to the Type of Bank 

Public banks Private banks Private banks 
established established 
before 1980 after 1980 

Mean 11.16 11.91 12.88 

Sd 1.69 2.72 3.39 

N 92 97 93 

A one-way analysis of variance was performed on perceived 

formalization scores as a function of the type of bank. Even though marginally 

significant, there is a trend for the formalization score of the organization to 

vary according to the type of bank, where private banks established after 

1980 are the most formalized, private banks established before 1980 are the 

second most formalized and public banks are the least formalized 

(F(2,280)=2.78, p<.07). However, the result of the Tukey's test which was 

conducted to make pairwise comparisons was not significant (p>.05). The 

means and standard deviations formalization scores according to bank types 

are presented in Table 9. 



Table 9 Means and Standard Deviations of Formalization According to the 

Type of Bank 

Public banks Private banks Private banks 
established established 
before 1980 after 1980 

Mean 17.14 17.45 17.97 

Sd 2.43 2.52 2.30 

N 92 97 94 

In order to test hypothesis eight, a logistic regression analysis was 

performed to analyze the intention to leave the organization as a function of 

organizational commitment. The relation of age, sex, education, tenure, 

position in the bank, the type of bank, the office in which worked, the 
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formalization and the centralization of the company with the intention to leave 

the organization were also investigated within this analysis. 

Doing stepwise analysis, 16 % of the variation in the intention to leave 

an organization can be explained by the organizational commitment of the 

individuals (p<.001). This shows that organizational commitment is a 

significant correlate of the intention to leave the organization (see Table 10). 

The negative relation between the variables show that the greater the 

organizational commitment the less there is an intention to leave the 

organization. 

An additional 1 % of the variation in the intention to leave an 

organization can be explained by the tenure of the individuals. This shows 
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that the number of years spent in the organization is a significant correlate of 

the intention to leave the organization (see Table 10). Even though it is a 
-

weak relation, the more the years spent in an organization the more there is 

an intention to leave the organization. 

Table 10 Logistic Regression Analysis of the Intention to Leave the 

Variables in 
the equation 

Organization 

Beta Standard 
Error of B 

Wald p 

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Organizational 
commitment 

Tenure 

-0.1011 0.0198 

0.0054 0.0028 

25.9315 .001 

3.8283 .05 

The other variables at the individual level, the sex, age, education 

level and the position of the individual do not explain a significant amount of 

the variation in the intention to leave the organization. That is, these 

variables do not significantly influence the intention to leave the organization. 

The structural variables, the centralization and the formalization of the 

bank do not explain a significant amount of the variation in the individuals' 

intention to leave and in parallel with this finding, the type of bank and the 

office in which the individual works--a branch or the headquarter of the bank--

do not explain a significant amount of the variation in the intention to leave 

the organization. 
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In order to study hypothesis eight further, a logistic regression analysis 

was performed to analyze the intention to look for alternative jobs as a 

function of organizational commitment. The relation of age, sex, education, 

tenure, position in the bank, the type of bank, the office in which worked, the 

formalization and the centralization of the company with the intention to look 

for alternative jobs were also investigated within this analysis. 

Doing stepwise analysis, 16 % of the variation in the intention to look 

for alternative jobs can be explained by the organizational commitment of the 

individuals (p<.001). This shows that organizational commitment is a 

significant correlate of the intention to leave the organization (see Table 11). 

The negative relation between the variables show that the greater the 

organizational commitment the less there is an intention to look for alternative 

jobs. 

An additional 1 % of the variation in the intention to look for alternative 

jobs can be explained by the education level of the individual (p<.05). This 

shows that the educational level of the individual is a significant antecedent 

of the intention to leave the organization, and that the higher the educational 

level the more the,individual has the intention to look for alternative jobs (see 

Table 14). 

Further, 0.5% of the variation in the intention to look for alternative 

jobs can be explained by the perceived centralization of the company (p<.05). 

