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Abstract

The aim of this study is to recognize the relation-
ship between organizational commitment compo-
nents among managers and employees’ job satisfac-
tion in Governmental Banks of Ardabil province and 
to analyze it by comparing manager’s and employee’s 
organizational commitment and job satisfaction. This 
study is a correlation. The population of the study in-
cludes personnel of 175 governmental banks branches 
in Ardabil province. The sample size of this research 
was set at 308 persons (69 of managers and 239 em-
ployees), selected from 5 branches of governmental 
banks in Ardabil province. We selected respondents 
according to simple random sampling. To data analy-
sis we have used Spearman’s correlation coefficient 
for finding the relationship and intensity between or-
ganizational commitment and employee job satisfac-
tion and organizational commitment’s components 
among managers and employee, and Independent 
Simples T test to study the difference between the 
amount of organizational commitment and sample 
job satisfaction. Data collection was done using the 
following distributed questionnaires: Meyer & Allen’s 
questionnaire including three aspects (emotional, 
continuance and normative) to measure organization-
al commitment and measurement of job satisfaction 
was performed with the help of MSQ questionnaire. 
The result of this study showed that the relationship 
between personal job satisfaction and personal orga-
nizational commitment in Ardabil province’s govern-
mental banks is direct and significant. 

Keywords: organizational commitment, emo-
tional commitment, normative commitment, con-
tinuous commitment, job satisfaction 

Introduction

People bring mental and physical abilities and 
time to their jobs. Many try to make a difference in 
their lives and in the lives of others through work-
ing. The reason for wanting a job is often consider-
ably more than just a paycheck. Jobs can be looked at 
as the means used to achieve personal goals. When 
a job meets or exceeds an individual’s expectation, 
the individual often experiences positive emotions. 
These positive emotions represent job satisfaction. 
Job satisfaction in turn is a major contributor to life 
satisfaction (Smith, Cranny, & Stone, 1992), a per-
sonal goal that many find worth pursuing.

Job satisfaction may be compared to another 
source of life satisfaction – marriage. When peo-
ple lack marriage satisfaction or experience dissat-
isfaction in their union, they often get a divorce. It is 
similar with the relationship between employee and 
employer. “Take this job and shove it!” is not only 
a recorded blue-collar anthem by Johnny Paycheck 
during the 1980s, but also an illustration of the sen-
timents and actions of many people who are dissat-
isfied with their jobs overall or with certain aspects 
of their jobs.

To grasp the meaning of a construct like job sat-
isfaction, it seems logical to look at how it is defined 
in the literature. The search for a universal defini-
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tion of job satisfaction is not difficult one; it is an 
impossible one. Even though many researchers de-
fine job satisfaction, the definitions vary. The three 
definitions most commonly referred to among re-
searchers are Hoppock’s, Locke’s, and Vroom’s. In 
the thirties, Hoppock’s (1935) response to the ques-
tion what is job satisfaction?’ was: “…any combina-
tion of psychological, physiological, and environ-
mental circumstances that causes a person truthfully 
to say, ‘I am satisfied with my job’” (p. 47). Locke’s 
(1976) answer to the same question in the seventies 
was: “…a pleasurable or positive emotional state re-
sulting from the appraisal of one’s job or job experi-
ences” (p. 1300).

Vroom (1964), who used the terms “job satis-
faction” and “job attitudes” interchangeably, de-
fined job satisfaction as “...affective orientations on 
the part of individuals toward work roles which they 
are presently occupying” (p. 99). Even though the 
definitions vary, a commonality among them seems 
to be that job satisfaction is a job-related emotional 
reaction.

Spector (1997) presented three reasons to clar-
ify the importance of job satisfaction. First, orga-
nizations can be directed by humanitarian values. 
Based on these values they will attempt to treat their 
employees honorably and with respect. Job satisfac-
tion assessment can then serve as an indicator of the 
extent to which employees are dealt with effectively. 
High levels of job satisfaction could also be a sign of 
emotional wellness or mental fitness. Second, orga-
nizations can take on a utilitarian position in which 
employees’ behavior would be expected to influence 
organizational operations according to the employ-
ees’ degree of job satisfaction/dissatisfaction.

Job satisfaction can be expressed through posi-
tive behaviors and job dissatisfaction through nega-
tive behaviors. Third, job satisfaction can be an in-
dicator of organizational operations.

