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ABSTRACT

We propose and empirically test a model in whichawgoral control is linked to frontline
employee commitment and performance. We test tvesretive explanations by examining the
intermediate role of job autonomy and situatioealrhing orientation. The hypotheses are tested
using multiple-source survey data from a sampleld84 frontline employees and their
supervisors. Results indicate that situationalrliegr orientation is an important construct in
linking behavioral control to performance. Job aatmy shows to be important in explaining
employee outcomes but is only marginally relatedb&havioral control. Theoretical and

managerial implications are discussed.



LINKING BEHAVIORAL CONTROL TO FRONTLINE EMPLOYEE COMMITMENT
AND PERFORMANCE: A TEST OF TWO ALTERNATIVE EXPLANATIONSUSING

MOTIVATION THEORIES

Managers in contemporary organizations pursuindop@ance improvement typically
de-emphasize management control in favor of empogeemployees to make work-related
decisions (Blackburn & Rosen, 1993; Heneman, Hene&aludge, 1997; Renn & Fedor, 2001;
Riordan & Gatewood, 1996; Thomas & Velthouse, 199M)is tendency has partly been
triggered by theoretical insights on human motvatihat stressed the importance of autonomy
for successful job execution. Behavioral controésimot fit such an approach, as it would curb
employees’ autonomy levels, motivation and theeefoommitment and performance (Datft,
1995; Mills & Ungson, 2003). Despite the practiappeal of such reasoning, human motivation
theories do not provide an unequivocal view abbatdppropriateness of behavioral control in
the workplace.

Behavioral control refers to the mechanisms througtich management attempts to
influence the means to achieve desired ends, withcas on behavior and/or activities rather
than on the end results. Typically, behavioral samntoncerns monitoring, evaluation and
controlling of behavior (methods and procedurespcesd by employees in achieving
performance outcomes (Baldauf, Cravens, & Granf22®iercy, Cravens, & Lane, 2001,
Jaworski, 1988).

In this study, we propose and test two alterngtnagositions on how behavioral control
relates to employee attitudes and performance. Mégiate them in a single research model,
allowing a simultaneous empirical investigation.

Representing the first perspective, several schdiave argued that behavioral control
may be less effective in workplaces where employaesexpected to take initiative, such as
when dealing with often non-expected customers deséDaft, 1995; Mills & Ungson, 2003).
This idea fits into the empowerment approach, whiels gained considerable attention from
academics in recent years (e.g. Ahearne, MathieRagp, 2005; Campbell & Martinko, 1998;
Conger & Kanungo, 1988; Seibert, Silver, & Randolpb04; Spreitzer, 1995, 1996; Thomas &
Velthouse, 1990). Central to the notion of empowanrnis that it entails the delegation of



decision-making prerogatives to employees, alort thie discretion to act on one’s own (Mills
& Ungson, 2003). Argyris (1998), Simons (1985), Balph (2000) and Mills and Ungson
(2003) argued however that empowerment is in practiften not working because of the
fundamental empowerment — control dilemma. The @gsed issue is that more discretion and
autonomy for employees to make work-related deessiovhich is assumed to be fostered by
empowering practices, is again curbed by managésnemdency to keep exercising control on
employee behavior. In this stream of research,gdezd autonomy in the job is seen as a crucial
construct in linking behavioral control to employagcomes.

In sharp contrast, other scholars are arguing hieatvioral control is most necessary
because it would foster employee development, wisichucial for company survival in the long
run. The beneficial effect of supervisory behavia@ntrol is argued to stem from supervisor’s
opportunity for coaching, counseling and makinguatipents to work allocations (Babakus et
al., 1996; Baldauf et al., 2002; Cravens et al931®Dliver & Anderson, 1994; Piercy et al.,
2001). In this stream of research, workplace l|egynorientation or the extent to which
employees feel supported in their professional kbgwveent is seen as a crucial construct in
linking behavioral control to employee outcomes.

Below, we present our conceptual model in whichhbatnstructs, job autonomy and
situational learning orientation, are used to esglie relationship between behavioral control
and employee outcomes. Furthermore, we explicitlgsaer the role of individual employee
characteristics such as locus of control and patdearning orientation. Before elaborating on
each of the proposed hypotheses, Figure 1 showsdheeptual model. It provides a global
overview of the variables that are taken into aat@long with the hypothesized relationships.

