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In this article the author takes issue with the recurrent reliance on job satisfaction to explain job-
related effort and performance.  The disappointing findings in this tradition are explained by lack 
of compatibility between job satisfaction–-a very broad attitude–-and the more specific effort and 
performance criteria.  Moreover, attempts to apply the expectancy-value model of attitude to ex-
plore the determinants of effort and performance suffer from reliance on unrepresentative sets of 
beliefs about the likely consequences of these behaviors.  The theory of planned behavior (Ajzen, 
1991, 2012), with its emphasis on the proximal antecedents of job effort and performance, is of-
fered as an alternative.  According to the theory, intentions to exert effort and to attain a certain 
performance level are determined by attitudes, subjective norms, and perceptions of control in 
relation to these behaviors; and these variables, in turn, are a function of readily accessible beliefs 
about the likely outcomes of effort and performance, about the normative expectations of impor-
tant others, and about factors that facilitate or hinder effective performance. 

Introduction
The productivity of its workforce is of vital impor-

tance to any commercial enterprise and it is therefore 
hardly surprising that job performance has been the 
focus of much research in organizational behavior.  By 
far the most popular approach invokes the concept 
of job satisfaction to explain performance under the 
assumption that a high level of satisfaction leads to 
increased productivity on the job whereas dissatisfac-
tion undermines productivity.  Indeed, the proposed 
relation between job satisfaction and performance has 
been called the ‘Holy Grail” of organizational behavior 
(Landy, 1989).  Various measures have been developed 

over the years to assess job satisfaction (e.g., Smith, 
1974) as well as job performance (see Viswesvaran & 
Ones, 2000), and a great number of studies have inves-
tigated the relation between these variables. The results 
of these efforts have been surprisingly disappointing; 
most studies have reported very low and often nonsig-
nificant correlations.  Indeed, a meta-analysis of 312 
data sets by Judge, Thoresen, Bono, and Patton (2001) 
revealed a mean correlation of only .18 between job 
satisfaction and performance (see also Iaffaldano & 
Muchinsky, 1985).

Going beyond overall job satisfaction, investigators 
have also assessed satisfaction with various specific as-
pects of the work environment:  satisfaction with the 
work itself, with pay, coworkers, supervision, and op-
portunities for promotion (see Kinicki, McKee-Ryan, 
Schriesheim, & Carson, 2002; Smith, Kendall, & Hulin, 
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1969).  Unfortunately, the prediction of performance 
from these five facets of job satisfaction has also been 
largely unsuccessful.  In a meta-analytic review of rel-
evant research (Kinicki, et al., 2002), the mean cor-
relation between facets of job satisfaction and perfor-
mance ranged from a low of .13 for satisfaction with 
pay to a high of .21 for satisfaction with supervision; 
simultaneous consideration of all five facets produced 
little if any improvement in prediction.

Expectancy-Value Model of Attitude
In this article I try to explain the failure of job sat-

isfaction measures to substantially account for job 
performance and offer an alternative approach to the 
prediction and explanation of productivity on the job, 
an approach based on the theory of planned behavior 
(Ajzen, 1991, 2012).  Because job satisfaction is essen-
tially the attitude toward one’s job (see, e.g., Robbins 
& Judge, 2010; Saari & Judge, 2004) we can draw on 
our understanding of attitudes and their relation with 
behavior to shed light on this issue.  Although formal 
definitions vary, most theorists agree that attitude is 
the tendency to respond to an object, in this case one’s 
job, with some degree of favorableness or unfavorable-
ness (Eagly & Chaiken, 1993; Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975; 
Osgood, Suci, & Tannenbaum, 1957; Petty & Caciop-
po, 1986).  Consistent with the cognitive tenor of most 
current theorizing in social psychology, this evaluative 
reaction is generally thought to be based on the per-
son’s expectations or beliefs concerning the attitude 
object.  The most widely accepted theory of attitude 
formation describes the relation between beliefs about 
an object and attitude toward the object in terms of 
an expectancy–value (EV) model (Dabholkar, 1999; 
Feather, 1959, 1982).