Three theoretical frameworks of job satisfac-
tion can be identified in the literature. Framework 
one is based on content theories of job satisfaction. 
Framework two is grounded in process theories of 
job satisfaction. Framework three is rooted in sit-
uational models of job satisfaction (Thompson & 
McNamara, 1997).

Content theories
Content theorists assume that fulfillment of 

needs and attainment of values can lead to job sat-
isfaction (Locke, 1976). Maslow’s (1954) need hi-

erarchy theory and Herzberg’s motivator-hygiene 
theory (Herzberg, 1966) are examples of content 
theories.

Maslow’s need hierarchy theory. According to 
Maslow’s (1954) view of individual needs, job satis-
faction is said to exist when an individual’s needs are 
met by the job and its environment. The hierarchy of 
needs focuses on five categories of needs arranged in 
ascending order of importance. Physiological, safe-
ty, belongingness and love are the lower-level needs 
in the hierarchy. The higher-level needs are esteem 
and self-actualization. When one need is satisfied, 
another higher-level need emerges and motivates the 
person to do something to satisfy it. A satisfied need 
is no longer a motivator.

Whaba and Bridwell (1976) did an extensive 
review of the research findings on the need hier-
archy concept. The results of their review indicate 
that there was no clear evidence showing that hu-
man needs are classified into five categories, or that 
these categories are structured in a special hierar-
chy. Even though hardly any research evidence was 
discovered in support of the theory, it enjoys wide 
acceptance.

Herzberg’s Motivator-Hygiene Theory. The 
study of job satisfaction became more sophisticated 
with the introduction of Herzberg’s motivator-hy-
giene theory (Herzberg, 1966; Herzberg, Mausner, 
& Snyderman, 1959). This theory focuses attention 
upon the work itself as a principal source of job satis-
faction. To Herzberg the concept of job satisfaction 
has two dimensions, namely intrinsic and extrinsic 
factors. Intrinsic factors are also known as motiva-
tors or satisfiers, and extrinsic factors as hygiene, 
dissatisfies, or maintenance factors. The motiva-
tors relate to job content (work itself) and include 
achievement, recognition, work itself, responsibility 
and advancement. The hygiene relates to job con-
text (work environment) and involve, for example, 
company policy and administration, supervision, 
salary, interpersonal relations, and working con-
ditions. Motivators are related to job satisfaction 
when present but not to dissatisfaction when absent. 
Hygiene are associated with job dissatisfaction when 
absent but not with satisfaction when present.

Before the emergence of the motivator-hygiene 
theory, only single scales had been used to mea-
sure job satisfaction. Scores on the high end of the 
scale reflected high levels of job satisfaction, where-
as scores on the low end represented high dissatis-
faction. Research based on the motivator-hygiene 
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theory should apply different scales for job satisfac-
tion and dissatisfaction because the opposite of job 
satisfaction is no job satisfaction and the opposite of 
job dissatisfaction is no job dissatisfaction (Iiacqua, 
Schumacher, & Li, 1995).

Assessing the motivator-hygiene theory, Locke, 
Fitzpatrick, and White (1983) pointed out that Her-
zberg’s theory is method dependent. Herzberg used 
what is known as the critical incident technique in 
the development of his theory. This type of research 
approach has been the only one consistently lead-
ing to results confirming the theory. The results of 
other applied methods have indicated that hygiene 
indeed can be associated with job satisfaction and 
motivators with job dissatisfaction.

Process theories
Process theorists assume that job satisfaction 

can be explained by investigating the interaction of 
variables such as expectancies, values, and needs 
(Gruneberg, 1979). Vroom’s expectancy theory 
(1982) and Adams’ equity theory (1963) are repre-
sentative of the second framework.

Vroom’s Expectancy Theory; Vroom’s (1982) 
expectancy theory suggests that people not only are 
driven by needs but also make choices about what 
they will or will not do. The theory reposts that in-
dividuals make work-related decisions on the basis 
of their perceived abilities to perform tasks and re-
ceive rewards. Vroom established an equation with 
three variables to explain this decision process. The 
three variables are expectancy, instrumentality, and 
valence.

Expectancy is the degree of confidence a person 
has in his or her ability to perform a task success-
fully. Instrumentality is the degree of confidence a 
person has that if the task is performed successfully, 
he or she will be rewarded appropriately. Valence is 
the value a person places on expected rewards.

