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The authors conducted meta-analyses to assess (a) relations among affective, continu-
ance, and normative commitment to the organization and (b) relations between the three
forms of commitment and variables identified as their antecedents, correlates, and conse-
quences in Meyer and Allen’s (1991) Three-Component Model. They found that the three
forms of commitment are related yet distinguishable from one another as well as from job
satisfaction, job involvement, and occupational commitment. Affective and continuance
commitment generally correlated as expected with their hypothesized antecedent variables;
no unique antecedents of normative commitment were identified. Also, as expected, all three
forms of commitment related negatively to withdrawal cognition and turnover, and affective
commitment had the strongest and most favorable correlations with organization-relevant
(attendance, performance, and organizational citizenship behavior) and employee-relevant
(stress and work–family conflict) outcomes. Normative commitment was also associated
with desirable outcomes, albeit not as strongly. Continuance commitment was unrelated, or
related negatively, to these outcomes. Comparisons of studies conducted within and outside
North America revealed considerable similarity yet suggested that more systematic primary
research concerning cultural differences is warranted. C© 2002 Elsevier Science (USA)
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It has been a decade since Mathieu and Zajac (1990) conducted meta-analyses
of the antecedents, correlates, and consequences of organizational commitment.
At that time, researchers were making a distinction between two forms of commit-
ment: attitudinal (e.g., Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979) and calculative (e.g.,
Becker, 1960). Mathieu and Zajac (1990) included form of commitment as a
potential moderator in their analyses and found some differences. They questioned,
however, whether existing instruments could be appropriately categorized as
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measures of attitudinal or calculative commitment. Moreover, they noted that
researchers were beginning to identify other forms of commitment, but there
were too few studies available to consider these within the moderator
analyses.

During the 1990s, organizational commitment continued to be a major focus
of research. There was also considerable attention given to theory development.
It is now well recognized, for example, that commitment is a multidimensional
construct and that the antecedents, correlates, and consequences of commitment
vary across dimensions. The purpose of the current meta-analytic investigation
was to estimate and compare the strength of true correlations between variables
identified in Meyer and Allen’s (1991, 1997; see also Allen & Meyer, 1990)
Three-Component Model of organizational commitment. This model overlaps
considerably with other multidimensional conceptualizations (e.g., Jaros, Jermier,
Koehler, & Sincich, 1993; Mayer & Schoorman, 1992). However, because there
are some important differences in the measures derived from these multidimen-
sional models (see Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001), we concentrated only on re-
search using the Affective (ACS), Continuance (CCS), and Normative (NCS)
Commitment Scales (Allen & Meyer, 1990; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993), which
were constructed specifically to evaluate the Three-Component Model. We pro-
vide a brief overview of the model below, followed by a summary of our
objectives.

Meyer and Allen’s Three-Component Model of Commitment

Meyer and Allen (1984) initially proposed that a distinction be made between
affective and continuance commitment, with affective commitment denoting an
emotional attachment to, identification with, and involvement in the organization
and continuance commitment denoting the perceived costs associated with leaving
the organization. Allen and Meyer (1990) later suggested a third distinguishable
component of commitment, normative commitment, which reflects a perceived
obligation to remain in the organization. Figure 1 presents a summary of the
hypothesized links between the three components of commitment and variables
considered to be their antecedents, correlates, and consequences (for more detail,
see Meyer & Allen, 1991, 1997).

On the left side of Fig. 1, we identify the general categories of variables hypoth-
esized to be involved in the development of affective, continuance, and normative
commitment. On the right side of the figure are variables considered to be con-
sequences of commitment. An important rationale for the development of the
Three-Component Model was the belief that, although all three forms of com-
mitment relate negatively to turnover, they relate differently to measures of other
work-relevant behaviors (e.g., attendance, in-role performance, organizational cit-
izenship behavior [OCB]). More specifically, affective commitment is expected
to have the strongest positive relation, followed by normative commitment; con-
tinuance commitment is expected to be unrelated, or related negatively, to these
desirable work behaviors.
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FIG. 1. A Three-Component Model of Organizational Commitment.

Until recently, organizational commitment theory and research has focused pri-
marily on outcomes of relevance to employers. There is now a growing body of re-
search examining the links between commitment and employee-relevant outcomes
including stress and work–family conflict. Therefore, we included employee health
and well-being as an outcome category in the model. There is some disagreement,
however, about how commitment, particularly affective commitment, relates to
these outcome variables. Some researchers argue that affective commitment can
buffer the negative impact of work stressors on employee health and well-being
(e.g., Begley & Czajka, 1993), whereas others suggest that committed employees
might experience more negative reactions to such stressors than those who are less
committed (e.g., Reilly, 1994).

Figure 1 also includes a category of variables that, like Mathieu and Zajac
(1990), we considered correlates of commitment because there is no consensus
concerning causal ordering. The debate concerning causality is most salient in
the case of job satisfaction (for a summary of conflicting findings, see Meyer,
1997). Job involvement and occupational commitment are other frequently studied
correlates. Like job satisfaction, these variables have an “affective” tone and are
best considered to be correlates of affective commitment. Meyer and Allen (1991,
1997) argued, however, that although they are correlated, job satisfaction, job
involvement, and occupational commitment all are distinguishable from affective
commitment to the organization.

Objectives of the Current Research

Allen and Meyer (1996) conducted a narrative review of research using one
or more of the ACS, CCS, and NCS to evaluate the construct validity of the
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measures and, by extension, the Three-Component Model. They concluded that the
findings generally supported the model and the continued use of the commitment
measures. At the time that Allen and Meyer conducted their review, there were
too few studies reporting correlations between the commitment scales and many
of the antecedent, correlate, or consequence variables to justify the application
of meta-analysis. Since then, many more studies have been conducted. One of
our objectives, therefore, was to calculate meta-analytic estimates of the relations
between variables identified in the Three-Component Model.