Insert Figure 1 about here




HYPOTHESES
Relationship between Behavioral Control and Job Autonomy

Autonomy, equivalently referred to as “self-directi or “self-management”, is the
extent to which an individual or group of individsiahas the freedom, independence, and
direction to determine what actions are required how best to execute them (Hackman &
Oldham, 1976; Henderson & Lee, 1992). Becausetsialoempowerment entails the delegation
of decision-making prerogatives to employees, alofitty the discretion to act on one’s own
(Mills & Ungson, 2003), job autonomy is a key caonost in the structural empowerment
literature (e.g. Bowen & Lawler, 1992, 1995). Auwomy is also core in the psychological
empowerment literature, as choice is one of the fioain empowerment cognitions identified by
Conger and Kanungo (1988) and Thomas and Velthdieg0).

Because behavioral control has been defined asxtent to which managers monitor,
direct, evaluate and reward employee activitieshien workplace, the definitions of autonomy
and behavioral control itself suggest that they reggatively related. Not surprisingly, several
scholars have argued that behavioral control carperienced autonomy. Some have proposed
that this effect stems from the ‘paternalistic’ id@er of behavioral control (Child, 1973; Hitt et
al., 1990; Inkson et al., 1970). Others proposed ithis more likely that behavior is prescribed
and routinized in working procedures when behaVvia@ntrol strategies are put in place
(Ramaswami et al., 1997). This may explain why eygés, who have to take these procedures
into account, experience less autonomy in executivegyy jobs. Empirical support for these
claims is however, as far as we know, not availaBlensequently, enabling us to empirically

test the behavioral control — autonomy relationsivg propose the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 1. Behavioral control is negatively related to job autonomy.

Relationship between Behavioral Control and Situational L earning Orientation

Situational learning orientation reflects the degte which employees experience their
working context to be learning oriented, or to suppheir personal professional development
(Ames & Archer, 1988; Button, Mathieu, & Zajac, B9Sujan, Weitz, & Kumar, 1994).
Cognitive Evaluation Theory (Deci & Ryan, 1985) yides a theoretical framework to



investigate the relationship between behavioraltrobrand situational learning orientation.
Cognitive Evaluation theory proposes that a conmtmechanism may foster situational learning
orientation when it provides information (feedbatk)}he individual that is relevant to improve
performance and competence. Because behavioratotarguires the manager to monitor,
evaluate and direct employee behavior, it is mikedyl that guidelines can be provided on how
to change behavior so that improved levels of perémce can be achieved and feelings of
competence enhanced. In this sense, behaviorarotos¢ems naturally suited to foster
competence development. Several researchers hdeedmproposed that the beneficial effects of
behavioral control in the workplace may stem fréva fact that it provides the manager with the
opportunity for coaching, counseling, and makingusitinents to work allocations (Babakus et
al., 1996; Baldauf et al., 2002; Cravens et al931®liver & Anderson, 1994; Piercy et al.,
2001). Based on these arguments, we propose tbwiiog hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2. Behavioral control is positively related to situational learning orientation.

Controlling for Individual Characteristics: Internal Locus of Control and Personal
Learning Orientation

Both the amount of experienced autonomy and theegetp which the situation is
perceived as learning oriented could be influenmg@mployee dispositions. Consequently, the
previously proposed hypotheses should be testedewtontrolling for such individual
characteristics. Two specific personality traitatteeem especially relevant in this context are
locus of control and personal learning orientation.

Autonomy in the job has been directly linked torgeved control’, which concerns the
amount of control an employee believes to havenenwork environment (Ganster & Fusilier,
1989). There is however ample research that hasrsiiwat this feeling of personal control is
influenced by an individual’'s propensity to locausality for outcomes either in oneself or in
the external environment (e.g. Judge & Larsen, POUhis individual propensity has been
labeled locus of control (Rotter, 1966). Individuatho view themselves as having the ability to
affect reinforcing events are labeled “internalghereas those persons who see reinforcing
events as resulting from luck, chance, or othezdabeled “externals”.



We propose a direct relationship between interoalid of control and the degree of
experienced autonomy in the job. That is, irrespecof the work situation, employees who
locate causality for outcomes more in one self Wwalso be more inclined to perceive their job

as providing more discretion and autonomy. Thigpsition results in the following hypothesis.

Hypothesis 3. Internal locus of control is positively related to experienced job autonomy.

Dweck and her colleagues (Dweck, 1989; Dweck & letgd@988; Heyman & Dweck,
1992) have proposed that the goals pursued by ithdils create the framework for their
interpretations and reactions to events or outcoiesy have identified two classes or types of
goals: performance goals and learning or mastelsgoAs we conceptualized situational
learning orientation as an intermediate variabléwben behavioral control and employee
outcomes, we focus here on learning orientatioa psrsonal characteristic. Button et al. (1996)
have demonstrated that dispositional and situatigoal orientations (i.e. learning orientation as
a disposition and as a characteristic of the wagrkiontext) are positively correlated but distinct
constructs. Consequently, assessing the impacbmtial mechanisms on situational learning
orientation or the degree to which the situatiosglerceived to support employee development,
without considering the dispositional orientatiom the employee seems not warranted.
Consequently, we integrate individual learning wi@ion in our conceptual model and propose

the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 4. Personal learning orientation is positively related to situational learning

orientation.

