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A “Human Growth” Perspective on Organizational Resarces and

Firm Performance

Abstract

We define immaterial satisfaction as the degresaifbeing that workers derive from
creativity, autonomy, and personal growth, ovesalf-fulfillment. These are dimensions of
satisfaction that we relate, from American pragsmatito the use of creative intelligence.
The paper deals with the mediating role of immatesatisfaction between organizational
processes (defined by teamwork, on-the-job autonamalyinvolvement) and organizational
performance (defined in terms of improvements wdpict quality and innovation). We
address this relationship in the Italian sociaV®ersector. To this end, we implement a
structural equation model including both observed latent variables using a survey dataset
that concerns 4134 workers and 320 not-for-praftia cooperatives. The analysis of direct,
indirect and total effects in the structural mostebws that autonomous innovation positively
influences performance. It also shows that impacbaterial satisfaction adds to the impact
of worker involvement in making involvement beaspiwely on performance, while it also
reduces the negative impact of task-autonomy. Commethod bias is controlled for by
resorting to post-hoc testing and by introducingéhdistal sources of subjective data from
directors, managers and paid workers.

Key words:Dewey; satisfaction; creativity; autonomy; involvement; firm performance.
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A “Human Growth” Perspective on Organizational Resairces and Firm

Performance

This paper aims at disentangling the relations oty between organizational
processes, worker satisfaction and firm performam¢ie service sector. We consider only
specific aspects for each of these dimensions gagininterpretation on Dewey’s notion of
“human growth” (Dewey 1922), and its applicatiorthe study of organizations and their
stakeholders. The paper addresses, particulbdygriganizational potential for a Deweyan
human growth for both workers and users in theadoeelfare sector, where the features of
services are directly associable with the life guanjoyed by users. This perspective and
conceptualization allows the study of the relati@tween organizational features, job
satisfaction and organizational performance torekies relevance and, through a
management focus, contribute towards the analysisder problems of human and socio-
economic development (Sen, 1999; UNDP, 2010). We tackled the selection of specific
organizational dimensions considering what contabuio the human growth of individual
workers. The aim is to find out whether the orgation can pursue the welfare of workers

and users by acting on the same organizationaliress.

The seminal work of Dewey suggests that the needjpoess creativity and critical
thought is considered as a way (depending on wiegbérson has experienced and values) of
achieving self-actualization (Dewey, 1917). Moreduly in economic and entrepreneurial
activity, critical thinking and creativity have beeegarded as drivers of change (Bianchi,
1998; Kirzner, 1989; Schumpeter, 1934; Veblen, 1918). The two go together, as they consider
both cognitive and imaginative aspects of enquiny discovery. Dewey’s pragmatic
approach had synthesized the Janusian naturetiohtthinking and creativity in his notion
of “creative intelligence,” or the capacity of in@iuals to raise over impulses or contingent

desires as a way to achieve “human growth”. Ttterlhappens when individuals use
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creative intelligence to challenge existing bel@fsl habits of thought by assessing and
shaping action, by engaging “hearts and brainsh wie activities in which they participate
(Dewey, 1922, 1930). Drawing on Dewey and subseteantributions in pragmatism and
institutionalism Ford, 1996; Joas, 1996; Sacchetti, Sacchetti, & Sugden, 2009), we regard
creative intelligence (CI) as the ability to idéptand problematise a situation in a particular
domain in a new and relevant way, transformingristéjective understanding into new
action, in any field, therefore bringing somethintp existence using intelligence and
imagination, amongst other factors. The relevaric@l, in this conceptualization, differs
from notions of creativity used in management ssdAmabile, 1997) not as much for
referring to novelty, or to both cognitive and inresgive elements (which are common to
other contributions), but because it aims at hufodiiment (rather than innovation), and
pertains an ability to critically assess action enlbroadly. What we argue, however, is that

this wider focus can bear positive implicationdlts organizational performance.

In line with such broader understanding (as exdieglby CI rather than straight
creativity) we look at specific elements of indival work-related fulfillment: if fulfilment is
achieved through human growth, and if this is afiom of the capacity of individuals to use
their CI, we can then select items of fulfillmeritish can be reasonably associated with CI.
Specifically, we have identified creativity, autony and personal growth as our core

dimensions of satisfaction.

In general, the use of Cl takes the form of a megfnl interaction between the
individual and the organizational environment,tasindividual strives to satisfy particular
aims and desires. Taking an inter-subjectivisspective, the exercise of one’s Cl is
dependent not only on the individual’s historyitattes and abilities, but also on the context.
It is therefore a potential that, as argued by Deared consistently with the later work by

Amabile (1983), needs in the great majority of sasebe built, learned and encouraged. In
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the first instance, however, rather than askingn gsevious studies addressing creativity,
what the individual can do for the organization,take the Deweyan human growth
perspective and ask what the organization can dih&individual worker, in terms of
promoting those specific aspects of fulfillmentttive have associated with the opportunity to

exert one’s ClI.

Consistently with this initial question, we havéested our organizational dimensions.
We have in general regarded a number of deternsrihat the literature collects under the
umbrella of “job resources” (Amabile, Conti, Coduazenby & Herron]996; Bakker,
Schaufeli, Leiter & Taris, 2008; Schaufeli, Bakker & Van Rhenen, 2009), and focused in
particular on those related to domains that cam laarelevance in explaining our immaterial
measures of satisfaction (i.e. routine and innovatelated autonomy, involvement and team
relations). We also consider workload pressura measure of the intensity of demands

coming from the organization (as in Amabile, et 8996).

We assess whether and how the selected aspeetsstdction mediate the effects of our
organizational dimensions on organizational pertoroe, where all these dimensions have
been decomposed to reflect a concern with humantgrexemplified by aspects of on-the-
job fulfillment) as well as by the quality of thersices delivered to users by organizations.
We aim at identifying the specific domains on whatttion can be taken in order to improve,
at the same time, workers satisfaction and thetgual services that users receive. In
practical terms, it is a matter of assessing thergxo which organizations that nourish ClI
and promote workers satisfaction receive a posdor@ribution from these individuals, thus
justifying the renewal of commitment towards woskéulfillment and, at the same time,
towards service quality for users. Methodologigalle use structural equation modeling to
analyze the impact of organizational processesesfogmance and the mediating effect of

satisfaction, which can reinforce or weaken theaatf organizational resources and
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demands on service quality and innovativenesg:idare 1 we sketch the main hypothesis of
the model, which concerns the impact of organirafioesources and demands on firm

performance, both directly and through the medmatibCl related satisfaction.

To the best of our knowledge, the impact of orgaiminal resources has been studied
starting from different interpretative frameworkggcifically focused or health and
satisfaction elements without associating themnmee comprehensive idea of “human
growth” (Jones & Fletcher, 1996; Robinson, Roth, & Brown, 1993) and mostly in relation to
individual or team-related outcomes, rather thatt wespect to organizational performance
overall (Cf. Laschinger, Gra&inegan,& Wilk, 2012; Trautmann, Voelcker-Rehage, Godde,
2011). Similarly, studies on creativity have rethbrganizational resources with team or

organizational innovation without an explicit fooms the mediating role of satisfaction.

We rely on a national Survey on Italian Social Garagives (SISC, hereafter) undertaken
in 2006. Data include information about 4134 sathworkers in 320 Italian social
cooperatives. These are mutual benefit organizatiath a not-for-profit objective whose
main activity is devoted to social areas of concérhe original dataset provides a specific
application of the study of our measures in thefacprofit sector, where the role of workers’
attitudes and satisfaction is hypothesized to bstamtive (Rose-Ackerman, 1996). To
contrast the problems connected with common meliesl (Podsakoff, Podsakoff, &
MacKenzie, 2003) we resort to three distal souotetata. We use three different
questionnaires: to directors (on the organizaéi®a whole), to managers (on specific
organizational practices) and to paid workers @regal aspects of their job). The strength of
the methodology lies with the extensive coveragergénizational dimensions in a

homogeneous institutional set-up, sector of agtiahd national context. This high
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homogeneity limits the impact of confounding fast@Becchetti, Castriota, & Tortia, 2012).
It also offers extensive coverage in terms of ddifid sources of data, dimension of the

sample, national representativeness, and rangentifots.
Measures and Hypotheses: Satisfaction as Mediatir@rganizational Dimension

Earlier studies have assessed the relation betjwbemlated organizational features and
individual reactions mainly in terms of objectivelfare measures, such as illness,
absenteeism or voluntary turnover (Schaufeli ¢28l09). These contributions have the merit
of having emphasized the positive aspects of orgdional processes on individual workers’
welfare. Differently the focus of this work is onganizational resources and items of
individual satisfaction that are hypothesized t@absociated with the use of CI. The

descriptives of our measures of satisfaction agdmzational dimensions are in Table 1.

