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ABSTRACT

We introduce the construct of loving ome’s job as an overlooked, but
potentially informative, construct for organizational research. Following
both empirical findings and theoretical developments in other domains we
suggest that love of the job comprises a passion for the work itself,
commitment to the employing organization, and high-quality intimate
relationships with coworkers. We also suggest that love of the job is a
taxonic rather than a dimensional construct — one either loves their job or
does not. In addition, we propose that loving your job is on the whole
beneficial to individual well-being. Within this broad context, however, we
suggest that loving one’s job may buffer the effect of some siressors while
at the same time increase vulnerability to others. These suggestions
provide some initial direction for research focused on the love of one’s job.
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ntly identified in maxims about work as
both a criterion for and a predictor of vocational success. As a criterion for
success, individuals are advised to discover (Cassidy, 2000) or rediscover

(Boyatzsis, McKee, & Goleman, 2002) their passion. People seeking career

advice are told that loving their job is its own reward, and the adage
"1l never work a day in

attributed to Confucius “find a job you love and you
your life,” expresses this sentiment well. As a predictor of success, loving a
job has been tied to task and financial performance (Baum & Locke, 2004),
as well as life happiness. Steve Jobs, Chief Executive Officer of Apple
Computers, remarked in his address to Convocation at Stanford University:

Loving one’s job has been freque

ove. And that is as true for your work as it is for your
of your life, and the only way to be truly
k. And the only way to do great work 1s to

Youwve got o find what you !
lovers. Your work is going to fill a large part
satisfied is to do what you believe is great worl
Jove what you do. (Jobs, 2005)

Despite the centrality of the “love of one’s job” construct in the folklore
of work, there has been little conceptual or empirical consideration of the
nature of loving your job. Our goal in this chapter is to offer an iyitial
conceptualization of the construct by drawing on the existing organizational
literature. In doing so, we strive to achieve two major goals. First, we offer a
definition of loving your job that is grounded in both theoretic analysis and
empirical data. In doing so, we articulate three components of love of one’s
job and detail a structure of love of one’s job. Second, we spell out the
connections between “truly” joving your job and individual well-being.

DEFINING LOVE OF THE JOB

In their review of the literature dealing with romantic love, Rempel and
Burris (2005) defined love neither as a relationship, a form of behavior, nor
an emotion. Rather, they conceptualized love as a “motivational state 1
which the goal is to preserve and promote the well-being of the value:d
object” (p. 299)- Although it is clear that most of the available research In
the literature on love has focused on interpersonal love, it is equally clear
that there is nothing in the definition of love that precludes a focus on other
targets. Indeed, Rempel and Burris (2005, p- 309) explicitly noted that their
definition “allows love to be experienced toward any valued object.”
Consistent with this definition, Ahuvia (2005) suggested that objects and
activities are the focus of love as frequently as are people, and made
reference to the possessions and activities loved by consumers. In a similar
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vein, Fournier (1998) had argued earlier that consumer brands can be
likened to active relationship partners. Therefore, it is plausible that several
valued objects can reasonably be considered objects of love.
Notwithstanding this earlier speculation, whether a job can constitute
such a valued object remains a critical question. We draw on several lines of
evidence to answer in the affinmative. First, the historical record identifies
paid employment as a central aspect of human experience throughout
the development of civilization (Applebaum, 1984, 1992; Kelloway,
Gallagher, & Barling, 2004; Pahl, 1988). Paid employment is associated
with numerous manifest (e.g., pay) and latent (e.g., time structure)
consequences (Jahoda, 1982) for the individual, and the absence of paid
employment has been linked to deleterious consequences for individuals and
society since at least the beginning of the Industrial Revolution (Burnett,
1994; Feather, 1990; Jahoda, 1982). Indeed, recent meta-analytic evidence
(Paul & Moser, 2009) suggests that unemployment is related to several
harmful mental health outcomes. Evidence gleaned from longitudinal
studies and natural experiments points to a causal relationship between
unemployment and distress. Second, the notion of a job lies at the intersec-
tion of work (i.e., purposive activity that is directed at the production of a
valued good or service; Kelloway et al., 2004) and employment (ie., the
context in which work is performed; Kelloway et al., 2004). As a target for
love, the “job” is conceptualized broadly and encompasses both the intrinsic
(.., the work itself) and extrinsic (i.c., the context of the work) aspects of
paid employment. Third, at a societal level, we often see holding a job as
a terminal value that outweighs other considerations. For example, despite
data suggesting that youth employment can result in a host of adverse
consequences for young people, society (including both parents and
children; Furnham & Thomas, 1984; Green, 1990; Greenberger & Steinberg,
1986; Mortimer, Finch, Dennehy, Lee, & Beebe, 1994; Phillips &
Sandstrom, 1990) continues to value job experience and to encourage
young people to obtain a “job” early in life (for a review see Kelloway &
Barling, 1999). Finally, and of considerable import for the current
presentation, there is clear evidence that individuals value their jobs, as is
evident when they develop a sense of ownership over their jobs and even
come to view the job as a form of valued property (Gordon & Lee, 1990;
Kelloway, Barling, & Carroll, 1998). Thus, we suggest that there is sufficient
evidence to conclude that a job constitutes a valued object, even a perhaps a
possession (Gordon & Lee, 1990), that may be the focus of love.
What is love in the context of “the job”? Two qualitative studies
suggested remarkably similar definitions of the experience of loving your