Two Critical Outcome Variables: Affective Commitment and Performance

In our model, we focus on two outcome variablethatindividual employee level that
are widely accepted as being crucial to organimatiosuccess: affective organizational
commitment and performance levels. Affective oitadinal organizational commitment is the
“relative strength of an individual’'s identificatiowith and involvement in a particular
organization” (Clugston, 2000; Meyer & Allen, 199Mowday, Steers, & Porter 1979).



Affective organizational commitment is assumed mfluence almost any behavior that is
beneficial to the organization, such as performaattendance, withdrawal behavior and staying
within the organization (See Mathieu & Zajac, 19®&yer & Allen, 1997; Mowday, Porter, &
Steers, 1982; Randall, 1990, Riketta, 2002).

Performance refers in this study to employees’ rioution to the realization of company
objectives. Considering the specificity of the filore jobs, we distinguish between
economically oriented and service oriented goalgh\tis approach, we take into account that
providing excellent service is not the sole expimtaone may have towards service employees’
role in the organization. Indeed, with increasedhpetition in the service industry, an ever
augmenting need to balance between service qualithie one hand and cost efficiency at the
other hand emerges. Recently, several studiesamtlifre employee performance have used a
similar approach (e.g. Singh, 2000; Renn & Fed0912 Van Dyne, Jehn, & Cummings, 2002).

Relationship between Job Autonomy, Affective Commitment and Performance

In our model, job autonomy is conceptualized tediy relate to affective organizational
commitment and employee performance levels. Sewtraams of research suggest a positive
relationship between job autonomy and employeectfie responses, such as job satisfaction
and organizational commitment (e.g. Brown & Peteysi®94; Niehoff et al., 1990; Westman,
1992). However, sound theoretical arguments foositipe relationship between job autonomy
and organizational commitment are rare. Some heyeed that autonomy may contribute to a
sense of commitment and loyalty to the organizatibrough a process of reciprocation
(Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-La Mastro, 1990; Kwmi, Seibert, & Liden, 1999; Liden,
Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2000). Individuals tend to ap@k® organizations that provide
opportunities for decision latitude, challenge, aadponsibility. They are likely to reciprocate
by being more committed and loyal to the organaatiThus, the concept of reciprocation
provides a theoretical explanation why autonomyughaesult in increased organizational

commitment. This leads to the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 5. Job autonomy is positively relatedffective organizational commitment.



In a comprehensive meta-analysis summarizing thegioaship of perceived control
(including participation and autonomy) with a rangeoutcomes, Spector (1986) found strong
evidence of positive associations with job perfanoe Both cognitive and motivational
explanations link autonomy with performance. Fromcagnitive perspective, employees
generally have more complete knowledge and infaonatbout their work than their bosses and
are, thus, in a better position to plan and scleedwrk, and to identify and resolve obstacles to
achieving job performance (Cooke, 1994; Lawler, 2099Thus, job performance can be
enhanced when employees are given autonomy overtheiv work is to be accomplished
(Locke & Schweiger, 1979; Miller & Monge, 1986). idg a framework of intrinsic motivation,
Thomas and Tymon (1994) found that employees witbahahoice regarding how to do their
own work were found to be higher performers thawséh with little work autonomy.

Consequently, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 6. Job autonomy is positively related to employee performance levels.

Relationship between Situational L ear ning Orientation, Affective Commitment and
Performance

It has been amply documented that a situationahileg orientation has overall beneficial
effects in the workplace. Both self-determinatibedry and goal orientation theory have argued
that contexts in which employee learning is emptabielicit employee enjoyment, positive
affectivity and optimism (Butler, 1987; Deci & Ryah985; Dweck, 1989, Dweck & Leggett,
1988; Van Dijk & Kluger, 2001), which should leaal increased job satisfaction and affective
commitment. As with job autonomy, experiencing arkptace that fosters personal employee
development may contribute to a sense of commitrieettie organization through a process of
reciprocation (Eisenberger, Fasolo, & Davis-La M&s1990; Kraimer, Seibert, & Liden, 1999;
Liden et al., 2000). This leads to the followingobthesis:

Hypothesis 7. Stuational learning orientation is positively related to affective

commitment.
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Furthermore, there is initial evidence that perfance outcomes are fostered in learning
oriented experimental (Tabernero & Wood, 1999; Wddandura, 1989) and workplace
settings (see e.g. Button et al., 1996; Sujan .et1l8P4) because they foster mastery-oriented
response patterns (Rawsthorne & Elliot, 1999; $tdehnson et al., 2000). When the work
situation fosters learning, employees will be mooenmitted to challenging goals, will be less
reluctant to explore new behavior and will less pared by the possible negative effects of
failure (VandeWalle et al., 2001), such as recgiuegative feedback. This line of research
provides initial evidence that situational learningentation is likely to lead to positive

performance outcomes. Consequently, we proposeiibaiing hypothesis:

Hypothesis 8. Stuational learning orientation is positively related to performance levels.