Our work shares organizational measures with douinns that have assessed the
creative performance of employees within teams (Biteat al. 1996). To assess Cl,
however, we do not use objective measures of tedaputs and productivity, or yet again a
measure of individual cognitive styles, as useHiiton (1976). By using a composite
measure of subjective assessments of satisfacéither, the nature of the job is evaluated on
the employee’s terms rather than on a particulaommor project evaluated by managers,

experts, or by the researcher.

At a substantive level, we hypothesize immateasisfaction related to creative action
and critical thinking to be higher: (a) when orgational context favors inclusion as a way
to promote sense-making, critical enquiry, learrang compatibility between individual and
organizational objectives; ( b) when individuals have or can develop thelskd meaningfully

engage in both autonomous and collaborative wdherefore:
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Hypothesis 1a.Organizational resources that support collabegatiork, worker

involvement and autonomy positively influence imer&tl satisfaction.

We then test whether these same items positivghaatnon overall organizational
performance. We measure firm performance on tkes lod directors' self-reports concerning
whether the organization has improved service tafid introduced technological and
organizational innovations over a three year peribkis choice depends on the proved
interconnectedness between service quality andzatitm with organizational mechanisms
and managerial policies based inclusion and crigatixmabile et al., 1996, Bharadway and
Menon, 2000). Table 2 illustrates the measuresdasdriptive statistics for organizational

performance.

Hypothesis 1bSatisfaction positively impacts on firm performance
Organizational Processes and Performance

The study of organizational features encompassinggsources/demands and their
contribution to organizational performance (Comfmsigmei, Hall, & Ketchen, 2006) has
tested different mediating effects. However, fimgsi are not always univocal (Wood & Wall,
2005), leaving a question mark on what conditiog&enspecific organizational features
(un)effective. For example, the mediating rolevatker fulfilment has not received
sufficient attention to date, and this calls fdim@g the findings concerning job resources
and demands alone. Insofar as we deal with tleetsfbf organizational features on
performance, as mediated Wwygrker fulfillment, we position this contributionithin
literature that explores the effects of organizaigsychological processes on firm

performance (Kehoe & Wright, 2010; Li, Frenkel and Sanders 2011; Takeuchi, Lepak, Wang
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& Takeutchi, 2009), sharing the view that satigtattan represent an importdrdit d’'union

between managerial policies and organizationalamés.

In what follows we work out hypotheses concernimgtiotal impact of specific
organizational dimensions, including job resouraed job demand elements, on firm
performance. The hypothesized total effects irelilng mediating role of our CI- related

items of satisfaction.

Autonomy. In generalautonomy implies that the individual can use hiser Cl to
problematize situations, find appropriate waysaiirg and set objectives that reflect desired
outcomes. This means that s/he not only can sedatihes which are relevant to the solution
of particular problems, or appropriate to habitiedumstances: individuals who are
especially capable to discover new situations e m@ore likely to act creatively (Amabile,

1983 Gioia & Poole, 1984).

We use subjective measures of the degree of autppernseived by individual workers
when carrying out their job. In particular, iteneger to task-autonomy: the autonomy
enjoyed in day-to-day job tasks, in handling relasi with customers and users, and in
problem solving (three items). We then separatetsider a dummy variable related to a
more radical form of autonomy, i.e. the existentautonomy in the introduction of

innovative ideas (in the organization of work armdiveery of services).

Literature on human resources management and gsgiahology has been clear in
evidencing a positive impact of on on-the-job aotoy on satisfaction, which also involves
aspects of commitment (Biron & Bamberger, 2010; Deci & Ryan, 2000; Sprigg, Jackson &
Parker, 2000). Task-autonomy has also been atgusale a positive impact on team and
individual performance in terms of creative outpi#mabile et al. 1996). However, on the
relation between autonomy and performance eviddaes not always point at the same

results (Hodson, 2002; Mukherjee and Malhotra, 2006; Tafti, Mithas & Krishnan 2007). Also
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a possible mediating role of satisfaction in cotimgcindividual autonomy and firm
performance has not been analyzed to date. Inmderstanding, the sign and strength of the
impact of autonomy on firm performance needs ttebeed. When coordination is lacking,
autonomy, besides broadening the set of behawptains, can also create obstacles to an
adequate circulation of information, or lead to pluesuit of incompatible objectives, to the
exacerbation of diverging interests. This, in turmray negatively impact on overall firm
performance. To the extent to which the positivé aegative aspects of autonomy on
fulfillment coexist, the impact of autonomy needsting. We will hypothesize here that the
positive impacts overcome the negative ones. Tinenay concerning autonomous
innovation is also expected to positively impactpenformance, since in this case the activity
of workers is explicitly directed to improve qugland innovation. In this case problems

concerning lack of coordination and diverging objaxs are likely to be absent or less severe.
Hypothesis 2aTask autonomy positively impacts on firm performanc
Hypothesis 2b Autonomous innovation has a positive impact on fr@nformance

Teamwork. Collaborative teamwork can substantially enlargeaimount and quality of
job resources, mainly in terms of supporting relasi reciprocal trust, and knowledge
sharing. The team defines a domain where commitarash participation favor the
transposition of Cl into new action in general rdfere possibly impacting on satisfaction.
This supports the existence of a positive relatietween teamwork and fulfillment. As for
performance, teamwork has been mainly studied regpect to team innovation. Janssen,
Van de Vliert & West (2004) present a review of éements which contribute to team
innovation, including non-conflictual interactiomangst individuals with different attitudes
(e.g. the “innovator” vs. the “adaptor”, Kirton, 84) and the combination of diverse and
complementary abilities (Milliken & Martins, 1996).hese elements can be traced also in

West’s analysis adieam climate for innovationwhich include a) commitment to specific



“HUMAN GROWTH”, ORGANIZATIONAL RESOURCES AND FIRM ERFORMANCE 14

objectives; b) participation in decision-making; ¢) purposefulness; d) support for innovation

(West, 1990; Cf. also Kanter 1988; Pirola-Merlo & Mann 2004).

Fewer enquiries exist on the relation between tearknand organizational performance.
These evidence, in general, a positive relationgfop example, using managerial evaluations
of leader support, teamwork cohesion, and organizailt performance, Montesjoreno, &
Morales(2005) find a strong positive link between teamkvowhesion, organizational
learning, and technical and administrative innarais measures of organizational
performance. Lee, Lee & Wu (2010) find a posiiivpact of human resources (HR)
practices, including teamwork, on firm performaleeasured as production efficiency), but
the specific effect of teamwork is not worked oMost studies however are based on cross-
section design and subjective evaluations, whichbeaaffected by self-selection of
respondents and common method bias. Also, theatneglirole of satisfaction is, as a norm,

lacking. We hypothesize that the total effect enffgrmance is positive.
Hypothesis 3.Teamwork has a positive impact on firm performance

Involvement. Involvement favors a collaborative and learningund that has been
argued to play an important role for a Deweyan hugrawth. It provides a behavioral
framework where people are encouraged to articalaiecommunicate their views, thus
influencing each other’s perspectives and prefagn&uch inter-subjective interpretation of
situations becomes an act of Cl and is expectatttease individual sense of
accomplishment, not least because it gives voigettitions and ideas which can then be

verified and reflected into further action (Habeani992 Joas, 1996).

