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A conceptual integration of job design and compensation draws on in-
terdisciplinary job design, job evaluation, and labor economic theory.
It is argued that job design influences the number and level of skills
required and the degree to which jobs are physically aversive or haz-
ardous. External labor markets also respond to skill and physical re-
quirements. Job evaluation links job design and market forces by an-
alyzing jobs’ compensable factors that reflect these requirements, and
then relating them to the market through wage surveys across firms.
An empirical examination presents relationships between job design
and pay or job evaluation measures. Strongly supportive results repli-
cate in two separate samples (total n = 213 jobs) which differ in indus-
tries, job types, skill levels, job design measures, job evaluation mea-
sures, and labor markets. Motivational job design had higher job eval-
uation measures reflecting higher skill requirements, and mechanistic
and perceptual/motor design had lower evaluation measures reflecting
lower skill requirements. Biological design had lower evaluation mea-
sures reflecting physical requirements.

Job design and compensation are two major parameters of the hu-
man resource system. Both may be viewed (in part) as rewards offered
by the organization to induce individuals to join and remain, to perform
effectively, and to be satisfied with these important aspects of their jobs
(e.g., Hackman & Oldham, 1980; Opsahl & Dunnette, 1966). Both ac-
tivities also require substantial investment of the organization’s financial
resources and commitment of managerial effort (Milkovich & Newnan,
1990).

While they are important to both the individual and the organization,
little attention has been directed towards understanding how these two
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major activities interrelate. The goal of this study is to identify, explain,
and test the relationships between job design attributes (e.g., content,
skill requirements, methods, and environments) and how jobs are com-
pensated (in terms of both the external labor market and internal job
evaluation practices). Establishing these relationships is important in
order to understand the compensation implications of designing jobs in
new organizations, or redesigning jobs due to technological innovation,
growth or retrenchment, reorganization, quality of work life programs,
or product market demand.

The study is organized as follows. First, salient research in job design
and compensation is briefly reviewed. The focus is on both internal (i.e.,
job design choices, job evaluation processes) and external (i.e., labor
supply and demand) factors. Next, conceptual relationships between
job design and compensation are identified by comparing similarity of
content, objectives, and methods. Finally, the empirical relationships
between job design and compensation are examined in two distinctly
different samples.

Job Design

This study adopts the interdisciplinary perspective on job design
(Campion, 1988, 1989; Campion & McClelland, in press; Campion &
Thayer, 1985, 1987). This perspective considers a variety of alternative
approaches to job design from diverse disciplines (e.g., psychology, en-
gineering). This research has delineated a taxonomy of four job design
approaches, and it has demonstrated that each approach is oriented to-
ward the optimization of a different category of outcomes.

The first job design approach is the motivational which comes from
organizational psychology (Cherns, 1976; Hackman & Oldham, 1980;
Herzberg, 1966; Steers & Mowday, 1977). It focuses on those features
of jobs that enhance psychological meaning and motivational potential,
such as skill variety, autonomy, and task significance. This mode! pre-
dicts that increases in complexity (operationalized through these job fea-
tures) will increase satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, involvement, per-
formance, attendance, and mental skill requirements.

While proponents of the motivational approach vary to some degree,
they share two common themes—well designed jobs increase both the
number and level of skills required. (Note that the term “skills” is used
here to refer to knowledge, skills, and abilities as used in the person-
nel psychology literature.) For example, Hackman and Oldham (1980)
stress increasing skill variety, thereby utilizing a greater number of skills,
as does Herzberg’s (1966) notion of job enlargement. Sociotechnical ap-
proaches (e.g., Cherns, 1976) would also increase the number of skills
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by expanding the boundaries of the work process for which the group is
responsible. Likewise, skill level increases in all three models because
each emphasizes that jobs include more responsibility for decision mak-
ing. This concept is clearly central to Herzberg’s job enrichment, and
it may also be seen in Hackman and Oldham’s core dimension of au-
tonomy, which is defined as freedom to make work decisions. Similarly,
sociotechnical theory suggests reducing the number of hierarchical levels
in the organization, thus pushing decision making responsibility down to
the work group.

The second job design approach is the mechanistic, which comes from
classic industrial engineering (Barnes, 1980; Gilbreth, 1911; Niebel,
1988; F. Taylor, 1911). It predicts that decreased complexity will increase
human resource efficiency and flexibility outcomes such as staffing ease
and low training times, and will decrease skill requirements.

The mechanistic approach is nearly opposite of the motivational ap-
proach in decreasing both the number and level of skills required. The
key mechanistic concepts of specialization and simplification are the op-
posites of job enlargement and enrichment, respectively. Efficiency is
attained because specializing reduces the number of skills required, and
simplification reduces the level of skills required. The mechanistic ap-
proach suggests decreasing the amount of responsibility or autonomy of
the worker, which also decreases skill requirements. These points are
emphasized here because, as will be argued below, compensation also
reflects both number and level of skills, albeit for different reasons.

The third job design approach is the biological, which comes primarily
from ergonomics (Astrand & Rodahl, 1977; Grandjean, 1980; Tichauer,
1978). It focuses on minimizing physical strain on the worker by reduc-
ing strength and endurance requirements and aversive climate and noise
conditions. It results in less discomfort, fatigue, and illness for employ-
ees, and the jobs have decreased physical ability requirements as well. As
described below, the external labor market recognizes physical hazards,
while job evaluation plans consider physical effort and working condi-
tions.

The fourth job design approach is the perceptual/motor, which comes
primarily from human factors (Fogel, 1967; Salvendy, 1987; Sanders &
McCormick, 1987; Welford, 1976). It is oriented toward human mental
capabilities and limitations, primarily by striving to reduce the attention
and concentration requirements of jobs.

The perceptual/motor approach seeks to improve reliability, safety,
and user reactions by limiting the sensory and information processing
requirements of the job. In so doing, the job is designed not to exceed
the abilities of the least capable potential worker. This has the effect
of decreasing the cognitive demands and skill requirements in general,
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even though that is not the primary goal as in the mechanistic approach.
Therefore, as discussed below, the link with compensation is both in
terms of skill requirements and in terms of physical hazards from po-
tential accidents.

