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Abstract: With increased recognition of the fact that people can
only be the long term competitive advantage in this postglobalized era, organizations are showing keen interest in
ensuring higher levels of job satisfaction and job involvement
among their employees. Here, one must understand the fact that
job/work occupies an important place in the total life space of an
employee; affecting him/her in variety of ways. Realizing this,
since times immemorial, organizations have been concerned about
what employees think about their working life, whether they are
satisfied, and how much involved they are in their job. This may
be because of expected interrelationships of employee feeling
satisfied with the job, getting highly involved in the job, displaying
greater work motivation, performing at a benchmark level and
thereby augmenting organizational efforts in achieving the
strategic goals. But, while trying to boost employee morale and
motivation by focusing on their job satisfaction and job
involvement; one faces the issue of whether job involvement and
job satisfaction are similar in some ways or entirely different or
one job attitude leads to the other; and if it is so, which one
precedes the other. Considering this, present research report
throws realistic light on the basis of careful review and analysis of
earlier research studies.
Keywords: job satisfaction, job involvement, job commitment.

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Job Involvement
Taking clue from the term ‘Job Involvement’ itself, we can
say that ‘Job Involvement’ is an indicator of how much an
employee is involved in the job. Conceptually, job involvement
is an employee’s work related attitude which is reflected in
his/her enthusiasm, zeal and interest in job. In the opinion of
Lodahl & Kenjer (1965), who developed the most celebrated
and widely used measure of job involvement stated that job
involvement affects people for whom job constitutes the most
important portion of life. Thus, job involvement can be
conceptualized as “the degree to which a person identifies
psychologically with work or the importance of work in his
total self-image.” So, in a way, job involvement refers to the
internalization of values about the goodness of work or the
importance of work in the total worth of the person, and thereby
it provides an insight about the ease with which the person can
be further socialized by the organization, in the organization.
Supporting the same notion, Agarwala (1978), who has done
pioneering research for developing the scale to measure job
involvement in Indian context, refers to job involvement as an
individual’s willingness to invest himself/herself in pursuit of
job activities perceived to be meaningful. In his opinion, a
highly job-involved person is sure to demonstrate a strong
desire to be at work, would be willing to exert himself/herself

to cope with the demands of the job, consider the work
activities as self-rewarding etc. So, job involvement can be
considered as an indicator of an individual’s commitment
towards his/her own work/job.
Saleh & Hosek (1976) put forward four different
interpretations of job involvement, as follows. In their opinion,
an individual is job involved:
 When work to him/her is a central life interest;
 When he/she actively participates in the job;
 When he/she perceives performance as consistent with
his/her self-concept;
 When he/she perceives performance as central to selfesteem.
Gorn & Kanungo (1980) have conceptualized the notion of
job involvement as having two components:
 The degree to which an individual actively participates in a
particular job, and
 A psychological state of identification relative to other
activities (family, leisure), i.e., the importance of work in
the person’s self-image.
Thus, job involvement also reflects one’s emotional
attachment to one’s job (Cheloha & Farr, 1980). Brooke, et al;
(1988) considers job involvement as the degree to which an
individual is absorbed in or preoccupied with his/her job.
All the above definitions have a common thread or are
centered around a common theme that a job involved person is
the one for whom work is a very important part of life and who
is affected very much personally by his/her whole job situation;
the work itself, his/her co-workers, the company and such
others. Thus, employees with high level of job involvement
strongly identify with and really care about the kind of work
they do (Robbins & Sanghi, 2006).
Thus, the amount of job involvement an individual will have
with his/her job will depend upon the affirmative strength with
which he/she psychologically perceives the various facets of
his/her job and job environment; while the non-involved
employee does his/her living off-the-job. In other words, work
is not as important a part of his/her psychological life, his/her
interests are elsewhere, and the core of his/ her self-image, the
essential part of his/her identity, is not greatly affected by the
kind of work he/she does or how well he/she does it.
Job involvement refers to the psychological and emotional
extent to which an individual participates in work, profession
and company beyond simply punch. The word “job” in the
phrase “job involvement” refers to more than a specific
position. It can include the industry or profession in which an
individual works, company, department, skills. Becoming
involved in job means learning about the specific skills needed
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to work, as well as trends in a field, how your position interacts
with other company functions and employees and how your
work affects the end result of your company’s performance.