Perhaps the most detailed formulation of the EV 
model of attitude was proposed by Fishbein (1963, 
1967) on the basis of earlier work by Peak (1955), 
Carlson (1956), and Rosenberg (1956).  In this theory, 
people’s evaluations of, or attitudes toward, an object 
are determined by their beliefs about the object, where 
a belief is defined as the subjective probability that the 
object has a certain attribute (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975).  
The terms “object” and “attribute” are used in the ge-
neric sense and they refer to any discriminable aspect 
of an individual’s world.  For example, an employee 
may believe that her job (the attitude object) requires 

concentration (the attribute).  Each belief thus associ-
ates the job with a certain attribute.  According to the 
expectancy–value model, a person’s overall job attitude 
is determined by the subjective values or evaluations 
of the attributes associated with the job and by the 
strength of these associations.  Specifically, the evalua-
tion of each attribute contributes to the job attitude in 
direct proportion to the person’s subjective probability 
that the job possesses the attribute in question.  The 
basic structure of the model is shown in the following 
equation,  

i iA b e∝∑              [1]

where A is the attitude toward the job (i.e., job satis-
faction), bi is the strength of the belief (the subjective 
probability) that the job possesses attribute i, ei is the 
evaluation of attribute i, and the sum is over the num-
ber of accessible attributes.  

Development of the expectancy–value model 
helped to explain how attitudes are formed but the 
significance of this effort was challenged by research 
findings that questioned the attitude construct’s abil-
ity to explain social behavior.  To demonstrate that 
people might say one thing and do another, LaPiere 
(1934) accompanied a young Chinese couple in their 
travels across the United States and recorded whether 
they received service in restaurants and overnight ac-
commodation in motels, hotels, and inns.  Following 
their travel, LaPiere mailed a letter to each establish-
ment they had visited, asking whether it would “accept 
members of the Chinese race as guests.”  As LaPiere 
had expected, there was no consistency between the 
symbolic attitudes (responses to the letter) and actual 
behavior.  The Chinese couple received courteous ser-
vice in virtually every establishment, but responses to 
the letter were almost universally negative.

This early indication that verbal attitudes may 
be poor predictors of actual behavior was followed 
by an increasing number of similarly disappointing 
findings (e.g., De Fleur & Westie, 1958; Freeman & 
Ataoev, 1960; Himelstein & Moore, 1963; Linn, 1965).  
In a provocative and highly influential review of this 
literature, Wicker (1969) called attention to the incon-
sistency between attitudes and behavior, concluding 
that “it is considerably more likely that attitudes will 
be unrelated or only slightly related to overt behaviors 
than that attitudes will be closely related to actions.  
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Product–moment correlation coefficients relating 
the two kinds of responses are rarely above .30, and 
often are near zero” (p. 65).  Based on a much larger 
set of studies, a recent meta-analysis of research on 
the attitude-behavior relation (Greenwald, Poehlman, 
Uhlmann, & Banaji, 2009) revealed the same general 
pattern.  In their synthesis, the investigators compared 
the predictive validity of traditional, explicit attitude 
measures and more recently developed implicit mea-
sures designed to circumvent self-presentation biases.  
The mean weighted correlation between explicit at-
titude measures and behavior across 156 data sets 
was .36, and the mean correlation between implicit 
attitude measures and behavior across 184 data sets 
was .27.  When examining only studies on the rela-
tion between prejudicial attitudes and discriminatory 
behavior where self-presentation biases may be par-
ticularly strong, the mean weighted attitude-behavior 
correlations were .12 (28 data sets) for explicit attitude 
measures and .24 (32 data sets) for implicit measures. 
Clearly, for anyone inclined to rely on attitudes to pre-
dict and explain human behavior, these low correla-
tions are extremely discouraging.  And, as we saw ear-
lier, this pattern in repeated in research on the relation 
between attitudes toward one’s job, i.e., job satisfaction, 
and productivity.

