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P RAC OV N i V? KQ N (JOB/WORK PERFORMANCE)

Definice: ,,Chovadni, které je relevantni pro naplnéni cilo organizace.”
Campbell, 1990

Slozky: Vykon v Gkolech (task performance), kontextudlni vykon, kontraproduktivni pracovni chovani
Jinda terminologie: zdatnost v Gkolech, Gsili, disciplina

Kontextudlni vykon: Extra-role performance, organizational citizenship behavior, non-job-specific proficiency

AngaZovanost

. . . . Pracovni vykon :> .
Osobni zdroje > Pracovni postoje |:> (it chovAni) Vysledky

ﬁ Motivace
Pracovni naroky ;
Bakker, Demerouti (2007): Job demands-resources model

Pracovni zdroje




CO TO JSOU POSTOJE? woross

Definice 1: Hodnotici soud vuci objektu postoje.

Postoje jsou specifické, vidy se vztahuji k néjakému objektu.

Postoje vychdazeji z minulé pfimé i nepfimé zkusSenosti, souvisi s paméti.

Postoje se v case vyviji, ale jsou relativné stabilni.




PRACOVNI SPOKOJENOST wouwonsssicion

Definice: Celkovy hodnotici Gsudek vztahujici se k pracovni pozici, kterou clovék vykonava.

»PFijemny i pozitivni emociondlni stav vyplyvajici toho, jak ¢lovék hodnoti svou dosavadni zkusSenost s praci.“
Locke (1976), s. 1304

L ¢asti dana dispozicné: Nékteri lidé jsou v praci spokojenéisi.

L ¢asti dana situacné: Vliv charakteristik prace, vztahd na pracovisti, pocitu spravedinosti...

Muze ovliviiovat pracovni motivaci, vykon, fluktuaci...




ZAVAZEK (K ORGANIZACI) cumon

Definice: Psychicky stav odraiejici oddanost a pocitovanou odpovédnost (k organizaci).

»Volni psychologicka vazha reflektujici oddanost a odpovédnost k urcitému objektu/cili.*
Klein et al. (2012), s. 137

L ¢asti dana situacné: Vliv charakteristik prace, vztahd na pracovisti, pocitu spravedinosti...

Muze ovliviiovat pracovni motivaci, vykon, fluktuaci...




PRACOVNI ANGAZOVANOST cvcrcennr

Definice: Stav, ve kterém se clovék citi vtazeny do své prdace a pracovni role.

»Pozitivni emocné-motivacni stav spojeny s pocitem naplnéni.“
Schaufeli et al. (2011)

Slozky: energie (vigor), oddanost praci (dedication) a pohlceni praci (absorbtion)

Davana do protikladu k vyhoreni (burnout).

Vyhoreni: slozky vycerpani a odosobnéni/cynismus




OPAKOVANI: CO JE TO KORELACE?

Statisticky vztah mezi dvéma proménnymi.
Pearsoniv korelacni koeficient (r): Nabyva hodnot -1 az 1 dle sily vztahu.

Jeho druhou mocninu (r?) Ize interpretovat juko podil pozorovaného rozptylu ,zavislé“ proménné, ktery lze
vysvétlit nezavislou proménnou.
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VZTAHY MEZI PRACOVNIMI POSTOJI

Pracovni
spokojenost 0.71
0.84 Postoj k praci Pracovni
Afektivni) za k v
( ioi‘;‘iiiiiiize (O (,,A-faktor‘) angaZovanost

Nadseni pro praci 0.63
(Job involvement)

Newman et al. (2010) @
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Autonomie pri organizovani prace 0,358 0,34 1% 0,259%* 0,17 1% 0,252 0,112%*
Autonomie rozhodovani 0,439%%* 0,442%** 0,445%** 0,156%* 0,38T7%** 0,147+
:E'Z ‘0 Autonomie pfi pouZiti pracovnich metod 0,376%** 0,317*** 0,369%** 0,138%* 0,332%** 0,114*
% é Riznorodost kol 0,268%%* 0,318%** 0,395%** 0,034 0,330%%*%* -0,025
ﬁ ' Duile¥itost pracovnich tkolii 0,229%* 0,348%* 0,317 0,090 0,278%* 0,068
g Identita pracovnich tikolii 0,169%%* 0,077 0,023 0,222%%* 0,025 0,155%*
§ Zpétna vazba z pracovni pozice 0,178%%* 0,159%* 0,109% 0,264%%* 0,193%** 0,138%*
>§ Slozitost prace 0,124%% 0,168%* 0,264%%* -0,006 0,292%** -0,006
;,E % Zpracovavani informaci 0,151%* 0,304*** 0,358%** 0,117% 0,400%** -0,019
> % Regeni problémi 0,278%%* 0,327%** 0,431%** 0,039 0,528%** -0,026
8 Riznorodost dovednosti 0,237 %** 0,319%** 0,435%** 0,100% 0,514%** -0,041
Specializace 0,252%%* 0,304*** 0,339%** 0,082 0,339%** 0,071
Socialni opora 0,410%%* 0,384*** 0,355%** 0,064 0,291%** 0,09
Iniciovana provazanost prace -0,043 0,028 0,057 0,051 0,108* -0,068
Ziskana provézanost prace -0,046 0,015 0,015 0,036 0,020 -0,075
Spoluprace mimo organizaci 0,117* 0,214%** 0,158** -0,072 0,168** -0,062
Zpétna vazba od ostatnich 0,205%%* 0,227%** 0,203%** 0,093* 0,256%** 0,049
:T'Eu' Ergonomie 0,296%** 0,259%** 0,249%** 0,008 0,147%* 0,229%%*
§ Fyzické naroky -0,039 0,019 -0,045 -0,002 -0,022 -0,114%
'-2 Pracovni podminky 0,178%%* 0,128%* 0,226%** 0,009 0,131%* 0,155%*
N Pousfvané vybaven 0,065 0,100% 0,112* 0,077 0,135%* -0,120%