Robust evidence connecting employee involvementiamdoerformance has already
been found in the literature. Initial studies aoeomics determined that worker cooperatives,
where the degree of worker involvement is expetiduk particularly high, show a slightly

higher level of productivity than investor ownedwuanies (Craig & Pencavel, 1995). Kruse
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et al. (2003) evidence that worker ownership dmployee Stock Ownership Plans (ESOP)
together with participatory practices appear taioedshirking by increasing horizontal
control and peer pressure. In a similar vein, Kaaraker & Poutsma (2006) evidence that
involvement practices need to be coherent withgtheernance principles of worker
ownership in order to sustain high involvement higth performance of workers. These
findings are consistent with the idea that, throunylolvement, the endorsement of a
communicative culture can improve the creationet mlomain-relevant knowledge
(Amabile, 1983), as well as workers’ inter-subjeetunderstanding of problems and

opportunities, thus improving accomplishment babdirm performance.

As suggested by Wood and Wall (2007) and by Rid@rdDanford, Stewart &
Pulignano (2010) we stress the importance of inrmolent in terms of participation in
decision-making. Research has addressed in pantithé relation between involvement,
commitment and satisfaction (Cox, Zagelmeyer, & Marchington, 2006; Diamantidis &
Chatzoglou2011; Holland, Pyman, Cooper, & Teicher, 2011; Zatzik & Iverson, 2011).
Authors find a positive relation between involvernand commitment and also a positive, but
not unequivocal, relation between involvement amttsfaction. Consistently, involvement
has been regarded as one of the preconditionbdéatdvelopment of trust inside the

organization (Ostrom, 201eci & Ryan 1990).

Regarding performance, involvement has been foor thegatively related with
indirect (negative) objective measures of perforoeasuch as voluntary turnover even in the
presence of workplace hazards (Cottini, Kato & WsardNielsen., 2011; Kwon, Chung,
Roh, Chadwick & Lawler, 2012). Other studies ewicka positive relation between
involvement and production performance. Initiahtcbutions recognized that high
performance work practices related to employeelugroent positively contribute to firm

productivity and financial performance (Huselid9%9 These results spanned also to the
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strategic HR management literature emphasizingmyglvement (Siddique, 2004). More
recently, Wang, Liu & Zhu (2007) find that HR prigess, employee attitudes, and job
involvement are positively related with corporagefprmance (whilst satisfaction is not
significant). Finally, Diamantidis & ChatzoglouQ20) find an indirect link between
involvement and firm performance. These resukspaomising, but do not seem conclusive
in establishing a clear relation between involvenam performance. The survey has
addressed a sample of workers employed by cooperatns with a social aim. About three
quarters of these workers are members. Henceiggested by Richardson et al. (2010), we
are in a well versed position to analyze the impaatvolvement on performance through the
medium of worker satisfaction. We hypothesize thablvement is able to foster
performance, mainly because worker participatiodaaision making and in the mission of

the organization enhances the use of individuar@l fulfillment.
Hypothesis 4 Worker involvement has a positive impact on firnnfpemance

Workload. In terms of the demands that organizations poset&ers, we consider
workload pressure, defined in terms of pace arehsity of work, meeting stringent
deadlines, and responsibilities towards clientswzsets. Creativity and novel thinking have
been argued to emerge out of compression (Dew@d)19n field research, however,
pressure beyond a certain threshold, has beendatguepresent an impediment to team and
firm innovation (Amabile et al., 1996). Moreov&iya, Koc & Topcu (2010), and Robinson
et al. (1993) find a positive connection betweemkioad and worker satisfaction, which is
taken as an index of job performance. Overallerms of total effects, the relation between

workload and performance is expected to be positiuefurther testing is needed.

Hypothesis 5Workload pressure has a positive impact on firniquerance
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Data and Methods
The Survey

All the observed, measured and latent variabled ursthis study are drawn from the
2006 SISC survey, was conducted by the Universiti&rescia, Milan, Naples, Reggio
Calabria, and Trento. The survey is composed by ddferent questionnaires concerning
respectively paid and volunteer workers, organirestj and managers. The questionnaires are
based on validated multiple-item questions, mosttuth are measuredonalto7orl1to5
Likert scales, and were administered by traineff $tat supported the respondents on site.
Questionnaires were compiled by workers in groufaken at home and, in both cases,
handed in in anonymous envelopes, while late cadmgjuestionnaire were sent by post. The
questionnaires concerning the organization werepdech by collectors together with one or
more directors of the organization, while the guestaires concerning managers were
collected directly from the organization in anonym@nvelopes (only one person for each
organization).

The initial sample was extracted from the 2003 gsms social cooperatives (ISTAT,
2003), which counted 6,168 active cooperativesh(aitleast one employee) at the national
level. The Italian legislation defines two typoiesg of social cooperative: Type A delivers
social services, while Type B is defined as anrpnite that reintegrate weak subjects such as
disabled, ex-drug addicted, ex-convicted, the mignrta and long term unemployed into the
labor market. Representativeness country-wisegunasanteed by stratification on the basis
of three parameters: a) typology of cooperativgp€l¥x and Type B), b) geographic
representativeness by province (Italy counts 20 regions and 103 provinces); ¢) Size by number
of employees. The study started from an initiahgke of 411 organizations, while the final
sample is made of 320 organizations including 4d:84ried workers. Eighty-five per cent of

workers answered on average 90 per cent of thei83tigns (56 single choice questions and
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31 multiple choice questions). In our analysispsienarily use salaried-worker data, but we
include also variables coming from the organizaiguestionnaire as standard controls and
for the performance index. To account for commathod bias, we also resort to the

questionnaire addressed to managers.

From an overview of socioeconomic features we kttatv we are looking at workers in
their 30s, mainly females (74 per cent), holdimgeamanent job position (80 per cent).
Education is college or university in 69 per ceintases. The hourly wage was (in 2005)
Euros 6.6 on average and tenure is nearly 6 yeaaserage. The average firm size is 33
salaried employees, 78 per cent are Type A anceR2ent Type B cooperatives. Sixty-two
per cent are located in the North, 22 per cerntténGentre, and 16 per cent in the South of the

country (Table Al in the Appendix).

Table 3 shows the correlation coefficients betwaléthe measurement variables,
including the autonomous innovation dumnwe conducted confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA) separately on all the six latent dimensianprovide evidence of convergent validity of
our measures. The results of reliability analySisonbach’s alpha) and the goodness of fit
indexes for all the CFAs are shown in Table 4. d&gree of internal consistency given by
reliability analysis is good (higher than 0.7) &k the dimensions and this also points at a
prima-facieconfirmation of construct-identification validityinstead, some dimensions
(performance, teamwork, and workload pressure) slmowadequate degree of goodness of
fit in the cases of the RMSEA (values significaritlgher than 0.05) and P-close (values
lower than 0.05) (Table 4). In the following, weosv anyway the estimates concerning this
initial model since they represent the broadestesgntation of the initial hypotheses and

convey a relevant amount of quantitative informaifPearl, 2012). Hence we update our
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measures and introduce a second and more parsinsomiodel in which one item for each of
the misfit dimensions is dropped (Schreil8igge, King, Nora, & Barlow2006). In the case
of performance we drop the measurement concerngan@ational innovation, in the case of
teamwork we drop support by superiors, and in #se ©f workload we drop responsibility
towards clients and users. This modification ai@substantial improvement in fit indexes,
as also testified by the decreased value of the8ag Information Criteria (BIC). The value
of the chi-square test is high and significantrfarst latent dimensions, even in the second
model specification, but this is most likely duethe large dimension of the sample (Kline,
2011). The choice of what measurements to dropbaasd on both statistical and
substantive criteria. In statistical terms, wef@en Categorical Principal Components
Analysis (CatPCA) to obtain numerical transformasi@f the rough items. We then apply
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) using principaisfactoring as extraction method. Only
one factor with eigenvalue higher than one wasaetd for each of the six latent
dimensions. We drop the items showing the lowastllof communality since these are most
likely to have heterogeneous nature relative toother items [for the sake of brevity we do
not show the numerical output of CatPCA and EFA,dburesults are available from the
authors upon request]. At the substantive levelewidence that organizational innovation is
most likely to have different nature relative te thther measures of performance, which are
more closely related to service quality and prodimcovation. This is confirmed also by
correlation coefficients, which are lower for orgaational innovation, also when it is related
to satisfaction (Table 3). In the case of teamwuaik evidence that support by superiors may
be perceived by workers in a different way relativeooperative attitudes with their fellows.
Finally, responsibility towards clients and usei@yrbe perceived more in terms of
demanding relations than in terms of work pacee 3Jpecification of two different models

also allows to check the robustness of results.
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Results

Our mediation model follows the standard treatmetiie literature, which sorts out
direct, indirect and total effects (MacKinnon, 20®88cKinnon, Fairchild, & Fritz, 2007).
Direct effects [§’ coefficients, Appendix B) directly flow from org&ational processes
(exogenous latent) to performance (endogenoust)atest of the indirect effects flowing
from organizational processes to performance thrdlhg medium of immaterial satisfaction
(endogenous latent). Indirect effects can be thbag the product of the impact of
organizational processes on satisfactioodefficients in Appendix B) and of satisfaction on
performance( coefficient in Appendix B). Total effect§ €oefficients in Appendix B) are

the sum of direct and indirect effects.