A major advantage of meta-analysis over narrative reviews is that, by correct-
ing for statistical artifacts (e.g., unreliability of measurement), it is possible to
estimate the true correlations between constructs (cf. Schmidt, 1992). Therefore,
unlike Allen and Meyer (1996), who reported study correlations between mea-
sures of the variables included in the model, our objective was to estimate the
true correlations between the constructs underlying these measures. Moreover, by
controlling variance due to sampling error across study correlations, we could de-
termine whether there is meaningful variance in correlations across studies and, if
so, attempt to explain this variance. Our focus, therefore, was not on the validity of
the commitment scales but rather on the validity and generalizability of the model
itself.

Although they argued that the model was generally supported, Allen and Meyer
(1996) identified a few issues that warranted further investigation. Specifically, they
recommended that additional attention be given to investigating (a) the strength
of relation between the components of commitment, most notably affective and
normative commitment; (b) the dimensionality of the CCS; and (c) the general-
izability of the model outside North America. A second objective of the current
research, therefore, was to address these issues through meta-analyses of data
reported prior to, and following, Allen and Meyer’s review. The issues and our
approach to resolving them are described below.

Relations among the components. According to Meyer and Allen (1991; see also
Allen & Meyer, 1990), affective, continuance, and normative commitment are dis-
tinguishable components of commitment. Results of confirmatory factor analyses
(e.g., Dunham, Grube, & Castenada, 1994; Hackett, Bycio, & Hausdorf, 1994;
Meyer, Allen, & Gellatly, 1990) have generally supported this hypothesis. Never-
theless, research using the ACS, CCS, and NCS has consistently yielded non-zero
correlations between the scales. Most notably, the correlation between the ACS and
NCS is often quite strong. Indeed, some investigators have questioned the utility
of retaining normative commitment as a separate scale (e.g., Ko, Price, & Mueller,
1997). Others argued that, despite their high correlation, affective and normative
commitment demonstrate sufficiently different correlations with other variables,
especially variables purported to be outcomes of commitment, that both are worth
retaining (e.g., Cohen, 1996; Meyer et al., 1993). In an attempt to clarify the dis-
tinction between affective and normative commitment, Meyer et al. (1993) revised
the NCS (see Method for more details). To evaluate the conflicting arguments, we
estimated the true correlation between affective and normative commitment and
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compared their correlations to other variables. Moreover, to determine whether
revisions made to the NCS had any effect on the strength of these relations, we
conducted separate analyses for studies that used the original and revised versions
of the scale.

Dimensionality of continuance commitment. Meyer and Allen (1984) devel-
oped an 8-item scale (the CCS) that they asserted was more appropriate than
existing instruments (e.g., Hrebiniak & Alutto, 1972; Ritzer & Trice, 1969) for
the measurement of commitment as conceptualized by Becker (1960) in his “side
bet” theory. Although internal consistency estimates for the CCS have generally
been acceptable, a principal components analysis conducted by McGee and Ford
(1987) revealed three factors, two of which were interpretable. One factor, labeled
CC:LoAlt, was defined by 3 items reflecting a perceived lack of alternative employ-
ment opportunities. A second factor, labeled CC:HiSac, was defined by 3 items
reflecting perceived sacrifices associated with leaving the organization. McGee
and Ford also noted that these subscales correlated significantly, and in opposite
directions, with scores on the ACS; CC:LoAlt correlated negatively (r = −.21)
and CC:HiSac correlated positively (r = .34).

Attempts to evaluate the dimensionality of the CCS using confirmatory fac-
tor analyses have yielded mixed results. Some studies found evidence for a two-
dimensional structure (e.g., Hackett et al., 1994; Meyer et al., 1990; Somers, 1993),
whereas others found the scale to be unidimensional (e.g., Dunham et al., 1994;
Ko et al., 1997; Shore & Tetrick, 1991). Even when evidence for two factors
was obtained, however, the factors were generally highly correlated. An important
consideration in deciding whether to treat continuance commitment as a one- or
two-dimensional construct, therefore, is how the subscales relate to other con-
structs. If they relate differently, as McGee and Ford (1987) found to be the case
with the ACS, it will have implications for how correlations involving the full-scale
CCS are interpreted and for how continuance commitment should be operationally
defined in the future. Using meta-analysis, we can provide an estimate of the true
correlation between the subcomponents of continuance commitment and of the
correlations between these subcomponents and other variables.

Generalizability of the model outside North America. Allen and Meyer (1996)
noted that the ACS, CCS, and NCS were beginning to be used outside North
America. However, they identified only one such study in their review. Since
then, there has been an increase in the use of these scales in countries around
the world. This raises issues concerning the generalizability of the model in other
cultures. Admittedly, the number of studies conducted outside North America is
still relatively small, and the number of studies from any particular country is
smaller still. Therefore, it is not possible at this time to conduct a systematic
evaluation of cross-cultural generalizability. Nevertheless, using meta-analysis, it
is possible to determine whether geographic location acts as a moderator for some
of the relations examined in this study. These preliminary findings could prove
useful to those who are using the scales outside North America and serve as the
basis for more systematic cross-cultural investigations in the future.
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METHOD

Literature Search

The search for studies to be used in our meta-analyses involved computer and
manual methods. The computer search involved scanning the PsychLit (1985–
2000), PsycInfo (1985–2000), and ProQuest Direct (1990–2000) databases using
the key words commitment, organizational commitment, affective, continuance,
and normative commitment as well as Meyer and Allen. In addition, we searched
the Social Sciences Citation Index up to and including the year 2000 for studies that
cited articles of direct relevance to the commitment measures (i.e., Allen & Meyer,
1990; Meyer & Allen, 1984, 1991, 1997; Meyer et al., 1993). The manual search
was conducted by contacting the authors of the published studies and dissertations
we had found as well as people who, over the course of the past 15 years, asked
for permission to use the commitment scales in their research to request articles,
manuscripts, or the results of data analyses involving one or more of the ACS,
CCS, and NCS. Our mailout of 58 requests yielded 18 responses and identified 12
additional studies (20 letters were returned undelivered).

