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1. Introdxction

1.1 Organizational commitment

Individuals belong to many organizations, including the work-
place, school, residential areas, and their families. An important
determinant of an individual’s behavior within an organization is
organizational commitment (e.g., Mathieu and Zajac, 1990;
Mowday, Steers and Poter 1979; Allen and Meyer, 1990; Becker,
1960). With high levels of organizational commitment, individu-
als work cooperatively to meet the goals of the organization and
organizational performance increases. For example, using meta
analysis, Riketta (2002) demonstrated that organizational com-
mitment has a significant positive correlation with job performance
in the organization.

Many studies have examined the determinants of organiza-
tional commitment. The findings of meta analysis by Mathieu
and Zajac (1990) indicated that personal characteristics (e.g., age,
organizational tenure, perceived or personal competence), job char-
acteristics (job scope or challenge), and group-leader relations
(leader communication or participative leadership) were all cor-
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related to organizational commitment. However, the effects of
organizational characteristics on organizational commitment have
not been well investigated. Although Bateman and Strasser (1984),
Morris and Streers (1980) and Stevens and Trice (1978) reported
correlations between organizational centralization and organiza-
tional commitment, the correlations were not consistent, and con-
sequently, the average correlations in the meta analysis performed
by Mathieu and Zajac (1990) were not significant. Another orga-
nizational characteristic investigated was organizational size, but
the meta analysis also indicated no significant correlation with
organizational commitment.

Thus, the effects of organizational characteristics on organi-
zational commitment are not well understood, as argued, for ex-
ample, by Mathieu and Zajac (1990) and Takagi (2003). In this
study, we focus on a specific organizational characteristic that may
determine organizational commitment, i.e., forced commitment.
Forced commitment refers to the extent to which organizational
members are forced to engage in certain behaviors, regardless of
their willingness. Organizations that hold frequent meetings or
have required organizational activities are regarded as having high
levels of forced commitment. If the level of forced commitment
in an organization is high, members are required to engage in cer-
tain types of pro-organizational behavior. According to cognitive
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dissonance theory, or a discussion about organizational behavior
by Kiesler (1971) based on the theory, such pro-organizational
behavior may have a positive effect on an individual’s attitudes
towards the organization, even though the behavior was required
by the organization. In this study, we hypothesize that forced
commitment by organizations has a positive effect on organiza-
tional commitment. One of the purposes of the current study is to
test this hypothesis.

1.2 Organizational trust

Organizational trust, defined in this study as trust between orga-
nizational members, is another important variable that influences
the organizational behavior of group members (Kramer and Tyler,
1996). If organizational members did not trust the other members
at all, they could not ask for help from or cooperate with other
members in performing the jobs within the organization (Miller,
2001). Organizational performance would decrease markedly with-
out organizational trust. Therefore, organizational trust is indis-
pensable for the effective performance of an organization.

Stolle (2001) investigated the determinants of organizational
trust. On the basis of a cross-country analysis, he reported that
organizational trust was influenced by personal characteristics and
the type of organization, but was not correlated with organiza-
tional tenure. He found that organizational trust increased in the
length of membership for individuals in a church organization but
not for individuals in other non-work organizations, such as a bowl-
ing club. However, the data did not indicate why the type of orga-
nization would have an effect on organizational trust. Tyler (2001)
and Tyler and Degoey (1996) also discussed trust among indi-
viduals in an organization, but the main focus in these studies was
trust toward the authorities in an organization. Powell (1996)
examined the development of trust and assumed that trust among
individual members in an organization was related to the commu-
nication between them; however, he did not provide empirical
evidence to support his assumption. Several other studies (Kramer
and Tyler, 1996; Cook, 2001) also examined issues of trust, but
the organizational characteristics that determine it were not well
understood.

The current study again focuses on forced commitment as a
possible determinant of organizational commitment. In an orga-
nization with high levels of forced commitment, every member
typically meets the other members frequently, and they are obliged
to cooperate with each other for organizational purposes. Through
this obliged or forced cooperation, organizational members may
come to believe that the other members are trustworthy, despite
the fact that the cooperation is required by the organization. On
the other hand, members in an organization with lower levels of
forced commitment may have fewer opportunities to meet and
cooperate with other members, and consequently, fewer opportu-
nities to develop a sense of trustworthiness regarding the other
members. Our hypothesis is that organizational forced commit-
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ment promotes the development of trust between organizational
members. This hypothesis is in line with the finding of Burt and
Knez (1996) that more social relationships with other people leads
to greater trust in others, although their data did not address trust
between members in an organization. Testing this hypothesis with
respect to organizational trust is another purpose of the current
study in addition to testing it with respect to organizational com-
mitment.