This interdisciplinary perspective on job design has two advantages
for studying relationships with compensation. First, it considers both
skill and physical aspects of jobs. Both of these aspects are also reflected
in the labor market and in job evaluation plans. Second, it highlights
the central conflict among the job design approaches. That is, jobs can
be simultaneously high on the mechanistic and perceptual/motor ap-
proaches because both generally recommend design features that mini-
mize skill requirements, but the motivational approach gives nearly op-
posite advice by encouraging design features that enhance skill require-
ments. Thus, interdisciplinary job design might suggest how jobs can be
changed to either lower or raise compensation requirements.

Compensation

Compensation is determined by two major processes: external labor
markets, and internal managerial decisions most frequently in the form
of job evaluation (e.g., Milkovich & Newman, 1990). Note that in the
present study the unit of analysis is the job, rather than the individual.
Therefore, the discussion below does not consider variation in pay due
to individual attributes such as performance or seniority.

Labor Markets

External labor markets act to set average occupational compensa-
tion and determine the magnitude of average compensation differentials
across occupations (e.g., Ehrenberg & R. Smith, 1988). Given compet-
itive market conditions, both the number of individuals employed and
their average compensation are determined by the interaction of the
supply and demand for labor. All else equal, the higher the pay, the
greater the number of individuals willing to work in that occupation.
The demand for labor, on the other hand, decreases as wages or salaries
increase. Compensation within an occupation is determined by supply
and demand reaching a relatively stable or “equilibrium” wage or salary.
Differences in average compensation across multiple occupations exist,
again reflecting the relative supply and demand in each occupation. Sup-
ply and demand in turn are determined (in part) by differences in num-
ber and level of skills required by the occupation and by physically aver-
sive or dangerous working conditions.
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Demand for labor. The demand for labor is affected by the demand
for the product. As product demand increases, more product is sold or
it is sold at a higher price. The organization will be willing to pay higher
wages in order to attract the necessary labor to increase production and
revenues. Thus there will be a corresponding increase in demand for
labor with the relevant skills, which will in turn drive up compensation.
The demand for labor also depends on the degree to which capital can
be substituted for labor, usually in the form of advanced technology.

Supply of labor. Two primary determinants of labor supply behavior
provide linkages between job design and compensation: the individual’s
investment in education or “human capital” (Becker, 1975), and physi- -
cally hazardous or aversive working conditions.

Higher wages or salaries in an occupation will encourage individuals
to enter that occupation. The higher pay may be the result of higher
skills required by the occupation, or from high product demand creating
ashortage of skills as described above. Either way, these skills are usually
attained in the form of education or training. Human capital theory
predicts that an individual will incur the costs of education (e.g., tuition,
fees, books), plus opportunity costs of forgone earnings while attending
school, if the discounted present value of expected future earnings is
greater than the costs (Becker, 1975; Mincer, 1974). The theory has
been successfully applied to many specific occupations (e.g., engineers;
Freeman, 1976), as well as education in general (e.g., Catsiapis, 1987,
Fuller, Manski, & Wise, 1982; Lindsay, 1971), and the findings have been
consistently supportive (e.g., Becker, 1975; Blaug, 1976).

A second determinant of labor supply is the degree to which an oc-
cupation is physically aversive or involves a substantial risk of injury
or death. From their earliest literature (A. Smith, 1776/1937), labor
economists have argued that there would be fewer people willing to work
in hazardous, dirty, or unpleasant environments, and consequently there
would be a “compensating wage differential” or higher pay to reflect
these undesirable conditions. Reviews of empirical research (Ehren-
berg & R. Smith, 1988; R. Smith, 1979) indicate that there is a measur-
able positive differential for occupations that involve risk of death, and
to a lesser degree nonfatal injuries. Differentials for physically aversive
conditions, however, appear to be difficult to isolate from survey data
(Ehrenberg & R. Smith, 1988), even though they are generally recog-
nized in internal job evaluation plans (e.g., Hills, 1987).

In summary, two characteristics of labor markets—generally higher
compensation for higher skill levels, and compensating differentials for
dangerous or aversive jobs—have clear implications for job design-com-
pensation relationships.
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Job Evaluation

Although there is substantial variance across individuals, organiza-
tions, and occupations, average salaries or wages are established as a
result of aggregate supply and demand interactions in the external labor
market (Rynes & Milkovich, 1986). These market forces are translated
into the firm either informally, through having to match the market to
attract employees, or more formally, through the process of job evalua-
tion. The latter is the more common method in larger firms (e.g., 86% of
those surveyed in Bates & Vail, 1984). Job evaluation can be defined as
a systematic procedure to formalize and measure pay hierarchies or pay
differentials across jobs within an organization (Milkovich & Newman,
1990). These pay hierarchies are intended to accurately reflect both ex-
ternal labor market factors and the organization’s specific compensation
objectives. There are several major methods of job evaluation (e.g., fac-
tor comparison, classification, point method), but they have two impor-
tant commonalities for the purpose of the present discussion.

First, job evaluation links organizational pay rates to the external la-
bor market through “key” or “benchmark” jobs. To the degree that a job
is more common across organizations, it will be more strongly affected
by market forces and will provide a stronger link between the market
and the organization’s pay rates (Schwab, 1980). In both the process
of constructing the job hierarchy, and in pricing the hierarchy (i.e., set-
ting wages and salaries) via market wage surveys, the organization sets
compensation for key jobs at, above, or below the market depending
on its compensation objectives, and then fits the non-key (i.e., relatively
unique) jobs into the pay hierarchy. Following human capital theory,
key jobs will reflect market determined premiums for scarcity of specific
skills, as well as higher levels of skills in general. The external market
also reflects higher wages for hazardous or aversive jobs.

Second, the basis of comparison used to construct the hierarchy of
jobs are “compensable factors.” These are the job attributes for which
the organization wants to pay. While there are many different specific
compensable factors in various job evaluation plans, commonly used cat-
egories include responsibility (e.g., for people, money, equipment), skill
requirements (e.g., knowledge, technical skills, social skills), effort (e.g.,
physical effort, mental fatigue), and working conditions (e.g., hazards,
aversive conditions like temperature extremes and noise) (Equal Pay Act
of 1963; Hay, 1958; Hills, 1987; Midwest Industrial Management Asso-
ciation, 1974). Note that job evaluation methods differentially weight
these compensable factors to reflect importance to the organization or
to match the external market.
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Integration of Job Design and Compensation

Job design and compensation can be integrated both by conceptual
arguments and by drawing empirical evidence from previous research.
The conceptual arguments identify similarities of content, underlying
objectives, and method.