The Principle of Compatibility
To understand why attitudes are often found to be 

poor predictors of behavior we must draw a distinc-
tion between two kinds of attitudes:  general attitudes 
toward physical objects, institutions, groups, policies, 
or one’s job—attitudes of the kind studied in most early 
research on the attitude-behavior relation; and atti-
tudes toward performing particular behaviors (exer-
cising, using contraception, getting a cancer screening, 
hiring a member of a minority group, participating in 
an election, using public transit, recycling, working 
long hours, and so forth).  Ajzen and Fishbein (1977) 
formulated the principle of compatibility to help clarify 
the nature of the relation between verbal attitudes and 
overt actions.  According to this principle, attitudes 
and behavior correlate with each other to the extent 
that they refer to the same action, target, context, and 
time elements.  Measures of behavior typically involve 
a specific action (e.g., making friends) and target (e.g., 
a gay person), and often also a specific context (e.g., 

at work) and time frame (e.g., in the next 6 months).  
By way of contrast, general attitudes (e.g., toward gays) 
identify only the target; they do not specify any par-
ticular action, context, or time element.  This lack of 
compatibility, especially in the action element, is said 
to be at the root of the low and often nonsignificant 
correlations between general attitudes and specific be-
haviors directed at the target of the attitude.  

This is not to say, however, that general attitudes are 
irrelevant when it comes to the prediction of behavior.  
According to the principle of compatibility, general at-
titudes predict broad patterns or aggregates of behavior.  
When we aggregate different behaviors directed at the 
same target, we generalize across actions, contexts, and 
time elements, thus assuring compatibility with equally 
broad attitudes toward the target in question.  Consis-
tent with this line of reasoning, attitudes toward religion 
and the church, though largely unrelated to individ-
ual behaviors in this domain, were shown to correlate 
strongly with broad patterns of religious behavior (Fish-
bein and Ajzen 1974); and attitudes toward protection 
of the environment predicted an aggregate of individual 
behaviors protective of the environment (Weigel and 
Newman 1976).  However, when we are interested in 
predicting and understanding the determinants of spe-
cific actions rather than general behavioral patterns, the 
principle of compatibility suggests that we must assess 
the attitude that corresponds to the behavior of interest 
in terms of its action, target, context, and time elements.  
In other words, instead of measuring people’s attitudes 
toward a general object, such as their jobs, we have to 
assess their attitudes toward the particular behavior we 
are trying to predict.  Empirical support for the compat-
ibility principle can be found in several reviews of the 
literature (Ajzen and Fishbein 1977; Kraus 1995; see also 
Fishbein and Ajzen 2010).

The principle of compatibility has important im-
plications that, to the best of my knowledge, have not 
been explored in relation to job satisfaction.  It sug-
gests that satisfaction or dissatisfaction with one’s job, 
being a broad attitude, should be predictive of a gen-
eral pattern of work-related activities but not of any 
single behavior.  Thus, we would expect job satisfac-
tion to correlate well with an aggregate across a whole 
range of different behaviors including, but not limited 
to, job performance.  In addition to job performance, 
the aggregate might include such behaviors as tardi-
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ness, absenteeism, turnover, cooperation with cowork-
ers, acceptance of supervision, volunteering for special 
assignments, working overtime, and so forth.  

The weak correlation between job satisfaction and 
performance documented earlier is quite consistent 
with this analysis.  According to the compatibility 
principle, job performance, being only one relatively 
specific aspect related to one’s work, cannot be well 
predicted from a general attitude such as job satis-
faction.  Moreover, we must also realize that strictly 
speaking job performance is not a behavior but an 
outcome–-the result of certain work-related behaviors 
(as well as situational factors to be considered below).  
It follows that in order to understand the determinants 
of job performance we have to identify the behaviors 
that (together with situational factors) are the primary 
antecedents of productivity.  Job satisfaction can be 
expected to influence performance only to the extent 
that it influences these behaviors in a favorable direc-
tion.  However, even if job satisfaction were to have an 
effect on specific behaviors relevant to performance, 
unexpected outcomes may occur.  For example, work-
ers highly satisfied with their jobs may refrain from in-
teracting with fellow employees under the assumption 
that this interferes with their work.  However, a lack of 
effective communication among coworkers may actu-
ally reduce rather than increase productivity.  In sum, 
due to low compatibility and the fact that productiv-
ity is an outcome, not a behavior, we cannot expect 
a strong direct relation between job satisfaction and 
performance.  In the next section I consider an alterna-
tive approach to the prediction and understanding of 
job performance that, in accordance with the principle 
of compatibility, relies on an examination of its proxi-
mal antecedents.