In Figure 2 we show the diagrammatic representatfdhe model with the related path
coefficients. We estimate standardized coeffigemtd cluster standard errors at the
organization level. For simplicity and clarity, e not enclose here any control variable,
though this heightens the risk omitted confoundifigcts. The coefficients represent the
direct effects flowing from organizational processe satisfaction and to performance, and
from satisfaction to performance (correspondintheonumerimentcal output in Table 6).
The path diagram displays also the averages ofighehl items on which confirmatory factor

analysis is performed.

In Table 5 we show only the standardized coefficaard standard errors in the initial,
non-mediated model. We present the results forspexifications of the model: MODEL1

which includes all the initial items; and MODEL 2, which include only the items that are
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robust to the goodness of fit tests. Since welaeding with a linear model, path coefficients
are equivalent to controlled direct effects (Pe20ll1). Immaterial satisfaction shows a
significant positive impact on performance. Orandard deviation (St.Dv.) increase in
satisfaction induces a 12-13% St.Dv. improvememieriormance, which signals a relevant
impact. Among organizational processes, autonorouws/ation shows a positive impact on
performance, though the impact is not robust toehspecification. This signals the
importance of workers’ spontaneous participatioprioduct development in the context of
social service, which are characterized by higatiahal intensity and low standardization
(Borzaga and Tortia, 2010). The conjoint significa of the impact of immaterial fulfillment
and autonomous innovation shows that achievemeetmnms of Cl goes hand in hand with
improved service quality and innovation. Task aotay shows instead a strong negative
impact on performance. This result points at thespble detrimental role of autonomy with
respect to the diffusion of information and cooedian of activities. The overall relation
between task autonomy and performance, howeuvstilito be evaluated since the non-
mediated model does not account for the positiksios between satisfaction and autonomy
and its influence on performance. Also, the restbincerning autonomy may be connected
with the specific governance structure of sociap=ratives, where most workers are
members and may enjoy a high degree of discretidask accomplishment (see also

additional results in Appendix C).

Collaborative teamwork shows a negative, but ndgégand insignificant impact on
performance, while the impact of involvement isipws, but not statistically significant.
Workload pressure shows a positive and relativaaigd (6 to 8 per cent of one standard
deviation), but weakly significant impact. Thisedonot contradict the importance of jobs
demands coming from the organization in determipiedgormance. The direct impact of

workload, however, is outperformed by the one ti&ection. Amongst control variables,
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organizations with a higher percentage of membees the total workforce appear to perform
better, and this indirectly signals the importantdiffused control rights, organizational

processes based on involvement, and empowerméygtering performance.

All the organizational resources included in thedelshow a strong positive impact on
satisfaction. Comparatively, the organizationaktdiees characterized by a high degree of
relationality, such as teamwork and involvemenghsly more than autonomy, have the
golden share in influencing satisfaction. Since/ey questions on organizational processes
and immaterial satisfaction come from the samecs(paid-workers survey) they may be
affected by common method bias. We comment orighige in a later section. Here we
anticipate that the large dimension of the impagpizears to indicate the existence of relevant
underlying relations between organizational resesiand satisfaction. Among control
variables, workers with a university degree are kisfied than the others (the effect is
equal to a 6% St.Dv. decrease in satisfaction)tiaisdcan signal the existence of frustrated
expectations concerning personal growth. The danmae in the case of part time contracts.
Monetary outcomes (the hourly wage) show a positue quite marginal and hardly

significant impact on satisfaction.
The mediation model: direct, indirect and total efects

When the above mentioned effects are disentangtediirect, indirect, and total effects
new interesting evidence emerges. Direct andectigffects are shown in Table 6. We
include, among control variables, only the statéty significant ones. Direct effects show
the patterns directly running from organizationagesses to performance, and the patterns
running from organizational processes to satisfacfiespectively coefficien{s in equation

2 and coefficients in equation 3, Appendix B). Immaterial satisfantis confirmed as a
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significant determinant of performance. Its rdleywever, is diminished relative to the non-
mediated model (from 12 to 5 per cent St.Dv). hia inediation model, in fact, bothe direct
and indirect effects of organizational processessabtracted from the impact of satisfaction.
Direct effects running from organizational procestgeperformance evidence similar patterns
to what was observed in the non-mediated modell€éTab Looking at direct effects on
satisfaction, involvement emerges as the orgaoizatidimension that delivers the strongest
impact (more than 55% of a St.Dv). In the casthefinitial model, instead, teamwork

showed the largest effect on satisfaction (35%nef §t.Dv.).

Indirect effects on performance are the resulheffroduct of two impacts:
organizational processes on satisfaction, andfaetiisn on performance timesn product in
equations (2) and (3), Appendix B). They evideagmsitive and significant indirect effect
of all organizational processes on performancees&€hndirect effects are similar in terms of
statistical significance and dimension (1 to 3 patcSt.Dv. variation in performance). We
emphasize that also teamwork and task autonomyghngiowed a direct negative association
with performance, do instead exert an indirectgpesinfluence through the medium of

immaterial fulfilment.

When considering total effects, immaterial satigséag autonomous innovation and
involvement emerge as the most relevant deternsnarierformance. Their impact is
similar and implies a 5 to 7 percent St.Dv. vaoiatin performance. Interestingly,
involvement has now a significant impact, while tikect effect is not significant. This
implies that involvement processes significantlypauat on product quality and innovation
only when they improve satisfaction. The posiiimpact of collaborative teamwork is not

significant, but the negative sign of the diredeef has been reverted by the mediating role of
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satisfaction. The primary function of teamwork aprs more relevant in increasing worker
wellbeing and in empowering worker skills and calizs than in fostering firm
performance directly. Task autonomy retains igatige impact, which, however, is now
weaker and hardly significant (significant at tf@@d.level in MODEL1 and not significant in
MODELZ2). The negative impact of task autonomy appé¢olerable once we account for the
mediation of satisfaction. The positive impactwafrkload pressure is still relevant (about

5% of one St.Dv.), but it is weakly significant gymh MODELL1.

Goodness-of-fit. The goodness of fit indexes for MODEL1 and MODEL shown in
Table 8. RMSEA is low (below 0.05), while all thther indexes show values that are not in
contrast with a good fit of the modestability conditions are satisfied since the sigbil

index equals 0. As for individual variable, all thigenvalues lie inside the unit circle.

Common method bias: post-hoc testing and other repts for worker involvement.
The results presented heretofore are based on vgqukeceptions concerning organizational
processes and satisfaction, and on directors’ atialuof organizational performance.
Common method bias (CMB) can significantly impagcttieese results, most of all when only
worker perceptions are involved, hence in the i@idbetween organizational processes and
immaterial satisfaction. Insofar as this relateners in the indirect impact of organizational
processes on performance, it can bias results @Rofist al., 2003). This is true even if
overestimation of parameters is not to be consttlaneecessary result of self-rating, which
instead can lead to underestimated parametersdaekt of reliability (Conway, & Lance,

2010; Lance, Dawson, Birklebach, D., & Hoffmain press).
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Following Bharadwaj, A., Bharadwaj, S., & Konsyngk999) and Pdsakoff et al. (2003)
we first resort post hoc testing in terms of therfan’s one-factor test as diagnostic to assess
the potential existence of the CMB problem. We @atPCA on the 20 Likert items
representing four different organizational procegseitonomy, teamwork, involvement, and
workload) plus the items of satisfaction usingrsplordinal scaling level. We then use EFA
to extract the first un-rotated general factor. Bppg both the principal components and
principal axis extraction methods the first fag@plains, respectively, 19% and 16% of total
variance out of 53% and 40% of total variance arpld by the two extraction methods.