To be included in our analyses, a study had to use one of the three commitment
scales (ACS, CCS, or NCS) and report zero-order correlations with relevant vari-
ables. We conducted analyses only for variables for which there were at least three
correlations from independent samples. We did not include studies that reported
only regression coefficients or correlations between latent variables obtained in
structural equation modeling analyses. In cases where zero-order correlations were
not reported, we attempted to contact authors to obtain these correlations. In total,
we identified research reports providing usable data for 155 independent samples
involving 50,146 employees. Of these samples, 99 were from published articles,
22 were from dissertations, and 34 were from unpublished manuscripts or papers
presented at conferences. When we encountered more than one report providing
data from the same or overlapping samples, we included the data from the one
including the largest sample. For longitudinal studies, we included only correla-
tions between measures obtained on a single occasion and for only a single wave
of data. The sources for studies included in the meta-analyses are identified with
asterisks in the References.

Analytic Procedures

The meta-analyses were conducted using procedures described by Hunter and
Schmidt (1990). First, correlations were corrected for unreliability using the re-
liability estimates reported for each sample. In cases where reliabilities were not
reported, whenever possible, we substituted the mean reliability obtained from all
studies in our database reporting reliabilities. These means are reported in Table 1.
Note that for demographic variables such as age and tenure, we assumed that re-
liabilities were 1.00. Next, we estimated true correlations (ρ) by computing the
average of the corrected correlations, weighting each correlation by sample size
and degree of artifact correction (i.e., following procedures suggested by Hunter
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TABLE 1
Reliabilities

Average N -weighted
Scale reliability k N

ACS .82 144 47,073
NCS .73 61 22,080
CCS .76 102 34,424
CCS: HiSac .70 12 4,283
CCS: LoAlt .70 12 4,283
OCQ .90 7 3,438

Self-efficacy .83 4 806
Locus of control .82 2 322
Justice: Interactional .92 5 916
Justice: Distributive .80 7 1,656
Justice: Procedural .89 11 3,747
Leadership: Transformational .95 4 2,361
Role ambiguity .82 8 2,587
Role conflict .78 6 2,112
Organizational support .90 15 5,619
Alternatives .90 1 265
Investments .79 1 265

Job involvement .82 15 3,432
Career commitment .86 13 3,599
Satisfaction: Overall .86 54 20,059
Satisfaction: Coworkers .76 2 532
Satisfaction: Extrinsic .70 3 895
Satisfaction: Intrinsic .84 3 895
Satisfaction: Pay .87 5 819
Satisfaction: Promotion .85 3 309
Satisfaction: Supervision .90 3 671
Satisfaction: Work .84 2 532

Performance .82 10 3,354
Withdrawal cognition .82 38 13,264
Absence .58 1 166
OCB .85 15 4,611
Work–Family conflict .85 9 2,147
Stress .85 5 2,189

Note. ACS, Affective Commitment Scale; NCS, Normative Commitment Scale; CCS, Continuance
Commitment Scale; OCQ, Organizational Commitment Questionnaire; OCB, organizational citizen-
ship behavior. k = number of studies in analysis; N = total number of respondents.

and Schmidt, study correlations that required less correction for artifacts were
given greater weight in the computation of true correlation estimates). The ex-
pected sampling error variance was then subtracted from the observed variance
in the correlations to obtain an estimate of the true variation in the estimate of
the population correlation. Credibility intervals were computed by multiplying the
z score for the desired interval by this corrected standard deviation (SDρ). All
analyses were conducted using a computer program developed by Stanley (2000).
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Data transformations. Studies reporting correlations between commitment and
relevant outcomes sometimes included correlations with multiple measures of the
same variable (e.g., self and supervisor ratings of performance). To compute a
single correlation for use in overall or subgroup analyses, we used the weighted
linear composite method recommended by Hunter and Schmidt (1990) whenever
possible. If the authors did not provide sufficient information to generate the com-
posite, then a simple average correlation was used for that study.

Moderator analyses. Hunter and Schmidt (1990) suggested that if at least 75%
of the variance in study correlations is explained by artifacts (e.g., sampling error,
measurement unreliability, range restriction), then it is unlikely that a search for
moderators will yield meaningful results. In the current research, we corrected
only for unreliability before estimating the variance explained by sampling error.
Accordingly, we lowered the cutoff and conducted subgroup analyses when (a) less
than 60% of the variance in the corrected correlations was explained by sampling
error and (b) there was a minimum of three studies available for each subgroup.

When appropriate, we examined the moderating effects of form of commitment
measure and geographic location of the study. With regard to form of measure,
we conducted separate analyses for the 6-item (Meyer et al., 1993) and 8-item
(Allen & Meyer, 1990) versions of the commitment scales. The major difference
between the 6- and 8-item versions is in the NCS; the 6-item version was intended
to measure employees’ sense of obligation to remain in an organization more
generally and placed less emphasis than the 8-item version on socialized obligation.
Some investigators made modifications to the published versions of the scales (e.g.,
eliminated or modified items, translated items). Although we included studies
using modified scales in our principal analyses, we excluded them in the subgroup
analyses.

We also conducted separate analyses for studies conducted within versus out-
side North America. Unfortunately, there were too few studies available to make
systematic comparisons across cultures. Our objective, therefore, was simply to
determine whether meaningful differences in relations might be expected when
the model is tested outside North America. Not surprisingly, geographic location
and language are largely confounded because using the commitment scales outside
North America often requires that they be translated. Indeed, 72% of the studies
conducted outside North America used translated versions of the scales. Thus, any
differences observed could reflect cultural differences, problems with translation,
or both (see Allen & Meyer, 2000). The findings of analyses using language as a
moderator were very similar to those using geographic location; therefore, only
the latter are reported.