Predicting Effort and Performance
Employees’ performance on the job is arguably 

determined by their behaviors and by factors in the 
work environment that facilitate or interfere with pro-
ductivity.  In this section we focus on the behavioral 
contribution.  Generally speaking, raising one’s level of 
productivity will require increased effort which may, 
depending on the particular job, involve working lon-
ger hours, acquiring new skills, opening up new chan-
nels of communication, providing better feedback, 
and working faster.  Attitudes could be assessed with 

respect to each of these specific behaviors, or with re-
spect to the more broadly defined construct of effort.  
The accessible beliefs that determine a person’s attitude 
toward a particular behavior are beliefs about its likely 
consequences (Ajzen, 2005; Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980).  
In accordance with the expectancy-value model, the 
subjective value or evaluation of each accessible out-
come contributes to the attitude in direct proportion 
to the person’s subjective probability that performing 
the behavior will produce the outcome in question.  
As discussed earlier, in the EV model the subjective 
probability of each outcome is multiplied by the evalu-
ation of the outcome, and the resulting products are 
summed across all accessible outcomes.  

To illustrate, in a pilot study on alcohol and drug 
use among college students, Armitage, Conner, Loach, 
and Willetts (1999) identified the following accessible 
beliefs about using alcohol and marijuana:  ”Makes 
me more sociable,” “Leads to me having poorer physi-
cal health,” “Will result in my becoming dependent 
on it,”  “Will result in me getting into trouble with 
authority,” and “Makes me feel good.”  In the main 
study, they assessed, on 7-point scales, the perceived 
likelihood that drinking alcohol and that using mari-
juana would produce each of these outcomes as well 
as the evaluation of each outcome.  In addition, they 
measured attitudes toward the two behaviors directly 
by asking participants to evaluate each behavior on 
four bipolar adjective scales (bad-good, unfavorable-
favorable, negative-positive, unsatisfying-satisfying).  
With respect to drinking alcohol, this attitude measure 
correlated .58 with the summed likelihood x evalua-
tion products; the corresponding correlation for using 
marijuana was .78.

Several meta-analyses provide evidence in support 
of the expectancy-value model as applied to attitudes 
toward a behavior.  Two of these analyses (Armit-
age & Conner, 2001; van den Putte, 1993) examined 
prediction across a broad range of behaviors and re-
ported mean correlations of .53 and .50 between the 
expectancy-value index of beliefs and a direct attitude 
measure.  In a more limited meta-analysis of research 
on condom use (Albarracín, Johnson, Fishbein, & Mu-
ellerleile, 2001) the mean correlation was .56.

Interestingly, organizational behavior theorists have 
long used expectancy-value theory to model the effect 
of effort in the work environment (Graen, 1969; Lawler 
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& Suttle, 1973; Vroom, 1964).  The best known of these 
approaches is Vroom’s (1964) expectancy-instrumen-
tality-value theory of work motivation.  When ap-
plied to job performance, the theory can be described 
as follows.  Effort exerted on the job (the behavior) is 
determined by the worker’s belief or expectation (E) 
that increased effort will lead to a certain level of per-
formance (the outcome) multiplied by the subjective 

value or evaluation of this performance level.  The 
subjective value of this (first-level) outcome, in turn, 
is a function of the perceived instrumentality (I) of the 
outcome for the attainment of various (second-level) 
outcomes (e.g., pay, promotion, recognition), weighted 
by their subjective values (V).  This model can be il-
lustrated as follows.

Although intuitively appealing, empirical tests of 
Vroom’s model have been largely disappointing.  For 
example, Avery and Neel (1974) applied the model to 
predict the work-related motivation of engineers in 
a large utility company.  Supervisors rated each of the 
engineers on seven elements reflective of motivation 
and effort:  professional identification, job curiosity, 
team attitude, task concentration, independent self-
starter, persistence, and organizational identification.  
In addition, an overall effort score was obtained by ag-
gregating the seven specific ratings.  As a measure of 
expectancy (E), the participants indicated, on a 5-point 
scale, their agreement with the statement, “If I apply 
a great deal of effort in my job, that is, work very hard, 
I will be regarded by my supervisor as an effective per-
former.”   To assess instrumentality (I), the investiga-
tors asked participants to rate, again on a 5-point scale, 
the likelihood that effective performance would lead to 
each of 10 possible outcomes:  making use of abilities, 

accomplishments, advancement, supervise others, fair 
company policies and practices, high salary, getting 
along with coworkers, praise, use own judgment, and 
steady and secure employment.  Finally, the partici-
pants were asked to distribute 100 points among these 
10 outcomes according to their perceived importance.  
These ratings represented the valence (V) or subjective 
value of each outcome.