112 E. KEVIN KELLOWAY ET AL.

job. Investigating the experiences of high-achieving women, (Richie,
Fassinger, Linn, & Johnson, 1997, p. 139) noted that a large number of
their respondents talked about Joving their work. The researchers identified
three dominant “themes” that characterized the participants’ career
development, namely passion for the work, persistence, and connectedness.
Similarly, after interviewing women who loved their jobs, Gordon (2006)
also identified three themes characteristic of their accounts. First, each of
the women interviewed took pleasure from her job activities. Second, each
of the women felt good about her reasons for working. Finally, each of
the women liked and at the very least respected the people with whom
she worked.

We suggest that these accounts parallel conceptualizations and empirical
research on the components of interpersonal love. In his “triangular theory
of love,” Sternberg (1986, 1987) suggests that interpersonal love consists
of passion, commitment, and intimacy. In the context of interpersonal
relationships, passion refers to the desire for union with another person and
includes a variety of sources of motivation for such a union (Sternberg,
1986). These motivations may include, but are not limited to, séx, self-
esteem, affiliation, nurturance, and self-actualization to name a few.
According to Sternberg (1986), commitment consists of two fundamental
choices. It is both a choice to select one particular person from the array of
available alternatives, and a decision to maintain that relationship over
time. The third dimension of Sternberg’s (1986) triangular theory of love is
intimacy, and refers to the feelings of closeness, connectedness, O
bondedness with another person. Intimacy promotes a desire 10 enhance
another’s welfare, the experience of mutual happiness, having a positive
regard for and being able to count on another person.

Given that the dimensionality of passion, commitment, and intimacy
components of love has been found to be robust across different samples
(Falconi & Mullet, 2003; Lemieux & Hale, 2002), Sternberg’s tripartite
model will provide the basis for the conceptualization of the love of one’s
job. Specifically, we propose that love of one’s job comprises the experiences
of passion for one’s work (Sagie & Koslowsky, 2000), affective commitment
to the employing organization (Meyer & Allen, 1997), and a semse of
intimacy with people at work (Brehm, Miller, Perlman, & Campbell, 2002).
Consistent with Sternberg’s theory and the available evidence, our model of
love of the job recognizes the nature and interrelatedness of the three
components of passion, commitment, and intimacy, and in doing so we
identify three separate fock: the work ome does, the organization within
which one works, and the people with whom one works. We suggest that
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recognition of the interrelatedness of passion, commitment, and intimacy
gains increased importance in light of the observation that workers may love
their work but dislike the conditions under which the work is performed
(Kusnet, 2008). We begin by separately considering the three components
inherent in our model of the love of one’s job and then turn to the question
of how these components combine to form love of one’s job.

PASSION FELT FOR ONE’S WORK

I never realized I was in love. And I was in love — I was in love with cooking.... And it
was grueling work. Fantastic work. 1t’s basically 24 hours a day, 400 meals per serving,

three and four times a day.
_ Executive Chef (Oprah Winfrey TV show, February 24, 2003).

In Sternberg’s (1986) triangular theory of love, passion involves an intense
feeling of unity with and attraction for another person, and is motivated by
several factors. In the context of one’s job, passion for one’s work may be
construed as a unity with and attraction for one’s work, also motivated
by several factors, many of which may overlap with interpersonal passion
including motivations for self-esteemn, self-actualization, and the nurturance
of one’s career.