Although there is a minimal negative relation, the perceived centralization of 

the organization is a significant antecedent of the intention to leave the 

organization, and the more the organization is perceived to be centralized, 

the less the employee will look for alternative jobs (see Table 11). 
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Table 11 Logistic Regression Analysis of the Intention to Look for Alternative 

Jobs 

Variables in 
the equation 

Beta Standard 
Error of B 

Wald p 

--------------------------_________ n ________________________________________________________________ _ 

Organizational 
commitment 

Education 

Centralization 

-0.1076 

0.3923 

-0.1364 

0.0148 52.6436 .001 

0.1778 4.8654 .03 

0.0704 3.7557 .05 

The sex, age, tenure and the position of the individual do not explain a 

significant amount of the variation in the intention to look for alternative jobs. 

That is, these variables do not significantly influence the intention to look for 

alternative jobs. 

The type of bank, the office in which the individual works--a branch or 

the headquarter of the bank-- and the perceived formalization of the 

organization do not explain the variation in the intention to look for alternative 

jobs. 

The implications of the above results are discussed in the next section. 
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DISCUSSION 

The first hypothesis that the longer the tenure of an individual the more 

committed he will be was not supported. Even though tenure has been found 

to be a significant antecedent in other countries, it was not found to be a 

significant determinant in Turkey. The reason for this may be the economic 

situation and the unemployment in Turkey. That is, long tenure in an 

organization may not be due to being content or being committed to the 

organization, but it may be because the employee has no other choice of 

work. 

The second hypothesis, that the older the age of the employee the 

more committed he will be, was supported. This result is consistent with 

previous findings of DeCotiis and Summers (1987), Hrebiniak (1974), Lee 

(1971), Lincoln and Kalleberg (1985), Luthans, McCaul and Dodd (1985), 

Mobley and Hwang (1982), Near (1989) and Sheldon (1971). Reasons for 

this relationship which have been offered include increasing maturity, more 

accurate perception of one's work experiences, and generational differences. 

Another reason could be that older people are attached or get attached to 

their belongings more and therefore they could also be more committed to 
, 

their organizations if they identify with it. 

The third hypothesis that women will be more committed was not 

supported and sex was not found to be a significant antecedent. Previous 

findings that whether sex is an antecedent of organizational commitment or 

not and if it is an antecedent, which sex is more committed was a matter of 

discussion. The basis for this hypothesis was the belief that since women 

suffer from discrimination they are more committed once at work, which was 



an idea supported by Alvi and Ahmed (1987), Angle & Perry (1981) and 

Mowday et.al. (1982). On the other hand, Burning and Syneder (1983), 
-

Cromie (1981), Fry and Grensfeld (1980), and Stevens, Beyer, and Trice 
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(1987) found that sex is not related to organizational commitment. Recently, 

Aven, Parker, and McEvoy (1993) found no gender difference in explaining 

organizational commitment. Their explanation of this situation is that if 

organizations provide equitable opportunities to both sexes they may receive 

similar degrees of commitment from both sexes. They also suggest that there 

may be moderators like job satisfaction, role states, leader behavior, 

organizational characteristics, and age. The work experiences of the 

individual could be another factor influencing the employee. 

The fourth hypothesis that the greater the education of the individual 

the less committed the individual will be was not supported and the 

educational level of the individual was not found to be a significant 

determinant of organizational commitment. Education level was not found to 

be a significant determinant of organizational commitment in Canada either 

(Randall, 1993). This brings up the issue th::lt cultural and national 

differences should be taken into consideration before generalizing results. 
, 

The fifth hypothesis, that the higher the power distance, the less 

committed the individual will be to the organization was partially supported. 

