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Abstract
In order to assess general job satisfaction, researchers often use composites formed by summing scores frommultiple satisfaction
facets. The appropriateness of composites, however, is a matter of contention: some researchers have argued that composites
provide an effective means of assessing general job satisfaction (e.g., Spector, American Journal of Community Psychology, 13,
693-713. 1985), whereas others have argued that composites are inappropriate and should be replaced with global job satisfaction
scales (e.g., Ironson et al., Journal of Applied Psychology, 74, 193-200. 1989). To address this debate, we compared the construct
validities of composite job satisfaction scales with those of global job satisfaction scales. We first created a nomological network
that specifies a hypothetical pattern of relationships that exists between general job satisfaction and several external variables.
Using this network as a guide, we conducted two studies (total N = 676) that examined the construct validities of four global
scales and five composite scales. Within both studies, we found that composite satisfaction scales and global satisfaction scales
generally yielded similar relationships with the external variables included in the nomological network. This suggests that the two
types of scales are equally effective at assessing general job satisfaction. Researchers, therefore, should not summarily disregard
previous studies that have used composite measures. These findings also suggest that it is appropriate to use composite measures
in instances where global satisfaction data are unavailable, a situation that can occur when working with archival or organiza-
tional datasets.
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One of the most useful things that an employer can know
about its workers is whether or not they are satisfied with their
jobs (Roznowski & Hulin, 1992). This knowledge, for in-
stance, can aid in the diagnosis of organizational problems
and it can be used as a criterion for assessing the effectiveness
of organizational policies and practices (Spector, 1997).
Perhaps most impressive is the variety of important outcomes
that have been linked to job satisfaction, including in-role job
performance (Judge et al., 2001); organizational citizenship

behavior (OCB; LePine et al., 2002); counterproductive work
behavior (CWB; Dalal, 2005); and various withdrawal behav-
iors, including absenteeism (Farrell & Stamm, 1988) and turn-
over (Griffeth et al., 2000).

Despite the scientific progress that has been made, ques-
tions remain about how to most effectively assess job satisfac-
tion. We address one such question in the current paper.
Specifically, we examine which type of scale provides a more
construct valid means of assessing general job satisfaction—
global scales or composite scales formed from multiple satis-
faction facets? There is, in fact, disagreement among job sat-
isfaction researchers regarding the appropriateness of facet-
composite scales: some researchers have argued that compos-
ites provide an effective means of assessing general job satis-
faction (e.g., Spector, 1985; Weiss et al., 1967); others have
argued that composites are inappropriate (e.g., Dalal, 2013;
Ironson et al., 1989). The latter group contends that rather than
using composite scales to assess general job satisfaction, re-
searchers should instead use global job satisfaction scales.
Although each side of this disagreement offers a conceptual
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basis for their position, there is currently a lack of empirical
tests of the appropriateness of composite measures. We ad-
dress this need by comparing the construct validities of com-
posite job satisfaction scales with those of global job satisfac-
tion scales.

Our research has important implications. First, it addresses
whether or not researchers should disregard previous results
using composite scores. Many studies have relied on compos-
ite scores to measure general job satisfaction; as such, our
findings have implications for how researchers should inter-
pret large swaths of the job satisfaction literature. Our findings
also provide guidance regarding the appropriateness of using
composite scales to assess general job satisfaction in instances
where global satisfaction data are unavailable—a situation
that often occurs when working with archival or organization-
al datasets.

As we review below, prior studies have examined the rela-
tionship between these two types of job satisfaction measures
(e.g., Highhouse & Becker, 1993; Ironson et al., 1989;
Scarpello & Campbell, 1983). Although those studies have
shown that global scales and composite scales assess distinct
constructs, it remains unclear which type of scale—if either—
is most effective at assessing general job satisfaction. We con-
ducted two studies to address this question. In the following
section, we review previous research using global and com-
posite scales. We then describe the approach we used to com-
pare the construct validity of these two types of measures.

Measuring General Job Satisfaction
with Global and Composite Scales

Researchers have used several scales to measure general job
satisfaction. These scales can be categorized into two types:
(a) global satisfaction scales and (b) composite satisfaction
scales formed by summing individual satisfaction facets (see
Dalal, 2013; Ironson et al., 1989; Spector, 1997). We discuss
these two types of scales in the following subsections.

Global Satisfaction ScalesGlobal scales ask workers to direct-
ly report their general level of job satisfaction. Examples of
this type of scale include the Overall Job Satisfaction Scale
(OJS; Brayfield & Rothe, 1951), the Michigan Organizational
Assessment Questionnaire-Job Satisfaction Subscale
(MOAQ-JSS; Cammann et al., 1979), and the Job in
General Scale (JIG; Ironson et al., 1989). These scales share
a critical feature: rather than assessing workers’ satisfaction
toward specific aspects of their job, they assess workers’ sat-
isfaction toward their job as a whole. The OJS, for instance,
asks respondents to report the extent to which they agree with
such items as “I feel fairly satisfied with my present job,” “I
find real enjoyment in my work,” and “I consider my job
rather unpleasant” (reverse-scored).

Composite Satisfaction ScalesComposite scales are created by
summing workers’ scores across multiple job satisfaction
facets. Facet scales, which ask workers to report their level
of satisfaction with specific aspects of their jobs, include the
Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss et al.,
1967), the Job Descriptive Index (JDI; Smith et al., 1969),
and the Job Satisfaction Scale (JSS; Spector, 1985). The
JDI, for instance, which is generally representative of the item
content included in other facet satisfaction scales, assesses
satisfaction toward five distinct facets: (a) work itself, (b) su-
pervision, (c) coworkers, (d) pay, and (e) promotion
opportunities.

