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This study investigates the factor struc-
ture and criterion-related validity of the
Positive Practices Instrument (PPI).
Positive Organizational Scholarship
(POS) researchers have explored the
factor factor structure and construct va-
lidity of the Positive Practices Instru-
ment. The literature review suggested
additional research was needed to es-
tablish the factor structure of PPI us-
ing methods that were beyond those
employed thus far. This research con-
tributed towards addressing the require-
ments. An exploratory factor analysis
followed by a confirmatory analysis was
conducted. The analysis suggested the
presence of a two-factor structure: posi-
tive and interpersonal practices and
meaning and purpose of work.
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Introduction

Positive organizational scholar-
ship (POS) was first introduced as
a field of study in the year 2003
(Spreitzer & Cameron, 2011). POS
focused on the generative and life-
giving dynamics in organizations
(Cameron & McNaughtan, 2014).
Presence of POS led to develop-
ing human strength, fostered resil-
iency among employees, enabled
healing and cultivated individual
creativity (Cameron & Winn,
2011). This improved organizational
performance (Cameron &
Spreitzer, 2011a). Scholars while
applying POS theoretically empha-
sized the attention toward life-giv-
ing elements (Carlsen et al., 2011).
POS scholars focused on genera-
tive processes associated with ad-
versities and difficulties (Cameron
& Spreitzer, 2011). Furthermore,
organizational celebrations and
successes, were examined
(Cameron & Spreitzer, 2011;
Carlsen et al., 2011; Spreitzer &
Cameron, 2011). POS scholars fo-
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cused on exploring extraordinarily posi-
tive outcomes or positive deviant perfor-
mance in organizations (Cameron &
Spreitzer, 2011; Cameron &
McNaughtan, 2014). POS as a concept
focused on individuals, groups, and orga-
nizations to build, broaden, strengthen
organizational capabilities (Cameron &
Spreitzer, 2011). Scholars also examined
virtuousness or the best human condition
(Cameron et al., 2011; Cameron &
Spreitzer, 2011; Cameron & Winn, 2011).
The above approaches did not precisely
defined the term “positive,” but instead
identified POS as a domain.

Organizational virtuousness often in-
cluded traditional performance outcomes
for an organization (Cameron & Spreitzer,
2011). These were increased profits or
decreased employee turnover rates
(Spreitzer & Cameron, 2011). POS
scholars adopted the view that
virtuousness referred to the “good”
(Cameron & McNaughtan, 2014) . It had
to be chosen for its own sake, regard-
less of its potential impact on perfor-
mance outcomes (Carlsen et al., 2011).
Virtuousness was not a means to obtain
another end but was considered an end
with value and worth. Therefore,
virtuousness for pursuing another out-
come, such as profit, was not considered
virtuousness (Davis, 2009). Forgiveness,
compassion, kindness, gratitude, and
courage in expectation of returns were
also not considered virtuous if these ac-
tions were fostered in an organization
solely to obtain an advantage (Jensen,
2002). Engaging in such actions to ob-
tain some advantage was regarded as
manipulation (Cameron & Winn, 2011).

Virtuous actions produce an advantage
to others in addition to, or even exclusive
of, recognition, benefit, or advantage by
the actor (Cawley et al., 2000).
Virtuousness did not require a visible and
instrumental pay-off for value. This was
more so when observable and bottom-
line impacts were not detected. Further-
more, attention to virtuousness became
subservient to the pressures for enhanc-
ing financial return and organizational
value (Davis, 2009; Jensen, 2002). Thus,
without a visible payoff, employees with
stewardship responsibilities for organiza-
tional resources might ignore
virtuousness and consider it of little rel-
evance to stakeholders (Davis, 2009). To
better identify the psychometric proper-
ties of the PPI, this study sought to test
its factor structure using confirmatory
factor analysis. Furthermore, to assess
the criterion-related validity of PPI was
done by examining its association with
variables expected to be related to em-
ployees’ perceptions of organizational
positive practices.