METHOD
Sample and Data Collection

Web-based and paper and pencil survey questiosnaigee administered during normal
working hours to frontline service employees aralrtBupervisors in four service organizations:
a bank, a temporary staffing organization, a hasmind a health insurance company. All
employee respondents spend considerable time @éctdiontact with customers. The employee
survey focused on job and work unit experiencegpeBisors were requested to rate the
performance of their employees. Each supervisorthavaluate several performance indicators
per employee working under his or her supervision. average, supervisors had to rate 6.7
employees, which is the average span of controthia sample. Frontline employees and
supervisors were asked, before filling out theiesjionnaire, to meet and to agree upon a
fictitious work unit and individual employee codeey were asked to mention on their survey.
With these codes, we were able to match employsporses with employee performance
ratings by the supervisor, without compromising fatentiality and anonymity. To foster
collaboration, one week prior to sending out oujuest to fill out the survey, respondents
received a motivating mail from their CEO or HRetditor. Respondents were given two weeks
to respond. After that time, a reminding mail wats again by top management of the
companies. For those who filled out the paper agtip version of the survey, a package was

11



sent by mail to the respondents, containing a ratitig letter from the CEO, the survey and a
pre-paid envelope to return the completed survelidaesearchers.

In total, 2439 employee surveys and 365 super@soreys were sent out, of which 1748
employee surveys (71.7 % response rate) and 25&ngspr surveys (69.9 % response rate)
were filled out and returned to the researcherterAfeletion of cases with missing values, 1184
employee-supervisor dyads remained for analysis.

A majority of the total employee sample is femai&.8 %) with an average age between
31 and 35 years. 0.3 % has a primary school dipl@#ha % has a high school diploma, 57.2 %

a bachelor and 18 % a master degree. Average ggmsobetween six and ten years.

M easures

Appendix A provides the items utilized for each sipact, and Table 1 provides the basic

statistics and inter-correlations. We discuss teasuares below.

Insert Table 1 About Here

Internal locus of control. To measure internal locus of control, we used figms (e.g.

“I have noticed that there is a direct connectietween how hard | work and my performance”)
adapted from Rotter (1971). Iltems were rated onpaibt Likert scale, ranging from ‘totally
disagree’ to ‘totally agree’. Two items that origily relate to an external locus of control (e.g.
“Sometimes | have the feeling that | have littledtowith my performance”) were reverse scored
and integrated in the internal locus of controllscReliability for the scale (Cronbach’s alpha)
in this sample was .64.

Personal learning orientation.To measure personal learning orientation, we used f
items from Ames and Archer’s (1988) personal admesnt goal scale (e.g. “It's important to
keep trying even though you make mistakes”). Itemese rated on a 5-point Likert scale,
ranging from ‘totally disagree’ to ‘totally agredReliability for the scale (Cronbach’s alpha) in

this sample was .71.
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Behavioral control. To measure behavioral control, we used four it¢eng. “l receive
feedback on how | accomplish my performance godigi)n Jaworski and Macinnis’ (1989)
behavioral control scale. Items were rated on aiBtdrequency scale, ranging from ‘never’ to
‘always’. Reliability for the scale (Cronbach’s bl in this sample was .83.

Job autonomy.To measure job autonomy, we used three items‘{dygjob permits me
to decide on my own how to complete my work”) fratiackman and Oldham’s (1980) job
description survey. Iltems were rated on a 5-poikeft scale, ranging from ‘totally disagree’ to
‘totally agree’. Reliability of this scale (Cronbds alpha) in this sample was .74.

Situational learning orientation.To measure situational learning orientation, wedus
five items (e.g. “Colleagues are given a chanceotwect their mistakes”) adapted from Ames
and Archer’s (1988) situational learning orientatsxale. ltems were revised to be relevant in a
working context. Items were rated on a 5-point kilecale, ranging from ‘totally disagree’ to
‘totally agree’. Reliability of this scale (Cronb@s alpha) in this sample was .77.

Affective commitmentTo measure affective commitment, we used sevensit@ng. “I
talk up this organization to my friends as a greaganization to work for”) from the
Organizational Commitment Questionnaire (Meyer, &b, & Allen, 1991). These items
reflect the affective component of organizationaimmitment. Items were rated on a 5-point
Likert scale, ranging from ‘totally disagree’ tootally agree’. Reliability for the scale
(Cronbach’s alpha) in this sample was .89.