The past few decades have seen considerable theorizing and research
about people’s involvement in their work. Whether cast within the
framework of job involvement (Kanungo, 1982), engagement (Harter,
Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002), participation in decision making (Sagie &
Koslowsky, 2000), or vigor (Shirom, 2003), the available data show that
being more involved in one’s work generally resuits in higher levels of both
productivity and well-being (Barling, Kelloway, & Iverson, 2003; Harter
et al., 2002; Parker & Wall, 1998; Wall, Corbett, Martin, Clegg, & Jackson,
1990). However, individuals can feel more than involved in their work: they
can be passionate, engaged, excited, or enthusiastic (Sirota, Mischkind, &
Meltzer, 2005) about their work. Passion for one’s work goes well beyond
most, if not all, current models that refiect different nuances of what might
generically be called “Job involvement.” :

Another job-related attitude that has been widely examined is that of
job satisfaction (Spector, 1997). Job satisfaction describes how content
individuals are with their jobs, and various aspects of their job (Spector,

1997) including their rate of pay, work respousibilities, variety of tasks,
promotional opportunities, the work itself, and coworkers. Job satisfaction
is considered to be an individual’s attitude toward one’s work experience,
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and as such, includes both cognitive and affective components
(Wright, Cropanzano, & Bonett, 2007). Like job satisfaction, love of job
is a positive emotional and attitudinal reaction to personal job-related
experiences. However, the construct of job satisfaction (and dissatisfaction)
does not capture the full range of affective responses to one’s work
(Van Katwyk, Spector, Fox, & Kelloway, 2000), and conversations with
workers (e.g., the executive chef cited above) provide anecdotal support for
this suggestion. Indeed, despite advances toward understanding employee’s
job-related attitudes that have been made in the literature, job satisfaction
remains a relatively poor predictor of both individual well-being and
job performance (Bond & Bunce, 2003; laffaldano & Muchinsky, 1985;
Wright & Cropanzano, 2000).

Several points regarding the present definition of passion for one’s work
bear special focus. Notwithstanding the use of the term “passion,” there are
no sexual undertones to this component in our model of the love of one’s
job. Instead, we adopt Vallerand et al.’s (2003, p. 757) definition of passion
as “a strong inclination toward an activity that people like, that they find
jmportant, and in which they invest time and energy.” This conceptualiza-
tion is consistent with numerous formulations that suggest a motivational
component to passion and link passion to achievement (Baum & Locke,
2004; Frijda, Mesquita, Sonnemans, & Van Goozen, 1991; Richie et al.,
1997). . :

Moreover, the use of the term “passion” in the context of one’s job
conveys the intense longing for one’s work. Perhaps as is the case with
romantic love, the longing for the object of the love of one’s job can
best be understood from the consequences experienced when deprivation
occurs. The absence of the focus of one’s passion (i.e., the specific work)
would result in a negative psychological and psychosomatic state, as is
evident from research on unemployment (Barling, 1990; Jahoda, 1982;
McKee-Ryan, Song, Wanberg, & Kinicki, 2005; Paul & Moser, 2009). The
depiction of passion as longing for one’s work is also consistent with
Ashford, Lee, and Bobko’s (1989) model of job insecurity, in which one of
the core characteristics is the threat of losing psychologically meaningful
work (Barling & Kelloway, 1996).

Finally, passion involves an affective component. Vallerand et al. (2003)
distinguish between obsessive and harmonious passion, which differ in how
the focal activity is integrated into persona} identity. In brief, harmonious
passion results from freely choosing and valuing an activity. Research

shows that unlike obsessive passion, harmonious passion is associated with
individuals’ hedonic and eudaimonic well-being (Philippe, Vallerand, &
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Lavigne, 2009). Reflective of harmonious passion, organizational theorists
hgvc identified job involvement as reflecting a psychological identification
with one’s job (Rabinowitz & Hall, 1977; Saal, 1978) and as an indicator of
context-specific mental health (Warr, 1987). In contrast, obsessive passion
results from being forced or pressured to engage in an activity (Vallerand
et al., 2007), possibly as a result of the contingencies involved. Reflective
of obsessive passion, researchers have begun to document the negative
correlates and outcomes associated with workaholism (Bonebright, Clay, &
Ankenmann, 2000; Porter, 1996). T

Thus, in our model, a passion for the job comprises high levels of healthy
§ngagement with, involvement in, and excitement stemming from the work
itself. People who are passionate about their work will look forward to it
upon waking each day, choose to engage in their work rather than other
actlv.ities (e.g., recreation), voluntarily work overtime, and express
09n31Qerable enjoyment and fulfillment when engaged in their work. This
view is consistent with empirical research identifying the importance
of employee engagement (Harter et al., 2002) and participation (Sagie &
Koslowsky, 2000) for subsequent organizational outcomes.