Literature Review

Positive Organizational Scholarship
(POS) had made significant advances
since its theoretical foundational debates
in the year 2003 (Spritzer & Cameron,
2011). Studies indicated correlation be-
tween positive practices at work (like
respectful treatment, integrity, develop-
ment) and individuals’ positive affect
(like satisfaction, well-being) (Cameron
& Winn, 2011). This had also correlated
with positive individual behavior (like re-
tention, engagement) and organizational
effectiveness (like profitability, produc-
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tivity) (Cameron et al., 2011). Scholars
had used instruments, such as the Sur-
vey of Organizational Virtuousness and
Positive Practices Instrument, which
POS researchers admitted towards re-
quiring further psychometric testing
(Cameron et al., 2011; Cameron &
Winn, 2011). Specifically, in the domains
of POS, researchers desired clear defi-
nitions and validated measures of core
constructs (Spritzer & Cameron, 2011).
In his critique of measurement in this
area, Hackman (2009) noted the lack of
serious attempts to explore the concep-
tual basis of the terms used in these mea-
sures. Hackman (2009) also argued for
the need to establish construct validity
of the concepts as central to the reported
findings. Hackman (2009:312) stated,
“construct validity is the sine qua non
of theory development” and called for
POS researchers to attend more care-
fully to the construct validity of the cen-
tral concepts in the field.

To address the criticisms set forth by
Hackman and others, POS researchers
used exploratory factor analysis to ex-
plore the factor structure and construct
validity of the Positive Practices Instru-
ment (PPI) (Cameron et al., 2011).
Scholars suggested for additional re-
search needed to establish the factor
structure of the PPI.

The Heliotropic effect suggested
human beings that were drawn to posi-
tive and life-giving environments. A posi-
tive environment stimulated positive en-
ergy, emotions, affective well-being, and
resourcefulness (Cameron, 2003,
Cameron & Spreitzer, 2011; Cameron &

Winn, 2011). As employees’ perceptions
of positive/virtuous behaviors increased,
organizational experiences benefited
across all typical performance indicators
(such as profitability, innovation, customer
satisfaction, employee satisfaction, em-
ployee loyalty and such others) (Cameron
& Spreitzer, 2011; Cameron & Winn,
2011).

POS scholars had examined the best
human characteristics as virtue and
virtuousness (Cameron & Spreitzer, 2011;
Cameron & Winn, 2011; Gittell et al.,
2006). Virtue referred to “individual at-
tributes that represent moral excellence,
inherent goodness, and what represents
humanity’s very best qualities” (Cameron
& Winn, 2011: 232), as well as “specific
manifestations of a particular type of
character excellence” (Bright et al., 2006
: 251). Virtuousness referred to “con-
stellations of virtues in the
aggregate...manifest by collectives of
people, and it can be fostered by organi-
zational policies, processes, and prac-
tices” (Cameron & Winn, 2011 : 232), as
well as “the ideal state of excellence in
human or organizational character”
(Bright et al., 2006, : 251). Individuals in
organizations were responsible for devel-
oping virtue (Arjoon, 2000; Nesteruk,
1996) at both individual and collective
levels (Schudt, 2000). Organizational
virtuousness included “individuals’ ac-
tions, collective activities, cultural at-
tributes, or processes that enable dis-
semination and perpetuation of
virtuousness in an organization”
(Cameron, Bright & Caza, 2004 : 768).

Virtuous environments that deviated
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from the norm created and fostered sus-
tainable positive energy (Cialdini, 2001).
This elevated and self-perpetuated, and
created an amplifying effect (Cameron
& Winn, 2011; George, 1995).
Fredrickson and Joiner (2002) suggested
that virtuous environments created up-
ward spirals of positive dynamics. One
of the contributing factors to this was due
to the phenomenon that when people ob-
served virtuous behavior in others, they
tended to respond by displaying virtuous
behavior themselves (Cialdini, 2001).
When individuals experienced and ob-
served virtuous acts, their social, intel-
lectual, and emotional capacities were
broadened and expanded (Fredrickson,
2002;2003; Fredrickson & Joiner, 2002).
Virtuousness amplified because it was
associated with three consequences:
positive emotions, social capital, and
prosocial behavior (Cameron et al., 2004).

‘ Virtuousness amplified because it
was associated with three conse-
quences: positive emotions, social

capital, and prosocial behavior
(Cameron et al., 2004).