Consistent with Vroom’s model, the investigators 
multiplied an individual’s (i) instrumentality rating 
of each outcome j by the outcome’s valence, summed 
the products across the 10 outcomes (ΣIijVij), and then 
multiplied the resulting index by the expectancy mea-
sure (EiΣIijVij).  This final index of employee motivation 
was correlated with each of the six behavioral elements 
of effort, as rated by the supervisors, and with the 
summed effort score.  Because age correlated signifi-
cantly, albeit weakly, with the criterion scores, the sam-
ple was divided into a relatively older group (41 years 

Source: own study based on Vroom, V. H. (1964). Work and motivation. New York: Wiley.
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or older) and a younger group (below 41).  The results 
for both groups were disappointing.  For the younger 
participants, the correlations of the expectancy-instru-
mentality-value index with the seven specific effort 
measures ranged from -.10 to .16, and its correlation 
with the aggregate effort score was .03; none of these 
correlations was statistically significant.  Somewhat 
higher correlations were observed in the older group, 
but the expectancy index correlated significantly only 
with job curiosity (r = .26).  The correlations of the ex-
pectancy index with the other specific effort elements 
ranged from -02 to .19, and with the total effort score, 
the correlation was .21.

Other investigators have reported similar findings.  
In a meta-analysis of research on Vroom’s expectancy 
model, Van Eerde and Thierry (1996) reported a mean 
correlation of .29 between the expectancy-instrumen-
tality-value index and effort exerted on the job (based 
on 20 data sets), and a correlation of .19 between this 
index and job performance (based on 33 data sets).  
In the following section I discuss these disappointing 
findings in the context of the theory of planned behav-
ior, a reasoned action model (Ajzen, 1991, 2012).

The Reasoned Action Approach to Job 
Performance

According to the expectancy-value (EV) model de-
scribed earlier, attitudes are a function of beliefs about 
the object of the attitude.  When applied to effort on 
the job, the beliefs in question are mostly beliefs about 
the likely consequences of exerting such effort.  Peo-
ple can, of course, form many different beliefs about 
this or any other behavior, but it is assumed that only 
a relatively small number influence the attitude toward 
the behavior.  It is these accessible beliefs that are con-
sidered to be the prevailing determinants of a person’s 
attitude.  Some correlational evidence is available to 
support the importance of belief accessibility. The sub-
jective probability associated with a given belief, i.e., 
its strength, correlates with the frequency with which 
the belief is emitted spontaneously in a sample of re-
spondents, i.e., with its accessibility (Fishbein, 1963) as 
well as with order of belief emission (Kaplan & Fish-
bein, 1969); and highly accessible beliefs tend to cor-
relate more strongly with an independent measure of 
attitude than do less accessible beliefs (Petkova, Ajzen, 
& Driver, 1995; van der Pligt & Eiser, 1984).  Further-

more, the likelihood that a given belief will be emitted 
in a free-response format is found to correspond to its 
accessibility as measured by response latency (Ajzen, 
Nichols, & Driver, 1995).

The idea that attitudes are based on information about 
the behavior that is accessible in memory implies a de-
gree of reasonableness. This is not to say, however, that 
people form attitudes in a rational manner by conduct-
ing an impartial review of all relevant information and 
integrating it according to formal rules of logic.  Indeed, 
the EV model makes no assumptions about rational-
ity.  Instead, it relies on the much weaker requirement 
of internal consistency.  Attitudes are assumed to follow 
reasonably and consistently from beliefs about the atti-
tude object.  The more positive the beliefs, and the more 
strongly they are held, the more favorable should be the 
attitude.  The source of the beliefs, and their veridicality, 
are immaterial in this model.  Whether true or false, bi-
ases or unbiased, beliefs represent the subjectively held 
information upon which attitudes are based.  People 
may hold beliefs about exerting effort on their jobs that 
are derived not from direct experience, objective infor-
mation, or a logical process of reasoning but instead are 
biased by emotions or desires to serve a variety of per-
sonal needs. (For a discussion of these issues see Ajzen 
& Fishbein, 2000; Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).