Since the variance explained by the first factdess than 50% of the variance explained by

all factors the impact of CMB appears marginal.

We then resort to other reports concerning manalgevaluations of the degree of worker
involvement (Lance et alin press) Only for involvement we are able to perfectlytaiathe
three items we use in the preceding analysis Wigtrsime items evaluated by managérs.
all our discussion of method bias performance fsdd as in MODEL 1 (organizational innovation is
included). Involvement and all the control variabéee unchanged in both specifications of our model

The model using managerial statements shows pesitipact of involvement on
performance (the p-value is equal to 0.088 in tiiteai model and 0.092 when considering
total effects). We then run the same model inclgdiorkers statements about involvement
and excluding all the other organizational processeerfectly replicate the result derived
from managerial statements. Using workers’ statgsehe p-value for the impact of
involvement on performance is equal to 0.062 initiiteal model and to 0.003 when
considering total effects. The dimension of theaets is indeed lower in the case of worker
statements than in the case of managerial staterfrespectively, 0.09 St.Dv. vs 0.19 St.Dv.

in the non-mediated model, while the total effectdhe mediated model are 0.10 St.Dv. vs
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0.12 St.Dv.). These results testimony that thekersatatistical significance in the case of

managerial statements is mainly due to the subatigremaller dimension of the sample.

As our last check we develop a multi-method mode&hteck for the convergent validity
of the involvement construct. We include data esning the same organizational process
(involvement), but coming from two different sousd@vorkers and managers) in the same
latent variable in CFA. The dimension of the pagtars and the statistical significance in the
CFA relating managerial statements and the unigaeif representing involvement are much
smaller than in the case of worker statementsthisiis due to the much smaller number of
observations. The same statistics are also Signifiy smaller than in the case of the mono-
method model (when only managerial data are udddyvever, all coefficients of the CFA
concerning managerial self-reports are still pasiind highly statistically significant (no p-
value is higher than 0.5%). In the multi-methoddelpwhere we again consider only
involvement, while we drop autonomy and teamwdhk, itnpact of involvement on
performance is statistically significant, showing-aalue of 4.7% in the non-mediated model
and of 2.4% in the mediation model in terms ofltetéect. All these observations taken
together lead us to conclude that biasing methtidste appear marginal and support the

validity of all the main results worked out usingnkers’ and directors’ statements.
Discussion of Hypotheses and Implications

Overall, our results support the relevance of omgional features that underpin human
growth (as use of CI) for both worker accomplishiveamd firm performance. When the
mediating role of workers’ satisfaction is not colesed, firm performance is mainly
enhanced by increased job-demands coming fromrganzation (workload pressure), and
by autonomous innovative action. The weak evidefi@epositive role of the selected
organizational features (involvement and team igla) in boosting performance is

substantially altered when human growth (refledtgdatisfaction) is accounted for.
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Our selected organizational resources positivelyaich on satisfaction, supporting
Hypothesis lalikewise, our selected items of satisfaction fpesly impact on performance,
supportingHypotesis 1l§see also additional results in Appendix C). Lookat total impacts,
involvement and autonomous innovation emerge astwdal organizational dimensions in
fostering performance. Both of them show an implaat is limited, but relevant and
statistically significant. The positive impactiofolvement becomes significant only when it
is conjugated with improved fulfillmentdypotheses 2b andate supported by results (see

also additional results in Appendix C).

We have differentiated between routine-relatediandvation-related autonomy. This
decomposition allows two different results to eneer§Vhilst autonomous innovation has a
direct significant effect on performance (whichregnforced by satisfaction), the total impacts
of autonomy on performance point out that unresé@ior uncoordinated task autonomy may
be detrimental to performance. In fact, even whimediating role of satisfaction, the
negative impact of task autonomy does not disapp®@acial cooperatives tend to offer
workers a high degree of task autonomy. We exphasmtendency with the specificity of the
activities carried out by social service cooperdiwvhich is compatible with the relational
and non-standardidenature of the services they provide (Borzaga and Depedri, 2005; Gui
and Sugden, 2005). Still, the channeling of automas effort away from routine tasks and
more towards innovation seeking activities is nidsly to be effective on organizational
performance.Hypothesis 2as not supported as the negative effects of taskramy

outperform the positive ones.

Collaborative teamwork substantially improves worsatisfaction, but not performance.
The direct (negative) and total (positive) impaats not significantHypothesis 3s not
supported by the data insofar as no clear-cut ibnpfageamwork is detected. Results

concerning teamwork, however, can have some irttefélseir own, even if not significant.
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One possible interpretation points at lack of cowtion or, possibly, rivalry, retention of
information and diverging objectives between défgrteams. These represent constraints to
Cl. On the other hand, teamwork clearly boostsviddial sense of fulfillment (and this may

positively contribute to performance).

On the demand side, workload pressure does nat axgimpacts (positive or negative)
on worker satisfaction, while its effect on perf@amase is weakly positive, thus giving weak

support toHypothesis 5.

When accounting for satisfaction, resources, rdthen job demands, emerge as more
crucial dimensions in supporting performance. Talogether, the weak positive impact of
workload pressure and the weak negative impaassf autonomy point at problems of weak

coordination in social cooperatives.
Theoretical implications

We have started this contribution by advocatingesv®yan human growth approach to
the study of the organizational determinants ohfrerformance and workers
accomplishment. We have related accomplishmenmtease of Cl, and associated
performance with dimensions that can make a difiegeon the quality of life enjoyed by

users, which is particularly relevant in the sosklvice sector.

In the light of our results, the human growth pergve can refine current understanding
of organizational resources, demands and perforenaccounting for the accomplishment of
workers consistently with the interests of “oth&idirough the involvement factor we have
interpreted the “engagement of body and mind” adtext by Dewey. Through satisfaction,
involvement is the most powerful way to increag®iation and service quality, which have
the unique potential of improving users’ life qaliThis is possibly due the fact that
engagement requires commitment. In particular, g@ageent, by definition, must contain

elements of coordination with others. In particulavolvement entails and points at the
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relevance of deliberation mechanisms to suppodraumous thinking, alongside the
complementary principles of interconnectednessiaied-subjective understanding or reality.
Here the Deweyan notion of relatedness, or intereotedness, of the individual with the
environment bears an important explanatory roleni&ans of deliberation, others’
perspectives and needs can be integrated in teesasent of situations and problems. This is
specifically true when deliberation regards thaiealand choices of the organization (as
captured by our involvement factor) rather thamgeionfined to the specific tasks of
teamwork. With involvement Cl is used to shapetstjia choices rather than being solely
attached to operational objectives defined by sape(as in teamwork). In these respects,
involvement in the definition of organizational arand methods is pivotal for Cl to
contribute to worker satisfaction and to colledtiMeeneficial outcomes. In this way, our
approach emphasizes why users can be consideog as the interested publics of

organizational choices regarding the human growits @mployees.