The eudemonic assumption espoused
an inclination in all human beings toward
goodness for its intrinsic value (Cameron
& Winn, 2011). Aristotle viewed virtues,
such as love, wisdom, and fulfillment, as
“goods of first intent” or “that which is
good in itself and is to be chosen for its
own sake.” “Goods of second intent” in-
cluded “that which is good for the sake
of obtaining something else,” such as
profit, prestige, or power (Cameron,
Bright & Caza, 2004 : 769). One could

argue that individuals are never tired or
become satiated with goods of first in-
tent (Haight, 2006). However, this was
not true with goods of second intent. Fur-
thermore, studies of the human brain sug-
gested that individuals had an innate ten-
dency toward morality and were organi-
cally inclined to be virtuous (Cameron &
Winn, 2011; Haight, 2006).

In sum, virtuousness and positive
practices, the heliotropic effect, the am-
plifying and buffering effects, and the
eudemonic assumption provided theoreti-
cal foundations for understanding posi-
tive environments (Bright et al., 2006;
Cameron, 2008; Cameron et al., 2011).
In turn, these environments positively
impacted traditional organizational and in-
dividual performance indicators
(Cameron et al., 2011; Cameron and
Spreitzer, 2011).

Organizational Virtuousness

Virtuousness with its reward did not
require an instrumental outcome to be of
worth. A a few scholars had explored the
effects of virtuousness on organizational
performance (Jensen, 2002). It was ob-
served that virtuousness did not require a
visible and instrumental pay-off to be of
worth if observable. Also bottom-line im-
pacts were not detected. Attention to
virtuousness usually became subservient
to the genuine pressures related to en-
hancing financial return and organizational
values (Davis, 2009; Jensen, 2002). Lead-
ers investing in practices or processes did
not generate higher return to sharehold-
ers, profitability, productivity, and customer
satisfaction. Without a visible payoft, those
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with stewardship responsibilities for orga-
nizational resources will ignore
virtuousness and consider it of little rel-
evance to essential stakeholders (Wright
& Goldstein, 2007). Hence, if associations
between virtuousness and desired out-
comes were observed in organizations,
evidence of its pragmatic utility would be
of value (Chun, 2005). This has been the
motive for investigating the relationships
between virtuousness and performance in
organizations by the scholars.

Positive Practices Instrument

Prior to the development of the Posi-
tive Practices Instrument (PPI), there was
no assessment instrument to capture posi-
tively deviant, affirming, and virtuous prac-
tices at the organizational level of analy-
sis (Cameron et al., 2011, Chun, 2005;
Wright & Goodstein, 2007). PPI consisted
of 114 Likert-type items representing de-
sirable, positively focused behaviors, tech-
niques, or routines. The most refined ver-
sion of the survey consisted of 29 items.
Practices has been defined as “collective
behaviors or activities sponsored by and
characteristic of an organization”
(Cameron et al., 2011: 270).

Each of the nominated positive prac-
tices has received support for its potential
relationship with various organizational
performance aspects (Baker et al., 2003).
Cameron, Bright, and Caza (2004) found
significant relationships between forgive-
ness, compassion, integrity, trust, optimism,
and organizational climate with financial
performance. Dutton et al. (2002) found
associations between mutuality, cohesion,
strong ties, openness, friendship, positive

communication, and indicators of organi-
zational performance. Baker et al. (2003)
found relationships between shared en-
ergy, fluid expertise, unit influence and
indicators of organizational performance.
Wrzesniewski (2003) identified the posi-
tive effects of transcending self-interest,
meaning, and renewal on organizational
members. Grant et al. (2007) found that
positive emotion, caring and giving behav-
ior, and prosocial identity fostered organi-
zational commitment. Factors like grati-
tude, hope, empathy, and love were found
to predict commitment, satisfaction, moti-
vation significantly, and turnover
(Andersson et al., 2007; Fry et al., 2005;
Giacalone et al., 2005)

Cameron et al. (2001) in an explor-
atory study indicated that PPI instrument
yielded six stable dimensions: These
were: (1) caring, (2) compassionate sup-
port, (3) forgiveness, (4) inspiration, (5)
meaning, and (6) respect, integrity, and
gratitude. These six dimensions were
similar to a proposed list of virtues re-
ported in prior published literature. For
example, Chun (2005) reviewed several
previous inventories of virtues and then
analyzed the corporate ethical value
statements of 158 Fortune Global firms.
These analyses produced six dimensions
of virtuous practices. Cameron et al.
(2011) incorporated these six positive
practice dimensions in the PPI.