Power distance has been measured through perceived formalization and 

perceived centralization. The expectation that, the higher the perceived 

formalization of the company the less the organizational commitment will be, 

was supported. This, similar to Steers's (1977) finding that organizations 

which are perceived to be high in autonomy have higher levels of 
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commitment, shows that the higher the authority exhibited in an organization· 

the less the employees will be autonomous and the less they will be 

committed. However,the expectation that the higher the perceived 

centralization, the less the organizational commitment will be/was not 

supported. Although the relation was not significant, when further analysis 

was conducted to investigate the trend of the relationship, it was observed 

that the greater the perceived centralization of the organization, the more the 

employees were committed. This finding contradicts previous findings that, 

first, decentralization of decision making is positively related with 

organizational commitment (Brook, Russel & Price, 1988; Morris & Steers, 

1980; Randall, 1993), second OeCotiis and Summers' (1987) statement that 

centralization correlates negatively with organizational commitment and third 

that cultures with less power distance have higher commitment (Randall, 

1993). The reason for this finding could be that although employees prefer to 

be autonomous and not have very strict rules, they may prefer to have 

centralized decision making because they are afraid to take responsibility. 

Another important point which should be taken into consideration is the 

operationalization of power distance through formalization and centralization. 
, 

Even if Wong and Bimbaum-More (1993) found a significant positive relation 

between formalization and power distance, and centralization and power 

distance, this definition may not be suitable, and may need to be analysed 

further. 

In addition to this, the expectation that the organizational commitment 

of the employees from different types of banks will vary, was partially 

supported. The organizational commitment of employees from private banks 
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established after 1980 and the private banks established before 1980 are 

significantly different than the organizational commitment of employees from 

public banks, however the organizational commitment of employees from 

private banks established after 1980 and before 1980 do not differ 

Significantly. The trend is that, private banks established after 1980 are the 

most committed, private banks established before 1980 are the second most 

committed and public banks are the least committed. When this relation was 

investigated through perceived centralization and perceived formalization, the 

differences obtained were, partially significant. The perceived centralization 

of private banks established after 1980 is Significantly different than the 

perceived centralization of private banks established before 1980 and from 

public banks, however the perceived centralization in private banks 

established before 1980 and public banks do not differ significantly. Still, the 

comparison is such that private banks established after 1980 are the most 

centralized, private banks established before 1980 are the second most 

centralized and public banks are the least centralized. Then, although there 

is a difference in the formalization scores according to bank type, so that the 

formalization score of the organization varies according to the type of bank 
, 

where private banks established after 1980 are the most formalized, private 

banks established before 1980 are the second most formalized and public 

banks are the least formalized, the difference is not very significant. This 

points out that the differences of organizational commitment in different bank 

types may be due to other structural factors besides perceived formalization 

and centralization. 
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The sixth hypothesis, that the higher the position of the individual, the . 

more committed he or she will be, was not supported. Even though there was 

no such previous finding, the effect of position was investigated thinking that, 

having a higher position, the individual may be more satisfied and more 

committed than an employee at a lower position. 

The seventh hypothesis, that the employees working at the 

headquarter of a bank will be more committed than employees working at a 

branch office of the bank, was not supported. Even though there was no 

previous finding supporting this, the influence of where the individual is 

working was analyzed assuming that factors like the work environment, work 

atmosphere, job stress, and supervisory quality differ and that these factors 

would influence commitment (Mowday, Porter, & Steers, 1982). The reason 

for not finding a significant relation between commitment and the type of 

office could be that this difference is not significant. 

The eighth hypothesis, that the greater the organizational commitment 

the less the intention to leave will be was supported. This reinforces the 

finding of Steers (1977) that organizational commitment is an antecedent of 

the intention to leave and the finding that a negative relationship between 

organizational commitment and intention to leave exist ( Begley, & Czajka 

,1993; Lee, & Mowday, 1987; Marsh, & Mannari, 1977; Michels, & Spector 

1982; Stumpf, & Hartman, 1984). A supporting finding is also the negative 

relationship between the intention to look for alternative jobs and 

organizational commitment. The more the person is committed to the 

organization, the less he or she feels the need to change where he works. 