A consensus exists among job satisfaction researchers in
favor of reporting separate scores for each facet. Authors of
the MSQ, JDI, and JSS, for instance, each describe how their
respective instruments can be used to compute subscales cor-
responding to individual job satisfaction facets. Researchers
disagree, however, about the legitimacy of summing various
facet scores to create a composite job satisfaction score. The
authors of the MSQ and JSS, for example, recommend that
users compute such composite scales (see Spector, 1985;
Weiss et al., 1967); however, other researchers—including
the authors of the JDI—have explicitly warned users against
summing individual facet scores (see Dalal, 2013; Ironson
et al., 1989). Researchers in the latter camp, for instance, reject
the use of composite scales because they are based on the
presumably untenable assumptions that a given instrument
(a) includes every important facet, (b) that it omits irrelevant
facets, and (c) that all facets are equally important. Despite
such admonishments, several articles published in top-tier
journals have used composite scales to assess general job sat-
isfaction (e.g., Klein et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2012; Piening
et al., 2013; Schleicher et al., 2015; Swider et al., 2011).

We thus sought to extend prior research examining the
relationship between global scales and composite scales
(e.g., Highhouse & Becker, 1993; Ironson et al., 1989;
Scarpello & Campbell, 1983). Although those studies found
only moderate positive correlations between global and com-
posite scales—suggesting that they assess somewhat different
constructs—research has not compared the construct validity
of global scales with that of composite scales. Our goal is to
address this omission in the literature.

Comparing the Construct Validity of Global
and Composite Scales

Construct validity is the extent to which a given measure ef-
fectively assesses the construct it was designed to assess (see
Cronbach & Meehl, 1955; Hinkin, 1998). In the current re-
search, we examined the construct validity of various global
satisfaction scales and various composite satisfaction scales.
To do this, we first drew from several sources (e.g., Bowling,
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2018; Kinicki et al., 2002; Spector, 1997) to create a nomo-
logical network for the general job satisfaction construct (see
Table 1). This network specifies a hypothetical pattern of re-
lationships that should exist between general job satisfaction
and several external variables. We inferred evidence of a giv-
en job satisfaction scale’s construct validity based upon the
extent to which it yielded the hypothesized pattern of relation-
ships depicted in the nomological network.

In the following subsections, we discuss three categories of
external variables we included in the nomological network:
general job satisfaction’s hypothesized (a) predictors, (b) cor-
relates, and (c) consequences. Table 1 specifies the direction
of each external variable’s hypothesized relationship with
general job satisfaction.

Hypothesized Predictors of General Job Satisfaction The no-
mological network includes three categories of hypothesized
predictors of general job satisfaction—job complexity, work
stressors, and interpersonal treatment at work (see Table 1).
Job complexity reflects the extent to which a person’s work
tasks have intrinsically motivating qualities, such as autono-
my, feedback, and variety (Hackman&Oldham, 1975, 1980).
These qualities are expected to be positively related to general
job satisfaction because they fulfill the fundamental human
need for growth. And indeed, studies have consistently found
that a job complexity score formed by summing various job
characteristics yields a positive relationship with general job
satisfaction (see Fried & Ferris, 1987).

Work stressors are qualities of one’s work environment
that place adaptive demands on workers and thus have

the potential to produce psychological and physical ill-
ness (Jex et al., 1992). Our nomological network includ-
ed four work stressors—role ambiguity, role conflict,
role overload (for a description of these role stressors,
see Rizzo et al., 1970), and organizational constraints
(see Spector & Jex, 1998). We expect each of these
work stressors to yield negative relationships with gen-
eral job satisfaction. Such relationships may occur be-
cause the presence of stressors undermines a person’s
ability to acquire and maintain psychological resources
(see Hobfoll, 2001). Consistent with this reasoning,
each of the work stressors included in our nomological
network consistently yields negative relationships with
general job satisfaction (see Bowling et al., 2015;
Bowling et al., 2017; Pindek & Spector, 2016).

Several distinct variables reflecting interpersonal
treatment at work have appeared in the literature. Our
nomological network includes two such variables—
social support (Cohen & Wills, 1985) and interpersonal
conflict (Spector & Jex, 1998). We expect both of these
variables to be related to general job satisfaction by
virtue of their effects on workers’ ability to meet their
needs for healthy social relationships (see Baumeister &
Leary, 1995). Specifically, we expect social support to
be positively related to general job satisfaction because
it aids in the fulfillment of relationship needs; we ex-
pect interpersonal conflict to be negatively related to
general job satisfaction because it thwarts the fulfillment
of relationship needs. Indeed, research consistently finds
that social support (Viswesvaran et al., 1999) and

Table 1 The nomological
network for general job
satisfaction used in studies 1 and
2

External variable Hypothesized
relationship

Included in study 1 Included in study 2

Hypothesized predictors

Job complexity + x

Role ambiguity - x

Role conflict - x

Role overload - x

Organizational constraints - x

Social support + x

Interpersonal conflict - x

Hypothesized correlates

Organizational commitment + x x

Life satisfaction + x x

Hypothesized consequences

Organizational citizenship behavior + x x

Counterproductive work behavior - x

Organizational withdrawal behaviors - x

Note. The hypothesized relationship column indicates whether job satisfaction’s hypothesized relationship with
the given external variable is positive or negative. An x in the two right-handed columns indicates that the
corresponding external variable was included in the given study
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interpersonal conflict (Bowling & Beehr, 2006) are re-
lated to general job satisfaction.

Hypothesized Correlates of General Job Satisfaction As
shown in Table 1, the nomological network includes two hy-
pothesized correlates of general job satisfaction—organiza-
tional commitment (Klein et al., 2012) and life satisfaction
(Diener et al., 1985). First, we expect organizational commit-
ment and general job satisfaction to be positively related be-
cause the two variables share a key conceptual similarity:
Both reflect a person’s attitude toward a work-related
object—either one’s employer (in the case of organizational
commitment) or one’s job (in the case of general job
satisfaction; see Harrison et al., 2006; Hulin, 1991).
Consistent with this reasoning, research has found a strong
positive relationship between organizational commitment
(particularly affective commitment) and general job satisfac-
tion (see Meyer et al., 2002).

We also expect life satisfaction to also be positively related
to general job satisfaction. This relationshipmay simply be the
result of general job satisfaction’s status as a subdimension of
life satisfaction (see Judge et al., 1998). Indeed, research has
consistently found a strong positive relationship between life
satisfaction and general job satisfaction (see Bowling et al.,
2010).