2. Methods

To test the hypothesis of the effect of forced commitment, it is
necessary to collect data from organizations with low and high
levels of forced commitment. Previous studies have typically in-
vestigated work-related organizations, which usually have a high
degree of forced commitment, as members are generally hired,
commute, and work every weekday. Others have compared orga-
nizational trust and attitudinal commitment for different types of
organizations, such as work organizations compared to non-work
organizations, and religious organizations compared to leisure
organizations, as in the study by Stolle (2001). However, this
leaves open the possibility that differences in effects of organiza-
tional trust and commitment between different types of organiza-
tions may reflect the influence of other uncontrolled variables. In
this study, we conducted a survey targeting at undergraduate and
graduate students in university laboratories, a type of organiza-
tion that has a lower level of forced commitment than work orga-
nizations, as members are not typically hired, and are not always
obliged to commute or to do research and study every day. Some
laboratories may have higher levels of forced commitment for the
purpose of research production, suggesting that the university labo-
ratory organization will be suitable for research regarding varying
degrees of forced commitment.

2.1 Sample

One hundred and sixty-nine undergraduate and Master’s degree
program students associated with research laboratories in the De-
partments of Engineering at Kyoto University, Tokyo Institute of
Technology, Hokkaido University, and Hokkai Gakuen Univer-
sity were asked to complete a questionnaire. In all these universi-
ties, students usually study for 4 years as undergraduate students
and enter a laboratory during their fourth year to complete a fourth
year thesis. The laboratory typically consists of a professor, who
supervises the thesis research, and approximately 10 to 20 stu-
dents. Each student usually has his/her own desk in a laboratory.
Most undergraduate students in the Department of Engineering
continue on to the Master’s degree program after finishing the
fourth year thesis, and usually continue studying and researching
in the same laboratory. After completing the Master’s degree pro-
gram in two years, some enroll in the Doctoral degree program,
but most students leave to obtain employment. Of the 169 respon-
dents, 65 were undergraduate students and 104 were Master’s pro-



Satoshi Fujii et al.: Forced commitment promotes attitudinal commitment and trust in an organization 3

gram students. Fifty-four of the undergraduates planned to con-
tinue to the Master’s degree program. Data from the eleven stu-
dents who did not plan to continue were eliminated from analysis,
because they would only stay in their laboratories for one year.
The mean age of the 158 remaining participants was 22.92 years
(SD =1.44), and 91.8% (145) were male (Note that since the ratio
of male in the Department of Engineering in these universities
were high, this ratio did not substantially deviate from the popu-
lation at all.). All participants had their own desk, and 83.5%
(132) had their own personal computer on their desk. The mean
tenure in the laboratory at the time of the survey was 15.22 months
(SD = 13.60 months).

2.2 Measures

The questionnaire contained items concerning social values, gen-
eral trust, personal attributes, and the laboratory in the university.
Only responses to questions associated with the laboratory were
used for testing the hypothesis.

To assess forced commitment, we measured two variables: or-
ganizationally forced commitment (OFC), which denotes com-
mitment required by the organization, and professorially forced
commitment (PFC), which denotes commitment required by the
professor, the leader of the organization. For organizationally
forced commitment, respondents judged the frequency of formal
organizational activities by choosing from “no. of times per week,”
“no. of times per month” or “no. of times per year” and adding a
numerical estimate in response to the question, “How frequently
are there activities, such as research meetings or formal parties, in
your laboratory?” The mean frequency was 0.92 activities per
week (SD =0.85). The minimum frequency was 0.038 per week
(twice a year) and the maximum was 5.98 per week (312 times a
year). For professorially forced commitment, participants were
asked about the frequency of having a meal with their professor.

This seems an appropriate measure of professorially forced com-
mitment, as the decision for students and their professors to have
a meal together would likely reflect a personal decision made by
the professor rather than personal decisions made by students, as
implied by a study about the relation between formal and infor-
mal organizations (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1938; Davis,
1953). The informal “meeting” of having a meal together might
still be considered obligatory, albeit less so than a formal activity
organized for the laboratory members. Participants rated their
level of agreement with the statement, “I frequently have a meal
with my professor” on a nine-point scale, ranging from “no, not at
all” to “yes, exactly.” The mean was 4.26 and the standardized
deviation was 2.43.