Future research may benefit from studying particuigeractions and their causes further,
such as the circumstances under which task-automeans a negative effect on performance.
Moreover, we would envisage a more in depth studthe interaction between worker

satisfaction and users (or other interested publicse generally).
Managerial implications

The general message coming from our results isuth@deér particular circumstances there
can be no conflict between workers fulfillment @hd quality and innovativeness of services
offered to users. Organizational models directeidhfirove performance have only weak
effects if prioritizing workload pressure and lietitjob resources, unless a more
comprehensive notion of Deweyian growth (as reflédh satisfaction) is taken into account
by managerial practices. Through satisfaction,querénce towards users is improved, in

particular, if managerial action addresses primanVolvement processes and, at the same
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time, promotes employees opportunities to use @m@ementary, when supporting worker
satisfaction through task autonomy or teamworkperaoordination mechanisms needs to be
developed, pointing again towards the fundamentpbrtance of crafting involvement in a

Deweyan fashion, to provide spaces for deliberadimh communication.
Limitations of the study

One initial limitation is the cross-section desajrour study, which does not allow
individual fixed effects to be included in the estites. The large dimension of the sample,
though, can mitigate the most relevant problemsieoted with its cross-sectional nature.
Furthermore, we have been dealing with only onéosésocial services), and only one
organizational form (the not-for-profit social cayptive). The study is also restricted to the
national context of Italy. Caution should be takethe generalization of results since most
workers in the sample are members of their coopeerakfhe formal right to participate in
general assemblies and elect representatives inodnel of directors can give peculiar weight
to involvement processes in influencing firm penfi@ance, differently from what is observed
in most other organizational forms. However, evenare general results concerning a wider
variety of proprietary and organizational forms peading, there are good reasons to believe

that our findings can be relevant in other contexts

The estimation method is maximum likelihood witpleement of missing values,
which is equivalent to missing at random replacetmBms estimation method can deliver
biased estimates. Without replacement of missimgegahe number of usable cases decreases
to 1947 and involvement does not show a signifitata impact on performance, while
satisfaction is only significant at the 10% lewgtwever, when teamwork, which carries with
it 828 not applicable cases, is excluded, the nurobesable cases increases to 2646, and the

total effect of involvement becomes significantreg 10% level.
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In developing our mediation model we have integuatgiarameters as measures of causal
effects based on background scientific knowledgkeanour specific causal assumptions.
However, we are not able to establish causatiocgesive do not carry out fully controlled and
randomized experiments, for example laboratoryadumal experiments, or utilization of
instrumental variablesright, 1934; Pearl, 2012). Furthermore, the question concerning
performance is cast in terms of improvement of ipgahd innovation over a three years
period. In order to give a causal interpretationesiults, we are clearly forced to assume that
the features of organizational processes and tipeedef worker satisfaction have not
significantly changed over the past few years. Githes initial caveats, our model considers
organizational processes as exogenous factors deyorkers’ control since we assume that
they are defined almost exclusively the organizetionodel or by managerial choices. In this
sense it is correct to analyze their impact onlvegtig as intermediate outcome, and on
performance as the final outcome. Also, we studigfsation as determinant of performance
since the improvement in quality and innovatiothatorganizational level is evaluated by
managers as final outcome that is beyond the wethggize that better fulfillment impacts
on performance as final outcome. All this said,caanot exclude the existence of feedback
loops of cumulative or reverse causation. Differntcomes in terms of wellbeing or
performance can inform debate and managerial pdirected to modify specific

organizational features. Performance itself caretsdirect impact on employee wellbeing.
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Table Al
Socio-demographic Features of the Workforce
= 5 s ¢ ©° _
— s o 2D = O c
8 z g n o § >
Socio-demographic features
Age 4134 17 73 37.41 9.01 0.24
Gender (female)* 4134 74.2 0.44 0.25
Secondary education* 4134 51.6 0.50 0.97
University degree* 4134 17.5 0.38 2.17
Contractual features
Hourly wage 4134 1.357 60.930 6.57 2.44 0.37
Monetary incentives* 4134 5.5 0.23 4.14
Tenure (years) 4134 0 35 5.7 5.47 0.96
Part-time position* 4134 31.95 0.47 1.46
Permanent* 4134 80.7 0.39 0.22
Job tasks
Relationship with clients* 4134 55.9 0.50 0.89
Coordination* 4134 5.7 0.23 4.07
Manual worker* 4134 9.2 0.29 3.15
Multiple tasks* 4134 16.6 0.37 2.24
Inclusion
Worker-members 4134 0% 100% 75.6 0.23 0.31
Intensity of member’s
oarticipation™ 3124 1 5 3.96 1.23 0.21
Source:Authors’ calculations on SISC 20Q3urvey on Italian Social Cooperatives 2Q06)

*Dummy variable.

**Likert scale.

*** Average data for continuous numeric variables; frequency for dummy variables.
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Appendix B
The Mediation Model

The mediation model can be represented by thewoipthree equations, which follow the
frame defined in MacKinnon (2008), and in MacKinn®&iairchild, and Fritz (2007):

P =ay + BT ig + B2*A ig + B3*l ig + Ba*W ig + B4*Al ig + B X g+ €159 1)
P =0 +B1™T ig + P2*A ig + B3™l ig + Ba™W ig + Ba™Al ig + Pm™ X g +N*S+ &2g (2)
S =z +y1*T ig +V2*A ig + 73"l ig + V&*"W ig + 74*Al ig +yn* Z g + €3 g 3

Where i represents the number of observationsl(i.= 4134), g represent the number of
clusters, that is organizations (g = 1, ... 320). &ver components,g, €, ig, andesiq in the three
equations are clustered at the organization lsugte the within cluster observations are likely t@o
be independently and identically distributed (i)i.©©n the other hand, errors are assumed to be
independent between clusters. The within-clusteretation of errors can arise if the errors are no
.i.d., but rather contain a common shock compoasmell as an idiosyncratic component= v, +
g, Wherevy is a shock common to individual clusters, or @ustpecific error, itself i.i.d, ang, is an
i.i.d. idiosyncratic individual error (Baum, Nicl®I& Schaffer, 2010).

a1, o andag are intercepts, P is the latent criterion varigpkrformance), T (teamwork), A
(autonomy), I (innovation), W (workload pressuie)d Al (autonomous innovation) are the predictor
variables X is a vector of organizational controls (m = 6, 1) ihcluding log-size of the organization
(number of employees), share of worker-member®bilte total workforce, firm typology (social
cooperatives Type A and B), and territorial dumngesrthwest, Northeast, and Central Italy as
compared to Southern lItaly). S is the mediatonkatariable (immaterial) satisfaction. We contra f
individual variables included in vectdris the vector including individual controls (n 7.6.12).
These are age, gender, permanent position in ganation, tenure (humber of years in the
organization), part-time contract, if member of drganization, and hourly wagg. to fs are the
coefficients relating the independent variable #nreddependent variablg;’ to s’ are the coefficients
relating the independent variable to the dependamable adjusted for the mediatorrSs the
coefficient relating the mediator S to the dependaniable adjusted for the independent variahle;
to ys are the coefficients relating the independentaidei to the mediator, and ¢,, ande; are

residuals.
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Appendix C
Additional Results
Autonomy, effort and performance.Further results obtained from the same data (which
lie outside the scope of this contribution) shostrang positive correlation between task
autonomy and the degree of workers’ self-reporféatte This result too, if confirmed, would
indicate that autonomy is not detrimental to praohity per se, but that it can engender lack

of coordination and circulation of information.

Material and immaterial satisfaction. The focus on aspects of immaterial satisfaction
allows also a comparison with material aspectsilfifliment. To this hand, we defined the
latent dimension of material satisfaction as corepdsy five items: flexibility in working
hours; job stability; the features of the physical working environment; and social protection
guaranteed by the labor contract (Cronbach’s Akginzal to 0.79). Material satisfaction does
not act as significant mediator, since both itectiand total effects are positive but not
statistically significant. The same is true in tase of satisfaction with the job as a whole,
measured by means of one unique 1 to 7 Likert {feable 1). Hence, as it appears,
immaterial satisfaction is the component of wonketlbeing that most strongly influences

firm performance.