The nature of research concerning the consequences of commitment necessi-
tated some additional subgroup analyses. Specifically, for job performance, we
conducted separate analyses for supervisor ratings and self-ratings. Similarly, for
OCB, we conducted separate analyses for self-ratings and supervisor ratings and
for specific forms of citizenship behavior. For absenteeism, we conducted separate
analyses for voluntary and involuntary absence. Finally, for withdrawal cognition,
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we conducted separate analyses for general measures (e.g., those including items
pertaining to thoughts of quitting, intention to search, or intention to quit) and for
pure measures of turnover intention.

RESULTS

Relations among the Components of Commitment

Results of the analyses involving correlations among the component measures
are presented in Table 2. For comparison purposes, we also computed correlations
with commitment measured using the Organizational Commitment Questionnaire
(OCQ) (Mowday et al., 1979), the most widely used unidimensional measure of
organizational commitment. In all of these analyses, less that 60% of the variance in
study correlations was accounted for by sampling error; therefore, when sufficient
data were available, moderator analyses were conducted. Results for the subgroup
analyses are also reported in Table 2.

As expected, the corrected correlation between affective and normative com-
mitment was substantial (ρ = .63), suggesting that there is considerable overlap in
the two constructs. When analyses were conducted separately for the 8- and 6-item
measures, the correlation was considerably larger for the 6-item measure (ρ = .77)
than for the 8-item measure (ρ = .54). Analyses conducted separately for studies
conducted within and outside North America revealed a higher correlation outside
(ρ = .69) compared to within (ρ = .59) North America.

The correlations between continuance commitment, measured using the full-
scale CCS, and both affective (ρ = .05) and normative (ρ = .18) commitment
were modest. The correlations between affective commitment and the alternatives
(ρ = −.24) and sacrifice (ρ = .06) subcomponents of continuance commitment,
albeit low, were opposite in sign, as expected. The same was true for correlations
with normative commitment, but in this case the strength of association was greater
for the sacrifice component (ρ = .16) than for the alternatives component (ρ =
−.02). Although not reported in Table 2, the subcomponents themselves were
highly correlated (k = 9, N = 3608, ρ = .86).

Commitment measured using the OCQ correlated highly with commitment mea-
sured using the ACS (ρ = .88). Moreover, correlations with normative (ρ = .50)
and continuance (ρ = −.02) commitment were comparable to those for affective
commitment measured using the ACS.

Antecedent Variables

Results of analyses involving the antecedent variables are presented in Table 3.
We divided these variables into four groups: demographic variables, individual
differences, work experiences, and alternatives/investments. In most of the anal-
yses, a relatively small portion of the variance was accounted for by sampling
error. Therefore, we conducted planned subgroup analyses. The results of these
analyses are also reported in Table 3. Correlations with the demographic variables
were generally low. Age and tenure (organization and position) correlated posi-
tively, albeit weakly, with all three components of commitment. However, there
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were some interesting differences in comparisons of studies conducted within and
outside North America. Specifically, age correlated more strongly with continu-
ance commitment in studies conducted outside North America (ρ’s = .20 vs .12).
The reverse was true for the correlations with normative commitment, where age
correlated less strongly outside North America (ρ’s = .07 vs .15). Organizational
tenure also correlated less strongly with normative commitment in studies outside
North America (ρ’s = .08 vs .24).

Two individual difference variables met our criterion for inclusion, but only
for affective commitment. External locus of control correlated negatively with
affective commitment (ρ = −.29), whereas task self-efficacy had a weak positive
correlation (ρ = .11). There were too few studies available to conduct subgroup
analyses.

Correlations involving the work experience variables were generally much
stronger than those involving personal characteristics. As expected, these vari-
ables correlated most strongly with affective commitment. In all cases, the sign
of the correlation involving continuance commitment was opposite to that for
affective and normative commitment.

Subgroup analyses conducted for the work experience variables revealed that
role ambiguity and role conflict correlated more strongly with affective commit-
ment in studies conducted within compared to outside North America (ρ’s = −.47
vs −.26 and ρ’s = −.33 vs −.25, respectively). Role conflict was also more
strongly correlated with continuance commitment in North American studies
(ρ’s = .20 vs −.01). Finally, the correlation between perceived organizational sup-
port and normative commitment was stronger in studies conducted outside North
America (ρ’s = .52 vs .42).

The availability of alternatives and investment variables were expected to corre-
late more strongly with continuance commitment than with affective or normative
commitment. For availability of alternatives, the pattern of correlations was as
expected (ρ’s = − .21 vs −.07 and −.08, respectively). Correlations involv-
ing transferability of skills and education were also consistent with prediction
(ρ’s = − .31 and −.22 with continuance commitment vs .17 and −.04 with affec-
tive commitment and .13 and −.07 with normative commitment). Correlations in-
volving general measures of investments, however, did not show this same pattern;
the correlations with affective (ρ = .24) and normative (ρ = .21) commitment
were greater than the correlation with continuance commitment (ρ = .01).

Correlate Variables

Results from analyses involving the correlate variables are presented in Table 4.
As expected, the correlations between affective commitment and overall job sat-
isfaction, job involvement, and occupational commitment were all quite strong,
and considerably stronger than the correlations with continuance and normative
commitment. The strongest correlation involving affective commitment was with
overall job satisfaction (ρ = .65). Correlations with measures of the five facets of
satisfaction for which we had sufficient data tended to be lower.
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The results of subgroup analyses conducted to identify potential moderators are
reported in Table 4. The most notable differences were obtained for overall job
satisfaction. Although correlations with affective commitment were strong both
within and outside North America, the correlation was higher in North American
studies (ρ’s = .67 vs .56). The correlation between job satisfaction and normative
commitment was greater when normative commitment was measured using the
6-item scale rather than the 8-item scale (ρ’s = .43 vs .26).