This finding was previously stated by Arnold and Feldman (1982). 



A secondary analysis of the other variables than organizational 

commitment was performed to see their effect on the intention to leave the 
~ 

organization and the.intention to look for alternative jobs. Even though 

minimal, the tenure of the individual influences his or her intention to leave 

the organization positively. This probably is due to the fact that the longer 
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one works in the organization, the more he or she has the chance to reach a 

certain position in the organization. If the individual reaches the maximum 

position, there is no more chance to promote. Therefore the individual may 

want to find an alternative job where he can continue with a higher position. 

Another reason could be that as years pass, the individual expects promotion 

or better conditions, but if these are not provided, he or she intends to leave 

the organization. A further explanation could be that within the first years 

employees will try to work and try to adapt to the organization. It is only after 

some time that an individual would start thinking that he can not work in the 

organization and he or she starts looking for alternative jobs. The education 

level of the individual influences his or her intention to look for alternative 

jobs such that the higher the educational level of the individual the more he 

or she intends to look for alternative jobs. This may be due to the fact that 
, 

people with higher educational degrees are harder to satisfy due to their high 

level of expectations and secondly, it may be that individuals with higher 

educational degrees can find alternative jobs easily than individuals with low 

levels of education. 

Concluding from the above, even though some of the previously 

internationally found antecedents of organizational commitment were found to 

be significant determinants in Turkey, some differences with other nations are 
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encountered. This could be due to the difference of culture, the national 

wealth and the economic situation of Turkey. As Child (1981) has found, the 

level of industrializatipn and the national wealth may influence the 

organizational commitment level of the individual. 

In addition to this, some of the methodological restrictions have to be 

taken into consideration. This research has been done in only in one city, 

istanbul, and generalizing these results to all Turkey is not appropriate 

because Turkey is a very heterogeneous country population and culture wise. 

A second point is that, even though the sampling size was appropriate all of 

the respondents were employees of the banking sector. 

In this study it was found that Turkish bank employees' organizational 

commitment varied more according to organizational factors than personal 

factors. The formalization of the company, the type of the bank in which they 

work and the age of the individual are found to be significant determinants of 

organizational commitment. The sex, educational level and the tenure of the 

individual, the perceived centralization of the company, although previously 

in other countries found to be as antecedents of commitment, were not 

significant determinants of organizational commitment for the Turkish 

employees. Similar to previous findings, organizational commitment 

significantly related to the intention to look for alternative jobs and to the 

intention to leave the organization. Further research is needed to investigate 

how perceived centralization and perceived formalization relate to each other 

and to power distance in order to find out their relationship with 

organizational commitment. 
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Appendix A 

English Version of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire 

1. I am willing to put in a great deal of effort beyond that normally expected in 

order to help this organization be successful. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

2. I talk up this organization to my friends as a great organization to work for. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

3. I feel very little loyalty to this organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 
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4. I would accept almost any type of job assignment in order to keep working 

for this organization .. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

5. I find that my values and the organization's values are very similar. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

6. I am proud to tell others that I am a part of this organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 
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7. I could just as well be working for a different organization as long as the 

type of work were similar. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

8. This organization really inspires the very best in me in the way of job 

performance. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

9. It would take very little change in my present circumstances to cause me 

to leave this organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 
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10. I am extremely glad that I chose this organization to work for, over others 

I was considering at the time I joined. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

11. there is not too much to be gained by sticking with this organization 

indefinitely. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

12. Often, I find it difficult to agree with this organization's policies on 

important matters relating to its employees. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

13. I really care about the fate of this organization. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 
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14. For me this is the best of all possible organizations for which to work. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 