In terms of content, there are clear commonalities between recom-
mendations in job design and compensable factors in job evaluation. The
motivational approach argues to increase core task characteristics, and
in so doing increases skill, responsibility, and mental effort which are
factors in most job evaluation plans. The mechanistic approach suggests
that jobs be simplified, and therefore decreases skill, responsibility, and
mental effort. One would also expect compensation to be positively re-
lated to the motivational approach and negatively related to the mech-
anistic approach based on labor market considerations in that average
compensation increases with the number and level of skills.

The biological approach reduces physical requirements of jobs, and
so decreases physical effort and aversive working conditions which are
factors in most job evaluation plans. Additionally, the biological ap-
proach should relate negatively to average compensation in the market
as aversive working conditions and risk of injury or death are reduced.
Finally, the perceptual/motor approach attempts to reduce information
processing demands and, like the mechanistic approach, decreases skill,
responsibility, and mental effort. It also attempts to decrease likelihoods
of accidents. Therefore, the perceptual/motor approach should relate
negatively to compensation because it decreases both skills and occupa-
tional hazards.

The underlying objectives of some job design approaches include a
consideration of compensation implications. The goal of mechanistic de-
signers is the minimization of immediate costs, especially payroll costs.
This is true both historically (Davis, Canter, & Hoffman, 1955) and cur-
rently (J. Taylor, 1979). The motivational approach, in contrast, either
considers pay to be a less important outcome (Gordon, 1969) or gives pay
little overt consideration. Nevertheless, in the job design literature some
authors have suggested that jobs high on motivational attributes may
increase compensation requirements (e.g., Campion, 1989; Dunham,
1977; Taber, Beehr, & Walsh, 1985). Similarly, the job evaluation liter-
ature has sometimes recognized that more mechanistic designs can de-
crease compensation requirements (e.g., Kerr & Fisher, 1950; Schwab,
1980).
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There are also important methodological reasons why job design and
job evaluation may be related. Both job design and job evaluation in-
clude forms of job analysis, albeit with different purposes. Conduct-
ing a traditional job analysis (e.g., determining tasks and requirements)
and the writing of job descriptions are recommended prior steps to con-
ducting a job evaluation (Milkovich & Newman, 1990). Some experts
even suggest the possibility of job design measurement instruments as
a method of analysis to be included in preparing for a job evaluation
(Milkovich & Newman, 1990; Schwab, 1980). Finally, most job design
measures (e.g., Job Diagnostic Survey by Hackman & Oldham, 1975;
Job Characteristics Inventory by Sims, Szilagyi, & Keller, 1976; and Mul-
timethod Job Design Questionnaire by Campion, 1988), and the most
common form of job evaluation (i.e., point method) involve quantitative
ratings on dimensionalized scales.

Empirically, several studies provide evidence on the relationship be-
tween motivational job design and job evaluation. Dunham (1977) ex-
amined correlations with job evaluation estimates based on the Position
Analysis Questionnaire (McCormick, Jeanneret, & Mecham, 1972), and
Taber et al. (1985) found correlations with job evaluation estimates from
the National Electrical Manufacturing Association plan. Other empiri-
cal studies provide indirect evidence by examining correlations with skill
requirements of jobs (Gerhart, 1988; Rousseau, 1982; Schneider, Reich-
ers, & Mitchell, 1982). In all cases, positive correlations were observed
between motivational features of jobs and their compensation or skill re-
quirements. No negative correlations were observed with skill require-
ments and no relationships were observed with physical requirements.
Using an interdisciplinary perspective, Campion (1989) replicated these
findings and then demonstrated that other approaches to job design (i.e.,
mechanistic and perceptual/motor) related negatively to skill require-
ments and another approach (i.e., biological) related negatively to phys-
ical requirements.

Prior empirical evidence also helps identify similarities of internal
structures within job design and job evaluation. In both areas, measures
have been studied to determine the smallest number of independent
dimensions. In job evaluation, a very early common finding was that
most sets of compensable factors tended to reduce to a large skill com-
ponent (e.g., skill requirements, responsibility, complexity) and one or
more very small physical components (e.g., physical effort, working con-
ditions) (e.g., Grant, 1951; Howard & Schutz, 1952; Lawshe, Dudek, &
Wilson, 1948; Lawshe & Maleski, 1946; Lawshe & Satter, 1944; Lawshe
& Wilson, 1946; Rogers, 1946). In job design, studies exclusively within
the motivational approach have frequently discovered that job design
recommendations reduce to only a large complexity or skill component

CAMPION AND BERGER 533

(Aldag, Barr, & Brief, 1981; Hogan & Martell, 1987). However, interdis-
ciplinary job design research (Campion, 1988, 1989; Campion & Thayer,
1985) and other research that evaluated perspectives broader than the
motivational approach (Stone & Gueutal, 1985; Taber et al., 1985) found
an analogous result as in the job evaluation area—a large skill compo-
nent and one or more small physical components. It is recognized, of
course, that the dimensionality of either job design or job evaluation
measures is influenced by the range of jobs studied (e.g., the physical
dimension may account for a larger proportion of variance within a set
of factory jobs than across the entire range of jobs in an organization).

Given these conceptual similarities and prior empirical evidence, the
following hypotheses are tested in the present study. Each hypothesis is
advanced assuming that all other variables are held constant.

Hypothesis 1. The motivational approach will relate positively to overall
pay, and it will relate positively to those job evaluation dimensions (i.e.,
compensable factors) that reflect higher numbers and levels of skills.

Hypothesis 2. The mechanistic approach will relate negatively to overall
pay, and it will relate negatively to those job evaluation dimensions that
reflect higher numbers and levels of skills.

Hypothesis 3. The biological approach will relate negatively to overall pay,
and it will relate negatively to job evaluation dimensions that reflect more
physical effort and aversive working conditions.

Hypothesis 4. The perceptual/motor approach will relate negatively to
overall pay, it will relate negatively to those job evaluation dimensions that
reflect higher numbers and levels of skills, and it will relate negatively to
job evaluation dimensions that reflect more physical effort and aversive
working conditions.