Expectancy, instrumentality, and valence are 
given probability values. Because the model is mul-
tiplicative, all three variables must have high posi-
tive values to imply motivated performance choices. 
If any of the variables approaches zero, the prob-
ability of motivated performance also approach-
es zero. When all three values are high, motivation 
to perform is also high. Vroom’s (1982) expectancy 
theory suggests that both situational and personal-
ity variables produce job satisfaction.

Adams’ Equity Theory; the primary research 
on equity theory was done by Adams (1963). Equi-
ty theory proposes that workers compare their own 

outcome/input ratio (the ratio of the outcomes they 
receive from their jobs and from the organization to 
the inputs they contribute) to the outcome/input ra-
tio of another person. Adams called this other per-
son “referent.” The referent is simply another work-
er or group of workers perceived to be similar to one. 
Unequal ratios create job dissatisfaction and moti-
vate the worker to restore equity.

When ratios are equal, workers experience job 
satisfaction and are motivated to maintain their 
current ratio of outcomes and inputs or raise their 
inputs if they want their outcomes to increase.

Outcomes include pay, fringe benefits, status, 
opportunities for advancement, job security, and 
anything else that workers desire and receive from 
an organization. Inputs include special skills, train-
ing, education, work experience, effort on the job, 
time, and anything else that workers perceive that 
they contribute to an organization.

Situational models
Situational theorists assume that the interaction 

of variables such as task characteristics, organiza-
tional characteristics, and individual characteristics 
influences job satisfaction (Hoy, & Miskel, 1996). 
Examples of models are the situational occurrenc-
es theory of job satisfaction (Quarstein, McAfee, & 
Glassman, 1992) and Glisson and Durick’s (1988) 
predictors of job satisfaction.

Situational Occurrences Theory. The situation-
al occurrences theory of job satisfaction was pro-
posed by Quarstein, McAfee, and Glassman (1992). 
The two main components of the theory are situ-
ational characteristics and situational occurrences. 
Examples of situational characteristics are pay, pro-
motional opportunities, working conditions, com-
pany policies, and supervision. Individuals tend to 
evaluate situational characteristics before they ac-
cept a job.

Situational occurrences tend to be evaluated af-
ter accepting a job. Situational occurrences can be 
positive or negative. Positive occurrences include, 
for example, giving employees some time off be-
cause of exceptional work or placing a microwave 
in the work place. Negative occurrences include, for 
example, confusing email messages, rude remarks 
from coworkers, and copiers which seem to break 
down a great deal. Quartstein et al. (1992) hypoth-
esized that overall job satisfaction is a function of a 
combination of situational characteristics and situa-
tional occurrences. The findings of their study sup-
ported the hypothesis. According to the research-
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ers, a combination of situational characteristics and 
situational occurrences can be a stronger predictor 
of overall job satisfaction than each factor by itself.

Predictors of Job Satisfaction: Glisson and Durick 
(1988) examined simultaneously the ability of multiple 
variables from three categories (worker, job, and or-
ganizational characteristics) to predict both job satis-
faction and organizational commitment. They pro-
posed that job tasks would be excellent predictors of 
job satisfaction, characteristics of workers poor pre-
dictors, and characteristics of the organization mod-
erate predictors. Their findings supported the tradi-
tional emphasis on job characteristics as determinants 
of job satisfaction, and to a lesser extent, the more re-
cent examinations of organizational determinants. 

Assessment of job satisfaction might identify vari-
ous levels of satisfaction among organizational depart-
ments and, therefore, be helpful in pinning down ar-
eas in need of improvement. Spector (1997) believed 
that each one of the reasons is validation enough of 
the significance of job satisfaction and that the com-
bination of the reasons provides an understanding of 
the focus on job satisfaction.

Spector, of course, is only one of many research-
ers, scholars, and writers who addressed the impor-
tance of job satisfaction. His reasons appear to be rep-
resentative of many views on the importance of the 
concept in other major works (i.e., Bruce & Black-
burn, 1992; Cranny et al., 1992; Gruneberg, 1976; 
Hopkins, 1935) dealing with job satisfaction.