Job involvement can be increased by joining trade or
professional associations, giving speeches or delivering
educational lectures, writing newsletter or magazine articles or
serving on a committee. Job involvement often refers to your
psychological or emotional involvement with your position,
workplace or career. If you begin to worry about your work,
department, co-workers or company performance, this is a sign
that you might be overly involved in your job. It’s one thing to
be aware of what’s going on in your company and want to help,
but another to become critical of your co-workers’ or
supervisors’ performance and decisions the company makes,
especially if you take this home with you.
B. Job Satisfaction
Taking clue from the term ‘Job Satisfaction’ itself, we can
say that ‘Job Satisfaction’ refers to an employee’s feeling of
satisfaction on the job. It is an indication of how content an
individual is with his or her job. It refers to the total relationship
between an employee and the employer in terms of employees’
expectations and its fulfilment by the employer. Job
Satisfaction is the most frequently researched primary
work/job attitude in the domains of Organizational Behaviour
and Human Resource Management. Many experts distinguish
between ‘Affective Job Satisfaction’ and ‘Cognitive Job
Satisfaction’. ‘Affective Job Satisfaction’ is the extent of
pleasurable emotional feelings one has about one’s job in
totality (Thompson & Phua, 2012); and is different from
‘Cognitive Job Satisfaction’, which is the extent of one’s
satisfaction with only some particular facets of the job like pay,
working hours, superior-subordinate relationship and such
other aspects of the job (Moorman, 1993).
According to Hoppock (1935), “Job Satisfaction refers to
any combination of psychological, physiological and
environmental circumstances that cause an employee to say I
am satisfied with my job.”
Locke (1969) defined job satisfaction as the pleasurable
emotional state resulting from the appraisal of one’s job as
achieving or facilitating the achievement of one’s job values.
Job satisfaction is also conceptualized as the general attitude of
a person toward his or her job (Robbins &Sanghi, 2006).
Over the years, various theories of job satisfaction tend to
assign various degrees of importance to sources of satisfaction,
which can be classified into two categories namely Intrinsic
and Extrinsic. Intrinsic sources depend on the individual
characteristics of the person, such as attitudes. Extrinsic
sources are situational, and depend on the environment, such
as workplace climate.
Job satisfaction or employee satisfaction is defined as the
extent to which an individual is contended with his or her job,
in other words, whether or not they like the job or individual
aspects or facets of jobs, such as nature of work or supervision.
Job satisfaction includes multidimensional psychological
responses to an individual's job, and that these personal
responses have cognitive (evaluative), affective (or emotional),
and behavioural components. (Hulin and Judge, 2003) Job
satisfaction scales vary in the extent to which they assess the
affective feelings about the job or the cognitive assessment of

the job. Affective job satisfaction is a subjective construct
representing an emotional feeling individuals have about their
job. Hence, affective job satisfaction for individuals reflects the
degree of pleasure or happiness their job in general induces.
Cognitive job satisfaction is a more objective and logical
evaluation of various facets of a job. Cognitive job satisfaction
can be one-dimensional if it comprises evaluation of just one
facet of a job, such as pay or maternity leave, or
multidimensional if two or more facets of a job are
simultaneously evaluated. Cognitive job satisfaction does not
assess the degree of pleasure or happiness that arises from
specific job facets, but rather gauges the extent to which those
job facets are judged by the job holder to be satisfactory in
comparison with objectives they themselves set or with other
jobs. While cognitive job satisfaction might help to bring about
affective job satisfaction, the two constructs are distinct, not
necessarily directly related, and have different antecedents and
consequences.
C. Job Involvement vs. Job Satisfaction
The problem of semantic seems to be prevailing in case of
the two widely researched work attitudes namely – job
satisfaction and job involvement also. Prior empirical
researches reveal varied and inconsistent results regarding the
role and place occupied by job involvement in terms of its
relationship with the other job attitude – job satisfaction. Many
researchers (Kanungo, 1979; Gorn & Kanungo, 1980; Blau,
1985; Brooke, et al; 1988) opined that Job involvement is both
conceptually and empirically distinct from job satisfaction.