Method
Overview

Research paradigm. The conceptual integration proposed in this
study is intended to describe the relationships between how jobs are
designed and the resulting impact on compensation. However, the re-
search paradigm testing these relationships differs in three ways. First, it
examines covariation between job design and compensation, rather than
how changes in job design affect changes in compensation. Thus, it pro-
vides only a cross-sectional examination of what is actually a longitudi-
nal phenomenon, and so it weakens the ability to draw causal inferences.
Second, the present study does not examine job design as a set of actions
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the organizations took. Instead, it examines static jobs in terms of rat-
ings on dimensions that reflect job design theories. Whether the jobs
were actually designed according to these theories can only be inferred.
Third, the conceptual integration applies both within- and between-jobs,
but perhaps more strongly to the former. That is, differences in the de-
sign of a particular job are related to differences in compensation for
that job. However, the test is conducted between-jobs; job design dif-
ferences between jobs are related to compensation differences between
jobs. This is a somewhat weaker test of the ideas, and thus weaker results
should be expected.

Nature of data. The job design data came from two samples studied
previously. The compensation data were collected specifically for this
study and have not been elsewhere reported. The samples allow a repli-
cation, and they differ in four ways which enhance generalizability. First,
sample 1 (Campion & Thayer, 1985) includes blue collar manufacturing
jobs from a low technology industry, while sample 2 (Campion, 1988) in-
cludes both blue and white collar manufacturing and development jobs
from a high technology industry. The jobs in sample 1 are all nonexempt
(i.e., require overtime pay according to the Fair Labor Standards Act
of 1938), but sample 2 includes both nonexempt and exempt jobs (e.g.,
managerial, professional). Second, the jobs differ in average expected
ability requirements, with sample 1 higher on physical requirements and
sample 2 higher on skill requirements (Campion, 1989). Third, job de-
sign measurement differs, with an analyst-completed measure in sample
1 and a self-report measure in sample 2. Fourth, both compensation
measurement and labor markets differ, with sample 1 using actual pay
in a unionized company in a rural setting, and sample 2 using job evalu-
ation indices in a nonunion company in an urban setting.

Sample 1

Sample description. Job design data were collected by observation of
121 jobs from five operations of a large forest products company: ply-
wood plant (40 jobs), sawmill (33 jobs), fiberwood plant (25 jobs), wood
treatment (e.g., landscape timber) facility (14 jobs), and merchandiser
(i.e., log sorting/grading) facility (9 jobs). Statistical power to detect a
.30 correlation between job design and job evaluation measures is esti-
mated at 96% (p < .05, one-tailed test; Cohen, 1977). The sample is a
census of hourly production jobs in these plants, with 23 skilled/craft, 63
semi-skilled/operative, 34 unskilled/labor, and 1 clerical job. Employees
average 6.1 years of company tenure, 2.5 years of job tenure, and 11.3
years of education.
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Job design measurement. Job design was measured using the analyst-
completed Multimethod Job Design Questionnaire (MJDQ; Campion,
1985; Campion & Thayer, 1985). It was developed by rewriting specific
job design recommendations into principles that could be used to make
objective and quantifiable judgments about jobs. The MJDQ has four
sections, one corresponding to each of the four job design approaches:
motivational (15 items), mechanistic (13 items), biological (18 items),
and perceptual/motor (23 items). Note that the pay adequacy item was
removed from the motivational scale for this study to avoid any defini-
tional dependency among measures. Each item has a five-point rating
scale (with five highest), with detailed anchors to enhance interrater re-
liability. Total scores, calculated as averages of applicable items (Pierce
& Dunham, 1976), indicate the degree to which jobs are well designed
based on the recommendations of each approach. Internal consistency
reliabilities range from .82 to .89, and interrater reliability ranges from
.89 (p < .05 here and below) to .93, across the four total scores. The
MJIDQ was completed by an analyst on the job site based on a 15 to 30
minute observation period with occasional informal questioning of the
worker about less observable or infrequent tasks. Further development
and reliability information is contained in Campion and Thayer (1985),
and the instrument is contained in Campion (1985).

Compensation measurement. Union negotiated hourly pay levels
were obtained for each job. Four of the five plants were in the same
geographic area, and pay levels were negotiated by the same union at
the same time. The fifth plant was geographically separated, but in the
same state. It did not have a union, but pay levels were set by manage-
ment to correspond to the prevailing union rates. Average wage rates
and ranges were generally comparable across plants, with rates at the
geographically separate plant slightly higher due to proximity to large
cities.

Given that there was no formal job evaluation in these plants, there
may be an issue as to how well the external market was related to pay
rates. But as Friedman (1953) argues, if ‘an organization does not re-
spond to the market in terms of wages and prices, at least within a broad
range, it eventually would be forced out of business. This firm was well
established and successful, and thus its wages were likely to have some
correspondence to the local labor market in terms of global wage lev-
els and differentials even without a formal job evaluation. The lack of
a formal job evaluation system would work against detecting the results
predicted in the hypotheses.

Another potential issue is whether the presence of a union would
alter compensation rates. There is evidence that unions increase wages
(Lewis, 1986), employee benefits (Freeman, 1981), restrictive work rules
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(Freeman & Medoff, 1984), and narrow job descriptions (Berger, Olson,
& Boudreau, 1983). Unions also tend to flatten pay structures (Freeman
& Medoft, 1984) by increasing pay of lower level (relatively unskilled)
jobs. While union “monopoly power” can alter market forces (Freeman
& Medoff, 1984), it is unlikely that it could totally negate them. There-
fore, it is expected that the same basic job design-compensation relation-
ships will be observed in this union sample.

A final concern is that global compensation measures like pay pro-
vide a less precise assessment of relationships than would analyses at the
level of compensable factors (e.g., responsibility, working conditions).
Therefore, the data in sample 1 provide only a limited opportunity to
examine empirical relationships. Sample 2 contains detailed compens-
able factor data, however.

Sample 2

Sample description. Job design data were collected from 1,024 em-
ployees on 92 diverse jobs in a manufacturing and development facility
of a large nonunion electronics company. Statistical power to detect a
correlation of .30 is estimated at 90% (p < .05, one-tailed test; Cohen,
1977). Using variance estimates from the data, employee population
statistics, and standard sampling formulas (Warwick & Lininger, 1975),
the 10.7 (SD = 2.65) respondents per job yield averaged 95% confidence
intervals around job design estimates of 3.2% of the scale range. The 92
jobs are a 79.3% representative sample of the most populated jobs in
this setting. Job types are 17.4% managerial, 27.2% professional, 19.6%
technical, 21.7% manufacturing, and 14.1% administrative. Most re-
spondents have at least one year company tenure (99.8%), six months
job tenure (91.4%), and two years of college (60.5%).