Hypothesized Consequences of General Job Satisfaction The
nomological network (see Table 1) includes three hy-
pothesized consequences of general job satisfaction: (a)
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB; Organ &
Ryan, 1995), (b) counterproductive work behavior
(CWB; Spector et al., 2006), and (c) organizational
withdrawal behaviors (Hanisch & Hulin, 1990). Each
of these hypothesized consequences of general job sat-
isfaction can be thought of as a specific form of extra-
role performance (see Sackett, 2002).

The principle of reciprocity (see Gouldner, 1960) and so-
cial exchange processes (see Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005)
predict that general job satisfaction will be positively related to
indicators of effective performance (e.g., OCBs) and negative-
ly related to indicators of ineffective performance (e.g., CWBs
and withdrawal behaviors). Satisfied employees, in other
words, may “pay back” their employer for providing a desir-
able work environment by engaging in productive behaviors;
dissatisfied employees, on the other hand, may “pay back”
their employer for providing an undesirable work environ-
ment by engaging in unproductive behaviors. In support of
this prediction, research has consistently found that general
job satisfaction yields a positive relationship with OCB
(LePine et al., 2002) and negative relationships with both
CWB (Dalal, 2005) and organizational withdrawal behaviors
(e.g., absenteeism and turnover; Farrell & Stamm, 1988;
Griffeth et al., 2000).

The Current Research

We conducted two studies to examine the degree to which
various global satisfaction scales and various composite satis-
faction scales yield patterns of relationships with external var-
iables that match the pattern depicted in the nomological net-
work. This research provides insights into the relative con-
struct validity of global and composite scales, thus extending
prior research showing that the two types of scales assess
somewhat distinct constructs (e.g., Highhouse & Becker,
1993; Ironson et al., 1989; Scarpello & Campbell, 1983). It
is of note that we included multiple global scales and multiple
composite scales in both studies; this feature allowed us to test
whether our findings could be generalized across various job
satisfaction scales. It is also noteworthy that we replicated our
findings across two independent samples. This latter feature of
our research is important because several researchers have
voiced concerns about the general replicability of social sci-
ence research findings (see Open Science Collaboration,
2015; Pashler & Wagenmakers, 2012).

Study 1 Method

Participants

We recruited the study 1 participants (N = 487) from
Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk; for a review of this
data source, see Landers & Behrend, 2015). MTurk, which
allows researchers to recruit participants who have
volunteered to complete on-line questionnaires in exchange
for money, generally yields data that are of similar quality to
that obtained using more traditional sources (e.g., student
samples or employees recruited from a single organization;
see Behrend et al., 2011; Casler et al., 2013; Walter et al.,
2019). We used MTurk in the current study because it pro-
vides participants with a high level of anonymity, a feature
that helps increase the validity of participants’ responses to
socially sensitive questionnaire content (e.g., CWB items;
see Berry et al., 2012).

To help increase data quality, participants only qualified for
study 1 if they (a) had previously completed 50 or more hu-
man intelligence tasks (HITs, i.e., MTurk assignments) and
(b) had a HIT approval rate of 95% or greater. These precau-
tions ensured that our participants had an established track
record of providing careful responses to HITs. We used
MTurk worker IDs to identify respondents who participated
in both study 1 and study 2. Sixteen participants who
responded to both study questionnaires were excluded from
the study 1 analyses (we excluded these participants from
study 1 rather than study 2 because study 1 had a larger sample
size). The study 1 participants had a mean age of 34.5 years,
56.1% were male, and all were currently employed. On
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average, the participants had worked in their current jobs for
4.6 years and they worked an average of 39.8 h per week.
Example job titles of the study 1 participants included “ac-
counting assistant,” “bartender,” “cashier,” “head teller,” and
“secretary.”

Measures

We used self-report measures to assess each variable. Unless
otherwise noted, the study 1 measures used a 7-point scale
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).

Global Job Satisfaction Scales

OJSWe included an abridged version of the OJS (Brayfield &
Rothe, 1951) to assess global job satisfaction. This same five-
item version of the OJS has been used in prior studies (e.g.,
Judge et al., 1998). A sample item is “I feel fairly satisfied
with my present job.” The OJS yielded a Cronbach’s α of .85
in study 1.

MOAQ-JSS We also used the three-item MOAQ-JSS
(Cammann et al., 1979) to assess global job satisfaction.
Meta-analytic evidence supports the validity of this measure
(Bowling & Hammond, 2008). A sample item is “All in all, I
am satisfied with my job.” The MOAQ-JSS had a Cronbach’s
α of .82.

AJIG We included an eight-item abridged version of the JIG
(Ironson et al., 1989) in the study 1 questionnaire. The validity
of this abridged measure, or AJIG, has been supported in pre-
vious studies (see Russell et al., 2004). Each item had three
response options: (a) Yes, (b) No, and (c) Can’t decide. A sam-
ple item is “Good.” The AJIG yielded a Cronbach’s α of .90.

Single-Item Faces Scale Finally, we also used a single-item
faces scale to assess general job satisfaction (see Kunin,
1955). Similar single-item faces scales have been used tomea-
sure general job satisfaction in several previous studies (see
Wanous et al., 1997). This item presented participants with a
series of seven faces that reflected various degree of dissatis-
faction (a frowning face) or satisfaction (a smiling face). We
asked participants to select the face that best represents their
level of satisfaction with their job overall.

Composite Job Satisfaction Scales

AJDI We assessed composite satisfaction with the abridged
version of the JDI (Smith et al., 1969). Previous research pro-
vides validity evidence for the abridged JDI (AJDI; see
Stanton et al., 2002). Each item had three response options:
(a) Yes, (b) No, and (c) Cannot decide. A sample (work itself)
item is “Satisfying.” The AJDI assesses five satisfaction facets

(work itself, supervision, coworkers, pay, and promotional
opportunities) using five items per facet. Rather than compute
separate scores for each of these facets, we instead averaged
the 25 AJDI items to create a composite satisfaction score.
The AJDI composite yielded a Cronbach’s α of .91.