Organizational scientists have developed many 
definitions of organizational commitment, and nu-
merous scales to measure them. Exemplary of this 
work is Meyer & Allen’s model of commitment, which 
was developed to integrate numerous definitions of 
commitment that had proliferated in the research lit-
erature. According to Meyer and Allen’s (1991) three-
component model of commitment, prior research 
indicated that there are three “mind sets” which can 
characterize an employee’s commitment to the or-
ganization:

Emotional Commitment: EC is defined as the 
employee’s emotional attachment to the organiza-
tion. As a result, he or she strongly identifies with 
the goals of the organization and desires to remain a 
part of the organization. This employee commits to 
the organization because he/she “wants to”. In de-
veloping this concept, Meyer and Allen drew largely 
on Mowday, Porter, and Steers’s (1982) concept of 
commitment.

Continuance Commitment (CC): The individual 
commits to the organization because he/she perceives 

high costs of losing organizational membership (cf. 
Becker’s 1960 “side bet theory”), including econom-
ic losses (such as pension accruals) and social costs 
(friendship ties with co-workers) that would have to 
be given up. The employee remains a member of the 
organization because he/she “has to”. 

Normative Commitment (NC): The individ-
ual commits to and remains with an organization 
because of feelings of obligation. For instance, the 
organization may have invested resources in train-
ing an employee who then feels an obligation to put 
forth effort on the job and stay with the organiza-
tion to ‘repay the debt.’ It may also reflect an in-
ternalized norm, developed before the person joins 
the organization through family or other socializa-
tion processes, that one should be loyal to one’s or-
ganization. The employee stays with the organiza-
tion because he/she “ought to”.

 Note that according to Meyer and Allen, these 
components of commitment are not mutually ex-
clusive: an employee can simultaneously be com-
mitted to the organization in an emotional, nor-
mative, and continuance sense, at varying levels 
of intensity. This idea led Meyer and Herscovitch 
(2001) to argue that at any point in time, an employ-
ee has a “commitment profile” that reflects high or 
low levels of all three of these mind-sets, and that 
different profiles have different effects on workplace 
behavior such as job performance, absenteeism, and 
the chance that they will quit.

Rubin and Buttlar (1992) conducted a study to 
examine the organizational commitment of high 
school library media specialists in Ohio. They em-
ployed Mowday, Porter and Steers’s (1982) organi-
zational commitment questionnaire.

Employees whose commitment to the organi-
zation is said to be of the normative type remains 
in the organization simply because they believe they 
ought to. The factor structure of Allen and Meyer’s 
(1996) organizational commitment scale has been 
examined in several studies. Some of these studies 
include measures from all the three components 
(affective, continuance, and normative) whilst oth-
ers focus only on affective commitment measure 
and/or continuance commitment measure.

Studies have provided empirical support to 
demonstrate that the components are indeed dis-
tinguishable from one another (Dunham, Grube, 
& Castaneda, 1994; Mc Gee, & Ford, 1987, and 
Reilly, & Orsak, 1991). To date, no empirical ef-
fort has been made to test and validate Allen and 
Meyer’s (1996) organizational commitment scale in 
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a library setting, let alone in a Malaysia academic 
library setting. Only two studies have been report-
ed in the library and information science literature 
that dealt with the topic of organizational commit-
ment (Hovekamp, 1994; Rubin, & Buttlar, 1992).

The aim of this study is to recognize the rela-
tionship of organizational commitment compo-
nents among managers and employees job satisfac-
tion in Governmental Banks of Ardabil Province 
and to compare them together to compare manag-
er’s organizational commitment and employee.

Research hypothesis
In this paper we have five main hypotheses and 

three secondary hypotheses. The statistical way of 
analysis of hypothesis is two ways, H1 is accep-
tance of hypothesis and H0 is rejecting of hypoth-
esis. In other words, it means that H1 has positive 
meaning and H0 has negative meaning.

1. There is a significant difference between em-
ployees and manager’s job satisfaction. 

2. There is a significant difference between em-
ployees and manager’s organizational commit-
ment.

3. There is a significant relationship between 
personnel’s organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction.

4. There is a significant relationship between 
manager’s organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction.

5. There is a significant relationship between 
personnel’s organizational commitment and job 
satisfaction.

5-1- There is a relationship between person-
nel’s emotional commitment and job satisfaction 

5-2- There is a relationship between person-
nel’s continuous commitment and employees job 
satisfaction.

5-3- There is a relationship personnel’s norma-
tive commitment between and employees job sat-
isfaction.