Research Gaps & Questions

As mentioned earlier, the POS re-
search findings suggested that there was
a strong correlation between positive
practices and traditional organizational
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There was a strong correlation be-
tween positive practices and tra-
ditional organizational and indi-
vidual performance outcomes.

and individual performance outcomes.
This consisted of job satisfaction, job
performance, and affective well-being
(Cameron et al., 2011; Cameron &
Spreitzer, 2011; Cameron & Winn, 2011).
This study examined these relationships
to assess the Positive Practices
Instrument’s criterion-related validity.

PPI was one of the primary instru-
ments POS researchers applied. Several
researchers ascertained the need for fur-
ther psychometric testing, even referring
to the instrument as ‘blunt’ (Cameron et
al., 2011; Cameron & Winn, 2011). The
authors aimed that this research study
would benefit the field of POS by testing
the factor structure and criterion-related
validity of the PPI. The two primary re-
search questions for this study were:

(1) What was the factor structure of the
Positive Practices Instrument, and

(2) Did the Positive Practices Instrument
have criterion-related validity?

The following were the study hypoth-
eses:

H1: Employees’ perceptions of organiza-
tional positive practices are positively
associated with job satisfaction.

H2: Employees’ perceptions of organiza-
tional positive practices are positively
associated with affective well-being.

H3: Employees’ perceptions of organiza-
tional positive practices are positively
associated with job performance.

Participant Selection

In studies to effectively perform con-
firmatory factor analysis (CFA), a rela-
tively large sample was needed. At least
300 responses were necessary for reli-
able statistical analysis and interpretation
based on general guidelines that had been
established for CFA (Myers et al., 2011).
Therefore, a convenience sample of em-
ployees from various organizational types
was selected. The sample included par-
ticipants from service sector.

Measures

The participants were asked to com-
plete a series of questionnaires consist-
ing of 37 items from the PPI (Cameron
etal.,,2011), six items from the Index of
Job Satisfaction (Brayfield & Rothe,
1951), 15 items from an affective well-
being instrument (Daniels, 2000; Rego et
al., 2010), four items from an individual
(self-reported) job performance instru-
ment (Rego & Cunha, 2008; Staples et
al., 1999), five demographic questions,
and a consent statement. The demo-
graphic questions collected information
regarding gender, age, ethnicity, current
employer, and experience duration with
current employer. PPI (Cameron et al.,
2011) was designed to gather informa-
tion on employees’ perceptions of the
behaviors typical of the members within
their work unit, department, or team, as
well as their overall organization.
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Data Collection

Permission to contact the respon-
dents/participants and request their par-
ticipation was obtained by the Institutional
Review Board or the organizations’ hu-
man resources department. Participants
were contacted through email, directly by
the researchers or indirectly through an
approved designee of the organization
(Myers et al., 2011). The email provided
to the participants was sent with an in-
troduction letter from the researchers, in-
cluding an overview of the study purpose
and documentation of informed consent.
Researchers created the survey instru-
ments. The participant completed the
survey using Survey Monkey. Partici-
pants were only permitted to complete
one survey within a fortnight. Research-
ers sent follow-up emails where needed.

Eighteen organizations from United
States of America (USA) agreed to par-
ticipate in this study. One organization
was from the financial services industry,
four were community colleges, and thir-
teen were fast-food restaurants. A total
of 664 responses were received from
across all organizational types. 7 respon-
dents chose not to respond, leaving 657
respondents. A total of 230 individuals
from the financial services industry were
sent the survey, of which 147 responded,
yielding a 63.9% response rate. A total
of 890 individuals from the community
colleges were sent the survey, of which
197 responded, yielding a 22.1% response
rate. Atotal of 673 individuals from the
fast food industry were sent the survey,
of which 313 responded, yielding a 46.5%
response rate. Across all organization

types, 657 out of a possible 1,793 indi-
viduals responded, yielding a 36.6% re-
sponse rate.