15. Deciding to work for this organization was a definite mistake on my part. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Strongly Moderately Slightly Neither Slightly Moderately Strongly 

disagree disagree disagree disagree nor agree agree agree 

agree 
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Appendix B 

Turkish Version of the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire 

ii~ikte bulunan anket, gah~anlann, kurulu~lannin yaplslnl nasll alglladlklannl 
ve kurulu~lanna kar~1 neler hissettiklerini ara~tlrmaktadlr. Bu anket sadece 
ki~isel bir ara~tlrma (master tezi) igin olup,kurulu~lara kesinlikle gall~anlar 
hakklnda bireysel bilgi verilmeyecektir. Ancak ara~tlrma sonucu, bir 
genelleme olarak gah~manln yaplldlgl kurulu~lar ile payla~llacaktlr. Sizlerden 
ricam, mOmkOn oldugunca dOrOst cevaplar vererek, saghkh bir ara~tlrma 
yapmama yardimci olmanlzdlr. 

Bana aYlrdlglnlz vakit ve yardlmlannlz igin ~imdiden gok te~ekkOrler. 

Bu bolOmde bireylerin gah~tlklan ~irket ve kurulu~lar igin olasl hislerini 
belirten ifadeler bulunmaktadlr.Cah~tlglnlz ~irket veya kurulu~a kar~1 
hissettiklerinize gore, a~agldaki ifadelere ne derece katlldlglnizi veya 
katllmadlglnlzl, IOtfen yedi segenekten birini i~aretleyerek belirtiniz. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

1. Bu kurulu~un ba~anh oimasl igin normalde beklenilenin gok ustunde gaba 
gostermeye haz!nm. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 
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2. ~rkada§lanma bu kurulu§tan, gall§masl gok zevkli bir i§yeri olarak s6z 
edlyorum. . 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

3. Bu kurulu§a kar§1 gok az bir bagllllk hissi ta§lyorum. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

4. Bu kurulu§ta gall~maYI sOrdOrmek igin hemen her tor g6revi kabul ederdim. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

5. Benim degerlerimle, kurulu§un degerlerini gok benzer buluyorum. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 



6. Bu kurulu~un bir paryaSI oldugumu ba~kalanna ~nlatmaktan gurur 
duyuyorum. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 
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7 

Kesinlikle KatJlmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

7. Aynl i§ toru oldugu surece, degi§ik bir kurulu§ta da yall§abilirim. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

8. i§ performansl aylslndan, bu kurulu§ benim en iyi yabaml ortaya koymam 
iyin bana ilham veriyor. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

9. $imdiki ~artlanmda bu kurulu§tan aynlmam iyin az bir degi~iklik yeter. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Kalillyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 
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10. Bu kurulu§a katlldlglm sirada ba§ka se~eneklerim de olmasma kar§m, bu 
kurulu§u se~tigim i~in ~ok memnunum. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne kabhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum kablmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

11. Bu kurulu§ta sonsuza dek kalmakla kazamlacak fazla bir yarar yok. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de kablmlyorum katlhyorum kabhyorum 

12. Cogu kez, bu kurulu§un kendi ~all§anlanna ili§kin onemli konulardaki 
politikaslna katllmakta gQ~IQk ~ekiyorum. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorurn ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de kablmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

13. Bu kurulu§un gelecegi ile ger~ekten ilgileniyorum. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne kabhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 
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14. Benim ic;in bu kurulu§ tum c;all§llacak olaslilkiann araslnda c;all§llmasl en 
iyi yer. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 

15. Bu kurulu§ta c;all§maya karar vermem, kesinlikle bir hata idi. 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

Kesinlikle Katllmlyorum Pek fazla Ne katlhyorum ne Biraz Katlhyorum Tamamen 
katllmlyorum katllmlyorum de katllmlyorum katlhyorum katlhyorum 



Appendix C 

The Formalization Scale 

A§agldaki sorular i§letmenin yapisal 6zellikleri (organizasyonu) ile ilgilidir. 
Cevaplanmzln olmaslnl arzuladlglnlz 
durumu degil, halen uygulamada ge<;erli olan durumu yansitmasl 
beklenmektedir. 