Even though, several studies (Lodahl & Kenjer, 1965;
Weissenberg & Gruenfeld, 1968; Lawler (III) & Hall, 1970;
Gechman & Wiener, 1975; Saal, 1978; Kanungo, 1979;
Rabinowitz & Hall, 1981) have tried to identify job
involvement as a distinct work attitude, the problem of
delineating job involvement from other seemingly similar work
attitude namely job satisfaction, has still remained.
Over the years, several research studies tried to unearth the
distinctions between these two constructs; but the results are
confusing. Surprisingly, little empirical evidence of their
discriminant validity is reported (Blau, 1985; Morrow, 1983;
Mathieu & Farr, 1991). Added to this, research also indicates
similar sort of correlations between these two work attitudes
and other important job related variables like absenteeism and
turnover.
While some studies indicate that job involvement is an index
of well-being along with job satisfaction (Morris & Koch,
1979; Dreher, 1980; Sekaran & Mowday, 1981), others suggest
that job involvement may be a predictor of job satisfaction
(Gechman & Wiener, 1975; Ben-Porat, 1980; Rabinowitz,
1985). A few studies also provide limited support for job
involvement as a mediator of the relationship of individual and
job situation variables with job satisfaction and other variables
(Dailey & Morgon, 1978; Batlis, 1978; Saal, 1978). One study
(Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977) even reported that job involvement
is an outcome of job satisfaction. So, in the absence of rigorous
empirical evidence of discriminant validity between job
satisfaction and job involvement; coupled with similarities in
their relations with other variables raise the possibility that they
may not be distinct. (Brooke, et al; 1988). Even Lodahl &
Kenjer (1965) found that in a sample of engineers, job
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satisfaction and job involvement had roughly the same factorial
content.
On conceptual ground, Locke (1976) distinguished job
satisfaction as a positive emotional state reflecting an ‘affective
response’ to the job situation, from job involvement, which is
defined as a ‘cognitive belief’ state reflecting the degree of
psychological identification with one’s job (Lawler (III) &
Hall, 1970; Locke, 1976; Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977; Kanungo,
1979). Although both these constructs refer to a specific job
only, several researchers (Locke, 1976; Kanungo, 1979) tried
to distinguish between the emotional state of liking one’s job
(job satisfaction) and the cognitive belief state of psychological
identification with one’s job (job involvement).
In the opinion of Kanungo (1979), satisfaction of needs on
the job may be a sufficient but not a necessary condition for job
involvement. So, in his opinion, satisfaction might increase the
likelihood of job involvement, it is not the definition of job
involvement itself. Further, several studies (Lawler (III) &
Hall, 1970; Hackman & Lawler (III), 1971; Wanous, 1974;
Brief & Aldag, 1975) found that person-job interactions occur
in the prediction of job satisfaction; and therefore, job
involvement and job satisfaction are distinct work attitudes.
Job satisfaction is an individual's general attitude toward his
or her job. A person with a high level of job satisfaction holds
positive feelings about the job, while a person who is
dissatisfied with his or her job holds negative feelings about the
job. A closely related concept is job involvement. Job
involvement is the degree to which a person identifies with his
or her job, actively participates in it, and considers his or her
performance important to self-worth. High levels of job
involvement are positively related to organizational citizenship
and job performance. Satisfaction refers to how employees feel
their “happiness” about their job and conditions, such as
compensation, benefits, work environment, and career
development opportunities. Engagement, on the other hand,
refers to employees’ commitment and connection to work as
measured by the amount of discretionary effort they are willing
to expend on behalf of their employer. The higher the degree
of job involvement, the greater the organizational commitment
and effectiveness. An increase in the work related attitudes and
wage satisfaction results in an increase in organizational
commitment. Job satisfaction has important economic effects.
Low job satisfaction is associated with higher rates of quitting
(Freeman, 1978; Gordon and Denisi 1995; Clark, Georgellis
and Sanfey, 1998) and higher rates of absenteeism. High job
satisfaction correlates with improved job performance. Both
employee job satisfaction and employee engagement are
important for business sustainability. Top-performing
organizations understand that measuring employees’
contentment levels and emotional commitment to the
organization on a regular basis can put them at a competitive
advantage. Employee satisfaction and employee engagement
are both critical to maintaining a happy and productive
workforce, achieving satisfaction without engagement will
have significantly less impact on business results. After all,
engaged employees are emotionally committed to working
hard, demonstrating initiative, and expending extra
discretionary effort and doing so in alignment with strategic
priorities to move the organization forward.