Supervisor rated performancelo measure employee performance, we used fousitem
adapted from Singh (2000). Supervisors were askectbmpare performance aspects of their
employees and to rate individual (economic andiserkelated) performance over the last six
months on a 7-point scale ranging from ‘Not goodaliit to ‘top performer’. For economic
performance, supervisors were asked to rate costcomusness and productivity. For service
performance, supervisors were asked to rate custdooeis and contribution to customer
satisfaction and loyalty. Items were combined iaote overall performance scale. Reliability
(Cronbach’s alpha) of this scale is .84 in this glem
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Analysis

Measurement properties were tested in a two-stageegure. First, exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis was executed in SPSl &AMOS (maximum likelihood
estimation), simultaneously for all constructshie tnodel. The exploratory factor structure was
tested for confirmation using SEM. All items werieedtly modeled to load on their respective
constructs. We used a unidimensional measuremedelnb@cause this is more useful for the
interpretation of latent constructs as it allows éomore precise test of the convergent and
discriminant validity of the indicators (Kline, 18P All constructs were allowed to correlate
with each other. For each latent construct includetie simultaneous analysis, the standardized
factor loadings and the variance extracted andeshwaariance with any other construct were
computed. This enabled us to test Kline’s (199&gon for convergent validity and Fornell
and Larcker’s (1981) criterion for discriminant ity .

The hypotheses were simultaneously tested in actatal model, using maximum
likelihood estimation in AMOS (Arbuckle & Wothke,999). Although we used supervisor
ratings for one of the outcome variables, employedormance, the validity of our structural
model may still be biased by common-method variafrawing upon Lindell and Whitney
(2001) and Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee and PodsgRob3), we estimated a common method
factor to control for this variance. Specificallye included a common method factor such that
each manifest item was hypothesized to have a comioading on this method factor in
addition to a loading on its theoretic constructirtker, we constrained the method factor
loadings to be equal. By estimating this commonhmetfactor, the variance due to common
method is partialled out of the estimated theoretiostructs and thereby from the estimated

structural relationships in our model.
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RESULTS
Convergent and Discriminant Validity of the Constructs

To assess the convergent and discriminant valwhitgur constructs, we compared the
shared and extracted variances (Kline, 1998; Fbé&élarcker, 1981). For each construct, the
extracted variance (the mean of the standardizgreéssion weights per construct) is higher than
0.50 and substantially larger than the sharedmaé (squared correlations) between constructs.
The highest correlation we find between situatidealning orientation and behavioral control.
Even in this case however, the average varianciel (i.e. .75 for behavioral control and .64
for situational learning orientation) is almost ¢@ias large as the squared correlation between
these two constructs (.33). This provides compgkigidence for the discriminant validity of our
scales (Fornell & Larcker, 1981).

Relationship between Behavioral Control, Autonomy and Situational L ear ning Orientation

The hypotheses were tested in a simultaneous patiit@al model. The fit statistics for
this model are as following2 = 1621,38, df = 483, p < .001, NFI =.89, NNFI5.@F| =.92,
SRMR=.05, RMSEA=.05 (90% CI = .04 to .05). The tigkafit indicators exceed .90 and the
absolute fit indicators suggest that the residastssmall (< .05) and tightly distributed (cf. 90 %
confidence interval of RMSEA = .04 to .05). Thigggests that our model provides a reasonable
fit to the data. However, the modification indidadicated that including four additional paths
would substantially improve model fit. It concernéalr direct paths from the personality
characteristics (internal locus of control and peed learning oriéntation) to the outcome
variables (affective commitment and performancdp Tit statistics for this extended model are:
2 = 1558,34, df = 479, p < .001, NFI =90, NNFI5.2¥| =93, SRMR=.05, RMSEA=.04
(90% CI = .041 to .046). A further assessment imtgis that the extended model provides a
significantly better fit Ax2 = 63.04;Adf = 4; p < .001) to the data. The results thatpresented
in Table 2 and that are further discussed are basdlbis extended model. Figure 2 provides an

overview of the found relationships.
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Insert Table 2 & Figure 2 About Here

The regression weights show that behavioral conisolnegatively related to job
autonomy (B = -.07, p <.05). Thus, our analys®vtes support for hypothesis 1. The degree to
which employees experience their manager to cob&bhvior is modestly though significantly
related to their experience of job autonomy. Hypsit 2, in contrast, is strongly supported. Our
results show that the extent to which employeekthed their behavior is monitored, evaluated
and directed shows to be strongly related to peecesituational learning orientation (B = .43, p
< .001). This indicates that employees who are noor@rolled on behavior experience their
working environment as being more supportive tartn development and learning.