Consequence Variables

Results of analyses involving organization-relevant and employee-relevant out-
come variables, as well as moderator analyses, when appropriate, are reported in
Table 5.

Turnover and withdrawal cognition. As expected, the correlations between the
three commitment scales and turnover were all negative. Affective commitment
correlated most strongly (ρ = −.17), followed by normative (ρ = −.16) and con-
tinuance (ρ = −.10) commitment. Correlations with withdrawal cognitions were
stronger than those with actual turnover. Again, the strongest correlations were ob-
tained for affective commitment (ρ = −.56), followed by normative (ρ = −.33)
and continuance (ρ = −.18) commitment. Although not reported in Table 5, of
the subcomponents of continuance commitment, personal sacrifice correlated more
strongly with withdrawal cognition (k = 7, N = 3164, ρ = −.21) than did lack
of alternatives (k = 7, N = 3164, ρ = −.01). Analyses conducted to compare
correlations for general withdrawal cognition and pure turnover intention measures
revealed minor differences, with withdrawal cognition generally correlating more
strongly than pure turnover intention.

There were too few studies to conduct subgroup analyses for scale form and geo-
graphic location for analyses involving turnover. Subgroup analyses for withdrawal
cognition, however, revealed a number of differences for geographic location. The
negative correlation between affective commitment and withdrawal cognition was
greater in studies conducted within (ρ = −.58) than outside (ρ = −.49) North
America. The reverse was true for correlations involving continuance (ρ’s = −.13
vs −.28) and normative (ρ’s = −.26 vs −.47) commitment.

Absenteeism. Only affective commitment was found to correlate negatively with
absenteeism (ρ = −.15); normative and continuance commitment both correlated
positively, albeit near zero. When correlations were computed separately for volun-
tary and involuntary absence, affective commitment correlated more strongly with
the former than with the latter (ρ’s = −.22 vs −.09). Affective commitment also
correlated more strongly with supervisor ratings (ρ = −22) than with self-report
measures (ρ = −.11) of absence. There were not enough studies within subgroups
to make these comparisons for continuance and normative commitment.

Job performance. As expected, affective (ρ = .16) and normative (ρ = .06)
commitment correlated positively, and continuance commitment (ρ = −.07)
correlated negatively, with job performance. For the most part, correlations ob-
tained in the planned subgroup analyses were very similar. Interestingly, affective
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commitment correlated more strongly with supervisor ratings (ρ = .17) than with
self-ratings of performance (ρ = .12). Also noteworthy is the fact that the cor-
relation between normative commitment and performance was slightly larger in
studies conducted outside (ρ = .10) than within (ρ = .01) North America.

Organizational citizenship behavior. As expected, affective (ρ = .32) and nor-
mative (ρ = .24) commitment correlated positively with OCB, whereas the corre-
lation with continuance commitment was near zero. When we conducted separate
analyses for self and supervisor ratings, we found a difference in the correlations
with affective commitment (ρ = .37 for self ratings vs .27 for supervisor ratings).
Of the various dimensions of OCB that have been examined, only altruism and
compliance/conscientiousness were represented sufficiently to conduct separate
analyses. The correlations were generally quite similar for the two OCB dimen-
sions. A comparison of correlations across geographic location revealed that, like
job performance, OCB correlated more strongly with normative commitment in
studies conducted outside North America (ρ’s = .37 vs .10). In this case, the
same pattern was observed for correlations involving affective commitment (ρ’s =
.46 vs .27).

Stress and work–family conflict. Affective commitment correlated negatively
with both self-reported stress (ρ = −.21) and work–family conflict (ρ = −.20).
In contrast, continuance commitment correlated positively with both variables
(ρ’s = .14 and .24, respectively). There were too few studies to compute a cor-
relation between normative commitment and stress, but the correlation between
normative commitment and work–family conflict was near zero. There were not
enough studies to conduct moderator analyses.

DISCUSSION

The results of our meta-analyses provide estimates of the true relations between
the components and subcomponents of commitment as well as between these com-
ponents and variables identified as antecedents, consequences, and correlates in
Meyer and Allen’s (1991) Three-Component Model. As such, they allow us to
evaluate what we know at this point about the nature, development, and conse-
quences of organizational commitment and to what extent the evidence supports
predictions made by the model. Moreover, our findings allow us to address pre-
viously unresolved issues concerning the model (see Allen & Meyer, 1996), to
identify remaining gaps in research, and to suggest new directions and strategies
for future research.

Taking Stock: What We Know about Organizational Commitment

With due recognition to limitations in the research on which our analyses were
based, the findings reported in the meta-analysis summary tables provide a fairly
clear picture of what we know about the antecedents, correlates, and consequences
of organizational commitment, at least as the construct is conceptualized in the
Three-Component Model. We draw attention here to findings of particular rele-
vance to theory and practice.
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First, consider the correlations between commitment, particularly affective com-
mitment, and those variables we described as “correlates” (i.e., job satisfaction,
job involvement, and occupational commitment). Although strong, the correlations
are not of sufficient magnitude to suggest construct redundancy. The strongest cor-
relation is between affective commitment and overall job satisfaction. This might
be attributable to the fact that global satisfaction measures often include items
pertaining to satisfaction with the organization itself or its management (Meyer,
1997). Interestingly, the correlations between affective commitment and satisfac-
tion with specific facets of the job are considerably weaker. It is fair to conclude,
therefore, that job satisfaction and affective organizational commitment should
both be considered in efforts to understand and manage employee behavior (cf.
Tett & Meyer, 1993).