JSS We also used the JSS (Spector, 1985) as a measure of
composite satisfaction. Several previous studies have used this
composite JSS score (see Spector, 1997). Each JSS item was
on a 6-point scale from 1 (disagree very much) to 6 (agree
very much). The JSS includes four items for each of nine job
satisfaction facets: (a) pay, (b) promotion, (c) supervision, (d)
fringe benefits, (e) contingent rewards, (f) operating condi-
tions, (g) coworkers, (h) nature of work, and (i) communica-
tion. A sample (pay) item is “I feel I am being paid a fair
amount for the work I do.” One of the original 36 JSS items1

from the operating conditions facet was removed because it
was weakly correlated with the other three operating condi-
tions items. In order to equally weight the contribution of all
nine facets, the JSS composite satisfaction score was calculat-
ed by first calculating facet scores by averaging the items for
each facet. Then, the average for each of the nine facets was
used to calculate the composite facet score. The JSS compos-
ite yielded a Cronbach’s α of .94.

FSS We used the Facet Satisfaction Scale (FSS; Beehr et al.,
2006) to assess composite satisfaction. Previous research sup-
ports the validity of the FSS (see Bowling et al., 2018). A
sample (work itself) item is “Overall, I am very pleased with
the types of activities that I do on my job.” Although the FSS
uses five items to assess each of the five JDI facets, we aver-
aged the 25 FSS items to create a composite satisfaction score.
The FSS composite had a Cronbach’s α of .92.

Faces Facet Scale We used a single-item faces scale (see
Kunin, 1955) to assess each of the five JDI facets (i.e., work,
supervision, coworkers, pay, and promotional opportunities).
Other researchers have used similar single-item scales to as-
sess job satisfaction facets (see Nagy, 2002). We presented
participants with the same series of seven faces we used in
the global job satisfaction faces item (see above). A sample
(work) item is “Please select the face that best represents your
level of satisfaction with the tasks you do at work.” We aver-
aged these five items to create a faces composite score, which
had a Cronbach’s α of .84.

Hypothesized Predictors of General Job Satisfaction

Job Complexity We assessed job complexity using 10 items
from the Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS; Hackman & Oldham,

1 The item removed was “My efforts to do a good job are seldom blocked by
red tape.”

J Bus Psychol



1975, 1980). Other studies have used this same set of JDS
items to assess job complexity (e.g., Bowling et al., 2018).
This measure included two items for each of the five job
characteristics (skill variety, task identity, task significance,
autonomy, and feedback) included in Hackman and
Oldham’s model. A sample (skill variety) item is “The job
requires me to use a number of complex or high level skills.”
The job complexity scale had a Cronbach’s α of .74.

Role AmbiguityWe used Bowling et al. (2017) six-item scale
to assess role ambiguity. A sample item is “The requirements
of the job aren’t always clear.” The role ambiguity scale had a
Cronbach’s α of .83.

Role Conflict We used another Bowling et al. (2017) six-item
scale to assess role conflict. A sample item is “I have to deal
with competing demands at work.” The role conflict scale had
a Cronbach’s α of .74.

Role Overload We assessed role overload with a six-item un-
published scale. A sample item is “I often have too muchwork
to do at my job.” The role overload scale had a Cronbach’s α
of .83.

Interpersonal Conflict We assessed interpersonal conflict
using the four-item Interpersonal Conflict at Work Scale
(ICAWS; Spector & Jex, 1998). Each ICAWS item was on
a 5-point frequency scale from 1 (never) to 5 (very often). A
sample item is “How often are people rude to you at work?”
The ICAWS had a Cronbach’s α of .91.

Hypothesized Correlates of General Job Satisfaction

Organizational Commitment We assessed organizational
commitment using the six-item Organizational Commitment
Questionnaire (OCQ; Porter et al., 1974). A sample item is “I
am proud to tell others that I am part of the organization where
I work.” The OCQ had a Cronbach’s α of .93.

Life Satisfaction We assess life satisfaction with the five-item
Satisfaction with Life Scale (SWLS; Diener et al., 1985). A
sample item is “I am satisfied with my life.” The SWLS had a
Cronbach’s α of .91.

Hypothesized Consequences of General Job
Satisfaction

OCB We assessed OCB using 16 items from Lee and Allen
(2002). Participants were asked to report the OCBs they had
performed during the previous 12 months. The OCB items
was on a 5-point frequency scale from 1 (never) to 5 (every
day). Eight of these items assessed OCBs direct at individual
people (OCB-Is; a sample item is “help others who have been

absent”); the other eight items assessed OCBs direct at the
organization (OCB-Os; a sample item is “offer ideas to im-
prove the functioning of the organization”). The OCB-I scale
had a Cronbach’s α of .86 and the OCB-O scale had a
Cronbach’s α of .89.

CWB We assessed CWB using 19 items from Bennett and
Robinson (2000). Participants were asked to report the
CWBs they had committed during the previous 12 months.
Each CWB items was on a 5-point frequency scale from 1
(never) to 5 (every day). Seven of these items assessed
CWBs direct at individual people (CWB-Is; a sample item is
“acted rudely toward someone at work”); the other 12 items
assessed CWBs direct at the organization (CWB-Os; a sample
item is “taken property from work without permission”). The
CWB-I scale had a Cronbach’s α of .95 and the CWB-O scale
had a Cronbach’s α of .95.