We predict that frequency of organizationally forced commit-
ment, as measured by the frequency of formal organizational ac-
tivities, will be more strongly related to organizational trust than
to organizational commitment, because formal organizational ac-
tivities likely involve obligatory cooperative behavior between or-
ganizational members, and the experience of observing other group
members cooperating would promote feelings of trustworthiness
(Hardin, 2001). Furthermore, we suggest that professorially forced
commitment, as measured by the frequency of having a meal with
the professor, is more strongly related to organizational commit-
ment than to organizational trust, partly because the leader in an
organization symbolizes the organization as implied by the group
value model (Lind and Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 2001), and partly be-
cause communication with an individual is likely to promote a
positive attitude towards that individual due to the effects of ex-
posure (Zajonc, 1968) or the motivation to reduce cognitive dis-
sonance between attitude and behavior (Festinger, 1957; Kiesler,
1971). That is, communication with a professor is likely to pro-
mote a positive attitude towards the professor, which in turn in-
creases organizational commitment. In addition, communication

Table 1: Results of principal component analysis of organizational commitment and organizational trust, and means (M) and

standard deviation of each measurement

Factor loadings in principal
component analysis

Descriptives

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 M SD
I like the professor(s) in my laboratory. 0.89 -0.06 0.05 6.38 1.92
| am proud of the research in my laboratory. 0.85 0.04 0.19 6.07 212
1 am proud of the professor(s) in my laboratory. 086 015 0.04 6.63 1.97
| am interested in the research in my laboratory. 0.81 0.08 0.21 6.30 2.17
I respect the professor(s) in my laboratory. 079 0.09 0.07 7.04 1.84
I like my laboratory. 068 028 0.18 6.54 2.04
The goals of my laboratory are my own goals as well. 0.47 0.14 0.57 497 221
1 am happy to perform tasks asked of me by the professor(s) or other laboratory members. 025 017 0.67 6.20 1.94
| think it is normal for laboratory members to have to clean up the laboratory. 0.08 -0.08 0.57 7.11 1.96
I am happy to help other laboratory members in need. 0.04 038 0.77 6.90 1.67
| am happy to teach other junior laboratory members. 003 027 0.78 6.75 1.62
The laboratory members are trustworthy. 011 081 0.14 7.02 1.88
The laboratory members would help me if | was in need. 0.17 0.76 0.27 7.01 1.69
The laboratory members are good and kind. 015 081 0.04 747 1.49
The laboratory members are honest. 003 078 0.11 7.04 1.87
The laboratory members never bother me. 002 078 0.12 7.46 1.57

Contribution rate
Accumulated contribution rate

36.3% 18.6% 9.8% -
(36.3%) (54.9%) (64.7%) -
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with the leader may increase the perception of the procedural jus-
tice of the organization, and the perceived procedural justice may,
in turn, promote a positive attitude toward the organization (Lind
and Tyler, 1988). In the meta analysis by Mathieu and Zajac (1990)
communication with the leader had the second largest positive
correlation with organizational commitment among 26 anteced-
ents of organizational commitment.

Organizational commitment and organizational trust were mea-
sured using the 16 statements listed in Table 1. Participants re-
sponded using a 9-point semantic scale the endpoints of which
were “no, not at all” and “yes, exactly.”

3. Results

3.1 Measures

A principal component analysis produced Table 1, which shows
that 64.7 % of the total variance of the 16 variables was explained
by three components. Attitudinal organizational commitment (at-
titudinal OC) consists of variables whose factor loadings for the
first component were high (“I like the professor(s) in my labora-
tory,” “l am proud of the research in my laboratory,” “I am proud
of the professor(s) in my laboratory,” “I am interested in the re-
search in my laboratory,” “I respect the professor(s) in my labora-
tory,” “I like my laboratory,” and “The goals of my laboratory are
my own goals as well”). These 7 ratings were added to give a
single measure of attitudinal OC. The Cronbach’s « of this mea-
sure was 0.90. The average was 43.9 (SD = 11.3). Organizational
trust (OT) consists of variables the factor loadings of which on
the second factor were high (“The laboratory members are trust-
worthy,” “The laboratory members would help me if | was in need,”
“The laboratory members are good and kind,” “The laboratory
members are honest,” and “The laboratory members never bother
me”). These 5 ratings were summed to give a single measure of