The strong positive correlation between occupational commitment and affective
commitment to the organization might have practical implications. Although this
positive correlation does not preclude the possibility of conflict between the two
commitments (cf. Wallace, 1993), it suggests that conflict might be the excep-
tion rather than the rule. Given that occupational commitment has been found to
contribute beyond organizational commitment to organization-relevant outcome
variables such as retention and OCB (Meyer et al., 1993), organizations might
be able to benefit from efforts to foster occupational commitment without fear of
undermining organizational commitment.

Turning to findings pertaining to antecedents, we extended Mathieu and Zajac’s
(1990) findings by demonstrating that demographic variables play a relatively
minor role in the development of organizational commitment, regardless of its
form. By contrast, work experiences were found to have much stronger relations,
particularly with affective commitment. These findings support the argument that
attempts to recruit or select employees who might be predisposed to being affec-
tively committed will be less effective than will carefully managing their experi-
ences following entry (Irving & Meyer, 1994; Meyer, Bobocel, & Allen, 1991).

Of the work experience variables included in our analysis, perceived organiza-
tional support has the strongest positive correlation with affective commitment.
This finding is consistent with Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, and Sowa’s
(1986) argument that organizations wanting affectively committed employees must
demonstrate their own commitment by providing a supportive work environment.
Among the things they can do to show support are to treat employees fairly and
provide strong leadership. Consequently, it is not surprising that we also found that
affective commitment correlates strongly with the various forms of organizational
justice (i.e., distributive, procedural, and interactional) and with transformational
leadership.

If organizational support is indeed a mechanism through which other variables
influence affective commitment, it suggests that managers interested in fostering
commitment among their employees might find guidance in the growing organi-
zational support literature. That is, variables (e.g., human resource management
policies and practices) that contribute to perceptions of support might indirectly
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contribute to the development of affective commitment (see Hutchison, 1997;
Meyer & Smith, 2001; Naumann, Bennett, Bies, & Martin, 1999). From a theoret-
ical perspective, the advantage of identifying such mediating mechanisms is that
they can provide order to what has, to date, been largely unsystematic attempts to
investigate the “antecedents” of commitment (cf. Meyer & Allen, 1997; Reichers,
1985). If we know what the mediating mechanisms are, then we will be in a bet-
ter position to explain why known relations exist (e.g., the relation between role
conflict and affective commitment) and to search more systematically for influ-
encing factors in future research (for a discussion of other potential mechanisms,
see Meyer & Herscovitch, 2001).

With regard to the consequences of commitment, as expected, we demonstrated
that all three forms of organizational commitment correlate negatively with with-
drawal cognition, turnover intention, and turnover but that they correlate somewhat
differently with other work behaviors (i.e., attendance, job performance, and OCB).
Affective commitment has the strongest positive correlation with these desirable
work behaviors, followed by normative commitment; continuance commitment is
unrelated or negatively related to these behaviors.

Although generally consistent with prediction, the magnitude of the correla-
tions between commitment and behavior are modest. These correlations, however,
arguably underestimate the true impact that each component of commitment can
have on behavior. Because commitment is a multidimensional construct, if each
component exerts an independent influence on a specific behavioral tendency, then
the correlation between any single component of commitment and a measure of
that behavior will be moderated by the other components. For example, consider
the relation between continuance commitment and turnover intention. Employees
with high continuance commitment should intend to remain with their employer to
avoid costs associated with leaving, regardless of their level of affective or norma-
tive commitment (i.e., any form of commitment should be sufficient to produce an
intention to remain). The reverse, however, is not necessarily true. Low levels of
continuance commitment should not lead to an intention to leave unless affective
and normative commitment are also low. Therefore, the correlation between con-
tinuance commitment and turnover intention will be attenuated when the sample
includes employees who are low in continuance commitment and high in affective
or normative commitment. The same case can be made for the other two com-
ponents of commitment. To get a better estimate of the effect of organizational
commitment on behavior, it will be important in future research to examine the
additive and interactive effects of the three components.

Finally, we noted in our introduction that researchers have only recently begun
to examine the implications of commitment for employee-relevant outcomes such
as stress, health and well-being, and work–nonwork conflict. Our results suggest
that affective commitment might have benefits for employees as well as for orga-
nizations. Indeed, affective commitment is correlated negatively with both stress
and work–family conflict. In contrast, continuance commitment correlates posi-
tively with stress and work–family conflict. Although we cannot make inferences
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about causality from our data, it is possible that having a sense of being “trapped”
in an organization is both stressful for employees and a source of conflict in the
home.

Dimensionality of Commitment

Two of the unresolved issues identified by Allen and Meyer (1996) pertained to
the dimensionality of commitment. The first was concerned with whether affective
and normative commitment are distinguishable constructs, and the second was
concerned with whether continuance commitment is unidimensional. With regard
to the first issue, we found that affective and normative commitment are indeed
highly correlated. The correlation between the constructs, however, is not unity.
Moreover, although affective and normative commitment show similar patterns of
correlations with antecedent, correlate, and consequence variables, the magnitude
of the correlations is often quite different. There are also notable differences in the
moderating effects of geographic location on correlations involving affective and
normative commitment.

Interestingly, the strength of the correlation between affective and normative
commitment differed depending on whether they were measured using the orig-
inal 8-item (Allen & Meyer, 1990) or the revised 6-item (Meyer et al., 1993)
version of the scale. This difference might help to explain the relation between
affective and normative commitment. Recall that the 8-item version of the NCS
was based on Wiener’s (1982) conceptualization of normative commitment and
emphasizes the internalization of social values (e.g., “I was taught to believe in
the value of remaining loyal to one organization”). The 6-item version, in contrast,
focuses more directly on the sense of obligation to remain in the organization
regardless of the origin of this obligation (e.g., “Even if it were to my advan-
tage, I do not feel it would be right to leave my organization now”). That is, it
allows for the possibility that employees can develop a sense of obligation to their
organization for reasons other than socialization, including the receipt of bene-
fits that invoke a need for reciprocity (cf. Meyer & Allen, 1991; Scholl, 1981).
Perhaps positive experiences that contribute to strong affective commitment also
contribute to a feeling of obligation to reciprocate. If so, this might also help
to explain why most of the work experience variables that correlate with affec-
tive commitment also correlate positively, albeit less strongly, with normative
commitment.