Satisfaction with involvement.Given the emerging importance of involvement preessin
additional data elaboration we evaluated the mafgmpact of the wellbeing generated by
involvement in decision making by including thigHiitem in the latent dimension of immaterial
satisfaction (Cronbach’s Alpha equal to 0.80). Whendo this, all of the effects of non-material
satisfaction (non-mediated, direct and total) origgenance are not significant any more. Quite
clearly, in terms of performance, involvement appealevant instrumentally, when it supports
workers’ personal growth, critical thinking and atigity, but not when it directly increases wellbgi

and it is perceived as independent of personal ti:ow
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Table 1.
Items of Satisfaction and Substantive Organizati@taracteristics
SCALE Nr. of Items Scale 1to 7 No.of N.A. Ave St
items (unless differently specified) Obs. rage Dev.
Satisfaction with.... Factor Variety and creativity of work 3971 0 5.20 1.67
4items  Personal fulfilment 3986 0 492 1.49
Personal growth 3861 0 4.64 1.59
On-the-job autonomy 3991 0 5.07 1.48
The job as a whole 1item 3989 0 5.46 1.33
Collaborative Factor Cooperation 3907 828 549 1.56
teamwork: 5items  Support by the management 3861 828 5.72 1.48
What are the most (1to5 The quality of results 3873 828 5.85 1.46
relevant aspects in scale) Widespread feelings of trust and 3873 828 5,55 1.43
your team? respect
Sharing of knowledge and experience 3870 5.610 1
Task autonomy: Factor In organizing job tasks 4017 0 470 1.96
To what extent are you 3 items  In relations with clients and users 3875 0 4.68 81.8
autonomous... In problem-solving 3949 0 425 1.95
Innovation autonomy: Dummy  Yes/No 4106 0 0.42 0.48
Are you autonomous
in the development of
work and service-
related innovation?
Involvement: Factor Development of interpersonal 3785 0 3.27 1.09
To what extent does relations
the Cooperative use  3items  Involvement in the mission 3835 0 3.13 1.24
the following toolsto  (1to 5 Involvement in decision making 3846 2.88 1.26
recognize and improve scale)
your work?
Workload pressure: Factor Sustained involvement 3978 0 598 1.26
Your job usually 5items Involvement in different activities 3925 0 492 Q.9
requires... High responsibilities 4066 0 5.17 2.04
Reaching difficult objectives 3926 0 432 1.85
Working at a fast pace 3913 0 4.62 1.80

Source: Authors’ calculations on SISC 2007 (Survey on Italian Social Cooperatives 2006).
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Table 2

Measures of Firm Performance

SCALE Nr. of Items osz ?c]:ut Avera Standard
items Scalel1to5 of 320) ge Deviation
Performance: 4 Likert  Service quality 254 4.31 0.75
Improvement over items Service innovation 253 4.23 0.73
a three year period Technological Innovation 243 3.98 0.80
in.... Organizational innovation 223 3.78 0.80

Source: Authors’ calculations on SISC 2007 (Survey on Italian Social Cooperatives 2006)
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Table 3

Correlations among Measurement Variables
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1. Overall J.S. 1.00

2. Sat PersDev 0.42 1.00

3. Sat Auton 0.37 0.51 1.00

4. Sat SelfFul 052 054 052 1.00

5. Sat Creativ 041 0.37 0.37 044 1.00

6. P. ProdQual 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.04 0.00 1.00

7.P.InnoServ  0.04 0.08 0.03 0.07 0.06 0.51 1.00

8. P.InnoTech 0.06 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.06 0.33 0.50 .001

9. P. InnOrg 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.03 0.41 0.44 405 1.00

10. T. Coop 0.25 0.24 0.22 0.25 0.25 0.00 0.04 1-0.0-0.04 1.00

11. T. Support  0.28 0.32 0.26 0.33 0.27 0.05 0.08 .020 0.02 0.36 1.00

12. T. Quality 0.25 0.26 0.22 0.25 0.25 0.01 0.06 0.03 -0.08 0.39 0.42 1.00

13. T. Trust 0.31 0.28 0.31 0.29 0.32 0.01 0.04 00.0-0.02 055 0.38 040 1.00

14. T. KShar. 0.29 0.30 0.30 0.31 0.32 0.00 0.05 000. -0.02 0.56 043 043 0.68 1.00

15. 1. Relation 0.30 0.37 0.30 0.31 0.27 0.04 0.060.03 0.06 0.22 0.30 0.21 0.29 0.27 1.00

16. . Mission 0.27 0.37 0.28 0.29 0.25 0.01 0.07 .020 0.03 0.12 0.21 0.19 019 0.19 0.45 1.00

17.1. Decision 0.28 0.36 0.30 0.29 0.25 0.02 0.050.02 0.03 0.12 0.22 0.20 0.21 0.20 0.41 0.74 1.00

18. A. Task 0.20 0.21 046 0.23 0.23 -0.04 -0.01 .040 -0.04 0.12 0.13 0.14 0.20 0.18 0.17 0.19 0.21.001

19. A. Users 0.13 0.14 0.32 0.13 0.12 -0.04 -0.030.03 -0.06 0.09 0.12 0.09 0.13 0.14 0.09 0.05 0.09.53 1.00

20. A. PSolv 0.07 0.12 031 0.13 0.11 -0.05 -0.02 .000 -0.03 0.03 005 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.09 0.11 0.13520 0.1 1.00

21. Auto Inno 0.18 0.23 0.30 0.25 0.24 0.30 0.05 050. 0.07 0.11 0.19 0.16 0.15 0.15 0.23 0.28 0.30 40.20.10 0.15 1.00

22. W. Involv 0.16 0.10 0.12 0.16 0.25 0.02 0.07 060. 0.04 0.16 0.17 0.212 0.17 0.19 0.10 0.10 0.10 90.00.04 0.03 0.13 1.00

23.W.MTask 0.06 0.05 0.11 0.11 0.22 0.01 0.06 70.0 0.06 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.09 0.09 0.09 012 o0.13 0.060.07 0.06 014 0.33 1.00

24. W. Respon 0.07 0.08 0.04 0.11 0.18 0.06 0.07 06 0. 0.05 0.08 0.09 0.11 0.07 0.14 0.06 0.09 0.08 01-0. 0.00 -0.06 0.07 0.40 0.27 1.00

25. W. Diffic 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.06 0.16 0.00 0.03 0M. 0.07 0.01 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.02 0.07 0.10 0.11 02-0. -0.01 -0.03 0.11 033 041 045 1.00

26. W.WPace 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.07 0.10 0.07 0.04 20.10.08 0.01 0.05 0.07r 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.09 2-0.0-0.01 0.03 0.07 039 0.38 0.28 0.45

Source: Authors’ calculations on SISC 2007 (Survey on Italian Social Cooperatives 2006)
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Table 4

Reliability and Goodness of Fit of Individual Laté&imensions

Reliabilty:  chi2 90% CI, 90% ClI, CD
FIT STATISTICS Cronbach’s model vs lower upper P- Coeff.

alpha saturated p > chi2 RMSEA bound bound close BIC TLI SRMR Determin
Performance (Model 1) 0.77 205.7 0.000 0.18 0.16 200. 0.00 263548 080 * 0.76
Performance (Model 2) 0.70 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 01.@0509.5 1.00 ¢ 0.79
Satisfaction 0.77 11.9 0.003 0.04 0.02 0.06 0.8902874  0.99 0.01 0.79
Autonomy 0.77 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 48889.1 01.0 0.00 0.77
Teamwork (Model 1) 0.80 138.4 0.000 0.09 0.08 0.100.00 53962.5 0.95 0.03 0.85
Teamwork (Model 2) 0.80 8.8 0.012 0.03 0.01 0.06 890. 42765.5 1.00 0.01 0.85
Involvement 0.77 0.0 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.00 35561.2.00 0.00 0.86
Workload (Model 1) 0.74 233.1 0.000 0.11 0.09 0.120.00 777346  0.89 0.03 0.76
Workload (Model 2) 0.71 31.3 0.000 0.06 0.04 0.08 .170 61248.0 0.97 0.01 0.73

Notes:* SRMR is not reported because of missing values.
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Table 5

Model Estimates

MODEL 1 MODEL 2
Organizational Innovation included Organizational innovation excluded

Standardized Robust Standardized Robust
Coef. Std. Err. z Coef. Std. Err. z
INNOVATION
SATISFACTION 0.12* 0.05 2.21 0.13 0.05 2.46*
Log size 0.18n 0.11 1.65 0.11 0.11 0.96
Member mean 0.157 0.09 1.69 0.19 0.09 2.04*
Firm type (A vs B) 0.01 0.06 0.10 -0.03 0.07 -0.47
North West 0.15 0.15 1.00 0.17 0.16 1.09
North East 0.14 0.14 1.05 0.14 0.14 1.01
Centre 0.22 0.15 1.50 0.17 0.15 1.10
TEAM -0.03 0.05 -0.54 0.00 0.05 -0.06
AUTO. INNOVATION 0.06* 0.03 2.00 0.04 0.03 1.30
AUTONOMY -0.10** 0.04 -2.67 -0.09 0.04 -2.35*%
INVOLVEMENT 0.06 0.05 1.34 0.05 0.05 1.08
WORKLOAD 0.08" 0.04 1.81 0.06 0.04 1.27
SATISFACTION