COMMITMENT TO THE EMPLOYING
ORGANIZATION

Commitment is another of the three core dimensions of love identified by
Sternberg (1986). In his view, commitment reflected a shift from the decision
that one was in love in the short term to the intent to continue a particular
relationship in the longer term. Similarly, Meyer and Herscovitch (2001)
deﬁ_ned commitment as a force that binds an individual to a course of
actfon. Moving beyond a simple “intent to remain” on a particular course of
action, extensive research on organizational commitment (Meyer & Allen.
1997; Mowday, Steers, & Porter, 1979) has expanded this view to includé
possible bases for this intent.

The most prominent conceptualization of organizational commitment is
Meyer and Allen’s (1997) three-component model, which specifies that
peopleA can choose to remain with their organization because they want to
(affective commitment), feel that they have to because of a lack of available
alternatiyes (continnance commitment), or believe that they should
(normative commitment; Meyer, Jackson, & Maltin, 2008). Based on their
meta-analysis, Cooper-Hakim and Viswesvarin (2005) concluded that the
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ent studied in organizational behavior in fact
ng psychological construct, with continuance
(others are calculative and

various forms of commitm:
share a common, underly
commitment being one of the few exceptions
union commitment).

Our model of love of one’s job explicitly focuses on affective commitment

to the organization. Research findings show consistently that affective
commnitment is associated with several positive individual and organiza-
tional outcomes. Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, and Topolnytsky (2002)
conducted a meta-analysis of the outcomes associated with different types of
commitment. Consistent with studies reporting positive relationships
between affective commitment and various outcomes associated with work
attitudes and job performance (Meyer & Allen, 1997; Meyer, Paunonen,
Gellatly, Goffin, & Jackson, 1989), they found that affective commitment
was associated inversely with turnover and absenteeism, and positively with
performance outcomes such as job performance and organizational citizen-
ship. In contrast, continuance commitment is associated negatively with job
performance {Cooper-Hakim & Viswesvarin, 2005; Meyer et al., 1989), and
the consequences of pormative commitment are moderate at best — a pattern
that replicates findings from research on the nature and meaning of marital
commitment (Adams & Jones, 1997; Johnson, Caughlin, & Huston, 1999).
Thus, our model extends Sternberg’s original formulation in suggesting
that the basis of commitment (i.e., affective commitment as opposed to
pormative or continuance commitment), rather than simply the decision to
remain, is a critical component of loving one’s job.

Equally important, affective commitment may be central to individuals’
well-being. In the same meta-analysis cited above, Meyer et al. (2002) found
an inverse relationship between affective commitment and well-being, as
reflected by lower levels of self-reported stress and work—family conflict.
This is consistent with research suggesting that affective commitment is
associated with lower levels of self-perceived stress at work (Begley &
Czajka, 1993), and greater parental and community involvement
(Kirchmeyer, 1992). Indeed, Warr (1987) went further than viewing well-
being as an outcome of commitment, and identified affective commitment to
the organization as a form of context-specific (i.e., work-related) well-being.

One of the strongest correlates of affective commitment is that of job
satisfaction (Meyer et al., 2002). It has been suggested by Meyer et al. (2002)
that this correlation may be partially attributable to the fact that global
measures of satisfaction often include items referencing the individual’s

satisfaction with the organization as a whole. The relationships between
individuals’ satisfaction with other aspecis of work and commitment are far
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f;veake.r. This may suggest that job satisfaction does not fully capture the
intensity of emotional and attitudinal experiences that may best relate to
one’s decision to remain affectively committed to their organization. In the
presen.t conceptualization, we propose that a person who is affectively
committed to their organization is more likely to love their job.

INTIMACY WITH PEOPLE AT WORK

1 love my job so because 1 come into contact with so many wonderful people.
— School janitor (Oprah Winfrey TV show, February 24, 2003).