Even if there is a strong natural link between affective and normative commit-
ment, it does not rule out the possibility that employees can experience an obliga-
tion to pursue a course of action in the absence of a desire to do so. It does suggest,
however, that to detect the unique impact of obligation on behavior, it is necessary
to control for the influence of desire. Studies that have used regression analyses
to assess the independent contributions of affective and normative commitment in
the prediction of organizational behavior have yielded mixed results; some stud-
ies demonstrated significant increments in predictions for normative commitment
(e.g., Lee, Allen, Meyer, & Rhee, 2001; Meyer et al., 1993), and others did not
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(e.g., Jaros, 1997; Ko et al., 1997). Taken together, these findings suggest that
affective and normative commitment are not identical constructs, but more work is
needed to understand what normative commitment is, how it develops, and whether
it contributes uniquely to the prediction of behavior.

With regard to the dimensionality of continuance commitment, we found that
the two subcomponents, perceived sacrifice and lack of alternatives, are more
highly correlated than initially reported by McGee and Ford (1987) and that their
correlations with both affective and normative commitment are indeed opposite in
sign. Even more important, perhaps, is the fact that the sacrifice subcomponent has
a stronger negative correlation with withdrawal cognition and turnover intention
than does the alternatives subcomponent. In light of these findings, it appears
that the CC:HiSac subscale is a better operational definition of Becker’s (1960)
“side bet” view of commitment than is the CC:LoAlt subscale. Thus, it might be
advisable to refine the CCS for future research, perhaps by including more items
to reflect perceived sacrifice.

Generalizabilility of the Model Outside North America

The third issue identified by Allen and Meyer (1996) concerned the generaliz-
ability of the model outside North America. Although there are still not enough
studies to do a systematic cross-cultural comparison, our findings do help to ad-
dress the generalizability issue and, when considered in conjunction with other re-
cent research, also give some direction to future research. Interestingly, although
we found some differences, for the most part, the results were very similar for
studies conducted within and outside North America. The similarities are impor-
tant because (a) they suggest that the Three-Component Model might indeed be
generalizable and (b) they increase our confidence that any differences observed
are meaningful (i.e., they reflect true cultural differences rather than artifact [cf.
Campbell, 1964]).

Among the more notable differences were the correlations among the commit-
ment components, particularly between affective and normative commitment. The
correlation between these two forms of commitment is greater in studies con-
ducted outside North America. This might suggest that the constructs themselves
are more closely related in other cultures (i.e., the difference between desire and
obligation is less distinct). It is also possible, however, that the greater overlap
results from difficulties in translation. For example, Lee et al. (2001) found that
when the scales were translated into Korean using standard back-translation proce-
dures, it was not possible to reproduce the three-factor structure typically reported
in North American studies (cf. Ko et al., 1997). This problem was addressed by
using the construct definitions to write items specifically tailored to the Korean
culture. Wasti (1999) also found that the constructs could be distinguished in a
Turkish sample when she used culture-specific items. Thus, in future research,
it will be important to distinguish clearly between translation-based and culture-
based differences in cross-cultural comparisons (for a more detailed discussion,
see Allen & Meyer, 2000).
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Gaps in Existing Research

Perhaps the most obvious gap in research pertaining to the Three-Component
Model concerns the development of continuance and normative commitment.
Continuance commitment presumably develops as individuals make “side bets”
(Becker, 1960) or investments that would be lost by discontinuing a course of
action. We found relatively few studies that measured investments directly. Our
analysis of these studies revealed a relatively weak correlation with continuance
commitment. The fact that investments can be very idiosyncratic might explain
both the paucity of studies and the weak correlations. Interestingly, we did find
that continuance commitment correlated negatively with perceived transferability
of skills and education. That is, those employees who believed their skills and
education would not transfer easily to another organization had higher continu-
ance commitment. The time and energy put into acquiring organization-specific
knowledge and skills might be one form of investment that is fairly widespread.

Given the difficulties associated with direct measures of investments, it has
long been assumed that age and tenure might be good proxy measures for the
accumulation of investments. Our findings suggest that this is not the case (cf.
Cohen & Lowenberg, 1990; Meyer & Allen, 1984). The correlations between
continuance commitment and age and tenure, although positive, were weak and
similar in magnitude to those for affective and normative commitment. A better
index of the costs associated with leaving might be employees’ perceptions of
comparable alternative employment opportunities. In thinking about alternatives,
employees might consider what they would have to give up if they were to switch
employers. Accordingly, we found that perceived alternatives correlated negatively
with continuance commitment and that the magnitude of the correlation was greater
than for affective and normative commitment.

Despite the difficulties associated with the measurement of its antecedents, it
is important to continue to investigate how continuance commitment develops.
Because continuance commitment is unrelated, or even negatively related, to de-
sirable on-the-job behavior, interest in its development might be stimulated more
by a desire to avoid creating continuance commitment in attempts to foster affec-
tive commitment. To illustrate, consider how the increasingly widespread use of
retention bonuses might influence employee commitment. Paying employees to
stay in an organization could lead to higher affective commitment if it contributes
to perceptions of personal competence (Mathieu & Zajac, 1990). However, it could
lead to continuance commitment if it merely makes salient what employees have
to lose if they leave. Therefore, among other things, we need to know more about
how interventions designed to increase retention will be perceived by employees.