Job design measurement. Job design was measured using the self-
report MIDQ (Campion, 1988). A self-report version allows the exam-
ination of many managerial and professional jobs that could not be an-
alyzed via observation (e.g., long task cycles, difficult to observe tasks,
confidentiality of some job content, etc.). Like the analyst-completed
MIJDQ, scores are provided on each approach: motivational (17 items),
mechanistic (8 items), biological (10 items), and perceptual/motor (12
items). Note that the pay adequacy item was again removed from the
motivational scale for this study to avoid any definitional dependency
among measures. Incumbents indicate the extent to which each state-
ment is descriptive of their job using a common five-point scale ranging
from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). Total scores are again cal-
culated as averages of applicable items and reflect the degree to which
jobs are well designed based on each approach. Estimates of various
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types of reliabilities calculated at the job level are generally accept-
able across the four total scores: internal consistency (range .82 to .91),
interrater among analysts (range .78 to .95), interrater among incum-
bents (range .55 to .86), and interrater between analysts and incumbents
(range .66 to .89). Subsequent research on the self-report MJIDQ has
provided evidence of convergent validity between the motivational scale
and the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham, 1975), dis-
criminant validity between the other three scales of the MJDQ and the
JDS, and convergence of MIDQ responses between incumbents and su-
pervisors (Campion, Kosiak, & Langford, 1988). Individual incumbent
data were aggregated to the job level for analysis by averaging all in-
cumbents in each job (M = 10.13 per job, SD = 2.65). Employees in
each job were randomly sampled from alphabetical listings, and ques-
tionnaires were sent through company mail. Job titles were precoded on
the questionnaires to ensure consistency and accuracy, and employees
could indicate if their titles had changed. The 1,024 respondents repre-
sent a 69.6% return rate. Further development and reliability informa-
tion, as well as the instrument itself, is contained in Campion (1988).

Compensation measurement. The organization has an extensive point-
method job evaluation plan, which is the most common evaluation sys-
tem used (Milkovich & Newman, 1990). The plan has been in place for
nearly 30 years. While it does not cover very high level executives or
commission sales, it does cover all the jobs in the present sample includ-
ing nonexempt and exempt (which also contains managerial). As usual
with such plans, it was developed based on detailed job analyses, care-
ful selection of compensable factors, establishment of scale anchors for
each factor degree, and the derivation of factor weights (as reflected in
the points assigned to each degree) using a combination of judgmen-
tal and statistical methods (Milkovich & Newman, 1990). Extensive in-
put was provided by line management and by consultants certified by
the American Compensation Association. The plan has been updated
through eight revisions since the original development. A large corpo-
rate staff monitors and updates the plan, while separate compensation
departments located in each major geographic site implement and pro-
vide updating information to the plan.

Separate nine-factor systems exist for nonexempt and exempt jobs.
For nonexempt jobs, the compensable factor titles, brief descriptions,
number of degrees, and point ranges are:

1. Education—Ievel of knowledge obtained through formal educa-
tion or training (5 degrees from 10 to 40 points).

2. Experience—amount of related work experience or on-the-job
training (8 degrees from 5 to 60 points).



538 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

3. Complexity—difficulty of job assignments, including length of
work cycle, number of different tasks, depth of analysis, ingenuity re-
quired, and so forth (7 degrees from S to 55 points).

4. Direction received—extent of latitude or degree to which incum-
bent performs job without extensive verbal or written instruction (5 de-
grees from 3 to 15 points).

5. Physical effort—amount of physical strain or fatigue resulting from
physical effort including such factors as strength, energy expended, and
continuity (5 degrees from 3 to 15 points).

6. Accountability—likelihood and financial impact of errors (5 de-
grees from 5 to 25 points).

7. Relationships with others—importance of contacts with other em-
ployees, or with customers and others outside the company, in terms of
frequency, difficulty, and level of contact (5 degrees from 5 to 25 points).

8. Instruction and coordination to others—amount of assisting or
guiding of less experienced members of the department (4 degrees from
0 to 15 points).

9. Position conditions—extent of undesirable working conditions not
compensated for under physical effort such as environment, travel, and
on-call (5 degrees from 5 to 25 points).

For the exempt plan, the factors are:

1. Education—same as in nonexempt plan, except points differ (7
degrees from 10 to 100 points).

2. Experience—same as in nonexempt plan, except points differ (12
degrees from 5 to 60 points).

3. Decision making—importance of decision making in terms of
effect on organization, and independence and extent of action without
guidance or approval (15 degrees from 10 to 150 points).

4. Creative and analytical-—amount of imagination and inventiveness
required, and the need to identify and interpret data to derive conclu-
sions (9 degrees from 10 to 100 points).

5. Inside relationships—importance of contacts with other employ-
ees, excluding subordinates, in terms of frequency, difficulty, and level
of contact (13 degrees from 2 to 40 points).

6. Outside relationships—importance of contacts, in terms of fre-
quency, difficulty, and level, with others outside the company where
contacts could affect business relationships (14 degrees from 4 to 140
points).

7. Managerial responsibility—degree of active management of orga-
nizations or facilities in terms of scope and policy formulation and inter-
pretation (14 degrees from 0 to 110 points).
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8. Financial responsibility—level of financial or profit responsibility
in terms of budgets, costs, revenues, and asset utilization and protection
(14 degrees from 0 to 90 points).

9. Position conditions—extent of all undesirable working conditions
such as physical effort, environment, travel, and on-call (5 degrees from
0 to 30 points).

Most factors in both systems reflect skill requirements. Physical re-
quirements are reflected in physical effort and position conditions for
nonexempt jobs and position conditions for exempt jobs.

Given the single point estimates for each job on each different com-
pensable factor, there is no means of estimating the reliability of the rat-
ings. However, several reasons suggest that the data are reliable. First,
the organization places great emphasis on the job evaluation system and
its accuracy. Second, multiple evaluators are involved in the rating pro-
cess including compensation analysts and multiple levels of line and staff
management. The rating process is one of consensus seeking, where dif-
ferences of opinion are resolved by rational arguments and collection of
additional information, thus increasing reliability. Finally, unreliability
attenuates criterion-related validity both in terms of product moment
correlations (Nunnally, 1978) and multiple regression coefficients (Ar-
vey, Maxwell, & Abraham, 1985; Johnston, 1985). Thus any lack of re-
liability will underestimate relationships and represents a conservative
error in this study.