II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE
Job involvement has emerged an important variable in
organizational research. It has drawn the attention of
management scientist and organizational psychologists. This
variable is being studied with different prospective in the
organization. It has great importance and significance in
organizational development. Large numbers of studies have
been conducted to see the job involvement among
organizational job satisfaction.
Lodhal and Kejner (1965) defined job involvement as “the
degree to which a person identified psychologically with
his/her work or the importance of work in his/her total selfimage”. A person psychological identification with his work
may be outcome of his early socialization process during which
the individual may internalized the values about the goodness
of work.
Guion (1958), Dubin (1956, 1968) and Siegel (1969) Saleh
and Hosek (1976) proposed similar job involvement definition.
These were “the job is of critical importance in personal life”,
“the individual will be actively involved in his/her own job”,
“the individual will be cognis, the influence of personal
performance into self-esteem” and, “the congruence between
work performance and self-concept”. They further suggest that
whenever these four definitions are satisfied, the individual
will be involved in his/her own job.
Lawler and Hall (1970) and Blau (1985), stated job
involvement involves only a single aspect, namely the three
degree to which a person perceives the total work situation to
be an important part of life, and to be central to their identity,
because of the opportunity to satisfy important needs. Job
involvement is the way a person looks at his job as a
relationship with the working environment and the job itself.
How job involvement generates feelings of alienation of
purpose, alienation in the organization or feeling of separation
between life and job as perceived by an employee. This creates
co-relation between job involvement and work alienation
(Rabinowitz and Hall, 1981).
Kanungo (1982) described job involvement as a cognitive
state of uni-dimensional psychological identification from a
motivational approach. Kanungo (1982) defined job
involvement as individual’s perception or belief that he is
identified with his/her job. He further clears the difference
between job and work. He stated “a job means an individual’s
present work, while work means work in genera”.
Lewis and co-workers (1993) reported that physicians who
are satisfied with their work are likely to report high
satisfaction in their marriages and fewer psychiatric symptoms
(Lewis et al., 1993). It has been reported that physicians’
satisfaction is correlated with general life satisfaction. Rainet
al., 1991). This correlation is reciprocal, as people who are
satisfied with life tend to be satisfied with their job and those
that are satisfied with their job tend to be satisfied with life.
Richard A. Murray (1999) indicates the correlation of job
satisfaction with efficiency absenteeism, turnover and other
aspects of performance. It is not necessary that the employees
who are satisfied with their job always perform better. Since
the type of work that employee does is an area of satisfaction
for them, efforts should be made to find out what employees
like about their jobs. If this is not done, the employees would
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not be able to develop any sense of belongingness and interest
in their jobs which would result in low job involvement of the
employees.
Dormann and Zapf, (2001) stated that job satisfaction is one
of the most researched concepts. It is regarded as central to
work and organizational psychology. It serves as a mediator for
creating relationship between working conditions, on the one
hand, and individual/organizational outcome on the other.
Hellriegel and Slocum (2004) have argued that since
satisfaction is a determinant of the work experience, it follows
that high levels of job dissatisfaction are indicators of deeper
organizational problems. Job dissatisfaction is strongly linked
to absenteeism, turnover, and physical and mental health
problems (Richardsen and Burke, 1991; Bhanankeret al., 2003;
Rosta and Gerber, 2007).
Lise M. Saari and Timothy A. Judge (2004), This study states
that even though organizations cannot directly affect employee
personality, the use of sound selection methods and a goal
match between employees and jobs will ensure people are
selected and placed into jobs most appropriate for them which
in turn will help enhance their job satisfaction. Dissatisfied
employees are more likely to quit their jobs or be absent than
satisfied employees.
HR council for the non-profit sector (2008) sheds light on
retention challenges and strategies. Overall job satisfaction is
reflected in three indicators of employee retention: whether
employees expect to resign from their jobs in the coming year;
whether or not they are currently looking for a new job; and
their commitment to the organization they work for. The
characteristics and circumstances of employees who are more
likely to be less than satisfied can serve as a kind of early
warning system for retention challenges that could be emerging
in the organization, or that could be on the horizon.