OT. The Cronbach’s « of this measure was 0.86. The average
was 36.0 (SD = 6.9). Behavioral organizational commitment (be-
havioral OC) designates the third component, which had high
factor loadings for “I am happy to perform tasks asked of me by
the professor(s) or other laboratory members,” “I think it is nor-
mal for laboratory members to have to clean up the laboratory,” “I
am happy to help other laboratory members in need,” and “I am
happy to teach other junior laboratory members.” These 4 ratings
were added to give a single measure of behavioral OC. The
Cronbach’s « of this measure was 0.72. The average was 26.9
(SD =5.3). In summary, the analysis resulted in two measures of
organizational commitment and a measure of organizational trust.
Note that the distinction between behavioral OC and attitudinal
OC in this study is similar to that proposed by Mowday, Steers,
and Poter (1979).

3.2 Effects of forced commitment
To investigate the effects of forced commitment on attitudinal OC,
behavioral OC, and OT, analysis of variance (ANOVA) was per-
formed, with tenure in the laboratory, frequency of having a meal
with the professor, and frequency of formal organizational activi-
ties as independent variables. Tenure in the laboratory was in-
cluded because forced commitment may require time to influence
the dependent variables used in this study. If the effect of forced
commitment requires a long time in the laboratory, we expect a
significant interaction between forced commitment and tenure in
the laboratory. However, if the effects of forced commitment de-
velop over a short time, we expect only a main effect of forced
commitment.

Table 2 shows the means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of
attitudinal OC, behavioral OC, and OT for tenure in the labora-
tory, the frequency of formal organizational activities, and the fre-

Table 2: Means (M) and standard deviations (SD) of attitudinal OC, behavioural OC, and OT for
organizational tenure, organizationally forced commitment (OFC), and professorially forced com-

mitment (PFC)

less than 1 year

Tenure in laboratory

1 year or more

OFC OFC

high low high low

PFC PFC PFC PFC
low | high low high low high low high
(15)" (14) (23) (16) (14) (27) (20) (28)
attitudinal OC M 372 448 370 393 35.1 426 354 393
(SD) (13.4) (6.1) (11.1) (10.6) (11.6) (6.4) (10.1) (8.7)
behavioral OC M 29.1 336 325 35.0 294 319 29.1 336
(Sb) (7.7) (5.3) (4.8) (5.5) 7.7 (8.9 (6.5) (5.0
oT M 351 36.1 36.2 388 365 376 33.0 348
(SD) (7.9) (5.9 (6.6) (4.7) (85 (6.1) (7.6) (7.0
Tsample size
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quency of having a meal with the professor. The median frequency
of formal organizational activities was used to divide the data into
2 groups: those with a high frequency of organizationally forced
commitment (high OFC group) and those with lower levels of
organizationally forced commitment (low OFC group). Similarly,
the median frequency of having a meal with the professor was
used to form two groups: the high professorially forced commit-
ment group (high PFC group) and the low professorially forced
commitment group.

We performed a 2 (less than 1 year of tenure vs. 1 year or
more) x 2 (high vs. low OFC group) x 2 (high vs. low PFC group)
ANOVA for the three dependent variables. We found no signifi-
cant main effects of tenure in the laboratory on attitudinal OC,
behavioral OC, or OT. We found significant main effects of PFC
on attitudinal OC (F [1, 149] = 13.73, p < .001) and behavioral
OC (F [1, 149] = 5.76, p = .018). As evident from Table 2, the
means for attitudinal and behavioral OC for the high-PFC group
were greater than those for the low-PFC group, regardless of OFC
and regardless of tenure. These results support the hypothesis
that the frequency of organizationally forced commitment has a
positive effect on organizational commitment. However, PFC did
not have a significant effect on OT. There were also no signifi-
cant interaction effects between PFC and tenure for any of the
dependent variables. The implication of these observations is that
the effect of informal forced commitment did not require a long
time to emerge.