Our results also indicate that, at least in thisa, the individual employee dispositions
were important in explaining our outcome variablesit not so much in explaining the
intermediate variables (i.e. job autonomy and sibual learning orientation). We found no clear
relationship between internal locus of control axgerienced autonomy in the job (B= .08, p >
.05) and between personal learning orientationsntional learning orientation (B=-.02, p >

.05). Thus, hypotheses 3 and hypothesis 4 areombitimed in our empirical study.

Attitudinal and Behavioral Consequences of Autonomy and Situational Learning
Orientation

Table 2 also summarizes the relationships betwaemytonomy and situational learning
orientation on the one hand and employee attitudkbehavior on the other hand. The results
show that job autonomy is clearly related to emp®wprganizational commitment (B=.12, p <
.001), providing support for hypothesis 5. We aleand a strong relationship between job
autonomy and supervisor rated performance (B =p29,001), providing support for hypothesis
6. Our analysis further shows that situationaliésay orientation is not related to organizational
commitment (B = .05, p > .05), but positively reldto employee performance levels (B = .14, p
<.01). Thus, hypothesis 7 is not confirmed. Hypsth 8 on the other hand is clearly confirmed.
The maodification indices of our structural modeld dsuggest four additional paths that
significantly improved the overall fit of the modell of them relate to direct relationships
between employee dispositions and our outcome blagalnternal locus of control shows to be
positively related both to organizational commitingB = .14, p < .01) and employee
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performance (B = .23, p < .001). Similarly, perddearning orientation shows to be positively
related to organizational commitment (B = .25, p081) and performance levels (B = .22, p <
.001).

DISCUSSION

While companies are still struggling in designingdaimplementing the optimal
management control system, academia is also ckawet by a lot of debate around this issue.
Especially, there is a lot of unclarity concernthg role of behavioral control in the workplace.
Several lines of research, especially those tratf@n management control in sales and service
contexts (Babakus et al., 1996; Baldauf et al., 220Cravens et al., 1993; Jaworski,
Stathakopoulos, & Krishnan, 1993; Lusch & Jawor&RQ1; Oliver & Anderson, 199#&jercy et
al., 2001) bear on motivational theories (e.g. Be&yan, 1985, 2000) and consider behavioral
control as an important element of a high-perfognivork context. In contrast, organizational
theorists connected to the empowerment literatdmgyfis, 1998; Mills & Ungson, 2003;
Randolph, 2000; Simons, 1995) suggest that betewontrol may be less effective to deal with
the challenges contemporary organizations are cotdd with, because behavioral control is
thought to curb autonomy levels.

The objective of this study was to gain some masgghts into these issues. We did so
by proposing a process model in which autonomysit@tional learning orientation are used to
link behavioral control to important work-relatedividual outcome variables, at the same time
controlling for employee dispositions. This apptoaenabled us to address Oliver and
Anderson’s (1994) call to expand the conceptualcttire surrounding the control concept and
Challagalla and Shervani’s (1996) and Baldauf et g2002) call to explore the role of
alternative variables in explaining the individwabrk-related outcomes of control mechanisms.
Furthermore, as autonomy is conceptualized astarvening variable in the behavioral control
— outcome relationships, our study provides soraggis in the interplay between management
control on the one hand and employee empowermetiteoather. Below, the major conclusions
drawn from this study are discussed.

A first important insight is that behavioral cortadearly has a contribution to make in

optimizing the workplace. In our study, we foundstaong relationship between behavioral
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control and situational learning orientation. Fioet employees who experience more
behavioral control clearly perceive their situaibas being more learning oriented, which in
turn, is clearly positively related to their perfance levels. Piercy et al. (2001) suggested that i
is likely that behavioral control provides manageith the opportunity for coaching, counseling
and making adjustments to work allocations and thigtcould explain why behavioral control
seems to improve employee performance. From a éliealr perspective, our study provides
some initial field-study support to Cognitive Evalion Theory’s (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000)
proposition about the impact of behavioral contal performance levels. Behavioral control
seems to contribute to the creation of a work odnte which employees’ basic need of
competence development gets fulfilled. Becausaisefrteed fulfillment, extrinsic, organizational
goals get more easily integrated as personallyedagoals, in turn fostering goal alignment and
employee performance levels.

A second important finding is that behavioral cohtis not strongly related to
experienced autonomy in the job. Though we foursibaificant negative relationship between
behavioral control and job autonomy, the strendtlit as rather small, limiting the practical
significance of this finding. Thus, at least in aample, whether employees felt more or less
management involvement in the monitoring, guidasmogé evaluation of procedures they used, it
did not heavily affect the amount of freedom antbaamy they experienced in doing their job.
There may be several explanations for this ratlbenter-intuitive finding. A first explanation
may be, as Oliver and Anderson (1994) argued, thahagerial judgments of on-the-job
behaviors can be made more informative and orietdacrd enhancing the esteem and the
competence of the employee and, thus, less inttmgland controlling.