It was important to note that many
respondents elected to skip one or more
of the survey questions, yielding 535
useable cases for the factor analysis. At
least 300 cases were needed for accu-
rate statistical analysis and interpretation
based on general guidelines established
for CFA (Myers et al., 2011). Therefore,
it was determined that there were enough
useable cases to conduct the data analy-
sis portion of the study. The participant
details are presented In Table 1

Data Analysis & Results

Stata v.15 statistical software was
used to run all the statistical testing. CFA
was used to test the factor structure of
the PPI (Cameron et al., 2011). A series
of correlations with the criterion-related
measures (job satisfaction, affective well-
being, and individual job performance)
were also generated. EFA was conducted
when the CFA did not support the factor
structure presented by the developers of
the instrument (Cameron et al., 2011).

To determine the goodness of fit, a
total of four tests were conducted. The
guidelines presented by Tabachnik and
Fidell (2013) were used for each test to
determine if they met the suggested stan-
dards indicating the presence of a good-
fitting model. The first test examined at
the ratio of y? to degrees of freedom.
According to Tabachnick and Fidell
213:720), a “rough rule of thumb” to de-
termine if the model was a good fit to
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Table 1 Demographic Characteristics: Summary of All Respondents

Variables N Percentage
Gender
Male 206 32.7
Female 424 67.3
Age
18 to 24 203 31.7
25 to 34 83 13.0
35t0 44 113 17.6
45 to 54 123 19.2
55 to 64 92 14.4
65to 74 26 4.1
75+ 1 0.2
Ethnicity
White 596 93.0
Hispanic or Latino 11 1.7
Black or African American 16 2.5
Native American or American Indian 3 0.5
Asian or Pacific Islander 7 1.1
Other 8 1.3
Length of Time Employed (years)
Less than 1 140 21.8
1to5 263 41.0
6to 10 109 17.0
11to 15 57 8.9
16 to 20 36 5.6
20+ 36 5.6
Highest Degree of Completed Education
Did not complete high school 19 3.0
High school diploma or GED 203 31.8
Associate degree 70 11.0
Bachelor’s degree 182 28.5
Master’s degree 143 22.4
Doctoral degree 22 3.4

note if the ratio of the y2 to the degrees
of freedom was less than 2. The model
tested in this research found the ratio to
be approximately 2.8. The second test
examined the root mean square error of
approximation (RMSEA). An RMSEA of
.06 or less indicated the model was a
good fit. The RMSEA was .058. The third

test examined the comparative fit index
(CFI). A CFI of more than .95 indicated
the model was a good fit. The CFI was
.932. The fourth test examined the stan-
dardized root mean square residual
(SRMR). An SRMR of .08 or less indi-
cated the model was a good fit. The
SRMR was .04. Overall, two of the four
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fit indices fell short of the criteria for a
suitable fitting model.

The research conducted in this
study used confirmatory factor analy-

sis with the Satorra-Bentler correction
for non-normality of data to test the
factor structure found by Cameron et
al. (2011). The results of the CFA are
tabulated in Table 2.

Table 2 Goodness of Fit Statistics of Six-Factor Struture

L L

Fit Statistic Value
42 (362) 1020.291
Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) 0.058
Comparative fit mdex (CF1) 0.932
Standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) 0.040

The CFA presented in this section
was run on the two-factor structure we
found to be present after exploratory fac-
tor analysis. The Satorra-Bentler correc-
tion was used (Xia et al., 2016). To cre-
ate the best-fitting model, any item with
less than a loading of .8 was dropped,
which resulted in the removal of 10 items
from the instrument. We also reviewed
the modification indices for adding co-
variances to the model and determined
that it was necessary to add two covari-
ances to improve the model fit. One co-
variance allowed for “We show appre-
ciation for one another” and “We com-
municate the good we see in one an-
other” to correlate. The second covari-
ance allowed for “We display confidence
in one another” and “We foster dignity
in each other” to correlate.

After the goodness of fit was calcu-
lated, a correlation matrix of the factor
scores for each factor was generated to

‘ The highest correlation was be-
tween inspiration and dignity, with
98.78% of their variance shared in
common. \

determine the independence of the fac-
tors (Table 3). All correlations were sig-
nificant, with all p-values being less than
.001. The correlations were high. The
lowest correlation was between mean-
ing and caring, with 60.28% of their vari-
ance shared in common. The highest cor-
relation was between inspiration and dig-
nity, with 98.78% of their variance shared
in common. These correlations and the
lack of adequate model fit indicated by
the CFA indicated the presence of indis-
tinguishable dimensions. This suggested
that the factor structure proposed by
Cameron et al. (2011) could be con-
tested. As a result, we decided that it was
necessary to conduct an Exploratory
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Table 3 Correlation Matrix of Six-Factor Struture