Charakteristika

Avutonomie rozhodovani
RUznorodost UkolU
Dulezitost pracovnich UkolU
Zpétna vazba z pracovni pozice
Slozitost prace
Zpracovavani informaci
Regeni problémo
RUznorodost dovednosti
Specializace

Socialni opora

Zpétna vazba od ostatnich

Ergonomie

Pracovni podminky
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0,27 8%
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0,318%#*
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0,159+

0,168%*
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Prochazka et al. (2020)
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KORELACE: POSTOJE A VYKON

Pracovni :
ac 0.28 0.27 PracF>vn1
spokojenost spokojenost
0.25
0.16 Vykon v tikolech Kontextualni vykon 0.28
Zévazgk k (Afektivni) zavazek
organizaci k organizace

Harrison et al. (2006)
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KORELAC

Pracovni
spokojenost

Zavazek k
organizaci

Pracovni
spokojenost

Zavazek k
organizaci

0.13

-0.02

0.28

0.25

Vykon v ikolech

Kontextualni vykon

0.10

0.03

0.22

0.18

E: POSTOJE A VYKON

Pracovni
spokojenost

Zavazek k
organizaci

Pracovni
spokojenost

Zavazek k
organizaci

Riketta (2008)
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KAUZ/

Pracovni
spokojenost

Zavazek k
organizaci

Ukolovy vykon

Kontextualni vykon

0.03

0.08

0.00

-0.02

Pracovni vykon

Pracovni postoje

0.00

0.02

0.05

0.05

ITA: POSTOJE — VYKON

Pracovni
spokojenost

Zavazek k
organizaci

Ukolovy vykon

Kontextualni vykon

Riketta (2008)
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MERENi POSTOJU

Jednodimenziondlni skdla:

= Jak moc oddany/y jste Vasi
organizaci¢

= Do jaké miry Vdm na Vasi
organizaci zdlezi?

= Jak moc se citite zaniceny /& pro
prdci ve Vasi organizaci?

= Jak moc jste rozhodnuty /& z0stat
své organizaci vérny /42

Klein et al. (2014), Prochdzka et al. (2019)

‘Eiusiness Administration and Management

THE CZECH ADAPTATION OF THE KLEIN ET
AL.’S UNIDIMENSIONAL TARGET-NEUTRAL
SCALE OF COMMITMENT

Jakub Prochdzka, Anna Zidlickd, Hynek Cigler, Martin Vaculik,

Howard J. Klein

Introduction

Organizational commitment, along with job
satizfaction, iz one of the two most often
researched work attitudes (Riketta, 2008). It is
the center of attention because it affecis key
variables in organizations such as the well-
being of employees (e.g. Sui, 2002), absence
due to illness (e.g. Meyer & Maltin, 2010),
length of stay in an organization (e.g. Porer,
Steers, Mowday, & Boulian, 1574), tumover
intentionz (e.g. “andenberghe & Trembla,
2008), job satisfaction (Ulbegi & Yalcin, 2016)
and job performance (Riketta, 2002). Despite
being a key construct in management, we
are not aware of any published sztudies on
a validated scale of organizational commitment
in Czech. Such a situation is a limitation for
researchers intending to examine organizational
commitment, or at least monitor itz influence
when examining other variables. There iz also
a lack of a reliable scale which could be used
when surveying employee attitudes within an
organization. In this study, we address this gap
and adapt an intermationally used organizational
commitment scale into Czech. The adapted
scale will allow professionals and researchers
to measure organizational commitment in
Czech organizations reliably and to compare
the commitment of Czech employees with
foreign samples.

1. Organizational Commitment
Many definitions of organizational commitment

organizations. Other early influential definitions
perceived commitment as ‘bindings of the
individual to behavioral acts that results when
individuals attibute an aititude of commitment
to themzelves after engaging in behaviors that
are volitional, explicit and irrevocable (Reichers,
1985, p. 468) oras ‘the strength of an individual's
identification with and involvement in a particular
organization (Porter et al., 1974, p. 3)." In the
early 1950z, Meyer and Allen (1991) introduced
a three-component model of commitment
which became the most widespread and
dominant theory of organizational commitment
(e.g. Bentein, Vandenberghe, Vandenberg, &
Stinglhamber, 2005). They defined commitment
as a psychological state that has “at least three
separable components reflecting (a) a desire
(affective commitment), (b) a need (continuance
commitment) and (c) an obligation (normative
commitment) to maintain employment in an
organization (Meyer & Allen, 1591, p. 61)." As
with earlier definitions of commitment, Meyer
and Allen’s conceptualization of commitment
was also criticized. Normative and continuance
commitment are not altitudes towards
organization but towards staying or leaving the
organization (Solinger, van Olffen, & Roe, 2008).
The two theoretically separate dimensions —
normative and affective commitment — are in
reality highly dependent, and they hawve only
small incremental wvalidity over each other
(Bergman, 2006). The existence of a number
of different definitions of organizational
commitment and criticiem of the dominant
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