In research with the expectancy-value model con-
ducted in the context of the theory of planned behavior 
(TPB), the kinds of beliefs that are highly accessible in 
a given population are typically identified in formative 
research by asking participants to list the advantages 
and disadvantages, or the likely positive and negative 
outcomes, associated with a behavior of interest.  The 
most frequently mentioned outcomes are selected for 
further investigation.  It is assumed that all of these be-
liefs, and only these beliefs, constitute the important 
determinants of the attitude.  Research with Vroom’s 
expectancy model suffers from two major problems 
in light of the TPB.  First, only one direct outcome of 
effort is being considered, namely, job performance.  
Vroom’s model assumes that the only belief relevant to 
a person’s motivation to exert effort has to do with the 
effect of effort on performance.  The model then goes 
on to assess the subjective value of performance by 
considering its perceived outcomes (and the valence of 
those outcomes).  Perhaps in recognition of this prob-
lem, some investigators have modified Vroom’s model 
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to consider the perceived direct effects of increased 
effort (unmediated by performance) on work-related 
outcomes.  Unfortunately, the results are not much im-
proved by taking this approach.  In their meta-analysis, 
Van Eerde and Thierry (1996) reported a mean corre-
lation of .32 between this new expectancy-value index 
and effort (based on 19 data sets) and a mean correla-
tion of .27 between the new index and job performance 
(based on 18 data sets).

Although linking effort directly to its likely out-
comes is preferable to Vroom’s mediational model 
and is consistent with the expectancy-value model 
of attitude, the problem with the approach taken by 
investigators in this area is that they tend to select 
an a priori set of outcomes and assume that these 
outcomes are the actual determinants of attitudes to-
ward effort.  A moment’s reflection reveals the fallacy 
of this assumption.  It stands to reason that attitudes 
toward exerting effort on the job are influenced by 
many perceived consequences other than such work-
related outcomes as higher pay, promotion, praise, 
and so forth.  Indeed, employees might believe that 
increased effort would result in a variety of possible 
negative outcomes such as less time for leisure activi-
ties, less energy to devote to one’s spouse and children, 
and deterioration of physical health.  Therefore, even if 
increased effort were perceived to have certain positive 
work-related outcomes, such as higher pay or promo-
tion, the perceived negative outcomes could cancel or 
even out-weigh the positive outcomes.  In short, in-
stead of simply assuming that work-related outcomes 
are important to people’s attitudes toward effort, we 
must conduct formative research to ascertain the kinds 
of beliefs people actually hold about increasing their 
effort on the job.  According to theory, it is these acces-
sible beliefs that determine their attitudes toward effort 
and that will influence job performance (see Mitchell 
& Biglan, 1971).  

Some empirical support for this argument can be 
found in a study by Matsui and Ikeda (1976).  In one 
condition of the experiment, the investigators asked 
high-school students to generate five outcomes they 
believed would result from studying hard.  In a sec-
ond condition they used a standard list of 10 outcomes 
generated by the investigators.  The number of hours 
spent daily on homework was used as an index of ef-
fort and grades at the latest examinations as a measure 

of performance.  An expectancy-value index based on 
the self-generated outcomes correlated .44 with effort 
and .36 with performance, compared to correlations 
of .28 and .23, respectively, for the index based on 
the 10 standard outcomes.  It should be noted, how-
ever, that it is possible to obtain a strong correlation 
between a belief composite and a direct attitude mea-
sure even when the belief statements are constructed 
by the investigator rather established empirically.  This 
is likely to be the case when the beliefs constructed by 
the investigator refer to a representative set of potential 
outcomes.  When, as is the practice in research on job 
performance, the belief statements deal only with posi-
tive outcomes, strong correlations cannot be expected.  
Also, and perhaps more important, the advantage of 
eliciting beliefs in the research population is that, in 
theory, readily accessible beliefs serve as the causal 
antecedents of attitude, i.e., they constitute formative 
indicators of attitude. A representative list of beliefs 
constructed by the investigator can serve as reflective 
indicators of the attitude, and can therefore correlate 
quite well with a direct attitude measure, but there is 
no assurance that these beliefs have a causal influence 
on the attitude. 