Study 1 Results and Discussion

Preliminary Analyses

We conducted a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) on the 19
study 1 variables. Due to the complexity of the CFA model,
we created item parcels to serve as the indicators for the latent
variables found in the CFA model (Matsunaga, 2008). The
four global job satisfaction scales and the four facet job satis-
faction scales served as the indicators for the latent variables
Global Job Satisfaction and Job Satisfaction Facets, respec-
tively. Three parcels were created from scale items using the
domain representative technique to serve as indicators for
each of the remaining latent variables (Kishton & Widaman,
1994; Matsunaga, 2008). The domain representative tech-
nique was chosen as it creates parcels that are representative
of the whole domain of a multidimensional construct (Little
et al., 2013). Goodness-of-fit was assessed using typical
guidelines (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Marsh et al., 2005). Values
greater than 0.90 and 0.95, respectively, are considered to be
indicative of adequate and excellent fit to the data for CFI and
TLI. RMSEA values smaller than 0.08 and 0.06, respectively,
indicate acceptable and excellent model fit. The study 1 CFA
yielded adequate fit (χ2(df = 701, N = 487) = 2438.010; CFI =
.929; TLI = .917; RMSEA = .071 (90% CI: .068–.074);
SRMR = .061), supporting the construct validity of the study
1 measures.

Furthermore, we found that each of the global job satisfac-
tion scales and each of the composite job satisfaction scales
were consistently related to general job satisfaction’s hypoth-
esized predictors, correlates, and consequences in the direc-
tions that we had predicted (see Table 2). Each job satisfaction
scale, for example, was positively associated with job com-
plexity and organizational commitment, but negatively
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associated with the three role stressors. This pattern of corre-
lations is consistent with past research findings (e.g., Bowling
et al., 2017; Fried & Ferris, 1987; Meyer et al., 2002) and thus
provides additional evidence for the quality of the study 1
dataset.

Convergence Among Global and Composite Scales

As shown in Table 2, the four global job satisfaction scales
were strongly related to each other (mean r = .78), the four
composite job satisfaction scales were strongly related to each
other (mean r = .76), and each global job satisfaction scale was
strongly related to each composite job satisfaction scale (mean
r = .72). This pattern of findings is of note because it indicates
that the global scales converged with the composite scales
nearly as well as either the global scales converged with each
other or the composite scales converged with each other. It is
also of note that the global scales generally correlated > .70
with the composite scales, suggesting that these two classes of
job satisfaction scales are largely redundant with each other
(for a discussion of r > .70 as evidence for convergent validity,
see Nunnally, 1967). These results conflict with past research
showing that global scales and composite scales assess distinct
constructs (see Highhouse & Becker, 1993; Ironson et al.,
1989; Scarpello & Campbell, 1983). In the General
Discussion section, we provide explanations for why the cur-
rent findings conflict with those of previous studies.

Comparing Global and Composite Scales’ Correlations
with External Variables

To help us directly compare the construct validity of the global
satisfaction scales with that of the composite satisfaction
scales, we computed the mean of the absolute values of each
of the eight job satisfaction scales’ correlations with the 11
external variables. These analyses yielded several noteworthy
findings. First, they suggest that the OJS (mean |r| = .46),
MOAQ-JSS (mean |r| = .43), the JSS composite (mean |r| =
.49), and the FSS composite (mean |r| = .44) yielded the stron-
gest mean correlations with the external variables of any of the
eight job satisfaction scales that we examined in study 1.
Those four scales, therefore, may have particularly high levels
of construct validity. The AJIG (mean |r| = .37), single-item
faces scale (mean |r| = .35), AJDI (mean |r| = .35), and faces
composite (mean |r| = .35), on the other hand, yielded relative-
ly weaker mean correlations, suggesting lower levels of valid-
ity for those scales. To allow readers to further compare the
validity of the study 1 job satisfaction scales, the online sup-
plemental file includes an interactive figure that allows one to
plot the results for any two job satisfaction scales (see Figure 1
of the supplemental file).

Again, our primary goal in conducting these analyses was
to compare the validity of the global satisfaction scales with

that of the composite satisfaction scales. We found that the
four global job satisfaction scales yielded a mean correlation
with the 11 external variables (mean |r| = .40) that was virtu-
ally identical to the four composite job satisfaction scales’
mean correlation with the 11 external variables (mean |r| =
.41). The results of study 1, therefore, suggest that global
scales and composite scales are equally effective at assessing
general job satisfaction.

Modeling the Effects of Common-Method Variance

Because each study 1 variable was assessed using self-reports,
our results could have been affected by common-method var-
iance (CMV). To mitigate the effects of CMV, we took pro-
active design steps to protect the respondents’ anonymity and
we randomized the order of the items to limit the participants’
ability to recognize the constructs of interest or guess the hy-
potheses (see Conway & Lance, 2010; Podsakoff et al., 2003;
Straub et al., 2004). Additionally, we tested for the influence
of CMV using the correlational marker technique (see Arnold
& Spell, 2006; Kim et al., 2015; Lindell & Whitney, 2001;
Seggewiss et al., 2019). In order to conduct these analyses, we
included two marker variable scales—measures that are theo-
retically unrelated to the study 1 measures (i.e., the job satis-
faction and the external variable measures). The marker vari-
ables assessed need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982, α
= 0.83) and self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974, α = 0.77). Each of
these scales consisted of 10 items. We observed correlations
between need for cognition and the focal variables ranged
from |.15| to |.48| (mean |r| = .03) and we observed correlations
between self-monitoring and the focal variables ranging from
|.04| to |.53| (mean |r| = 0.23). Six of the 171 zero-order cor-
relations between the study’s variables changed from signifi-
cant to non-significant when adjusting for CMV, with only
one of these six correlations being relevant to our focal anal-
yses (the FSS’s relationship with CWB-I). These analyses
thus indicate that CMV did not seriously bias the study 1
results (see the on-line supplemental files for more details
regarding the study 1 correlational marker analyses).

Study 2 Method

Participants

As in study 1, we recruited the study 2 participants (N = 189)
from MTurk (for a review of this data source, see Landers &
Behrend, 2015). To qualify for our study, we required partic-
ipants to have previously completed 100 or more HITs with a
HIT approval rate of 95% or greater. Additionally, we used
several settings from CloudResearch (formally known as
“TurkPrime”; Litman et al., 2017) to help maximize data qual-
ity: We blocked duplicate IP addresses and suspicious geo
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locations, we verify worker country location, and we used the
micro batch feature to spread the data collection over 16 days
limiting participation to five participants every two hours. The
study 2 participants had a mean age of 37 years, 54% were
male, and all were currently employed. On average, the par-
ticipants had worked in their current jobs for 5.3 years and
they worked an average of 39.1 h per week. Example job titles
of the study 2 participants included “delivery coordinator,”
“sales rep,” “software tester,” and “teacher.”