Robert D.Mohr, CindyZoghi (2008) Job satisfaction has
important economic effects. Low job satisfaction is associated
with higher rates of quitting (Freeman 1978; Gordon and
Denisi 1995; Clark, Georgellis, and Sanfey 1998) and higher
rates of absenteeism (Clegg 1983; Drago and Wooden 1992);
high job satisfaction correlates with improved job performance
(Judge et al. 2001b) and organizational citizenship behaviour
(Organ and Ryan 1995). Dissatisfaction therefore may result in
higher labour costs and lower productivity.
Chi-Shun Liao and Cheng-Wen Lee (2009), This study sheds
light on the fact that Human behaviour plays a significant role
in maximizing organizational effectiveness, regardless of
technological development. In particular, any effort to
maximize organizational effectiveness requires a higher degree
of job involvement (JI) among members of an organization. For
highly involved employees, their jobs seem inexorably
connected to their diverse identities, interests, and life goals, as
well as the satisfaction that they can derive from performing
their job duties effectively. More involved persons also feel
more competent and successful at work, believe that their
personal and organizational goals are compatible, and tend to
attribute positive work outcomes to their internal and
personally controllable factors.
Judith et al., (2009), a study based on the national samples
from Norway and Germany, compared the job satisfaction
levels of doctors in these countries. The study found that the

satisfaction level of the hospital doctors of Norway was higher
than their counterparts in Germany. The major differences in
the job satisfaction levels were attributed to the items “work
hours” and “payment”.
S.K. Singh and Vivek Tiwari (2011), in this study, it has been
found out that motivation increases with job satisfaction.
Motivation is an independent variable and remains unaffected
of both age as well as length of the service of the employees.
The compensation package plays a significant role in
motivating the employees and as a result increases job
satisfaction. But it is not that only compensation package plays
a role in motivation. Others aspects also play an important role.
Nazir Ahman Gilkar, Javid Ahmad Darzi (2013) stated that
job involvement is highly influenced by job satisfaction. Job
satisfaction increases productivity through bringing high
quality motivation and through increasing working capabilities
at the time of implementation. The concept of participative
management is considered as a mechanism where workers have
a say in decision-making process of an organization. Human
resource policies that encourage worker involvement aim at
providing employees with opportunities to have an input in
decisions, incentives to expend discretionary effort and the
means to acquire the appropriate skills.
B.M. Nwibere (2014) This study states that employees those
who are more involved in their jobs consider their workplace
to be an important part of their lives and are more engaged and
involved in doing their work. They develop a sense of
satisfaction by doing their work in the right manner. The
motivation level of such employees is also high. An employee
develops a favourable attitude toward one aspect of the job
based on unique experiences (example: job involvement), such
an employee is also likely to react favourably to other related
aspects of the job (example: job satisfaction, organizational
commitment, OCB and organizational commitment).
Timothy A. Judge and Ryan Klinger (2014), this study
indicates that job satisfaction is strongly and consistently
related to subjective wellbeing. There is a significant
relationship between job satisfaction and life satisfaction. The
nature of job attitudes and subjective wellbeing highlights the
fact that an understanding of one domain is incomplete without
due consideration of the other. There are three possible forms:
1) Spill over, wherein job experiences spill over onto life
experiences and vice versa.
2) Segmentation, wherein job and life experiences are
Balkanized and have little to do with one another.
3) Compensation,
wherein an
individual seeks
to
compensate for a dissatisfying job by seeking fulfilment
and happiness in his or her nonworking life, and vice
versa.
III. CONCLUSION
We can conclude that even though job satisfaction and job
involvement may appear to be the same construct or merely
different labels for the same phenomenon of emotional
attachment to the job; the fact remains that these two are
separate and distinct constructs. People who treat these two
constructs as synonymous usually ignore the fact that it is
possible for some persons to be highly satisfied, but not
involved, and for others to be highly involved, but not satisfied.
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Thus, Job Satisfaction and Job Involvement, the two primary
work related attitudes are different from each other; however
they both share some commonalities with each other in terms
of their positive impact on important work variables.
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