Age -0.03" 0.02 -1.90 -0.03 0.02 -1.767
Gender 0.02 0.02 1.28 0.02 0.02 1.48
Permanent -0.01 0.02 -0.48 -0.01 0.02 -0.51
Tenure 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.00 0.02 -0.09
Partime -0.04* 0.02 -2.14 -0.04 0.02 -2.15*
Hourly wage 0.03" 0.01 1.70 0.02 0.02 1.61
Member -0.03 0.02 -1.41 -0.03 0.02 -1.58
Edu. Secondary 0.01 0.02 0.62 0.01 0.02 0.62
Edu. University -0.06** 0.02 -3.00 -0.06 0.02 -3'03
AUTO. INNOVATION 0.15%** 0.02 8.54 0.16 0.02 8.79**
AUTONOMY 0.29%** 0.03 10.67 0.29 0.03 10.70***
TEAM 0.35%** 0.02 14.27 0.33 0.02 13.80***
INVOLVEMENT 0.29*** 0.03 11.14 0.30 0.03 11.63***

Notes:Standardized coefficients significant at levefi € .10. *p < .05. *p < .01. ** p < .001.
Maximum likelihood estimation method (missing atdam replacement).

Organization level cluster-robust standard errors.
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Table 6

Direct and Indirect Effects

MODEL 1 MODEL 2
Organizational Innovation included Organizational innovation excluded
Robust Robust
Standardized  Std. Standardized  Std.
Coef. Err. z Coef. Err. z

DIRECT EFFECTS

PERFORMANCE
SATISFACTION 0.05* 0.02 2.00 0.05* 0.02 2.25
Log. size 0.06" 0.03 1.73 0.04 0.04 0.98
Member mean 0.28 0.18 1.56 0.37" 0.19 1.89
AUTO. INNOVATION 0.05* 0.03 1.97 0.04 0.03 1.29
AUTONOMY -0.03* 0.01 -2.29 -0.03* 0.01 -2.11
TEAM -0.01 0.02 -0.55 0.00 0.02 -0.06
INVOLVEMENT 0.05 0.04 1.32 0.04 0.04 1.09
WORKLOAD 0.05" 0.03 1.88 0.04 0.03 1.28

SAT ISFACTION
Age 0.00" 0.00 -1.9 0.00" 0.00 -1.77
Part-time -0.09* 0.04 -2.14 -0.09* 0.04 -2.14
University degree -0.16** 0.05 -2.97 -0.17* 0.06 3.00
AUTO. INNOVATION 0.35%** 0.04 8.67 0.36*** 0.04 8.2
AUTONOMY 0.21%** 0.02 11.47 0.21%** 0.02 11.53
TEAM 0.37*** 0.03 11.91 0.35%** 0.03 11.55
INVOLVEMENT 0.56*** 0.05 10.77 0.59%** 0.05 11.17

INDIRECT EFFECTS
INNOVATION

University degree -0.01 0.00 -1.56 -0.01n 0.01 01.7
AUTO. INNOVATION 0.02* 0.01 1.99 0.02* 0.01 2.24
AUTONOMY 0.01* 0.00 2.02 0.01* 0.00 2.29
TEAM 0.02* 0.01 1.96 0.02* 0.01 2.18
INVOLVEMENT 0.03* 0.01 1.98 0.03* 0.01 2.23
WORKLOAD? 0 (no path) 0 (no path)

Notes:Standardized coefficients significant at levefi € .10. *p < .05. *p < .01. ** p < .001.
Maximum likelihood estimation method (missing atdam replacement).
Organization level cluster-robust standard errors.

@ No path from workload to satisfaction is includgdce these two dimension are not correlated.

44



“HUMAN GROWTH", ORGANIZATIONAL RESOURCES AND FIRM ERFORMANCE

Table 7

Total Effects

MODEL 1

MODEL 2

Organizational Innovation includedOrganizational innovation excluded

Standardized Robust

Standardize Robust

Coef. Std. Err. z d Coef.  Std. Err. z
INNOVATION
SATISFACTION 0.05* 0.02 2.00 0.05* 0.02 2.27
Log size 0.06" 0.03 1.73 0.04 0.04 0.98
Member mean 0.28 0.18 1.56 0.37" 0.19 1.89
Firm type 0.01 0.07 0.10 -0.04 0.08 -0.47
North west 0.13 0.14 0.94 0.16 0.15 1.03
North east 0.15 0.16 0.98 0.16 0.16 0.96
Centre 0.24 0.16 1.45 0.18 0.17 1.05
Age 0.00 0.00 -1.36 0.00 0.00 -1.38
Gender 0.00 0.00 1.06 0.00 0.00 1.19
Permanent 0.00 0.00 -0.46 0.00 0.00 -0.49
Tenure 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 -0.09
Partime 0.00 0.00 -1.47 0.00 0.00 -1.58
Hourly wage 0.00 0.00 1.13 0.00 0.00 1.14
Member 0.00 0.00 -1.23 0.00 0.00 -1.34
Edu. Secondary 0.00 0.00 0.59 0.00 0.00 0.59
Edu. University -0.01 0.00 -1.56 -0.017 0.01 -1.7
AUTO. INNOVATION 0.07** 0.03 2.62 0.05* 0.03 2.04
AUTONOMY -0.02» 0.01 -1.76 -0.01 0.01 -1.38
TEAM 0.01 0.02 0.37 0.02 0.02 0.91
INVOLVEMENT 0.07* 0.04 2.02 0.07* 0.03 2.06
WORKLOAD 0.05" 0.03 1.88 0.04 0.03 1.28
SATISFACTION
Age 0.00" 0.00 -1.9 0.00" 0 -1.77
Gender 0.05 0.04 1.27 0.06 0.04 1.47
Permanent -0.02 0.05 -0.48 -0.02 0.05 -0.51
Tenure 0.00 0.00 0.04 0.00 0.00 -0.09
Partime -0.09* 0.04 -2.14 -0.09* 0.04 -2.14
Hourly wage 0.01 0.01 1.58 0.01 0.01 1.49
Member -0.07 0.05 -1.41 -0.08 0.05 -1.57
Edu. Secondary 0.02 0.04 0.62 0.02 0.04 0.62
Edu. University -0.16** 0.05 -2.97 -0.17** 0.06 am
AUTO. INNOVATION 0.35%** 0.04 8.67 0.36*** 0.04 8.2
AUTONOMY 0.21%** 0.02 11.47 0.21%** 0.02 11.53
TEAM 0.37*** 0.03 11.91 0.35%** 0.03 11.55
INVOLVEMENT 0.56*** 0.05 10.77 0.59%** 0.05 11.17

Notes:Standardized coefficients significant at levefy & .10. * p < .05. ** p < .01. *** p < .001.

Maximum likelihood estimation method (missing atdam replacement).

Organization level cluster-robust standard errors.
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Table 8

Goodness of Fit of the Complete Models

FIT STATISTICS chi2 RMSEA 90% CI, 90% CI, P- BIC TLI SRMR CD
modelvs lower upper close Coeff.
saturated bound bound Determin

_ MODEL 1 (Org. 44762 0042  0.00 4290651088  * 0.99
innovation included)
_ MODEL 2 (Org. 32784 0040  0.00 395803.90.87  * 0.99
innovation excluded)

Notes:* SRMR is not reported because of missing values.
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IMMATERIAL
SATISFACTION

CI related fulfillment

ORGANIZATIONAL
PROCESSES

Job resources and demands:

Teamwork, autonomy;,
involvement, workload pressure

Figure 1.

\ 4

FIRM

PERFORMANCE

Product quality and
innovation improvement

Job Resources, Job Demands, Performance and the Mediating Role of CI Related Fulfillment
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Organizational Processes, CI related Fulfillment and Performance
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