Screening for Careless Responding

We screened for careless responding in study 2 using a series
of three instructed-response items (for a description of the
instructed-response index, see Meade & Craig, 2012). These
three items were distributed evenly throughout the study 2
questionnaire. An example instructed-response item was
“Please mark Strongly Disagree.” Participants were prevented
from completing the study 2 questionnaire if they incorrectly
responded to any one of the instructed-response items.
Previous research supports the construct validity of the
instructed-response index (e.g., it converges with other
careless responding indices; see Kam & Chan, 2018).

Measures

Global Job Satisfaction Scales Study 2 included three global
job satisfaction scales that we had also included in study 1: (a)
the abridged OJS (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951; Cronbach’s α =
.87), (b) the MOAQ-JSS (Cammann et al., 1979; Cronbach’s
α = .86), (c) and a single-item faces scale (see Kunin, 1955).
More information about these scales is provided in the Study 1
Method section.

Composite Job Satisfaction ScalesWe included three compos-
ite job satisfaction scales in study 2 that we also included in
study 1: (a) the AJDI (Stanton et al., 2002; Cronbach’s α =
.91), (b) the JSS2 (Spector, 1985; Cronbach’s α = .95), and (c)
the FSS (Beehr et al., 2006; Cronbach’s α = .92). Study 2 also
used the short form of the Minnesota Satisfaction
Questionnaire (MSQ; Weiss et al., 1967) to assess composite
job satisfaction. Previous research supports the validity of the
MSQ (see Kinicki et al., 2002). The short form of the MSQ
comprises 20 items, each representing a different job satisfac-
tion facet (e.g., satisfaction with coworkers, social status, and
working conditions). Each MSQ item was on a 5-point scale
from 1 (very dissatisfied) to 5 (very satisfied). A sample item is
“The working conditions.” We computed a composite

satisfaction score by averaging the 20 MSQ items
(Cronbach’s α = .92).

Hypothesized Predictors of General Job Satisfaction

OCS We assessed organizational constraints using the 11-item
Organizational Constraints Scale (OCS; Spector & Jex, 1998).
This measure asks participants to indicate the frequency with
which various work-related events or conditions prevent them
from effectively performing their jobs. A sample OCS item is
“Poor equipment or supplies.” Each OCS itemwas on a 5-point
scale from 1 (less than once per month or never) to 5 (several
times per day). The OCS yielded a Cronbach’s α of .93.

Social SupportWe assessed the receipt of social support using
eight items from the Person-Centered Support Scale
(Eschleman et al., 2020). A sample social support item is
“Others at my organization are genuine when communicating
with me.” Each item was on a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly
disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The social support scale
yielded a Cronbach’s α of .92.

Hypothesized Correlates of General Job Satisfaction

Affective Organizational Commitment We assessed affective
organizational commitment using six items from Meyer et al.
(1993). A sample item is “This organization has a great deal of
personal meaning for me.” Each affective commitment item
was on a 7-point scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strong-
ly agree). The affective commitment scale yielded a
Cronbach’s α of .91.

Life Satisfaction We assessed life satisfaction using a single-
item faces scale (see Kunin, 1955). This item, which was
adapted from the global job satisfaction faces item we used
in study 1, provided participants with seven response options.

Hypothesized Consequences of General Job
Satisfaction

OCB-CWe assessed OCB using the abridged 10-item version of
the Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist (OCB-C;
Spector et al., 2010). Participants were asked “How often have
you done each of the following things on your present job?” A
sample item is “Volunteered for extra work assignments.” Each
OCB-C item was on a 5-point scale from 1 (never) to 5 (every
day). The OCB-C yielded a Cronbach’s α of .88.

Organizational Withdrawal We assessed organizational with-
drawal using five items from Gruys and Sackett (2003).
Participants were asked “During the last 12months, how often
have you….” A sample item is “Missed work without calling
in.” Each withdrawal item was on a 5-point scale from 1

2 As in study 1, we omitted one operating conditions item because it was
weakly correlated with the other three operating conditions items. We com-
puted the composite JSS score using the same method we used in Study 1.
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(never) to 5 (every day). The withdrawal scale yielded a
Cronbach’s α of .90.

Study 2 Results and Discussion

Preliminary Analyses

We conducted a CFA on the 13 study 2 measures using the
same procedure we used in study 1. The study 2 CFA yielded
adequate fit (χ2(df = 188, N = 189) = 414.767; CFI = .945;
TLI = .933; RMSEA = .080 (90% CI: .070–.090); SRMR =
.047), thus supporting the construct validity of our measures.

As in study 1, we found that each of the global job satis-
faction scales and each of the composite job satisfaction scales
were consistently related to general job satisfaction’s hypoth-
esized predictors, correlates, and consequences in the direc-
tions we had predicted (see Table 3). Each job satisfaction
scale, for example, was positively associated with life satis-
faction, but negatively associated with withdrawal behaviors.
This pattern of correlations is consistent with past research
findings (e.g., Bowling et al., 2010; Farrell & Stamm, 1988;
Griffeth et al., 2000) and thus provides further evidence for the
quality of the study 2 dataset.

Convergence Among Global and Composite Scales

As shown in Table 3, the global job satisfaction scales were
positively related to each other (mean r = .79), the composite
job satisfaction scales were positively related to each other
(mean r = .79), and each global job satisfaction scale was
positively related to each composite job satisfaction scale
(mean r = .70). This is nearly identical to the pattern of find-
ings we observed in study 1 and suggests that the global scales
converged with the composite scales nearly as well as either
the global scales converged with each other or the composite
scales converged with each other. The strong correlations be-
tween the global scales and the composite scales suggest that
these two classes of job satisfaction scales are largely redun-
dant with each other (for a discussion of r > .70 as indication
of convergent validity, see Nunnally, 1967).