With respect to OFC, we found a significant interaction effect
with tenure on OT (F [1, 149] = 4.85, p = .029). As is evident
from Table 2, while for high OFC the mean OT for the group with
tenure of 1 year or more was larger than for the group with tenure
of less than 1 year, for low OFC the means for OT for the group
with tenure of 1 year or more were smaller than those for the
group with tenure of less than 1 year. The main effect of OFC on
OT was not significant. These results imply that OFC promotes
OT, but it requires a longer time to do so. There were also no
significant effects of OFC on attitudinal OC or behavioral OC,
and there were no interaction effects.

4. Discussion

We hypothesized that forced organizational commitment would
promote organizational trust and organizational commitment in
members of university laboratory organizations, a type of organi-
zation that was expected to vary in levels of forced commitment
to a greater extent than work organizations. Professorially forced
commitment, as measured by informal activities within the labo-
ratory, was expected to promote organizational commitment. Com-
munication with a professor may promote a positive attitude to-
ward the professor, who is the leader of the organization (Festinger,
1957; Kiesler, 1971; Zajonc, 1968) and is expected to symbolize
the organization (Lind and Tyler, 1988; Tyler, 2001). We also
predicted that organizationally forced commitment would be

strongly related to organizational trust, as the experiences required
by the obligations of the organization would allow members to
see that the other members were cooperative, and would lead them
to believe that the other members were trustworthy.

The results using data supported both hypotheses. Profes-
sionally forced commitment showed significant positive effects
on attitudinal organizational commitment and on behavioral or-
ganizational commitment, and organizationally forced commit-
ment had an interaction effect with tenure in the laboratory on
organizational trust. There are two implications of these results.
The first is that organizational trust develops gradually in an envi-
ronment with high levels of forced organizational commitment,
such as an environment where there are frequent formal organiza-
tional activities. It is possible that the interaction effect between
tenure and organizationally forced commitment could result if stu-
dents with high levels of organizational trust tended to stay longer
in the laboratory, producing a positive relationship between ten-
ure and organizational trust. However, as we selected only under-
graduate students who planned to complete Master’s programs
and eliminated those who had no plans to do so from the sample,
the interaction effect cannot be explained simply by the effect of
organizational trust on tenure. Therefore, the interaction indi-
cates that organizational trust increases in organizations with high
organizationally forced commitment, as was hypothesized.

The second implication of our results using data is that pro-
fessorially forced commitment, such as having a meal with the
professor, immediately fosters organizational commitment. This
second implication supports our hypothesis and is in line with the
results of the meta analysis reported by Mathieu and Zajac (1990).
However, it is also possible that group members who had high
levels of organizational commitment tended to be those who had
a meal with their professors. Our assumption was that the collec-
tive decision to have a meal together would be primarily influ-
enced by a personal decision by the professor rather than deci-
sions by students. If this assumption was not unrealistic, then the
implication that professorially forced commitment promotes or-
ganizational commitment is reasonable.

The data support our hypothesis that forced commitment pro-
motes organizational commitment and organizational trust. How-
ever, it is difficult to conclude that stronger forced commitment
always leads to greater organizational commitment and organiza-
tional trust. In developing the hypotheses, we made two assump-
tions. That is, we assumed that experiences to see others cooper-
ating would help promote trust among members, and that experi-
ences to be with a leader would have a positive effect on organiza-
tional commitment. The university laboratory environment from
which we obtained our sample was expected to be less coercive
than a work organization. Consequently, we cannot predict with
certainty that the results of this study would apply in a more coer-
cive organization. Our study did not address levels of commit-
ment within organizations with high levels of forced commitment,
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e.g., 12 hours forced work every day for 6 working days per week,
as compared to 8 hours every day for 5 working days per week.
Similarly, the question of whether organizational commitment is
higher in an organization where dinner with the leader is a nightly
occurrence than in an organization where members are asked to
have dinner with the leader once a week remains unanswered.
Very strong levels of forced commitment might have effects op-
posite to those found in this study, as implied by psychological
reactance theory (Brehm, 1966) or the discussion by Yamagishi
and Yamagishi (1994).

However, our findings suggest that organizations without any
forced commitment or any organizational norms (Allen and Meyer,
1990; Wiener, 1982) may fail to develop attitudinal organizational
commitment, behavioral organizational commitment, or trust
among members, and subsequently would fail to accomplish their
goals effectively. Some level of forced commitment in an organi-
zation is necessary to promote organizational commitment and
trust among group members, which is, in turn, expected to in-
crease organizational performance. The question of what is an
appropriate type and level of forced commitment for developing
organizational commitment and trust remains a direction for fu-
ture research.
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