Note that a confidentiality agreement with the organization pre-
cludes further description of the compensation plan. However, it is fair
to state that the organization is regarded as a leader, both within its in-
dustry and across industries, in terms of the quality and extent of its com-
pensation planning.

Results

Descriptive statistics and correlations are presented separately for
sample 1 (Table 1), sample 2 nonexempt jobs (Table 2), and sample 2
exempt jobs (Table 3). Means and standard deviations indicate no ap-
parent range restriction or ceiling effects for any measure or sample, with
two exceptions (i.e., instruction and coordination evaluation measure in
sample 2 nonexempt jobs, and position conditions evaluation measure in
sample 2 exempt jobs). Where the same or similar measures are used in
sample 2, logical differences are observed between the nonexempt and
exempt jobs (e.g., nonexempt jobs are lower on motivational and biologi-
cal design, higher on mechanistic and perceptual/motor design, lower on
education evaluation measure, and higher on position conditions evalu-
ation measure than exempt jobs).
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TABLE 1

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations
Among the Measures in Sample 1

M SD 1 2 3 4
Job design measures
1. Motivational 3.1 5
2. Mechanistic 3.6 5 —69*
3. Biological 32 ) 31* -07
4. Perceptual/Motor 34 4 -30* 21* 47*
Compensation measure
5. Pay 6.2 1.0 64* —41* 43* -15*

Note: n = 121 jobs. Decimals omitted from correlations.
* p< .05 (one-tailed test).

Intercorrelations among the job design measures are generally com-
parable in sign across samples, even though they differ somewhat in mag-
nitude. The mechanistic and perceptual/motor approaches are positively
correlated with each other, but usually negatively correlated with the mo-
tivational approach. The biological approach shows positive correlations
with the other approaches in sample 1, but is not significantly related to
the others in sample 2.

Most of the job evaluation measures in sample 2 have large positive
intercorrelations in both sets of jobs, as might be expected based on the
large skill component underlying evaluation systems. As expected with
the small physical component also underlying many evaluation systems,
the physical effort and position conditions measures have negative corre-
lations with the others in the nonexempt jobs, and the position conditions
measure shows only low correlations with the others in the exempt jobs.
However, in the exempt jobs the managerial responsibility measure has
no correlation with the education and creative and analytical measures,
suggesting a multidimensionality among the skill requirements.

The correlations between job design and compensation measures are
largely as hypothesized for all measures and samples. The job evalua-
tion measures that reflect skill requirements, and pay in sample 1 be-
cause it primarily reflects skill requirements, tend to correlate positively
with the motivational approach, and negatively with the mechanistic and
perceptual/motor approaches. The largest correlations are with the mo-
tivational and mechanistic approaches. Also as hypothesized, the job
evaluation measures that reflect physical requirements, such as physi-
cal effort and position conditions in the sample 2 nonexempt jobs, show
large negative correlations with the biological approach. Also, the physi-
cal effort measure in the sample 2 nonexempt jobs shows a negative cor-
relation with the perceptual/motor approach. Contrary to predictions,

TABLE 2
Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among the Measures in Sample 2 (Nonexempt Jobs)
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= s however, the biological approach correlates positively with compensa-
- " tion measures that reflect skill requirements.
- e Composites of job evaluation measures in sample 2 were formed to
o~ v 9w simplify the results. Factor analyses were conducted usi.ng principal com-
- ponents analysis with varimax rotation to provide the simplest represen-
- 29 3 Fation of the measures (Fprd, MacCallum,.& Tait, 1986).‘ The ratio of
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< . . .. .
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§ EN WO~ e cautiously. Two factors emerged with eigenvalues greater than 1.0 in
= R each set of jobs, with 66.1% of the total variance explained in the nonex-
3 o 2e=zZ9n ©¥ empt jobs and 87.9% explained in the exempt jobs. Scales were formed
3 b ing the measures that loaded highest on each factor.
£ y summing highe
S |~ T2BR2I  83|¥ In the nonexempt jobs, the? seven skill orlent.ed measures were formed
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8 9 into a scale labeled physical (reliability = .77). In the exempt jobs, the
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¥ ] . . o are o e
= = rial and financial responsibility, and position conditions measures were
o £« agergners oo |8 formed into a scale labeled managerial (reliability = .86), while the ed-
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i e e P¥ ucation and creative and analytic measures were formed into a scale la-
@ E 8 beled technical (reliability = .77). The interpretation for the exempt
© g K2=28383282 88|, . AT . .
=8 = “ feeTen L jobs was suggested by the organization’s dual managerial-technical ca-
S Ry reer paths. Correlations between the scales and the individual measures
é o 4 FoRggR ?Ia r"\’l i? :‘? i’lr‘ :é are presented in Tables 2 and 3.
< ' et © The scales were also correlated with the job design measures in Ta-
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2 % design measures. These multivariate analyses control for covariation be-
$ E 2 £ tween the job design measures, thus providing the opportunity to isolate
= 8 3 gé% E - g the various effects from each other (e.g., examine physical requirements
8 g 7 222828 g 4 effects while holding skill effects constant). The results of these five re-
230 é g o e g S % g %é g s gressions are presented in Table 4.
S = ol L] by . . e . . .
o8 235 §§8¢ E¥ 2w £ 3 § 3 g Fin All five equations are statistically significant. Coefficients of deter-
- Lo O = L - s - 0 . . . . . .
5:E88 8 S 3 Ié % 8FFES 2 g+ mination (R?) indicate that the job design approaches taken together
82285 8388585858 é s@ |8 account for a very large proportion of the total variance in the compen-
g~ § v Hogdae §Ey = sation measures, with 47% for pay in sample 1, and typically from 62% to

70% with the job evaluation scales in sample 2. The individual regression



544 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

TABLE 4
Regression of Compensation on Four Job Design Measures

Job design measures

Job evaluation Perceptual/
measures Motivational Mechanistic Biological motor n R? F
Sample 1
Pay .85* -.08 72+ -.52* 121 47 27.61*
(.44) (~.04) (.38) (-.19)
Sample 2
Nonexempt
Complexity 28.87* —66.66* 26.27* 20.92 51 .70 30.46*
Scale (.22) (~.56) (.28) (-.17)
Physical 3.75* 1.84 -9.29* 4.07 51 .62 21.12*
Scale (22) (.12) (.77 (.26)
Exempt
Managerial 115.88* —222.64*  -3294 22.60 41 62 17.11*
Scale (.29) (-.68) (-.09) (.04)
Technical 23.38 ~44.03* 37.27 -21.50 41 19  3.40*
Scale (.19) (-.32) (.25) (~.10)

Note: Regression coefficients are in original scale units. Standardized coefficients ap-
pear in parentheses. R?s are shrunken (Cohen & Cohen, 1975, p. 106).
*p<.05

coefficients are largely consistent with the hypotheses. The coefficients
for the motivational approach are positive and significant in four of the
five equations. Coefficients for the mechanistic approach are negative
and significant in three of the five equations. Thus the more complex
the job design (i.e., following the motivational approach), the higher the
compensation measure. Conversely, the simpler the job design (i.e., fol-
lowing the mechanistic approach), the lower the compensation measure.
Note that while to some degree the mechanistic and motivational ap-
proaches are conceptual opposites, and that empirically these measures
have negative covariation in both samples in this study, they both have
independent effects in two of the equations.