Comparing Global and Composite Scales’ Correlations
with External Variables

To compare the construct validity of the global satisfaction
scales with that of the composite satisfaction scales, we com-
puted the mean of the absolute values of each of the seven job
satisfaction scales’ correlations with the six external variables.

Table 3 Correlations between Job Satisfaction Scales (study 2)

Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13

Global scales

1 OJS 4.99 1.43 (.87) 1.00 .93 .77 .83 .80 .87 − .58 .68 .84 .66 .16 −.37
2 MOAQ-JSS 5.24 1.49 .90 (.86) .96 .75 .80 .79 .85 −.54 .61 .83 .62 .18 −.35
3 Single-item Faces 5.14 1.67 .72 .74 NA .86 .79 .79 .80 −.57 .49 .76 .86 .18 −.24

Composite scales

4 AJDI 2.13 0.74 .69 .67 .68 (.91) .83 .84 .84 −.56 .65 .72 .72 .15 −.22
5 JSS 4.13 0.93 .76 .73 .64 .78 (.95) .94 .82 −.70 .69 .77 .64 .08 −.35
6 FSS 4.55 1.05 .72 .71 .63 .77 .88 (.92) .84 −.59 .72 .80 .59 .20 −.25
7 MSQ 3.68 0.69 .78 .76 .64 .77 .77 .78 (.92) −.50 .76 .80 .67 .33 −.19

Other variables

8 OCS 1.94 0.92 −.53 −.49 −.46 −.52 −.66 −.55 −.47 (.93) −.48 −.41 −.50 .22 .61

9 Social Support 5.03 1.26 .61 .55 .39 .60 .65 .67 .70 −.45 (.92) .73 .49 .31 −.25
10 Affective Organizational Commitment 4.53 1.60 .75 .74 .60 .66 .72 .74 .74 −.38 .67 (.91) .58 .32 −.16
11 Life Satisfaction 5.19 1.63 .51 .48 .59 .57 .52 .47 .53 −.40 .39 .46 NA .20 −.35
12 OCB-C 2.91 0.83 .14* .16 .14* .14 .08 .18 .30 .20 .28 .29 .16 (.88) .10

13 Organizational Withdrawal 1.65 0.85 −.33 −.31 −.19 −.20 −.33 −.23 −.18 .56 −.23 −.15 −.28 .09 (.90)

Note. N = 189. Cronbach’s α of each variable appear on the diagonal. Uncorrected correlations appear below the diagonal; corrected correlations appear
above the diagonal. When computing the corrected correlations, we assumed that single-item measures had a reliability of .68 (see Wanous et al., 1997).
Corrected correlations that exceed unity are reported as “1.00.”

Correlations equal to and stronger than ± .14 are significant at p < .05. Correlations equal to and stronger than ± .19 are significant at p < .01

*These correlations are ≧ 0.143 and are significant at p < 0.05

OJS Overall Job Satisfaction Scale, MOAQ-JSS Michigan Organizational Assessment Questionnaire-Job Satisfaction Scale, AJDI Abridged Job
Descriptive Index, JSS Job Satisfaction Scale, FSS Facet Satisfaction Scale, MSQ Minnesota Satisfaction Questionnaire, OCS Organizational
Constraints Scale, OCB-C Organizational Citizenship Behavior Checklist
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These analyses produced several interesting findings. First,
they show that the OJS (mean |r| = .48), MOAQ-JSS (mean
|r| = .46), AJDI composite (mean |r| = .45), JSS composite
(mean |r| = .49), FSS composite (mean |r| = .47), and MSQ
composite (mean |r| = .49) yielded virtually identical mean
correlations with the external variables, but that the single-
item faces scale yielded a somewhat weaker mean correlation
(mean |r| = .40). This suggests that the latter scale has some-
what lower construct validity than do the other six job satis-
faction scales we included in study 2. To allow readers to
further compare the validity of the study 2 job satisfaction
scales, Figure 2 of the online supplemental file has interactive
features allowing one to plot the results for any two job satis-
faction scales.

Our primary goal in conducting these analyses was to com-
pare the validity of the global scales with that of the composite
scales. We found that the three global job satisfaction scales
yielded a mean correlation with the six external variables
(mean |r| = .44) that was virtually identical to the four com-
posite job satisfaction scales’ mean correlation with the six
external variables (mean |r| = .47). These findings are similar
to those of study 1 and they suggest that global scales and
composite scales are equally effective at assessing general
job satisfaction.

Modeling the Effects of Common-Method Variance

In an attempt to mitigate the effects of CMV, we used the
same proactive design steps in study 2 that we used in study
1. And as in study 1, we tested for the influence of CMV using
the correlational marker technique (Lindell &Whitney, 2001).
Need for cognition (Cacioppo & Petty, 1982, α = .89) and
self-monitoring (Snyder, 1974, α = .89) again served as our
marker variables. We observed correlations between need for
cognition and the focal variables ranged from |.10| to |.32|
(mean |r| = .20) and we observed correlations between self-
monitoring and the focal variables ranging from |.00| to |.41|
(mean |r| = .10). Only one of the 78 zero-order correlations
between the study’s variables changed from significant to
non-significant when adjusting for CMV (the single-item
faces scale’s relationship with OCB). These analyses thus in-
dicate that CMV did not seriously bias the study 2 results (see
the on-line supplemental files for more details regarding the
study 2 correlational marker analyses).

General Discussion

Both of our studies found that composite job satisfaction
scales converged well with global job satisfaction scales
(mean r in study 1 = .72; mean r in study 2 = .70).We interpret
this as evidence that the two types of scales assess essentially
the same underlying construct. This interpretation conflicts

with that of other authors, who have suggested that composite
and global scales are only moderately related (e.g., Highhouse
& Becker, 1993; Ironson et al., 1989; Scarpello & Campbell,
1983). Can our interpretation of the current findings be recon-
ciled with that of other authors? We believe that it can.
Previous studies examining the strength of the relationship
between composite and global scales have often used mea-
sures that have questionable construct validity. Highhouse
and Becker, for example, examined the relationship between
a single-item, ad hoc measure of global job satisfaction and an
ad hoc measure of composite job satisfaction. Although they
found that the two measures converged reasonably well (r =
.64), they likely would have observed a stronger correlation
had they used well-validated measures.