Ackyowledging the importance of high-quality personal relationships at
work 1s.by no means new. Their importance had been emphasized
systema'tlcally as early as the results of the Hawthorne Electric Studies
(Rqethhsberger & Dickson, 1939) and the Tavistock Coal Mining Studies
(Trls} &4 Bamforth, 1951) ~ an era in which social needs were seen as
domngtmg individuals’ motivations to work (Schein, 1980). Around the
same gme, Maslow drew specific attention to the need for love and
belogglqgness in his need hierarchy (Maslow, 1944), which was influenced
by his view of .hum:m degradation in the Second World War and his own
personal experiences at work (Maslow, 1965). More recently, Baumeister
and Leary (2000) suggested that forming social attach;nents is a
funde'trpental human need that people will pursue under most social
cond%nons and that feeling a sense of belongingness has strong effects on
emotional patterns and cognitive processes. Various currentcstreams of
research (Gersick, Bartunek, & Dutton, 2000; Jehn & Shah, 1997) add to
our gnderstapding of the need for positive social relationships at work.
Cons1stent. with Sauter, Murphy, and Hurrell’s (1990) framework of the;
psychosocial factors that make up healthy work, a great deal of data
support the suggestion that positive relationships with coworkers are
associated with reduced strain (Beehr, Jex, Stacy, & Murray, 2000; Fry &
Bafker, 2002; Johnson & Hall, 1988; Koeske & Koeske, 1989) ’enhaxiced job
satisfaction (Ducharme & Martin, 2000; Roxburgh, 1999). :md improved
perfgrmance (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, & Mount, 1998).7Certainly data
con51st'en’dy shows the megative effects that accrue to well-being ’when
belongingness needs are thwarted (Twenge, Baumeister, Tice, & DStucke
2001; "ljwenge, Catanese, & Baumeister, 2003). | 7 |

The importance of relationships in the workplace is frequently acknowl-

- edged, but is not often the primary focus of research (Hodson, 1997).

However, the available data suggest that the quality of relationships in the
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opportunities for friendship at work have been directly associated with such
positive outcomes as job satisfaction and job involvement (Riordan &
Griffeth, 1995). Beyond friendship opportunities, the quality of workplace
friendships also influences important outcomes. Friendship quality might
be reflected in socializing outside of work, feeling that you can confide in
a coworker, and trusting a coworker (Nielsen, Jex, & Adams, 2000). For
example, high-quality relationships were positively associated with job
satisfaction among some university faculty and staff (Winstead, Derlega,
Montgomery, & Pilkington, 1995). Validation studies on the Workplace
Friendship Scale, which incorporates both friendship quality and friendship
opportunity, suggest that dimensions predict outcomes such as affective
comments, job satisfaction, and turnover intentions (Nielsen et al., 2000)

Beyond their influence on individual well-being and attitudes, positive
coworker interactions also promote organizational functioning. Based on
ethnographic observations, Hodson (1997) suggested that coworker
relationships promote effective organizational functioning via four mechan-
isms. First, coworker relations promote occupational socialization; for
example, apprentice models of entry into a field. Second, positive coworker
relationships contribute to solidarity within an organization. Third,
supportive coworker relationships help individuals in cases where they
deem it necessary to rTesist those in authority. Last, coworkers help to
affirm group identities, for instance by engaging in rituals surrounding
events such as birthdays. Taken together, these functions make coworker
relationships an important aspect of job satisfaction, positive relationships
with management, and the sense of having meaningful work.

Arguably, although intimacy within the context of a loving relationship
includes comstructive social interaction experienced as closeness and
connectedness to another person, intimacy also goes further in terms of
affective intensity. As Sternberg’s (1986) triangular theory of love suggests,
intimacy includes the willingness to advance the well-being of the other,
feelings of positive respect for the loved one, and cherishing the other’s place
and role in one’s own life. Within the workplace, such intimacy would be
apparent in relationships that emable employees to share salient work-
related and personal issues in confidence, reflecting a trust in others. Indeed,
trust is an element of the special peer relationship as articulated by Kram
and Isabella (1985) and high-quality workplace friendships as assessed
by the Workplace Friendship Scale (2000). Trust is generally defined as
“a psychological state comprising the intention to accept vulnerability
based upon positive expectations of the intentions or behavior of another”
(Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998, p. 395). Trust is a primary
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A second possibility is that the most appropriate conceptualization
comprises the interaction of intimacy, passion, and commitment, and that
operationally it is the statistical interaction of the three elements that’
predicts variance in well-being, over and above any variance attributable to
the individual components. This approach is consistent with Sternberg’s
(1986) approach in which he identifies types of love defined in terms of low
and high scores on each of the dimensions (e.g., being high on commitment
and intimacy but low on passion is indicative of friendship). One advantage
of this approach is that unlike the common factor approach described
above, true love of the job requires high levels of passion, intimacy, and
commitment. Nonetheless, operationalizing love of the job as a three-way
interaction is a questionable choice as the detection and interpretation of
such interactions is subject to a number of constraints (Dawson & Richter,
2006). Defining love of the job as a three-way interaction between the
components may result in a model that is unlikely to ever be empirically
validated as a result of the methodological difficulties in detecting
interactions.