Methodology

This study is a correlation. The population of the 
study includes personnel of 175 governmental banks 
branches in Ardabil province. The sample size of this 
research was set at 308 persons (69 of managers and 
239 employees), selected from 5 Branches of gov-
ernmental banks in Ardabil province. We selected 
respondents according to simple random sampling 
(See table 1).

Table 1. Research environment and sample size.

n Method N Governmental 
Banks 

35

 

178 Refah bank 1

118 599 Melli bank 2

71 359 Agricultural
 bank

3

31 155 Maskan bank 4

53 271 Sepah bank 5

308 1562 Total

Table 2. Profile of the respondents.

Gender

f %

Males 248 81

Female 56 18

Missing 4 1

Work ex
perience

Under 5 78 25

6-10 143 46

11-15 54 18

16-20 13 4

> 20 years 16 5

Missing 2 0.64

Degree

Diploma 124 40

Associate
 Degree

59 19

BA 99 32

MA or
 upper

45 15

Missing 12 4

Data collection was done using the distribut-
ed questionnaires: Meyer& Allen’s questionnaires 
including 3 aspects (emotional, continuance and 
normative) to measurement organizational com-
mitment and measurement job satisfaction used 
(MSQ) Questionnaire. 

To data analysis we have used Spearman’s cor-
relation coefficient for finding relationship and in-
tensity between organizational commitment and 
employee job satisfaction and organizational com-
mitment’s components among the managers and 
employee. Independent Simples T test used to study 
difference between the amount of organizational 
commitment and sample job satisfaction.
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Results and conclusions

Descriptive analysis
A majority (81%) of the 308 respondents are 

males, and the 18% are female. The highest Works 
Experience of respondents (46%) includes those be-
tween 6-10 years and the smallest one those between 
16-20 years (4%) (See table 2). Also, the highest re-
spondents degree reserved to diplomas.

Hypotheses Analysis
H1. There is a significant difference between em-

ployee’s and manager’s job satisfaction. 

According to table 3, the Levene’s Test for 
Equal variances yields a p-value of .325. This means 
that the difference between the variances is statis-
tically insignificant and one should use the statis-
tics in the first row. The p-value .338, greater than 
0.05, indicates that there is not significant different 
between average job satisfaction for employees and 
managers. The 95% confidence interval for the dif-
ference between two means is (-1.808, 0.622). (This 
is for the average job satisfaction of managers mi-
nus average job satisfaction of employees, because 
we have defined Group 1 as managers and Group 2 
as employees in step 4.)

Table 3. The results of an Independent Samples Test difference between employee’s and manager’s job 
satisfaction.

Independent Samples Test

Levene’s Test 
for Equality 
of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Sig.
 (2-tailed)

Mean
 Difference

Std. Error
Difference

95% Confidence
 Interval of the

 Difference

Lower Upper

jo
b 

sa
ti

sf
ac

ti
on

Equal 
variances
assumed

.970 .325 -.960 306 .338 -.59281 .61763 -1.8081 .62253

Equal
variances
not assumed

-.984 114.46 .327 -.59281 .60253 -1.7864 .60074

Independent Samples Test

Levene’s Test 
for Equality 
of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

F Sig. t df Sig.
(2-tailed)

Mean
 Differe

nce

Std. Error
Difference

95% Confidence
 Interval of the

 Difference

Lower Upper

co
m

m
it

m
en

t Equal 
variances
assumed

3.18 0.76 -2.786 306 .006 -3.59984 1.29226 -6.14268 -1.05701

Equal
variances
not assumed

-3.124 133.44 .002 -3.59984 1.15214 -5.87867 -1.32101

Table 4. The results of Independent Samples Test difference between employees and manager’s organi-
zational commitment.
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H2. There is a significant difference between em-
ployees and manager’s organizational commitment.

According to table 4, the Levene’s Test for Equal 
variances yields a p-value of .076. This means that 
the difference between the variances is statistical-
ly insignificant and one should use the statistics in 
the first row. The p-value .006, less than 0.05, in-
dicates that there is significant different between 
average organizational commitment for employ-
ees and managers. The 95% confidence interval for 
the difference between two means is (-1.808, 0.622). 
(This is for the average organizational commitment 
of managers minus average organizational commit-
ment of employees, because we have defined Group 
1 as managers and Group 2 as employees in step 4.)