1. i§letmedeki elemanlann (mudur, §ef, memur) ne kadanmn g6revleri, yetki 
ve sorumluluklan yazlh i§ tammlanyla belirtilmi§tir? 

1 Tumunun 2 Buyuk 3 Yakla§lk 
b61umunun yanslmn 

4 Az saYlda 
elemanln 

5 Hi<;birinin 

2. B61um y6neticilerinin ust y6netimle bilgi ah§veri§i ve ili§kileri ne 61<;ude 
yazlh olarak yurutulur? 
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1 Hemen hemen 
hi<;bir zaman 

2 Nadiren 3 Bazen 4 Cogunlukla 5 Hemen hemen 
her zaman -

3. B61umlerarasl bilgi all§veri§i ve ili§kiler ne derece yazlh olarak yurutulur? 

1 Hemen hemen 
hi<;bir zaman 

2 Nadiren 3 Bazen 4 Cogunlukla 5 Hemen hemen 
her zaman 

4. i§letmede, hangi konularda kimin{lerin) karar alacagl, diger bir deyi§le yetki 
hiyerar§isi ne 61<;ude belirlenmi§tir? 

1 Buyuk 
61gude 

2 Olduk<;a 3 Bir 
61gude 

4 SUllrh 
61<;ude 

5 Hemen hemen 
hi<; 



5. Yetki hiyerar~isi yazlll kurallarla ml belirlenmi~tir, yoksa zaman iginde 
olu~mu~ teamu\lere mi dayalldlr? 

1 Hemen hemen 2 Cogunlukla 3 Kismen 4 Cogunlukla 5 Hemen hemen 
tumuyle teamu\lere dayall yazlli yazlli tumuyle 
teammul\ere dayall yazlh 

6. B61umlerin ortaya koydugu periormans ne 61gude formel (resmi/yazllI) ve 
6nceden belirlenmi~ kriterlere ve y6ntemlere g6re degerlendirilir? 
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1 Hemen hemen 2 Cogunlukla 3 Kismen 
tumuyle 

4 Slnirh 
61gude 

5 Hemen hemen 
hig 



Appendix 0 

The Centralization Scale 

i~letmede a~aglda belirtilen konularda kararlar hangi kademede verilir? 

Kademeler a)Alt kademe (memurlar) 
b)Birinci kademe yonetim (servis ~efleri, ~ef yardlmcllan) 
c)ikinci kademe yonetim (mOdurler, mOdOr yardlmcllan) 
d)Ost yonetim (genel mOdOrler,genel mOdOr yardlmcllan) 

Kararda en c;ok soz sahibi olan kademeyi i~aretleyiniz. Birlikte veri len 
kararlarda birden fazla 
kademeyi i~aretleyebilirsiniz. 

KARAR KONUSU 

1. i~gOcO ihtiyaci 

2. Memurlann i~e allnmasl ve atamalan 

3. Memurlann terfii 

4.Memurlann i~ten C;lkanlmasl 

5.$ef saYlsl 

6.$eflerin i~ten C;lkanlmasl 

7.BOtc;e dl~1 planlanmaml~ harcamalar 

8. Kullanllacak makina ve malzeme sec;imi 

9.Gerekli makinalann satin allnmasl 

1 O. i~ programlnda degi~ikliklerle ilgili 
onemli kararlar 

11. Kurulu~ta yeni klslmlarac;lImasl 

AL T BiRiNCi iKiNCi OST 
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Appendix E 

Questions about the Intention To Leave 

1.$u an gall§tl91nlz kurulu§ta gall§maya devam etmeyi du§unuyor musunuz? 

-----Evet ----Haylr 

2.8a§ka i§ alternatifleri aramaYI du§unuyor musunuz? 

-----Evet ----Haylr 
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