Operationalizing love of the job as an interaction also introduces
considerable complexity into the model that is not intended in our
formulation. For exarmple, Sternberg identifies eight different categories of
relationship resulting froin a 2 (passion) x 2 (commitment) x 2 (intimacy)
taxonomy. However, rather than being interested in all possible combina-
tions of the three constituent elements, we are really interested in only two
groups of individuals: Those that love their jobs are defined as individuals
who have passion for the work, commitment to the orgamization, and
intimate relationships with coworkers, versus those who do not. Following
this conceptual definition, we anticipate that love of the job would manifest
empirically as an individual who scores “high” on measures representing
these three constituents. Any other pattern (ie., scoring low on all three
dimensions or high on one dimension and low on the other two) constitute
the group of individuals who, in our definition, do not love their job.
In essence then, we suggest that love of the job is either present or not for
each individual.

This is a taxonic (Meehl, 1992, 1995) definition of love of the job
comparable to the use of diagnostic categories in medical practice. Taxonic
constructs are almost entirely overlooked in organizational research in favor
of dimensional and continuous representations. Indeed, although the
practice of dichotomizing continuous data was once well accepted, this
procedure is now typically identified as a methodological error that biases
statistical tests (MacCallum, Zang, Preacher, & Rucker, 2002). However,
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(Philippe et al., 2009; Vallerand et al., 2007). Passion for one’s work is also
associated with well-being, while an addictive relationship with one’s work is
negatively associated with psychological well-being. Organizational cormit-
ment is also associated with well-being (Wiener, Muczyk, & Gable, 1987).
That said, overcommitment to the organization is predictive of negative
personal outcomes (Kinman & Jones, 2008). However, these findings are
not uniform across different types of organizations or work contracts
(Bernhard-Oettel, Cuyper, Berntson, & Isaakson, 2008). For example, cross-
sectional results show that being committed to one’s clients, but not one’s
agency, is positively associated with well-being in the short term; however, if
employees are reassigned to different clients, such commitment is negatively
associated with well-being in the longer term (Galais & Moser, 2009).
Intimacy is associated with lower psychological symptomatology (Schreiber,
2001). Specific to the work context, positive coworker relationships are
associated with reduced job stress, strain, and burnout (Beehr et al., 2000;
Johnson & Hall, 1988).

Second, the positive association of emotions and well-being would
suggest that it is beneficial for individuals to love their jobs. In particular,
we suggest that loving one’s job enables an individual to reconceptualize
many potential stressors in the workplace as challenges. In the context of
romantic love, researchers have generally suggested that there are positive
health consequences of being in a long-term romantic relationship (Berry &
Worthington, 2001) ~ a suggestion that is consistent with the models
specifying the health effects of positive emotions (Frederickson, 1998; see
also Lazarus & Cohen-Charash, 2001). Esch and Stefano (2005) drew a clear
link between love and positive emotions, suggesting that in doing so, the
phenomenon becomes amenable to scientific enquiry. Certainly the available
evidence would suggest strong associations between interpersonal love and
health. For example, feelings of love or affection are associated with
both improved cardiovascular response and positive endocrinal changes
(Grewen, Anderson, Girdler, & Light, 2003; Light, Grewen, & Amico, 2005).