The biological approach addresses physical requirements almost ex-
clusively. The most direct test of the biological hypothesis is with the
physical scale in the sample 2 nonexempt jobs. In that case, the coeffi-
cient is negative and significant as predicted. Note too that when com-
paring standardized regression coefficients, the biological affect is ap-
proximately three times as large as the motivational. Thus in this equa-
tion, the less dangerous and physically aversive the conditions, the lower
the compensation measure. Contrary to our hypothesis however, the bi-
ological coefficient is positive and significant in both the sample 1 pay
equation and in the sample 2 complexity scale equation for nonexempt
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jobs. Possible reasons for reversals with these skill oriented compensa-
tion measures are discussed below.

The perceptual/motor approach was expected to be negatively re-
lated to both skill and physically oriented compensation measures. But
in these multivariate analyses, which control for the effects of the other
approaches, the independent effect of the perceptual/motor coefficient
is negative and significant only in the pay equation in sample 1. Reduced
attention and concentration requirements are related to lower pay here,
possibly due to fewer safety hazards in the frequently dangerous machine
operator jobs in the forest products mills in this sample.

The regression analyses were rerun with only the significant predic-
tors. The results were identical in terms of sign and significance for 10 of
the 11 regression coefficients, and the magnitudes were also very similar
(e.g., differing only by a few hundredths of a point on the standardized
coefficients). This indicates that the estimated effects in our five equa-
tions are relatively stable within the set of variables examined.

Discussion

The central thesis of this research is that job design and compensa-
tion are related by means of the number and level of skills jobs require
and by the degree of physically aversive or hazardous working conditions
present on the jobs. Factors such as technology, organizational structure,
and management philosophy determine how jobs are designed. Varia-
tion in job design alters the skill and physical requirements of jobs. At
the labor market level, the higher the level and number of skills, or the
more dangerous or aversive the work, the fewer the number of individ-
uvals qualified, or willing, to work in these jobs. Given adequate demand
for their product, employers respond to shorter supply by increasing
compensation. At the organizational and job levels, job evaluation is
a formal process of linking job design and compensation by measuring
the skill and physical requirements of jobs through compensable factors,
and relating them to market wages through wage surveys on key jobs.

The results of this study are very robust with job design typically ac-
counting for half to two-thirds of the variance in methodologically sep-
arate compensation measures (cf. Glick, Jenkins, & Gupta, 1986). The
findings were also consistent with the specific predictions. Jobs scor-
ing well on the motivational approach had higher pay and job evalu-
ation measures reflecting higher skill requirements, and jobs scoring
well on the mechanistic and perceptual/motor approaches had lower
pay and evaluation measures reflecting lower skill requirements. Jobs
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scoring well on the biological approach, and to some extent the percep-
tual/motor approach, had lower job evaluation measures reflecting lower
physical requirements.

Contrary to predictions, in a couple of instances jobs scoring well
on the biological approach had higher evaluation measures reflecting
higher skill requirements, and they had higher pay which also primarily
reflects higher skill requirements. It is possible that this is a consequence
of hierarchical levels in organizations. It has been previously observed
that jobs higher in hierarchical level are better paid and tend to have
fewer physical requirements (Campion, 1988, 1989; Campion & Thayer,
1985). It is likely that organizations or higher level employees tend to
push some of the more physically demanding or dangerous tasks lower
in the hierarchy. For example, in sample 1 many of the jobs are in
three-step hierarchies with laborer or unskilled jobs at the lowest level,
operator or semi-skilled jobs at the middle level, and skilled or crew
chief jobs at the top level. Such hierarchies reflect both union-based
lines of promotion and lines of authority in terms of work direction.
Such arrangements would allow the delegation of unpleasant tasks from
higher level to lower level employees. Also, itis possible that the union in
sample 1 may have negotiated both pay and job assignment on the basis
of seniority, with more senior employees getting more pay and fewer
physical requirements. Thus the results may be reflecting the movement
of tasks down organizational hierarchies over time, rather than a true
causal relationship between biological job design and compensation.

Limitations

One potential criticism of this study is that it merely showed conver-
gence between two forms of job analysis. This is not viewed as trouble-
some for many reasons. First, pay was used in sample 1 rather than job
evaluation measures. Second, the job design and job evaluation mea-
sures in sample 2 differed in instrumentation, sources of information,
and time, thus there was no “common method bias” in the usual sense.
Third, the relationships observed are very large for the simple opera-
tion of similar methods. Fourth, this concern is somewhat indigenous
to much of the research in this area in that many other components of
the human resource system are also based on an analysis of the job (e.g.,
selection, training, performance appraisal). Fifth, part of the conceptual
contribution of this study was to point out the many similarities between
job design and compensation, including the methodological similarities.
Finally, and most importantly, the shared concern with the identification
of skill and physical requirements of jobs creates similarity in the need
to collect job information. Thus the similarity in the use of job analysis
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methodology is a consequence of the purposes of job design and com-
pensation, rather than a methodological artifact.

Another potential criticism of this study is that the relationships be-
tween job design and compensation are the spurious result of organi-
zational level. That is, higher level jobs are better paid and they have
certain job design features such as better motivational design (Berger &
Cummings, 1979). However, compensation level is often used to define
organizational level, and job design features characterize the essence of
organizational level (e.g., autonomy, task significance, decision making).
Thus, it could be argued that compensation and job design explain or-
ganizational level, rather than the reverse. Either way, the argument is
somewhat circular. The direct relationships between compensation and
job design suggested in this paper are justified based on an extensive
analysis of specific linkages in terms of skill and physical requirements,
as well as our preference to use the most parsimonious model at early
stages of research in this area.