A second explanation may be that not the amoutiebfvioral control itself, but rather
the underlying motive to do so is more importanexplaining the impact on job autonomy. In
this study, we did not capture what the underlyngpose of the control mechanism is: whether
it is intended for guiding employees (reflectinghmh trust environment) or whether it is
intended for monitoring (reflecting a low trust @mment). It seems plausible that behavioral
control will curb experienced job autonomy whersitised in a strict controlling manner, while
it may have no impact or even foster autonomy witeimns used in a supportive way.

Consequently, an interesting next step would kdake these underlying motives into account.
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Nevertheless, our study compellingly shows that ab&ival control is not
counterproductive in empowered working contextsveta scholars have observed that
managers in contemporary organizations pursuingopeance improvement typically de-
emphasize management control in favor of empoweengployees to make workrelated
decisions (Blackburn & Rosen, 1993; Heneman, Hene&aludge, 1997; Renn & Fedor, 2001,
Riordan & Gatewood, 1996; Thomas & Velthouse, 19@M)r study provides however some
preliminary evidence that both empowerment and m@ment control may be valuable in
optimizing the work context, be it through diffetemderlying mechanisms. While the beneficial
effects of empowerment in the workplace are maiakplained through a motivational
mechanism, the beneficial role of behavioral cdnseems to be best explained through a
personal development mechanism.

A third noteworthy finding is the role of individuaispositions in explaining work
related outcome variables. In our study, we colgdolor locus of control and personal learning
orientation, mainly to enable us to rigorously tdst relationship between behavior control,
experienced autonomy and situational learning tateon. Our empirical results indicate
however direct relationships between employee gispas and the outcome variables. Most
notable is the direct positive relationship witldindual performance. Others already came to
similar conclusions. For example, Spector (1982)ignarrative review on the consequences of
locus of control, supported the conclusion thatrmals perform better than externals. Similarly,
Dweck and her colleagues (Dweck, 1989; Dweck & lstgd988; Heyman & Dweck, 1992)
argue that learning oriented individuals perfornttdre because they strive to understand
something new or to increase their level of competein a given activity. When these
individuals are faced with failure, they behavetlagugh they have received useful feedback.
They respond with solution-oriented self instructipas well as sustained or increased positive
affect and sustained or improved performance (Dw&6B9; Dweck & Legget, 1988; Heyman
& Dweck, 1992).
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Study limitations

Our study has several limitations. First, althowgh build on theoretical insights that
suggest causal relationships, our design does |l & empirically test such relationships
because of its cross-sectional nature. Therefateyd studies could use longitudinal or field
experimental designs to provide a more rigorous ¢ésthe proposed causal relationships.
Secondly, common-method variance may have biaseuatldity of the structural relationships.
Therefore, we modeled a latent common-method fab@ir was constrained to equally load on
all observed variables in the model. By doing se,attempted to partial out the variance due to
common method from the estimated structural refatiips. Furthermore, we used a separate
data source, supervisor ratings, to capture indalicemployee performance levels. A third
important limitation is that data for our empiriceiudy were provided by frontline service
employees and supervisors from four Western-Eumgeavice companies. Consequently, more
research in distinct employee samples (e.g. nontline jobs) and other business contexts is

needed to check the generalizability of our finding

Managerial implications

This study also has some noteworthy implicationspi@ctitioners. First, our findings
suggest that creating a work environment in whioipleyees feel supported in their personal
development clearly is a valuable path to pursseit fosters employee performance. Such a
work context can be created by giving more attentmd feeding back on the way people
accomplish certain performance goals and by mangoand evaluating work procedures and
modifying them when desired results are not obthinehough one might suspect that such
interventions may curb feelings of autonomy, owrdsgtfindings indicate that this is true, but
only to a small extent. At the same time howevaer, results indicate that much is to gain by
providing employees with sufficient discretion aftdedom in deciding how to go about the
work. Employees experiencing more autonomy are roonemitted to their company and better
performing. Thus, creating a work context in whiodnt line employees experience substantial
autonomy while at the same timing experiencing supwards their personal development not
only improves employee morale and affect but aB® leneficial effects on performance levels.