We also found that composite and global scales generally
yielded similar relationships with the external variables in-
cluded in our nomological network, thus suggesting that the
two types of scales are equally effective at assessing general
job satisfaction. The current studies, therefore, contribute to
the job satisfaction literature in several ways. First, they ex-
tend previous findings regarding the composite job
satisfaction-global job satisfaction relationship (e.g.,
Highhouse & Becker, 1993; Ironson et al., 1989; Scarpello
& Campbell, 1983) by comparing how these two types of
scales relate to several hypothesized predictors, correlates,
and consequences of general job satisfaction. Second, the cur-
rent studies used several exemplars of both types of job satis-
faction scales, thus ensuring that our findings were not specif-
ic to a small set of measures. This contrasts with previous
studies, which have often included only one composite scale
and one global scale (e.g., Highhouse & Becker, 1993).

Implications

Our findings have important implications for how both aca-
demic researchers and practitioners measure job satisfaction.
Although some researchers have argued against the use of
composite scales (e.g., Dalal, 2013; Ironson et al., 1989), we
found that they appear to assess general job satisfaction as
effectively as global scales do. As a result, researchers should
not summarily discount past findings from studies that used
composite scales. The current research also provides guidance
for researchers who work with previously collected data: Our
findings suggest that it is appropriate to use composite scales
to assess general job satisfaction when global satisfaction data
are unavailable, a situation that can occur when working with
archival or organizational datasets.

Despite the apparent equivalence of global and composite
scales, however, brevity is a clear strength of most global
scales. The MOAQ-JSS (Cammann et al., 1979) and the
abridged OJS (Brayfield & Rothe, 1951), for instance, com-
prised three items and five items, respectively. These two
scales were among the better performing measures within
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our studies and they are much shorter than are most composite
scales, such as the MSQ (Weiss et al., 1967; 20 items), the
AJDI (Stanton et al., 2002; 25 items), and the JSS (Spector,
1985; 36 items). The brevity of global scales is particularly
appealing, in light of research linking excessive questionnaire
length to poor data quality (see Gibson & Bowling, 2020).

In addition to providing insights into the validity of com-
posite and global scales more generally, our findings also
provide insights into the validity of particular job satisfaction
scales. Within both of our studies, we found that the single-
item faces scale (Kunin, 1955) performed somewhat more
poorly than did the other job satisfaction scales. This finding
may be largely attributable to the fact that single-item mea-
sures generally have poorer reliability—and hence poorer
validity—than do multi-item measures. Thus, despite argu-
ments in favor of single-item job satisfaction measures (see
Nagy, 2002; Wanous et al., 1997), we discourage their use.

Limitations

Both of our studies used self-report, cross-sectional data.
Although such data have limitations (e.g., self-reports may
be vulnerable to CMV and cross-sectional data are ineffective
at testing causal relationships), they provide an appropriate
means for comparing the construct validity of composite job
satisfaction and global job satisfaction scales. First, the objec-
tive of our research was to examine correlations involving job
satisfaction scales. This goal was not undermined by our in-
ability to test causal effects. Second, CMV is likely to affect
both composite scales and global scales equally; it is therefore
unlikely that our reliance on self-report measures influenced
the findingsmore for one type of job satisfaction measure than
for the other type. Furthermore, our correlational marker anal-
yses suggest that CMV had minimal effects on the results of
both studies 1 and 2. That said, future efforts to examine the
relative validity of different job satisfaction scales could ben-
efit from the inclusion of criterion data not based on self-re-
ports, such as supervisor ratings or objective measures of in-
role performance, OCB, CWB, and withdrawal behaviors.
The inclusion of such criterion measures would address
CMV and would circumvent various limitations associated
with self-reports, such as participants misremembering their
own behavior or socially desirable responding (see Paulhus,
1984).

Finally, both of our studies used data collected fromMTurk
participants—a data source that has grown in popularity with-
in recent years (see Landers & Behrend, 2015). This raises the
question of whether our findings can be generalized to other
types of samples. We do not believe this is a serious problem.
First, our samples were composed of heterogeneous sets of
employees and as a result are likely more representative of
“workers in general” than is the case when more traditional
organizational samples are used. Furthermore, the correlations

we observed (see Tables 2 and 3) generally mirror previous
research findings—suggesting that our two MTurk studies
both produced results that are similar to those of studies using
other types of samples. This is consistent with previous re-
search suggesting that MTurk samples generally produce re-
sults that are similar to those obtained using other data sources
(Behrend et al., 2011; Casler et al., 2013; Walter et al., 2019).
We thus conclude that our reliance onMTurk samples is not a
serious limitation.

Summary

In order to assess general job satisfaction, researchers often
compute composite scales by summing participants’ scores
across multiple facets (for examples of this practice, see
Klein et al., 2014; Liu et al., 2012; Piening et al., 2013;
Schleicher et al., 2015; Swider et al., 2011). Although some
researchers have argued in support of composite satisfaction
scales (e.g., Spector, 1985; Weiss et al., 1967), others have
argued that such measures should be abandoned in favor of
global job satisfaction scales (e.g., Dalal, 2013; Ironson et al.,
1989). This raises an important question: How does the con-
struct validity of composite satisfaction scales compare with
that of global satisfaction scales? To address this question, we
developed a nomological network that identified several hy-
pothesized predictors, correlates, and consequences of general
job satisfaction. We then used this network as the basis for our
two studies, both of which examined the relative construct
validity of global satisfaction and composite satisfaction
scales. In these studies, we found that the two types of job
satisfactionmeasures were equally effective at measuring gen-
eral job satisfaction. These findings thus support the use of
composite satisfaction scales.
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