Dhgminty Support Caring Meanming  Inspiration  Forerceness
Dignity 10000
Support 0,9935 10000
Carmg 0.9731 0.9888 [ D000
Meanmg 0.8607 0.8260 0.7764 10000
Inspiration 0.9939 0.9822 0.9625 0.8980 1.0000
Forgmveness 09044 0. 8879 0.8199 08003 0. 5988 [ OO0

Factor Analysis (EFA) to identify and test
the factor structure of the PPI (Stapleton,
1997).

An iterated principal factors analysis
was used in the first step of the process.
Utilizing the eigen value of 1 criterion, the
results yielded two factors. An oblique
Promax rotation was applied, with factor
loadings of .35 or greater set as the crite-
rion for retaining items on each factor
(Stapleton, 1997). The lowest loading was

4782 (“We correct errors without plac-
ing blame”). The highest loading was
9678 (“We feel that our work has a pro-
found meaning”). Each of the 29 items
on the PPI displayed a factor loading of
more than .35, and none was found to be
a complex variable (i.e., factor loadings
e” .35 on more than one factor). Follow-
ing this, a CFA was generated to test the
fit of the two-factor model. To determine
the goodness of fit, the same four tests
used in the previous CFA were used
(Table 4).

Table 4 Goodness of Fit statistics for Two-Factor Model

Fit Statistic [alue
12 (149) 353 .34
Root mean square error of approxmation (RMSEA) 0.05

Comparative it mdex (CFI) 0,968
Standardized root mean square residual (SRMR) (.034

The first test looked at the ratio of
x? to the degrees of freedom. The model
tested in this research found the ratio to
be 2.4, slightly above the 2.0 cutoff (Xia
et al., 2016). The second test looked at
the root mean square error of approxi-
mation (RMSEA). An RMSEA of .06 or

less indicates the model is a good fit. The
RMSEA was .050. The third test exam-
ined the comparative fit index (CFI). A
CFI of more than .95 indicated the model
was a good fit. The CFI was .968. The
fourth test examined the standardized
root mean square residual (SRMR).
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An SRMR of .08 or less indicated the
model was a good fit. The SRMR was

.034. The four tests’ results all indicated
adequate goodness of fit (Table 5).

Table 5 Goodness of Fit statistics: Comparisons Between Models

1t Stabst

Two-Factor Valwe  Si-Factor Value

%2 (149) for two-factor model
72 (362) for si-lactor model

Root mean square error ol approximation

(RMSEA)

Comparative fit ndex
(CFI)

Standardized root mean square residual
(SRMR)

353,34
1020.29]
0.05 (1058
(.968% {1,932
0.034 (.00

The title selected to describe one of
the factors was ‘Positive and Virtuous
Interpersonal Practices.’ This factor con-
tained 15 items and measured the types
of behaviors that employees perceived to
be displayed with one another regularly.
The following were a few examples of
items from this factor: “we show appre-
ciation for one another”; “we treat each
other with respect”; “we care for fellow
employees who are struggling”, and “ex-
press gratitude to each other”. These
items helped to illustrate specific posi-
tive and virtuous interpersonal practices

measured by this factor.

The title selected to describe the other
factor was ‘Meaning and Purpose of the
Work’. This factor contained four items
and measured the value the employees
felt about their work. The following were
a few examples of items from this fac-
tor: “we find our work motivating”; and

“feel that our work has profound mean-
ing”. While the previous factor reflected
specific interpersonal behaviors and
practices, this factor appeared to be re-
lated to work.

After the goodness of fit statistics
was calculated, a correlation matrix was
generated to assess the relative indepen-
dence of the factors (Table 6).