Going Beyond Attitudes
Subjective norms.  In the TPB, beliefs about the 

likely outcomes of a behavior are known as behavioral 
beliefs.  However, intentions to perform a particular 
behavior are assumed to be influenced by two other 
kinds of considerations as well.  In addition to the 
likely outcomes of a behavior, people also consider the 
wishes of important social referents.  These perceived 
expectations are termed normative beliefs, and, ac-
cording to the TPB, the normative beliefs regarding 
different social referents (e.g., spouse, close friends, 
coworkers, supervisor) combine to produce an overall 
perceived social pressure to perform the behavior of in-
terest, or subjective norm.  Drawing an analogy to the 
expectancy-value model of attitude toward a behavior, 
it is assumed that the prevailing subjective norm is de-
termined by the total set of readily accessible norma-
tive beliefs concerning the expectations of important 
referents.  Each normative belief is multiplied by the 
person’s motivation to comply with the referent, and 
the resulting products are summed across all accessible 
referents.
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Similar to tests of the expectancy-value model of atti-
tudes, tests of the subjective norm model usually involve 
correlating the summed products of normative belief 
strength multiplied by motivation to comply with a di-
rect measure of subjective norm.  Empirical evidence 
is supportive of a correlation between normative beliefs 
on one hand and perceived social pressure or subjective 
norm on the other.  The strength of this correlation is 
conveyed in the above cited meta-analysis of research 
with the theory of planned behavior by Armitage and 
Conner (2001).  Across 34 sets of data dealing with di-
verse kinds of behavior, the mean correlation between 
normative beliefs and subjective norms was .50.

In a work environment, the perceived normative ex-
pectations and behaviors of supervisors and coworkers 
are likely to be major influences on an employee’s own 
behavior, including, among other things, the amount 
of effort the employee invests. Examples can be found 
in normative expectations of coworkers regarding 
the appropriate rate of output and discouragement of 
“rate-busting” (Collins, Dalton, & Roy, 1946), norms 
regulating civility in the workplace (Pearson, Ander-
sson, & Porath, 2005), timing of retirement (Ekerdt, 
1998), and employment of persons with disabilities 
(Fraser et al., 2010).  

Perceived behavioral control.  Finally, and equally 
important for our understanding of workplace pro-
ductivity, is a third kind of consideration that, accord-
ing to the TPB, influences intentions and actions. We 
noted earlier that enhanced job performance is a pos-
sible outcome of behaviors related to increased effort 
rather than a behavior in its own right.  Many factors, 
internal and external to an individual, can facilitate or 
interfere with the attainment of this outcome.  Em-
ployees should be able to act on their intentions to at-
tain a certain level of performance to the extent that 
they have the information, intelligence, skills, abilities, 
and other internal factors required to do so and to the 
extent that they can overcome any external obstacles 
that may interfere with it (see Ajzen, 1985).  Perhaps 
less self-evident than the importance of actual control, 
but more interesting from a psychological perspective, 
is the role of perceived behavioral control — the extent 
to which people believe that they can attain a certain 
performance level if they are inclined to do so.

The conceptualization of perceived behavioral con-
trol in the TPB owes much to Albert Bandura’s work 

on self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977, 1997).  In Bandura’s 
social cognitive theory, people’s beliefs about their ca-
pabilities act as proximal determinants of human mo-
tivation and action.  A considerable body of research 
attests to the powerful effects of self-efficacy beliefs on 
motivation and performance.  The strongest evidence 
comes from studies in which level of self-efficacy was 
experimentally manipulated and the effects of this ma-
nipulation on perseverance at a task and/or on task 
performance was observed.  Much of this research has 
been conducted in situations where intentions to per-
form the behavior of interest can be taken for granted.  
Under these conditions, perseverance and task per-
formance are found to increase with perceived self-
efficacy (e.g., Bandura & Adams, 1977; see Bandura 
& Locke, 2003 for a review; Cervone & Peake, 1986; 
Litt, 1988; Weinberg, Gould, Yukelson, & Jackson, 
1981).  For example, Cervone and Peake (1986) had 
participants work on a series of intellectual problems 
(anagrams or cyclical graphs) that had no solution.  
Prior to this task, they manipulated self-efficacy beliefs 
by means of the anchoring and adjustment heuristic 
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974).  After drawing, ostensi-
bly at random, either a relatively high number (18) or 
a relatively low number (4), participants were asked to 
indicate whether they thought they would be able to 
solve more, an equal number, or fewer problems than 
the number they had drawn, and—as a measure of 
self-efficacy—how many problems they thought they 
would be able to solve. The high anchor was found to 
produce a significantly higher level of perceived self-
efficacy than the low anchor.  The investigators then 
recorded how many times participants attempted to 
solve problems of a given type before switching to the 
second task.  The results showed that participants in 
the high anchor condition persevered significantly 
longer on the unsolvable task than did participants 
in the low anchor condition, and this effect was com-
pletely mediated by perceived self-efficacy.