Table 5. The results of a correlation coefficient between 
organizational commitment and employees’ job satisfaction.

Spearman’s Correlations

organizational 
commitment

 and employees’ 
job satisfaction

Correlation
 Coefficient

.262

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 239

H3. There is a significant relationship between or-
ganizational commitment and employees’ job satisfac-
tion.

According to Table 5, p- value is .262. So, the 
correlation coefficient between organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction in the p ≤ 0.05 has 
been significant, we can say that there is a corre-
lation coefficient between organizational commit-
ment and job satisfaction. The coefficient of deter-
mination of 6.86% of the variance in organizational 
commitment is employees’ job satisfaction.

H4. There is a significant relationship between 
manager’s organizational commitment and job satis-
faction.

According to Table 6, p- value is 0.560. So, 
the correlation coefficient between organizational 
commitment and manager’s job satisfaction in the 
p ≤ 0.05 has been significant, we can say that there 
is a correlation coefficient between organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction. The coefficient of 
determination of 31.36% of the variance in organi-
zational commitment is manager’s job satisfaction.

Table 6. The results of a correlation coefficient between 
organizational commitment and manager’s job satisfaction.

Spearman’s Correlations

organizational 
commitment

 and manager’s 
job satisfaction

Correlation
 Coefficient

.560

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 69

H5. There is a significant relationship between 
personnel’s organizational commitment and job satis-
faction.

According to Table 7, p- value is 0.327. So, 
the correlation coefficient between organizational 
commitment and personnel’s job satisfaction in the 
p ≤ 0.05 has been significant, we can say that there 
is a correlation coefficient between organizational 
commitment and job satisfaction. The coefficient of 
determination of 10.69% of the variance in organi-
zational commitment is personnel’s job satisfaction

Table 7. The results of a correlation coefficient between orga-
nizational commitment and personnel’s job satisfaction.

Spearman’s Correlations

organizational 
commitment

 and personnel’s 
job satisfaction

Correlation
 Coefficient

.327

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 308

Table 8. The results of a correlation coefficient between 
emotional commitment and personnel’s job satisfaction.

Spearman’s Correlations

emotional
 commitment

 and personnel’s 
job satisfaction

Correlation
 Coefficient

.320**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 308

H5.1. There is a relationship between personnel’s 
emotional commitment and job satisfaction.

According to Table 8, p- value is 0.320. So, the 
correlation coefficient between emotional com-
mitment and personnel’s job satisfaction in the p ≤ 
0.05 has been significant, we can say that there is 
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a correlation coefficient between emotional com-
mitment and job satisfaction. The coefficient of de-
termination of 10.69% of the variance in emotional 
commitment is personnel’s job satisfaction.

Table 9. The results of a correlation coefficient between 
continuous commitment and personnel’s job satisfaction

Spearman’s Correlations

continuous
 commitment

 and personnel’s 
job satisfaction

Correlation
 Coefficient

.253**

Sig. (2-tailed) .000

N 308

H5.2. There is a relationship between personnel’s 
continuous commitment and employee’s job satisfaction.

According to Table 9, p- value is 0.253. So, the 
correlation coefficient between continuous commit-
ment and personnel’s job satisfaction in the p ≤ 0.05 
has been significant, we can say that there is a corre-
lation coefficient between continuous commitment 
and job satisfaction. The coefficient of determination 
of 6.40% of the variance in continuous commitment 
is personnel’s job satisfaction

Table 10. The results of a correlation coefficient between 
normative commitment and personnel’s job satisfaction.

Spearman’s Correlations

normative
 commitment

 and personnel’s 
job satisfaction

Correlation
 Coefficient

.158**

Sig. (2-tailed) .006

N 308

H5.3. There is a relationship between personnel’s 
normative commitment and employee’s job satisfaction.

According to Table 10, p- value is 0.158. So, the 
correlation coefficient between normative commit-
ment and personnel’s job satisfaction in the p ≤ 0.05 
has been significant, we can say that there is a cor-
relation coefficient between normative commitment 
and job satisfaction. The coefficient of determination 
of 2.49 % of the variance in normative commitment 
is personnel’s job satisfaction

The result of this study showed that the rela-
tionship between personal job satisfaction and per-
sonal organizational commitment in Ardabil prov-
ince’s governmental banks is direct and significant. 
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