The correlation was high (r = .827)
and significant (p <.001). This correla-
tion might suggest the presence of two
indistinguishable dimensions. Reliability
estimates for the two factors were cal-
culated and found to be very high. The
reliability estimate was .971 for Posi-
tive and Virtuous Interpersonal Prac-
tices and .917 for the Meaning and Pur-
pose of the Work. In Table 7 we present
the final instrument after all items were
dropped.
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Table 6 Correlation Matrix of Two-Factor Structure

Positive & Virtuous

Meaning & Purpose of

Interpersonal Practices the Work
Positive & Virtuous
: 1.0000
Interpersonal Practices
Meanng & P e of
S e 0.8271 1 0000

the Waork

Table 7 Two-Factor Version of the Positive Practices Instrument

Positive & Virtluous Interpersonal Practices
(15 items)

Meanmg & Purpose of the Work
(4 tems)

We show apprecmtion for one another

We communate the good we see m one another
We treat each other with respect

We genuinely care about each other

We mspire each other

We care for fellow employees who are struggling
We are responsivve Lo cach other

We are interested in each other

We express gratitude to each other

We show compassion for each other

We show kindness to one another

We trust one another

We provide emotional support to each other

We deplay confidence in one another

We toster dignitv in each other

We find our work motivating
We are being elevated by our work
We are being renewed by what we do

We feel that our work has profound meaning

The second research question for this
study was whether PPI exhibited crite-
rion-related validity. POS research find-
ings indicated a strong correlation be-
tween positive practices and traditional
organizational and individual performance
outcomes, such as job satisfaction, job
performance, and affective well-being
(Cameron et al., 2011; Cameron &
Spreitzer, 2011; Rego et al., 2010). It was

reasonable to expect that these same re-
lationships would be replicated in this
study and could therefore be used to as-
sess the criterion-related validity of PPI.

We present in Table 8 the correla-
tions between Positive and Virtuous In-
terpersonal Practices, Meaning and Pur-
pose of the Work, job satisfaction, job
performance, and affective well-being.

The Indian Journal of Industrial Relations, Vol. 59, No. 1, July 2023

153



John M. Coyne, Vishal Arghode, Som Sekhar Bhattacharyya, David Barker & Nicholas

C. Neupauer
Table 8 Correlation Matrix for All Variables
Positive
3 Mearins S ]
&SV Irmms Pl:1 .'.(‘.::‘ ¢ Job Toh Alfective
S O & P o A
Interpersonal I ,L : Satisfaction Performance Well-Bemng
. the Work =
Practices
Positive &
Virtuous
10000
Interpersorml
Practxes
Meanmg &
Purpose of (LE27] =** 10000
the Work
Tob
R 0, S0k = (O G5GT*** 10000
Satis faction
Job N . -
i 0 47525 %% (. 4] 2Q%** (), 4337*** 1, 00000
Peformance
Alfective () pgrews  agss*=  (5337%%% () 5258% 10000
Well-Bemng
#p < Q5 %% < 0] ###p < 001

All reported correlations were signifi-
cant, with all p-values being less than .001
(Hair, 2011). The correlations were as
follows: positive and virtuous interper-
sonal practices with job satisfaction
(r=.520), positive and virtuous interper-
sonal practices with job performance
(r=.475), positive and virtuous interper-
sonal practices with affective well-being
(r = .479), meaning and purpose of the
work with job satisfaction (r = .657),
meaning and purpose of the work with
job performance (r =.413), meaning and
purpose of the work with affective well-

being (r = .486). As a result, each of the
three study hypotheses were supported.
This demonstrated that the criterion-re-
lated validity of PPI existed. However,
the exceptionally high correlation be-
tween the two factors raised questions
about the scope to identify distinguish-
able dimensions of positive practices.

Discussion
This study consisted of two re-

search questions aimed at investigat-
ing the factor structure and criterion-
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related validity of the PPI. In prior
studies, relationships were found to
exist between employees’ perceptions
of positive practices and job satisfac-
tion. Also, job performance was related
to affective well-being. These vari-
ables were examined in this research
study to assess the criterion-related
validity of the PPIL.

The results of the CFA indicated the
presence of a two-factor structure. It
consisted of positive and virtuous inter-
personal practices and the meaning and
purpose of the work. These factors were
distinguishable conceptually, but the high
correlation (r = .827) between variables
indicated that positive practices consisted
of only one factor.

‘ Positive practices were not dis-
played in isolation from one an-

other and should be viewed as a
single factor.