Like attitudes and subjective norms, perceptions of 
behavioral control are assumed to follow consistently 
from readily accessible beliefs, in this case beliefs 
about resources and obstacles that can facilitate or 
interfere with performance of a behavior.  Analogous 
to the expectancy-value model of attitudes, the power 
of each control factor to facilitate or inhibit behavioral 
performance is expected to contribute to perceived 
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behavioral control in direct proportion to the person’s 
subjective probability that the control factor is present.  
Perceived power and subjective probability are multi-
plied, and the resulting products are summed across 
all accessible control factors.  In support of this model, 
empirical evidence shows strong correlations between 
direct measures of perceived behavioral control and 
the composite of control beliefs.  For example, in an 
analysis of 16 of their own studies in the health do-
main, Gagné and Godin (2000) found a median cor-
relation of .57 between control belief composites and 
direct measures of perceived behavioral control, and 
in a meta-analysis of 18 studies on a variety of differ-
ent behaviors, Armitage and Conner (2001) reported 
a mean correlation of .52. 

Summary and Conclusions
For obvious practical and theoretical reasons, a great 

deal of research continues to be devoted to the identi-
fication of factors that determine work-related effort 
and performance.  Consistent with the principle of 
compatibility, I advocate a shift from the focus on job 
satisfaction–-a broad attitude with limited relevance for 
the relatively specific criteria of interest–-to a consider-
ation of the proximal antecedents of effort and perfor-
mance.  Relying on the theory of planned behavior, we 
can identify three factors that guide people’s decisions 
or intentions to exert effort on the job:  attitudes toward 
this behavior, perceived social pressure to exert or not 
to exert effort (subjective norms), and perceptions of 
behavioral control or self efficacy in relation to exerting 
effort.  The same three variables can be assessed if the 
criterion is job performance.  In this case, however, it 
must be realized that performance is not a behavior but 
rather a possible outcome of various behaviors related to 
effort.  Attitudes, subjective norms, and perceptions of 
control with respect to performance would be expected 
to predict intentions to attain a certain performance 
level, but these intentions may be thwarted by environ-
mental constraints, thus requiring that the investigator 
consider the employee’s actual control over attainment 
of the intended outcome.

A fundamental feature of the TPB is its adoption 
of the expectancy-value model to describe the effects 
of beliefs on attitudes, subjective norms, and percep-
tions of behavioral control.  In the context of trying to 
understand effort on the job, it is assumed that behav-

ioral beliefs about the likely consequences of effort de-
termine attitudes toward effort, that normative beliefs 
about the expectations of important others regarding 
effort lead to the formation of a subjective norm, and 
that control beliefs about the factors that facilitate or 
interfere with effort produce a sense of perceived be-
havioral control.  Rather than relying on a priori as-
sumptions about the nature of these beliefs, the TPB 
insists that formative research be conducted to identify 
the behavioral, normative, and control beliefs that are 
readily accessible in the research population.  These 
readily accessible beliefs are said to constitute the psy-
chological determinants of intentions to exert effort 
and thus to influence actual effort and performance on 
the job.  The TPB does not specify where these beliefs 
come from; it merely points to a host of possible back-
ground factors that may influence the beliefs people 
hold:  factors of a personal nature such as personal-
ity and broad life values; demographic variables such 
as education, age, gender, and income; and exposure 
to media and other sources of information.  Factors of 
this kind are expected to influence intentions and be-
havior indirectly by their effects on the theory’s more 
proximal determinants (Fishbein & Ajzen, 2010).
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