This study has several other limitations. For one, the dependent vari-
able of pay in sample 1 may have obscured some relationships. Pay is
such a global measure that the skill versus physical components of com-
pensation could not be empirically separated. Thus it may have hidden
the relationship between biological design and compensation for physi-
cal requirements. Moreover, pay in this sample was influenced by union
negotiations which may have depressed job design-compensation rela-
tionships because unions flatten the pay structure by decreasing differen-
tials across jobs (Freeman & Medoff, 1984; Johnson & Youmans, 1971;
Lewis, 1986). 1t is also possible that negotiations reflected factors spe-
cific to these particular plants and their unions, and there were no mea-
sures to control for such potential effects in this sample.

A second limitation is that there were not identical compensation or
job design measures across the samples in the study. This precludes com-
bining samples into a single analysis which would have greater statistical
power, and which would allow the assessment of the magnitude of dif-
ferences in the job design-compensation relationships across the three
distinct employee groups.

A final and perhaps most severe limitation is that the empirical work
is underspecified. The causal sequence in our argument flows from job
design to skill and physical requirements. These requirements and other
forces are reflected in labor supply and demand. Job evaluation links job
design with the labor market to partly determine compensation. Our
model is underspecified in that these skill and physical requirements are
not directly measured, nor are supply and demand in the labor market.
In addition, other exogenous forces such as unions (e.g., Lewis, 1986)
and government regulation (e.g., Occupational Safety and Health Act
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of 1970} also affect compensation. Other forces like social information
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), organizational structure, and technology also
affect job design, but are not included in the analysis. These unmeasured
variables suggest a far more complex model than we were able to esti-
mate. Thus the regression equations constitute reduced form models
(James, Muliak, & Brett, 1982; Johnston, 1985; Theil, 1971). Primary
threats to valid statistical inferences here include both bias due to omit-
ted variables (James, 1980) and loss of power due to the independent and
dependent variables being so far removed in the causal sequence. Both
of these problems can create substantial bias in the estimated regres-
sion coefficients. Power loss decreases the probability of observing true
effects when they exist. Omitting relevant explanatory variables biases
estimated regression coefficients in direct proportion to their covariation
with included explanatory variables. But we believe the overall pattern
of results is robust enough to warrant tentative support for the model.
Recall, for example, that the coefficients changed very little when the
equations were re-estimated with only the significant explanatory vari-
ables, suggesting stability across alternative specifications within this set
of variables. However, caution is suggested. Replication and expansion
of this study are needed where all relevant variables are measured.

Implications and Future Research

Should future research support the proposed model, important prac-
tical implications may be derived. One implication is that there may be
requirements for higher compensation as a result of job enrichment or
enlargement projects (Campion & McClelland, in press). That is, reeval-
vation of enriched jobs may find higher levels of compensable factors,
thus increasing pay for those aspects of jobs that are actually rewarding
to employees. There might even be instances where such costs are not
recognized or linked to the enrichment project because the benefits of
such interventions (e.g., enhanced employee satisfaction) may occur rel-
atively soon after the job design changes, while the requests for higher
compensation may be lagged in time, occurring only after the reward-
ing novelty of the changes wear off and the employee realizes that the
job is now more demanding. It can be speculated that sometimes these
costs may be difficult to identify because the units that often promote
such projects (e.g., organizational development departments) are not
the same units responsible for compensation administration. In fact, in
many large organizations the first line manager is not directly responsible
for controlling the compensation budget, thus may not always recognize
or be motivated to avoid such costs.
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A larger implication is the potential for controlling compensation
costs through the programmatic application of job design principles. The
common orientation when conducting job evaluation in an existing orga-
nization is to accept the job as a given, and attempts to influence compen-
sation costs are often limited to decisions regarding which factors to re-
ward, how they should be weighted, which jobs and companies to include
in the wage survey, and decisions about desired correspondence with the
external labor market. This study highlights the potential strategy of in-
fluencing compensation costs through changes in job design. An advan-
tage of the interdisciplinary perspective is that it indicates how job design
can be changed to decrease compensation costs (e.g., through the appli-
cation of the mechanistic or perceptual/motor approaches) or increase
costs (e.g., through the motivational approach). Of course, current in-
cumbents may find an expanded job with increased pay to be acceptable,
but a simplified job for decreased pay to be quite unacceptable. Thus
the optimal times to influence compensation through job design may be
when the job is originally developed (e.g., during start-up or expansion)
or between successive incumbents.

The interdisciplinary perspective has previously highlighted the po-
tential costs and trade-offs from job design decisions (Campion, 1988,
Campion & Thayer, 1985). Jobs high on the motivational approach have
costs such as higher staffing and training requirements, greater error-
likelihood, and more mental overload and stress. Jobs high on the mech-
anistic and perceptual/motor approaches have costs such as less satisfied
and motivated employees and higher absenteeism. The present study ex-
tends our understanding of this basic trade-off between organizational
and individual costs to a consideration of compensation consequences
of job design.

Future research could proceed in at least three directions. First,
organizations have some choice about how to design jobs. Future re-
search could compare the trade-offs between having more employees
at lower wages and less employees at higher wages. It may be possi-
ble to design jobs that require greater salaries, but compensation costs
decline because fewer jobs and employees are needed. More gener-
ally, future research could compare the advantages and disadvantages
of work and reward systems for high complexity/high compensation jobs
with low complexity/low compensation jobs in terms of productivity, em-
ployment levels, employment costs, and flexibility, as well as the more
traditional comparisons on incumbent satisfaction, performance, and
turnover. In fact, such cost/benefit differences between approaches to
organizing work might well be examined within broad based utility mod-
els (e.g., Boudreau & Berger, 1985).



550 PERSONNEL PSYCHOLOGY

Second, future research could try to determine if there are compo-
nents of motivational job design that can act as rewards themselves with-
out having an effect on compensation (e.g., feedback, social interaction).
This would allow job design to function as an independent reward, thus
complementing the reward value of compensation without requiring an
increase in compensation costs.

Third, future research could continue to integrate components of the
human resource system. The link between job design and compensa-
tion through the ability requirements of jobs suggests that other com-
ponents of the human resource system that are also influenced by abil-
ity requirements (e.g., staffing, training, equal employment opportunity,
performance appraisal) can also be similarly integrated.
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