Cameron et al. (2011) explained that
no single positive practice factor ac-
counted for more variance in outcome
than other factors. They suggested this
could be a product of imprecise measure-
ment or that positive practices were not
displayed in isolation. The findings re-
garding the criterion-related validity re-
quired explanation. This was because
there was evidence for the instrument’s
validity. This entailed as each factor con-
sistently correlated with the same vari-
ables. However, the high correlation be-
tween factors found in the two and six-
factor solutions suggested that positive
practices were not displayed in isolation

from one another and should be viewed
as a single factor.

Cameron et al. (2011) started with
114 items regarding PPI. Their research
refined the instrument to 29 items mea-
suring six factors. The results of this
study suggested the presence of an in-
strument consisting of 19 items measur-
ing two highly correlated factors. This
updated version indicated that some of
the correlations were found as same
while using the 29-item instrument. This
was also present when the 19-item ver-
sion was used. Yet, the issue of
multicollinearity among the dimensions
that appeared in the study conducted by
Cameron et al. (2011) was also found in
this study. Thus, positive practices did not
exist as a distinct, multidimensional con-
struct. Positive practices could be
viewed and were more accurately
viewed as a unidimensional factor.

This study contained three hypoth-
eses used to assess the criterion-related
validity of PPL. The results indicated
support for all three hypotheses. Also, the
criterion-related validity of the PPI was
present. However, the problem of
multicollinearity discussed earlier raised
questions regarding the uniqueness and
meaning of the dimensions.

POS as a field of study has faced
criticism from scholars (Dutton et al.,
2008). The findings from this study did
not refute the criticisms. Specifically,
Hackman (2009) contested in his re-
view of POS literature that he did not
find any serious attempts to explore the
conceptual basis of the POS terms.
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These terms were used, to probe how
differently named but seemingly simi-
lar concepts related to one another
theoretically.

The results from this study indi-
cated that the PPI lacked multidimen-
sionality. It was likely to be more valid
when viewed as an instrument measur-
ing one factor. The dimensions corre-
lated with job satisfaction, job perfor-
mance, and affective well-being. The
dimensions were however indistinguish-
able and lacked distinct meaning. This
questioned the utility of the concept in
its current form. Simply put, an instru-
ment that claimed to measure multiple
dimensions was not valid if it lacked
independence of the dimensions. Con-
ceptually, there was a need to clarify
what was being measured by the PPI.
PPI measured of multiple items asso-
ciated with occupational satisfaction in
a given organization, as opposed to an
instrument containing multiple distinct
dimensions.

Conclusion

The focus of this study was to inves-
tigate the factor structure and criterion-
related validity of the Positive Practices
Instrument. This study, as well as the
study by Cameron et al. (2011) found
factors that were very highly correlated
with each other. This suggested the fac-
tors that might be indistinguishable, and
the instrument might only contain a single
factor. Positive Organizational Scholar-
ship would benefit from future research
studies designed to further explore the
above-mentioned issues.

The study had certain limitations. The
first limitation of the study was that it had
a limited range of organizational types and
settings. The sample included employees
from the financial services industry, com-
munity colleges, and fast food restaurants
from the same chain. Employees from a
different organization in a different coun-
try might respond differently to the in-
strument. Caution should be taken when
seeking to generalize the findings of this
research study to all organizational types
and all settings.

The second limitation of the study
was that all data were collected by an
instrument that asked respondents to self-
report their perceptions. This was re-
garding positive and virtuous practices,
job satisfaction, job performance, and
affective well-being. Positive and virtu-
ous interpersonal practices and the mean-
ing and purpose of the work was best
captured by asking the employees for
their perceptions. Other variables might
have been more accurately assessed by
other measures. For example, by only
asking employee to report their level of
job performance, the measure was likely
to contain some bias. Asking a manager
to provide feedback on an employee’s job
performance experience might yield dif-
ferent results. This study sample included
an underrepresented population of low-
wage fast food employees. This was an
intriguing area for future POS research-
ers. In general, more studies should be
conducted to explore this segment of in-
dividuals. It would be interesting to see
how employees from other sectors and
countries compared to those included in
this study. A research study employing
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an ethnographic methodology might gain
deeper understanding as to the cultures
and climates that were created in these
organizations. Another way for future
research could be to design a longitudi-
nal study. This would be to assess
whether changes in employees’ percep-
tions of positive and virtuous practices
over time correlated with changes in job
satisfaction, job performance, affective
well-being, or other traditional individual
and organizational performance out-
comes.
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