Among managers, empowerment has often been a peatibt to withdraw from providing
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developmental support. In trying to foster emplogleseretion, an often heard credo is “I'm only
telling my people what needs to be achieved, net toothey should do it.” At least, our findings
suggest that it may be beneficial for managerdmairget the ‘how’ question too, as it may help

in creating a learning oriented workplace thatdostmployee performance levels.
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APPENDIX A

Itemsin scales

Individual characteristics

Internal locus of - | have noticed that there is a direct connectievieen how hard | work and my
control performance
- My performances are the result of my own effdtek has little or nothing to do
with it
- Promotions are earned through hard work and pensis
- Getting promoted is really a matter of being teliluckier than the next person*
- Sometimes | have the feeling that | have littleleowith my performance*

Personal - | enjoy learning new things
learning - | feel good when | know | have worked hard
orientation - It's important to keep trying even though you matistakes

- | work hard because | want to learn new things
- | feel good when I'm working on a difficult assigent
Work context variables

Behavioral - My immediate boss monitors the extent to which Idellestablished procedures
control - My immediate boss evaluates the procedures | use tongdish a given task
- My immediate boss modifies my procedures when desa®dlts are not obtained
- | receive feedback dmow | accomplish my performance goals

Job autonomy - My job allows me to decide on my oww o complete my work
- In my job there is a lot of opportunity to deciteely and independently how to do
my work
- In my job | don’t get any chance to take initiatior to decide on my own how to do
my work*

Situational In our unit...

learning - My boss pays attention to whether | am improving

orientation - Colleagues are encouraged to find answers tophailems on their own

- My boss tries to find out what each colleague wamtsarn about

- My boss wants us to try new things

- Colleagues are given a chance to correct theitakes
Outcomevariables

Organizational -1 am willing to put in a great deal of effort lmd that normally expected in order to
commitment help this organization be successful.

- | talk up this organization to my friends as aagrerganization to work for

- | find that my values and the organization’s valaee very similar

- | am proud to tell others that | am part of thiganization

- This organization really inspires the very best inimghe way of job performance

- | am extremely glad that | chose this organizat@mwork for

- | really care about the fate of this organization

Supervisor rated Relative to co-workers in your unit, rate the parfance of this employee over the
performance last six months on ...

- cost consciousness

- productivity

- customer orientation

- providing high levels of customer satisfaction &nghlty

* = reversed scored item
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TABLE 1

M eans, standard deviations and correlations among constr ucts®,

Variable M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Internal locus of control 356 .59 .64°

2. Personal learning orienation  4.04 .49 406 .71

3. Behavioral control 330 .82 .23 .09 .83

4. Job autonomy 3.72 74 36 .20 .09.74

5. Situational learning orientation 3.70 .60 .32 .24 58 .33.77

6. Affective commitment 360 .68 42 44 17 .34 .3089

7. Performance 458 107 .20 .16 .09 .24 .15 .1284

&= N = 1184. Construct mean and standard deviation b@segaw score composites.

Correlations are the estimated correlations betweestiawts, derived from the SEM

measurement model [Fij{2=1751.5, df = 474 (p < 0.001), NFI = 0.89, NNF020, CFI =

0.92, SRMR =0.048, en RMSEA = 0.048 (90 % CI #46.6 0.05)]

® = Entries on the diagonal are Cronbach alpha iiétiab.

¢ = Correlations > .06, p < .05; correlations > 9% .01; correlations > .10, p < .001
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Estimated parametersen fit statisticsfor the structural model

TABLE 2

Dependent Variable

Situational learning Affective
Job autonomy ) ) . Performance
orientation commitment
Independent Variable B (S.E.) t-value B (S.E.) t-value B (S.E.) t-value B (S.E.) t-value
Internal locus of control .08 (.07) 1.14 14 (.05) 2.80** 23(.08) 2.88***
Personal learning orientation -.02 (.05) 0.40 25(.04) 6.25%** 22 (.06) 3.67***
Behavioral control -07(.04) 175 A43(.04) 10.75*** .02 (.03) 0.67 .04 (.05) 0.80
Situational learning orientation .05 (.04) 1.25 14 (.06) 2.33**
Job autonomy 12 (.03)  4.00*** 29 (.05) 5.80***
R =.01 R =.23 R=.12 R=.11

*** = p < .001 (critical t-value = 3.14)
**=p < .01 (critical t-value = 2.33)
*=p < .05 (critical t-value = 1.65)

--- = relationship not hypothesized /specified

A latent common method factor was included thai#igloaded on all the observed variables (exceptie performance items, rated by the
supervisor). The estimated weight of the methotbfas .34 (SE = .01; p <.001).

Fit: ¥°=1558.34, df = 479 (p < 0.001), CFI = 0.93, NFI 88).NNFI = 0.92, CFI = 0.93, SRMR = 0.05, RMSEA = @G.0@0 % CI = 0.041 to .046).
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FIGURE 1

Conceptual model and hypothesized relationships
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FIGURE 2

Study findings (standar dized regr ession weights)

N = 1184; * = significant at .05 level; ** = significant at .01 level
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