We have described above how loving one’s job contributes to well-being.
On the other hand, it is also possible that loving one’s job may make a
person more vulnerable to stressors that threaten the loss of the beloved job.
That is, individuals whose job security is threatened (e.g., by layoffs,
restructuring) may suffer a compromise to their health (Ashford et al,
1989). Although the data suggest a generally positive health effect of being
in love, others have noted the potential for love to be stressful in and of itself
(Esch & Stefano, 2005). Considering the maintenance or dissolution of a
relationship, some have pointed to both positive and negative experiences
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toward a more positive focus for organizational behavior, one that
identifies and appreciates the intense positive emotions associated with
the experience of work, and describes the plausible antecedents and
outcomes of loving ome’s job. Pursuing the structure, antecedents, and
outcomes of the love of one’s job will provide a more balanced perspective
in organizational behavior, and consistent with the goals of positive psycho-
logy, belp to focus attention on positive, valued subjective human
experiences that have the potential to buffer individuals from illness
and enhance their well-being and personal fulfillment (Seligman &
Csikszentmihalyi, 2000).

Over and above identifying the nature and outcomes of the love of one’s
job, our conceptualization of the love one’s job will enable us to confront
other interesting questions, and we identify several such questions here.
However, in doing so, we make no specific propositions in recognition of the
more preliminary nature of these issues.

First, despite widespread and long-standing beliefs that job dissatisfaction
would predict serious illness, there is no compelling empirical support for
this notion. We suggest that the failure to support this notion results from
the lack of emotional depth and intensity that is reflected in current models
and measurements of job dissatisfaction (Fitness & Fletcher, 1993), but
could be captured more aptly in the hatred of one’s job. There is currently
no focus on the nature or consequences of hating one’s job, but there are
indications from research on close relationships that love and hate are
separate emotions (Fitness & Fletcher, 1993). We would expect thadt the
simple absence of the three core characteristics of the love of the job
(passion, commitment, and intimacy) would not be sufficient to result in
hating one’s job. Sternberg (2003) has proposed a conceptual model of hate
that is derived from the triangular theory of love. His model of hate
comprises several correlated components, namely disgust, devaluation and
diminution, and anger or fear. Notwithstanding the absence of empirical
evidence, the extent to which the model might provide the basis for an
understanding of why people might bate their jobs is compelling. Following
Fitness and Fletcher (1993), if hating one’s job is conceptually distinct from
loving one’s job, a separate consideration of its nature, antecedents, and
outcomes becomes warranted. Indeed, recent statistical developments
(e.g., latent curve modeling; Christie & Barling, 2009) make it possible to
subject questions about the dynamic development and consequences of the
love of the job to empirical scrutiny.

Second, a fundamental assumption underlying a social system that
emphasizes monogamy is the idea that it is not possible to love more than
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one person simultaneously, raising two separate but related questions with
regard to the Jove of one’s job. First, can individuals who hold more
than one job simultaneously love them both equally and simultaneously?

e growing number of individuals who

This is a critical question given th
find themselves facing this situation (Barling & Gallagher, 1996). A second

question is whether loving one’s job might limit or prevent the ability to love

another individual, simultaneously and equally. Answers to questions
for the positive

such as these might provide the boundary conditions
consequences of loving one’s job.

Although we acknowledge that these scenarios might not be comparable
given the nature of the love of one’s job and the relational nature of the love
of another individual, we argue that these questions are rejevant because the
love of one’s job is based on a relationship between the individual and
the job. If the love of one’s job is to have any meaning, might this imply that
the love of one’s job is antithetical to loving someone simultaneously?

There are two separate literatures that might provide some guidance in
answering this question. First, given the central role of commitment within
the love of one’s job comstruct, the long-standing debate whether dual
commitment to corpany and union is at all feasible might be instructive.
Results from studies on dual commitment bave been inconsistent, showing
a positive (Gottlieb & Kerr, 1950), a negative (Barling, Wade, & Fullagar,

1990), or no relationship (Sherer & Morishima, 1989) between commitment

to the company and the union. The most appropriate conclusion from this
research (Barling, Fullagar, & Kelloway, 1992) is that where there is no
conflict between the focal organizations, dual commitment is possible; when
conflict exists between the union and the company, unilateral commitment is
most likely (Fullagar, Barling, & Christie, 1991). Second, the voluminous,
empirically based literature of work—family conflict generated over more

than two decades might also be instructive. Research shows consistently that

work—family conflict affects the individuals concerned, those in close

proximity to them (family members, coworkers), their organizations, and

their communities (Bellavia & Frone, 2005).
Embedded in the findings from these two different areas, and the research
questions raised, is the assumption that the love of the job may under some

circumstances have harmful effects. Yet lost in this literature are a set of
findings suggesting that role accumulation may be good for one’s health,
that is, well-being increases as the number of roles a person holds
accumulates (Barnett & Hyde, 2001). Like the findings on dual commitment,
data suggest that work and family roles may be conflictive, but do not

necessarily need to be. Thus, while these issues await empirical evidence, we
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suggest that the love of one’s job need not preclude an individual from
loving more than one job simultaneously, and in the same way loving more
than one person is feasible.