There has been even less attention given to the development of normative com-
mitment. None of the antecedents of normative commitment identified in Fig. 1
received sufficient investigation to warrant inclusion in our meta-analyses. One
reason for this might be that the hypothesized antecedents of normative commit-
ment (i.e., socialization and organizational investments) are difficult to measure.
Both socialization experiences and organizational investments are likely to be
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idiosyncratic and difficult to capture using standard research instruments. Given
that socialization experiences might vary considerably across cultures, it is possi-
ble that cross-cultural research will provide greater insight into the development
of normative commitment in the future.

Another potentially fruitful avenue for research on the development of normative
commitment might be to consider individual differences, such as personal values
and dispositions, that reflect cultural socialization. For example, two recent studies
(Clugston, Howell, & Dorfman, 2000; Wasti, 1999) found that individual differ-
ences in cultural values (e.g., collectivism and power distance [Hofstede, 1980])
correlated positively with normative commitment to the organization. Given that
normative commitment correlates positively with desired outcome variables (e.g.,
performance, OCB), there might be value in continuing this line of research.

Future Directions: A Call for New Strategies

This meta-analytic review has allowed us to take stock of what we know and do
not know about the meaning, development, and consequences of organizational
commitment. We conclude by illustrating how what we have learned about the
commitment process is limited by the way in which it has been studied and by
suggesting new strategies for future research. We focus specifically on three issues:
assessment of causality, interactions among the components of commitment, and
cross-cultural comparisons.

To date, most research conducted to investigate the development and conse-
quences of commitment has been cross-sectional and correlational. Although our
meta-analyses suggest that the pattern of correlations is generally as predicted, the
fact that we are dealing with correlations makes it impossible to verify the direction
of causality. We need more research using experimental, quasi-experimental, or
longitudinal designs that are better suited to detecting causal effects. The preva-
lence of organizational change might provide an excellent opportunity for re-
searchers to examine the impact of changing conditions as they unfold or to ex-
periment with alternate strategies for introducing change (e.g., see Schweiger &
DeNisi, 1991).

The fact that the components of commitment correlate as predicted with the out-
come variables is encouraging, but it does not address Meyer and Allen’s (1991,
1997) contention that commitment-relevant behavior can best be understood by
examining employees’ commitment profile (i.e., the interactions among the com-
mitment components). Earlier, we noted that failure to consider interactions among
the components of commitment might help to explain why the correlations with
behavior are modest. Only a few studies to date have tested for interactions among
the components (e.g., Jaros, 1997; Randall, Fedor, & Longenecker, 1990; Somers,
1995). This is an important direction for future research.

Finally, as we noted earlier, research based on the Three-Component Model is
increasingly being conducted outside North America. Our findings suggest that the
model might indeed be applicable in other countries and cultures. We found suffi-
cient differences across geographic location, however, to suggest that care should
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be taken in attempting to apply the model and measures outside North America.
Important lessons can be learned from studies that have experimented with issues
of translation and item generation within non-North American cultures (e.g., Lee
et al., 2001; Wasti, 1999), but what is needed is more systematic cross-cultural
research in which relations among the constructs are examined in the context of
existing theories of cultural differences (e.g., Hofstede, 1980, 1991). Such re-
search would make a particularly valuable contribution to our understanding of
commitment in the global economy.
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Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium.

*Vandenberghe, C., Bonami, M., & Jacquemyns, B. (1998). Perceived support, organizational
commitment, and job satisfaction as correlates of citizenship behaviors: A test in retail stores.
Unpublished manuscript, Université Catholique de Louvain, Louvain-la-Neuve, Belgium.

*Vandenberghe, C., & Peiro, J. M. (1999). Organizational and individual values: Their main and com-
bined effects on work attitudes and perceptions. European Journal of Work and Organizational
Psychology, 8, 569–581.

*Vandewalle, D., VanDyne, L., & Kostova, T. (1995). Psychological ownership: An empirical
examination of its consequences. Group and Organization Management, 20, 210–226.

*Wahn, J. (1993). Organizational dependence and the likelihood of complying with organizational
pressures to behave unethically. Journal of Business Ethics, 12, 245–251.



52 MEYER ET AL.

Wallace, J. E. (1993). Professional and organizational commitment: Compatible or incompatible?
Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 333–349.

*Ward, E. A., & Davis, E. (1995). The effect of benefit satisfaction on organizational commitment.
Compensation & Benefits Management, 11(3), 35– 40.

Wasti, S. A. (1999, August). A cultural analysis of organizational commitment and turnover intentions
in a collectivist society. Paper presented at the annual meeting of the Academy of Management,
Chicago.

*Whitener, E. M., & Walz, P. M. (1993). Exchange theory determinants of affective and continuance
commitment and turnover. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 42, 265–281.

*Whitman, M. F. (1999). Antecedents of repatriate’s intent to leave the organization: Repatriation
adjustment, job satisfaction, and organizational commitment. Unpublished doctoral dissertation,
University of Sarasota, Sarasota, FL.

Wiener, Y. (1982). Commitment in organizations: A normative view. Academy of Management Review,
7, 418–428.

*Williams, L. J., Gavin, M. B., & Williams, M. L. (1996). Measurement and nonmeasurement processes
with negative affectivity and employee attitudes. Journal of Applied Psychology, 8, 88–101.

*Withey, M. (1988). Antecedents of value based and economic organizational commitment. In Proceed-
ings of the annual meeting of the Administrative Sciences Association of Canada–Organizational
Behavior division (Vol. 9, pp. 124–133).

Note. An asterisk (∗) indicates that the article, manuscript, or presented paper
was included in the meta-analyses.

Received June 27, 2001; published online December 19, 2001


	FIG. 1.
	METHOD
	TABLE 1

	RESULTS
	TABLE 2
	TABLE 3
	TABLE 3— Continued
	TABLE 4
	TABLE 5

	DISCUSSION
	REFERENCES