Third, the ideas presented so far are consistent with the notion that the
love of one’s job is associated with well-being in a linear manner. In
coptrast, the possibility that the love of one’s job may be harmful to well-
being would suggest that this relationship may be curvilinear in nature and
oug}_lt to be investigated. Certainly notions that overcommitment can be
detrimental to well-being (Kinman & Jones, 2008), or that individuals who
love their jobs the most are especially vulnerable in the face of layoffs
(Ashford et al., 1989) opens up a viable set of questions for future research.

A fourth avenue for future research is to examine the nature of
the relationship between job satisfaction and loving one’s job. Farlier we
suggested that the love of ome’s job will be related to but empirically
§eparable from job satisfaction. We posit that the relationship between
job satisfaction and the love of one’s job can best be characterized
conceptually as existing on a continuum of affective intemsity. In other
words, jo_b satisfaction would be a necessary, but insufficient condition
f(_)r .expenencing the love of the job. This conceptualization would have
significant measurement implications, in that the most appropriate
approach to modeling this relationship might not be to demonstrate the
lack of a relationship between job satisfaction and love of the job. but
to dgtermine whether the data would fit a Guttman-type scale, reﬂect;ng a
continuum of affective intensity.

Fifth, people holding certain jobs (e.g. portfolio workers whose
attachment to an organization would be tenuous by nature, lone workers
or employees engaged in dirty work) might be precluded from loving‘thei;
job as opportunities for experiencing passion, commitment, and intimacy
would be limited at best. Nonetheless, it is possible that opportunities for
fulfilling the three components might come from unexpected sources
(e.g., lone workers might experience intimate relationships with people
external to their organization, such as customers or suppliers). Therefore
research focusing on such groups will be needed to test the boundaries of thé
model proposed here. This is critical if this model of the love of the job is
not to be specific only to those situations compatible with a traditional
organizational context.

We save what is perhaps the most fundamental question for last, namely
what is the nature of the construct of the love of one’s job? Earlier wé
suggested that at least three conceptualizations of the love of the jol; are

_possible, namely, a common factor approach, an interactional approach,
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and a taxonomic approach. While we initially favor a taxonomic apprgach,
we acknowledge that the most appropriate answer {o this questionA will l?e
data based. A comprehensive approach to answering to this question will
include tests of the nature of the construct as well as its predictive validity.

CONCLUSION

The notion that people can and do love their job has largely escaped
theoretical and empirical examination. A greater focus on the more intense
positive emotions that individuals have toward their. jobs offers a
perspective that has the ability to trigger new ways of looking at the nature
of work experiences, reinterpret existing research findings, and spark new
research. Organizational researchers have the opportunity to help employees
thrive and become personally fulfilled through their work experiences
(Luthans, 2002). Given that most people spend much of their lives ip some
form of employment, a better understanding of the love of one’s job, its
antecedents, and consequences has important implications for organiza-
tional functioning, as well as individuals’ well-being at work and in bfe.
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QUALITATIVE METHODS CAN
ENRICH QUANTITATIVE |
RESEARCH ON OCCUPATIONAL
STRESS: AN EXAMPLE FROM ONE
OCCUPATIONAL GROUP*™

Irvin Sam Schonfeld and Edwin Farrell

ABSTRACT

The chapter examines the ways in which gualitative and guantitative
methods support each other in research on occupational stress. Qualitative
methods include eliciting from workers unconstrained descriptions of
work experiences, careful first-hand observations of the workplace, and
participant-observers describing ‘from the inside” a particular work
experience. The chapter shows how qualitative research plays a role in
(a) stimulating theory development, (b) generating hypotheses, (c) identi-
Jying heretofore researcher-neglected job stressors and coping responses,
(d) explaining difficult-to-interpret quantitative findings, and (e) providing

*This chapter is an expansion of the paper, “Qualitative and Quantitative Methods in
Occupational Stress Research” Professors Schonfeld and Farrell published in Rossi, AM.,
Quick, J.C., & Perrewé, P.L. (Eds.). (2009). Stress & quality of working life: The positive and the
negative. Greenwich, CT: Information Age Publishing.
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